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Preface

Mdlfrebinnar grundvplly, the first of two parts of the Old Icelandic Third
Grammatical Treatise, is the earliest extant work of runology. It has been studied
ever since the earliest modern scholarship into medieval Icelandic language and
literature at the turn of the seventeenth century. However, since Bjorn M. Olsen’s
edition of 1884 there has been little interest in the text, and, although two editions
have been published since then, they have both been based on Olsen’s.

The research project which led to the following dissertation was the result of
the convergence of a number of interests: Old Icelandic grammatical literature; the
history and philosophy of writing; and the reception of Old Icelandic literature in
the modern period. It quickly became apparent that a new edition and study of
MlfreBinnar grundvpllr was required, based on new readings of the four medieval
manuscripts and with an English translation.

This edition aims to make a small contribution to the history of ideas. The
discursive parts place the text in question in the context of the history of the
disciplines of linguistics, the philosophy of language and runology. Of interest here
are not only the sources and influences identifiable in Mdlfredinnar grundvpllr, but
also the texts which follow it and were influenced by it — these will shed some
light on the interpretation of the text, most particularly in relation to the history of
runology.

While there has been much recent work on the early reception of medieval
Scandinavian literature, there has been very little scholarly activity concerning early
studies in runes, nor in the broader history of runology. The significance of
Mdlfrebinnar grundvpllr as the earliest extant runology has similarly failed to
generate interest, with very little published about the runological section of the text
since 1900. It is for this reason that much of this edition will deal with
MlfreBinnar grundvpllr as a work of runology and in the context of the history of
runology.

The present edition has been produced in an electronic form according to the
guidelines of the Text Encoding Initiative. The electronic text forms the basis of
both a web-based interactive edition and the printed thesis for examination.
Unfortunately, the currently-available software for printing the electronic text is
limited, and the presentation of the print edition has occasionally suffered as a



result. Some abbreviation marks in the transcriptions in Appendix 4 do not appear
in the print version.

"This thesis would not have been possible without the excellent supervision of
Judy Quinn and Margaret Clunies Ross. Their advice and support, not only for my
research project, but also for my activities in the university and scholarly
community more generally, has been invaluable and has made my experience as a
postgraduate particularly fulfilling and enjoyable.

Also of great help to this project were the staff of the Arnamagnzan institutes
in Reykjavik and Copenhagen, in particular, Matthew Driscoll. Two (former) non-
academic staff members of the Faculty of Arts, Simon French and John Couani,
also deserve thanks for their assistance in administrative and I'T matters. Numerous
others have provided support and ideas for various aspects of this project, including
Karl-Gunnar Johansson, Alex Jones and Gubrin Nordal.

I could not have completed this project without the personal support of my
family and friends. Kim Selling and Melissa McMahon deserve special mention for
their patience, help and support on the home front in the final year of my
candidature.

This project was assisted by funds from the Kath O'Neil scholarship
(Chancellor’s committee, University of Sydney) and the H. L. Rogers Scholarship
(Department of English).

ii



Summary

The thesis presents an edition of Mdlfredinnar grundvollr (‘The Foundation of
Grammar’), the first section of the thirteenth-century Icelandic work known as The
Third Grammatical Treatise. The edition is based on new readings of the four
manuscripts and is presented with facsimiles and diplomatic transcriptions of those
manuscripts; an English translation; textual apparatus and putative sources. The
Introduction gives the intellectual, literary and historical context for the tract and
its later reception, as well as re-examining the accepted theories regarding the
dating of the text and its manuscript transmission. It also presents evidence for the
considerable influence of the text in early (seventeenth-century) scholarship on Old
Icelandic language and runology, principally relating to the work of the Danish
scholar, Ole Worm. Mdlfrebinnar grundvpllr, it is demonstrated, is strongly
associated with two common (and mistaken) themes in the history of runological
scholarship, namely, that runes are extremely ancient and/or derive from Hebrew;
and that runes were used very widely for writing all forms of literature in medieval
Iceland and Scandinavia more generally.

The commentary looks closely at each chapter of the tract. Its first chapter is
examined in relation to thirteenth-century logical treatises, and it is argued that
MlfreBinnar grundvpllr is strongly influenced by that tradition. Also evidenced in
this chapter is a particularly Icelandic conception of the letter and its relationship to
speech and sound, centring on the concept of distinction and divisibility. It is
argued that the second chapter of the treatise attempts to reconcile the thirteenth-
century logical theories of the letter with earlier theories such as those found in
Priscian. The two chapters (3 and 4) dealing with runes are examined closely and it
is argued that they show some signs of the theories of the ubiquity and antiquity of
runes. In concluding, it is argued that, contrary to earlier opinions, Mdlfredinnar
grundvpllr is a fairly coherent text. It can also be seen in the context of the history
of runology, and shows that from the very beginning of, and at many points in the
study of runes, scholars held to the theories of ubiquity and antiquity, despite any
sound evidence in support of them.
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Introduction



1. The text

Mlfredinnar grundvpllr (‘The foundation of grammar’, here abbreviated as ‘MG’)
is the first and smaller of two parts of the work known as the Third Grammatical
Treatise 3GT). MG is primarily a summary of the theoretical foundations of the
study of grammar. It is largely an abridged adaptation of parts of the Institutiones
Grammaticae of the Latin grammarian, Priscian (fl. c. AD 500), but with other
Latin and Norse material incorporated into it. MG is one of a group of texts from
twelfth- to fourteenth-century Iceland which deal with language subjects:
grammar, rhetoric, orthography and poetics. As a great many texts survive, it would
be fair to assume that there was a great deal of interest in this period in the study of
such subjects.

It must be admitted that the treatment of MG as a separate text is by no
means a self-evident approach. It is clear that the text of 3GT was written
throughout by the same author, Ol4fr Péroarson: this will be discussed below. It is
also clear that the two sections were considered part of a single text in the Middle
Ages: in the three major medieval witnesses of the text, both parts are always found
together. I have, however, chosen to undertake the present study and edition of the
first section alone. This is for a number of reasons.

The sources and consequently the subject matter of MG are very different
from that of the second section. The first section is largely an adaptation of books I
and II of Priscian’s Institutiones Grammaticae, but only loosely so. It also has a great
deal of other material incorporated, including a section on sound and two lengthy
sections on runes. The second section (Mdlskridsfredi, here abbreviated as 3GTb),
in contrast, is generally based quite closely on Donatus’ Ars Maior book III, with
material supplemented from various commentaries. The interest in 3GTb is in the
citation of a great many skaldic verses (121 in total), which are used to exemplify the
subjects dealt with, and in its contribution to poetics, even though it is dependent
somewhat on Latin sources. There is thus quite a different approach in the two
sections to their adaptation of Latin sources. A closer examination of the sources
for MG has been lacking — a lack which the present edition attempts to address.

The material in the second section relies to some extent on the material in the
first. The discussion of barbarisms, for example, refers to the features of the syllable
(length, accent and aspiration) to explain the concept, and in doing so refers back to

the section on the syllable in MG. However, MG can be taken independently of



MlskriBsfresi. The manuscript AM 757a 4to, for example, includes only one
chapter from the second section, but almost all of MG.

While some of the material in MG serves as a foundation for the second
section, the other subjects are of interest in their own right, in particular, the
discussion of sound in the first chapter and the runological chapters. These parts of
MG have not received much scholarly attention, which, again, the present study
attempts to rectify.

r.1. Title

The name MdlfreBinnar grundvpllr is not found in any medieval manuscript of the
text. The name is possibly modelled on the title of its principal source, Priscian’s
Institutiones Grammaticae. The conventional titles of both the first and second
(Mdlskriidsfredi “The lore of rhetoric’) sections are at least as old as the earliest
edition of 3GT, that of R. Rask (1818) and are used in all editions except that of
Finnur Jénnson (1927). While the name, Mdlfredinnar grundvplly, is a modern
invention, it is a fairly apt description of the contents of the work and has thus also
been retained in the present edition.

None of the five grammatical treatises have names which survive from the
Middle Ages, although parts of Snorra Edda do have known names (such as
Skdldskaparmdl and Hdttatal). The works known as the First, Second, Third and
Fourth Grammatical Treatises are so called because of their position in the Codex
Wormianus. Many scholars have also held that their order in that manuscript
parallels their chronological age, although this has been questioned (see section
5.1.3 below).

1.2. Contents

The principal subject of MG is the basis upon which grammar can be studied. The
contents of the treatise are summarised below:



Table 1: Contents of MG

I categories of sound and voice
LI definition of sound

1.2-11  non-vocal sound

L1221 categories of voice

2 the division of letters

2.1 definition of the letter

2.2—5  theoretical issues concerning letters
2.6-15  the characteristics of the syllable

3 names and categories of letters
3.1 the characteristics of the letter
3.2—5  multiple sounds of the letter
3.6-15  vowels

3.16—19 consonants

4 shape and value of letters

414  characteristics of the letter

45 Valdemar rune-phrase

4.6-11  about the first 3 runes in the phrase
4.12-18  diphthongs and ligatures

4.19—22 the other runes in the phrase

5 syllables

5.1 definition

5.2—4  number of letters in the syllable
5.5-10  rhymes

sar-17  length of the syllable
§.18-23  aspiration
§.24~31 accent

6 words
6.1-2 . definition &ec.
6.2-13  parts of speech

MG starts by examining the relationship between sound and speech, that is to say,
language. It also looks at the physical production of sounds. It then theorises the
relationship between the letter and speech or voice, and follows this with a
discussion of the various letters (runes) and their characteristics. It then looks at
higher-level divisions of language: the syllable and how it relates to versification,
and finally the word. This provides the basis for the study in the second part. The
structure of the text and some of the content follow fairly closely the well-known
grammatical work of Priscian, Institutiones Grammaticae.

The standard numbering of the chapters in MG dates from at least as far back
as Sveinbjorn Egilsson’s edition (1852). Olsen also uses these divisions, but, as we
will see, they are often quite arbitrary.

If we look at Table § (section 4.3 below), we see the way in which the
medieval MSS of MG format the chapters which Olsen orders as 1—9. However,
there are only five points in the text where all MSS coincide in their chapter



divisions (if we exclude A’s missing leaves). These are Olsen’s chapters 1, 2, 3, 5 and
9. These divisions also make sense of the structure of the text: the first categorises
sound down to writeable or literate sound (that which can be divided into letters);
the second deals with the theory and nature of the letter; the third deals with the
features or ‘accidents’ of the letter (in particular, the values and names of runes);
the fourth deals with the syllable; the fifth deals with words. I will now discuss all
the chapter divisions marked in A, B and W in order to determine how the edited
text of MG will be divided.

Manuscript A has the most marked divisions. However, because of a missing
leaf, we cannot get an overall impression of how the text is visually divided.
Manuscript A clearly marks the beginnings of new sections with red, dark red and
green inks, and unlike the other manuscripts, includes headings consistently.
Where the text in A is still extant, there are no chapter divisions in the other
manuscripts which are not in A.

The divisions are evident at the end of Olsen’s chapters one and two. A’s
division at Olsen’s chapter 3/5 does not occur in the other two manuscripts.
However, the division at chapter 3/17 occurs in W, and B at this point does not
include the text. This chapter starts with the discussion of consonants. This is in
some ways analogous to some of the later chapter divisions — there is great
variation when the chapter begins with a subdivision of the subject of the previous
chapter. In most cases, a chapter might begin in one manuscript with something
along the lines of ‘the second feature...”. The division for consonants can be seen in
the same light — the section on consonants is the second part of a subdivision of
letters (after vowels). It is on this basis that I have not included what would be a
very small chapter here as separate.

Olsen’s chapter four starts with the words “The second feature of the letter’. It
is not marked as distinct in B, and on the basis of what I have argued for the
previous division in A and W, I have not included it as a separate chapter. Olsen’s
chapter §, on the other hand, is marked clearly in B and W; A is missing a leaf
here. As this is also a change in focus from the letter to the syllable, I have put a
chapter division here in the edition.

Of the next three chapter divisions in Olsen’s edition, none occur in both B
and W (A here is missing pages). Olsen’s chapter seven is not marked in any of the
manuscripts. I have therefore not marked these as separate: they all form part of the
chapter on syllables. The beginning of the last chapter in Olsen’s edition, which
initiates the discussion of the word, is marked as a new chapter in the manuscripts
which have it, and I have accordingly included it as a separate chapter. On this
basis, I have separated MG into six chapters.

The three chapters that Olsen distinguishes, but which are not distinguished
here, all follow on quite clearly from the chapters preceding them: they all begin
with the second, third or fourth part of a list of features or properties of the syllable.
Olsen’s chapter seven is not marked as distinct in any of the extant manuscripts.



1.3. Author

It is in manuscript A that we find the authorship of 3GT attributed to Ol4fr
Pérodarson. This occurs in a passage in red ink at the end of the treatise, on fol. 14v,
line 6ft:

Har @r lykt peim Ivt bokar zr Olafr Pordarson hzfir samansett ok vpphefr
skalldskaparmal ok kanningar zptir pvi sem fyri fvndid var i kvadvm hofviskallda ok
Snorri hafir sipan samanfara latit. (G. Nordal 2001, 59-60)

This is the end of that part of the book which Ol4fr Pérbarson has put together and [here]
begins Skdldskaparmdl and kennings, according to that which is found in the poems of the chief
poets and which Snorri has since caused to be brought together. (from G. Nordal 2001, 59-60
and Wessén 1945, 13)

There is no reason to doubt this attribution of authorship to Oléfr. Although the
two sections of the treatise are very different in terms of their sources and subject
matter, the work is clearly by the same author, as evidenced by both the style and
terminology, as well as other features dealt with by Sveinbjorn Egilsson (1848, 62)
and Bjsérn M. Olsen (1883, 62~64).

Ol4fr was of the family of the Sturlungar, a very prominent family in
thirteenth-century Iceland, both in politics and literature. Its most famous member
was Snorri Sturluson, author of the prose Edda. Bjorn M. Olsen has given a
detailed account of Ol4fr’s life (Olsen 1884, xxxii-xxxvii). Oldfr seems to have been
a fairly minor figure in the political intrigues of the time and consequently there
has not been much biographical work on him. Of interest to the present study are
the following events in his life. Oléfr’s father was Pérdr Sturluson, elder brother of
Snorri. Oléfr was probably born at Stadr on Snzfellsness shortly before his brother,
Sturla, who was born in 1214 accordmg to Sturlunga saga (Olsen 1884, xxxiii). In
1236 he went to live with Snorri, and the following year he travelled to Norway.
Olifr also visited the Swedish court before returning to Norway. In 1240 he
travelled to Denmark and stayed at the court of Valdemar II, where he probably
learnt Danish and German. Ol4fr claims (84.5) to have learnt a runic phrase from
Valdemar. Some time after Valdemar’s death in 1241 he returned to Iceland, where
many in his family had been killed or exiled. Ol4fr appears to have withdrawn
somewhat from the political intrigues of the time and established a clerical school
at Stafaholt, for which Olsen (1884, xxxvi) thinks he composed his treatise. Olifr
was also law-speaker from 1248—50 and again in 1252 (he stood down for his brother
Sturla in 1251). In that year, Oldfr aligned himself with his nephew, Porgils, who
had returned to Iceland with Gizurr Porvaldsson to bring the country under the
rule of Hkon. Ol4fr taught at his school in Stafaholt until his death in 1259. The
Icelandic annals record together with the date of his death that he was a subdeacon.

We thus know that Olifr was a cleric and teacher, and was clearly very
knowledgeable in the areas of law, poetry, languages, grammar and runology.



1.4. Date

Olsen deals at length with the date of the text (1884, xxxv—xxxvii), which is
comparatively easy to determine because of our knowledge of the authorship of the
work. The work must have been written after Ol4fr had returned to Iceland from
the court of Valdemar, as MG attributes a runic phrase to that king (§4.5). The
terminus post quem must therefore be around 1242, although Olsen proposes that
Ol4fr may have returned later, in 1245.

Olsen argues that a comment in MlskriBsfredi gives a likely terminus ante
quem. Ol4fr cites a verse by Snorri about Hékon, and follows with the comment:
ber er oiginlig liking milli OBins ok nokcvrs illgiarns manz (Olsen 1884, 117) ‘here
there is an improper comparison between Odin and a certain malevolent man’
(Collings 1967, 112). Olsen (1884, xxxvii) argues that Ol4fr would not have included
such an unflattering epithet for Hdkon after he had aligned himself with those
promoting his rule in 1252 (Ol4fr had apparently fallen out with Hékon prior to
this). Olsen’s terminus ante quem is thus 1252.

However, Olsen’s presumption that Ol4fr’s school had already been established
before 1252 seems to be an attempt to fit the evidence to the conclusion. The first
time the school is mentioned is in fact in the year 12¢3. Even though he had
supported his nephew in bringing Iceland under the Norwegian monarchy, it does
not mean that he would refrain from insulting the king. Hékon was, after all,
indirectly responsible for the death of his uncle, Snorri. It is understandable that
Ol4fr would recognise the irony of a verse in praise of the king by Snorri, even if
doing so could have been seen to conflict with the allegiances of some of his
kinsmen.

The terminus ante quem would be, conservatively, the time of Ol4fr’s death in

1259.



2. Theories of writing

This edition aims to understand MG and its reception in the context of various
theories of writing. In order to contextualise it in this way, I present here a very
brief survey of the history of theories of grammar and writing which are relevant to
the present study.

2.1. Antiquity

The theory of language, and in particular, the theory of the letter found in MG
finds its ultimate origin in the works of the Greek philosophers Plato and Aristotle.
The philosophical origin of this subject is something that remained in the
background throughout the history of grammar until fairly recently, even when it
was preoccupied with mainly practical questions. Aristotle in particular examines
the relationship between sound — including the physics of sound — and language.
"This was seen as the foundatlon not only for the study of language, but also for the
study of logic.

Slightly later, the Stoics were also interested in the philosophical foundations
of language. Peter Matthews conveniently summarises some of the main pomts
relevant to the present treatise:

For the rest we can begin where ancient writers themselves began, with vocal sound
(phoné, vox) in general. This is defined either physically, as air that is struck or set in

motion, or as perceived by the hearer: a formulation in these terms is cited from the

Stoic Diogenes of Babylon (c.240-152 BC), and the properties are similarly combined

in the definition given by the Latin grammarians Charisius and Diomedes (fourth
century AS), the latter mentioning the Stoics as his source. Democritus had earlier
defined it as a stream of atoms. Vocal sound in man differs from that of animals.

According to Diogenes of Babylon, the latter is air set in motion ‘under an impulse’;

the former is articulate (literally jointed’ or ‘having distinct members’) and is set in

motion by thought. The grammarians generally define ‘articulate’ as ‘representable by
letters’; a sound that cannot be written down is non-discrete or ‘inarticulate’. Priscian
has a more elaborate classification in which, for example, 2 human whistle is at once

articulate, since it signifies something in the mind of the whistler, but not representable

by writing. (Matthews in Lepschy 1994, 11)

From this period onwards, the letter is thought of as a representation.of a certain
type of voice. While voice is sometimes defined physically, it is not often discussed



in relation to sound more generally, at least by grammarians. There is some
recognition among later grammarians that letters can represent things other than
thought, and also that some signifying things cannot be represented by letters.

The most significant and comprehensive work in linguistics was started
towards the end of the Roman Empire. The grammatical works of Donatus (the
Ars major and Ars minor from the mid-fourth century in particular) and Priscian
brought together and expanded the earlier linguistic work of philosophers. As the
Christian Church expanded, these texts were used to train clerics in the language it
used, that is, Latin grammar and rhetoric.

2.2. The Early Middle Ages

There is not a great deal of material from the early Middle Ages of relevance to
MG — most of the grammatical writing at that time was not of a theoretical
nature. In England, the Latin alphabet was adapted for writing the vernacular by
the addition of two runic characters (P ‘th’ and P ‘w’) and two modified Latin
letters (6 and =), but there is no account from the period of the rationale for this
adaptation of the Latin alphabet.

Alfric’s vernacular grammar, Excerptiones de arte grammatica anglice (ed.
Zupitza 1880), is of particular interest to the present study, as it is, like MG, a
vernacular adaptation of Priscian. This work, written in England probably between
the years 992—1002 (Law 1997, 203), is an abridged adaptation of some works of
Priscian. It is largely in Old English but with some (usually translated) Latin
examples and terms.

"The immediate source of Alfric’s grammar is the anonymous Excerptiones de
Prisciano (Law 1997, 203). Besides drawing from a great deal of Priscian’s
Institutiones, the Excerptiones also include material adapted from some of Priscian’s
other works, from Donatus and from other early grammars. The Excerptiones,
according to Law, is ‘an attempt to bring Priscian into line with the Late Latin
tradition’ (1997, 204).

Alfric’s grammar is mainly concerned with instruction in Latin — it consists
primarily of material on Latin accidence. It treats only very briefly letters, syllables
and diphthongs. The examples are mostly in Latin, all of which indicates that the
interest was in providing a text for instructing Anglo-Saxon students of Latin.
The text was translated into the vernacular in order to facilitate this aim.

While Alfric’s grammar is of interest as a vernacular adaptation of Priscian, of
more relevance to the present study are the intellectual movements of the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries. In this period, there were significant changes in the way
language was conceived in medieval Europe which have some bearing on our

reading of MG.



2.3. The High Middle Ages

Apart from the grammarians of late Antiquity, MG finds most of its sources in
works of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. There was also a considerable rise in
the status of vernacular languages in this period. This not only meant that
vernacular literature was more accepted, but also that grammatical description of
vernacular languages started to emerge (Lepschy 1994, 186 and 280ff).

The twelfth century represents a period of considerably increased interest in
grammar, particularly speculative grammars. These speculative grammars had a
broader aim than simply instruction in the use and structure of Latin: they aimed
to give a more theoretical basis to the study of language for more advanced students.
Priscian’s Institutiones became much more widely read in the later Middle Ages, and
the difficulties that it presented to the student were addressed by numerous
commentaries.

Part of the interest in the period was in the theory of writing itself, and this
centred on the theory of the letter. For example, John of Salisbury in the twelfth
century writes:

Littere autem, id est figure, primo vocum indices sunt; deinde rerum, quas anime per
oculorum fenestras opponunt, et frequenter absentium dicta sine voce loquuntur.
(Metalogicon 1:13, from Hall 1991, 32)

Fundamentally, letters are shapes indicating voices. Hence they represent things which they
bring to the mind through the windows of the eyes. Frequently they speak voicelessly the
utterances of the absent. (Clanchy 1993, 253)

This account of the letter is very similar to later ones, such as that of Condillac in
the eighteenth century (see section 2.5 below). Writing is here characterised as
representing voice and, in so doing, representing thoughts. Writing has the ability
to represent speech and thought in the absence of the author. -

Absent from the works of the twelfth-century grammarians is a systematic
discussion of sound. The thirteenth century introduced sound as a topic of
linguistic study. The discussions of sound find their origin in Aristotle and other
philosophers. Priscian and his adapters and commentators were content to start the
discussion of language with voice. Logicians, who often used the introductory
material in Priscian as the starting point for their treatises on dialectic, did likewise.
Thirteenth-century logicians, however, such as Petrus Hispanus and Roger Bacon
preceded the discussion of voice with a discussion of sound in general, of which
voice was seen as a species.

This approach was a departure from some of the earlier traditions which
promoted speech and thought. Voice or speech was treated by twelfth-century
theorists as a point of departure because of its relationship to thought. Sound as the
point of departure puts less emphasis on the status of thought in the foundation of
the study of language.
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From the thirteenth to the beginning of the fourteenth century, there was
considerable debate about the notion of a perfect language. Dante in particular is
notable for his search for a perfect vernacular language in De vulgari eloquentia (c.
1303—5 — Eco 1995, 34). Also of note is the ‘language’ devised by Ramon Llull, an
attempt at a system of elucidating universal truths. Llull’s work will be discussed
further in relation to The Second Grammatical Treatise below. From the end of the
fourteenth to the beginning of the seventeenth century, there is little of relevance
to the present study. Works from this period neither influenced nor were influenced
by the linguistic theories in MG. The interest in writing during the this period
was largely restricted to issues related to the new technology of printing. There was
consequently not a great deal of interest in the relationship between speech and
writing; nor was there much interest in writing systems for their own sake. It was,
however, a period of considerable interest in poetics and other aspects of vernacular
literature.

One example of the mention of runes in the sixteenth century, however,
occurs in Olaus Magnus’s 1555 work, Historia de gentibus septentrionalibus (trans.
Foote 1996 ‘A Description of the Northern Peoples’). This text has a chapter on
runes, including a diagram of a runic fupark (Foote 1996, I:77). The accompanying
text, however, contains little concerning the letters themselves. Rather, it
concentrates on the materials used for recording the letters, such as stone and wood
and various substitutes. In contrast, in the seventeenth century there was renewed
interest in the study of writing and writing systems for their own sake, and it was in
that century that MG was ‘rediscovered’. The seventeenth century saw the
beginnings of modern runology along with the study of medieval Scandinavian
literature. The following sections comprise a survey of some major movements in
the theory of language from the seventeenth century to the present. Changes in
attitudes to language and writing coincided with the varying popularity of runology
and accompanying theories. These changes are of importance to the present study,
not only because they help to explain the modern reception of MG, but also, as I
will argue in the Commentary, because the runological material in MG is better
understood in the light of recurrent themes in the broader history of runology. The
survey begins in the seventeenth century because in the period of the Renaissance,
there was little interest in writing systems, and consequently runes, or in the
relationship between writing and speech.

2.4. The seventeenth century

The seventeenth century saw a great deal of scholarly attention given to various
alphabets and scripts. An enormous number of works were published in the period
which looked at a range of issues to do with writing and language. These works
dealt with writing systems such as Heiroglyphics and Chinese characters; with
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magic languages, such as the secret language of the Rosicrucians; and they
presented a range of theories about the concept of a perfect language and the origins
of language itself: usually that they all derived from an original language, that
which Adam spoke, which was Hebrew (cf. Eco 1995, chapters §, 6 and 8). Such
theories were related and often influenced by medieval scholarship on language and
writing, particularly that of the thirteenth century.

In this period, writing and letters were not viewed simply as arbitrary
representations of elements of speech. They had a greater significance as potentially
magical symbols and had often quite concrete relationships with spoken language.
For example, in the 1667 work by Mercurius van Helmont, Alphabeti veri naturalis
Hebraici brevissima delineatio, he argues that Hebrew is the original perfect
language of Adam and that the shape of each of the letters of Hebrew is a visual
representation of the way in which the vocal organs form that sound.

Writing in this period was the focus of such speculative theories. It was
valorised because it made language survive beyond the point of its articulation or
composition, both in time and in space. The seventeenth century is of particular
interest to the present study because it was in that period that MG was rediscovered
and with it modern runology began.

2.5. The eighteenth century

The eighteenth century saw significant changes to the conception of writing and
language. While the dominant conception differed considerably from the widely-
held views of the seventeenth century, it was in many cases no less extreme.

William Warburton’s discussion of the origins of writing in The Divine
Legation of Moses Demonstrated (in Works 1788, 11:387ff) is indicative of the
transition in the treatment of writing and writing systems that was occurring in
this period. Warburton’s work, which at one point discusses the origin and
development of writing, shows an affinity with seventeenth-century works on
writing systems — it outlines a number of different writing systems. In particular,
Warburton discusses the ideographic and pictographic writing systems of the
Mexicans, Egyptian heiroglyphics and Chinese writing as representative of three
stages in the development of writing representing images or ideas (II:402). These
systems are fundamentally different, he argued, from systems which use writing to
represent sounds or words. The Divine Legation introduces an interest in the theory
of writing and the importance of the relationship between writing and speech. He
describes the process of the development of writing:

Men soon found out two ways of communicating their thoughts to one another; the
first by SOUNDS, and the second by FIGURES: for there being frequent occasion to have
their conceptions either perpetuated, or communicated at a distance, the way of figures
or characters was next thought upon, after sounds (which were momentary and
confined), to make their conceptions lasting and extensive. (Warburton 1788, 11:388)
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"This distinction indicates a fundamentally different interest in writing from the
seventeenth-century scholars: here, writing is a way of representing conceptions,
and is thus secondary to thought. Warburton also put forward a theory that the type
of literature composed in a given language at a given time is related to the written
form in which it was recorded. He states that in primitive times, when the only
visual form (and the most natural way) of representing language was with pictures,
the dominant form of literature was one of action, that is, stories were illustrated
with gestures and so on. As hieroglyphic writing developed, the dominant form was
the fable or ‘Apologue’, and finally with alphabetic writing, simile and metaphor
(Warburton 1788, II:390—402). According to this theory, 2 more ‘primitive’ written
form would lead to a more primitive and natural literature.

Warburton also discusses the uses of writing for magical purposes — once
again, in a way very different from the seventeenth-century scholars. His approach
is more of an ethnological one:

Here then we see the first begininnings of Hieroglyphics amongst the Mexicans, and
the end of them amongst the Chinese; yet we never find them employed in either of
these places for mystery or concealment: what there was of this practice, therefore, in
the middle stage of their cultivation amongst the Egyptians, we must needs conclude
had some private or peculiar cause, unrelated to their general nature. (Warburton 1788,
1:404)

Again this view differs from seventeenth-century writers, who did in fact see
something in the nature of writing that was magical or supernatural. Such 2 view is
indicative of one aspect of the change in attitudes to writing, that is, the attitude to
the qualities writing possessed beyond simply representing thought. Thirteenth-
and seventeenth-century authors were more interested in the more abstract and
manipulable qualities of writing systems.

In the philosophical tradition, Abbé Etienne Bonnot de Condillac extended
Warburton’s theory of writing in his 1746 Essai sur lorigine des connaissances
bumaines (in Condillac 1821, vol. I), moving further still away from the interest in
writing systems as such. Jacques Derrida has made famous his account of the origin
of writing:

Les hommes en état de se communiquer leurs pensées par des sons sentirent la nécessité

d’imaginer de nouveaux signes propres  les perpétuer et 4 les faire connaitre A des
personnes absentes. (Condillac 1821, 310-11)

Men capable of communicating their thoughts to each other by sounds felt the necessity of
imagining new signs apt to perpetuate them and to make them known to absent persons.

This shows writing to have the essential purpose of representing thought. Like
John of Salisbury, Condillac includes the principle that writing had the purpose of
representing thought in the absence of the person who created the text. This
quality of writing, that it allows the text to be removed from the author in both
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time and space, caused considerable anxiety in the late eighteenth century. Jean-
Jacques Rousseau, in his Essay on the Origin of Languages, contributed greatly to
the view that writing was inferior to speech. Writing, according to Rousseau, was
only an imperfect representation of speech, which represented the thoughts and
intentions far better. Writing allowed utterances to be removed in time and space
from the author, and thus could destroy the immediacy of spoken communication.
This is a reversal of the seventeenth-century view of writing, which saw the
abilities of writing to survive beyond the immediate presence of the author as a good
rather than a bad thing.

Rousseau was an important part of the movement in the eighteenth century
away from interest in writing towards oral communication, although this certainly
was not the only view of language at the time. Arising from this, literatures which
were thought to be oral were also of interest, and were often seen in contrast to
cultivated and ‘artificial’ literatures. The importance of these eighteenth-century
views to the present study is because they provide one reason why MG and runology
more generally was not a popular topic in this period: because it was concerned with
writing and the written preservation of texts. These views are also closely related to
some contemporary theories about speech and writing.

2.6. Recent approaches to writing

Already by the thirteenth century, two approaches to the theory of writing can be
seen. Jacques Derrida has represented these two approaches in some of his earlier
works dealing with language (Of Grammarology (1976) in particular). His
philosophy is strongly influenced by Husserlian phenomenology, and, for our
purposes, can be seen as a way of representing the relationship between sound
(phenomena) and signs, language, writing and so on. Derrida addresses what he
sees as an underlying philosophy of language in a great many philosophers and
linguists from Plato through to the twentieth century: the tendency to see writing
as merely a representation of speech.

The difference can be seen in a contrast between speech and sound. The
theorists who see writing as the representation of speech or voice imply a
relationship between speech and thought: speech represents thought, and writing
represents speech. The function of writing, then, is to represent the ideas of the
author — something that it can only do imperfectly as it is two removes from
thought. The theorists who are not so interested in speech tend to see writing as
something more independent, that is, representing more than just speech and
consequently thought.

Alternatively, the difference can be seen in the way the functions of writing
are viewed. Writing, as we have seen, has the ability to transform the utterances of
an author into a form which can survive beyond the presence of the author. It is, on

14



the one hand, an imperfect account of the author’s intentions; it does not preserve
the author’s thoughts fully, nor even the intonations or gestures that would
accompany them if they were spoken. On the other hand, it can survive through
time and space (be ‘lasting and extensive’ to use Warburton’s words); it can be
copied; and it can be manipulated independently. All of this takes a written text
further from the presence of the author. Whether this is seen to be a good or a bad
thing is the discriminant in the two traditions.

Derrida shows that the separation of the text from the author (the so-called
‘death of the author’) is an essential possibility of all writing (Bergen 1999, 21). He
also identifies a great many theorists who denigrate writing because it separates
texts from their authors. However, Derrida’s thesis that this view of writing is
characteristic of an epoch in which this is the only way of treating writing is not
historically accurate. Derrida simply ignores those periods, such as the thirteenth
and seventeenth centuries, when writing was not denigrated but was rather the
object of a great deal of interest.

Derrida’s theories in fact have many similarities with theories from those
periods he ignores. For example, he sees the possibility of the survival of the text as
basically a good thing. He posits an originary writing (archi-écriture) as the basis for
all languages and writing systems, which has similarities with a common attitude
to Hebrew in the thirteenth and seventeenth centuries. For Derrida, the spoken
and written instances of a language both stem from this originary writing.
Likewise, the written form of a language in the ignored periods is rarely viewed
simply as a way of representing speech, but rather is treated as an integral part of
the language, that is, both derive historically from the original language.

Derrida attempts to represent his view as radical, that is, in opposition to an
entire epoch of thought; however, it can be situated within a tradition, albeit
interrupted, which privileges writing over speech.

Theoretical issues related to writing have also been dealt with recently in the
English-speaking world, including the field of medieval studies. Studies in this area
mostly focus on the issue of literacy and the corresponding issue of orality. This
area of research has arisen more or less contemporaneously with Derrida’s work and
consequent debates, but there has been almost no dialogue between the two fields
until very recently.' The orality and literacy work deals with the effects of the
introduction of literacy and how this changed the societies in which it was
introduced, as well as the nature of oral societies and literatures.

Much of the research into medieval orality and literacy has been informed by
theorists such as Marshall McLuhan and Walter J. Ong, although not always
directly. The following critique is based principally on Ong’s overview of research in
this field in Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (1982). There are
two principal problems with this approach to language. The first is that Ong and
others put orality and literacy (hence speech and writing) at opposite poles. Human
languages, Ong states, are fundamentally oral, and writing is a ‘technologizing’ of



speech:

Writing is in a way the most drastic of the three technologies [writing, print and
computers]. It initiated what print and computers only continue, the reduction of
dynamic sound to quiescent space, the separation of the word from the living present,
where alone spoken words can exist. By contrast with natural, oral speech, writing is
completely artificial. ... Writing or script differs as such from speech in that it does not
inevitably well up out of the unconscious. The process of putting spoken language into
writing is governed by consciously contrived, articulable rules ... (Ong 1982, 82)

This account of writing has problems. Firstly, it places orality and speech as natural
and writing as entirely artificial. This is an extreme view. Ong works with a
conception of writing which is usually restricted to an alphabetic representation of
speech — again, this is extreme, as writing can always do more than represent
speech. To Ong, speech is living, dynamic, natural and present; writing is static
and artificial. Print and computers, it should be noted, do not only continue ‘the
reduction of dynamic sound to quiescent space’ and so on. There are also examples
of ‘primary oral’ cultures where speech is ‘governed by consciously contrived,
articulable rules’ — most notably in verse.

These views of writing are closely related to those of eighteenth-century
philosophers, as Timothy Clark (1999) has shown. The parallels include the
conception of speech as natural and close to thought, and writing as an imperfect
representation thereof which takes humans further from their natural state. It is
also the case that Ong, like the eighteenth-century philosophers, sees alphabetic
(i.e. phonetic) writing as the best and most advanced form (see Ong 1982, 85 and
87). Ong does not see writing, however, as all bad — he recognises that it enables
new ways of thinking. Like Derrida, Ong suffers from a selective view of history.
His account of orality and literacy is very similar to that of exghteenth century
‘'scholars, but he makes no reference to such views. . o

It is difficult to examine the conception of language in medieval Iceland
according to orality/literacy theories such as Ong’s. Such an examination would
perhaps only uncover the extent to which literacy was affecting the thought of the
Icelanders. Ong, however, does recognise that writing is a very powerful technology
which creates new possibilities for thought. Where this theory is weak is in its
premise that before writing, no such possibilities existed. This weakness is
associated with Ong’s working definition of writing — that it is the visual
representation of speech.

Derrida’s view of writing provides a way of understanding some aspects of
medieval Icelandic thought. What writing and at least some forms of speech have in
common is that they both aim to be repeatable beyond the presence of their first
utterance. Writing can reproduce a text beyond the presence of the author, and in
so far as it is memorisable, so can speech. Derrida thus concentrates on the
similarities between speech and writing.

In the context of medieval Iceland, this can be seen in the similarities between
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writing and verse. Writing, as we have seen, has the function of making a text
‘lasting and extensive’: writing can record and copy texts so that they will survive
beyond the presence of the author. It transforms texts into a2 combination of a fixed
number of signs, which are thus reproduceable. In doing so, it reduces the amount
needed to be memorised: only the relationship between the visual signs and the
language (as well as the language itself, of course) need to be remembered. Verse
has some of the same functions as writing and achieves them in similar ways, but by
aural means. It transforms texts into fixed structures of metre, phonic equivalences
and formulae so that, once the structures are learnt, a smaller amount of additional
information needs to be remembered to reconstruct a text. Verse is designed to be
‘lasting and extensive’. Even in ‘primary oral’ cultures, verse is a technologising of
the word.

Skaldic verses by Icelanders, in particular, verses praising a lord, serve a similar
function to a great many written (runic) inscriptions on stone: they serve to
preserve the name and reputation of prominent figures in mainland Scandinavia
beyond the death of those individuals. Understanding the relationship between
verse and runes (and ‘writing more generally) is important to understanding the
place of the runological material in MG. It is, after all, part of a treatise ultimately
designed to treat the topic of poetics.

It is evident from the foregoing survey, that the history of the study of writing
is characterised by repetitions of two different and (usually) opposed views of
writing, namely, one which sees writing as simply an imperfect representation of
speech, and another which sees it as having scholarly or theoretic interest
independent of spoken language. These theories often arise without any apparent
reference to previous periods when such views have been widely held. MG and its
later reception is characterised in particular by one of these views, as I will show in
the following section and in the Commentary.
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3. The influence of MG

MG was the first of the Old Icelandic works on grammar, rhetoric or poetics to be
referred to extensively in the post-medieval period. Most of the interest since the
early seventeenth century has been in the information on runes contained in it.
What follows in this section is something of a select history of Scandinavian
runology, because, as we will see, MG has played a very important and recurrent
part in the history of the post-medieval study of runes.

Two (erroneous) themes continually recur in the history of runology
concerning the status of runes in medieval Scandinavia: one, that of ubiquity, that
is, that runes were used extensively to record all forms of literature, even those
which we now think of as oral; the other, that of antiquity, that is, that runes are
very old, indeed a great deal older than the Latin alphabet and other scripts, and
that runes are closely related to the oldest writing system, usually thought to be
Hebrew. These two themes are related to the two functions of writing that were
valued in the periods where runes were studied: writing made language ‘lasting and
extensive’ (Warburton 1788, 11:388).

As we will see, these theories of the ubiquity and antiquity of runes are closely
associated in many instances with readings of MG. The persistence of the
association of these two themes with MG must influence our interpretation of the
text — the commentary which follows would be lacking if it did not take into
account three centuries of scholarship.

The next two sections (3.1 and 3.2) of the introduction contain an analysis of
the scholarship and correspondence of Ole Worm and Arngrimur Jénsson. These
two scholars played a very large part in generating interest outside Iceland in
Icelandic language and literature during the seventeenth century and beyond. Both
scholars, too, drew upon MG in their works. After 1636 (the year Ole Worm’s
Literatura Runica was first published), other scholars, including many outside
Scandinavia, took up a number of the issues in Worm’s and Arngrimur’s
scholarship. I will deal with these subjects to some extent in section 3.3, although
the focus of this chapter on the influence of MG is basically upon the direct
influence of the text.

Not a great deal of research has been carried out on the medieval sources of
Worm’s and Arngrimur’s scholarship on Old Norse language and runology. What

does exist often lacks precision in the identification of both the sources and their
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relationship to the work of these two scholars. Likewise, Olsen’s work on MG has
not been examined closely largely because of the controversial nature of the theory
he was trying to support. While I do not agree with his theory, it is based on some
interesting readings of MG. I will take as my principal starting point for the
examination of Worm and Arngrimur’s work two publications by Jakob
Benediktsson (1948 and 1951), which are by a long way the most extensive and
accurate by twentieth-century scholars, although I will be proposing certain
modifications to Benediktsson’s observations.

3.1. Arngrimur J6nsson
3.1.1. The grammatical treatises

The Codex Wormianus (W — the only manuscript containing the complete text
of MG) had been in the possession of Arngrimur Jénsson’s family at least since the
time of his great-grandfather, Jén Sigmundsson (1450-1520), whose name appears
in the margin of page 117. J6n’s daughter, Helga, passed it down to her son, Bishop
Gudbrandur Porléksson (1542-1627). Arngrimur’s paternal grandmother was
another of Jén Sigmundsson’s daughters, and thus was a relative of Gudbrandur,
under whom Arngrimur worked at Hélar. It is most likely that it was through the
bishop that Arngrimur gained access to W and was able to use it in what was the
most influential of his works, Crymogea.* Peter Springborg (1977, 59) has a detailed
family tree of Arngrimur and his ancestors.

Crymogea contains a history of Iceland and an account of its culture. It played
a large part in generating and satisfying the interest of European scholars in
medieval Iceland and Scandinavia more generally. As Jakob Benediktsson puts it,
‘[Arngrimur’s] works were the first buds of a new branch of scholarship which was
to spread over the whole of Scandinavia and yet further afield’ (Jakob Benediktsson
1951, 4:71). An early chapter of Crymogea is devoted to the language and writing of
the Icelanders (‘De lingua gentis’) and this is followed by a chapter discussing the
origins of the language. The chapter on language draws much of its information
from the Grammatical Treatises in W, including Mdlfredinnar grundvpllr.

Jakob Benediktsson is one of very few scholars who have made explicit
mention of Arngrimur’s use of the grammatical treatises’ One instance occurs
within a survey of Arngrimur’s manuscript sources (Jakob Benediktsson 1951,
4:102), and refers in particular to a section in Crymogea, part of which is as follows:

Circa annum Domini 1216 scripsit quidam nostratium de literis lingve vernacula
sermone patrio, ubi veteres istos characteres huic lingva proprios affirmat, utrosque tam
veteres quam novos legitima tractatione persequitur per suas definitiones et divisiones
literarum in vocales et consonantes, facitque ex quinque vocalibus latinis octodecim suz
lingvz sono et pronunciatione distinctas. (Jakob Benediktsson 1951, 27)
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Samuel Purchas included a translation of a selection of Crymogea in Purchas bis
Pilgrimes (1625) in which the passage above is translated as follows:

About the yeere of the Lord 1216. one of our Countrymen wrote in his Countrey
language, concerning the letters of the proper, or mother tongue: where hee affirmeth

" these ancient Characters to be peculiar to this language, and handleth them both, as
well as new as old after a legitimate and due manner of tractation, by his definitions and
divisions of the letters into Vowels and Consonants, and of the five Latine Vowels,
maketh eighteene of his language, distinguished in sound and pronunciation ...
(Purchas 1626, §32-3)

Jakob Benediktsson quite rightly states that the section in Crymogea that deals
with the Icelandic language contains a reference to the First Grammatical Treatise
(1GT) and 3GT.

However, in the section immediately following the one just quoted Jakob
Benediktsson attributes Arngrimur’s discussion of the consonants (‘Consonantes
naturaliter dividit in semivocales et mutas, et illas in liquidas et firmas, has in
apertas vel clausas’ (Jakob Benediktsson 1951, 2:27)) to a ‘misleading account of the
grouping of the consonants in the First Grammatical Treatisé (Jakob Benediktsson
1951, 4:286). It is plausible to suggest, however, that the section to which he refers
is at least partially based on MG:

Samhljédendr eru ellifu { rina méli, fimm eir er ndlegir eru raddarstofum, eru kalladir
hélfraddarstafir af ¢6rum mennum ... I pessu stafréfi eru ok fimm stafir er vér kollum
dumba staf; pat eru ¥ PV 1B. (3/16-19)*

There are eleven consonants in the runic alphabet; the five which are similar to vowels are
called semivowels by other men ... In this alphabet there are also five letters which we call mute

letters: ¥ PV 1B.

‘The influence of MG here accounts for the disparity between Arngrimur’s text and
1GT. Jakob Benediktsson points out that Arngrimur assigns to the same author
what are now thought of as the two separate treatises, but sometimes identifies
sections of Crymogea as influenced by 1GT when the influence from MG is more
apparent.

Other examples of the influence of MG on Arngrimur’s chapter on the
Icelandic language occur in the section on runes and include the discussion of the
runes for k, g, z (knésél’) and p. Arngrimur’s explanation of the rune for ‘p’ uses
Ol4fr’s metaphoric description of the rune from MG: Arngrimur states, ‘plastur
vero refert B, ventre utroque superne et inferné aperto’ (Jakob Benediktsson 1951,
2:25) [Plastur resembleth B. with both the bellies open above and beneath’
(Purchas 1906, 13:531)]. MG reads ‘puf eru belger opner gioiper a brarkan{’ (‘the
bellows are made open in bjarkan’ or possibly ‘the bellies are clearly open in bjarkan’;
W 97:9, §4.10). The account of the origins of the runes in Crymogea is also
possibly from MG and this will be discussed further on. It is evident from the two
examples cited above, and from others I examine later to do with Arngrimur’s
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information about runes, that MG, along with the other grammatical treatises in
W, provided a great deal of the information in Arngrimur’s chapter on language.

This chapter contains a section dealing with runes and it is reproduced in
Purchas, an indication of the perceived importance of this kind of information.
Through Purchas’s translation, Crymogea became known to English audiences.
However, in the early stages, its influence is most noticeable in Danish scholarship,
particularly that of Stephanus J. Stephanius and Ole Worm.

3.1.2. Arngrimur’s runes

Crymogea presents a list of runes (Jakob Benediktsson 1941, 4:26) together with
their names and phonetic values as represented in the Latin alphabet. The two
most likely sources for this information are MG and the Old Icelandic Rune Poem
(cf. Page 1998, 1 and Wimmer 1887, 275-88). The evidence the two texts present on
the names and phonetic values of runes largely coincides. Arngrimur knew of the
Icelandic Rune Poem: he cites a section of it in a letter to Worm in 1627 (Jakob
Benediktsson 1948, 5). It is not clear whether Arngrimur had access to a text of the
Rune Poem at the time of writing Crymogea, but the evidence presented here will
show that if he did know of it, his preference was for MG as a source.

There are a few runes in Crymogea that are not named in MG (‘Fe’, ‘Hagall,
‘Kaun’, ‘Laugur’, ‘Madur’, ‘Nand’, ‘Plastur’, and ‘Puss’ (Purs’ or ‘Porn’)), but all
the names used by Arngrimur are those of MG, where available. All these names
(except the curious ‘plastur’) also occur in the Old Icelandic Rune Poem. However,
the Rune Poem is unlikely to be the major source for the list of runes, partly because
Arngrimur includes the ‘dotted’ runes, which do not appear in it. In addition to
this, Arngrimur must have considered the Rune Poem a less reliable source, as
indicated in the shapes of the runes printed in Crymogea. The Rune Poem has T for
y, whereas Crymogea and MG (and only in W) have A, which does not appear in
any manuscripts of the Rune Poem (Jakob Benediktsson 1948, 367-8) and is not
common generally in Icelandic sources. 4 (yr’), however, came to represent ‘y in
Denmark (Gordon (rev. Taylor) 1957, 182) and Oléfr Pérdarson seems to have
acquired at least some of his information about runes from Denmark. 4 appears in
W in a sentence attributed to Valdemar II of Denmark. This sentence will be
discussed below (section 3.2.2 of Commentary).

The contribution of the Rune Poem and particularly MG to Arngrimur’s
discussion of runes has largely gone unnoticed in scholarship on Arngrimur. This
lacuna is indicative of the often inaccurate recognition of the medieval works used
in early modern scholarship about medieval Scandinavia. Seaton, for example, has
inaccurate information about this section of Crymogea. In discussing the
description of the runes, she states:

Arngrimur explains the ‘pointed’ letters, stunginntjr and so on, but he has not
extricated p from confusion with p, ‘the last new consonant of the old Alphabet
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changed in name but not in shape. ... In times past it had the name of Puss: at this
day it is called Porn, or Thorn, if you put p for th.” He then proceeds to quote from
the treatise of the thirteenth-century Icelandic grammarian ... (Seaton 1935, 225)

Seaton adds more information about the reference to the grammarian in a footnote:

“The grammarian is presumably the anonymous writer on whose work Olaf
Thordsson [sic] Hvitaskdld (f 1259) based his Mdlfrebinnar Grundvplly’ (Seaton

1935, 225n). However, this information is misleading as it is clearly MG itself that
is used in the passage of Crymogea she refers to. In addition to this, the mistake

attributed to Arngrimur is in fact a mistake of his translator and printer. The errata
attached to Crymogea list all of the above printings of ‘p’ for P’ and many others.
Purchas may have either not consulted the errata in producing his translation or
had a similar problem with printing the character. The phonetic value of p and its

rune were obviously clear to Arngrimur, and a discussion of its value appears in

Crymogea.

3.1.3. Arngrimur and Worm

For a time after the publication of Crymogea, the version of MG in W did not
seem to have received much direct attention, although the material based on it in
Crymogea did. Arngrimur lent W to Magnis Olafsson in 16089 to compile
Laufds Edda, but this work only uses the skaldic material in 3GT. However, at
some point during this period Crymogea seems to have sparked Worm’s interest in
Icelandic sources. This book, and in particular the chapter on language, was for a
long time his main source of information on medieval Iceland, and with it, early
Icelandic language and writing. Worm’s first letter to an Icelander (to Porldkur
Skilason in 1623) refers to the chapter in Crymogea on the language and runes of
‘the Icelanders (Schepelern 1965, 75). It is apparent both that the work had great
interest for Worm and that his knowledge of the subject was limited to its contents
(see Jakob Benediktsson 1948, xvi and 1951, 4:72).

Worm was put in contact with Arngrimur through Porldkur Skdlason, who
studied in Copenhagen in 1616-19 and 1620—21, where he was introduced to Worm.
Porlédkur was a distant relative of Arngrimur’s (through Gudbrandur Porléksson),
and the former encouraged Arngrimur to initiate correspondence with Worm.
While the content of their letters does not suggest that a great deal of information
passed between them, there are other indications in the correspondence of the
extent to which Worm used information provided by Arngrimur. The information
came mainly in the form of manuscripts sent by Arngrimur (W in particular) and
other texts written by Arngrimur that are no longer extant.

Jakob Benediktsson writes:

After Porlékur Skdlason’s return to Iceland in 1626, A[rngrimur]] wrote at his

instigation his first letter to Worm, and so began a correspondence which was to
continue uninterrupted until AJ’s death. The connection was however a
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disappointment for Worm as far as his runic studies were concerned. There had never
been any noteworthy use of runes in Iceland and the information that AJ and other
Icelanders could provide had in reality only the slightest significance for Worm (Jakob
Benediktsson 1951, 4:73).

Noteworthy or not, Arngrimur must have made Worm aware of the information in
MG, and its significance for Worm in the absence of other sources on runes was
considerable. Arngrimur’s discussion of runes in Crymogea, which, as we will see,
is largely based on MG, was one of the main inspirations for Worm’s study of
Icelandic language and literature. Worm and Arngrimur corresponded regularly and
Worm sought information from Arngrimur for his works on runes.

In Chapter 17 of Literatura Runica (1636), ‘De literarum Runicarum
divisionibus’, Worm quotes from a letter from Arngrimur. The passage cited does
not appear in any extant correspondence between them. It may have been part of an
account of runes sent by Arngrimur to Worm in 1629, although the latter gives the
date of the letter as 1626 (Jakob Benediktsson 1951, 2:16 and note). The section he
chose, again, is clearly based on the runic chapters of MG, including a discussion of
semivowels, the runes ‘Knesol’ ) and ‘Stungin Tyr’ (1) and so on. The following
passage is an example:

Habemus ... decem consonantes, quibus adduntur | & N hoc est is & ur quoties fiunt

consonantes ut in aliis lingvis, cujus hic expressa est mentio, & quasi przceptum.
Monet quoque Scalda Bid est Biarekan pro P usurpari; sed utroque ventre aperto, sic B.
Hzec igitur erit decima tertia consonans. Sed omissa est ex semivocalibus 4 id est Sol vel

S, & ex mutis Z, siquidem peculiarum habet figuram in Runicis, nempe 4, & nomen

videlicet Knesol. (Worm 1636, 100-1)

We have ten consonants, to which are added | and N, that is, {s and 1r, which occur as often as
consonants, as in other languages, of which mention is made here by way of advance notice as
it were. The Skalda also instructs that Bid is used as Bjarkan in place of P, but with each
‘belly’ open, thus: B. This, then, will be the thirteenth consonant. But 4, that is Sol or S, is
omitted from the semivowels and Z from the mute (letters), since it has in runes a certain
special shape, namely 4, and name, that is knésél.

This compares to the following in MG:

Slikt hid fama ma ok grei-[na ab:a raddar {tapi 1 ok u. hapa pui pleid greiner at perr eru
ftundum {amhlioBendt ... par nzft {tend: B ok er bua[r]|kan sua at pat s;tendr pyrer b
latinu {tay, ok heyper fa runa ftapr .yy. dumba ftap 1ser pa er pat | hlioBar pyrer. enn ar
puf eru belger opner giorrer a biarkani pa er pat hliodar pyrer p ... her er | fol pyrft {kipat
pyrer . latinu {tap ok z gudzkan ftap ok kollum uer pat knefol ok sua er goit | 1. (W
96:7-8 (83.5), 97:7-9 (§4.9), 97:3-5 (§4.6))

Likewise, one can also distinguish other vowels, but i and » have further distinctions in that
they are sometimes consonants ... There next stands B, and bjarkan is written in this way if it
stands for the Latin letter b, and the runic letter has two mute letters itself when it is
pronounced. And thus the bellows are made open in bjarkan when it is sounded as p ... Here
s6l is placed first for the Latin letter s and the Greek letter z and we call it ‘knésél’ when it is
made like this: M.

Arngrimur’s information is here clearly based on MG.
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3.2. Ole Worm
3.2.1. MG and Literatura Runica

Worm received the Codex Wormianus from Arngrimur accompanied by a letter
dated 4 September, 1628 (only the third letter he had sent to Worm), containing
the words, ‘Eddam et conjunctam Skalldam, qvia meus codex est, D. Wormio
libenter concedo qvamcungve volet diu’ (Jakob Benediktsson 1948, 10) [T grant this
Edda and connected Skalda, since it is my book, willingly to Dr Wormius [to use]
in whatever way he wants for a long time’]. Worm never returned the manuscript,
and must have taken Arngrimur’s words to mean that the manuscript was then his.
Regardless of Arngrimur’s real intention in sending Worm the manuscript, Worm
retained possession of the manuscript, and it is on that basis that it now bears his
name. It was passed down in his family until his grandson presented it to Arni
Magnisson in 1705 and it has since formed part of the Arnamagnzan collection in
Copenhagen (for more information, see section 4.2 below).

Ole Worm’s Literatura Runica is one of the most significant texts of the early
period of scholarship on medieval Scandinavia. Its influence was far-reaching and it
was used by scholars well into the eighteenth century, among them, Paul-Henri
Mallet and Thomas Percy. The work is divided into the main body (pp. 1-174) and
its appendix (pp. 175249, Literarum Runicarum in Poesi usum uberius
declarans’). Recent studies of Literatura Runica tend to concentrate on its
appendix, which reproduces some significant works of Icelandic poetry. Scholars
have not yet examined the main part of the work for its relation to its medieval
sources, probably due to a relative lack of contemporary interest in early runology as
compared to early literary studies. This lack of interest has meant that the
contribution of MG to Literatura Runica has not been recognised in recent
scholarship. The most recent discussion I have been able to find of the use of MG
in Literatura Runica was in 1877, where Thorsen (1877, 32—3) discusses the citation
of the Valdemar rune-phrase (see below) on page 74 of Literatura Runica. It is this
phrase that is also the most frequently cited part of MG in the seventeenth century.
I have yet to find a scholar since Thorsen who has identified more than the smallest
extent of the contribution of MG to Literatura Runica.

MG is not used in the appendix to Literatura Runica, but it is one of the
principal sources for the main part. Chapters 11-15, 17 and 24 of Literatura Runica
are largely based on information from MG, particularly (and not surprisingly) its
two chapters on runes. The chapters based on MG deal with the value, order,
names, shape, pronunciation and ligatures of runes. The use of MG involves
quotation (almost always transliterated into Worm'’s version of the runic alphabet or
fupark), translation and paraphrase.



I will quote one example of Worm’s text, taken from the third chapter of MG.
The following section discusses vowels:

| MRATN WHPRAPL RN PIY XTHPYMPIR, 4D NR N. 444 4, 11 1, 4R 4, 4F IR 4INFRNY
WA PIRIA L, 4P 1R b4 WINEPNY WA MEY ATEBX # 14Tk Wi1114R PDA A RAPPARMTPRIA |
tBRHUPN Y44I']. 1d est: in Norvagico alphabeto ... quingue {unt vocales, ut ur 1, oss 4, is
|, aar 4, is vero quandoque pofitum eft pro E, quemadmodum Aleph & Jod pro vocali
in lingva Hebraica. (Worm 1636, 97-8)

[Transliteration of runes: ‘i noraenu stafrofi eru fim hliodstafir, suo ur . oss 4, is |, ar 1, ok er
stundum settir fyrir E, og er [p]a stundum suo sem ale[p]h e[Ba] ioth settiar fyr [y]
raddarstafrem i ebreisku maali.’]

Worm himself is most likely not responsible either for the text or its translation: it
appears that he had a very poor knowledge of the Icelandic language, and instead
relied on visiting Icelanders for texts and translations (Jakob Benediktsson 1948,
xvii), which is probably the case here. The text in W reads almost identically to the
transliterated text quoted above:

I nowenu ftapropf eru .u. hliodf ftaper fua .ur. N off. 4 | 1ss |. ar 4 ok er 1ss {tundum feter

pyrer e ok er pa ftundum fua fem aleph ¢da ioth, fetaz pyrer .y. raddar | ftopum {
ebzefku mali. (W 96:9-11; §3.6)

In the Norse alphabet there are five vowels called: dr ), éss 4, fss |, 4r 1and ‘Iss’ is sometimes
used for ‘¢’, just as aleph or ioth are used for two vowels in the Hebrew language.

This follows the pattern of all quotations of MG with translation: an often-
inaccurate transcription of the text in W, transliterated into runes with a Latin
translation. While the transcriber has correctly expanded the abbreviation for ‘fyrir’,
he has not recognised the abbreviation of ‘eda’ (¢.), and the translation bears the
same error.

In the body of Literatura Runica, MG is the most extensively quoted of
Worm’s Old Norse sources. In fact, in the course of the work, Worm uses almost
all the material dealing with runes in MG. All lengthy quotations in the body of
Literatura Runica in Old Icelandic (always in runes) are indisputably taken from
MG. The contribution of MG, however, was not limited to these citations.

3.2.2. MG in W and ‘Runic’ literature

The very title of Worm’s book, Literatura Runica, indicates an assumption that the
literature of medieval Scandinavia was written in runes and could, or should,
therefore be referred to as ‘runic’. There appears to be an assumption in Worm’s
scholarship that all Old Icelandic texts were originally written in runes, or at least
that runes were the standard way of recording Old Icelandic. This assumption is
evident throughout Literatura Runica and other texts influenced by it, and it is
what motivated the transliteration of all Old Norse material into runes in
Literatura Runica.
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This theory about the use of runes in medieval writing may be based on a
misconception about the usage of the word ‘rune-’ in compounds (here, as in the
seventeenth century, usually translated as the adjective ‘runic’) as employed by
medieval Scandinavians. Worm argued that ‘runic’ could apply more generally to
the Old Norse language. MG appears to at least contribute to this misconception
in Worm’s interpretation of it. One example of this use of the word ‘runic’ in
Literatura Runica occurs in a translation of a passage of MG: ‘... in Norvagico
alphabeto (Norvagicum, Danicum, Runicum autori funt {fynonima) ... (Worm
1636, 98). The text of MG here discusses the ‘Danish’ (‘Norwegian’ in A)
language, and Worm is at pains to identify the subject as actually being Old Norse
in general, hence including Danish. Further supporting material for this usage of
the word ‘runic’ can be found earlier in Literatura Runica:

Hoc neutiquam praetereundum videtur, quod ab hifce Runis Lingva Danica antiquitus
RNM Y44T1 Runa Maali, appellata fuerit, ut ex non uno loco Eddae & Scaldae M:SS.
ex Islandia ad nos delatorum, ad oculum demonftrari poteft. (Worm 1636, 32)

It seems an inescapable conclusion that the Danish language has, from ancient times, been
called RNM YT Runa Maali from these runes, as can be clearly seen from more than one
place in the manuscripts of the Edda and Skalda that have been brought to us from Iceland.

By ‘Danish’, Worm is referring to Old Norse in general, but his choice of this word
is significant: it promotes the idea of the great antiquity of the Danish language, a
concept that obviously appealed to a Danish scholar. Worm’s claim that the term
‘Runa Maali’ (‘rdnamdl’) occurs frequently in the manuscripts of Snorra Edda is
somewhat exaggerated. MG is in fact the only text in the manuscripts of the Edda
in which the term appears: once in AM 748 Ib 4to and AM 7572 4to and twice in
w.7

This reading of MG — that it is using rinamdl to refer to the Norse
language — is questionable. It seems more likely that it is referring to the runic

fupark:
[SlamhlioSendr eru .xij. fruna mali (W 96:19; 3/16)
There are twelve consonants in the runic alphabet.

enn z heper natturliga 1 ser tueggra {tapa hliod t. ok {. ¢8a ® ok {. ok ap pt huarg: ftarr x
ok z | ritadz 1 runa malf ea 1 pornu latinu ftaprogf. (W 97:5-6; 4/7)°

But z has by nature the sound of two letters in itself, dand sor ¢and sjust as x has the sound
of two letters, cand sor g s, and neither of these letters, x or z, is written in runes or in the old

Latin alphabet.

It is quite possible that Worm could have known about the occurrence of the term
in A or a related manuscript,® but it is W that he uses in the examples above, and
this is evident from the rendering of long ‘@’ as the ligature ‘@’ in ‘mdl’, which only
occurs in W. Worm could not have been ignorant of the context in which the term
riinamdl is used in MG: he quotes the first of the immediately preceding passages
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(Worm 1636, 85). However, the idea that ‘runic’ could refer to not just the early
Germanic form of writing, but to the Norse language and its literature (and
particularly its poetry), was highly influential. It is most likely that Worm was the
originator of this more general usage of the word, and his inspiration, or at least
justification, was probably MG, as we have seen above. MG is the only medieval
text he refers to in attempting to explain his generalised usage of the word.

Worm first used ‘runic’ to apply to Old Norse literature before he acquired W.
The term ‘runic literature’ (‘literatura runica’) seems to be used first in two letters
of 1627, to Magnds Olafsson and Porlékur Skdlason (Jakob Benediktsson 1948, 3
and 282). However, it is quite possible that he had already seen W before
Arngrimur sent it to him. Arngrimur sent some manuscripts to Chancellor Friis at
the same time as his first letter to Worm (in 1626), and W was probably among
them (Jakob Benediktsson 1948, 1, 10 and 280). The two occurrences of rinamdl
would have been easily identifiable to a scholar interested in material on runes, even
without much knowledge of Old Icelandic. They occur within easily identifiable
passages citing runes; they are not abbreviated; and each word in the compound
riinamdl has Danish cognates. It is quite likely, then, that it was the wording of
MG that led Worm to start using ‘runic’ in a more generalised way, or perhaps
provided some justification or motivation for it.

3.2.3. Worm’s fupark

As with Crymogea, there has not been an examination of what medieval texts may
have contributed to the runic alphabet used in Literatura Runica. Also as in
Crymogea, the fupark seems to be based on a combination of MG and the Rune
Poem, but in this case, the Old Norwegian version.

The runes in Literatura Runica correspond to those in MG in W, with four
exceptions, and these are at least in part due to deficiencies in W. The exceptions
are Worm’s use of P’ for ‘d’; ‘N for R’ (not in W — this rune is used for y); ‘B* (K’
in W) for ‘p’; and 4’ (4’ in W and the Rune Poems) for ‘s’. All of these, apart from
the last, can be explained at least in part by reference to the version of MG in W.

Crymogea represents the value of P’ as ‘d’ and ‘th’, the latter occurring before
a vowel (Jakob Benediktsson 1951, 2:27). However, Worm uses only the former
value (except when transcribing p) to represent the rune. This decision was
probably due to a deficiency in the version of MG in W (probably the only form
that Worm had access to), that is, the only equivalent value given for the rune P is
5. This occurs in a sentence attributed to Valdemar II:

Sprengd manz hok pljdt tuus boll. SKRAHPT Y4ht ¥4 PTARL 1NN BAIT. (W 97:3; §4.5)"

While ‘d’ is transcribed as 1, in the absence of other information about the rune in
question, Worm must have taken P to have the value ‘d’ (by substituting ‘d’ for &’
in ‘flyd1’). This sentence may well have appeared to Worm to be a more accurate
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source for a Latin equivalent for the letter than Arngrimur’s work. Worm uses the
unusual form R to represent 'y’ in Literatura Runica, whereas both MG and the
Old Norwegian Rune Poem have A. As discussed above, Worm eventually settled on
the value of R for the latter rune, but this may have been partly due to the fact that
the text of MG in W is not always clear about the rune for y’. ‘4" for y’ only
appears at one point in W (in the Valdemar sentence), having been omitted at
various other locations where its presence is implied, and so Worm may have
sought an alternative value.”

The use of B’ for ‘p’ seems to arise from some confusion about the text of MG
in W, which discusses the form of ‘bjarkan’ for ‘p’ (K’) without actually writing the
rune K’ in that context, as can be seen in the quotation above of a letter from
Arngrimur in Literatura Runica (section 3.1.3). It is only the rune for ‘s’ which
cannot be explained at least in part by reference to the text of W, and it seems to
derive in Literatura Runica from the late Danish fupark. All other runes are either
the same as those in W or seem to be a result of confusion over the text in W.

"The fupark used in Literatura Runica is significant in that it is taken by later
authors (with varying amounts of credulity) to be the way in which Old Norse texts
were originally written. Percy, for example, reproduces a section of the Hpfublausn
of Egill Skallagrimsson on the title page of Five Pieces of Runic Poetry. The text of
the poem is that of the Appendix to Literatura Runica, as are the runes that Percy
uses to print it.

3.2.4. Seventeenth-century scholarship

While Worm’s theories about runes as well as the overall project of Literatura
Runica seem somewhat strange to the modern reader, they are very much part of a
broader intellectual movement which was happening in the seventeenth century.
The study of runes coincided with an increase in scholarly attention towards non-
Latin scripts.

This tendency can be seen in the seventeenth-century works on runes and
other texts which mention them. Worm’s Literatura Runica is very much part of
this scholarly tradition. Worm discusses at length the possible origins of Runes in
Hebrew letters (an argument for which he finds support in MG — see section 3.1.§
of the Commentary); Resén, to take another example, in the introduction to his
edition of Snorra Edda, discusses the various writing systems of Greek, Hebrew,
Latin, hieroglyphics, and so on (pp. d 1v—3v). Runes were seen as an example of
another non-Latin script, which scholars were keen to link closely with the original

and perfect language, usually thought to be Hebrew.

3.3. Eighteenth-century scholarship



MG’s influence on the scholarship of the eighteenth century is much less direct
than on that of the seventeenth century. However, its indirect influence is
considerable, particularly in relation to the theory that all Icelandic literature was
orginally written in runes. The generalised usage of the word ‘runic’ — which was
associated with this theory — became widespread and continued into the
eighteenth and even the nineteenth centuries. It was taken up in England with
some enthusiasm, as Seaton describes:

Naturally the English writers on runes shared all the errors of their authorities,
especially that strange notion of Wormius that all early medieval records and sagas had
been originally written in runes, and should therefore be transliterated back again into
runes for publication. ... Wormius’s mistake also led to the application of the word
‘runic’ to the language as well as to the script ... (Seaton 1935, 229-30)

The Oxford English Dictionary (which attributes the origin of the generalised use
of ‘runic’ to Worm) has citations in English from 1665 (although this is unlikely to
be the earliest) to 1851 of ‘runic’ applying to the language and literature of medieval
Scandinavia (Simpson and Weiner 1989, 14:269-70).”

William Warburton mentions runes in passing in his discussion of the origins
of writing. He only deals with their supposed magical qualities, an aspect of runes
which was of great interest in the previous century. The use of runes for magic,
Warburton notes, had to be combated by those converting the Northern peoples to
Christianity, and so the Latin alphabet was introduced (Warburton 1788,
I1:437-8)." However, this shows an underlying assumption of the ubiquity of runes,
that is, the runic alphabet had the same uses as the Latin alphabet had after its
introduction. In fact, the introduction of the Latin alphabet considerably expanded
the ways in which writing could be used.

Warburton’s argument, that the use of writing for magic and concealment was
incidental to the origin of writing (Warburton 1788, II:404 — see 2.5 above) does
not apply well to runes. The meaning of the word ‘rune’ had already been
established as having its origin in the sense of ‘secret’ or ‘mystery’. The use of runes
for this purpose was likely to have been fundamental to their origin, even if their
later use was generally not for these purposes.

As we have seen (section 2.5 above), there was a significant shift in attitudes
towards writing between the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. This
intellectual shift had a fundamental effect on the way that MG was interpreted and
the status of runes and runology. One aspect of this was that claims about the
ubiquity and antiquity of runes became less important, and there was a greater
emphasis on the literature rather than the writing systems of the medieval world.
This did not mean that the claims for the ubiquity of runes were abandoned.
Rather, there was less emphasis (although with some exceptions) on runes as
providing a legitimate written tradition. Runic writing was in a way something
closer to an oral literature — the belief that the Scandinavian literatures were
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recorded in runes meant that the literature was independent of Latin learning and
free from the cultivation and artifice that was, in this period, often associated with
it.

The tension between writing as giving legitimacy as concrete record, and
writing as artificial and unoriginal can be seen in the writings of a great many of
the early historians of medieval literature. The English scholar Thomas Warton
attempts to reconcile the two. In his History of English Poetry (1774), he associates
the loss of runic writing in England in the Anglo-Saxon period with the loss of a
native literature:

But the conversion of the Saxons to Christianity, which happened before the seventh
century, entirely banished the common use of those characters [runes], which were
esteemed unhallowed and necromantic; and with their antient superstitions, which yet
prevailed for some time in the popular belief, abolished in some measure their native
and original vein of poetic fabling ... the poems they have left us are chiefly moral
rhapsodies, scriptural histories, or religious invocations. (Warton 1774, xli)

Runes are here associated with the ‘native and original’ literature before conversion.
Other forms of writing, particularly Latin script, were associated with the opposite:
artificiality. Thomas Percy, in his Reliques of Ancient English Poetry (1765), separates
literate ‘poets’ from ‘minstrels’ in the Anglo-Saxon period, the latter of whom
produced oral compositions (p. xv—xvi). By attributing the poems of his publication
to the minstrels, he showed a clear preference for that group of authors over the
‘poets’. Percy links the minstrels with the Norse skalds, who, in Five Pieces of Runic
Poetry (1763), he assumes to have been literate in runes.

Provided with a ‘runic’ language and a ‘runic’ literature, the medieval
Scandinavians could be seen to have had an ancient and written cultural tradition
independent of Latin learning. By contrast, the idea that early Icelandic works were
‘written in the Latin alphabet would have suggested that early Norse literature was
in some way dependent on Latin learning. Having a unique written form meant
not only that the literature was independent of Latin learning but also that there
was ‘hard’ evidence for the written literature of medieval Scandinavia, that is,
manuscript records of the literature, not just oral traditions. The antiquarian
interest in Icelandic and other Scandinavian literatures was thus able to be
supported by written evidence. In the eighteenth century, the value accorded to
‘ancient’ poetry came with an anxiety about the authenticity of such poetry, as
witnessed by the controversy surrounding James Macpherson’s Ossian poems.
Thomas Percy’s Five Pieces of Runic Poetry (1763, iii and v), for example, was in part
a counter to the Ossian poems (Clunies Ross 1998, 70). While Percy does not
dispute Worm’s idea that ‘runic’ applied to the language, he does distance himself
from it (Clunies Ross 1998, 67-8): “T'he word Runic was at first applied to the
letters only; tho’ later writers have extended it to the verses written in them’ (Percy
1763, v—vi). The idea that the poems contained in Percy’s edition were originally
written in runes gave them some authenticity:
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"Though he spends little time on runes in the Preface, his reference to ‘runic poetry’ in
the title of his work and the reproduction of several lines taken from Ole Worm’s runic

texts, draw attention to yet another clalm to Icelandic poetry’s authentic antiquity.
(Clunies Ross 1998, 68)

It should be noted that not everyone in the eighteenth century held to extreme
views about the nature of oral literature and runic writing. Eventually, in the face
of overwhelming evidence to the contrary, the theory of runic ubiquity had to be
abandoned, but its tenacity in the face of all sorts of cultural and intellectual
changes is remarkable.

An increase in knowledge about the manuscript sources for Old Norse texts
led to the demise of the ‘runic literature’ theory, although it still took some time
for it to disappear altogether.

3.4. Nineteenth-century theories of runes
3.4.1. Bjorn Magnisson Olsen

Bjorn Magnisson Olsen, in Runerne i den oldislandske literatur (1883), presented
again the Worm theory that Icelandic literature was originally recorded in runes.
"This was probably the last attempt by a reputable scholar to defend this theory.

In his introduction, Olsen places himself within a long tradition of scholars
who adhered to the theory of the ubiquitous use of runes, including Ole Worm and
Jén Porkelsson from scholarship before the nineteenth century, and from the
nineteenth century, Engelstoft (1808), Gisli Brynjulfsson (1823), Finn Magnusen,
Konrdd Gislason® and P G Thorsen (1877). I will be making reference to the last of
these only, as Olsen seems to have been particularly impressed with Thorsen’s Om
Runernes Brug til Skrift (1877). Concerning this work and his own, Olsen states:

Jeg kan pa forhind i det vasentlige enklare mig for enig med Thorsen. Men da jeg til
dels ad en anden vej er kommen til det samme resultat og sporsmalet desuden er af si
stor vxgnghed for den islandske literaturhistorie, si vil man vel nzppe finde det
overfladigt, at jeg fremdrager det pa ny og seger at belyse det fra flere sider (Olsen 1883,
2).

I can from the outset declare myself essentially in agreement with Thorsen. But since I have
come to the same conclusion in part in another way, and [since] the issue is of such great
importance for Icelandic literary history, one will scarcely find it superfluous that I bring it to
light anew and attempt to illuminate it from more angles.

Olsen’s main problem in trying to prove this thesis is the lack of Icelandic
manuscripts written in runes, which he admits himself (1883, 2). However, rather
than seeing this problem as an obstacle, Olsen considers the lack of any Icelandic
manuscripts from before about 1150 as opening up the question to the discussion of
other sources which might shed light on what alphabet these early manuscripts (if
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there were that many) might have been written in.

The texts in the Codex Wormianus give the bulk of the foundation for the
thesis, in particular, the Prologue to the grammatical treatises (which mentions
one Péroddr rinameistari) and 3GT, in particular the rune-section of MG. The
use of MG may in part derive from Thorsen’s frequent reference to this text in Om
Runernes Brug til Skrift. In spite of the obvious problems with the thrust of Olsen’s
thesis in Runerne, his study of MG therein remains the most comprehensive and
insightful to date. Many of these insights have been either ignored or never
recognised, probably because of the spurious nature of the overall thesis. In this
section I shall examine more closely Olsen’s arguments in relation to MG, with a
view to further understanding the relationship between MG and this persistent but
erroncous theory.

Olsen argues that the Péroddr rénameistari mentioned in the Prologue to the
grammatical treatises is the same as the Pdroddr Gamlason mentioned in Jéns saga
ins helga (Olsen 1883, 45).

The relevant section of the Prologue to the grammatical treatises is as follows:

Skal y6r syna hinn fyrsta letrs hdtt své ritinn eptir sextdn stafa stafréfi { danskri tungu,
eptir pvi sem Péroddr rdnameistari ok Ari prestr hinn fré6i hafa sett { méti
l4tinumanna stafréfi, er meistari Priscianus hefir sett. (Olsen 1884, 154 (normalised))

I will show you the first method of writing, written according to the sixteen-letter alphabet in
the ‘Danish’ tongue, as Péroddr rune-master and the priest Ari the learned have established in
place of the alphabet of Latin men, which the scholar Priscian established.

Olsen’s argument is elaborate, but I shall summarise the main parts. He argues
firstly that the section of the Prologue in which the sentence above is found was
originally an introduction to 3GT', but was inserted in a more general prologue to
all the grammatical treatises. It therefore refers to 3GT and not to any other of the
treatises in W (Olsen 1883, 51) He argues further that the following section in
MG refers to the same two scholars mentioned in the above sentence of the
Prologue:

ok hafa pvi hvdrirtveggju meistarar vel ok néttirliga skipat stofunum { sinu mdli. (§3.14)

and thus both [Latin and Norse] scholars have distinguished well and in a natural way the
letters in their language.

I have translated the above sentence as refering to two kinds of scholars (Latin and
Norse) rather than two individuals. Given the context in which it occurs —
following a comparison of how Latin and Norse speakers order the vowels — the
former interpretation seems more natural than to consider it as a reference to a text
which is found in a separate place and in only one of the manuscripts of MG. It is
still possible that there is some fairly close relationship between the middle section
of the Prologue and MG. If this is the case, however, it is much more likely that
the Prologue was written later as an introductory summary of the treatises which
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follow, and the reference to the two twelfth-century scholars in the Prologue may
be an interpolation of the above sentence in MG.

Olsen does not discount Ol4fr Péroarson’s authorship of MG. Instead, he
thinks Ol4fr is the author, but also that Ol4fr drew upon an earlier work by Péroddr
ranameistari and perhaps also Ari Porgilsson for the section on runes in MG.
Olsen believes the words ‘hinn fyrsti letrs hittr’ refer to runic writing, as evidenced
by the reference to a sixteen-letter alphabet. This may well be the case, and it may
well also be likely that the author of the Prologue is refering to some work of
Péroddr’s which outlines a runic alphabet. The relationship with the rune-sections
of MG, however, is much more a matter of conjecture — Olsen’s argument relies
very much on his theory that this part of the Prologue was originally an
introduction to MG.

Olsen uses the reference to ‘hinn fyrsta letrs hdtt’ in the Prologue as evidence,
as it refers to the runic fupark, that runes were originally used for writing (1883, 59).
This is a fairly uncontentious claim: there is literary evidence (such as in Egils saga)
to suggest that runes were used in Iceland before the Latin alphabet was
introduced. However, Olsen tries to extend this reading to suggest that the use of
runes was ubiquitous, although he does admit that it does not necessarily suggest
runes were used for writing manuscripts.”

Olsen’s reading of the runic chapters of MG is also used to support his theory
of runic ubiquity. He firstly refutes the claim that the text originally did not
contain the runic chapters (Olsen 1883, 67-69), an argument which is outlined in
more detail in the section below on the manuscripts (4.3). He then goes on to
make further additions to back up his theory that the runic sections of MG are
based on an earlier work by Péroddr rinameistari.

To this end, he argues that some parts of the runological section are based on
Ol4fr’s own knowledge of runes, particularly from Denmark, but that other parts
are based on a twelfth-century source, namely that of Péroddr. This, he argues,
explains some inconsistencies in the text: that the additional runes (K ' 14) are not
mentioned at all in the earlier section. The section on diphthongs (§4.12-17), he
argues, is also twelfth-century, backed up by a lengthy phonological argument.

However, Olsen is simply exploiting apparent inconsistencies in the text
which could easily have a simpler explanation. The four additional runic
consonants were seen as simply derivatives of the runes from which they were
formed B ¥ 14, respectively) and their names reflect this conception — K does not
have a separate name, and the names for the others are all based on the name for
the basic rune. Likewise, his arguments concerning the diphthongs are based on -
particular readings of what the runic diphthongs actually represent, when this is
not clear: some seem to be digraphs and others diphthongs (see Commentary
sections 3.2.§~7).

What is contentious here is not so much the varyingly dubious arguments that
Olsen proposes to back up the theory that MG’s runic chapters have a twelfth-
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century Icelandic source, but that this is somehow evidence that in the early stages
of Icelandic writing runes were used for writing in manuscripts. Even if there were
some twelfth-century text which outlined an alternative orthography for Icelandic
based on the runic alphabet, it does not follow that it was used or even intended for
widespread use. After all, we have an extant twelfth-century text — namely, 1GT
— which outlines an alternative orthography, for which, however, there is no
evidence that it was ever adopted. If there is no evidence to show that the
orthographical reforms of 1GT, a text of whose existence we are certain and whose
reforms were comparatively conservative, were not adopted, why should we consider
that Péroddr’s reforms, the existence of which is somewhat dubious and whose
reforms would have been far more radical, would have been adopted?

Olsen’s theory, while the same as that of many who came before him, was based on
the very different evidence of the text of 3GT. Thorsen, for example, draws heavily
on Worm for his observations on 3GT (Thorsen 1877, 30—33). Both authors note
that MG seems to conflate the adjectives Danish, Norwegian and ‘runic’ when
referring to the Icelandic language and runic alphabet. Thorsen, like Worm, seems
to assume runic ubiquity from the outset. Such usages in MG, then, appear to
make sense — these words are synonymous because runes were the way in which
the language was written. Such observations do not constitute arguments for the
ubiquity of runes; they are based already on this assumption.

Olsen, to his credit, attempted to argue for the ubiquity of runes with a more
open mind. However, he does still fall prey to relying a priori on the assumption of
ubiquity, and gathering evidence around such an assumption.

3.4.2. Conclusions

There was obviously considerable interest in the theory of runic ubiquity from the
early seventeenth century right through to the end of the nineteenth century. This
was, however, often outside mainstream scholarship, particularly in the later period.
While Olsen was a respected authority on grammatical literature, his theories
concerning the use of runes had little currency. The ubiquity theory was accepted
throughout the period by many scholars, but interest in supporting the theory itself
occurs mainly in the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. The eighteenth century
seems to have had other interests in the purpose of such writing.

Olsen’s (and Thorsen’s) attempts to show that the texts of all early Icelandic
authors were originally written in runes represents a preoccupation fundamentally
different from that of the eighteenth century — in that period, it did not matter so
much how the texts were transmitted from their authorship to the surviving
manuscripts, but rather that the texts themselves represented the original views of
the medieval Icelanders and were authentically old. In many ways, a textual
tradition represented something artificial and learned, although being written in
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runes did not necessarily cast the texts in this sort of light. But overall, in the
eighteenth century, scholars were willing to accept that the texts either survived
through an oral tradition or were preserved in a native written form (such as in
runes), and to just get on with dealing with the texts themselves rather than their
manuscript traditions (closer examination of which would have led more scholars to
abandon Worm’s theory).

Scholarly interest in runes and attempts to argue for the ubiquitous use of
runes tend to occur outside the periods which are characterised by an interest in
writing in general, namely the eighteenth and twentieth centuries. Consequently,
interest in MG also wanes in these periods. MG itself could perhaps be seen as part
of a similar movement in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. In the twelfth
century, there was less interest in writing, and it was seen as secondary to voice or
speech, as shown by the quotation from John of Salisbury above, but in the
thirteenth century, writing and systems and patterns of writing became more
interesting to scholars. On the continent, we can see this in works such as those by
Ramon Llull and others, where writing becomes something of interest in itself.
Likewise, in Denmark, runes were gaining a great deal of interest, as shown by the
runic formula of Valdemar II which Olifr quotes (§4.5). In Iceland, discussions of
language in the twelfth century are most characterised by the First Grammatical
T'reatise, which attempts to make the writing of Icelandic a closer representation of
speech. In contrast, Olsen’s work, like that of Worm, belongs to a period where
writing was highly valued as a topic of study for its own sake. The functions of
writing — that it makes utterances lasting and extensive — were applied to
medieval runes, arguing that they had far greater antiquity and ubiquity than any
evidence suggests.

3.5. Other modern scholarship

There has been a certain amount of scholarship since the nineteenth century on
MG and 3GT — much of this is not related to runology and thus has not been
discussed above. A great deal of the scholarly activity focusing on MG and 3GT is
found in the editions of the nineteenth century. As these studies of the text are
generally early, they will be discussed first.

3.5.1. Editions

There have been six editions of MG prior to the present one. These are (in
chronological order): Rask 1818; Sveinbjérn Egilsson 1848; J6n Sigurbsson et. al.
1852; Bjorn M. Olsen 1884; Finnur Jénsson 1927 and Krémmelbein 1998.

Rask’s edition (1818) of Snorra Edda includes the text of 3GT and 4GT (1818,
297-353), but does not distinguish the two works. His text is based on a copy of W
only, and is consequently inferior (Olsen 1884, Ixiii).
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Sveinbjoérn Egilsson (1848) similarly includes the text of 3GT as material
appended to his edition of Snorra Edda. He identified A as the best ms. of the
treatise, and used it as the basis of his edition. For the material missing in A,
Sveinbjorn Egilsson’s edition tends to favour B over W, and consequently it
sometimes reads better than Olsen’s edition. While this edition is the best prior to
Olsen’s, it has some deficiencies. The text is generally quite good, but lacks textual
or critical apparatus. Manuscript readings are often selected somewhat arbitrarily, or
with a tendency towards shorter readings. Occasionally the edition reorders or omits
words or phrases without explanation or makes other unnecessary emendations
(such as in §1.4). Sveinbjorn Eglisson’s readings are included here in the textual
apparatus (siglum ‘S’) when they differ from A; or in the section missing in A, they
are included when they differ from the present Edition’s text.

The Arnamagnzan edition of Snorra Edda includes, in the second volume, all
the related grammatical material found in Snorra Edda mss. The edition of 3GT
by Jén Sigurdsson (1852) is based on W; there are also transcriptions of the treatise
in mss A and B, although the abbreviations are not indicated. The transcription of
A is quite accurate, but that of B contains a number of errors, as will be discussed
below (section 4.3). The edited text contains some Latin source material, mostly
from Priscian, Donatus and Isidore. There is also a parallel Latin translation of the
treatise. The Arnamagnazan edition, however, suffers from its use of W as the base
manuscript — surprising, perhaps, given that Sveinbjérn Egilsson had already
established that A contains the best text. The textual apparatus is also somewhat
limited.

Olsen’s edition of 3GT and 4GT (1884) was the first to be published
independently of Snorra Edda. Olsen also included a detailed introduction which
treated the topics of Icelandic grammatical literature, the manuscripts and other
‘matters in great detail. The edition is a diplomatic text based on A, and there is
also a diplomatic text of the version of the treatise in W. Olsen also identified many
sources and analogues to the text in addition to Priscian and Donatus, and was
greatly assisted in this project by the publication of Thurot’s Notices et extraits
(1869). His edition generally is very good, but there are still some problems. While
Olsen was not a particularly intrusive editor by the standards of his time, many of
his readings show the influence of the earlier editions which used W as their base
text. He also relies on Jén Sigurbsson’s reading of B, which is frequently incorrect.

Olsen’s edition is very good, and has consequently been used as the basis of two
editions since. However, it is not without problems. Olsen did not make an original
transcription of B, instead relying on the inaccurate transcription of Jén
Sigurdsson. Although Olsen did claim to have checked parts of that transcription,
he failed to detect the extent of its inaccuracy (see 4.3 below). This has several
consequences. Because of the inaccurate nature of the transcription of B, it has led
to some variant readings being included in the apparatus, which are not in fact
variants. Consequently, Olsen’s stemma for 3GT has B in a separate branch of
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transmission from A and W, whereas, as I argue in section 4.5 below, B is fairly
closely related to A. On the basis of his stemma, Olsen often uses readings from W
rather than B, even when the latter makes as much or more sense. Thus, in the
parts of the text where A is missing, Olsen’s text is often deficient. The present
edition makes reference to Olsen’s text (siglum ‘O’) where it reads differently from
the edited text.

Despite the otherwise unnormalised text, curiously, when readings are used
from B and W, Olsen alters the text so that it has the same orthography as A. This
includes using ‘&’ for ‘e’ in some words such as ‘@r’ (er), but not in words such as
sem which have @’ in A but not in B and W. A normalised edition would avoid the
inconsistencies that arise from taking an approach to spelling such as that of Olsen.

Finnur Jénsson 1927 is such a normalised edition of 3GT. The edition and
apparatus are basically those of Olsen’s edition, but normalised and simplified. The
sources and analogues, likewise, are mostly taken from Olsen, although an
occasional additional text is identified. Finnur Jénsson chooses some different
readings from Olsen’s, but these tend to be more intrusive, using B and W more
readily when A’s text is as good. The short introduction, too, is heavily dependent
on Olsen’s work. In short, Finnur Jénsson’s edition adds little to the scholarship,
textual or otherwise, on MG and creates some problems of its own. There is,
therefore, some scope for a new normalised edition of 3GT.

Krommelbein’s 1998 edition is also based on Olsen’s. It presents in parallel
Olsen’s edited text and the text in W, together with a German translation.
Krommelbein has added some additional analogous material, particularly from
Donatus, some of which is reproduced here. However, many of the adduced sources
or analogues are somewhat remote or unlikely, or are themselves the basis of
identifiable closer sources (as is the case with some of the material from Donatus,
much of which was adapted by Priscian). Like Finnur Jénsson, Krémmelbein
preserves the erroneous readings of B which date back to the Arnamagnaan edition
of Snorra Edda. The dependence of this edition on Olsen’s textual scholarship
make it subject to the same problems I have identified with Olsen’s edition.

Krommelbein’s introduction contains a discussion of 3GT in the context of
medieval Scandinavian poetics, particularly that found in Snorra Edda. It also
discusses the material in the first chapter on the categorisation of sound, which had
previously been the subject of almost no scholarly work. However, there is no
mention of the Summulae logicales of Petrus Hispanus as the likely source for this
material, the identification of which was first made by Raschelld (1982, 110n).

No edition since Jén Sigurdsson’s has utilised a2 new and accurate reading of
B. The present edition provides a normalised text of MG based on A and new
readings of all the medieval manuscripts of 3GT. While there is an unpublished
English translation of Mdlskridsfredi (in Collings 1967), prior to the present
edition there have been no translations of MG into English.
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3.5.2. Commentaries

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, most attention to The Third
Grammatical Treatise has focused on the second part. The Foundation of Grammar
has largely been seen as based fairly uncritically on its Latin sources and providing
lictle original material. On the other hand, the material on poetics and the citations
of skaldic verse in MdlskriBsfredi have generated a fair amount of interest for
modern scholars, particularly in recent years.

I do not wish to discuss at length scholarship dealing specifically with
MlskriiBsfredi. Rather, the following is restricted to material dealing specifically
with MG or which has some bearing on the reading of MG, although I will make
some mention of recent scholarship on MdlskriiBsfredi.

There has been something of a resurgence of interest in 3GT in the last ten to
fifteen years, resulting in a number of articles dealing exclusively with the text, one
edition and frequent treatment of 3GT in a number of books and articles. Much of
the recent work on 3GT has been done by Italian scholars, mostly on the Latin
traditions and the second part of the treatise.

Fabrizio D Raschelld’s edition of 2GT (1982) discusses a few issues relating to
MG. He reassesses the relative chronology of 2GT and 3GT, coming to the
conclusion that 3GT was written before 2GT (130). This is based on a
phonological argument concerning diphthongs mentioned in the fourth chapter of
3GT. He examines this section of MG (§4.17) further in the recent article, ‘Vowel
change in thirteenth-century Icelandic: A first-hand witness’ (2000). In his edition
of 2GT, Raschelld also notes that Finnur Jénsson believed 2GT and 3GT to be
virtually contemporaneous. Important, too, to the present study, is that Raschelld
-suggests the thirteenth-century authors Petrus Hispanus and Roger Bacon as
possible sources for the first chapter of MG (1982, 110n). He also examines at
length the technical terminology of 2GT and how it relates to that of 1GT and
3GT (1982, 114-121). This examination of the terminology is one of the few
instances where MG is discussed in terms of its indigenous elements.

RaschellY’s article, ‘Rune e alfabeto latino nel trattato grammaticale di Ol4fr
Pérdarson’ (1994) is perhaps the only article this century which deals at length with
the runological material in MG. I discuss this article at length in section 3 of the
commentary.

Valeria Micillo’s ‘La terminologia tecnica nel Terzo trattato grammaticale
islandese’ deals principally with MG. She argues that the audience of 3GT' must
have been fairly well-educated and knowledgeable, in contrast to the intended
audience of Alfric’s grammar (126—7). Micillo goes on to discuss the relationship
between the terms used in MG and the Latin terms upon which they are based.

Gisli Sigurbsson is one of the few scholars who have looked at 3GT for the
evidence it might provide about the oral literary culture of thirteenth-century
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Iceland. His article ‘Olafur Pérdarson hvitaskéld og munnleg kvadahefs 4
vesturlandi um midja 13. 6ld: Vitnisburbur visnademanna { 3. mélfrediritgerdinni’
(1993 and 2000) looks at the citations of skaldic verse in the second part of the
treatise to show that oral knowledge of sagas and poetry may have been more
localised than previously thought. This article, again, is concerned only with the
second part of the treatise.

There has thus been some scholarship in the last decade which deals
specifically with MG, although the major part of recent work has been on
Mlskridsfredi. Olsen’s studies of MG (in 1883 and 1884) still remain the most
comprehensive to date, in spite of his theory concerning the use of runes.

3.6. Conclusions

MG was one of the earliest medieval texts to be the subject of scholarship outside
Iceland in the modern era. It generated interest largely because of the section on
runes contained in it, which is unique in medieval Scandinavian literature for its
comparison with the Latin alphabet and its provision of other information on runes.

The theories of the antiquity and ubiquity of runes are strongly associated
with scholarship of MG. The two most notable proponents of the theory of
ubiquity, Ole Worm and Bjorn M. Olsen, are both heavily reliant on ‘evidence’ in
MG to support their claims that medieval Icelandic manuscripts were written in
runes. Although those two scholars approach the issue from very different
perspectives, and their readings of MG focus on different aspects, they come to the
same conclusion: MG provides good evidence that the Icelanders used runes
extensively to record their literature.

Such theories, however, have little to do with the known uses of runes; nor do
they have much to do with reasonable readings of the text of MG. They simply
represent a desire to promote runes as having a greater age and significance in
medieval Iceland than they appear to have had in reality. This had patriotic
significance — by giving the Icelandic language and literature a native written
form, it promoted further its independence from Latin and its antiquity. Although
Arngrimur Jénsson does not appear to have subscribed to the same theories as
Worm, his use of the text of MG in Crymogea was no doubt to this same end.

Also of note is the absence of scholarship on MG apart from these works
promoting the antiquity and ubiquity of runes (although there are a couple of
recent exceptions). This is in many ways parallel with the lack of research into the
runological material in Worm’s Literatura Runica — both represent a lack of
interest in the history of runology, despite interest in both runes and the history of
linguistics.

Lack of interest in the history of runology can probably be ascribed to the
often spurious nature of the scholarship, which is evidenced in the material
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presented above. However, runology was for a very long time a central part of
medieval Scandinavian studies. Further, the early theories concerning runology,
dubious as they were, influenced the early study of Icelandic literature to a great
extent and contributed to its popularity.
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4. Manuscripts

There are four medieval manuscripts, AM 748 Ib 4to (A), AM 242 fol. (W), AM
7572 4to (B) and AM 757b 4to (w), containing all or part of 3GT. For comparison,
2GT survives in two manuscripts (Codex Wormianus and Codex Ubpsaliensis) and
the other Icelandic grammatical works (excluding Snorra Edda) survive only in the
Codex Wormianus, except for §GT, of which only a fragment survives in A. This
perhaps indicates that 3GT was the most popular of the grammatical treatises in
medieval Iceland. There are also some early modern paper manuscripts containing
MG, but none of these are independent witnesses to the text. The medieval
manuscripts will be discussed in chronological order.I will then discuss the
transmission of the text of MG in these manuscripts.

4.1. AM 748 Ib 4to0 (A)

748 Ib 4to, Stofnun Arna Magnissonar, Reykjavik
Physical description: 20§ x 152mm; 22 leaves
Date: 1300-1325

Provenance: unknown

Kilund (1889, II:174) gives the date c. 1300; Wessén (1945, 14) argues that on
paleographic evidence, the manuscript was probably written between 1300 and 1325.
A facsimile was published in 1945, with an introduction by Wessén. AM 748 Ib 4to
has also been described in detail by Olsen (1884, xlvii-lii), Faulkes (1998, I:xliv—xlv)
and Gudrin Nordal (2001, 57-64). Jén Sigurdsson (1852, 397fF) has a transcription
of the text in A.

The manuscripts now known as AM 748 Ia, Ib and II 4to were given to Arni
Magnisson in 1691 by the Rev. Halldérr Torfason. Torfi Jénsson, father of
Halldér, was nephew and heir to Bishop Brynjélfur Sveinsson at Skdlholt, and it is
possible that the manuscripts belonged to the bishop, who also owned the Codex
Regius of the Elder Edda, and the R and U manuscripts of Snorra Edda (Wessén
1945, 11). Wessén, however, raises doubts as to whether the whole manuscript
belonged to Bishop Brynjélfur — on fol. 151, there is a list of people and farms in
Borgafjordur in the seventeenth century, suggesting the manuscript was in that
area at the time (Wessén 1945, 11).
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These manuscripts were originally bound together in the one volume. It was
separated into two parts by Arni Magnisson to form AM 748 I and II 4to. These
two parts are quite clearly separate manuscripts — they both contain a version of
Skadldskaparmdl and the Pulur. More recently, AM 748 I 4to was divided into two
manuscripts — Ia containing the first quire and Ib forming the second quire. Both
parts are internally consistent, but the relationship between them is not so clear.
While it appears that Ia and Ib are written in the same hand, the script in the
former is larger and the layout of the page different (Wessén 1945, 14). AM 748 Ia
4to contains mythological poems, some of which are also found in the Codex
Regius of the Elder Edda: this fragment remains in the Arnamagnaan collection in
Copenhagen.

"The following is a list of the contents of the three gatherings in manuscript A.

Table 2: Contents of MS A
[ Quire ”I‘T)liOS ” Contents ” Preservation of quire |
1 (1-8) l 1r/1-8 ” sGT (end) I 2 leaves lost after fols 2.
| 1t/9—8v/s " 3GT | &6
8v/6-8 Passage attributing authorship of 3GT to
Oléfr
2 (9-16) || 8%/9-9v/23 || Litla Skdlda I fully preserved
I 9v/24-34 ” Fenrisiilfr
3 (17— [9v/34—17r/19 “ Skdldskaparmdl l last 2 leaves are lost
22) 17t/20-221/9 || Dulur . : ]
221/10-11 a Latin sentence ]
221/12-22v || Lilendingadrdpa (end missing) |

Like most manuscripts of Snorra Edda, A also contains various grammatical texts.

The fragmentary work known as the Fifth Grammatical T'reatise, immediately
before 3GT, is not found elsewhere. Litla Skdlda is a short treatise containing a list

of kennings; this and Fenrisilfr are also found in B. The version of Skdldskaparmdl
following these texts is considerably reduced and reorganised compared with that

found in other manuscripts of Snorra Edda. The three gatherings, setting aside the

missing leaves in the first gathering, were clearly written consecutively and are
connected (Wessén 1945, 14).

A uses coloured inks extensively for headings and initials, including red, a dark
red and green — these are shown in the electronic version of the edition. Verses are
marked in the margin. The text also contains headings for some of the chapters —
all of the chapter headings in the present edition are taken from A. Gudrin Nordal
suggests that these features may indicate that the manuscript was used as a
reference book (2001, 62). Nordal also lists in detail the places where green ink is
used (2001, 62~63).
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The present edition uses A as its base manuscript, as does Olsen and the other
editors who have used his edition as the basis of their own.

4.2. Codex Wormianus (W)

242 fol., Det Arnamagnaanske Institut, Copenhagen

Physical description: 280 x 202mm; 63 parchment and 22 paper leaves
Date: 1350—70 (S. Nordal 1931, § & 15)

Provenance: Pingeyrar, northern Iceland (Johansson 1997, 16)

Of all the manuscripts of MG, W has received the most scholarly attention. It has
been published in facsimile (S. Nordal 1931) and is described in detail there; also by
Olsen (1884), Finnur Jénsson (1924 — a diplomatic editon of Snorra Edda in W),
Hreinn Benediktsson (1972, 16-19) and Johansson (1997 — a detailed study of the
composition of the manuscript).

The history of the ownership of W up to the time of Arni Magntsson has
been given above at the beginning of sections 3.1 and 3.2, and is also covered in
other editions of the texts it contains (Finnur Jénsson 1924, i; S. Nordal 1931, 17-
20; Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 17; Raschelld 1982, 15-16). To recapitulate, Jén
Sigmundsson (1450-1520), whose name appears as ‘Jon Sigii’ in the margin of page
117, is probably the earliest known owner of the manuscript. It passed through his
daughter, Helga, to her son, Bishop Gudbrandur Porléksson (1542-1627), who then
left it to the scholar Arngrimur Jénsson. However, Hreinn Benediktsson (1972, 17)
has questioned the reading of J6n Sigmundsson’s name. Ole Worm took possession
of the manuscript after Arngrimur sent it to him, based on a dubious interpretation
of a letter from Arngrimur (see section 3.2.1 above). Ole Worm’s grandson,
Christian, gave the manuscript to Arni Magniisson in 1706. W is the only medieval
manuscript of MG (or indeed Snorra Edda) to remain in the Arnamagnzan
collection in Copenhagen following the return of manuscripts to Iceland between
1973 and 1997.

W was the first manuscript of MG to be referred to extensively after the
Middle Ages. We know a lot more about its history before the time of its
eponymous owner, Ole Worm, than we do about the other MG manuscripts.
There has also been much work done on this manuscript, including an edition of
the version of Snorra Edda in it (Finnur Jénsson 1924), a facsimile edition (S.
Nordal 1931) and Karl G. Johansson’s detailed study of the manuscript (1997). As
we have seen above, W was also referred to extensively by scholars in the early stages
of the study of Old Icelandic language and literature, especially in the seventeenth
century.

W is the only medieval manuscript of Snorra Edda of folio size. It is written in
the same large, tidy hand throughout and the scribe is responsible for a number of
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other manuscripts (cf. Johansson 1997, 66ff). The legibility of the text probably
contributed to its popularity in early Old Icelandic scholarship. W preserves a few
texts not found elsewhere, including expanded sections of Snorra Edda (although
these are not generally considered to belong to the main MS tradition), the
prologue to the grammatical treatises, 1IGT, 4GT and Rigspula. Where a text in W
is also found in another manuscript, most editors have not preferred the version in
W — in many instances the compiler or author of W has added what are
considered interpolations to the accepted text. This is not the case with 3GT,
except in one or two minor instances. Although A is now considered to have the
best version of MG, all editors prior to Olsen (1884) based their texts on W.

The contents of W are as follows (see also Johansson 1997, 29 and G. Nordal
2001, §5-56). '

Thable 3: Contents of MS W

| Quire I | Folios ” Contents " Preservation of quire ]

1-8) | | empty || complete

[ v—4v/19 ” Prologue to Snorra Edda I

I qv/20~20r || Gylfaginning “ complete

20v35v || Skdldskaparmdl [ complete
rcomplctc
5 (33—40) || 36r Prolpguc to the grammatical complete
treatises
I 36v—39v ” 1GT ~ : l »

W” q4or—41v/7 ” 2GT Iﬂmplcte
_7_(;8_-5—"5—.- I 41v/8~501/17 “?GT _c-;mplete

I sor/18~s4r “ 4GT I

54V originally empty I

8 (55-60) || s51-60v Hdttatal originally 8: first and last leaves
missing
61 [Rigspula |[a single leaf
10 (62~ I 62-63r I Okennd beiti l 2 leaves

63) 63v I_originally empty —l

There are some decorated capitals used to mark new chapters and texts, including a
large ‘h’ at the beginning of MG and ‘s’ at the beginning of chapter 2. The other
capitals in MG have been left blank.

The grammatical material in W has a large number of glosses, particularly in
2GT and 3GT. They are perhaps most concentrated on the pages containing MG.
Arni Magnisson’s hand is identifiable on p. 99 (44r), line 22, where he has
corrected the text. The vast majority of the marginalia are in the hand of Jén



Olafsson fré Grunnavik (1705-1779), a scholar who played an important role in the
history of runology. His marginalia include chapter headings, some of which are
taken from A (the headings for chapters 2 and 4); minor headings, usually Latin
translations of the Icelandic; marginal notes in Icelandic and Latin summarising or
otherwise pointing to the contents; Latin glosses for grammatical terms, especially
in the last chapter; glosses for runes; cross-references to other parts of the
manuscript and to other manuscripts; and punctuation, particularly in the form of
commas (his commas are included in the diplomatic text below).

4.3. AM 757a 4t0 (B)

7572 4to, Stofnun Arna Magnissonar, Reykjavik
Physical description: 210 x 1yomm; 14 leaves
Date: c. 1400 (Kalund 1889, II:179)

Provenance: unknown — northern Iceland?

No facsimile of B has been published, and there has been little work done on the
text. Jén Sigurdsson 1852 and Bjérn M. Olsen (1883 and 1884) discuss the
composition of the manuscript. More recently, Faulkes (1998, I:xlv-1) and Gubrin
Nordal (2001, 64-66) have discussed the manuscript in detail.

The manuscript was in very poor condition when it came into Arni
Magniisson’s possession. He received it from Asgrimur Magniisson at Hof6i,
according to a note by Arni in AM 739 4to (Kilund 1889, II:179). It is very dark and
contains many holes and other damage. The hand is tiny (about 5o lines per small
quarto page) and quite unusual — for example, the shape of ‘¢’ appearing several
times in the image below.® The manuscript is a palimpsest, with the original script
near impossible to decipher. All of these factors make it a very difficult manuscript
to read.

The first published text of the version of MG in B is in Jén Sigurbsson’s
edition of 1852. Olsen used this edition for his text of B in his own edition, stating
that he had not enough time to make his own transcnptlon of the manuscript
while in Copenhagen, but that he had made comparison of Jén Sigurdsson’s text
with a small passage from the manuscrlpt and found it to be correct (Olsen 1884,
Iv). There are however, numerous minor errors in Jén Sigurdsson’s edition, and at
least one major one in the first section: the following word which is on the fifth

line of the first page of B:
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... hlutum en annat ag ...
[hr]erlegum {kepnum en ...

Granted, this is a very badly damaged manuscript and a difficult script. Even so, Jén
Sigurdsson and all subsequent editors have recorded this as a variant reading from
the other manuscripts, which have ‘skepnum’, and transcribed it as ‘hlutum’. T have
taken the above to read (filling in the holes) ‘skepn™ (skepnum). There is clearly a
descender on the fourth character and there is no indication of a ‘W’ in the
manuscript. It is thus highly unlikely to be ‘hlutum’. Olsen reproduces this error
and many others, as do subsequent editors following him (that is, Finnur Jénsson
1927, 20 and Krémmelbein 1998, 38). While no emendation is made on the basis of
major errors such as the one above, the misreadings in Jén Sigurdsson’s edition
tend to give the impression that the text of B is not very closely related to that of
A. This influenced how Olsen established the stemma (the stemma will be
discussed in detail in the next section) and thus indirectly affected his edited text
based on such a stemma. I have therefore found it necessary to make my own
transcription of B, on which the readings in the edition are based.

The contents of B are similar to those of A (G. Nordal 2001, 64; Faulkes
1998, I:xlvii):

Thable 4: Contents of MS B

Quire || Folios Contents Preservation of quire

1(1-9) ||1-3t/4 3GT 1 leaf missing after §

Litla Skdlda
l 3v/25-8t/2 ” Skdldskaparmdl I

l 8t/3—9v ” Pulur (end missing) I
2 (10-11) I ror/1-38 ” Heilagsandavisur | complete
IEI/ 39—111/ 3&“ LeBarvisan I
|3(T_" 1r/39—-121/42 " Liknarbraut ]I complete ]
4 (13) | 121/ 43-13v/18 ” Harmsdl I complete
|

| 13v/18—end ” Marfudrdpa and GyBingsvisur




The text of Skdldskaparmdl in B is similar to that of A: reordered selections of the
full text. Gudrin Nordal argues that A and B show that Skdldskaparmadl ‘is not
necessarily a consistent part of the Edda as it is transmitted in R, W and U, but a
text defined in the context of other writings on skaldic diction, the 3GT, Litla
Skdlda and the Pulur’ (G. Nordal 2001, 65; see also Faulkes 1998, I:xlvii—xlviii).

The manuscript is also interesting for what it omits from 3GT, MG in
particular, as compared with the text in A, W and w. The following list of
omissions from MG is based on the list of omissions in Olsen (1884, Ivi):

o §1.9: a small reference to Plato regarding the stars;

o §3.2: the number of letters in the ‘Norse tongue’ (i.e. the runic fupark) and a
comparison with Greek;

o §3.5: gives the name for the rune for consonantal ‘v’ (vend);

o §3.6-19: the first part of the section on runes;

o §4.1: makes sense only with reference to the above passage which has been
omitted;

o §4.5—22: the last part of the section on runes;

o §s.14: a defective sentence which only occurs in W;

o §5.31: a remark that some features of the syllable will not be discussed at
length because they are not very relevant to skaldic poetry.

And from 3GTb, the following is omitted (Olsen’s numbering):

o ch. 1o (first chapter): introduction to the second part, with a short
euhemerist argument based on Snorri;

o ch. 11 (2—4): explanation and derivation of the word barbarismus;

o ch. 12-16 (the rest of the treatise).

The principal omissions are the runological material and most of Mdlskridsfre?:.
Jén Sigurdsson in the Arnamagnzan edition of Snorra Edda put forward the
argument that B provides a more coherent and original text of the treatise and that
the parts not found in B (the material on runes and parts of Mlskridsfresi) were
later additions incorporated into the other manuscripts. Olsen, in both Runerne i
den oldislandske literatur (1883, 67) and again in his edition (1884, lvi-lviii) argues
that this is not the case — the structure in B is in fact further from the original
than that in A and W, evidenced by the coherent nature of the text of MG as it is
found in the other manuscripts and the consistent use of Priscian throughout the
longer redaction in A and W (1883, 68). Olsen’s account has been generally accepted.
Olsen’s interpretation of the omissions from 3GT is thus:

Ser man p4 udeladelserne i denne forste del, falder det straks i 6jnene, at de systematisk

gir ud over alt det, som har en national karakter og som giver ogsi denne del af
athandlingen dens islandske szrpreg. (Olsen 1884, Ivii)
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If one considers the omissions in the first part, it is immediately apparent that they
systematically omit everything which has a national character and which also gives this part of
the treatise its distinctive Icelandic stamp.

While T agree that the abridgement of the text is systematic, I disagree with this
assessment of the nature of the omissions as simply material which gives a
‘distinctive Icelandic stamp’. Firstly, there are a few things that escape the redactor’s
scalpel which give a very Icelandic character to the text. One example is in §5.2—4,
which discusses the number of letters in the syllable:

.. pviat hver samstafa hefir stafa—tglu, einn staf ¢da fleiri, ok hefir cngi samstafa { ldtinu
ﬂcm en vi,, en { nérznu megu eigi standa fleiri { einni samstofu en viii. €a ix. sem hér,
spmmskr ok strennzkr. [ l4tinu standa ii. samhljéSendr hit flesta fyrir raddar-staf, en iii.
eptir. En { nérznu megu standa prir samhljédendr fyrir raddar-staf, en v. eptir, sem
skilja m4 { peim nofnum, er fyrr véru ritad.

... because each syllable has a number of letters, one letter or more, and no syllable in Latin has
more than six, but in Norse, there cannot be more than eight or nine in one syllable, like
< 2 (s J M

spennskr’ or ‘strennzkr’, In Latin two consonants at most come before a vowel and three after.
But in Norse three consonants can come before a vowel and five after, as can be discerned in
those words that were previously written.

Olsen himself admits inconsistencies in what he sees as B’s attempt to remove
material of a particular national character, namely, a discussion and comparison of
Icelandic metrics in the second section (Olsen 1884, lvii).

Secondly, we can disregard the first and last two of B’s omissions from MG as
insignificant. The second last occurs only in W and is defective — it must be seen
as expedient editing, a point which Olsen concedes.

The last omission perhaps best supports Olsen’s contention that B
systematically omits everything which has a distinctive national (especially

Icelandic) character. Taken on its own, the removed text is more or less redundant
— it adds nothing substantial to the treatise, but simply states what will not be
dealt with in the manuscript.

The first omission, a reference to Plato, adds little to the treatise. However, it
may have been removed for the same reason as the runic material: both have
associations with paganism.

Of the three omissions which I have just discussed, two (§5.14 and §s.31) may
well have been made out of editorial expediency. What we are left with is a set of
omissions which all relate to a discussion of runes, and which comprise the whole
of the treatise’s discussion of runes. It is only these runic omissions which show a
systematic process of omission in this version.

Olsen does not discuss at what point in the transmission of the text the above
omissions were made. Establishing when the text was removed will help us to
identify possible reasons for the systematic editing. There is some evidence which
suggests that the omissions were made by the scribe of B. The process of omitting
material relating to runes seems to have happened at the point of copying the
manuscript, which can be seen from the way in which the chapters in B are visually
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structured. The following is a list of how the beginning of each chapter in MG is
represented visually in A, W and B:

Table 5: Chapter divisions in MSS of MG

Ch/sec " A W “ B J
1 it/g 94/8 /1
) - new line; large red - new line; large decorated - new line; large gap for
capital; heading capital capital
2 /s 95/4 1r/28
(2) - new line; large red - new line; large decorated - new line; small gap for
capital; heading capital; heading in a post- capital; text for previous
medieval hand chapter ends on same
line after gap
3 21/s 96/1 /12
() - gap before; largish red || - new page and line; gap for - new line; small gap for
capital capital capital; text for previous
chapter ends on same
line after gap
3.4 ar/14 no chapter division — |no chapter division
3/5) - new line; space and
largish red capital;
heading
3.16 21/30 96/19 (omitted)
(/17) || - gap before; largish red || - new line; gap for capital
capital; heading
4 2v/8 96/29 ’ no chapter division
(4) - gap before; largish red || - new line; space for large
capital; heading capital; text for previous
chapter ends on same line
after gap (for heading?)
5 (leaf missing) 97/32 — |[v2s
(s) - new line; gap for capital; gap | - new line; space for
for heading capital; text continues
onto previous line after a
gap where previous
chapter entis
§.11 (leaf missing) 98/29 no chapter division
(6 - new line; gap for large
capital; text for previous
chapter ends on same line
after gap (for heading?)
518 (leaf missing) no chapter division no chapter division
()
5.24 (leaf missing) no chapter division 2r/12
® - new line; largish
capital; previous chapter
ends on previous line
6 (leaf missing) 99/16 ar/21
(9 - new line; gap for large - new line; gap for
capital (in later hand); text for || capital; text for previous
revious chapter ends on same || chapter ends on same
ine after gap (for heading?) line after gap

49




TGThb || 3t/10 100/1 21/39

(10) - new line; largish red || - new page and line; gap for - new line; gap for
capital; text for large capital; gap at end of capital; text for previous
previous chapter ends || line (for heading?) chapter ends on same
on same line after gap line after gap
for heading

The table shows how the beginning of each chapter is visually marked in the text
in order to represent how each manuscript divides the text. AM 7¢7a 4to has
chapter divisions at similar points to those in W.

The usual practice of formatting the text in B is shown between (Olsen’s)
chapters 1 and 2; 2 and 3; 7 and 8; 8 and 9; and 9 and the second section (Olsen’s
numbers are in brackets). If the previous chapter fills up a whole line, the new
chapter simply begins on a new line. In most cases, however, the previous chapter
occupies part of a line, which is not commenced at the left margin but is rather
justified to the right. The next chapter begins on the same line at the left margin
and then leaves a gap before continuing onto the next line. This requires, on the
scribe’s part, identifying the end of the chapter and planning the length of the final
line so that it fits correctly. There are two instances, however, where the end of a
chapter in AW is omitted in B: the ends of chapters 3 and 4. In both these cases,
there are indications that the scribe of B is copying from a witness which contains
the text which the scribe omits.

The point where chapter 3 ends and 4 begins is not distinct, although it is
marked quite clearly in AW — B simply begins a new sentence. This also happens
at the start of chapter 6, where W has the new chapter clearly indicated. Olsen’s
chapter 7 is not separated in any of the extant MSS, and in all three cases (chapters
3, 6 and 7), the chapter begins either with ‘Annat’ (another/the second) or ‘Pridja’
(the third). The scribe may well not have considered a sentence such as this a new
chapter — it Cle:irly follows directly from what precedes it (although chapter 8
begins this way).

The end of chapter 4 in B, on the other hand, follows the same principle as
the other chapter formats, except that its execution is different. Chapter 4 ends
prematurely, if we take AW as the full text — most of it (including its end) is
omitted. Unlike the other chapters, its final line in B begins on the left margin and
ends a short part of the way along the line (. 25). Chapter § then starts on the next
line (l. 26) and continues onto the previous (unfinished) line (l. 25), leaving a gap,
and then ending at the right margin of that line (. 25). The text then continues
two lines below (I. 27). This suggests that when the scribe wrote the last part of
chapter 4 which was to be included (i.e. containing no reference to runes), he did
not realise that it was the end of the chapter and so began the final line of the
chapter at the left margin. The scribe looked ahead to find the next section, and as
it was. clearly a new chapter (whereas chapter 4 does not start so clearly as a new
chapter), he began writing on the left margin, and so had to start a new line. He
then filled up the previous line. In other words, it is quite likely that he was
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copying from a text which had the rune sections, but was editing them out as he
went along.

Olsen argues that omissions from B were made because the text was designed
as an aid for teaching in a clerical school. B’s redaction includes everything that is
necessary for teaching the elementary and fundamental concepts of grammar, and
omits everything else. That there are four extant medieval versions of 3GT perhaps
indicates that it was used for this purpose (Olsen 1884, Iviii). However, it does not
follow that simply because the text was used for teaching, that material relating
specifically to Icelandic was not considered useful. In fact, the opposite case would
seem more likely. Besides, the other texts in B frequently deal with very specifically
Icelandic material, Skdldskaparmdl in particular. A, too, appears much more
appropriate than B as a textbook, and it makes no such omissions: it contains clear
headings represented with coloured inks, as well as marginal marks to indicate
verses. B would be a very difficult text to use for the purpose of teaching or
reference.

It should also be noted that a significant portion of Skdldskaparmdl (chapters
10—40 in Finnur Jénsson’s 1931 edition) is omitted from B (for a full description of
the text of Skdldskaparmdl in B, see Faulkes 1998, 1:xlv—xlvi), but, as Finnur
Jénsson argues, the scribe of B must have known or had a manuscript which
contained the omitted material (1931, xvi). Like the omission of the first chapter of
Mdiskridsfredi, there is also an omission of a section which refers to the
Euhemerist explanation of the Norse gods. Otherwise, the omissions and re-
ordering of Skdldskaparmdl appear fairly arbitrary compared to the omission of the
runic material from MG. The omitted parts of Skdldskaparmdl have a significantly
greater proportion of verse — again, this is similar to the last part of 3G'T (Olsen’s
chapters 12—16) which also contain a high proportion of verse, but seem otherwise
to have been left out arbitrarily. Of those parts of Skdldskaparmdl which are
included in B, a considerable amount of verse was removed.

It is perhaps significant, then, that the runic material was edited out in such a
systematic way, that is, sentence by sentence. It is the only example in any witness
of 3GT where material is omitted in this detailed and systematic fashion. The
reason for the omissions from MG, and perhaps also the other texts found in B,
may be attributable to a certain religious leaning of the compiler. After
Skdldskaparmdl are a number of skaldic poems on Christian subjects, dating mostly
from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (cf. Paasche 1914). These are
Heilagsandavisur,  Leidarvisan,  Liknarbraut, Harmsél, ~Mariudrdpa and
Gydingsvisur. 3GT and the other texts on skaldic poetics before these poems would
have provided a theoretical and literary background to the verse.

It is likely that the compilation of the manuscript was made in a systematic
way and that the compiler intended the manuscript as a whole to have a coherent
purpose. Although the religious material is in separate quires from the material
containing 3GT, there was at some stage intervening material on the missing
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leaves. This probably created a complete text — the consistency in the size of the
vellum and the hand suggest that all the material currently in the manuscript was
intended to form the one codex (G. Nordal 2001, 64).

Given the relationship between the theoretical and verse texts, it is quite
possible that the runic material was removed in B’s version of 3GT" with a view to
making it more in keeping with the Christian material found later in the
manuscript. Runes may have had pagan connotations, but in any case they would
have seemed old-fashioned to the compiler of a manuscript at the beginning of the
fifteenth century. The runic material in MG may not have seemed to the compiler
suitable for a codex with relatively modern Christian verse, either because they were
seen as archaic or as pagan.

A copy was made. of B at the beginning of the eighteenth century in the
manuscript catalogued as AM 744 4to (K&lund 1889, 1:172). This manuscript is a
fairly accurate and faithful reproduction of the text, although it does contain a few
errors. It reproduces all the abbreviations and even reproduces instances where holes
have removed part of a letter. I have referred to AM 744 4to where the text of B is
illegible or very unclear. Any text marked as unclear in the transcription should be
assumed to be taken from AM 744 4to, unless otherwise indicated.

4-4- AM 757b 4t0 (W)

757b 4to, Stofnun Arna Magnissonar, Reykjavik.
Physical description: 120 x 9g7mm; 2 leaves

Date: 1450-1500 (Olsen 1884, liv)
Provenance: unknown

According to a note by Arni Magntsson, he got the fragment in 1724 from Jén
Arnason, who in turn received it from Gudrin Qgmundardéttir in Flatey. It
contains no text other than MG and is missing two leaves which originally came
between the two which survive. The text ends mid-word in §4.4. The text is very
similar to that in W, and must be considered a direct copy of it (Olsen 1884, liv).

4.5. Stemma

What I intend to do in this section is to reexamine the transmission of the three
manuscripts containing independent witnesses of MG (A, B and W). I will firstly
look at the transmission of the other texts in those manuscripts and then reexamine
Olsen’s stemma for 3GT.

While the texts found in both A and B occur in the same order, W has quite
a different structure. The distribution of the texts in the manuscripts is represented
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by the following table, which aligns the contents of the three manuscripts at 3GT:

Table 6: Structure of MSS A, B and W

B E ™ |
- . - Prologue to Snorra
FEdda and
Gylfaginning
[ - Skdldskaparmdl |
‘Fifth GT” - Prologue to the
GTs, 1GT & 2GT
I 3GT " 3GT 3GT ]
| Litla skdlda || Litla skdlda |[4GT |
| Skdldskaparmdl || Skéldskaparmdl || Hatatal |
l Pulur || Heilagsandavisur, | Rigspula I
Llendingadrdpa é?fizizr:;' a;:" " Okennd beiti
Harmsdél,
Mariudrdpa,
Gybingsvisur

One might infer that the compilers of A and B (or their common predecessor) had
a slightly different conception of the place of 3GT. These two manuscripts begin
with the theoretical and rhetorical 3GT, followed by the more specific Icelandic
poetics of Skdldskaparmdl. These are followed by poems which are explained by or
perhaps illustrate the poetological material. In contrast, W begins with the largely
mythological material of the Prologue to Snorra Edda and Gylfaginning, and
follows it with the material on poetics in Skdldskaparmdl. The grammatical
treatises are placed after this, but before Hdrtatal and Rigspula. A and B begin with
grammatical material, whereas W begins with mythological information.

As can be seen above, the three manuscripts all contain one other text in
common — Skdldskaparmdl. Indeed, all manuscripts which have independent
witnesses of Old Icelandic grammatical literature also have independent witnesses of
Skdldskaparmdl. It is not inconceivable that the original text of MG or an early
version of it was included in a manuscript which also had Skdldskaparmdl: however,
in examining the two different texts, Bjorn M. Olsen (1884, Ixii) and Finnur
Jénsson (1931, xxxviii) establish stemmata which place these three manuscripts in a
different relation to each other for either 3GT or Snorra Edda. 1 will take Olsen’s
argument first.

Olsen argues that A is most obviously the best text of 3GT. There is no
reason to disagree with this assessment: A is the earliest witness, and its text
generally reads better and has fewer mistakes or obvious scribal interventions than
the other manuscripts. Olsen argues that A and W have both been indirectly copied
from the same text and that B is from a different branch in the transmission. While
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the text of B appears closer to A than W, this is probably due to W (or a version
from which it is derived) being copied inaccurately. In Olsen’s edited text, at only
one point do A and B have a common mistake, where W has the correct text.
These features of the text lead Olsen to suggest the following stemma:

Third Grammatical Treatise Skdldskaparmdl
Bjérn M, Olsen Finnur Jénsson
Archetype Archetype

) 4 2
— | 3
A 5;’ 4 Vl(/' .3:
1 ,
1 B ——
W A B

Olsen’s stemma is here compared to Finnur Jénsson’s stemma for the text of
Skdldskaparmdl in these three manuscripts (I have not included the other Snorra
Edda manuscripts in Finnur Jénsson’s stemma). His stemma is generally accepted
as an accurate representation of the transmission of Snorra Edda in these three
manuscripts. The common (indirect) exemplar and generally close relationship
between A and B has been noted by others, most re'cently Faulkes (1998, I:xlv).

Olsen’s stemma above, on the other hand, is based specifically on the evidence
of the text of 3GT. However, his argument for it is dependent on what he
considers correct readings in the manuscripts in contrast to incorrect ones. Olsen
concedes that A agrees in most places more with B than with W and that the text
in B is less ‘corrupt’ in most places than the text in W. His main evidence,
however, is based on the presence of a few instances where B has a more correct text
and A and W have the same, apparently incorrect text. However, this does not
necessarily mean that A and W are derived from a text which has an inaccurate
copy of the correct original — such an assertion presumes that the original must
have been correct and that the process of copying a manuscript can only lead to
corruption and not correction. In many instances where Olsen chooses a reading
from B, A’s text reads just as well as the variant. It is worth reexamining the
variants in the three manuscripts without reference to such an arbitrary notion of
correctness.

A difficulty in determining a stemma is that two of the three principal
manuscripts contain large omissions from their presumed exemplars: A because of
missing pages and B because of deliberate abridgement. The following comparison
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of the texts in the three manuscripts is therefore based on readings of the texts
where all three manuscripts bear witness.

We have the basic problem that the manuscripts of A and B are quite a bit
closer to each other than to W in both their texts of Skdldskaparmdl and in the
overall contents of the manuscripts, but with regard to the text of MG, A in some
ways appears closer to W than to B. There are two factors contributing to this
appearance which can be disregarded. The first is the structure of the text of 3GT
in B, which is very different to that of A and W. As I have argued, this was
probably the result of editing at the point at which the manuscript was copied, or at
least was done with a view to removing pagan and Euhemerist material from that
particular manuscript. The second is the presence of a few readings of B in Olsen’s
edition which show it to differ from A. Many of these are incorrect, taken without
verification from Jén Sigurdsson’s transcription. For example, the variants in §1.§
(A B W: skepnum; Olsen B: hlutum), §3.2 (A B: tfu; Olsen B: priu) and §6.11 (A
B W: at; Olsen B: 4). All of these contributed to the view that B was not as closely
related to A, but are in fact misreadings of the text in B.

Close examination of the text of MG reveals that the relationship between the
three manuscripts varies according to what part of MG we look at. In the first and
second chapters, A generally reads closer to W than to B. Instances where either B
or W differ from A are frequent, but overall W reads closer to A slightly more often
than B does. This is the case, too, in the final chapter. In the third and fourth
chapters, however, (those containing information on runes), the reverse is the case.
B generally reads quite close to A and W diverges far more than B. This disparity is
not because W’s text is more corrupt, but rather because B’s text in this location is
much closer to A’s than in chapters 1, 2 and 6.

This leaves us with an unusual situation in trying to determine the stemma
for the manuscripts. B’s text differs from A’s in the first and last part of the text in
quite a different way from how it differs in the rune chapters. In the former part of
the text, variation tends to occur at the level of words and word order; in the latter,
it is at the level of the inclusion and omission of sentences. It is likely that the
scribe of B actively and systematically removed material from his exemplar, and
consequently it is also possible that he took an active approach to editing the
material he was copying, perhaps with a view to improving the text. This means
that A and B are probably more closely related than they might appear, but the
scribe of A’s approach to copying from the exemplar was more conservative and B’s
more intrusive. For example, in 3/3 both A and W have a lacuna. The text states
that there are six distinctions of a long ‘2’ sound, outlines them, and then
introduces examples with the usual ‘sem hér .., but gives no examples. B,
however, omits the ‘sem hér, thus removing the reference to the missing examples.
Olsen argues that this indicates a closer relationship between A and W, which both
have ‘sem hér’, than between A and B. However, the text at this point more likely
suggests that the exemplar never had the example, and that B altered the text more
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radically by removing ‘sem hér’ so as to cover over the lacuna. If there were a version
with a correct text, B should rather include the example than omit any reference to
it. There is a similar instance of a lacuna in §5.14: in B the text before a missing
example is removed in order to hide the lacuna.

I would suggest something close to a reversal of Olsen’s theory that W differs
from A only because it was an inaccurate copy, not because they are less closely
related. W, it seems, differs from A because it comes from a different branch of
transmission (but it is also not a very accurate copy). B, however, differs from A
because of fairly intrusive editing and correction, but otherwise is more closely
related to A.

This assesment of the relationship between the three manuscripts gives us a
stemma more similar to Finnur Jénsson’s stemma for Skdldskaparmdl. There are
many shortcomings to the above account: we have to speculate on whether variants
are deliberate or simply mistakes. However, the above stemma is based on no more
speculation than that of Olsen, and it brings the transmission of MG into line with
the transmission of both the structure of the manuscripts and the common text

(Skdldskaparmdl) found in them.
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s. Related texts

Most of the grammatical literature in Old Icelandic is found in the Codex
Wormianus, and it is from the ordering of four of these texts in that manuscript
that we get the names First Grammatical Treatise’, ‘Second Grammatical T'reatise’
and so on. T'wo of these treatises are found in other manuscripts of Snorra Edda,
namely 2GT in U and 3GT in A and B. In addition, there is the work known as
Litla Skdlda found in A and B and a fragment of another grammatical treatise
known as the Fifth Grammatical T'reatise immediately before MG in A. MG is
thus found in manuscripts together with other grammatical treatises and with
Snorra Edda, in particular, Skdldskaparmdl. In all cases, its immediate neighbours
in the manuscripts are the other grammatical works. The relationship between
MG and these works on language and poetics is close, not only on account of their
manuscript transmission, but also with regard to their subject matter and purpose.
It will thus be helpful in reading MG to examine the related vernacular literature.

Although many of these texts are referred to as grammatical treatises, only
MG fits neatly within that category in the modern sense of that word. In the
medieval understanding of grammatica, however, most of the material in these
treatises would have been classified as grammar. The treatises apart from MG deal
primarily with orthography, rhetoric, poetics or metrics. One can separate two
groups of treatises. The first, which I will argue is the group to which MG most
clearly belongs, is the group of texts dealing with Icelandic orthography: 1GT and
2GT. The other group comprises the two rhetorical treatises: 3GTb and 4GT;
parts of Snorra Edda: Skdldskaparmdl, Hdttatal; and Litla Skdlda.

What I wish to do in this section is to examine these related texts in terms of
certain themes that can be found in MG, and which will be examined in more
detail in the commentary. These themes have to do with the conception of
language in twelfth- and thirteenth-century Iceland. They include: the status of
writing and its relationship to language; the status of runes; the treatment of
orthography; and the status of the West Norse language, particularly in relation to
Latin.

5.1. The orthographical treatises

The orthographical treatises present either a description of Icelandic orthography or



prescribe a reformed orthography. While it is clear from the treatises that the
subject of orthography was controversial, reformed orthographical systems in
particular bear little resemblance to actual writing practice in medieval Iceland. It
appears that the earliest Icelandic script and orthography was based on the Caroline
miniscule in use on the European continent, but combined with some features of
English script (Hreinn Benediktsson 1965, 35). Hreinn Benediktsson summarises
the development of Icelandic script:

The process of introducing Latin writing into Iceland may then be described, very
briefly, as follows: Icelandic clerics of the eleventh century acquired a knowledge of
Latin, written and spoken, abroad — on the continent or in England — and at home,
in schools and through contact with missionaries. The material of instruction must
have been Latin texts written in the script current for this purpose in most of Western
Europe, in England as well as on the continent, the Caroline miniscule. The next step
was the transfer and gradual adaptation of the Latin writing to the vernacular, the basis
being the rules of Latin orthography with the value of each symbol as determined by
the Latin pronunciation current in most of eleventh-century Western Europe — as far
as these were applicable to the phonemic structure of the vernacular. Where the Latin
alphabet and Latin orthography did not suffice, expedients of different kinds had to be
resorted to. Since the introduction of Latin writing into Iceland, and well as the other
Nordic countries, came after its spread among the other Germanic nations, the
orthographic patterns developed among these peoples were available as models in the
north. In Iceland, the principal model was vernacular English orthography. The reasons
for the choice of English as a model are not hard to perceive or appreciate: only the
English had encountered similar orthographic problems, and been able to cope with
them; the dental spirant, for instance, was no longer part of the German phonemic
system in the eleventh century, and German orthography had by then not found any
consistent way of symbolizing the front round vowels.

My interest here is not in the practice of writing but its theory, in particular, how
the orthographical treatises reflect an intellectual concern with writing at that
period. There is, however, a relationship between the theory and practice of writing.

The designation of ‘orthography’ is sometimes less appropriate in these
treatises — their discussion focusses simply on letters. That is, the subject of these
works is often script as much as orthography, but essentially their purpose is to
describe or prescribe a set of letters which can be used to represent the sounds of the
Icelandic language.

5.LL A treatise by Péroddr rinameistari

The Prologue to the grammatical treatises in W dates from the fourteenth century,
and is probably by the same author as 4GT': either the scribe of W or someone
involved in the compilation of the manuscript. It serves as an introduction to the
treatises which follow it, discussing the main topics dealt with in the four treatises:
skaldic poetics, orthography and the accidents of the letter and syllable. The reason
why it is included here in my discussion of the orthographical treatises is because it
contains some hints as to the treatment of orthography in twelfth-century Iceland.
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As we have seen in section 3.4.1 above, Bjorn M. Olsen, on the basis of his
reading of the prologue to the grammatical treatises and of Mdlfredinnar
grundvpllr, believed that runes were the original orthography for recording Old
Icelandic texts in manuscripts. While that conclusion is doubtless incorrect, as part
of his argument he makes some observations which show a possible connection
between MG and the following sentence in the Prologue:

Skal ydr syna hinn fyrsta letrs hdtt sv4 ritinn eptir sextdn stafa stafréfi { danskri tungu,
eptir pvi sem Péroddr rinameistari ok Ari prestr hinn frédi hafa sett { méti
litinumanna stafréfi, er meistari Priscianus hefir sett. (Olsen 1884, 154 (normalised))

1 will show you the first method of writing, written according to the sixteen-letter alphabet in
the ‘Danish’ tongue, as Péroddr rune-master and the priest Ari the learned have established in
place of the alphabet of Latin men, which the scholar Priscian established.

It is fairly clear from this passage that the author of the Prologue believed there to
have been some sort of orthographical system proposed by these two scholars. The
runic fupark was widely known as comprising exactly sixteen runes, although the
precise composition occasionally varied. No other alphabet which could be referred
to as 1 danskri tungu could have been this short: all versions of the Latin alphabet
were longer. Likewise, the fact that Péroddr’s nickname ‘rdnameistari’ is
mentioned also points to the runic alphabet as the referent here. Sigurdur Nordal
also clearly considers this reading of the sentence in the Prologue to be valid, even
though he is very critical of Olsen’s overall thesis:

It is, however, interesting to note that during the period from 1120 to 1130 an attempt
was made to reform the runic alphabet. This reform, which started with Théroddr
Runemaster (probably the j Jomcr Théroddr Gamlason), is mentioned in the prologue to
the grammatical treatises in Codex Wormianus, and B. M. Olsen thinks that he has
found traces of an “essay” on this subject in the III. Grammatical Treatise. We cannot
here go into this intricate problem, but the fact itself, that orthographical reform was
already thought of in Iceland at this early date, cannot be disputed. (S. Nordal 1931, 8)

The Prologue, then, seems to be referring to a proposed reform of the runic
alphabet, designed to replace the Latin alphabet, for writing Icelandic. In contrast,
the Prologue could here be read as referring to an attempt to supplement the Latin
alphabet with runes, such as was the case in Old English orthography and adopted
to a certain extent in early Icelandic manuscripts (see Hreinn Benediktsson 196,
21-35). However, I think that the possibility that this sentence simply refers to the
development of the Icelandic orthography actually practiced in manuscripts can be
disregarded. Firstly, only two runes found their way into either Old English or
Icelandic orthography (excluding the occasional runes used to abbreviate words): P
(p) and P (p — the insular ‘W or ‘v’ in Icel.). The phrases ‘eptir sextdn stafa stafréfr
and ‘{ méti ldtinumanna stafréfi’ suggest that the reforms were based on the runic
alphabet and were designed to replace the Latin, and not that the reforms were
based on the Latin alphabet and supplemented with runes. Although it is peculiar
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that to Ari is attributed collaboration on developing a runic orthography, it would
be as strange to attribute to him and Péroddr the sole development of Icelandic
orthography as it was practiced in early Icelandic writing.

There is, of course, no evidence to suggest that such a proposal was in fact
adopted in Iceland, but this would not have been the only case where an
orthographic reform was not taken up in practice in twelfth-century Iceland (see
1GT below).

It is not at all surprising that the issue of how to record Icelandic in writing
would have been prominent in this period. It was during Ari’s lifetime that the first
Icelandic texts were recorded in manuscripts, according to [slendingabék. In chapter
10, it tells how at the 117 Alping, it was decided that Icelandic laws should be
written down in a book at Haflidi Mdsson’s farm (cf. Hreinn Benediktsson 1965,
13). While the book in question does not survive, this is the earliest reference to
texts being written down in Iceland.

The beginning of manuscript writing in Iceland occurred only shortly after
the establishment of Latin literacy. Latin orthography would not have been fully
entrenched as the standard way of writing vernacular texts. Manuscript writing also
coincided with a rise in the status of vernacular languages in Europe, and also the
study of the grammar of those languages independently of Latin (see section 2.3
above). Thus there was not only the opportunity but also the motivation for
developing a vernacular orthography independent of the Latin alphabet. The
author of the Prologue is likely to be referring to such an attempt.

That such a proposal was never adopted is probably due to practical
considerations. Scribes and readers, who would have been trained in ecclesiastical
schools, would have already learnt the Latin alphabet and there was no practical
need to use another system — only nationalist motivations. The sixteen-letter
runic alphabet was also not at all well adapted for recording the sound system of the
Icelandic language.

The relationship between the above sentence in the Prologue and MG itself
will be discussed further in the Commentary (section 3). Our concern here is in the
intellectual interest in orthographical reform in the twelfth century. While the
Prologue only refers to a twelfth-century text dealing with orthography, W
preserves an actual text from this period: 1GT.

s.1.2. First Grammatical Treatise

The First Grammatical Treatise is generally considered the most original and

significant work of the four Icelandic grammatical treatises. It dates from the early
period of Icelandic literature (between 1125 and 1175 according to Benediktsson 1972,
31). 1IGT prescribes a systematic orthography for writing Icelandic based on a careful
analysis of the Icelandic sound system. These reforms were probably motivated by

the need to write Icelandic in manuscripts.
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1GT was written only fairly shortly after Icelandic texts were for the first time
being written on parchment. 1GT situates itself within a debate about how to
record the Icelandic language. At one stage, 1GT gives the argument of an
imaginary opponent, who states that Icelandic can be read fairly well with Latin
orthography, even if it does not represent all the distinctions of sound. In response
to this argument, the author of 1GT states:

Eigi er pat rvnanna koftr po at pv lefer vel eba radir vel a6 likindvm | par fem rvnar vifa

o fkyrt. helldr er pad pinn koftr ... (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 214)

It is not the virtue of letters (runes) if you can read well or make a good guess where the letters
(runes) are unclear, but rather it is your virtue ...

In other words, the author is arguing that the writing system should not depend so
much on the ability of the reader to interpret the letters as representing particular
sounds, but rather the letters should themselves indicate these distinctions.

The problem, as the author seems to have seen it, was that Latin letters,
which were designed to write Latin, were adapted only to a very limited extent to
Icelandic, which contained a great many more sounds, particularly vowels, than
Latin. This problem is already introduced near the beginning of the treatise:

Enn af pvi at tvngven[ar] | erv [v]likar hverr annarri. pzr pegar er ér zinni ok hinni
fomv tvngv hafa gengidz ¢da grainz pa | parf vlika ftafi { at hafa enn =igi ena fomv alla
i ollvm Sem =zigi rita grikkir latinv {tofvm | girzkvna ok =igi latinv menn girzkvm
{tofvm latinv ne enn h(e]lldr [e]brefkir menn ebrefkvna hvar-|ki girzkvm ftofvm ne
latinv helldr ritar {invm {tofvm hverr piod f{ina tv[n]gv. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972,
206)

But because languages differ from each other — which previously parted or branched off from
one and the same tongue — different letters are needed in each, and not the same in all, just as
the Greeks do not write Greek with Latin letters, and Latin-speakers (do) not (write) Latin
with Greek letters, nor (do) the Hebrews (write) Hebrew with Greek or Latin letters, but each
nation writes its language with letters of its own. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 207)

The author argues that different languages need different letters to write them.
Although we would tend to see the language as independent of the letters used to
write it, this was not so in the period when 1GT was written. Thus, the author
does not present the above argument as controversial. 1GT differs from other works
of the time, not in arguing that Icelandic needed a set of letters of its own, but in
arguing that these letters should be chosen on phonological principles. The
languages referred to above have alphabets which reflect the sounds of those
languages, but the main difference in why they differ so much from each other is
because of historical considerations. There was in fact a set of letters which was
historically used for writing the Scandinavian languages: runes. Although they were
little used in Iceland, runes must have been known to the Icelanders as the way in
which the language was written before Christianity.

"The passage above, in which the author responds to his imaginary opponent,
gives some evidence that the author of 1GT was also addressing a potential
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historical argument regarding letters: that is, that runes should be used as the
native writing system. Although the imaginary opponent refers specifically to
‘Latin letters’, in his response, the author uses only the word rin to refer to the
letters he thinks inadequate. Hreinn Benediktsson translated rin here as ‘letter,
stating that it is ‘a mere stylistic variant’ of stafr (1972, 42). However, nowhere else
does the author use rin as such a variant. It is quite rare for rin to be used for
Latin letters, and even when it is, it is often quite ambiguous as to whether this is
what it in fact refers to (see Cleasby and Vigfisson, §o4). I think that in fact the
author of 1GT here is pointing his argument against the use of runes for writing
Icelandic, although the criticism applies to any alphabet which does not cover the
phonological distinctions of Icelandic.
Bjorn M. Olsen also argues that rifn is used pointedly here:

Dog synes ordet pé dette sted at vare valgt med flid for at fremhave det uklare og usikre
i den lydbetegnelse, som forfatteren der polemiserer imod, og som 1 virkeligheden stir pa
runealfabetets standpunkt, siledes som det var for Torods reform. (Olsen 1883, 103—4)

However the word seems in that place to be used deliberately to stress the unclear and
uncertain (practice) in the designation of sound against which the author directs his polemic
there, and which in reality is presented from the perspective of the runic alphabet as it was

before Péroddr’s reform.

Olsen’s interpretation, however, is biased towards his overall thesis. He clearly
believes that the comments by the author of 1GT must not be directed against
Péroddr’s supposed reformed runic alphabet. This view is due to Olsen’s thesis that
Péroddr’s reform was the basis for the orthography of the earliest Icelandic
manuscripts and therefore must have been fairly suitable for recording the language.
Consequently, it would not be subject to criticisms such as the author of 1GT put
forward. A more balanced view would perhaps see the response to the imaginary
‘opponent as a reference to a more general debate about the suitability of runes,
which may well have included a reformed runic alphabet proposed by Péroddr.

The other occurrence of the word ‘rin’ in 1GT is in an example of a
phonological distinction. The word is contrasted with the word for ‘boar’:

Runar heita gelltir enn rinar malftafir. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 222)

Male pigs are called boars (runar), but letters (are called) runes (rinar). (Hreinn Benediktsson
1972, 223)

I do not wish to make too much of this example. Nevertheless, it does indicate
further that the author of 1GT at least did not wish to avoid an unfavourable
juxtaposition for ‘rin’. Whether this example is further evidence of his dislike for
runes is not certain.” It is fairly obvious that for one reason or other, the author did
not consider runes suitable for recording the language.

The set of letters for Icelandic proposed by 1GT follows the principles outlined in
the opening section. This saw the alphabet used by the English as a model for the
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project of 1IGT:

Hverega | tvngv er mabr {kal ri[t]a annarrar tvngv {t3fvm pa verdr {vmra {tafa vant *° af
pi at zig[i] | finnz pat hlio® i tvngvnn[i] {em ftafirnir hafa peir er af ganga. Enn po rita
enfkir menn enfkv|na latinv {tdfvm ollvm peim er rettracdir verda i enfkvnni. en par er
peir vinnaz =igi til pa hafa | peir vid adra {tafi {va marga ok peffkonar fem parf en hina
taka peir or er xigi erv | rett redir { mali peira. / Nv eptir peira demvm ... pa hefir ek ok

ritad of{ iflendingvm | ftaf rof ... (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 206 and 208).

Whatever language one intends to write with the letters of another language, some letters will
be lacking because the sound of the surplus letters does not exist in the language. Thus,
Englishmen write English with all those Latin letters that can be rightly pronounced in
English, but where these do not suffice, they apply other letters, as many and of such a kind as
are needed; but they put aside those that cannot be rightly pronounced in their language. /
Now, following their example ... I have composed an alphabet for us Icelanders as well ...
(Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 207 and 209).

Thus the author wishes to base his alphabet on the same principles as that of the
English, who used the Latin alphabet supplemented with two runes, to write the
language. This was in fact the basic approach of the Icelandic script that was used
in early manuscripts. The author of 1GT, however, wished to take this to its full
phonological extent.

1GT shows evidence of the presence of three approaches to determining a set
of letters in which to record Icelandic, of which its own proposal represents one.
One approach is a historical one, that is, to use the native alphabet (runes) which
was known throughout Scandinavia but not used in manuscripts. The author is
probably arguing against such an approach when he responds to his imaginary
opponent. Another approach is to construct an alphabet founded purely on the
phonology of Icelandic. This is the rather unique approach taken by the author,
who analyses the sound system of Icelandic, and represents as many distinctions as
possible with letters from Latin script and from English, which had some
similarities to Icelandic. The third approach, that of the imaginary opponent, is
simply to use an alphabet based on Latin, with only a limited number of extra
characters to represent some sounds not found in Latin. The last approach was the
most practical and the only one adopted in practice by the Icelanders.

The approach of 1GT, while very insightful and unique, was in the end not
adopted in practice. The only principle really notable in the development of
Icelandic script is probably the desire for greater abbreviation than was used in
vernacular English MSS. 1GT’s proposal for representing geminate consonants
with a single small capital was the only reform taken up with any enthusiasm,
mostly because it conserved some space in manuscripts.

Another feature of 1GT which, as we will see in the commentary, is shared with
MG, is that it shows a certain degree of nationalist enthusiasm in its account of the
Icelandic language, particularly its sound system. This centres on the discussion
and status of vowels in comparison with consonants. The author firstly points out
that extra vowels need to be added to the Latin alphabet for Icelandic. This is
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because Icelandic has so many vowel sounds:

Or arv teknir famhlioendr nokkvrir or latinv {taf-|roff enn nokkvrir i giorfir raddar
{tafir e[rv] ongvir or teknir enn i giorfir midg margir pviat véir | tvnga hefir flefta alla
hliod{ ¢ba raddar. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 208)

A few consonants are left out of the Latin alphabet, and some put in; no vowels are left out,
but a good many put in, because our language has almost all sonants or vowels. (Hreinn
Benediktsson 1972, 209)

It is thus established that Icelandic is characterised particularly by its vowels, to the
extent that it is ‘mostly’ made up of vowel sounds. Having established this, the
author then describes the status of the two classes of letters or phonemes:

Nv af pi at famhliobendr megv ekki | mddl ¢da atkvedi giora znir vid {ik =igi {va at peir
megi nafn hafa &n raddar ftafl Enn | a% raddar ftafnvm zinvm fier hverivm ma kveda
fem hann heitir ok a® honvm kvedr { | hveriv maalf ok peir bera fva tign af
famhliodondvm fem almert{ af half matti. pa helfi ek af pvi fyri fetta pa bacdi { ftaf rofi

ok i vmrzdv her nv: (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 10)

Now since the consonants can make no (piece of) discourse or pronounceable sequence alone
by themselves — not even so (much) that they can have a name without a vowel (in it) —
while each vowel can be pronounced in each (piece of) discourse, and (since) they thus outrank
the consonants as the almighty (outranks) the halfmighty, I have placed them first both in the
alphabet and in the present discussion. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 11)

The grammarian thus associates Icelandic with the higher-ranking class of letters
— vowels — and in doing so elevates the status of the language itself. To reinforce
the distinctiveness of Icelandic, his alphabet places the vowels first in the alphabet,
all eighteen (thirty-six vowels sounds in total) of them. When he puts forward the
criticisms of the imaginary opponent above, the examples he uses are of vowels.
Again, when he addresses the criticisms, he only makes reference to the vowel
-sounds which are needed to correctly interpret written Icelandic, arguing that nine
vowels and thirty-six distinctions are needed.

1GT is notable for its application of phonological analysis to producing a set of
letters for writing Icelandic. It seems in part to have been motivated by a desire to
promote the vernacular language, in particular, its notable vowel system. I think
there is some evidence that it forms part of an intellectual debate about what
alphabet should be used for writing Icelandic — among the suggestions, perhaps, a
proposal that runes should be used. In the case of a proposal to use runes, the
motivation was probably also to promote the vernacular, which had used (although
in a comparatively limited way) runes for writing before Latin was introduced.

The orthographical material in 2GT and MG shows a very different approach
to the prescriptive reforms represented by 1GT. However, orthography continued to
be a subject of interest in the thirteenth century and was to some extent influenced
by the twelfth-century material.
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5.1.3. Second Grammatical Treatise

2GT is in three parts. The first part is an account of different types of sound and
their relationship to voice and speech — it is probably the closest Icelandic analogue
to any of the material in MG (see section 1 of the commentary below). It is
followed by a circular figure (in U) with a description of the ways in which letters
can combine to make words. The last part is introduced by a square figure which
uses a musical analogy to extend the account of how letters can combine.

It was widely held up to fairly recently that the order of the grammatical
treatises in the Codex Wormianus was also the chronological order of their
composition, and consequently it was believed that 2GT was older than 3GT.*
Raschella, however, in his edition of 2GT" put forward convincing phonological and
orthographical arguments to show that 2GT was most likely written after 3GT,
probably around 1270-1300 (Raschelld 1982, 130). For example, in MG (4.17) there
is a distinction made between the vowel sounds represented by the letters @’ and ‘¢,
a distinction which was slowly disappearing from the Icelandic sound system (see
Raschelld 2000). 2GT, however, does not recognise the distinction and so is
probably from a later date. It is quite likely that the grammatical treatises were
ordered as they are in the Codex Wormianus because of the nature of their contents
rather than their chronology. As we will see in the commentary, 2GT' shows some
influence from MG.

2GT"s project is less concerned with a prescriptive orthography than with a
description of the orthographic system already in use at the time the treatise was
written. The conception that 2GT had a prescriptive approach was in part the
cause of some early datings. For instance, Sveinbjérn Egilsson and Jén Sigurbsson
both held that it must have been written around 1200, because it would have
introduced the letter 9’ into the Icelandic orthographical system (cf. Olsen 1884,
130). However, the approach of 2GT is more descriptive than that of 1GT,
indicating perhaps a more entrenched version of the Latin alphabet than was
current at the time 1GT was written.

The first section of 2GT discusses sound. It includes examples of sounds
caused by various natural phenomena and other causes according to the type of
sound. This section will be discussed in more detail in the first section of the
commentary: it is quite similar to the opening part of MG.

The orthographic project of the second section is quite unusual. It bears no
similarities to other works of Icelandic literature, but it shares with the material in
3GT dealing with letters a descriptive approach, in contrast to the prescriptive
approach of 1IGT. The circular figure is reminiscent of any such circular figures in
medieval manuscripts. A possible source or analogue to the figure in 2GT can be-
found in the Ars Demonstrativa (ed. Bonner 1985) of Ramén Llull (1232-1316). The
figure in 2GT is probably a representation of a design meant to be mounted as
independently movable concentric rings, which could be turned to make different
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combinations of the letters appearing on it, with the initial letters coming first and
so on. It appears only in U thus:

ﬁ'!“; '

R i

Llull’s figure is represented in the following form:

Bonner 1985, 319 (plate XIII)

The purpose of Llull's Ars Demonstrativa was to use the alphabet to create a perfect
language or universal system to represent combinations of universal ideas. It used
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the alphabet as the key to these combinations, and while it had no orthographic
purpose, the diagrams and systems by which letters could be combined in the ars
could be adapted for this purpose. In Llull’s work, the letters represent concepts and
their combinations universal truths; in 2GT they represent sounds and their
combinations are language.

The circular figure represents a shift in interest in the study of letters in
Iceland. Like the descriptive nature of the treatise (in contrast to 1GT’s prescriptive
approach), both show a move away from simply using letters to represent the
phonemic system of the language. The interest here is in letters themselves as a
combinatory system. The way letters combined was not of interest to the author of
1GT. 2GTs approach can be seen in the context of intellectual changes in Europe.
The focus of language in the thirteenth century was more on abstract systems and
the alphabet for its own sake, rather than on the phonological basis for language.
This can be seen in the popularity of Llull’s work — it attempted nothing
approximating a ‘real’ language, but rather attempted to communicate universal
ideas through an abstract system.

There are many parallels between the orthographic approach of 2GT and that
of the runological sections of MG. It is also interesting to note that Llull’s Ars
Demonstrativa generated a great deal of interest around the same time that MG’s
runological material was also widely influential — the seventeenth century.*” Both
MG and 2GT deal with the letters twice, approaching them in different ways. In
MG, the letters are discussed first in categories (vowels, semivowels and
consonants) and are later discussed in terms of their shape and value (see
Commentary 3.3). In 2GT, they are first discussed according to the round figure,
and then according to a square figure, which represents the combinations of letters
by analogy with a musical instrument.

The musical analogue again shows a departure from the earlier Icelandic
orthographic work — it does little to explain how the letters are used in the actual
language. The source for such a description of the language is unknown — it may
well be an invention of the author. The first chapter of MG also implies certain
links between literate vocal sound (sound that can be represented in writing) and
music. This will be examined in more detail in the commentary to the first chapter.

2GT’s interest in letters is not simply as phonemes. It is interested in their
categories and combinations, together with ways in which the letters can be
organised visually. 2GT presumes some knowledge of the letters as phonemes of
Icelandic, and as such relies and expands upon the work in 1GT, while focusing less
on phonological concerns. Given the changes taking place in European thought, it
is quite likely that 2GT was produced as a reexamination of earlier theories of the
orthographic system with a view to bringing it up to date with those changes.

67



5.1.4. Conclusions

The orthographical treatises and the evidence from the prologue show that there
was considerable interest in the issue of how to write Icelandic in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries. For the twelfth-century works, this focused on the reform of
existing alphabets on the basis of phonological or (one presumes) historical
principles. 2GT" draws on that tradition, but brings the question of the alphabet up
to date with contemporary Continental thought, which at the time was using the
alphabet to represent systems of thought. 2GT took the combinatory methods of
the work of late thirteenth-century scholars and applied it to the phonological
description of language.

Our interest in these texts is because, as we will see, MG takes a similar
approach of drawing on the Icelandic orthographic tradition and updating it with
contemporary European thought.

s.2. IL'reatises on rhetoric and poetics

MG in W is located between the two orthographical treatises and some treatises
dealing with rhetoric and Icelandic poetics. These treatises are 3GTb, 4GT and
Hittatal. 3G'Tb and 4GT use skaldic verses to exemplify rhetorical concepts from
Latin grammars. In A and B, MG is located before Skdldskaparmdl, which deals,
like the other treatises, with indigenous poetics. There is a large body of scholarship
on these works, including their relationship with MG. It is for this reason that they
are not dealt with at length in the present study.

‘§.2.1. Mdlskritdsfredi and 4GT

3GT’s two parts reflect the two broad concerns of Icelandic grammatical literature:
orthography and with it a theory of writing, and rhetoric exclusively as it applies to
verse. MG in many ways follows on from 1GT and 2GT, and Mdlskriidsfred:
(3GTb) and 4GT constitute the study of poetic diction more generally.

Both 3GTb and 4GT examine equivalences between Icelandic and classsical
rhetorical figures and tropes. Latin rhetoric is thus seen as applicable to Icelandic
verse. Some justification for this approach can be found in the first chapter of
Mlskriidsfredi. It is interesting in that it outlines the purpose of the second section
of 3GT', as well as the origins of skaldic verse. It is quoted here in full:

Jpasst bok ma gerla skilia, at oll zr xin listin | skalld skapr sa, 2r romverskir spzkingar
namv iathznis borg a griklandi ok | snerv sipan i latinv mal, ok sa liod hitr =8a
skalldskapr, zr obinn ok adrir asia | menn flvttv nordr higat i nordr halfv heimsins, ok
kendv monnum a sina tvngv | passkonar list, sva sem peir hofév skipat ok nvmit isialfv
asia landi, par sem mest | var fregd ok rikdomr ok froblzikr veralldarinnar. (Olsen 1884,
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§59-60)

It may be clearly understood from this book that the art of speech which the Roman orators
learnt in Athens in Greece and then transferred into the Latin language is the same as the
metre or poetry which Odin and other men of Asia brought northwards when they settled the
northern hemisphere, and which they taught to men in their own language, as though they had
studied and devised it in Asia itself, where beauty and wealth and knowledge were the greatest
in all the world. (Collings 1967, 74)

A similar argument occurs in the Prologue to Snorra Edda (Faulkes 1988, 4-6) and
again in Skdldskaparmdl (Faulkes 1998, §-6). The account in Skdldskaparmdl in
particular is used to justify the study of skaldic verse. However, the emphasis in this
section of 3GT seems less directly aimed at justifying the study of verse which has a
pagan mythological background, as is the emphasis in Snorra Edda. Rather, 3GT
here gives a pseudo-historical context for the origin of Norse verse so that it could
be studied according to Latin models (Clunies Ross 1987, 27-28). Part of the reason
for such an argument was thus to justify the use of Priscian and Latin poetics for
discussing Norse verse — Latin verse has the same origins as Norse, and so the
study of Latin verse can be applied to Norse. His theory also lends the vernacular
verse a certain status, as it, too, finds its origin in that place where knowledge was
the greatest. Consequently, Norse verse would have had the status of classical verse.

The relationship between native and Latin poetics in Mdlskritdsfredi is not
simply that of applying the latter to the former. Ol4fr’s argument regarding the
common origin of Latin and Norse poetry in Greece gives a reason for the study of
Latin poetics in relation to Norse. Where Norse poetics departs from Latin, such
as in the use of barbarisms, Ol4fr defends the Norse usage (Tranter 2000, 146).
The assumption in Mdlskrilsfredi is that vernacular poetry and poetics has the
same status as that of Latin: ‘... Ol4fr hvitaskdld establishes the principle that the
native poetic tradition need not be judged as inferior to the models of Antiquity
although it does not always comply with antique principles’ (T'ranter 2000, 146~7).
Ol4fr’s treatment of grammatical subjects in MG is, as we will see, similar to his
treatment of poetics.

The opening chapter is followed by chapters on the faults of speech:
barbarismus and soloecismus and other faults which come under those categories.
The first two of these chapters refer, respectively, to material covered in the fifth
and sixth chapters of MG: syllables and parts of speech. All these concepts are
illustrated with citations from skaldic verse. The lengthy final chapter deals with
comparisons between Latin rhetorical figures and Norse poetics, which is further
expanded in 4GT.

Bjorn M. Olsen raises an interesting question regarding the structure of the
treatise as a whole: why did the author use two different sources — namely
Donatus’ Ars Maior and Priscian’s Institutiones Grammaticae — for the two
sections of the treatise? After all, Donatus also covers the material found in MG.
The structure of the treatise as a whole, Olsen argues, comes from the example in
Donatus, which offers the same connection between the grammatical and rhetorical
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material (Olsen 1883, 60). The reason for this (which Olsen also gives, but only
secondarily to a speculation about Ol4fr’s exemplar) is simply that Priscian provided
a more theoretical account of the foundation of grammar, and it is the theory of
grammar which most interested the author. This will be discussed in particular in
relation to the first chapter in the commentary.

The other rhetorical treatises are of less relevance to the present study: they
represent an interest in the study of rhetoric in relation to skaldic verse in the
fourteenth century. 4GT is largely a continuation of Oléfr’s work in 3GT. sGT
only survives in a fragment immediately preceding MG in A. It contains some
information on versification.

5.2.2. Snorra Edda

The corpus of Icelandic literature contains other texts that deal with poetics,
rhetoric and the theory of writing. The most notable of these is Snorra Edda, and
in particular, the third and fourth parts of that work, Skdldskaparmdl (The
Language of Poetry) and Hdttatal (List of verse-forms).

Skdldskaparmdl deals primarily with poetic diction. It provides examples of
kenningar (periphrastic descriptions) and heiti (terms or names) used in skaldic
diction. There is mythological material included which explains some of the
kenningar. Among this material is an extended account of the origin of the mead of
poetry and its acquisition by O%inn. There are some points of contact both in
content and terminology between Skdldskaparmdl and Mdlskridsfredi. This is not
surprising, given the close family relationship between Ol4fr PorSarson and Snorri
Sturluson. Margaret Clunies Ross’s 1987 study of Skdldskaparmdl includes detailed
examinations of some of these points of contact. » -

Skdldskaparmdl contains poetic lists or pulur of heiti. Further such lists are
included after the text in various Snorra Edda MSS, including A and B. Like
Skdldskaparmdl as a whole, the function of the pulur is to aid in the oral
instruction and transmission of skaldic diction.

Snorri’s approach in Skdldskaparmdl is more independent of Latin learning
than that of Olifr in 3GT, but was based to a certain extent on the intellectual
premises of twelfth-century philosophy and linguistics (Clunies Ross 1987, 174). In
contrast, 3GT — or at least MG — is situated intellectually more in thirteenth-
century thought, as we will see.

In so far as Skdldskaparmdl treats the subject of poetic diction, it differs from
the more formal descriptions of 3GT. Hdttatal, in contrast, deals with the formal
and quantifiable features of poetry. However, Hdttatals approach to Norse poetics is
different from that of Mdlskridsfredi. There is some classical influence in Hdttatal
in the way in which the material is presented and in its structure (Faulkes 1999,
xiv—xv; Tranter 2000, 147). However, the content of the tract, including almost all
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of the categories expounded, does not derive from the Latin tradition.

Both Skdldskaparmdl and Hdttatal at points use categorisations to elucidate
the concepts of poetic diction and versification. These tend to be in question-and-
answer form, with two or three categories in each division. In Skdldskaparmdl, such
categorisations immediately follow the myth of the mead of poetry.

5.3. Other associated material

We have seen that Skdldskaparmdl contains an account of the origin of poetry. Also
of interest is that there exists a mythological account of the origin of runes in the
eddic poem Hdvamdl: this myth is of some importance to understanding the status
of runes, and hence the cultural background to the runological material in MG.
However, it is not quoted in any of the grammatical treatises, including Snorra
Edda. In this passage of Hdvamdl (138f1), Obinn describes how he hanged himself
for nine nights on a tree (most likely the world-ash, Yggdrasill), wounded by a
spear and without food or drink. The imagery here is quite reminiscent of the
crucifixion of Christ and many scholars have argued for some Christian influence
on this passage. However, Evans (1986, 29-33) argues against these claims, pointing
to evidence from kennings and other pagan religions to show that the origin is
more likely to be independent of Christian mythology.

After this ordeal, O8inn ‘takes up’ the runes. In the next stanza, he describes
how he learnt some spells and also alludes to his acquisition of the mead of poetry.
The acquisition of knowledge of runes, magic and poetry are all treated as
analogous both here and elsewhere in the mythology. All have the following in
common: the power of concealment; magic; acquired by Oﬁinn; and all are
linguistic phenomena.

The poem then lists eighteen spells (one per stanza) which can be invoked in
various circumstances. A similar list occurs in another eddic poem, Sigrdrifumdl.

In all cases, the status of runes in Christian theology is highly problematic.
The Euhemerist argument of Snorra Edda justifies the study of native poetics, but
it does not necessarily justify the use of runes or magic.
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Notes

1. Most notably, an issue of the Oxford Literary Review (Vol. 21, 1999) is devoted to the topic of
“Technologies of the Sign’. The articles are principally from a Derridean perspective. Ong, in
Orality and Literacy (1982, 165-170) discusses Derrida’s theories, although very inadequately.
English translations of Derrida, however, were limited at the time of the publication of Ong’s
study.

2. Reprinted in Jakob Benediktsson 1951, vol. 2. Page references are to Jakob Benediktsson’s
edition.

3. The only other scholars I have identified are Ethel Seaton, whose work I will discuss below, and
Sigurdur Nordal. Nordal states that Arngrimur used W in Crymogea, ‘evidenced by the epitome

of the grammatical treatises contained therein’ (1931, 19), but this is the extent of Nordal’s
identification of the use of MG.

4. ‘vfrodvm’ is W’s reading, which Olsen chooses for his edited text. AM 748 Ib 4to has ‘gdrum’.

5. ‘... In the Norwegian alphabet (Norwegian, Danish, Runic are synonyms for the author [of the

Grammatical Treatises]) ...". Worm, like Arngrimur, did not distinguish between what we now
identify as four separate grammatical treatises in the Codex Wormianus. Reference to the ‘Danish’
language in MG only occurs in W.

6. More literally: “This seems by no means to be escaped, that the Danish language will from
ancient times have been called Runa Maali from these runes, as can be demonstrated to the eye
from not one place in the manuscripts of Edda and Skalda brought to us from Iceland.’

7. Again, the scribe has omitted the text in AM 757a 4to. The Arnamagnzan Dictionary Project
cites a further occurrence of the term, in the riddarasaga, Dinus saga drambldta (Jénas

Kristjdnsson 1960, 12 — see Commentary 3.3.4). The citations for the word in Fritzner and
Cleasby-Vigfisson are only from MG.

8. The use of ‘rina md!’ at this point only occurs in W, whereas the previous citation occurs in
the same form in W, A and B. In both cases of the use of this term in MG, it is in the dative
case. This is the reason for Worm’s partlcular spelling of the term, further ev1dence that he had
no other witnesses for the term outside MG in W. '

9. Magnts Olafsson used a manuscript of Snorra Edda related to A and B for Laufis Edda,
although this is no longer extant (Faulkes 1979, 156). He may have sent the manuscript or
communicated its contents to Worm in their regular correpondence.

10. I am drawing the distinction here between the runes used in Literatura Runica to print the
Old Norse texts and those that appear in the texts Worm cites, which, of course, must belong to
the Rune Poem and MG respectively.

1. The meaning of this sentence is somewhat obscure. Raschell3, however, explains most of the
words, apart from ‘tuui’ (1994, 684n). I have attempted to explain the sentence in section 3.2.2 of
the commentary.

12. The discussion of this rune occupies a large part of the earliest correspondence between
Arngrimur and Worm (Jakob Benediktsson 1951, 2:3-8 and notes). Because the sound R only
occurs in inflexions, it had the name ‘yr’. This must have caused some confusion for early
runologists, as all the other rune names have the phonetic value represented in the initial letter.

13. The first citations are from John Webb, 4 vindication of Stone-Heng restored, 1665, including
‘The Teutonick and Runick were one and the same Language.’ (85). The last is from Sir Daniel
Wilson, The Archacology and Prebistoric Annals of Scotland, 1851: ‘In Iceland where the language
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of their runic literature is still a living tongue ..." (Vol. 1, p. 330 (entry for ‘runic’)).

14. ‘But now alphabetic letters (which henceforth could only be used amongst the Hebrews) being
taken by the Egyptians from their hieroglyphic figures, retained, as was natural, much of the
shapes of those characters: to cut off therefore all occasion of danger from symbolic images,
Moses, as I suppose, altered the shapes of the Egyptian letters, and reduced them into something
like those simple forms in which we now find them. Those who in much later ages converted the
northern Pagans to the Christian Faith observed the same caution. For the characters of the
northern alphabet, called RUNIC, having been abused to magical superstition, were then changed
to the Roman.” (Warburton 1788, II:437-8).

15. Olsen does not give these references in any sort of detail.

16. On pages 52—54, Olsen gives a close comparison of this part of the Prologue with the text in
MG, which indeed is quite similar in many ways. It does not follow, however, that the former was
originally intended as an introduction to the latter.

17. Section §.1.1 below deals at length with the Prologue to the grammatical treatises, including
the evidence it may provide for orthographical reform in the twelfth century.

18. Owing perhaps to the late date of this manuscript, this form of ‘¢’ is not discussed by Hreinn
Benediktsson in Early Icelandic Script, nor does it appear in any of the manuscripts included in
that work. '

19. The example uses the word mdlstafr as the gloss to nin. Olsen argues that the former word
was used to refer to runic letters in particular, as opposed to békstafr, which was used for letters of
the Latin alphabet (Olsen 1883, 12-13; see also Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, s2n). Mdlstafr is also
used in 2GT’, but for ‘consonant’.

20. Hreinn Benediktsson adds to fill in a section presumed missing from the text: ‘af pi at hverr
tvnga hefir hliod pav er zigi finnaz i annarri. fva ganga ok fvmir {tafir af’ (‘because each language
has sounds that are not to be found in the other language; and likewise some letters are

superfluous’) (1972, 208—209).

21. The only notable exception, as pointed out by Raschell3, is Finnur Jénsson. Although he did
not argue for a late-thirteenth century dating for 2GT, he implies it when he notes that the
opening section of 2GT was an ‘echo’ of the corresponding section of 3GT (Raschelld 1982, 130;
cf. Finnur Jénsson 1933, 4).

22. Drucker (1995, 125) notes the influence of Llull on the writers Giordano Bruno (1548-1600),
Athanasius Kircher (1601-1680) and Gottfried Leibnitz (1646-1716). Eco also discusses at length
early modern works influenced by Llull (1995, 128-143).
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Sigla and Abbreviations

Si
Algh AM 748 Ib 4to, Stofnun Arna Magnissonar, Reykjavik

B AM 757a 4to, Stofnun Arna Magndissonar, Reykjavik

b AM 744 4to, Stofnun Arna Magnissonar, Reykjavik

E The present edition

Js Jén Sigurbsson’s edition (1852)

JSB  Jén Sigurbsson’s diplomatic text of B

0 Bjorn M. Olsen’s edition (1884)

S Sveinbjérn Egilsson’s edition (1848)

w Codex Wormianus (AM 242 fol., Det Arnamagnzanske Institut, Copenhagen)
Wb Jén Olafsson’s marginalia in W

w AM 757b 4to, Stofnun Arna Magndussonar, Reykjavik

Abbreviations

om. text omitted in ms. or edition

(text) emendation

Ttext!

variant reading

All chapter and section numbers are supplied by the present editor. For comparison
with Bjorn M. Olsen’s numbering, see the appendices.
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Edition and T'ranslation
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Edition

1. At greina hljé%

(r.1) Alle er hljéd pat er kvikvendis eyru mid skilja. (1.2) HIjé8 hefir margar
kynkvislir, ok verdr hljéd pat, sem ndtrdrliga megu eyru greina, af samkvimu
tveggja likama. (1.3) En onnur hljédsgrein er s, er heilpg ritning segir ‘andliga
hluti hljé82". (1.4) Likamligt hlj6d verdr annat af lifligum hlutum, en annat af
liflausum hlutum.” (1.5) HIjé% pat, er heyriz af liflausum hlutum verdr annat "af
hrzriligum skepnum?, en annat af éhrzriligum, annat af samkvdmu hreriligra hluta
ok Shreriligra. (1.6) Af hrzriligum hlutum verdr hljé8 sem af hofudskepnum: ‘eldr’,
vindum ok votnum. (1.7) Af Shrariligum hlutum verdr hljéd sem steinum eda
malmi eda strengjum, ok verdr pé pess kyns hljéd jafnan af hraring nokkurs likama
lifligs eba 6lifligs. (1.8) Af samkvdmu hrariligra hluta ok Shreriligra verdr hljéd sem
b4 er vindr eda votn eda elldr slaer sinu afli vid jord eda adra Shrariliga hluti. (1.9)
HIjé8 pat er verdr af liflausum hlutum er sumt 4greiniligt 'sem vinda gnyr eda
vatna pytr eda reidar prumur, en sumt hljéd er greiniligt' eptir nitcdruligri
samhljédan, peiri er philosophi kolludu musikdm; ok verdr pat hljéd hit efsta ok hit
zzta af hrering hringa peira sjau er sél ok tungl ok fimm merkistjornur ganga i par
er planetae eru kalladar, ok heitir pat caelestis barmonia €da himnesk hljédagrein.
Pessar stjornur sagdi Plato hafa lif ok skyn ok vera édaudligar. (1.10) Greiniligt
hlj6% verdr i liflausum hlutum, pat sem vér kollum listuligt hljé6 sem { mélmi ok
strengjum ok pipum ok allz kyns spngfaerum. (r.11) I lifligum hlutum ok vitlausum
verdr hljéd sem vidum eda grosum ok pé af tenging nokkurs hreriligs likama.
(r.12) Af lifandi hlutum, peim er sen hafa, verdr annat hljéd, pat er rodd heitir, en
annat pat er eigi er rodd sem f6tastapp eda handaklapp ok annat slikt. (1.13) Rodd er
hljé8 framfert af kvikvendis munni, formerat af nfu ndttdrligum télum: lungum ok
- barka, tungu ok tveim vorrum ok fjérum tonnum. (1.14) Enn Priscianus kallar rodd
vera hit "grann'ligsta loptsins hogg ok eiginliga eyrum skiljanligt. (1.15) Rodd
greiniz 4 marga vega: onnur rodd ritanlig en onnur déritanlig. (1.16) "Oritanlig rodd
er s, er eigi mé stofum greina.” (1.17) "Ritanlig rodd er onnur merkilig en pnnur
émerkilig (1.18) Omerkilig rodd er st, er til engrar merkingar er prengd, sem ‘b,
‘ba’, ‘blictrix’. (1.19) Merkilig rodd er onnur af ndttdru, onnur af setning eda
sjdlfvilja. (1.20) Merkilig rodd af ndttdru er barna gritr eda sjikra manna stynr ok
annat slike. (1.21) Merkilig rodd af setning er sd, er framferiz "af' sjélfvilja manns,
sem petta 'ndm": madr merkir kvikendi skynsamligt ok daudligt.

1. At greina bljés A, om. B W;

(1.1) Allt er bljés A B, Hljéd er allt W; kvikvendis A w, um kvikvendis B W O; skilja
A B, heyra W; (1.2) ok AW, nit B; pat A W, allt pat B; ndttirliga megu eyru A W,
megu eyru ndttirliga B; (1.3) En A, om. B W; er A W, sem B; "andliga bluti bljésa’
B W, bljgba andliga bluti A'S O; (1.4) lifligum MSS, lfflausum S; lfflausum MSS,
lifligum S; (1.5) HIjéd pat A W, Pat bljés B; er A, sem B, om. W; liflausum A W,

76



T'ranslation

1. Categorising Sound

(1.1) Sound is everything which the ears of a living being can discern. (1.2) There

are many varieties of sound, and that sound which the ears may naturally
distinguish arises from the coming together of two bodies. (1.3) But a second type

of sound is that which scripture says spiritual things produce. (1.4) Physical sound
is caused either by living entities or by non-living entities. (1.5) The sound which is
heard from non-living entities arises either from movable things or from immovable
things, or from the coming together of movable and immovable things. (1.6) Sound

arises from movable things such as the chief elements: fire, winds and waters. (1.7)
Sound arises from immovable things such as from stones or metal or strings,

although this kind of sound can arise equally from the movement of a living body or
a non-living body. (1.8) Sound arises from the coming together of movable and
immovable things, such as when wind or waters or fire strikes the earth or other
immovable things with its force. (1.9) Some sound which occurs from non-living

things is indistinct like the howling of winds or the roaring of waters or the rumble

of thunder, but some sound is divisible (distinguishable) according to natural
consonance, which philosophers called music; and the most sublime and noble
sound arises from the movement of those seven rings in which the sun and moon

and five ‘marking’ stars — which are called planets — travel, and that is called
caelestis harmonia or heavenly type of sounds. Plato said that these stars have life and
reason and are immortal. (1.10) Divisible sound occurs in non-living entities, which
we call artistic sound, such as in metal, strings, pipes and musical instruments of all
kinds. (1.11) In living things without consciousness, such as trees and grasses, sound

arises, but this is still from the meeting of a particular moving body. (1.12) From
living things which have consciousness one sound arises which is called voice, and
another sound which is not voice, such as the stamping of feet or the clapping of
hands and other such sounds. (1.13) Voice is sound pronounced from the mouth of
a living entity, formed from nine natural tools: the lungs and windpipe, tongue and
two lips and the four [upper front] teeth. (1.14) But Priscian declares voice to be the
finest striking of the air and intelligible to one’s own ears. (1.15) Voice is
distinguished in many ways: one type of voice is writeable and another unwriteable.
(1.16) Unwriteable voice is that which cannot be divided into letters. (1.17) Writable

voice is either significative or non-significative. (1.18) Non-significative voice is that

which is not pressed into any meaning, such as ‘bu’, ‘ba’, ‘blictrix’. (1.19)
Significative voice is either from nature, or from planning or intention. (1.20)
Significative voice from nature is the weeping of children or the groaning of sick
people and other such things. (1.21) Significative voice arising from planning is that
which is the articulation of a person’s intention, as in this definition: man is a
rational and mortal animal.
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lifligum B; 'aft B W, af tveim A'S; (1.6) hofuliskepnum A W, om. B; "eldi' W, om. A
B S; (1.7) verdr AW, om. B; sem A W, sem af B; eba A B, ok W; (1.8) vptn eBa ...

sler AV, elldr eba votn sler B; sinu afli vis A B, meb afli W; (1.9) dgreiniligg A W,
bgreiniligt svd B; 'sem vinda ... greiniligt' B W, om. A'S; er AW, sem B; bringa peira
sjau A, bringa sjau peira B, bringa peira W; ganga { per A W, retka um B; er A,
sem W, om. B;eru kallabar A, beita B W; pat A W, pat bljés B; eda himnesk
bljédagrein A, svd sem bimnesk bljéBagrein B, om. W; Dessar stjornur ... édaudligar A
W, om. B; (1.10) pat A W, peim B; listuligt bljos A W, skemtanar tél B; { mdimi ...

spngferum A, { mdlmi ok strengjum ok allz kyns spng ok pipum W, er { strengium ok

pipum ok allz kyns spngferum, { klukkum ok { gdrum mdlmi B; (1.11) ok vitlausum A
B, om. W; bljés A B w, om. W; vidum A, { vibum B W O; eda A, ok { B, ok W,
tenging A, brering B W O; (1.12) lifandi A B, lifligum W; sen A, skyn B O, ltkama
W; er A, sem B W; ok A W, eBa B; slikt A, pvilike B W O S; (1.13) fjérum tonnum
A B, tonnum fjérum W; (1.14) kallar A W, segir B; 'grann' B O, greini W, grand A

S; eiginliga A W, einkannliga B; eyrum A B, om. W; (1.15) om. A, er B O; Rpdd
greiniz ... ritanlig A B, om. W; (1.16) éﬁtanlzg rodd ... si W, Sii er dritanlig B; er
W, sem B; r-O’ritanlig rodd ... greina’ B W O S, om. A; (1.17) "Ritanlig rpdd ...
Omerkilig] B W O S, om. A; (1.18) Omerkilzlg rodd ... er AW, Sil er dmerkilig sem
B; merkingar A W, nytsamligrar merkingar B; prengd A, sett B, bofo W ‘bu’, ‘ba’,

‘blictrix” A, ‘bu’, ‘ab’, ‘bligstrix’ W, ‘bumba’, ‘lictrix’ B, bumbo biccrix JSB; (1.19)
pnnur A W, en pnnur B; (1.20) ok A B, eda W O; slikt A, pvilikt B W O; (1.21)
setning A W, setningu B; "af B W O, meB A S; 'ndm' W O S, nd A B; ligt A B, lig
W; ligt A B, lig W;

Notes

1. This phrase (verBr ... blutum) is repeated and deleted in W due to dittography.
2. B is erroneously recorded as a variant in all editions. See the note to this word in the
transcription of B for more information.
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2. Frd stafa skipd ok tima

(2.1) Stafr er hinn minzti hlutr raddar samansettrar, sem rita m4, ok er stafr kalladr

hinn minzti hlutr eda éskiptiligr { pvi, sem heyrir allri samsetning stafligrar raddar,

pviat vér skiptum boekr { kapitula, en kapitula { klausur eda vers, en klausur {

mdlsgreinir, mélsgreinir { sagnir, sagnir { samstofur, samstofur { stafi. (2.2) En pé

eru eigi stafir ndttdrliga éskiptiligir, pviat stafr er rodd, en rodd er lopt eda af lopti

formerat. (2.3) En hvért sem rodd er lopt eda lopts formeran, p4 er hon samansett

med sinum portum sem loptit med pvi at pat er likamligt ok allir lfkamir eru

samansettir, en jafn hlutr verdr af jofnu efni at "geraz' sem hold af holdi. (2.4) En

svi sem { ndttdrligum likomum eru nokkurir peir hlutir er einfaldir kallaz sem fjérir
hofudskepnur: eldr ok vatn, lopt ok jord, ok kallaz pessir hlutir eigi af pvi einfaldir,

at peir s¢ dskiptiligir, heldr af pvi, at hverr peira hlutr er jafn sinu ollu, svd sem litill

gneisti hefir jafna ndttdru hinu mesta bdli, svd eru ok stafir éskiptiligir { misjofnu

efni, eda { pd hluti sem 6likir eru, pviat ‘a’ eda adrir raddarstafir hafa stundum skamt
hljéd en stundum langt, ok ef peir hafa langt hljéd pd hafa peir tvd tima. (2.5)
Philosophi kelludu stafi elementa, id est hofudskepnur pviat svd sem allir likamir

eru skapadir af fjérum hofudskepnum, svi gera ok stafir saman settir alla stafliga
rodd svd sem nokkurs konar likam, pviat rodd tekr eyru ok hefir prenna mzling sem

allt pat, er likamligt er, pat er had upp ok ofan, breidd til vinstri handar ok hzgri ok
lengd fyrir ok eptir, pviat rodd md ollumegin heyraz. (2.6) Samstofur hafa hzd {
hljébsgrein, en breidd i anda, lengd { tima, pviat hver samstafa er annat hvirt hvoss

e¢da pung eda umbeygilig. (2.7) Hvoss hljédsgrein er su er skjétliga er framfoerd med
uppholdnu hljédi, sem pessi samstafa: hvat. (2.8) Pung hljédsgrein er sd, er af
litildtu hlj6di hefz ok dregz nidr { enn legra hljéd, sem hin fyrsta samstafa { pessu

namni: hdreysti. (2.9) Umbeygilig hljédsgrein er sd, er hefz af litilldtu hljédi ok

penz upp sem hvoss hljédsgrein, en fellr nidr at lyktum sem pung svd, sem petta

nafn: hraustr. (2.10) Hver samstafa hefir ok framflutning annathvért lina eba snarpa

ok er sd andi hér kalladr hraring framflutningar samstofu. (2.11) Meb snprpum anda
verdr samstafa framfoerd sem hin fyrri samstafa pessa nafns: purrum. (2.12) Med

linum anda flytjaz samstofur sem pessar: langan tima. (2.13) Hver samstafa er annat

hvért long eda skomm, ok er skomm samstafa skjétt fram flute ok hefir eina stund

sem fyrri samstafa { pessu nafni: ari. (2.14) Long samstafa er si, er seinliga er

framflutt ok hefir tver stundir sem hin fyrri samstafa i pessu nafni: hati. (2.15) Ok
er timi eda stund kalladr dvol melandi "framflutning’ raddar.

2. Frd stafa ... tima A Wb, om. B W;

(2.1) raddar samansettrar A, samansettrar raddar W, samsettrar raddar B; sem A, sd
sem B W; binn minzti blutr A B, om. W; eda éskiptiligr A, om. B W; heyrir A W,
tilbeyrir B; (2.2) eigi A, ergi W, om. B; lopti A W, loptz B; (2.3) lopts formeran A B,
af lopti formerat W med A, af B W;sem A W, svd sem B; ok A B, om. W,
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Translation

2. The division and length of letters

(2.1) The letter is the smallest part of connected vocal sound which can be written,
and the letter is called either the smallest unit, or not divisible into that which can
be heard in all composition of writeable’ voice, because we divide books into
chapters, and chapters into paragraphs or verses, and paragraphs into sentences,
sentences into words, words into syllables, syllables into letters.* (2.2) However,
letters are not naturally indivisible, because the letter is voice and voice is air or
formed from air. (2.3) But whether voice is air or the forming of air, nevertheless it
is composed of its own parts like the air because it is physical and all bodies are
composite, and an equivalent part must be made from an equivalent substance, like
flesh from flesh. (2.4) And just as in natural bodies there are certain things which
are called elementary — like the four elements: fire and water, air and earth; and
these things are not called elementary because they are indivisible, but rather
because each part of them is the same as its whole, just as a small spark has the
same nature as the largest blaze — so too letters are indivisible into different matter
or into things which are unlike, because a or other vowels sometimes have a short
sound and sometimes long, and if they have a long sound then they have two
temporal units. (2.5) Philosophers called letters elementa, that is, elements because
just as all bodies are created out of four elements, so too letters combined make all
writeable speech, just like a body of some kind, because voice strikes the ears and
has three dimensions, like everything that is corporeal, that is, height up and down,
breadth to left and right, and length forward and behind, because voice can be heard
from all sides. (2.6) Syllables have height in their accent® and breadth in their
aspiration, length in their quantity because each syllable is either acute or grave or
circumflex. (2.7) An acute accent is that which is pronounced quickly with a lifting
sound, as in this syllable: ‘hvat’ (what). (2.8) A grave accent is that which begins
from a low* sound and is pulled down to an even lower sound, like the first syllable
in this word: ‘héreysti’ (noise). (2.9) A circumflex accent is that which starts from a
low sound and is stretched up like an acute accent, but falls down at the end like a
grave accent, like this word: ‘hraustr’ (strong, brave). (2.10) Each syllable also has
either smooth or rough pronunciation and that breathing is defined here as the
movement of the pronunciation of the syllable. (2.11) A syllable is pronounced with
rough breath like the first syllable of this word: ‘purrum’ (dry). (2.12) Syllables like
these are produced with a smooth breath: ‘langan tima’ (long time). (2.13) Each
syllable is either long or short, and a short syllable is pronounced quickly and has
one measure of time like the first syllable in this word: ‘ari’ (eagle). (2.14) A long
syllable is that which is pronounced slowly and has two measures of time like the
first syllable in this word: ‘hati’ (hater). (2.15) And quantity or length is defined as

the duration in speaking of the articulation of voice.
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samansettir A W, samansettir af sinum portum B; ‘geraz’ B W O S, getaz A; sem A

W, svd sem B; (2.4) er einfaldir kallaz A, sem einfaldir kallaz B, er kallaz einfaldir
W; sem A W, svd sem B; vatn, lopt ... jord A, jor®, vatn ok lopt B W; af pvi einfaldir
A B, einfaldir af pi W; svd sem A B, sem W S; misjofnu MSS S, misjpfn O; tima A
B, tima jamlanga W (2.5) stafi A W, stafina B; id est A, pat eru W S O, pat pydiz B;
pviat A B, af pviat W; allir A B, om. W; er A W, sem B; upp ok ... eptir AW, ok

leng® ok breidd; be® er upp ok ofan, en lengd fyrir ok eftir, en breidd er til hegri handar

ok vinstri B; pllumegin A O, pllum megin B W' S; (2.6) bljddsgrein A B, hljéda grein
W; lengd A W, en lengd B; (2.7) er A B, om. W; er A W, sem Bj; skjdtliga er

framferd A, skjdtliga ferd fram B, framm ferds W; sem A W, svd sem B; (2.8) sil, er

... befz A, sil, sem befz af ldgu bljéoi B, litildtu bljédi hefz W; enn A B, bis W; { pessu

namni A W, pessa nafns B; (2.9) sem pung A, { punga B; er AW, sem B; ok penz ...

bvpss A W, ok befr stk upp padan { hvassa B; en fellr ... svd A B, om. W; (2.10) ok

framflutning ... snarpa A W, annathvdrt { framflutning linan anda eba snarpan B, ok {
framflutning annat hvdrt linan anda eBa snarpan O;' (2.11) samstafa A B, sii samstafa
W; sem A W, svd sem B; purrum A W, purvir B; (2.12) sem A, svd sem B, om. W;
(2.13) er A B, om. W ok hefir ... sem A, ok befir eina [........ ] W, svd sem hin B;*
(2.14) sk, er ... er A, seinliga B W; sem A W, svd sem B; bati A'S, bari B O, om. W;3
(2.15) Ok er ... stund A W, Stund eba timi er B; "framflutning B W O, framfluttrar
AS;

Notes

1. Olsen (1884, 39n) argues: ‘B, hvis tekst her er at foretrekke, efter som den béde i sig selv er mere
korrekt en teksten i AW, og tillige stottes ved det folgende sa andy’, but the text in A is quite
sensible and correct.
2. W has a gap for ‘stund sem’, but this was filled in by Jén Olafsson according to Olsen (1884, 4).
3. There is no reason why B’s reading should be taken ahead of A’s here.
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Notes

1. ‘staflig’ rather than the previous chapter’s ‘ritanlig’ — see Commentary 2.1.1 for further
discussion of the terminological change here.

2. That is, the letter cannot be divided further into some other unit or part of writeable vocal

sound.

3. There are two distinct uses of the Icelandic word bljddsgrein in MG (listed separately in the

Glossary). The first is the fairly literal, general sense of ‘distinction of sound’; the other (the case

here) is of the specific technical sense of ‘accent’ (i.e. acute, grave or circumflex). The origin of
the latter usage is not clear. In §3.2, the two senses appear to be used in the one sentence.

4. This appears to be the only instance (along with the following sentence) of a linguistic usage of
ltldtr ‘humble, condescending’. The context suggests ‘low (pitch)’; lftlu ‘small’ is used in the same
context in §5.26—28.
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3. (Untitled)

(3.1) Stafr hefir prja tilfelli: nafn ok figiru ok veldi eda mitt. (3.2) Stafanofn eru
sextdn { nérznni tungu { pd liking sem Girkir hoféu fordum daga, en pé eru
merkingar peira miklu fleiri, pviat Priscianus segir at hverr 'raddarstafr' "hafi' tiu
hljéd eda fleiri, svd sem a ef pat er skamt hefir fjérar hljésgreinir: hvassa
hlj6dsgrein fyrir Gtan dbldsning b sem hér, ‘ari’; punga hljédsgrein enn fyrir Gtan b
sem hér, "{; hvassa hljédsgrein med 4bldsning b sem hér, ‘hafi’; ok punga
hljé8sgrein ‘med ' sem hér, ‘hafandr’. (3.3) Langt a hefir sex hljé8: ef pat hefir
dbldsning h, p4 berr pat annat hvirt hvassa "hljédsgrein' eda punga eda umbeygiliga
sem hér, [...] . (3.4) 'Slikt hid sama, ef pat hefir eigi 4bldsning hljédar pat prjir
leidir, sem pessi nofn, ‘ari’, ‘aranna’, ‘ara’. (3.5) Slikt hid sama m4 ok adra raddarstafi
greina, en i ok v hafa pvi fleiri hljédsgreinir at peir eru stundum samhljédendr sem {
pessum nofnum, ‘arl vitr’ ok er pd v vend kallat { nérenu mili.

(3.6) *I nérznu stafréfi eru imm hljédstafir sv4 kalladr: tr I, éss 4, fss |, 4r 4, yr T,
ok er iss stundum settr fyrir e, pd er hann er stunginn, svd sem aleph €da ioth setjaz
fyrir tveim raddarstofum { ebresku méli. 3.7) N er pvi fyrst sett, at pat hljédar {
framanverbum vorrum. (3.8) 4 er par nzst; hann hljédar { munni. (3.9) | stendr par
nast, pviat hann hljédar { ofanverdum barka, en { nedanverdum barka, ef hann er
punktadr, ok hljédar pd sem e. (3.10) Par nast er 1 “skipat', pviat pat hljédar { brjésti.
(3.11) T er tekit af "ebreskum' stofum. (3.12) En ldtinumenn skipudu stofum
gagnstadliga pessu, sem hér er greint. (3.13) Peir settu a fyrst, pviat pat hljédar nast
hinu nezta téli raddarinnar,’ er vér kollum lungu, ok pat ma fyrst skilja { bernsligri
raust. (3.14) Enn Nl er pvi fremst skipat, at pat er fremst ok nzst sjilfu efni
raddarinnar ‘er' vér hyggjum at loptit megi kalla, ok hafa pvi hvérirtveggju
meistarar* vel ok ndtrdrliga skipat stofunum { sinu mali. (3.15) Raddarstafir pessir
hefjaz allir af sinu hljéi ok leggjaz { samhljé8endr R (reid) ok 4 (sé1)°.

(3.16) ®Samhljédendr eru ellifu { rinam4li, fimm peir er ndlegir eru raddarstpfum,
eru kalladir hiélfraddarstafir af ¢drum mennum, pviat peir hafa meiri liking
raddarstafa ok merkiligri hljéd en abrir samhljédendr; pat er: R+ & Y T. (3.17) ¥ er af
sumum monnum med pessum stofum talidr { ldtinu stafréfi, pviat hann hefr site
hljé6 af raddarstaf sem abrir pesskyns samhljédendr. (3.18) En Priscianus segir eigi
mega réda stafsins merking, hvirt hans nafn hefz af raddarstaf eda eiginligu hljédi,
sem marka m4 { pessu stafréfi ok morgum ¢drum, er ndliga hefjaz allir stafir af sinu
hljédi, bxdi raddarstafir ok samhljédendr, ok halda pé fullkomliga sinum
merkingum. (3.19) I pessu stafréfi eru ok fimm stafir er vér kollum dumba stafi; pat
eru P PV 1B, ok eru stafir pessir eigt pvi dumbar kalladir at peir 'hafi' ekki hljé;
heldr pvi, at peir hafa litit hlj68 hjd raddarstofum, { pd liking sem s4 madr er litils
'kalla®r' verdr eda einskis af gédri ztt, er lftt er mannadr hji sinum gofgum
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3. [Untitled]

(3.1) The letter has three characteristics (accidents): name and shape and power or
value. (3.2) There are sixteen letter-names in the Norse language, just as the
Greeks had in former days, but still there are many more phonetic values for them,
because Priscian says that each vowel has ten or more sounds, just as a if it is short
has four distinctions of sound: an acute accent without an aspirated b, as here, ‘ari’
(eagle); a grave accent without aspirated b, as here: ‘4’ (river); an acute accent with
aspirated b, as here: ‘hafi’ (have); and a grave accent with b as here: ‘hafandi’
(having). (3.3) Long a has six sounds: if it has an aspirated b, then it has either an
acute accent or grave or circumflex, as here [...]. (3.4) Likewise, if it does not have
aspiration, it is sounded in three ways, as in these words: ‘arf’, ‘aranna’, ‘ara’. (3.5)
Likewise, one can also make distinctions in other vowels, but 7 and v have further
distinctions of sound, in that they are sometimes consonants, as in these words: ‘arl
vitr’ (wise earl), and then v is called ‘vend’ in the Norse language.’

(3.6) In the Norse alphabet there are five vowels* called: dr I, éss 4, fss |, 4r 1,
yr T, and fss is sometimes used for e, when it is ‘dotted’, just as aleph or ioth are used
for two vowels in the Hebrew language. (3.7) N is placed first, because it is sounded
on the front of the lips. (3.8) 4 is next; it is sounded in the mouth. (3.9) | stands
next because it is sounded in the upper windpipe, but in the lower windpipe if it is
dotted, and it then sounds like e. (3.10) 1 is placed next, because it is sounded in the
chest. (3.11) T is taken from hebrew letters. (3.12) But Latin speakers arranged the
letters in the opposite order to that expounded here. (3.13) They placed a first
because it is sounded closest to the lowest organ of speech, which we call the lungs,
and it can be distinguished first in a child’s voice. (3.14) But N is placed in front
because it is the most forward and the closest to the substance of voice itself, which
we think may be called air; and thus both (Latin and Norse) scholars® have ordered
the letters in their language well and in a natural way. (3.15) These [names of]
vowels all begin with their own sound and end in the consonants R (reid) and ¢
(sél).

(3.16) There are eleven consonants in the runic alphabet; those five which are
similar to vowels are called semivowels by other men because they have greater
similarity to vowels and more perceptible sound than other consonants; these are: R
FAYT. (3.17) P is counted among these letters in the Latin alphabet by some men,
because its name begins with a vowel like other consonants of this kind. (3.18) But
Priscian says one cannot determine the value of the letter — whether its name
begins with a vowel or its own sound — as can be observed in this alphabet and
many others, where nearly all letters begin with their own sound, both vowels and
consonants, and yet fully retain their value. (3.19) In this alphabet there are also five
letters which we call mute letters; these are: ¥ P V' 1 B, and these letters are not
called mute because they do not have sound; rather because they have little sound
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frendum.

3. (Untitled) E, Cap. um dblafning Wb, om. W B;

(3.1) prjii B, iit. A, prenn W S; ok A, om. B W; ok A B, om. W; (3.2) ndrenni A,
danskri W7 fordum A, om. W; Stafangfn eru ... daga, A W, om. B; en 6 ... fleirs,
A W, om. B; pviat Priscianus segir A, Priscianus segir W, Svd segir Priscianus B;
Traddarstafi' B W O, peira raddarstafr A;2"hafi B W O, bafa A S; tiu A B, i1. W,
priu JSB; bljés eBa fleiri A B, ebr fleiri bljéd W firar A B, fernar W; punga
bljBsgrein ... hér, A B, om. W;'d' B O, [...] A bljddsgrein A B, om. W; ok A B,
en W S;'med b' B O, om. A W' S; sem bér, A B, om. W S; (3.3) berr A B, befir W,
"hligBsgrein' B W, bljédgrein A; sem hér, [...] A W, om. B; (3.4) pat pridr leibir, A,
pat d prjd vega, B, om. W S; sem A, svd sem B, par sem W; ngfn A B, om. W; (3.5)
Slikt bid sama A W, Med pessum betti B; abra raddarstafi greina A B, greina abra

raddar stafi W' S; en A B, om. W'S; bljodsgreinir A B, greinir W S O3 peir A W,
pau B; sem A W, svd sem Bj; ok er ... mdli A, ok beitir v W, ok beitir i pd vend i
norrenu mdli S, om. B; (3.6) kalladr: A, om. W S; jr I, A, om. W; pd er ...

stunginn A, er pd stundum W; (3.7) pvi A, af ppi W S; framanverdum A, om. W S;
(3.8) er A, om. W; (3.9) pviat hann A, ok W'S;, en ... e A, sem e ef bann er pontadr
W'S; (3.10) 1A, a W; "skipat' W, skipadr A; pat A, bann W' S; (3.11) Tebreskum’ W S
O, ebresku A; (3.12) stpfum A, stofunum W S; pessu A, pessum W (3.13) Peir settu A,
Settu peir W S; bljédar A, er W S; téli raddarinnar A, raddartéli W S; pat md A,
md pat W; raust AW, rodd w; (3.14) pvi A, af pui W' S; fremst A, fyrst W S; nest A

w, mest W; Ter' W S O, at pvf er A; (3.15) ok A, en W' S; (3.16) ellifu A, .xit. W,
eru A, om. W; prum A, d&frobum W O; 4 A, om. W' S; (3.17) er af ... mpnnum A,
kalla sumir menn W, talidr A, teliandi W befr A, befir W; (3.18) En A, om. W;
eiginligu bljési A, af eiginligum W; bedi A, hvdrtvegga W; pé A, om. W; (3.19)
"kalladr' W O, kallaz A; stafrdfi A, om. W; ok A, om. W; stafir pessir A, pessir stafir
W' S; pvi A, af pof W; Thaft' W S O, haf A; pvf A, af pvi W; lftils "kalladr’ ... einskis
A, kalladr eingis hdttar W mannadr A, mentr W;

Notes

1. A begins a new chapter here with the title ‘Um 4bl4sning hljés’.

2. B omits the rest of chapter 3

3. MS w recommences at this point.

4 Olsen’s Runerne claims this refers to Ari the learned and Péroddr rinameistari, whereas others
consider this to refer to both Latin and Norse meistarar. See the commentary.
s. MS A has the names of the runes written above each runic symbol here.

6. A has a new chapter heading here.

7. Olsen takes W’s reading, and refers to Olsen 1883, 80-81 for support.

8. A has ‘raddarstaft’ added above ‘peira’ as a correction.

9. A has a large gap for this example.

10. ‘hljédsgrein’ has the sense here, as in the first chapter, of ‘type of sound’.
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compared with vowels, in the same way that a man is said to be of little value, even
if he is from a good family, if he is accomplished in little compared with his noble
kinsmen.

Notes

1. Raschella notes of this rune-name: ‘Presumibile adattamento dell'ingl. ant. wenn (wynn) “gioia,
estasi”, nome della runa denotante il valore fonemico /w/.” (Raschelld 1994, 680on).

2. bljgBstafir, rather than the usual raddarstafir. This term for vowels seems to refer in particular
to the runic letters — see Commentary 3.1.3.

3. Olsen (1883, 58) argues that this is a reference to the same two scholars (Ari and Poroddr)
mentioned in the Prologue to the grammatical treatises. The present translation is considerably
less speculative, however. See Introduction 3.4.2 and 5.1.1 for more detail.
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4. Um tilfelli stafs

(4.1) "Annat tilfelli stafs er figira, pat er mynd eda voxtr stafanna gerr, sem nd er
ritat. (4.2) Pridja tilfelli stafa er mdttr ok er pat sjdlf framflutning stafa ok merking
peira. (4.3) Fyrir pann sama mdtt stafanna eru babi fundin nofn ok figirur. (4.4)
Sumir meistarar kalla skipan hit fjérda tilfelli stafs, en pat kallar Prisci®anus einn
part, pann er matti stafsins heyrir. (4.5) *Pessa stafi ok peira merkingar compileradi
minn herra Valdimarr konungr med skjétu ordtzki 4 pessa lund: Sprengd mannz
hok flydi tovi boll; KR Y4hth X4F PITPT 1ANE BAIT. (4.6) Hér er sél (8) fyrst
skipat ok bxdi sett fyrir s ldtinustaf ok z girzkan staf, ok kollum vér pat knésdl, ef
hon er svd gor M. (4.7) En z hefir nétedruliga { sér tveggja stafa hljé, d ok s, eda t
ok's, svd sem x hefir tveggja stafa hljé%, c ok s, eda g s, ok er pvi hvirgi peira stafa
ritadr { rinum eda { fornu ldtinustafréfi. (4.8) N eru beir stafir pvi { stafréfi settir
at skjétara pykkir at rita einn staf en tvd. (4.9) Par nast stendr K, ok er bjarkan 4 p4
leid ritat, ef pat stendr fyrir p ldtinustaf, ok hefir sd rinastafr tvd dumba stafi { sér pd
er Slikir eru { hljé8i. (4.10) En pvi eru opnir belgir gorvir 4 K pd er pat hljédar fyrir
p, at pat skal meir sundr loknum vorrum nefna en b. (4.11) Par nast stendr R fyrir r
litinustaf, ok er hann af peim stofum er hilfraddarstafir eru kalladir. (4.12) Par nast
stendr t, pat hljédar fyrir tveim raddarstofum (1) ok 1, ok kalla Girkir pann staf
diptongon, pat er tvibljédr 4 nérena tungu, ok eru fijérir diptongi { latinustafréfi en
fimm { rdnum. (4.13) Diptongus er samanliming tveggja raddarstafa { einni
samstofu peira er bddir halda afli sfnu. (4.14) Pessir eru limingarstafir { rdnum:
fyrir ae; 1) fyrir au; tl fyrir ei, ok er sé diptongus ekki { ldtinu;  fyrir ey; # fyrir eo
(9), {oe) er hinn fjérdi diptongus { ldtinu, ok er hann ekki { rinum. (4.15) Sumir
raddarstafir eru fyrir skipadir { samanlimingu sem a ok e, en sumir eptir "skipadir’
sem e ok i, o fok' u, ok eru peir raddarstafir ndttdruliga fyrir skipadir {
samanl{imingum, er ndlegra hafa hljéd hinu inzta raddartéli mannsins, en hinir
eptir skipadir, er narri standa { hljédsgrein efni raddarinnar, sem a fyrir e ok u, en e
fyrir' (i) "ok o ok u', pviat pat hljé6 er grannara, er nar stendr brjdstinu ok fyrr tekz,
en hitt digrara er framarr skapaz ok meira hefir rim, er ok hoegra pat hljéd fyrri at
setja { samanlimingu er fyrri skapaz en* hitt eptir er sfbar formeraz. (4.16) A ldtinu
er diptongus fyrir prennar sakir fundinn: fyrir hljédfegrd ok sundrgrein ok
samansetning, en { nérenu fyrir tvennar sakir: fyrir grein ok hljédfegrd. (4.17) Fyrir
greinar sakir er diptongus fundinn { nérenu sem { pessum nofnum: {mar ok sar), at
greina pau frd fornpfnum sér ok mér ok gdrum pvilikum, en fyrir hljédsfegrd er
diptongus fundinn sem hér: lgkr, agr, pviat fegra pykkir hljéda heldr en lzkr, zgr.
(4.18) Par nzst stendr b, ok er hon af peim er hdlfraddarstafir heita. (4.19) Par nast
stendr V', ok er pat fyrir tvd samhljédendr, k ok g. (4.20) Par nzst er 1 stunginn ok
stendr fyrir d ldtinustaf. (4.21) At slikum hetti eru allir rdnastafir settir { pessum
ordskvidum, ok munum vér pat eigi framarr greina, pviat eigi er naudsynligt. (4.22)
Pvi eru essir fjérir rinastafir settir fyrir tvd samhljédendr, at peir samhljédendr

88



T'ranslation

4. The characteristics of the letter

(4.1) The second characteristic of the letter is shape (figura), that is the form or
shaping of letters, made as is now written. (4.2) The third characteristic of the
letter is value (potestas) and that is the actual pronunciation of letters and their
signification. (4.3) The characteristics of name and figura are both found before the
value of letters. (4.4) Some scholars call order the fourth characteristic of the letter,
but Priscian calls it only a part, which belongs to the characteristic of value of the
letter." (4.5) These letters and their significations my lord King Valdemar compiled
with a short word-formula in this manner: ‘Sprengd mannz hok flydi tovi boll’;
IKRFHPT YA X4F PTTPI 14N BAIT (The man’s tired hawk flees from the ?double-
ball).* (4.6) Here sél (4) is placed first and stands for both the Latin letter s and the

Greek letter z, and we call it knésél if it is made in this way: 4. (4.7) But z has by
nature the sound of two letters in itself, d and s or tand s just as x has the sound of
two letters, ¢ and s or g 5, and neither of these letters, x or z, is written in runes or
in the old Latin alphabet. (4.8) Nowadays these letters are included in the alphabet
because it is quicker to write one letter than two. (4.9) There next stands K, and
bjarkan is written in this way if it stands for the Latin letter p, and the runic letter
represents two mute letters that are dissimilar in sound. (4.10) And thus the
bellows are made open in K when it is sounded as p, so that it will (be) pronounced
with pursed lips, further apart than with the pronunciation of b. (4.11) Next stands
R for the Latin letter r, and it is one of the letters called semivowels. (4.12) 1 is
next; it sounds for two vowels: 41 and 1, and the Greeks call that type of letter
diptongon, which is tvibljédr in the Norse language, and there are four diphthongs in
the Latin alphabet but five in runes. (4.13) The diphthong is the conglutination’ of
two vowels in one syllable, both of which retain their value. (4.14) These are the
diphthongs* in runes: t for ae; 1\ for au; t| for ei, and that diphthong is not in
Latin; ¢ for ey; # for eo (9); oe is the fourth diphthong in Latin, and it does not
occur in runes. (4.15) Some vowels come first in conglutination like 2 and ¢, and
some come second like ¢ and 7, 0 and u, and those vowels which have a sound closest
to the innermost of human speech organs naturally come first in conglutination,
and those which are closest in sound to the substance of voice come second, like a
before ¢ and u, and e before 7 and 0 and u, because that sound is finer, which is close
to the breast and occurs first, than the thicker sound which is created further
forward in the mouth and has more space; it is also easier to place the sound which
is created first at the start of the conglutination and that one following, which is
formed later. (4.16) The diphthong is found in Latin for three reasons: for euphony
and distinction and composition, but in Norse for two reasons: for distinction and
euphony. (4.17) It is for the sake of distinction that the diphthong is found in
Norse, as in these words: ‘mzr’ (maiden) and ‘szr’ (sea), to distinguish them from
the pronouns ‘sér’ (reflex. pron.) and ‘mér’ (to me) and other such words, and for
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hafa likara hljéd en abrir, svd sem g ok k, s ok z, b ok p, d ok t.

4. Um tilfelli stafs A Wb, om. W B;

(4.1) pat er A B, ok er pat W stafanna A B, stafanna svi W O S; gerr, sem ... ritat
A, gjorr sem bér er ritad W, om. B; (4.2) stafa A B, stafs W; ok er A W, , B;
framflutning stafa A W, framfering stafanna B; (4.3) beti A B, om. W; ngfn A B,
npfn peira W; (4.4) skipan bit fjérda A B, bid fjérba skipanar W; kallar A B, kalla®i
W; er AW, sem B; beyrir AW, til heyrir B; (4.5) konungr A, Dana konungr W S;
tot AS, tovi WO R W, om. A; TA, TW; TA, AW, "W, 1A; TN A, 1NN
W OS; (4.6) () A, om. W S; ok bebi sett A, om. W; ef hon ... gor A, ok svd er
gort W; (4.7) d ok ... s A, t ok s, eba d ok s W svd sem ... s, A, om. W; er A, af W;
peira stafa A, stafr x ok z W; rilnum A, rinamdli W'S; (4.8) pvi A, af pvi W; rita
A, rita eptir, beldr W (4.9) KA, BW; 4 pd ... ritat A, om. W; ef A, svd at W; p A,
b \W; dlikir eru ... bljédi A, pat bljédar fyrir W; (4.10) pvi A, pvi af W; opnir belgir A,
belgir opnir W5 K A, bjarkani W, B S; (4.11) hann A, einn W stofum A, om. W;
(412) 1 A, eW; pat A, ok W; (DO, + AW, IS; 1A, | WS; nérena tungu A,
nérrenu W; fimm { rinum A, { rinum fimm W' S; (4.14) A, NW; { A, +W; el A,
e ok iW; ¢ fyrir A, om. W eo (p) A, e ok 0 W; (o) S O, ok A W;° ekki A, eigi W;
(4.15) samanlimingu A, samltmingu W; sumir A, sumir eru W S; "skipadir' W,
skipaBar A; ok’ W S O, om. A; ndlegra hafa bljés A, ndlegt bljés hafa W skipabir
A, settir W; efni A, om. Wi e A, a W; "en ¢ fyrir' W, om. A S; (1) O, ¢ W, om. A S;
ok o ... u' W, om. A S; pviat A, af pvi at W stendr briéstinu A, briéstinu stendr W
tekz A, stendr W, "W S O, , en hitt er eptir, er sidar formeraz, Ay’ fyrri A, fyrir W;
fyrri A, fyrr W S; stdar A O S, om. W (4.17) (mer ok ser) O S, mer ok ser W;
(4.20) TW, tjr O;

Notes

1. B recommences at this point.

2. MS w ends at this point.

3. B omits the rest of chapter four.

4- There is a lacuna here in A due to a missing leaf. The remainder of this chapter is extant only
in W.

5. Neither reading here makes any sense: see the Commentary for more on this phrase. I have
chosen A’s reading in keeping with the stemma.

6. I have maintained Sveinbjérn Egilsson’s emendation here: it is fairly clear that ce is meant here
as the fourth diphthong in Latin. The reading ok in AW does not make sense: there is no
subject for er; or, if the previous diphthong is meant as the subject, it would be self-contradictory.
The error probably arises from an earlier scribe skipping over ce after eo (and possibly ok or oc).

7. A seems to suffer here from dittography, ‘idet skriverens &je her et 6jeblik har forvilder sig fra
det farste til det sidste skapaz’ (Olsen 1884, 49n).

8. Olsen takes ‘sfdar’ from A, which includes it as part of some earlier dittography.
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the sake of euphony the diphthong is found, as here: ‘lgke’ (brook), ‘egr’ (terrible),
because the sound seems more agreeable than ‘leke’ or ‘@gr’. (4.18) Next there
stands I, and it is one of the letters called semi-vowels. (4.19) V' is next, and it
represents two consonants, k and g. (4.20) Dotted 1 is next, and it stands for the
Latin letter d. (4.21) In such a manner all the runic letters are placed in these
phrases, and we will not distinguish that further, because it is not necessary. (4.22)
And so these four runes are used for two consonants, because those consonants have
a more similar sound than others, that is, gand %, sand z, band p, dand .

Notes

1. That is, Priscian says that the characteristic of order or distribution comes under the
characteristic of value.

2. On the translation of this sentence, see the Commentary 3.2.2.

3. ‘conglutination’ is Cleasby and Vigfiisson’s translation of samanliming (lit. ‘gluing together’). In
an analogous passage by Joannes of Genoa (see this section in Appendix 2), the word coniunctio is
used, but this does carry the sense of ‘gluing’ in Ol4fr’s word.

4. There are three words used in MG for ‘diphthong’: diptongus, tvibljédr and limingarstafr (used
only here). The last probably refers to runic diphthongs or digraphs (see Raschella 1982, 118).
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5. (Untitled)

(5.1) Samstafa er samfyllilig stafasetning med einum anda ok einni hljédsgrein
bsundrgreiniliga samansett ok framferd. (5.2) Samstafa hefir fjogur tilfelli:
(stafatolu), ti8, anda ok hljédsgrein, pviat hver samstafa hefir stafatoly, einn staf eda
fleiri, ok hefir eingi samstafa { litinu fleiri en sex, en { nérxznu megu eigi standa
fleiri { einni stamstofu en 4tta eda niu, sem spznnzkr ok strennzkr. (5.3) I litinu
standa tveir samhljédendr hid flesta fyrir raddarstaf en prir eptir. (5.4) En { nérenu
megu standa prir samhljédendr fyrir raddarstaf, en fimm eptir, sem skilja m4d { peim
nofnum, sem fyrr viru ritud. (5.5) Pessar samstofur gera mesta fegrd { skaldskap, ef
einn raddarstafr er i tveim samstofum ok hinir spmu stafir eptirsettir, sem hér:
snarpr, garpr, ok kollum vér pat adalhending. (5.6) En ef sinn raddarstafr er { hvdrri
samstofu, en allir einir samhljédendr eptir sem hér: roskr, vaskr; pat kollum vér
skothending. (5.7) Pessar hendingar pykkja pd bezt falla, ef tvar samstofur eru {
hvérri spgn ok hinn sami sé raddarstafr { fyrri samstofu hverrar sagnar ok svi
samhljédendr, peir sem fylgja, en oll ein hin sidari samstafa sem hér: allir, snjallir,
ok eru pessar hendingar vida settar { ldtinuskdldskap sem petta:

Ante chaos {jurgium) indigestae molis
adhuc yle gravida fetu magnae prolis.

(5.8) Pessar spmu hendingar eru ok settar { nérenuskaldskap { peim hztti, er vér
kollum runhendu, sem Snorri kvad:’

Orms er glate galla '
med gumna spjalla,

(s.9) Latinu klerkar hafa ok pd hending { versum er peir kalla consonantia, ok skal
hinn sami raddarstafr vera { efstu samstofu hvérrartveggju sagnar, sem hér: aestas,
terras. (5.10) Pessar hendingar er litt geymt { nérznum skéldskap, pegar fleiri eru
samstofur { einni spgn en ein.

(s.11) Annat tilfelli samstofu er ti6, pviat hver samstafa hefir annat hvirt eina
tfd eda tvar, eda svd sem Priscianus segir, at sumar samstofur hafa hdlfa adra stund
eda hélfa pridju, en sumar prjdr stundir. (5.12) Skamma stund hefir s samstafa, er
raddarstafr hennar er ndtedruliga skammr ok komi eigi tveir samhljédendr eptir,
sem essi nofn: ari, api. (5.13) Hélfa adra stund hefir st samstafa, er vera mé hvért er
vill long eda skomm, sem fyrri samstafa { pessum ordum: hvatra, spakra. (5.14) Tveer
stundir hefir sd samstafa [...]* (5.15) Hélfa pridju stund hefir st samstafa, er einn
samhljédandi stendr eptir raddarstaf ndttirliga langan, sem hér: hjél, sél. (5.16)
Prjir stundir hefir st samstafa, er tveir samhljédendr standa eptir langan raddarstaf,
sem hér: bjérs, stérs. (5.17) En pé setja nd nyverandi klerkar { versagjord allar
samstofur annathvirt einnar stundar eda tveggja.
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5. [Untitled]

(5.1) The syllable is a complete arrangement of letters with one breathing and one

accent, combined and pronounced without interruption. (5.2) The syllable has four
characteristics: number of letters, quantity (length), aspiration and accent,’ that is,

each syllable has a certain number of letters — one letter or more — and no syllable
in Latin has more than six letters; but in Norse there cannot be more than eight or
nine in one syllable, like ‘spsnnzkr’ (Spanish) or ‘strennzkr’ (most sided?*). (5.3) In

Latin two consonants at most come before a vowel and three after. (5.4) But in

Norse three consonants can come before a vowel and five after, as can be discerned

in those words that were previously written. (5.5) Syllables create the most beautiful
effect in poetry if the same vowel is in two syllables and the same letters follow it, as
here: ‘snarpr’ (sharp), ‘garpr’ (warrior); and we call that full rthyme. (5.6) But if each

syllable has a different vowel, but all the consonants after it are the same — as here:

‘roske’ (brave), ‘vaskr’ (manly) — then we call that half-rhyme. (5.7) These rhymes

seem to suit best if there are two syllables in each word and the same vowel is in the
first syllable of each word as well as the consonants which follow it, and everything

is the same in the second syllable, as here: ‘allir’ (all), ‘snjallir’ (excellent); and these

rhymes are widely found in Latin poetry, like this:

Ante chaos jurgium indigestae molis
adhuc yle gravida fetu magnae prolis.?

(5-8) These same rhymes are also put in Norse verse, in that verse-form which we
call runbenda, as Snorri said:

Orms er glatt galla
med gumna spjalla.*

(5.9) Latin scholars® also have that rhyme in verses which they call consonantia; and
the same vowel must be in the last syllable of both words, as here: ‘aestas’, ‘terras’.
(5.10) These rhymes are little observed in Norse poetry once there is more than one
syllable in the word.

(5.11) The second characteristic of the syllable is quantity (time), because each
syllable has either one measure of time (quantity) or two, or as Priscian says, some
syllables have one and a half measures or two and a half measures, and some three
measures. (5.12) A syllable is short (has a short length) in which the vowel is
naturally short and there are not two consonants after the vowel, as in these nouns:
‘ari’ (eagle), ‘api’ (ape). (5.13) That syllable has a length of one and a half, which
may be either long or short as desired,® like the first syllable in these words: ‘hvatra’
(quick), ‘spakra’ (quiet, wise). (5.14) That syllable has a length of two [...] (5.15)
That syllable has a length of two and a half, in which one consonant stands after a
naturally long vowel, as here: ‘hjél’ (wheel), ‘s6’ (sun). (5.16) That syllable has a
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(5.18) Pridja tilfelli samstofu er andi, pviat hver samstafa hefir annat hvért linan
anda eda snarpan. (5.19) Andi er hér kalladr hrering framflutningar samstofu. (5.20)
Snarpan anda hefir s samstafa er med digrum anda er framflutt sem pessar sagnir,
hraustr, horskr, ok par abrar, er 4bldsningarnéti er { upphafi skipadr. (5.21) b er
kallabr merking eda néti dbldsningar, pviat hann er engi stafr fullkominn fyrir sik,
hvirki samhljéandi né raddarstafr. (5.22) Linan anda hafa par samstofur, er engi
dbldsningarnéti er { upphafi settr, sem hér: jord ok armr. (5.23) En pé pykkir betr
sama { nérenuskdldskap, at annathvdrt hafi 4bldsning hofubstafir ok svd studlar peira
c¢da engi peira.

(5.24) Fjérda tilfelli samstofu er hljédsgrein, ok er hljédsgrein hér kollud
roekilig hljéman raddarinnar { merkiligri frammfeering. (5.25) Hver samstafa hefir
annat hvért hvassa hljédsgrein eda punga eda umbeygiliga. (5.26) St samstafa hefir
hvassa hlj6dsgrein, er hefz af litlu hljé%i ok endiz i hvassara hljéd, sem pessar
samstofur: var, par, ok er hon svd merkt ’. (5.27) Punga hljé6sgrein hefir s
samstafa, er hefz af litlu hljédi ok endiz i lzgra hljéd, sem hin fyrri samstafa {
pessum nofnum: hdra, sira, ok er sd hljédsgrein svd merke: *. (5.28) Umbeygiliga
hlj6bsgrein hefir st samstafa, er hefz af litlu hljédi ok dregz upp i hvassara hljé% en
nidr at lyktum { ldgt hljéd, sem pessar samstofur: drs, sirs, ok er st hljédsgrein svd
néterud A. (5.29) HIjédsgrein merkir had samstafligrar raddar, en andi digrleik
hennar, sem skilja m4, at hvern raddarstaf verdr at nefna meir med sundrloknum
munni, ef dbldsning fylgir. (5.30) Tidar tilfelli merkir sem fyrr er sagt, lengd
samstafligrar raddar. (5.31) En med pvi at pess konar greinir heyra litt
néranuskdldskap at flestra manna «tlan, p4 tala ek par um ekki fleira ad sinni.

5. (Untitled) E, De Syllablis Wb, om. W B;

(5.1) dsundrgreiniliga samansett ok W, ok sundrgreiniliga B, dsundrgreiniliga S; (5.2)
niu B, tdlf W S; (stafatplu) O, staf eba tolu B W S;3 119, anda B, andi ok 16 W O;
pviat W, om. B S; stafatplu B, skamma tolu W; ok bhefir ... sex W, Eingi samstafa
hefir fleiri stafi en sex { ldtinu mali B S; megu eigi ... strennzkr W, mdli mega standa
sjau eda nfu { einni samstofu, sem bhér: spenskr, strenndzkr B S; (5.3) raddarstaf W,
raddarstafi B; (5.4) sem B, er W S; (5.5) stafir B, om. W; settzir W, om. B §;
adalbending W, aBalbendingar B; (5.6) raddarstafr B, raddarstafu W; hvdrri W,
hverri By en W, ok B S; roskr, vaskr B, vaskr, rpskr W O;* skothending W,
skothendingar B; (5.7) hvdrri W, bverri B; spgn B, spgu W; s¢ W, om. B S; hverrar
sagnar B O, om. W FJ; sem W, er B S; oll ein ... samstafa W, bin sidarri samstafa
hverrar sagnir sé pll jofn vid sik, sud B S; pessar hendingar ... settar B F], hendingum
diktud ritin W, bendingum diktud vers ritin O3 (Gurgium) O, virginum W B S; (5.8)
spmu hendingar W, samhendingar B S; er W, sem B S; med W, vi8 B S; (5.9) pd B
O, pessa W FJ; { versum W, om. B; er W, sem B S; hinn sami ... efstu W, par vera
hinn sami raddarstafr binnar efri B S; (5.10) fleiri eru samstpfur B, er fleiri samstpfur
eru W O; (5.11) samstgfu W, stafa B; eda B O, om. W; prigju B, th;rigju stund W O;
pridr stundir B, pridr W O; (5.12) er W, sem B; pessi ngfn B O, om. W (5.13) er W,
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T'ranslation

length of three, in which two consonants come after a long vowel, as here: ‘bjérs’
(beer), ‘st6rs’ (great). (5.17) Nevertheless, contemporary scholars use all syllables in
composing verse, whether they are of one measure or two.

(5.18) The third accident of the syllable is breathing, because each syllable has
either a smooth breathing or rough. (5.19) Breathing is defined here as the motion
of the pronunciation of the syllable. (5.20) That syllable, which is pronounced with
a deep breath, has a rough breathing as in these words: ‘hraustr’ (strong), ‘horskr’
(wise), and others in which an aspiration-mark is placed at the beginning. (5.21) bis
called an aspiration-mark or -sign because it is not an independent letter by itself,
neither consonant nor vowel. (5.22) Those syllables in which no aspiration-mark is
placed at the start have a smooth breathing, as here: jord’ (earth) and ‘armr’ (arm).
(5.23) Nevertheless, it seems to suit Norse poetry better that either the head-staves
and the props (in alliteration) should have aspiration, or neither of them.”

(5.24) The fourth characteristic of the syllable is accent, and accent is defined
here as the precise sound of the vowel in distinguishable pronunciation. (5.25) Each
syllable has, as Priscian says, either an acute accent or grave or circumflex. (5.26)
That syllable, which begins from a soft® sound and ends in a sharper sound, has an
acute accent, like these syllables: ‘var’ (was), ‘par’ (there), and it is written like this:
’. (5.27) That syllable, which begins from a soft sound and ends in a lower sound,
has a grave accent, like the first syllables in these words: ‘hdra’ (hair) and ‘sdra’
(wound), and this accent is written like this: *. (5.28) That syllable, which begins
with a soft sound and moves up to a sharper sound and down to a low sound at the
end, has a circumflex accent, like these syllables: ‘4rs’ (year), ‘sirs’ (wound), and this
accent is written like this: *. (5.29) Accent marks the height of syllabic voice and
aspiration its depth, as can be discerned because each vowel becomes pronounced
more with an open mouth if it follows aspiration. (5.30) The characteristic of time
represents, as was previously said, the length of syllabic voice. (5.31) But in as much
as these kinds of distinction belong little to Norse poetry in most people’s opinion, I
will talk no more about it for the present.

Notes

1. In order, perhaps, to highlight the distinctiveness of Icelandic in having so many letters in one
syllable, the feature of number of letters is placed first, where Priscian has it last.

2. Krommelbein has: ‘[“strandisch”; lat. Ubers. “Strandensis”]’, but cf. -strendr compounds,
meaning “sided’.

3. This verse is the opening of a poem about Thomas a Beckett (in E. du Méril, Poéses
populaires Latines du moyen dge, Paris, 1847, p. 70; cf. Olsen 1884, sin—52n). The ultimate source
is Ovid’s Metamorphoses I: 5-10 (Krémmelbein 1998, 77).

4. Hdttatdl verse 83, Il s—6 (Faulkes 1999, 34). ‘It is a joy to be in the company of the friend of
men during the snake’s harm [winter]’ (Faulkes 1987, 213).

s. I have translated klerkar ‘clerics’ here (and in §5.17) as ‘scholars’. The context in both cases is
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sem B'S; sem W, svd sem B S; { pessum orfum B O, om. W; (5.14) Tver stundir ...
[.] W, om. B'S; (s.15) stund W, samstgfu B; stendr B O, kemr W;° raddarstaf
ndttirliga langan B W, langan raddarstaf S; sem bér: B O, om. W; (5.16) er W,
sem B;, sem ... stérs W, om. B; (5.17) ni njverandi B, niverandi W O S;7
versagjprd W, versagerdir B S; allar samstofur W, om. Bj; (5.18) samstofu B O, om.
W; andi W B, rodd JSB;E (5.19) bér kalladr B, kallat W; (5.20) er W, sem B S; ok
W, eba B S; er W, sem B S; (5.21) fullkominn fyrir stk B, fyrir sik fullkominn W O;
(5.22) er W, sem B S; sem bér: ... armr W, om. B; (5.23) ndrenuskdldskap B,
ndrenum skdldskap W S; bofudstafir ok ... studlar B, bddir stafir ok bljédstafr W;°
(5.24) ok er hljédsgrein W, Hljddsgrein er B S; raekilig O, rokilig W, reglulig B S; {
merkiligri W, ok merkilig B; (5.25) om. B, , sem Priscianus segir, W O; (5.26) Sil
samstafa ... er W, Huygss bljédsgrein B S; sem pessar samstofur B O, svd sem bér W S;
" B O, o W; (5.27) bin fyrri ... ngfaum B, pessar samstofur enar fyrri W O; st B, sid
W O; merkt B, ndterus W O; * B, ¢ W; (5.28) Umbeygiliga W, Umbeygilig B S;
befir W, er B S; er W, sem B S; hvassara W, bvast B S; ldgt bliéd B, legra W; sem
W, svd sem B S; sdrs W, fars B S; A B, a W, (5.29) samstafligrar B O, stafligrar W,
sem W, svd sem B S; med W FJ, om. B O; (5.30) Tidar W, En tidar B S; sem fyrr

. raddar B, lengd samstafligrar raddar, sem fyrr var sagt W (5.31) En meb ...
sinnt. W, om. B;

Notes

1. The verse is from Snorri Sturluson’s Hdttatal, verse 83, lines §-6.

2. This clearly is a lacuna in W; B omits the incomplete sentence altogether, and so W and B
probably have a common source with the sentence in an incomplete form. Olsen (1884, 53n)
supplies the following Icelandic text, based on Priscian: ‘er raddarstafr hennar er langr af ndttdru
eda setningu, sem hér: ...,

3. Olsen’s emendation is a bit tenuous: it is based partly on B’s reading of the nexr clause,
containing the text ‘stafa tolu’ (W has ‘skamma tolu’). ’ ’
4- The T in the scribe’s ‘valskr’ has been deleted by a later hand.

5. B’s reading here is slightly more sensible.

6. Olsen and the two subsequent editors have not noted that B’s reading, which they use, is
different from W, :

7. Both the words ‘ndverand’ and ‘nyverandi’ are not elsewhere attested. B’s reading would seem
more likely because of the rarity of compounds based on ni-, Olsen, Finnur Jénsson and
Krommelbein do not note B as a variant.

8. Jén Sigurbsson’s reading of this damaged section of B is incorrect — the text is the same as
that in W,

9. B’s reading makes more sense here. It refers to the terminology of alliterative versification.
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Translation

the application of poetics to the composition of both vernacular and Latin verse, activities not
restricted to the religious orders.

6. This observation seems to be directed at poets; that in the cases outlined, the syllable could be

either short or long depending on the requirements of metre or rhyme.

7. In other words, it is better to have aspiration in both syllables that are to alliterate or neither.

The text here refers to the vernacular theorisation of alliteration, where the word which alliterates
on the first letter in the alliterative sequence is referred to as a studill (prop). In classical poetics, ‘i’
is a vowel quality and therefore does not affect alliteration. However, in Germanic languages, it

has a the value of a consonant and therefore a vowel with aspiration (h) cannot alliterate with
other vowels.

8. ‘Litill’ here could be referring to pitch (i.e. low)). See note to §2.8 above.
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6. {Untitled)

(6.1) Sogn er hinn minsti hlutr samsetts méls ok hon er kollut einn hlutr af pvi mdli,
er fullkomid sen hefir. (6.2) En st sogn eda s hlutr er af alpydu kalladr ord. (6.3)
Atristotiles hinn spaki kallar tv4 parta mélsgreinar nafn ok ord, pviat peir gera medal
sin samtengdir fullkomna milsgrein, sem hér: ‘madr (renn). (6.4) En meistari
Priscianus telr 4tta parta mdlsgreinar pessa: nafn ok fornafn, ord ok vidrord,
hluttekning, samtenging, fyrirsetning ok medalorpning, ok greinir gloggliga ndttiru
hvers peira. (6.5) Nafn er hlutr mélsgreinar sd er veitir eiginligan ¢da sameiginligan
hviligleik hverjum hlut eda likama. (6.6) Nafn er zzt allra sagna, pviat pat er svd sem
efni eda grundvollr' alls mdls. (6.7) *Fornafn er sett { stad nafnsins sem hleytisma®r
fyrir meistara, ok merkir prjér persénur, en nafn merkir eina. (6.8) Pvi nast er ord, er
skrydir ok formerar nafnit svd sem mynd efni, pviat pat skyrir tilfelli nafns ok merkir
gerd eda pining. (6.9) Vidrord fegrir ok endimarkar ordit { pd liking sem
vidrleggjanlig nofn gera vid undirstadlig nofn svd sem hér: ‘sterkr madr berz
hraustliga’. (6.10) Hluttekning er frd skilid ordi pviat hon merkir foll ok kyn sem
nafn, en { pvi skilz hon frd nafni at hon merkir gerd eda pining ok hefir ymsar stundir
sem ord. (6.11) Samtenging knytir saman nofn eda adra parta eda sjélfar mdlsgreinir,
sem hér:

Hringr ok Dagr at pingi.?

(6.12) Fyrirsetning er eiginlig til at pjéna follum nafnsins, sem hér: ‘til borgar’, ‘af
skipi’. (6.13) Mebalorpning synir hugbokka manns, ok er hon jafnan friskilié ¢drum
portum, sem hér: ‘ver’, ‘hai’.

6. (Untitled) E, Um orfinn Wb, om. W B; : o

(6.1) samsetts B, samanbladins W; ok W, om. B S; hon er ... hlutr B, er hon blutr
kallaBr einn W er W, sem B; (6.2) En si W, Dessi B; eba sd blutr W, om. B S;
alpydu B S, alpydu rimliga W; (6.3) samtengbir B, samtengbar W; kallar tvd ...

samtengBir W, segir nafn ok or8 vera tvd bluti mdlsgreinar, pviat nafn ok or8 sin { millum

samtengBir gera B S; (renn) O, reinn W, rennr B'S; (6.4) dtta W, dtta vera B S; pessa
WS, om. B; ok W, om. B S; ok W, om. B S; samtenging W, samsetning B S; ok W,

om. B S; ok W, hann B S; (6.5) Nafn B, hann W;* er W, sem B S; hlut eda B O, om.

W; (6.6) Nafn B O, Hann W; ezt B, eztr W; (6.7) Fornafn er A W, Dar nerst er
fornafn svd sem B; nafnsins A B, nafns W; om. A W, pat B; (6.8) Pvi A O, Par BW
FJ; mynd efni, pviat A B, mynder. W; nafns A W, nafnsins By ok merkir A, { B, om.

W; ptning A B, punkt W; (6.9) endimarkar orit A B, endir ord W; vis A W, om. B;
sud AW, om. B; (6.10) pviat A B, { pvi, at W O; (6.11) eBa A B, ok W S; at AB W,
4 JSB; (6.12) at AW, pat at B, pess at JSB; follum A W, pllum fpllum B; sem A W,

svd sem B; (6.13) manns A W, mannsins B;
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Translation

6. [Untitled]

(6.1) The word (dictio) is the smallest part of connected speech, and it is called the

only part of that speech which has complete meaning. (6.2) But that word or that

thing is called or3 by the common people. (6.3) Aristotle the wise says the two parts
of speech are the noun and the verb, because they make between them when joined
together a complete, independent sentence, like here: ‘madr renn’ (2 man runs).
(6.4) But master Priscian enumerates these eight parts of speech: noun and
pronoun, verb and adverb, participle, conjunction, preposition and interjection, and
he distinguishes clearly the nature of each of them. (6.5) The noun is that part of
speech which gives a proper or common quality to every thing or body. (6.6) The

noun is the foremost of all words because it is like the material or foundation of all

language. (6.7) The pronoun is used in the place of the noun like a disciple for a
master, and it can denote three persons, whereas the noun can denote only one.
(6.8) Next is the verb which embellishes and shapes the noun just as shape [does]

matter, because it clarifies the properties of the noun and it can denote active or
passive voice. (6.9) The adverb embellishes and delimits the verb in the same way as

attributive nouns (adjective) act upon substantive nouns, just like here: ‘sterkr madr
berz hraustliga’ (the strong man fights courageously). (6.10) The participle is
distinct from the verb because it has case and gender like the noun, but it is distinct
from the noun in that it denotes active or passive and it has various tenses like a
verb. (6.11) The conjunction joins together nouns or other parts (of speech) or
sentences themselves, like here:

Hringr and Dagr at pingi.

(Hringr and Dagr at the meeting). (6.12) The preposition is specifically to attend
the case of the noun, like here: ‘til borgar’ (to town), ‘af skipt’ (from the ship). (6.13)
Interjection shows the disposition of a person, and it is always distinct from other
parts of speech, like here: ‘vei’ (woe!), ‘hai’ (alas!).
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Notes

1. The text in A resumes at this point.

2. This sentence and the following are in reverse order in A and W
3. FéstbraBra saga verse 37; see this section in Appendix 2.
4. ‘Nafn’ written in gap in W by Arni Magnisson
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Glossary of terms

The following is a list of the technical terms in MG, based in part on the glossary
in Olsen’s edition (1884, 301-28). The types of translation shown in the third
column are abbreviated thus:

T': normal translation of the Latin term;
C: calque on Latin compound;

L: direct loan word from Latin;

V: vernacular cognate of the Latin term;
I: Icelandic word.

O 0 0 o0 o

Latin Type English Instances
adalhending f. I Iit. full-rhyme 5.5
andi m. spiritus T breathing, aspiration  2.10-12, §.1-2, §.18—

' 20, §.22
4bldsning f. aspiratio C aspiration, aspirated 3.2—4, §.21, §.23, 5.29
4bldsningarnéti m. nota aspirationis C aspiration-mark §.20, §.22
consonancia fndecl. consonantia L consonance 5.9
digr a. crassus T deep (breath) 4.15, 5.20
digrleikr m. crassitudo T thickness, depth 5.29
diptongus indecl.  diphthongus L diphthong 412714, 4.16-17
dumbr a. mutus T mute (letter) 3.19, 4.9
dvol f. mora T quantity 2.1§
cinfaldr a. singularis T singular 2.4
fall n. casus T case 6.10, 6.12
figtra f. figura L shape 3.1, 4.1, 4.3
flyga v. proferre T pronounce 2.12
fornafn n. pronomen C pronoun 4.17, 6.4, 6.7
framflutning f. pronunciatio C pronunciation, 2.10, 2.15, 4.2, §.19
breathing

framfoera v. proferre C pronounce 2.7, 2.1, §.1
framfeering f. pronunciatio C pronunciation 5.24
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fyrirsetning f.
gerd f.

grannligr a.
greiniligr a.
hilfraddarstafr m.
hending f.

hljé% n.

hlj6%a ».

hljéofegrd f.
hljéBsgrein (1) f.

hljébsgrein (2) f.
hlj6dstafr m.
hljéman f.

hlutr m.
hluttekning f.
hreriligr a.

hvass a.

hxd f.
hofudskepna f.
hofubstafr m.

kapituli m.
klausa f.

kyn n.
litina f.

litinuklerkr m.
litinusk4ldskapr m.
ltinustafr m.

litinustafréf n.
lengd f.

linr a.

limingarstafr m.

liildtr a.

praepositio
actio

tenuis
semivocalis

sonus

sonare

accentus, tenor

soni differentia

vocalis

pars
participium
mobilis

acutus

altitudo

elementum
capitulum
clausula

genus

longitudo
lenis

diphthongus

H T O™ 330

—

Y

= 34304

(o

preposition

active (voice)

precise, exact

divisible (sound, voice)
semivowel

rhyme

sound

sound, be sounded,
be pronounced

euphony

accent

(type of) sound
vowel (in runes)
sound

part (of speech)
participle
mobile, moving

acute

height
element

‘head-stave’ (in
alliteration)
chapter

paragraph, passage,
clause

gender

Latin (language)
Latin scholar
Latin poetry

letter of the Latin
alphabet

the Latin alphabet
length

smooth (breathing)
(runic) diphthong,
2ligature

low (pitch); lit.

102

6.4, 6.12

9.8, 9.10

LI4

1.9-10

3.16, 4.11, 4.18
§.7-10

LI-12, 2.4, 2.7-9,
3.273, 3.15719, 4.7,

4.9, 4.15, 4.22, §.26—
28

3.3, 3.7710, 3.11, 4.10,
4.12, 4.17

4.16

2.6-9, 3.2-3, §.1-2,
524729

1.2, 3.2, 3.5, 4.I§
3.6

524

6.1, 6.5

6.4, 6.10

1.5—6, 1.8

2.6-7, 2.9, 3.2-3,
§5.25-26, §.28

2.§-6, §5.29
2.§
§:23

2.1

2.1

6.10

3.17, 4.14, 4.16, §.2—4
5-9

57

47, 4-9

4.8, 4.12
2.5-6, §.20
5.18, 5.22,
414

2.8, 2.9



miél f.
miélsgrein f.
mdttr m.

merkiligr (1) a.

merkiligr (2) a.
merking (1) f.

merking (2) f.
meling f.
nafn (1) n.

nafn (2) n.

ndm n.
nétera v.
nét m.

ord (1) n.
ord (2) n.
ordteeki n.
égreiniligr a.
6hreriligr a.
émerkiligr a.

éritanligr a.
éskipdiligr a.
partr m.

partr mdlsgreinar
perséna f.
pining f.
raddarstafr m.

raddartdl n.
raust f.

ritanligr a.

oratio, lingua
sententia

potestas

significativus;
articulatus
(BMO)

significatio,
sensus
potestas
dimensio

nomen
nomen

definitio
nota

verbum

immobilis
non
significativus;
inarticulatus
illiteratus
individuus
pars

pars orationis
persona
passio

vocalis

VOox

litteratus

—

-0

H3 500 g

A A

humble,

condescending
speech, language
sentence

power, (phonetic)
value

significative

distinct, perceptible
@)

signification, meaning

value
dimension

noun

name (characteristic
of letters)

definition

written, represented
character

word

verb

phrase

indistinct, indivisible
immovable, immobile

non-significative

illiterate, unwriteable
indivisible

part

part of speech
person (grammatical)
passive (voice)

vowel

organs of speech
voice

literate, writeable (cf.
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3.5, 3.6, 3.14
2.1, 9.3—§
3.1, 4.2, 4.4

L17, LIg—21, §.24

3.16

1.18

3.18, 4.2, 4.5

2.5

2.8-9, 2.11, 2.13-14,
3.475, 4.17, 5.3, 6.3-12
3.1-2, 3.18, 4.3, §.12

.21
5.27—28

§.21

§.13, 6.1
6.3—4, 6.8-10
4.5

L9

L5, L.7-8

.17, L.18

LI§, LI6

2.1-2, 2.4

6.3—4, 6.11, 6.13
6.3—4

67

6.8, 6.10

2.4, 3.2, 3.56, 3.15~
19, 4.12-13, 4.15, 5.3~
75 595 §.12, §5.15-16,
§.21, §.29

415
3.13

LIS, LI7



runhenda f.
rin f.
rinamdl ».

rodd f.
raekiligr a.
samanliming f.

samansetning f.

sameiginligr a.

samhljédan f.

samhljédandi parz.

samstafa f.

samstafligr a.
samtcngipg f

sen 7.
skipan f.
skothending f.
snarpr a.

stafligr a.

stafatala f.
stafr m.

stafréf n.
studill m.

stund (1) f.

stund (2) f.

stunginn part.
sundrgrein f.

vox
accuratus (?)

conjunctio

compositio
communis,
appellativus

(BMO)

consonans

syllaba

syllabicus
conjunctio
sensus

ordo

asper

literatus

litera

mora

tempus vetbi

HT a3 04

O

-

stafligr)
end-rhyme
rune

runic alphabet
voice, speech
precise, accurate
conglutination,
joining
composition?

common (noun)

consonance, harmony
(Cleasby &
Vigftisson)

consonant

syllable

syllabic
conjunction
meaning

order

lit. half-rhyme

aspirated, rough

(breathing) -

literate, transcribable
{voice)
number of letters

letter

alphabet, fipark
‘supporter’: an
alliterating letter (see

bofubstafr
length of time
(quantity)
tense

dotted

interruption
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5.8

4.02, 4.14

3.16, W:4.7
L1221, 2.1—%, €tc.
5-24

413, 4.1§

4.16
6.5

3.5, 3.15-18, 4.19,
4.22, §.3-4, 5.6-7,
§.12, §.15-16, §.27
2.1, 2.6-8, 2.10~14,

413, §5.1=7, 5.9720,
§.22, §.24—28

5-29-30
6.4, 6.11
9.1

4.4

5.6

5.18, 5.20

2.1, 2.9

5.2
LI6, 2.1-5, 3.1-2,
3.11-14, 3.17-19, 4.1-
12, §.2, 5.5, §.21

3.6, 3.17-19, 4.8
§.23

2.13-1§, §.11-17

6.10
3.6, 4.20
4.16



sogn f.
tilfelli ».

tid f.

timi m.

6l n.
tunga f.
tvihljédr m.

umbeygiligr a.
undirstadligr a.
veldi n.

vers n.

versagjord f.

vidleggjanligr a.

vidrord n.

VoXtr m.

pungr a.

dictio
accidens

tempus, mora
tempus, mora
instrumentum
lingua
diphthongus
circumflexus
substantivus

potestas

versus
versificatio
adiectivus
adverbium
figura
gravis

=

O
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H3 00t

word

characteristic, accident

quantity, length
quantity

organ, tool
tongue, language
diphthong
circumflex
substantive

power, (phonetic)
value

(a Latin) verse
(Latin) versification
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1. The theory of sound

1.. Commentary
L.LI. Section LI

3GT begins with a definition of sound:
Allt er hljé5 Dat er kvikvendis eyru md skilja.

Sound is everything which the ears of a living being can discern.

This starting point sets MG apart from most of the Latin grammatical tradition —
almost all grammatical texts, even those of a theoretical nature (‘speculative grammars’)
begin with voice (vox) as the foundation of the study of grammar. MG’s point of
departure seems to be closer to treatises on logic and dialectic. A parallel can be found
in a number of twelfth-century treatises on logic:

Sonus est quicquid aure percipitur.’

Sound is whatever is perceived by the ear.

The particular form of the definition in MG, with its specific mention of a living bemg
(kvikvends), is slightly unusual. Most definitions follow the one above.

1.1.2. Sections r.2—11

MG departs further from both the grammatical tradition and the standard logical
tradition in the section which follows. Whereas treatises on logic immediately follow
the definition of sound with the categorisation of sound into voice and not voice
(‘Sonus alius vox, alius non vox’), MG gives, firstly, an account of how sound is formed
(‘af samkvimu tveggja likama’; ‘from the coming together of two bodies’), and secondly,
numerous categorisations of sound before arriving at the voice/not voice categories.

The first category is an implicit one, differentiating ‘physical’ (Itkamligt) from
‘spiritual’ (andliga hluti hljéda) sounds. The category of physical sounds is divided into
sounds arising from living beings and sounds arising from non-living entities. The sub-
category of sounds arising from non-living entities is, unusually, divided into three
sub-categories, that is, sounds arising from: movable things; immovable things; and the
meeting of movable and immovable things. At this point, the text bears little similarity
to Latin logical treatises, which usually give some examples of non-vocal sound,
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normally one or more of these three: ‘collisio lapidum, strepitus pedum, fragor
arborum’ (‘striking of rocks, stamping of feet, crashing of trees’). However, MG offers a
great many more sub-categories than the logical tracts, and gives examples of all three
of the ways in which sound can arise.

The primary difference between MG and the Latin texts I have found is that the
former explores in more detail the branches of sound which do not lead to the subject
of the treatise, that is, it explores the branch dealing with sound from non-living
things as well as the branch which leads to articulate and meaningful vocal sound.
Apart from the three physical categories of sound — that is, the three ways in which
sound can be produced — two logical sub-categories are distinguished: divisible
(greiniligt) and indivisible (dgreiniligt) sound. The translation of gremniligr is difficult:
Cleasby and Vigfisson have ‘distinct, articulate’ for its use in grammatical contexts. It
derives from the verb greina ‘to divide (into branches)’. I have chosen to translate the
word as ‘divisible’, although ‘distinguishable’ could also be used. This word and related
ones, however, are generally used in the context of a particular sort of distinction: the
discernment of letters, sub-categories or (musical) notes. That is, the concepts in
question are subject to a kind of division.

I have been unable to find a medieval source for the account of sound as a physical
phenomenon which follows the definition: it finds its origin in neither the logical
tradition nor the grammatical tradition. The ultimate source, however, is probably
Aristotle’s tract ‘On things heard™ or a similar text. ‘On things heard’ describes how
sounds are formed, and further how the general principles of the formation of sound
apply to vocal and musical sounds.

Aristotle’s tract deals at length with the concept of clarity or distinctness of
sounds. This applies in particular to vocal sound and music: he describes why some
instruments and some voices have greater clarity than others according to the sort of
physical mechanism (vocal organs, etc.) by which the sound is made. There are echoes
of Aristotle’s discussion of sound in this early section of MG:

HIjé3 pat er ver®r af liflausum hlutum er sumt égreiniligt sem vinda gnyr eda vatna pytr eda
reidar prumur, en sumt hljéd er greiniligt eptir néttdruligri samhljédan, peiri er philosophi
kolludu misikdm; (§1.9)

Some sound which occurs from non-living things is indistinct like the roaring of winds or the
whistling of waters or the rumble of thunder, but some sound is distinguishable according to
natural consonance, which philosophers call music;

Divisible sound (greiniligt hljéd) from non-living things thus is primarily exemplified by
music. The musical example occurs again in the treatise in §r.10:

Greiniligt hljé® verdr { liflausum hlutum, pat sem vér kollum listuligt hljéd sem { mélmi ok
strengjum ok pipum ok allz kyns songferum.

Divisible sound occurs in non-living entities, which we call artistic sound, such as in metal, strings,
pipes and musical instruments of all kinds.

These sections have certain similarities with the section on voice later on: that is, the
concept of distinction or divisibility (the grein- root) is the discriminant for the
categories of music and literate or writeable voice, as we will see later. The concept of
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greiniligt sound as it applies here is likely to have originated ultimately in the
Aristotelean description of the production of sound. But the term comes up repeatedly
in other contexts, as will be seen.

2GT also uses the grein- root frequently, particularly in its first chapter. In
general, the first chapter of 2GT is probably the closest analogue to the first chapter of
MG. The relationship between the two texts is difficult to establish, particularly as
2GT has been variously dated, both as older and as younger than 3GT (cf. Introduction
5.1). Raschell¥’s dating of 2GT as younger than 3GT seems more plausible, as 2GT
shows some influence from 3GT (see section 1.2.1 below).

2GT’s categorisation of sound, like MG’s, involves a description of sound as a
physical phenomenon. Unlike MG, there are few definitions — the different categories
are distinguished primarily by exemplification. It is likely that both texts are influenced
by the encyclopedic tradition, which ultimately derives from Aristotelian physics.
There are numerous translations, although fragmentary, of a certain type of natural
encyclopedia in Old Icelandic, and it is likely that these were very popular. These
encyclopedias deal with various natural phenomena in order to describe the physical
world (see Clunies Ross and Simek 1993 on encyclopedic literature). The numerous
phenomena used to exemplify sounds in 2GT and MG are probably influenced by the
encyclopedic descriptions.

1.1.3. Sections 1.12-11

The account of sound in the previous part is primarily a physical one. What follows in
this section of the first chapter does not have its source in the tradition of physics.
Rather, it derives quite clearly from the tradition of dialectic, with a very close source
(or analogue) in the Summulae Logicales of Petrus Hispanus (Peter of Spain)'.3
Summulae logicales was probably written around 1245 or earlier and is concerned
primarily with logic and dialectic. It differs from Priscian and his commentators, the
interests of whom are primarily grammatical, in that the grammarians all start with a
discussion of voice. The purpose of including a discussion of sound, however, is
necessitated by the study of dialectic, according to Petrus Hispanus. His treatise starts
with the following:

Dialectica est ars artium et scientia scientiarum ad omnium methodorum principia viam
habens. ... Dicitur autem ‘dialectica’ a ‘dya’ quod est ‘duo’, et ‘logos’ quod est ‘sermo’, vel
‘lexis’ quod est ‘ratio’, quasi duorum sermo vel ratio, scilicet opponentis et arguentis in
disputando. Sed quia disputatio non potest haberi nisi mediante sermone, nec sermo nisi
mediante voce, omnis autem vox est sonus — ideo a sono tamquam a priori est
inchoandum. (Bochenski 1947, 1 (§1.01)s)

Dialectic is the art among arts and the science among sciences which provides a path to the basic
foundation of all methods. ... This art is called ‘dialectic’ from ‘dia’ which means two and ‘logos’
which means discourse (sermo), or from ‘lexis’, which means reasoning (ratio), suggesting the

discoursing or reasoning of a pair, an opponent and a respondent in disputing. But since disputation
cannot be held without discourse, nor discourse without vocal expressions, since every expression
(vox) is a sound, we must therefore start with sound as from what is prior. (based on Dineen 1990, 1)

But the discussion of sound in the logical tradition is merely to lead the study quickly
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to voice. Most of the twelfth-century logical tracts (see de Rijk 1967, vol. II) simply
categorise sound as being in the form of either voice or not voice. Summulae Logicales,
however, does give a very brief physical account of how voice is produced. Again, this
differs from the grammatical tradition, which is not interested for the most part in
accounting for the physical production of voice.

Once voice has been introduced in §1.12-13, we find our first indication of the

influence of Priscian in the text:

En Priscidnds kallar rodd vera hit grannligsta loptsins hogg ok eiginliga eyrum skiljanligt.
(§r.14)

But Priscian declares voice to be the finest striking of the air and intelligible to one’s own ears.

Philosophi definiunt, vocem esse aerem tenuissimum ictum vel suum sensibile aurium
(Priscian in Keil 1855, I:5)

Priscian’s Institutiones begins with this definition of voice, and the text of MG generally
follows Priscian in the same order. Everything which precedes this section of MG must
derive from other sources. From the point at which voice is introduced to the end of
this chapter, too, the text is only loosely based on Priscian: it in fact finds a more
immediate source in Petrus Hispanus.

The next distinction, the first of voice, has some parallels in the discussion of
sound from inanimate things. Again, the word greina plays an important part in
making the distinction:

Rodd greiniz 4 marga vega: onnur rodd er ritanlig en onnur dritanlig. Oritanlig rodd er st,
er eigi mé stofum greina. (§1.15-16)

Voice is distinguished in many ways: one type of voice is writeable and another unwriteable.
Unwriteable voice is that which cannot be divided into letters.

This has a parallel in Priscian, who distinguishes ‘literate’ (literata) from ‘illiterate’
(slliterata) voice: literate voice can be written (‘quz scribi potest’ — Keil 1855, I:5) —
the same definition occurs in Summulae Logicales. The difference between the two
accounts is the concept of divisibility (grein) and the explicit nature of the relationship
between ‘writeable’ sound and the letter. It is a similar distinction to that which defines
music and ‘caelestis harmonia’. This is very significant, too, in that it departs from all
the Latin sources. The Latin grammarians, as a rule, use the simple definition of

‘illiterate’ voice based on Priscian (‘qua scribi non potest’).

So, writeable voice is voice which can be divided into letters. This
conceptualisation of the division of sound becomes important in the second chapter,
which deals with the letter, and can thus be seen as a sort of foundation for that
chapter. However, more significant are the links this concept makes with the chapters
on runes, which will be discussed in section 3 below.

‘Writeable’ voice is then further subdivided into what is meaningful and what is
‘confused’; of voice that is meaningful, it is further divided into meaningful voice which
is natural (examples are weeping or groaning) and meaningful voice which is
intentional. It is this last category which forms the basis of the study of rhetoric which
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follows: it is the study of meaningful and intentional voice or speech. Intentional voice
is, firstly, a subcategory of meaningful voice and so both form subcategories of writeable
voice — a categorisation ultimately taken from Priscian.

These last few categorisations come originally from the grammatical tradition,
specifically, from Priscian, who distinguishes articulate (articulata) and literate
(literata) vocal sound. However, the more immediate source is likely to be a logical
treatise such as Petrus Hispanus’ Summulae Logicales. 1 have not, however, found any
external evidence that such works were known in this period in Iceland. The text of
the two treatises is very similar, as can be seen from the text appended to the present
edition. The fact that Priscian is explicitly mentioned suggests that the author of MG
was not actually using Priscian as his main source at this point, but was supplementing
another source (most likely Summulae Logicales) with material from Priscian and other
sources. At this point, the grammarian’s definition of voice is included even though the
surrounding text is taken from a logical treatise. Thus the author, while using the
logical tradition as his source, clearly had in mind that this section was part of a
primarily grammatical work and so also made reference to the grammatical tradition.

1.2. Conclusions

L2.I1.

The following table compares the main points in MG chapter 1 where it is closely
based on Summulae Logicales.

Thable 7: Sources for MG 1

§ Edited text

Translation

Petrus Hispanus:
Summulae logicales

Translation

Af lifandi
hlutum, peim
er szn hafa,

LI2

From living things
which have
consciousness one

Sonorum alius vox,
alius non vox.

Sounds are either voice
or not voice.

verdr annat sound arises which is
hlj68, pat er called voice, and
rodd heitir, another sound which
enn annat pat || is not voice, such as
ereigi errodd || the stamping of feet
sem f6ta stapp [ or the clapping of
¢ba handa hands and other
klapp ok annat || such sounds.

shik.

.13 || Rodd er hljéd || Voice is sound Unde vox est sonus ab || Voice is sound produced
framfeert a pronounced from the || ore animalis prolatus, || from the mouth of an
kvikvendis mouth of a living naturalibus animal, formed by
munni, entity, formed from || instrumentis natural instruments.
formerat af nine natural tools: formatus. Naturalia Those are called natural
niu the lungs and instrumenta quibus instruments by which
nértdrligum windpipe, tongue formatur sunt haec: vocal expression is
télum: and two lips and the || labia, dentes, lingua, formed: the lips, teeth,
lungum ok four [upper front] ttur et pulmones. tongue, throat and
bar a, tungu teeth. g‘;nus non vox est ille lungs. A sound is not
ok tveim qu; generatur ex voice which is generated
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vorrum ok colisione corporum from the comin
fjérum inanimatorum, ut together of inanimate
tonnum. fragor arborum vel bodiqs, as in trees
strepitus pedum. cracking or the sound of
footsteps.

115 || Rodd greiniz 4 || Voice is Vocum alia litterata, || Expressions are either
marga vega: distinguished in alia non litterata. literate or illiterate.
onnur rodd er || many ways: one type
ritanlig en of voice is writeable
onnur and another
dritanlig, unwriteable.

116 || Oritanlig rodd || Unwriteable voice is || Vox litterata est, quae || Literate expression is that
er st, er eigi that which cannot be || scribi potest, ut which can be written,
mi stofum divided into letters. ‘homo’; vox non like ‘man’; illiterate
greina, litterata est quae scribi || expression is what cannot

non potest. be written.

17 || Ritanlig rodd || Writable voice is Vocum litterarum alia |} Literate expression is
et onnur either significative or || est significativa, alia either significative or
merkilig en non-significative. non signicativa. non-significative.
onnur
6merkilig,

118 || Omerkili Non-significative Vox significativa est Significative expression is
rodd er s, er || voice is that which is || illa, quae auditu that which represents
til engrar not pressed into any |} aliquid repraesentat, something wlgen heard,
merkingar er meaning, such as ut ‘homo’ vel gemitus || like ‘man’ or the groans
Pmngd, sem ‘bu’, ‘ba’, ‘blictrix’. infirmorum, qui of the sick, which signify
bu’, ‘ba’ dolorem significat. pain. Non-significative
‘blictrix’. Vox non significativa  [[ expression is that which

est illa, quae nihil represents nothing when
auditul repraesentat, heard, like ‘bu’, ‘ba’.
ut ‘bu’, ‘ba’.

.19 || Merkilig rodd ]} Significative voice is || Vocum Significative expression is
er onnur a either from nature, significativarum alia either significative
néttdru, or from planning or || significat naturaliter, - || naturally or significative
ennur af intention. alfa significat ad by convention.
setning eda placitum.
sjalfvilja.

1.20 || Merkilig rodd | Significative voice Vox significativa Naturally significative
af ndeedru er [ from nature is the naturaliter est illa, expression is that which
barna grétr eda | weeping of children || quae idem represents the same thing
sjikra manna || or tge groaning of repraesentat apud to everyone, like the
smr ok annat || sick people and other || omnes, ut gemitus roans of the sick or a
slike. such things. infirmorum, latratus og’s barking.

canum,

121 || Merkilig rodd || Significative voice Vox significativa ad A conventionally
af setning er arssing from placitum est, quae significative expression is
sd, er planning is that aliquid repraesentat ad || one that represents
framferiz af which is the voluntatem something, depending on
sjdlfvilja articulation of a instituentis, ut ‘homo’. || the choice of its
manns, sem erson’s intention, as inventor, like ‘man’.
petta ndm: 1n this definition:
madr merkir man is a rational and
kvikendi mortal animal.
skynsamligt ok
daudligt.

As we can see, the text of MG, where it is categorising sound and describing the sub-
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categories, follows the text of Summulae Logicales quite closely. There are some
differences, but these are mostly minor. Most startling are the examples, many of
which seem to be taken directly from Summulae Logicales. Summulae Logicales goes on
to make a further sub-division of significative voice from convention or intention:
either simple (the example is noun or verb) or complex, like a word group. MG does
not discuss word groups specifically. It stops its analysis at the level of the word,
describing the parts of speech, in the final chapter. Thus the final distinction in Petrus
Hispanus’s text would have been fairly irrelevant had it been included, and so it was
omitted by the author.

The classification system, including the physical distinctions of sound can be
rendered as follows:

SOUND
6o
I
] 1
spiritual physical
andligt ltkamligs
| l |
from non-living entties from living things
af liflausum blutum af lifligum blutum
distinct indistinct

greiniligt dgreiniligt

I 1
from beings without intelligence from intellegent beings
af vitlausum blitum af blutum, er sen hafa
I
I 1
not voice voice
eigi rodd rodd
unwriteable writeable
dritanlig ritanlig

e

meaningless | | meaningful
Smerkilig merkilig

—— T,

from nature intentional
af ndtridru af setning

2GT also categorises sound in various ways, but the approach is slightly different from
that of MG. In U, it starts with the words: ‘Hvat er hljédsgrein? Prenn.” (How is
sound divided? Into three kinds’ Raschelld 1982, so—1). Unlike MG, the divisions of
sound which it outlines are not single categories of sound. The binary schema of MG
seems to have been adapted in 2GT to take the reader more quickly to the main point
of what is to be discussed. There is an assumed binary categorisation system, but of
each binary pair, only one part — the one which is of significance for the treatise — is
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discussed at any length. MG on the other hand, spends much of its time describing
categories of sound which are less relevant to the later chapters.

The three categories of sound that are discussed are: sound in general; voice
(which applies to the sounds made by the mouths or mouth-like organs of certain
animals); and speech. Clearly we are not dealing here with the same sense of grein as in
MG: these three categories are not all subcategories of the same thing. The first
‘category’ includes most of those things mentioned in MG up to the discussion of
voice. The category of voice in 2GT is not quite the same as that of MG: it includes
many sounds made by living things like birds and animals (living things with
intelligence, according to MG’s categorisation, although 2GT" does not specify such a
category). In the category of voice, 2GT does not specifically rule out those sounds
which, in contrast, MG categorises as not voice.

A number of similarities exist between the first chapter of 2GT and MG,
particularly in their examples and terminology. While 2GT does not categorise sounds
in such a structured way as MG, like MG it does include examples of sound from
natural phenomena as well as some human-produced sounds. In both cases, examples
are given of vitlaus hljéd (‘irrational sounds’: Raschelld 1982, so0—s1). Vitlauss also occurs
as a category in a similar context in MG. Music in 2GT is also used as an example of a
more distinct form of non-vocal sound. There are also certain similarities between the
two treatises in the description of voice, but 2GT focuses less on the categories of voice
than on the actual process or production of speech.

The structure of the first chapter in 2GT has created some confusion, particularly
over the third ‘category’. This final category reads as follows:

En pridja hljédsgrein er sd, sem menninir hafa; pat heitir hljé6 ok rodd ok mal.

The third kind of sound is that belonging to men: this is called sound, voice and speech. (Raschelld
1982 §2-3)

There are three names given here for the final category. The one of significance is mdl
(‘speech’, ‘language’),* which is a sub-category of rédd (‘voice’) which in turn is a
category of hljé8 (‘sound’). There is quite a clear parallel between MG and 2GT here:
MG starts with a discussion of sound which is then categorised in various ways, with
the next main sub-category being voice. Finally there is a category of voice which
clearly corresponds to mdl: meaningful and literate voice. If we read 2GT in light of the
more detailed description of sound in MG, we can then understand why three names
are given for 2GT’s final category: as voice is a type of sound, and speech or language
(mdl) is a type of voice, then mdl is all three: it is sound and voice and speech. This
explains why the last category is ‘the only one on which the author concentrates his
attention’ (Raschelld 1982, 79).

It is for this reason that it is more likely that MG is the source for this material in
2GT than the reverse. MG’s approach is more complete and can be understood
independently. The first section of 2GT, on the other hand, is difficult to understand
without reference to the categorisations of MG.

2GT bears other similarities to MG in this section, in particular, in the
terminology employed. The description of the category of sound from intelligent beings
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has some terminological similarities to similar material in 2GT. Certain noises are
described as irrational (‘vitlauss’) in 2GT — the same term employed to describe sound
from things without intelligence in MG (‘af vitlausum hlutum’ §1.11). Likewise the
‘senseless’ (‘skynlauss’) sounds made by sea-animals: the term used in opposition to
vitlauss in MG in one manuscript is ‘skyn’. These particular uses show further the
connection between the two treatises.

1.2.2.

This first chapter of MG is quite unusual even in relation to its traceable sources.
While it aims to provide a foundation to the study of grammar and poetics, it departs
from the grammatical tradition by starting with an account of sound, not voice. As a
point of departure, this owes much to the logical tradition, but again, MG differs by
examining the physical aspects of sound- and voice-production, before returning to
categorising voice according to the logical tradition.

All of this is not to suggest that the project is confused or ill-conceived: in fact,
quite the reverse is the case. The logical tradition provided a more detailed account of
the relationship between language and sound than the grammatical tradition. While
the former owed much of its structure to the latter, grammarians, on the other hand,
did not incorporate the logical account of voice that had emerged in treatises on
dialectic. MG, by doing this, provides a sound philosophical basis for the study of
language.

Likewise well-conceived is the incorporation of the physical account of sound-
production. Aristotle’s account of the physical production of sound is the basis for
establishing why some sounds and voices are more distinct than others. While the
concept of distinction in voice is important in one way or another to both the logical
and grammatical traditions (as distinct voice is what is studied in both cases), it is not
linked to a physical account in either tradition. Again, by starting with a physical
account of sound, MG provides a very solid foundation for the later study of distinct
vocal sound, that is, language.

L.2.3.

I have shown, firstly, that the first chapter uses very different sources from the
subsequent chapters, which are largely based on Priscian. The first chapter is based
largely on the traditions of physics and logic whereas the subsequent chapters are based
largely on the grammatical tradition. The closest traceable source for the first chapter
(Summulae Logicales) was most likely written around the same time as 3GT. This
raises the issue of how such a text might have been known so far from and soon after its
composition. Olifr might have come in contact with it while he was in Denmark. It is
unlikely that the first chapter is not the work of Oléfr Pérdarson, despite the disparity
between it and the subsequent chapters in its sources.

While Summulae Logicales does seem to provide the closest parallel to the latter
half of the first chapter, it is quite possible that both texts were based on an earlier work
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which is now lost (or unedited). Summulae Logicales is not such an original work in the
logical tradition that this is not a distinct possibility: it shares many similarities with
twelfth-century works on dialectic.’ Secondly, while the sources for the first chapter are
from different traditions from those of the subsequent chapters, I have shown that they
form a very well-conceived whole. Even though different vocabulary is sometimes used
for apparently the same concept, there is a deal of coherence in the use in particular of
words based on the grein- root. Also, while there is some repetition of subject matter
within the second and subsequent chapters of the treatise (particularly the account of
accent), there is no such repetition of the material in the first chapter, nor any conflict
with accounts in subsequent chapters.

L2.4.

So why did Ol4fr choose such a beginning for his treatise when there seem to be no
Latin models for such a structure, and why did he draw upon physics and logic for the
foundational chapter of a treatise on grammar? The answer to this probably has to do
with the status of writing following the introduction of Latin literacy in Icelandic
society.

Before Latin literacy was brought to Scandinavia, runes had a fairly limited use in
pre-Christian Iceland and Scandinavia more generally. They were usually in the form
of short inscriptions on stone, wood and bone. There are some surviving short poetic
inscriptions in runes, but they were not used for the most part for recording longer
poems, and certainly not for longer prose literature. The introduction of the Latin
alphabet for writing Icelandic would have shaken up many notions of the relationship
between writing, sound and language. The orthographical treatises, 1IGT and 2GT,
both deal with the problem of writing Icelandic in Latin letters. 1IGT does this by
reexamining the basis of the orthography in a fairly fundamental way. Similarly, 3GT,
whose interest is in grammar, also reexamines the relationship between sound,
language and writing. In order to discuss letters or runes, it has to determine what in
fact a letter is; for the Latin grammarians writing was more ubiquitous and
entrenched, so that this did not require much explanation. For the Icelanders, however,
this would have been a bigger issue, and it is not surprising that Ol4fr drew upon,
firstly, a physical description of sound and secondly, the categorisations offered by
treatises on dialectics. Tiaken as a whole, the first chapter gives a fairly consistent
account of what sound is, in a physical sense and how that relates to language and
letters — that which is examined later.

L2.5.

Words based on the grein- root are used extensively in this section of the treatise. The
words are used in basically two ways: grein- words, on the one hand, describe the
process of categorising and distinguishing concepts; on the other hand, they also form
the discriminant within some of those categories. In particular, the concept of greiniligt
hljé8 as opposed to dgreiniligt hljés is clearly based on the distinction between what is
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distinguishable or not. Likewise, ritanlig rpdd is defined by its ability to be
distinguished into letters.

This theme of distinction or division must have been very important to the
medieval Icelandic conception of language and writing. It occurs frequently in both the
orthographical treatises, 1GT and 2GT, and in similar ways. I have already shown the
parallels in the categories of sound in 2GT and MG. 1GT is also similar in some ways
to MG in its use of words based on the grein- root: again, it is used in two ways:

The term grein may best be translated by ‘distinction’ (i.e., in the sense, current in modern
technique, of a functionally significant distinction or opposition). However, this term is used
in two slightly different ways. One is to designate the reLaTion between two units (or groups
of units) which are contrasted with one another to show their significant difference. The
other is to denote the end-points of these relationships or, in other words, the distinctive
units themselves; this use occurs in contexts where, in modern terminology, we would
simply use the term pHoNeme; in these cases grein is, for all practical purposes at least, a
synonym of stafr. (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 68-69)

While the second usage is not exactly the same as in MG, there are certain similarities
between 1GT and MG. As we have seen, in MG the concept of divisibility is the
discriminant in distinguishing writeable voice (hence writing) from unwriteable voice.
The letter is the entity into which writing can be divided. Since it is voice being
divided or distinguished, we could take a phonological approach and call the letter a
phoneme, although MG certainly does not have the phonological slant of 1GT. In
both 1GT and MG, however, the letter is a unit of distinction or division of language.

It is this concept that gives 1GT its modern flavour: its analysis of the sound
system into what could be called significant distinctions is fairly unique at its point in
history. While MG’s use of the term is probably influenced by 1GT or other twelfth-
century works, Ol4fr does incorporate the concept of distinction fairly well into this
introductory section of the treatise. The main difference between 1GT and MG
concerning this concept is that 1GT’s approach is primarily empirical, whereas the
approach of MG is basically logical. MG treats logical concepts with a view to
establishing the logical relationship between sound, writing and letters, whereas 1GT
establishes the empirical relationship between sound and letters.

The concept of distinction is found throughout Ol4fi’s adaptation of his various
sources and it is what gives this section both its distinctiveness and cohesion. It shows,
moreover, that although the material was being taken from a variety of sources, it was
being incorporated to some extent with a view to explicating this concept. Distinction
is prominent in all the grammatical literature dealing with letters and so was probably
fairly central to the Icelandic conception of writing at the time. In adapting his Latin
sources, Ol4fr would have sought to incorporate the concept into his treatise.
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2. The letter

The second chapter is more closely based on Priscian’s Institutiones than the first. There
are, however, large parts which do not have an identifiable source. The interest in the
physics of sound continues here from the first chapter. The structure of the two
chapters, however, departs from that of logical treatises — works on logic tend to
follow the categorisation of sound immediately with a discussion of the noun, whereas
chapter two continues with a discussion of the letter.

2.1. The theory of the letter
2.1.1. Section 2.1

The opening section of chapter 2 is taken mostly from Priscian, book I:3. This gives a
definition and description of the letter. The definition centres on the letter as a division
of vocal sound. It is not, according to Priscian, itself divisible because it is the smallest
division of ‘literate’ (stafligr) voice.

A minor departure from Priscian occurs in this section and provides a division/
classification system to classify the letter that differs from that in the first chapter:

vér skiptum bzkr { capitula, en capitula { clausur eba vers, en clausur { mélsgreinir,
mélsgreinir { sagnir, sagnir { samstofur, samstofur { stafi.

we divide books into chapters, and chapters into paragraphs or verses, and paragraphs into
sentences, sentences into words, words into syllables, syllables into letters.

This has a parallel in Alfric (Olsen 1884, 37n), and they probably both find their source
in Isidore XIII, 2 (Finnur Jénsson 1927, 22n) or a related text. So we have two
mechanisms for determining letters as ‘elements’: one by a classification and division of
sound and another by the division of written works. Both are basically the same: the
letter is a unit of (connected) vocal sound, that is, a division like syllables and words.
This account of the letter is something of a departure in approach from the first
chapter. Vocal speech can be in a sense ‘pulled apart’ into smaller parts, the smallest of
which is the letter.

We see already in the heading to this chapter, and in the opening sentence, that
there is a notable shift in terminology from the first chapter. The first term to change
is that division is not represented by terms based on the grein- root but rather the skipz-
root (such as skipta, ‘divide, share’). Words based on the grein- root are important in
establishing the dominant theme of the first chapter. The second significant shift in
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terminology is the translation of the Latin vox literata. In the first chapter, ritanlig
rpdd is used, but in this chapter, staflig rpdd is used instead. The terminology is
maintained throughout the chapter.

2.1.2. Sections 2.2—4

The next section in some ways represents a return to an approach similar to that of the
first chapter. §2.2 comments on the description of the letter found in the previous
sentence:

En pé eru eigi stafir ndtrirliga dskiptiligir, pviat stafr er rodd; en rodd er lopt eba af lopti

formerad.

However, letters are not indivisible by nature, because the letter is voice and voice is air or formed
from air.

This description is based on the classification of the letter as being a component of
writeable voice rather than as a component of the syllable, word and so on. It also
shows a physically-based conception of the relationship between letters and sound.

The subsequent sentences continue with this account of the physical nature of
letters and voice. This basically describes the nature of letters as divisible: they can be
divided into smaller parts (the example given is that ‘4’ can be divided into units of time
(§2.4)) but they cannot be divided into other letters, and hence are elementary.

This argument is partly based on Priscian, but these arguments in general are
influenced by the Aristotelean account of sound and voice. This saw voice as a physical
entity analogous to inanimate objects which can be used to produce sound. These
sentences are a considerable expansion of the corresponding arguments in Priscian.
They go into some detail to explain the notion of the letter as an element. This
approach seems to be an attempt to reconcile the account of the letter in the first
section with Priscian’s approach. The account given in MG, compared to Priscian,
stresses that the letter is physical — not simply analogous with physical things. Letters
can therefore be divided as physical entities, an account which is more compatible with
the account of the first chapter, which saw letters as divisions of literate vocal sound.

Olifr, having stressed this aspect of the letter, in contrast to Priscian, was then
obliged to reconcile this with the main emphasis of the source: the letter as element.
The section following the account of the letter as a physical entity is not from Priscian.
It gives an expanded account of the nature of letters as elementary, which is perhaps
loosely based on Priscian or a Priscian commentary. This account of letters is basically
a repetition of some of the surrounding material, reconciling the composite nature of
letters and the elementary nature of letters.

2.1.3. Sections 2.§-1§

§2.5 again is based on Priscian and covers some of the arguments in the previous
sentence. The analogy made between voice and the body is extended into the next
sentence. Voice is said to have three dimensions, like bodies. The analogy is applied to
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syllables: accent determines the height of a syllable, aspiration determines breadth and
quantity determines length.

The subsequent sentences illustrate this point by describing the features of accent,
aspiration and length. It is unclear why there is such an extended illustration of the
‘dimensions’ of the syllable. This chapter should properly be restricted to the letter: the
next two chapters continue with a discussion of the letter and the chapter following
them (5) continues with the syllable. What is more, chapter § covers most of the
material dealt with here, which is not found in the context of the theory of the letter in
Priscian.

2.2. Conclusions

The second chapter of MG seems to sit somewhat uncomfortably in its overall
structure, with different terminology and material which is repeated elsewhere. For
comparison, the arrangement of the first chapters of MG is similar to the first sections
of 2GT. In both cases a classification of sound is followed by a categorisation of letters.
However, in MG, there is a chapter on the theory of the letter between the material on
sound and the material on letters themselves.

The change in terminology which occurs in the second chapter does not continue
into the third and fourth chapters. Those chapters have more similarity in this regard
to the first, particularly in their use of the grein- root. There are also some stylistic
differences between this section and the surrounding material, in particular, long,
complicated sentences making logical arguments. This is not simply due to the nature
of the material: the first chapter is more dependent on logical works; the second chapter
considerably expands on the conceptual arguments of Priscian.

"This is unlikely to indicate a separate author for this section. Rather, it seems to
be an attempt on the part of Ol4fr to make sense of the grammatical theorisation of the
letter, when it is clear that he is more comfortable with the logician’s account of the
relationship between sound and writing, which is seen in the first chapter. The
relationship in the first chapter between the two is that literate voice is a type of sound
which can be ‘divided’” (greina) into letters. This definition, which is not taken from
the thirteenth-century logicians, is clearly influenced by it. It is also at odds to a certain
extent with the approach found in Priscian, upon which this chapter is based. It is
probably for this reason that the fairly central concepts of divisibility/distinction and
literate voice go under different terminology in this chapter from the first.

The lengthy interpolations of Priscian’s arguments are part of this attempt to
make sense of this conception of language. In particular, they emphasise more the
physical analogies of letters and literate voice. Ultimately, however, these are analogies,
whereas the first chapter treats voice and letters as physical entities. The shift in
terminology also coincides with a shift in both approach and sources from the first
chapter. The first chapter was interested in the categorisation of sound and voice, and
‘literate voice’ (vox literata), hence the letter, as voice divided or distinguished. Because
the concept of literatus has to do with the ability of this kind of voice to be written,
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Oléfr uses the adjective ritanligr. The second chapter, however, is more interested in
the letter as an element of literate voice. In both cases, the letter is characterised by
division, but in the sources for this chapter, that division is a division of the semantic
units of speech — syllables, words and so on. The difference is thus: letters as a division
of sound (a physical entity) as opposed to letters as a division of speech (a linguistic
entity, having higher-level divisions such as words and syllables, but analogous to
physical things). The terminological changes, in this chapter, particularly in the
translation of literatus are thus a result of the different Latin source in chapter 2 and
the corresponding concept of the letter and writing.

This chapter, then, was probably included by Oléfr in deference to his source, but
it does not fit within the overall conception of sound, language and writing of the
surrounding chapters. It expands on the account of letters and explains in detail the
‘dimensions’ of voice, but without fitting these well into the overall thesis. Ol4ft’s
attempt to reconcile the two approaches was not particularly successful. The rest of the
treatise, however, does not suffer so much from their incompatibility.
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3. The rune chapters

The rune chapters in MG are unique in medieval Germanic literature for their
comparison of the runic fupark and the Latin alphabet, according to Fabrizio Raschella
(1994, 679), and they are in many ways the most original part of the treatise.
Nevertheless, there has been very little scholarly work done on this part of MG since
Olsen’s edition and his Runerne i den oldislandske literatur (1883). The only notable
exception is the previously mentioned article by Raschelld. There are further issues not
dealt with in those studies.

As we have seen above, in discussing the section on runes, we are only dealing
with MSS A and W (and consequently w) — B omits any material which mentions
runes. However, it does include the material at the start of the two chapters which do
not deal specifically with runes.

The rune chapters correspond to a section in Priscian’s Institutiones Grammaticae
which deals with the values and other characteristics or ‘accidents’ of the letter. As can
be seen by comparison with its sources, MG draws heavily on Priscian in this section.
In the second part of 3GT, the project of adaptation involves taking the structure and
categories of Latin rhetorical theory and applying them, with more or less success, to
skaldic poetry. In this way, the adaptation of the section on letters is analogous — it
involves using the framework of Priscian’s work but using indigenous material for the
examples of the principles at work.

By means of a close reading of the two runic chapters, I hope to establish how the
following issues were conceived of in thirteenth-century Iceland: the relationship
between the vernacular language and the ways in which it was written (Latin and
Runic alphabets); the relationship between runes and classical writing systems (Greek,
Hebrew and Latin); the relationship between the sixteen-rune fupark and later
expanded forms. In addition, I will also look at the relationship between the rune
chapters and various Latin texts; and the relationship between the rune chapters and
other Norse-Icelandic texts.

I will discuss the two chapters, 3 and 4, separately, as they differ somewhat in their
approach.

3.1. Chapter 3
3.1.1. Sections 3.1-2

The chapter opens with a conventional enumeration of the features or accidents of the
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letter: name, shape and value. A similar opening is also found in Alfric’s grammar
(Zupitza 1880, 4—5) but unlike Alfric, this does not lead into a discussion of the Latin
alphabet. Rather, the runic fupark is clearly the subject of this section, as is shown at
the beginning of the next sentence (§3.2): ‘Stafanofn eru sextédn { nérznni tungy’
(‘There are sixteen letter-names in the Norse language’). Alfric enumerates twenty-
three, as does Priscian. There is, however, a distinction: Priscian counts figurae
literarum, ‘shapes of letters’, whereas Oléfr counts names of letters. This distinction is
important, as there are more shapes of runes than names. The additional forms are
dealt with in chapter 4.

It is this opening sentence which is perhaps in the mind of the author of the
Prologue to the grammatical treatises when he refers to a discussion of the sixteen-
letter alphabet. As discussed in the Introduction (3.4), Bjorn M. Olsen uses this
reference to support his argument that chapter three of MG is based on a twelfth-
century treatise by Péroddr rinameistari. This, he argues, explains the discrepancy
between the enumeration of the letters in chapter 3 (16) and chapter 4 (20, including
the additional runes: F, 1, K and 1) (Olsen 1883, 76—77).¢ The modification can be
explained because the adaptation of Priscian at this point basically deals with the first
feature of the letter, name, and not shape — Chapter 4 deals with the features of shape
and value of the letter introduced in the opening sentence of that chapter. Because
Oléfr had in mind a runic fipark with more shapes than names of letters (cf. Raschell
1994, 689-690), he had to change Priscian’s text so that there would be no discrepancy
between the number at the beginning of the chapter and the names discussed. For
Priscian, there was no difference between the number of names and the number of
shapes of letters,

The sentence continues, ‘Stafanpfn eru sextdn { néranni tungu { pa liking sem
Girkir hoféu fordum daga’ (“There are sixteen letter-names in the Norse language, just
like the Greeks had in the old days’). This introduces another recurrent theme in this
material: comparison with the classical languages, Greek and Hebrew. Such
comparisons will be dealt with below. The comparison with Greek does not occur in

Ol4fr’s source.
3.1.2. Sections 3.3~

The text goes on to enumerate the sounds for each vowel. Unlike 1GT, the
distinctions include accent and aspiration — these concepts are taken from Priscian,
which MG follows quite closely at this point, to the extent that very similar examples
are used for the different accents in §3.4. Olifr modifies the Latin examples into Norse
words: Priscian has ‘drae drarum 4ra’ and MG has ‘ari aranna ara’ (forms of a poetic
word for ‘eagle’). In the previous section, there is a lacuna in all MSS where Priscian
has examples for the three accents in aspirated syllables. It is quite likely that Ol4fr was
unsure how to apply the concept of accent to Norse, but included such sections
nevertheless as they were in his exemplar. Ol4fr has a more detailed discussion of accent
in chapter g, which will be examined later in the commentary.

In the discussion of the consonantal values of 1’ and ‘W', (§3.5) the latter is given



the name vend. Raschelld speculates that this originates in the name for the English
letter P (‘wynn’) (Raschelld 1994, 68on). This letter was taken from the runic fupark
and was used for ‘W’ in Old English orthography, but was soon superseded by ‘W
following the Norman conquest (Denholm-Young 1954, 18—19). While ‘wynn’ did not
exist in the Norse fupark at this time, it is quite possible that the author, who was
clearly well-versed in runology, knew of the rune.

3.1.3. Section 3.6

Up to this point in MG, the only word used for ‘vowel’ has been raddarstafr, which is
also the word most commonly used in 1GT. At this point, however, the terminology
changes. Both A and W say here that there are five vowels in the Norse language, and
the word used for vowel is hljédstafy. For comparison, hljédstafr alone is used for ‘vowel’
in Hdttatal and 2GT (probably further indicating the influence of Hdttatal on 2GT); it
is also found in two places in 1GT. Raschelld argues that bljédstafr and the
corresponding mdlstafr for ‘consonant’ found in 2GT are remnants of pre-Latin (hence
runic) terminology:

... the situation of mdlstafr in FGT is singularly analogous to that of hljdéstafr in TGT:
both occur in contexts where reference is explicitly made to runic letters. ... bljdstafr in
TGT and mdlstafr in FGT, together with lfmingarstafr in TGT (corresponding to
lfmingr in SGT), occur precisely and exclusively in those contexts which have something to
do with runic letters. If we discount pure coincidence, it may be reasonably inferred that
these terms already existed in Icelandic before the adoption of the Latin alphabet, in other
words in runic tradition, and that, before being definitively replaced, they went on being
used for some time alongside the terms fashioned upon Latin models. (Raschelld 1982, 118
and 12.1)

Hijédstafr is used at this point in MG, despite it being fairly faithful to Priscian as a
source. Later in this sentence, raddarstafr is used again in the context of Hebrew
letters.

A and W differ in what vowels are included: A has the runes representing u, o, i,
a and y, but W omits the rune for y. While this appears to be an error, it may not be:
the text goes on to say that ‘iss [i] is sometimes used for €. It is possible that the text in
W reflects a reading which recognised ‘e’ as one of the five vowels in the runic alphabet.

Once again there is a comparison with a classical language — Hebrew in this
instance. The use of #ss for two vowels is compared to a similar practice of using one
letter for two vowels in Hebrew. This is an interpretation independent of Priscian, but
no possible source has yet been identified.

3.1.4. Sections 3.7-10

The two manuscripts outline the pronunciation of four of the vowels, described
according to the speech-organs which are used to make the sound. This description is
reliant to some extent on §1.13, where the nine speech-organs are described. The order
of the vowels in the runic alphabet, it is argued, is according to the place where the
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vowel is pronounced: I is first because it is pronounced in the lips and the subsequent
vowels are pronounced progressively in the lower speech-organs.

Olsen (1884, 47n) found (in Thurot 1869) a twelfth-century grammatical
manuscript which is a source or possible analogue for this section of MG.

3.L.5. Section 3.11

Here the two texts differ: W (which did not include T as one of the vowels), says ‘b’ is
from Hebrew letters. While W is still internally consistent, it is clear that A’s reading
is better: this sentence is found in the middle of the discussion of vowels, and a non-
vowel such as ‘h’ would be out of place.

In both manuscripts, a letter of the Norse alphabet is attributed in origin to the
Hebrew language. Its inclusion can be seen in the context of the other comparisons
with classical languages and alphabets in this chapter. The text makes comparisons
between Norse/runic and Greek and Hebrew, here attributing the origin of a rune to
Hebrew. This has the effect of suggesting that runes have at least part of their origin in
that language. It would have considerably boosted the prestige of runes to be associated
with Hebrew in this way — Hebrew had a very high status as it was widely considered
the original, pre-Babel language, spoken by Adam.

Ole Worm, as discussed in section 3.2 of the Introduction, also believed runes
originated in Hebrew. He does not make reference to this sentence of MG in the
chapter dealing with the Hebrew origin of runes. This was because he only had access
to W, which attributes the origin of ‘', not I, to Hebrew. However, he does quote the
passage when dealing with this section of MG (Worm 1636, 99), transliterating it into
runes (with ¥ for ‘h’). He does not believe X to come from Hebrew,” but this is
probably because he considered the text at this point less reliable — after all, it has a
Latin letter and not the rune. It is nevertheless likely that Worm was influenced by the
numerous comparisons with Greek and Hebrew in the rune sections of MG (see 3.3.4

below).
3.1.6. Section 3.15

The text points out that the names for runic vowels all end in the letters reid or sdl.
This is an independent observation which does not derive from Priscian or any other
identifiable source.

3.L.7. Sections 3.16-19

The remainder of the chapter, which concerns consonants, follows Priscian fairly
closely again. The consonants are categorised as semivowels (L. ‘semivocales’, Icel.
‘hélfraddarstafir’) and mutes (L. ‘mutz’, Icel. ‘dumba stafir’). However, there are some
differences in what is included in each category. In Priscian’s listing of the two groups,
the mute letters are all plosive consonants, except for ‘h’, and there are no plosives
among the semivowels. The categories, however, are only loosely based on this
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distinction.

P () is not included in MG with the semivowels, even though it is in the initial
listing of semivowels in Priscian. Priscian, however, argues that ‘€ more properly
belongs to the category of mutes when he discusses the letters individually (Priscian
I:46: ‘F multis modis muta magis ostenditur ..."). The text thus does not simply copy
Priscian’s list of letters, but uses a list based on a more complete knowledge of
Priscian’s first book. F' is therefore included with the mutes. Also included with the
mutes, but again not a plosive consonant, is P (‘p’). The reason for this probably has to
do with the name of the consonant: apart from ‘f, consonants whose names started
with a vowel were categorised as semivowels, and consonants whose names ended with
a vowel were mutes. The letter p’ corresponding to P had the runic name purs (porn in
English), and 1GT gives it the name ‘pe’ on the same basis as Latin letter-names are
formed (1GT 88:27—-29). In all cases, the name starts with the sound of the letter it
refers to. Thus ‘p’ appears to be a mute consonant rather than a semivowel, if one uses
the position of the vowel to discriminate between the two groups.?

It should be pointed out that the runes are always presented in the order that they
appear in the fupark, not in the order of the Latin alphabet. The order of the letters
was considered a sub-feature of the characteristic of value (§4.4). The order of the
runes was thus a characteristic inherent in runes, if taken according to Priscian’s model.
The importance of ordering the letters is seen in 1GT, which re-orders the alphabet so
that vowels appear at the beginning.

3.1.8.

There is an apparent inconsistency in the text of chapter 3: while §3.2 counts sixteen
letters in the Norse (i.e. runic) alphabet, only fifteen are discussed: five vowels, five
semivowels and five mutes. Both Raschell and Olsen dealt with this problem and
independently conclude that it is the rune for ‘h’ (¥) which makes the sixteenth letter
(Raschelld 1994, 689; Olsen 1883, 74). This is doubtless correct: its omission is because
it is not considered a conventional letter in Priscian. Including it as one of the sixteen
letters is consistent with the conventional composition of the fupark at that point in
history (a fact which neither Olsen nor Raschelld mention, despite dealing with the
problem at length).

Ol4ft, by not discussing ¥, is unable to reconcile his exemplar’s discussion of Latin
with the discussion of runes. However, the letter ‘h’ is discussed specifically in a later
chapter (§5.21 and §5.23), including a description of how it is used in Icelandic
alliterative verse.

3.2. Chapter 4
3.2.1. Sections 4.1—4

The fourth chapter begins with a brief explanation of the characteristics of shape and
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value of letters. This establishes part of the content of this chapter, but the approach is
quite different from the third. Rather than using Priscian as a model, the discussion
uses as its starting point a phrase exemplifying all the shapes and values of the runes.

3.2.2. Section 4.§

Section 4.5 of MG has probably been the most commonly quoted part of the text from
the seventeenth century to only a few decades ago. It contains a phrase which Olifr
attributes to Valdemar II of Denmark. Oldfr was at the court of Valdemar from 1240 to
1241 after staying in Norway for some time (Olsen 1884, XXXIV—XXXV).

The phrase is designed to use all the letters of the runic fupark, in the same way
as the English sentence ‘the quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog’ contains all the
letters of the alphabet. It reads thus:

Sprangd mannz hok flydi tovi boll; KRtHT Y4t 4P PTTPI 1N BAIT.

The meaning of the phrase is somewhat obscure and there are some differences
between the manuscripts. Raschella (1994, 684n) explains most of the words in the
phrase: sprengd, ‘tired, mistreated’ (sprengja); mannz, genitive of ma®r ‘man’; hpk, ‘hawk’
(haukr); flysi from flyjja ‘flee’; boll is perhaps a form of ballr ‘hard, stubborn; dangerous’;
Raschelld does not explain tuui or tovi. For the last two words, Cleasby and Vigfisson
have tvibollr ‘a double ball’ (645). They do not explain this further, but it is quite
possible that their interpretation is correct. Tovi or tvvi could be a form of #vf, with an
additional vowel inserted. The referent is probably some device used in falconry,
perhaps to catch a reluctant bird.” The phrase then reads “The man’s tired hawk flies
(or flees) from the double ball'. Baksted has instead interpreted this sentence as a
magical formula (1942, 216), but the more mundane interpretation of a falconry scene
offered here is probably more likely.

3.2.3. Section 4.8

The text then goes through the letters of the phrase, discussing each in turn. The first
is § (s6]): it is said to represent both s and z. The text also states that it has another
form, 4, which is called knésél ‘knee-sun’. 4 is used in the second word of the phrase. It
is not explicit that the 4 form represents 7’; also, in the next sentence, it states that z’
is not in the runic alphabet. It notes that the letters z and X’ are combinations of two
letters and that ‘neither ... is written in runes or in the old Latin alphabet’. However,
the transcription of the runes in both A and W have 7’ as the value of 1.

The reason given for the inclusion of 7 and X’ is economy: the ability to write
two letters with one. This is a issue which is also discussed in 1GT,, but the author
there wishes to leave 2’ out of the alphabet and include ®’. The latter represented a
more common combination than the former; in addition, the author of 1GT was
concerned not to make his alphabet too big (1IGT 89:14-15; see also Hreinn
Benediktsson 1972, 97-98 and 99).
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3.2.4. Sections 4.9-10

The second rune in the phrase is discussed next. Again, there are two forms of the
rune called bjarkan. The name probably derives from the word bjprk (‘birch’; Raschelld
1994, 685n). The two forms represent the voiced and voiceless forms of ‘b’ and ‘p’. The
open shape of the ‘p’-version is due to the way it is pronounced:

En pvi eru opnir belgir gorvir 4 K p4 er pat hljédar fyrir p, at pat skal meir sundr loknum

vorrum nefna enn b.

And thus the bellows are clearly open in K when it is sounded as p, so that it will (be) pronounced
more with pursed lips, further apart than with the pronunciation of b.

Once again there is particular emphasis on relating the characteristics of the letter to
their articulation. Here, the shape of this rune is explained by analogy with the way it
is pronounced.

3.2.5. Sections 4.12-14

After briefly mentioning R in §4.11, the text discusses the fourth letter of the phrase, 1.
This, Olifr states, is a diphthong — he uses the Greek word and gives an Icelandic
gloss, twibljédr. In this section, diphthongs and ligatures are treated mostly as the same
phenomenon.

The numerical supremacy of Norse-Icelandic is pointed out: there are five runic
diphthongs but only four in Latin. This is a very common theme both in MG (see
§5.6) and 1GT.

There is some slippage here between referring to the Norse (i.e. Icelandic)
language and to runes. It is not apparent that the diphthongs were thought of as
independent of their written form. In §4.12, the number of diphthongs in Latin is
compared to the number in runes, not Norse, and again in §4.14, the Latin diphthong
‘o¢’ is said not to occur in runes.

3.2.6. Section 4.15

The next sentence discusses the ordering of vowels within diphthongs.

Olsen identified an analogue in a commentary on Alexander de Villa Dei’s
Doctrinale (Olsen 1884, 48n; Thurot 1869, 138). This section depends somewhat on a
knowledge of the order of speech-organs established in the first chapter and the
explanation of the order of vowels in the third chapter. In all three cases, a
corresponding passage is not found in Priscian or Donatus, but there is a more
contemporary Latin source or possibly analogue. Each, however, has an apparently
different source: for the ordering of the speech-organs, it is either Petrus Hispanus or
another logical tract (with the order modified); for the order of the vowels according to
the speech organs, it is a twelfth-century manuscript found in Thurot (1869, 133—34);
for the order of vowels in diphthongs, it is this commentary on Alexander de Villa Dei.

Oléfr thus compiled this material from at least two sources apart from Priscian
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and included them in a consistent manner. He therefore probably had a fairly good
grasp of contemporary grammatical theory and was able to connect different concepts in
order to explain some of the characteristics of letters.

3.2.7. Sections 4.16-17

It is also clear from these sections that Ol4fr had a good critical and theoretical
knowledge of his own language. In the next section, he discusses the reasons for
diphthongs in Latin and which of those apply to Norse. However, in both cases, the
account of the reasons for the existence of diphthongs is a bit obscure. The first reason
for diphthongs is distinction (grein). It is unclear how this might differ from any other
distinction of sound which differentiates words. Of note, however, is that once again a
word based on the grein- root is used. The other reason that diphthongs are used,
according to Olfr, is for ‘euphony’, that is, a diphthong is used when it sounds nicer
than would a simple vowel. The example given is lokr, which Ol4fr states sounds better
than lekr. However, it is not clear what is distinguished here: the latter, not as
attractive sounding word clearly has a diphthong, and the former has the letter ‘6’ (W is
the only manuscript which preserves this section).
A Latin source for this material has not been identified.

While this section is introduced as dealing with diphthongs, digraphs or ligatures (as
we would call them) are also discussed. Thus, of the five Norse ‘diphthongs’, three are
true diphthongs (au, ei and ey) and two are digraphs (ae (z) and oe (¢ or 9))
representing a monophthong. The confusion arose because Icelandic orthography
adopted some ligatures (such as ¢/, z/¢ and @) to represent the additional vowel
sounds not found in Latin. While a ligature of ‘av’ was often used to represent the u-
mutation of @’ in Icelandic, the ligature usually represented a diphthong in Latin, and
the same was the case with the ligature of ‘ae’.

The section in fact deals with digraphs, some of which represent diphthongs, and
some of which represent monophthongs which do not occur in Latin. Fabrizio D.
Raschelld (2000) examines this passage in great detail as well as a passage referring to it
in 4GT. In particular, he discusses the comparison of the two diphthongs ¢ and 2 in
the context of changes in Icelandic phonology in the middle of the thirteenth century.

3.2.8. Sections 4.19—20, 22

The next part deals with the runes V' and 1, which appear in ‘dotted’ form in the
passage (P and 1 respectively). They appear in their undotted form to represent the
voiceless plosives ‘k’ and ‘¢ and in the dotted form to represent their voiced
counterparts. The two forms of ', however, are not discussed: the rune is simply said to
represent the two consonants; dotted 1, in contrast, is referred to specifically as
representing ‘d’. There is some slippage in the text between seeing these later forms as
separate characters or just modifications of the one rune. This is likely to be an
inconsistent attempt to keep the later, expanded fupark consistent with the sixteen-
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rune fupark of the previous chapter.

In the final section of the chapter, it is noted that the reason for the dual
signification of these consonants is that the pairs they represent are quite close in
sound: in all but one case, they are simply voiced/voiceless pairs of plosive consonants.
The distinction, therefore, was less significant than between other consonants.

3.2.9. Section 4.21

The chapter ends without discussing the rest of the runes in the phrase attributed to
Valdemar (§4.5). This is because there are no more runes requiring more than a simple
comparison with their Latin equivalent, and so the chapter ends. The first word,
‘sprangd’, is therefore quite a useful one for discussing the runes: it contains all four
consonants with two forms (s/z, p/b, g/k, d/t) and a diphthong. Thus Ol4fr can discuss
all these concepts using this word as a starting point. It is possible, then, that the
sentence was designed with this in mind: the first word was selected in order to
demonstrate these concepts and the rest of the phrase to simply represent the
significations of the letters. As a mnemonic device, the phrase was probably very
effective.

3.3. Conclusions
3.3.1. Relationship with chapter 1 and 2GT

As discussed in the Introduction (5.1.2-3), the first chapter of MG has many points of
contact with 2GT". There is also some evidence of points of contact between both those
tracts and the rune chapters of MG.

Olsen (1883, 72) argues that the rune section of MG has a link with the first
chapter of MG and with 2GT. However, Olsen presumes that the source for MG’s
first chapter and 2GT are both older than they probably are in fact: I have already
shown that the source for MG chapter 1 is probably thirteenth century and Raschelld
argues that 2GT is likely to have been written after 3GT (1982, 126-32). While the
link between MG chapter 1 and 2GT is fairly certain, a strong link between the first
chapter and the rune chapters of MG is less so. It is probably indicative of the difficulty
of showing it that Olsen resorts to a rhetorical question to make his conclusion:

Skulde dette ikke tyde pi en indre sammenhzng mellem runeafsnittet, den tredje
afhandlings begyndelse og Afh. II? (Olsen 1883, 72)

Must that not indicate an inner connection between the rune section, the beginning of 3GT and
2GT?

However, Olsen is basically right in seeing the connection between the first chapter
and the rune chapters. Olsen points out that the ordering of the runic vowels is
different from that of Priscian, and the explanation of the order does not seem to derive
from Priscian.® The ordering of the runic vowels, according to MG, is because of the
place in which they are articulated — thus I is ordered first because it is pronounced in
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the lips, and so on (§3.7). The order of the organs of speech in which the vowels are
articulated follows roughly the order of the organs of speech in the first chapter (§1.13),
although in reverse. Olsen also discusses the relationship between this part of MG and
a sentence in 2GT which describes the way speech is articulated by humans and
outlines some of the speech organs (Raschella 1982, 52 and §3; Olsen 1883, 72).

It is possible that there is some link between the explanation of the ordering of the
vowels in the third chapter and the ordering of the organs of speech in the first. The
section on diphthongs in the fourth chapter also depends to some extent on the
description of the speech-organs in the first. §4.15 demonstrates that the vowels in
diphthongs are ordered according to the position where they are pronounced. Thus a
comes before ¢ in that diphthong, e before 7 and so on.

Another piece of evidence for a link between chapters 1, 3 and 4 is the use of words
based on the grein- root. This occurs in both the runic chapters a few times, in verb,
noun and compound forms. Grein-based words tend to occur in only two forms outside
of chapters 1, 3 and 4: in the compounds mdlsgrein (‘sentence’) and hljédsgrein. The
latter is used to refer to accent (L. accentus, tenor) in chapters 2, § and 6, but in the
chapters we are dealing with here, it usually refers to simply a type or category of sound
(L. soni differentia). These two meanings of hljédsgrein — ‘accent’ and simply ‘type of
sound’ — are quite distinct. Olsen also notes that the word is used in the same way in
2GT as in the first and rune chapters of MG, that is, to mean ‘type of sound’.

The return of the use of grein- marks an increased interest in the process of
distinction. It is this theme of distinction that marks the parts of MG which are not
dependent on Priscian. This theme points to a preoccupation in this period of Icelandic
scholarship with theorising the relationship between sound and writing. It differs from
other periods, such as represented by Priscian and to a certain extent, 1GT, where
sound is not so much the focus as speech or voice. The distinction is important to the
theorisation of writing. The relationship between writing and sound is one of division
or differentiation: sound is divided into letters (§1.16). The relationship between
writing and speech is one of representation: we speak essentially in phonemes, and these
are given symbols. The latter approach tends to be the one taken by 1GT and other
texts from the twelfth century.

3.3.2. Relationship with 1GT

The material in the rune chapters differs in a few ways from 1GT. Rather than seeing
the properties of name, order and shape of the letters as arbitrary, MG seeks to make
connections between the pronunciation of the letter and the other attributes. Hence
the order of the vowels is explained by the position of the vocal organs which are used
to articulate them (§3.7-10); the shapes of the runes for ‘p’ and b’ are explained by the
way in which they are pronounced (§4.9-10); the order of the vowels in diphthongs is
explained also by the way in which they are articulated by the organs of speech (§4.15).

In contrast, 1GT is interested in the phonology alone: the shapes and ordering of
the letters are arbitrary, except for patriotic considerations (thus vowels are placed first
in the alphabet because there are so many).
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The project of 1GT is to attempt to create a phonetic orthography which can
represent as closely as possible all the sounds of Icelandic speech. For the author of
1GT, the purpose of writing is clearly purely (or at least primarily) to represent speech.
1GT represents an interest in particular in the relationship between letters and
meaning, that is, that letters should preserve the true meaning of the speech it records.

"The approach to writing in the rune chapters is essentially in agreement with the
theory of sound outlined in the first chapter. The emphasis in the first chapter is on
the relationship between letters and sound as a physical entity: letters can represent
sound which has no meaning. Letters are treated as if they are not merely there to
represent sounds: they have a history; they have different forms; and they have a visual
relationship to sounds.

3.3.3. Purpose

It is not immediately evident whether the purpose of the runic chapters of MG was
primarily pedagogical. It is evident, however, that orthographical material was of
interest to Icelanders in this period: there are three orthographical treatises which
survive (including the runic chapters of MG).

The section on the letter in Priscian’s Institutiones which corresponds to the runic
chapters is a fairly advanced text — it gives the origins of letters and other detailed
information. It was intended for advanced scholars, not to instruct novices in the Latin
alphabet. Oléfr seems in part motivated by a need to give a more basic instruction in
runes. It is probably for this reason that Olifr departs more from Priscian in these
chapters than in the other chapters (apart from the first).

There are a few differences between the two runic chapters. Chapter 3 is
characterised by comparisons between runes and the Greek and Hebrew alphabets, and
contrasts with the Latin alphabet and language. Chapter 4 is much more concerned
with the similarities between runes and Latin. The third chapter relies more on
Priscian as a source, whereas the fourth chapter, while drawing on Priscian, uses the
Valdemar rune-phrase as the model for the discussion. The purpose of each of the two
runic chapters, then, is slightly different.

The material in the third chapter is designed to place the runic alphabet in a
historical context in a similar way to Priscian’s material. This is the reason why the
older, sixteen-rune fupark is used rather than the expanded form: the additional forms
of runes in the fourth chapter were recent additions and are simply modifications of the
historical forms. The historical contextualising of runes also explains the frequent
comparisons of runes with Greek and Hebrew writing in this section. Here, Ol4fr
avoids making comparisons with Latin which would show a close relationship between
runes and Latin letters. Instead, he makes contrastive observations (such as with the
ordering of vowels in runes and Latin) and comparisons with Greek and Hebrew. The
effect of these measures is to give runes a historical status independent of the Latin
alphabet, but favourable associated with other classical languages, in particular,
Hebrew, which was privileged as the first human language.

In contrast, the material in the fourth chapter is much better suited to instructing
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in the use of runes. It gives a convenient way if remembering all the runic characters,
including additional shapes used for different sounds. It also explains all variant shapes,
something the historical emphasis of the third chapter does not permit.

3.3.4. The text and readings of the text

In the introduction, I discussed various instances where, in the history of studies of
MG, it has been read in such a way as to support the fairly dubious theories of the
antiquity and ubiquity of runes. What I wish to do at this point is to look again at
these readings of the runic section of MG to see whether in fact MG suggests an
assumption of ubiquity or antiquity on the part of the author.

In 3...1 above, I briefly discussed one of Olsen’s arguments attempting to
demonstrate that parts of the third chapter originate in a text by Péroddr. Olsen’s main
point is to link the third chapter to the reference to Péroddr and Ari in the Prologue to
the grammatical treatises (cf Introduction 3.4 and 3.1.1 above). Olsen also argues that
this could explain some of the inconsistencies between the two chapters. Olsen’s
argument is therefore that chapter 3 shows evidence of a twelfth-century treatise on the
reform of the runic alphabet. This implies, he argues, that the use of runes was
widespread at this time, hence the reform of the runic alphabet was a useful endeavour.
Thus his reading of chapter three is designed to support his theory of the ubiquity of
runes.

While there may have been some work on runology and runic orthography done
by Péroddr in the twelfth century (the Prologue certainly implies this), there is little
evidence to show its influence on Ol4fr’s treatise. The Prologue’s identification of
Péroddr as author was most likely to have been speculation. A’s evidence of Ol4fr's
exclusive authorship is earlier and more reliable. Moreover, even if Olsen were correct,
the presence of traces of a treatise by Péroddr does not in fact support a theory of the
exclusive use of runes in Icelandic manuscripts. » o

Worm’s theory of runic ubiquity is based considerably on the occurrence of the
term rinamdl in MG. It occurs twice in W, the manuscript Worm had access to, but
only once in the other mansucripts. While it is clear in the context that rinamdl
meant ‘runic alphabet/ fupark’, it is not so clear why the element -mdl was used,
particularly given its connotations of spoken language.

It is possible that there may be a relationship or analogue in the word mdlstafr.
Raschelld suggests that this word (meaning ‘consonant’ in 2GT), along with hlj§dstafr
in MG and 2GT, are remnants of pre-Latin runic terminology (cf. 3.1.3 above). In
FGT, however, mdlstafr is used once in an illustrative sentence to gloss rifnar. It has
been suggested that this word, in contrast with bdkstafr, could refer to runes. In either
case, the element mdl is used in the context likely to be related to runic terminology.

It is possible, although somewhat remotely, that the term rinamdl in MG arose
from an assumption of the ubiquitous use of runes. This assumption is not explicit in
MG, nor is there any other evidence to suggest that Ol4fr held such a theory.

Rinamdl also occurs in Dinus saga drambldta (Jénas Kristjdnsson 1960, 12),
probably the only other extant medieval use of the term. It is, along with fitdnsandalist
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‘the art of magic’, one of the skills of Princess Philotemia. The context, like 3GT, does
not suggest that the referent is a language as such, but rather is confined to knowledge
of the magical uses of runes.

Worm asserted that ‘Runic’, ‘Norse/Norwegian’ and ‘Danish’ were synonymous to
the author of MG (Worm 1636, 98) — this was one of the justifications for using
‘runic’ to refer to the language and literature of medieval Scandinavia.

This is true to a certain extent: the runic letters are called variously nérena stafrdf
(8§3.6), riinamdl (§3.16, §4.7 in W), riinir (§4.7 in A, §4.12), riinastafir (§4.21, §4.22). It
could therefore be argued that the runic alphabet could also be called the Norse
alphabet. However, this only works in one direction — there is no evidence to show
that the word ‘runic’ could be used for all the things that ‘Norse’ could apply to, such
as language and verse.

The runic chapters do imply to some extent that runes were the standard way of
writing Norse. This is primarily due to the slippage between referring to the Norse
language and runes — the language and the written form are not systematically
distinguished in the text. This can be seen in the section on diphthongs, where, on the
one hand, they are discussed as a written phenomenon only belonging to runes (§4.12
and 14), and on the other, a linguistic phenomenon belonging to the Norse language
(§4.16-17). The implication, then, is that runes were originally the standard way of
representing diphthongs in the Norse language.

The purpose of treating runes in this way may have much to do with the patriotic
implications of suggesting that the standard writing system was not dependent on
Latin. This is not to say, as both Worm and Olsen argued, that the rune chapters of
MG contain evidence that runes were used widely, if not exclusively, for writing in
manuscripts at some point in medieval Iceland. Nor is this to say even that the author
held such a theory, but only that this would have been a favourable assumption to make
in composing a tract on runes and how they are used.

As we have seen, Worm believed most of the runes find their origin in Hebrew and
Greek letters. This was related to his theory of the antiquity of runes. There are some
indications in MG that Ol4fr also held something akin to the theory of the antiquity of
runes, and that it was because of this that Worm may have made his assertions about
the age and origins of runes. These indications are found primarily in: 1. the
comparison of runes with Greek and Hebrew writing; and 2. the attribution of the
origin of (some) runes to Hebrew and Greek. In the fourth chapter, runes are treated as
having equal standing with Latin letters.

In these places where runes are given an implicit origin in Greek and Hebrew, and
in the places where they are compared with Latin letters as analogous, it is possible
that there is an underlying Euhemerist argument. This argument is found in the
Prologue to Snorra Edda (Faulkes 1988, 4—6); in Skdldskaparmdl (Faulkes 1998, I:5-6)
and in Ynglinga saga (Bjarni Adalbjarnason 1941, 13) to justify the study of skaldic verse.
The argument states (roughly) the following: the gods of the pagan Scandinavians were
actually people who had travelled to the North from Thurkey after the fall of Troy and
had convinced the local people that they were gods. The name £sir given to the main
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group of gods is said to derive from the fact that they were from Asia (Minor). The
stories about them, which are referred to in skaldic verse, therefore have little to do
with the worship of pagan gods but rather are manifestations of the trickery of these
historical figures. This argument is elaborated by Ol4fr in the second section of 3GT:

Jpzssi bok ma gerla skilia, at ol 2r «in listin | skalld skapr sa, ar romverskir spzkingar namv
iathznis borg a griklandi ok | snerv sipan i latinv mal, ok sa lio® héter xBa skalldskapr, z7
odinn ok adrir asia | menn flvetv nordr higat 1 nordr halfv heimsins, ok kendv monnum a sina
tvngv | passkonar list, sva sem peir hofdv skipat ok nvmit isialfv asia landi, par sem mast |
var fregd ok rikdomr ok frodlxike veralldarinnar. (Olsen 1884, 60)

It may be clearly understood from this book that the art of speech which the Roman orators learnt
in Athens in Greece and then transferred into the Latin language is the same as the metre or poetry
which Odin and other men of Asia brought northwards when they settled the northern hemisphere,
and which they taught to men in their own language, as though they had studied and devised it in
Asia itself, where [fame] and wealth and knowledge were the greatest in all the world. (Collings

1967, 47)

There are certain parallels between runes and skaldic verse which support the extension
of Euhemerism to justifying the use of runes, not least of which is that they both
concern skills of language. In Scandinavian mythology, the original knowledge of runes
was attributed, like skaldic poetry, to O%inn. OBinn’s acquisition of knowledge of runes
is treated in Hdvamdl, the latter in Skdldskaparmdl. Both were obtained by Osinn
through ordeals. MS B of MG omits both the material on runes as well as the chapter
of MdlskritBsfredi from which the above quotation is taken.

There is some evidence to show a conceptual link between runes and poetry in the
thirteenth century. The following is from Skdldskaparmdl, where Agir and Bragi are
discussing Skaldic poetry:

[Bragi:] ‘En pat hofum vér orStak ni med oss at kalla gullit munntal pessa jotna, en vér
felum { rinum eba { skéldskap sv4 at vér kollum pat mél eba orbta(k), tal pessa jotna.’

P4 melir Agir: ‘pat pykki mér vera vel félgit { rinum.’ (Skdldskaparmdl, 3) -

[Bragi:] ‘And we now have this expression among us, to call gold the mouth-tale of these giants,
and we conceal it in secret language [runes] ot in poetry by calling it speech or words or talk of
these giants.’

Then spoke Agir: “This seems to me a very good way to conceal it in secret language [runes].’
(Snorra Edda, 61)
It is not clear that runes are what is meant here; Faulkes thus has translated { ri#num as
‘in secret language’. However, such a use of rin is not used elsewhere in
Skdldskaparmdl. Both runes and poetry can be (and often were) a means of
concealment. In Hidttatal, there is a specific comparison between verse and runes:

Petta er dréttkvadr hittr. Med peima hetti er flest ort pat er vandat er. Pessi er upphaf allra
hétra sem mélrinar eru fyrir gdrum rdnum

This is dréttkvett form. This is the form most often used for elaborate poetry. This is the
foundation of all verse-forms just as speech-runes are the principal sort of runes.

The above uses of rin in Snorra Edda suggest a close relationship between the
‘technologies’ of verse and runic writing.
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It is possible that underlying the treatment of runes and verse in 3GT is a view
that not only was poetry brought North by O%inn and the other Asir, but also
knowledge of runes. This would similarly remove the problem that Skaldic verse posed
for Christians: the magical uses of runes would have been part of the trickery of O%inn,
but their use was otherwise legitimate.

"This would explain the implied antiquity of runes found in the third chapter, and
also that they might originate at least in part in Hebrew and possibly Greek. If runes
were brought from Asia in the way described above, they would be very old, and they
would derive or at least be closely related to the classical languages of the area: Greek
(which was probably considered the same as or closely related to the language of T'roy)
and Hebrew. Runes would have originated in parallel with Latin letters, in the same
way as verse, which Ol4fr argues above. This also explains the mode of comparison with
Latin found in the fourth chapter.

The theories of runic antiquity and ubiquity are prevalent throughout the history
of runology. While MG is often used to attempt to support these theories, it provides
no real evidence that runes were as ubiquitous or ancient as scholars such as Worm and
Olsen thought. MG’s own theories of runes can be seen in the context of the history of
runology: there are some slight indications that the treatise either assumes or is trying
to support theories of ubiquity and antiquity. However, these themes of runology, even
appearing as early they do in MG, have little to do with the actual evidence of the
origin and use of runes.
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4. Syllables

The lengthy section on syllables is included in this edition as a single chapter (5),
although previous editions have presented it as four short chapters. Parts are heavily
dependent on Priscian; other parts are dependent on other (unidentified) Latin sources;
still others are probably Ol4fr’s own work. The sources have been adapted considerably
for the Icelandic audience.

4.1. Commentary
4.1.1. Section §.1

The definition of the syllable is based very closely on that in Priscian (I:1), except that
reference to vox literata is removed.

4.1.2. Sections §.2—4

Sections §.2—4 contain an account of the maximum number of letters in a syllable: in
total; and before and after a vowel. This passage contains two interesting comparisons
between Latin and Old Norse regarding the number of letters which can occur in a
- syllable. It is noted (taken from Priscian) that Latin .can have up to six letters in a
syllable, but Norse can have eight or nine letters in its syllables (two examples are
given). This comparison in a sense places Old Icelandic ahead of Latin in what might
seem a minor regard, but which nevertheless has significance. It is comparable to the
enumeration of distinctions of vowels in 1GT, which, as I argued in the Introduction
(5.1.2), implied a degree of patriotic significance in the numerical supremacy of
Icelandic over Latin.

The chapter goes further and discusses the number of letters which can come
before and after the vowel in a Latin syllable as compared to an Icelandic syllable. At
this point, however, the text mistranslates Priscian and states that in Latin, there can
be a maximum of two consonants before the vowel (whereas there can be three, as
Priscian states) and three after. Norse, on the other hand, is said to have a maximum of
three before and five after; this mistranslation means that Icelandic, according to the
manuscripts which have this section, is able to have more letters both before and after
the vowel in a syllable than Latin. Whether this mistranslation was deliberate or not
cannot be known, but Ol4fr must have been familiar with Latin and the large number
of words which begin with the combination of consonants ‘str-.
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While the number of letters in a syllable would seem a fairly insignificant point of
comparison between Latin and Icelandic, the possibility that the comparison was made
in order to place Icelandic in a more significant light as compared to Latin is more
likely given the significance of such letter combinations: they create the rhymes in
poetry. Like 1GT"s account of vowels, the point made here suggests that Norse verse
has a greater range of phonological distinctions than Latin verse.

4.1.3. Sections §.5~10

This part of the chapter, which deals with rhyme, does not have an identifiable Latin
source or analogue. The closest analogue in Old Icelandic is probably the so-called
Fifib Grammatical Treatise, a fragment of which survives immediately before MG in A.

This material is basically a description of rhyme in skaldic verse, but it also
contains information about rhymes in Latin versification, but this is included in a
secondary way. The first two types of rhyme discussed are adalbending ‘full rhyme’ and
skothending ‘half-thyme’. These are illustrated with a pair of rhyming words in both
cases. §5.8 discusses how rhymes are included in the Norse verse-form known as
runhenda, which employs extensive end-rhyme. The lines of verse used to illustrate the
form are by Snorri Sturluson and are from Hdttatal. Most of this material, and also
similar material in Mdlskriifsfre8i derives from the work of Snorri, particularly
Hittatal. The terms for rhymes are from that work, which Ol4fr refers to specifically in
chapter 15 of Mdlskridsfredi (Olsen 1884, 96~7) when abalbending is mentioned again.

Towards the end of this part, there is a discussion of consonantia. This applies to
Latin verse, but as Ol4fr notes, is only observed in Icelandic if there is a single syllable
in the rhyming words. Thus, on the whole, this section is designed to explain how
syllables create thyme in Icelandic verse, with some reference for comparison to Latin
verse. Ol4fr most likely used Hdttatal or information direct from Snorri to compose this
section.

4.1.4. Sections §.11-17

The part dealing with quantity (length) of the syllable is taken almost exclusively from
Priscian. The examples given, however, are from Norse, but there are no examples
given for syllables containing a longer vowel.

4.1.5. Sections §.18-23

MG goes on to discuss aspiration as a feature of the syllable. The definition of
aspiration is the same as that found in §2.10, but no editor has identified a source for
this definition. Nor do the subsequent sections seem to come from Priscian — this is
probably because aspiration was more relevant to Icelandic verse than to Latin.

The discussion of this particular feature of the syllable ends, as do the discussions
of the other features, with a sentence which relates the feature specifically to Norse
poetry. In this case, it is to show the significance of aspiration for alliteration:
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En pé pykkir betr sama { nérenum skéldskap, at annat hvért hafi 4blésning hofudstafir ok
sv4 studlar peira eba engi peira.

Nevertheless, it seems to suit Norse poetry better, to have either aspirated ‘head-staves’ (in
alliteration) and so (too) their ‘props’, or none of them.

Ol4fr again points out the importance of this feature of the syllable for Icelandic
versification. Aspiration plays a part in poetry, essentially that alliteration can be on an
‘. The terminology used is that of the native Icelandic theorisation of alliteration.
Such terminology is used extensively in Hdrttatal (the section which explains the
terminology is in Faulkes 1999, 4). This is the first point in the treatise where
alliteration is discussed — only rhyme in Norse verse is discussed prior to this. The
other features of the syllable affect only rhyme in verse, whereas aspiration only really
affects alliteration.

4.1.6. Sections §.24—31

The section on accent is very similar to that found in the second chapter (§2.6-9). The
description of each type of accent (acute, grave and circumflex) is slightly different;
different examples are given; and the accent mark is given.

The section does not occur in Priscian. Instead, Olsen (1884, 55) identified a
similar section in the work of the twelfth-century grammarian, Petrus Helias, but it is
considerably shorter than Ol4fr’s text. It is unlikely that Ol4fr was acquainted with the
work of Petrus Helias (see Clunies Ross 1987, 72), although Petrus and Olsfr may have
had a common source. The section ends with the following sentence (§5.31).

En med pvi at pess konar greinir heyra litt nérznu-skdldskap at flestra manna «tlan, p4 tala
ek par um ekki fleiri at sinni.

But inasmuch as these kinds of distinction are heard little in Norse poetry in most men'’s opinion, I
will talk no more about it for the present.

Oléfr thus acknowledges that accent is not relevant to Norse verse. It is unclear as to
why Oléfr included this section — the discussion of accent does not apply well to
Norse, in spite of the examples he provides.

4.2. Conclusions

Two of the characteristics of the syllable (aspiration and accent) are discussed at length
in MG, but are not discussed in nearly as much detail in Priscian. Furthermore, Olifr
acknowledges (in §5.31) that accent at least is not relevant to Norse verse, and he is not
very successful in applying the concept to the Norse language. But chapter § is the
second time that both concepts are discussed in the treatise: they had already been
covered in chapter 2. This raises the issue of why this material was included at all.

It is possible that Olfr had a source which contained material on accent and
aspiration, and he did what he could to find Icelandic examples of these distinctions.
The concepts of aspiration and accent derive ultimately from Greek grammar. It is also
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possible that Ol4fr was aware of this and applied the concepts to Norse in an attempt to
further show the relationship between the Norse language and Greek. As we have
previously seen, it is likely that thirteenth-century Icelanders considered their language
to be derived from Greek, following the fall of Troy.

Oléfr may simply not have understood the distinctions, but still attempted to
apply his sources to the vernacular. Confusion over such material may also explain why
Oléfr goes over the concepts of accent and aspiration twice in his treatise. While Olfr
was certainly a knowledgable grammarian, successfully applying or relating the concept
of accent to Norse may simply have been beyond his abilities.
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5. Words

The final chapter of MG deals briefly with the word, mostly in terms of the parts of
speech. Spgn is the word used to refer to the subject of the chapter, here translated
simply as ‘word’. It is a translation of the Latin term dictio found in Olifr’s source.
However, this is not the usual word used for ‘word’ in Old Icelandic: usually it is 073,
which is acknowledged here (§6.2). ‘Spgn’ is now used in modern Icelandic to refer to
the verb; ‘ord’ (used for ‘verb’ in MG) forms the compounds for the modern Icelandic
‘noun’ and ‘adjective’, among other parts of speech.

This chapter is the most closely based on Priscian (Institutiones I1:14—22); parts are
also similar to sections of Donatus (Ars major I1:1; see Krommelbein 1998, 89—91) and
Isidore (Origines I.vi). All examples, however, are from Icelandic and are not
translations of any identifiable source. In one regard, however, there is a notable
departure from Priscian — when the parts of speech are listed. The order given is that
found in Donatus (4Ars minor, Keil IV:355). Priscian’s order is this (apparently derived
from Greek sources): noun, verb, participle, pronoun, preposition, adverb, interjection,
conjunction; whereas that of Donatus (and MG) is: noun, pronoun, verb, adverb,
participle, conjunction, preposition, interjection.
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6. Conclusions

6.1. MG and its sources
A detailed listing of sources and analogues for MG can be found in Appendix 2. The

following table represents a summary of the apparent sources or analogues for MG,
listed in order of their apparent proximity to the text.

Table 8: Sources for MG

LI Adapted from Priscian or Petrus Hispanus (?) |
1.2-10 (Aristotle) |
LI-12 | Petrus Hispanus, Summulae Logicales
L13 ] Priscian Inst.
L1420 |[ Petrus Hispanus ]
2.1 —I Priscian (and Alfric?)
2.2—4 ” ?
[ 2.5-6 Priscian
I 2.7-1§ Priscian (abridged)
I 3.1 |[ Priscian J
3.2 |[ Priscian & original material |

3.3-5 || Prisican (mainly) |
I: Priscian & original material on runes I
I 3.7-10, 12-14 ‘rzth c. Latin material
e ,
l Priscian & original material on runes ]

4.1-4 Priscian (adapted) |
4.5-22 |{ original (Valdemar phrase) 8 some adapted Priscian |
I §.1-3 |{ Priscian |
I §5.4—10 Hdttatal and original material l
s.01-18 Priscian ]
§5.19—26 " Priscian and possibly adaptations |

|

I 6.1-13 II Priscian
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MG, or whatever direct source was used to form MG (if there was one), thus draws
upon a very large range of material, mostly from Latin sources. It brings together
material from the entire grammatical tradition since late antiquity, as well as
philosophical material. Some parts, particularly some using Priscian as a source, are
little more than translations of the Latin material. Other parts adapt and comment on
the sources so as to increase their relevance to Icelandic language and verse.

We know that the first chapter has a Latin source, and parts of the runic chapters
are not original. However, these parts are significant in that they are the sections that
depart most from the dependence on Priscian, and thus show most the introduction of
original material. The first chapter in particular shows an attempt to bring the treatise
in line with thirteenth-century ideas about sound and language, while still maintaining
the format of Priscian’s work. It is very unusual for a medieval grammatical work to
begin with such a comprehensive discussion of sound and its relationship to language.

The most original section is probably the fourth chapter. It departs in both
structure and contents from Priscian by using a phrase containing all the runes as the
basis of discussion.

Olsen criticised MG for lack of coherence in comparison to the second part of

3GT:

.. Men han [Ol4ft] har ikke haft s4 grundige grammatiske kundskaber, at han har forstiet
at heeve sig over sin kilder og magte dem. Utvivlsomt er bearbejdelsen af Priscian Olafs eget
verk. ... Hvor han fjzrner sig fra sit latinske forbillede, kan man for det meste pavise, at han
usclvstzndig optager eller benytter zldre kilder, som han ikke rigtig forstdr at sammensmelte
med sin bearbejdelse af Priscian. Folgen heraf er, at fremstillingens gang forstyrres og
forfatteren kommer til at skade athandlingens helhed. (Olsen 1883, 66-67)

. But he [Ol4fr] did not possess such a thorough knowledge of grammar that he had the ability to
tise above his sources and manage them. The adaptation of Priscian is undoubtedly Ol4fr’s own
work. ... Where he departs from the Latin exemplar, one can for the most part demonstrate that he,
in a derivative way, adopts older sources, which he does understand how to fuse correctly with his
adaptation of Priscian. "The consequence of this is that the progress of the exposition is dlsturbed
and the author damages the integrity of the whole of the treatise.

MG, I would argue on the other hand, presents a fairly coherent text, given that what
it is trying to achieve both relies very heavily upon the Latin grammatical tradition and
attempts to provide a theoretical foundation for the study of poetry. While
M lskriBsfredi has basically only one source (probably an updated version of Donatus),
MG attempts to provide a foundation for Mdlskriidsfr&®i from a whole range of authors
and periods of grammatical thought.

In many ways, MG is a highly sophisticated and coherent adaptation of its various
sources. In its overall structure, it extends the thirteenth-century sources on logic as a
foundation for the study of grammar. The discussion of sound and voice leads directly
into a discussion of the parts of speech in Petrus Hispanus. MG, after making further
distinctions in sound after ‘literate’ voice, returns to the concept of the letter implied in
‘literate voice’, and then uses this as the basis of the discussion of diphthongs and
conglutinations, then syllables, then words. MG, then, is an attempt to bring together
two traditions, grammar and logic, into one theoretical schema. Given that this is
probably an original project on the part of Ol4fr, he has done a reasonably good job of
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bringing the two approaches together.

Oléfr also includes material necessary for the discussion of verse in the second
section of 3GT. In particular, 3GTb refers to concepts in the final two chapters of
MG, on syllables and parts of speech.

The text of MG in B could be seen to be an attempt to rationalise the
multiplicity of sources for MG, by simply leaving out the ones that depart more
obviously from the Latin grammatical tradition. This applies to both the runic
material and other minor references to non-grammarian authors. However it is quite
likely that this material occurred in the original (see Introduction 4.3). B’s text, too, is
no more coherent than that in A or W — as we have seen, the editing of B is more
likely due to an attempt to make MG more suitable for the religious material in the
other parts of B.

MG can be seen to have the following attitude to its sources: it takes the structure of
the grammatical works of late antiquity as the basis for its own structure, translating
and adapting material from Priscian’s Institutiones. It inserts an introduction from
thirteenth-century material on dialectic as the theoretical foundation for the study of
the letter — in particular, it incorporates the concept of distinction as a central notion
in the study of the letter and poetics. It replaces some material from Priscian which
applies to Icelandic with vernacular examples (including runes for Latin letters and
skaldic verses for Latin ones). It also inserts a large section on the values and shapes of
runes which is mostly original. Much of the adaptation of Priscian is supplemented
with additional material from twelfth- and thirteenth-century Latin sources.

6.2. MG and runology

We have seen that throughout the history of MG, it has been associated with
particular theories about the use of runes. MG provides little actual evidence that runes
were of great antiquity or extensively used, particularly for writing on parchment. Such
theories are recurrent in the history of the study of runes, as we have seen. Theories
about the antiquity and ubiquity of runes boost their status and significance, and
consequently it is in the interest of scholars who study runes to promote such theories.

While MG does not support these theories, the reason why it has been a very
popular text for those who do is probably associated with the assumptions of the text
itself. There are indications that Ol4fr may also have wished to promote runes in a
similar way to later runologists. In other words, MG should be read in the context of
the history of the study of runes: these theories of runic ubiquity and antiquity were
already present in the earliest work of runology, despite their spurious nature.

In general, however, Icelandic runology is more cautious in its claims than its
mainland counterparts — again, MG can be seen in this context. While there are some
small indications that the author may have been promoting the theories of ubiquity and
antiquity (such as saying that T is from Hebrew letters), it does not make any such
claims explicit.
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6.3. The theory of writing

The most significant and recurrent notion in the theorisation of writing is that of
distinction or division — grein. This concept is present in logical material which MG
draws upon, and to a lesser extent in its grammatical sources. However, MG takes it
further than even the logical tracts — in MG, distinction or division is not just the
method of categorising the subject matter, but the concepts find there way into the
categories themselves. That is, divisibility or distinction is itself the discriminant in
certain categories, such as ‘meaningful voice’. It is the concept associated with grein
which determines the relationship between sound and writing. It is also a fairly central
concept to 1GT, although it has there to do with the phonological approach of that
work (Hreinn Benediktsson 1972, 38-39). Its use in MG may well be influenced by
1GT. In contrast to 1IGT, MG is situated intellectually in the philosophy of thirteenth-
century Europe. It finds the notion of grein fits well in the context of dialectic.

MG departs from the radical phonological approach of 1GT, but it is by no means
dependent on Priscian for its representation of the relationship between letters and
language. While Priscian concentrates on the letter as an element of speech, MG views
it as a division of sound. It draws upon sources which to an extent reconcile the
indigenous tradition, which concentrates on division and distinction, with the Latin
grammatical tradition.
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Notes

1. de Rijk 1967, -2:11 (Introductiones Montane Minores). This definition is also found in a similar
form in a great many of the treatises in De Rijk’s study (1967, 78, 149, 357, etc.).

2. In Barnes 1984, 1229-36 (trans. T. Loveday and E. S. Forster). Similar material to that in MG’s
first chapter can also be found in the Metaphysics.

3. Petrus Hispanus was born between 1210 and 1220 in Lisbon. He studied at the Cathedral school in
Lisbon before studying logic, medicine and theology at the University of Paris. Petrus taught at Paris
up to 1245 and was professor of medicine at the University of Sienna to 1250. He then held various
church positions before becoming physician to Pope Gregory X. He was elected Pope John XXI in
1276, but died only a few months later. A twelfth-century namesake was responsible for a commentary
on Priscian, but it is clear that the two were different authors. Our Petrus was responsible for a
medical text (Thesaurus Pauperum) and some logical treatises (Summulae Logicales, Tractatus maiorem
fallaciorum and Syncategoremata). Some commentaries on Aristotle and Pseudo-Dyonisius have also
been attributed to him. (Mullally 1964, 3—4).

4. mdl is a term not included in MG’s initial classification. 2GT here perhaps represents an
advancement in the general theory of sound and its relationship to language.

5. The dating of Summulae Logicales is dependent on details about the life of Petrus Hispanus. It is
possible that the work was an earlier creation but was later attributed to him — not inconceivable
when one considers his later position and status (as Pope).

6. The number of runes in the fourth chapter, Olsen argues, is based on Oléfr's own knowledge of
runes from his time in Denmark. (Olsen 1883, 76). The modification of Priscian’s ‘shapes of letters’ to
‘Yletter-names’ may well support this. Ol4fr knew of more than sixteen shapes of letters, but if he had
counted the shapes, he would have more runes than the presumed treatise by Pdéroddr. Surprisingly,
Olsen does not use this modification of Priscian to support his argument. Perhaps he did not notice
this discrepancy. In any case, it is more simply explained by the account given here.

7. K AR W11 AP IBRHMPNY M14PNY. id eft X ex Ebraicis defumptum eft literis. Qud ad poteftatem
fcilicet, non vero quo ad figuram.” (Worm 1636, 99).

8. There may also be a conventional explanation for the inclusion of ' and P among the mute letters:
it creates three sets of the same number of letters. It was conventional to divide the sixteen-rune fupark
into three groups of five or six runes — this was the basis of most runic cryptography. However, if the
mutes were restricted to plosive consonants as in Priscian, there would be two very uneven groups of
runic letters.

9. cf. Gautreks saga: ‘Mér er sagt, at konungr sé oft 4 haugi drottningar ok beitir padan hauki sinum,
ok oftliga, er 4 1idr daginn, p4 lezt haukrinn. P4 letr konungr sveipa hondina hj4 stélnum, ef hann
finnr nokkut at kasta til hans. N1 er sv4 ferr, ef konungr fer ekki at kasta til hauksins, péd stikk pa
bryninu { hénd honum, en tak vi8, ef hann réttir nokkut pér { hond ok far pé aftr il min. ... Refr
settist hjd stélinum at baki konungi. Si6an sér hann, hvar komit var. Konungr réctir héndina 4 bak sér
aftr. Reft stingr bryninu { hond honum, en konungr kastar pegar 4 bak haukinum, ok flygr hann upp
snart, er heinin kom vid hann.” (Gudni Jénsson 1959, IV:39—40). (Tve been told that the king often
sits on the queen’s burial mound, and flies his hawk from there. But as the day wears on, the hawk
gets tired and then the king gropes round the chair for something to throw at the bird. Now if it
happens that the king can’t find anything to throw, you're to put the whetstone into his hand. ...
[later] The king threw all the objects he could lay his hands on at the hawk. Ref sat down behind
the king’s chair. Then he realized his chance had come. When the king stretched his hand back, Ref
put the whetstone into it, and the king hurled the stone at the hawk. The bird flew up as soon as the
stone hit it.” (Hermann Pilsson 1985, 163)).

10. Later, in his edition, Olsen finds an analogous passage in a twelfth-century manuscript cited in
Thurot (1869, 133-134; Olsen 1884, 42).
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Bjorn M. Olsen’s numbering scheme

Compared with the chapter and section numbers in the present edition. Page numbers for Olsen’s edition are
also given.

Section BMO Section BMO Section BMO
o1 1 (n) p- 33 3 1 3() s 1 5@
2 1(2) 2 3(4) 2 5{(2-3)
3 3 30 p. 41 3 5@ s
5 23)) ; (67 ; (03]
5 1 {4, . 5 3 (67 . 42 5
s 1) U I Y 5 1@
7 1(6) 7 309 7 5G-8)
8 1 (p 8 3(0) 8 509
9 1(3) 9 3(m 9  5(o) P9
10 1y 10 3 (12) 10 5 ()
1 (10) 3 () 6@
2 1(um) P3 12 3 (14) 12 6(2)
31 (2) 13 P-4 3 6(3) p53
4 1(3) 4 309 14 6(q)
15 1 (14) p-36 15 3(16) 15 6(5)
16 1 (15) 16 3(17) 16 6(6)
17 1 (16) 7 3(8) 7. 6(7)
8 1(p) 18 3 (19) . 44 B 7(»
19 1(18) 19 3 (20-21) 19 7(2)
20 1 (19) 0 g P
21 Go) S u 70
: 1 2()  py s 40 w7
2 2(2) 4 44 zi ; Ef))
3 2 (3) 5 4 (5) 25 8 (2)
4 2 (4-6) 6 4(6 0. 46 26 3 (3")
5 2 (7_9) p- 38 7 ' 27 8 ( )
6 20 55 8 8 g U7
72l S 40 o 50
8 2 (12) 10 9 8(6)
9 2() T P 47 r o 30
10 2 (14) 12 4 ( ) 3 8 (8)
o2 Qg B3y (o)
12 2 (16) 14 : (1) p. 56
13 2 (17) 15 4 (12) 6 o)
14 2 (18) 16 43 p. 48 ! 9
15 2 (19) p- 40 17 4 (1q) p. 49 2
18 3 9 (7')
4 (15) 4 90
2406 5 94
2 40 p. 50 6 p-57
24 ()
22, (19) ; 9 (5)
9 (6)
9
10 z gg p- 58
T g9
29 (10)
3 g (um) P59
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Parallel text and sources
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AM 7481 b 4t0 (A)

[xr]

[o] Allt " hli0d p " Klvaendif zyrv

[10] ma flalsa. (1.2) hliod hzy” mg kynkviflir = vdr hliod p & natchiga
[11] megv xyrv gina ay fakvamv tveggia likama. (1.3) &fi pnn® hliod{grei
[12] " fv &" hailwg ritning fag’ hlioda andliga hfti. (1.4) likalike

[13] hl10d V"2 annat ap liglig? hftvm fi annat ap liplaf¥ hitv (1.5)

[14] Hli0 p =" haeyriz ap liplafvm hftvm v'6: v'62 annat ar .1y re

[15] rilig¥ tkaepn¥ «fi annat ap W reriligv anii ay fakvamv raerih

[16] g Ivta % orenilig”. (1.6) Ar reriligv vty v61 1108 {Z ap hoptkepn¥

[17) vind¥ % vetn¥. (1.7) Ap vrg®ligv hlvey v'de l10d (& ftzinv .. malmi
(18] .z. ftrengt¥ & v'62 po pafl kynf 1108 Jagfi ap rering nelc™ lika

[19] ma lipligl .. vlipligl (1.8) Ay famEmv rerilig® Ivta %Vrcrlllg v'or
[20] 1108 {Z pa & vind: .z. votn .. zlld: {ler finv aplx vV 1610 . a8

[21] vrerlhga lutt. (1.9) 1108 p 2" v'6: ap liplafv Ivev " fit ogreinilike
[22] * pt’ nat’lig falioan pri 2" philofophi kollvév mvfica 1 v'dr p

[23] 110 hit zpfta % hit «zta ap® rering ringa pra .viy. =" fol  tvngl

[24] = .v. mkiftio:n™ ganga 1 per 7 planxte «'v kalladar © hait” p

[25] celeftf armonta .{. hinzfk Liodagrzin. peflar {tion® fagdt platd

[26] haya lir 2 {kjn = V2 0da8lig. (1.10) Greinilike 1108 vor liplafv vty
[27] P f& v kollv Liftvlike 1106 {€ 1malmi % {trengiv = p1p¥ % allz

[28] kyn{ fongperv. (1.11) J liphgv vev & vitlarfe vor 1106 & vidy .z. g'v
[29] f¥ % po ap txnging nolkc{ rerxhgf likama. (1.12) Ar hpanbl lvtvp &”
[30] fen hara v'r anii 1106 p =* rodd hazit’ fi annat p & = = rgbb

[31] {2 rota ftapp .z. handa klapp % anii {likt. (1.13) Rodd 2" 1106 f'm part
(32] ap kkvendi mvnni po:merat ap .1x. nat’ligy to’lv lvngv % bar

[33] ka tvagv & tvei voRY % .111). tonn¥. (1.14) Xf p‘fcnan" kall" rodd v'a hit
(34] g“nblngta lopzinf{ ha/g z ziginliga &yrv kilianlike. (1.15) Rodd g
[35] n1z a mga vxga an rgbb ritanlig zn onn® oritanlig. (1.18) Vm'k
[36] Lig radd & fv & til 2ng’r m*king® & prejngd & bvba blictx (1.19)

—_— e Y

Notes

1. There is a lacuna here - see W.
2. ‘zf corrected to ‘af by ‘a’ written above ‘’.
3. ‘0’ written above # as correction.
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AM 748 I b 4t0 (A)

M
(1] IV1lzrkilig rodd & an" ar natt’v onn* ar factnig . fialp vilia. (1.20) M”
[2] kilig rodd af natt'v & barna g* g tr .z fivk' m ftynr % anfi {like. (1.21) M°

[3] kilig rodd af factmng 2 {v 2 f'm pzriz m; fialpviha m® f€ fea
[4] na. M m"kir Kkendt {kynfamlikt  dadlike

2. F {tapa fkipu  ttma

[s] Stapr ¢ hifi minzt1 lver radd” fafmi fett'r 2 rita ma. Oc 2" {t
[6] apr kalfhifi muinzts Ivtr .e. v ﬂuptlhgr ip = hajr” all' fa
[7] fetning ftaplig’r radd" pat v {kiptv backr 1cap1tvla &n capity
(8] la 1 clarfvr .. v'{ 2n clafvr 1 malf grzm malf grein” 1 fagn®. Sagn” 1
[9] famftgp famftor™ 1 ftap (2.2) ®fi po ='v z f{tay” nat'liga Ofk_lptlllg pat ftapr
[i0] 2" radd zfi r#dd " lopt .z. ay lopti poimerat. (2.3) &fi Kt {Z radd z°
[u] lopt .z. loptz poun’an pa 2” h faffi fet m; fin? pautv {Z lopt m; pat
[12] p " likalike % all” likam® &°v fam faetc’ zn 1apn lvtr v'o2 ap 1oFnV &p
[13] m at gattaz fz holld ap holld1. (2.4) & § {& 1 nat'ligy hkemv v nolcir
[14] pr vt =" znipalld” kallaz {2 .. hor fkepn® zlloz = vatn lopt % 1028
[15] % kallaz paflir Ivt"  ap p inpalld” at pr fe v fkiptilig® haelldz ap p
[16] at hv'r pra lvtr ¢ iagn finv ¢llv. $* fz l'ull gneesfts heey” 1apna na
[17] v hinv mzfta béli. § =°v  fta” ofkuptilig” 1 mifigpnv pn1 .. 1
[18] pa Ivt1 f2 olik” 2v pat a .z. abr” radd" ftay” haya ftund¥ fkamt 1106
[19] =0 {tvnd¥ langt. Oc =y pr haya langt 1109 pa hapa pr .1y. tima (2.5)
[20] P hilofophi kolf ftayt elementa .1. hoptkepn® pat § £z all’ likam® «"v
[21] fkapa®’ ar .u1y. hopfkepn¥ fva g’a  ftay” fami faett” alla ftaphga
[22] rodd fva {& nolcvr{kon lika. pat rodd tecr ejrv & hay” prenna me
[23] ling {Z allt p " likamlike ¢”. ]5(‘, hxd vp  of biz1dd ul vinft' han
[24] O 2 haeyg  lengd pyr* 2 pt” pat rodd ma ollvmeg hzyraz (2.6) Safto
l25] F hapa hab 1l108{ grein efi bredd 1 anda lengd 1 tima pat hv' {3
[26] ftara 2" anfl h’rt hvofl .z. pvng .. vmbeylig. (2.7) hvofl liod{ gremn =" v
[27] 2" fkiotliga € F'm paerd m; vphollonv 11061 {# pefi faftapa. hvat. (2.8)
(28] pvng liodfgremn " fv & ap litlatv l10%1 haeyz 1 dwaegz nidr 1 znn
[29] lzg’ 1106 & hin ffta faftapa 1paflv nant hareyftr. (2.9) Vmbaygihig liod{
[30] grein & v " heeyz ar hiullatv 11091 2 penz vip & hvofl liods'
[31] grein &0 pellr nidr at lyktv {2 pvng l108{ grein {va {Z pta nin
[32] raftr. (2.10) hv' fiftapa hey” = f'mylvtning anfi hvart lina .e. fnarpa
[33] = =" fa and1 b’ kalfrering ¢ m}:lvtmné faftopv. (2.11) M&b fnopv ait
[34] da v'or faftapa f'm pzrd 2 hin Pr1 faftapa pefla napnf pvrrv (2.12)
[35] Mad lin¥ anda plytraz faftor” {& peflar. langa tima. (2.13) hv' faftaya

Notes

1. This character seems to have been corrected from 't' by adding to the lower part a curl for the s’ and by lengthening the
top stroke or adding a hyphen.
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AM 748 I b 4t0 (A)

[21]

iz

[] =" anii firt lpng .z. fkom. = 2" tkom ftaftara {kiot f'm plvc  he

[2] { zna {tvnd (& pyrn faftapa beeflv napni ari. (2.14) long faftapa =7

[3] v 2" feinliga 2" F'm plve & haey” .y. ftund’ {2 hun pjro faftapa 1 pe’

[4] fv napnt. hatt. (2.15) Oc 2" tim1 .. {tvnd kalladr dvol mzland1 F'mylve
[5] trar radd". [3] (3.1) Stapr hey” .. ulpellt. Napn 2 pig’v & vallor 2
(6] mdr. (3.2) Stapa nopn «'v .xv1. o tvngy 1pa liking {Z girfk” hoyr,
[7] OV foi6¥ daga. &fi po z°v m’king Pra mukly plaeirs pat pleianvl

8] feg’ at hv'r Pra ‘raddar ftapr " hapa .x. hlio6 .. plerri. S % a =y p 2" fkat he
[o] f* .. l1od{ grein®. hvaffa Li08{ grein ¢ ve ablafnung h {2 K ant

[10] pvnga liodgrein zfi p ve h f2 h° [........] hvafla liodgremn m; a

(1] blafning h f& h” har1 & pvnga l108{ grein f& h” hapanou. (3.3) langt

[12] 2 hay” .vi. 1106 p p hey” ablafning h pa b’r p ani Brt hvaffa

[13] liobgrein .x. pvnga .x. vbaygiliga {Z h” (3.4) Vm ablafning h.

[14] Shkt hit fama zp b hzp” e ablafning 1106 p .1y, lei®” {2 pfli

[15] nopn. 4r1 aranna ara. (3.5) Slikt hit fama ma % a:a radd" ftap: g%

[16] na. &fi 1 £ v hara p' pleir liodf grein” at pr «"v {tvnd¥ fahodz

[17] ndr {2 1 peflv nopn¥ 1arl vitr 2 € pa v vend kalf inéeenv mili (3.6)

[18] J nozenv ftaprofi v .v. liodftay”. § kallad’ vr N ol 4 . | 4r14r T

[19] % & 1l ftvnd¥ feeer ¢ 2 pa & h ¢ ftvngidi § & aleph .. 10th

[20] * fettaz pyr* .1j. raddar {topa tebreku mali. (3.7) N er p pyrft fev at b liodar ipra

[21) man V'8 vourd. (3.8) 4 er p néft. h liodar imuni. (3.9) | ftend: p néft. pat h lioBar 10va
[22] V"1 barka. En { neban v6a barka ep h er pinctade © lodar pd & &. (3.10) p néft er 1
[23] {kipadr b‘at b 1108 1brioftt. (3.11) T 2" tek ay ebrefkv ftor. (3.12) i latinv

[24] m fkipvdv ftopv gagnftadliga paflv & b =" grant. (3.13) pr fetev a

[25] pyrft pat p 108" nzft hinv nzzta toli raddarinn =" v* kollv lvngy

[26] b ma £t flalia 1b'nllig’ rarft. (3.14) @A N 2" p *mit tkap at p =° *mit

[27] = nzft fialpv pni raddarinn at p zr v hvggv at lopt mzegt kal

[28] la % hapa p R’ tveggiv maiftar vl & nac’liga {kip ftopvn? ifinv

[29] malt. (3.15) Radd’ ftay” pafl’ haypiaz all’ ap finv li0d1 ¢ legraz 1falide

[30] dr R rerd 2 4 Vol (3.16) ¥ fahliodend:. Saliodend: ae’u .x1. runa malt .v. pr & naleg’ z'v
[31] radd" ftop¥ [rveeerevrenencs ] &v kalf halg raddftay” ap 9017 mifi pat pr

(32] hara meirt likink radd” ftapa & m'kilig 1108 i adrir famliodendr. b

B3l 2. RMAY T 3.17) P & ap vm¥ fiim my; peeff¥ ftop? talidr ilatunv frapréyp

[34] pat h haepr fic 1105 ay radd" ftay f& adr* paflkynf faliodxndr. (3.18) &nn

[35] pleranvl feg” « mega rada ftapfin{ m'king Krt hs napn hapz ap radd’

Notes

1. Text written above ‘pra hara’.
2. The following three lines (20-22) are in a different hand: nasal strokes are written like the 'ur' abbreviation.
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AM 748 1 b 4t0 (A)

[2v]

[1] ftay .z. exginligy liod1 fZ mka ma tpeflv fraprop: = moigv odrv z°

(2] naliga hepraz all” ftay” ap finv 1061 bad1 radd" ftay” & famhliodendr

[3] % hallda po pullkomliga fin¥ m’king¥. (3.19) J pxflv fraprop1 «’v % .v. ftay” r
[4] V" kollv dvmba ftap1 p2'v ¥ P 1B . Oc «'v ftay” pfl’ = p dvmb kallad”

[5] at Pr hap zlc1 1106 heelldr p at Pr haya lic 1106 hia radd” ftofv 1 pa li

[6] king % fa m " Lhtilf kallaz v'6r . anfkif ap gé8' £tt & lic 2° ma

[7] nadr hia fin¥ gorg¥ prendv

4. ¥ ul pellt fraps

(4.1) Annat ulpzll ftay®

8] 2" fig’a b " mynd .x. voxtr {tapanna g'r £ nv * rrc. (4.2) pdia ulpells

[9] ftara = mdzr. Oc & p fialp f'mylvtning ftapa  m*king Pra. (4.3) ¢ pann

[10] fama mar ftapanna £’v ba®1 pvndi nomn % pig'vr. (4.4) Svm’ mailtarar

[u] kalla fkipa hut prorda tilpells ftapf znn p kall® pfcian? ifi part paii

[12] " matts ftapfin{ hyr’. (4.5) pafla ftap1 2 pra m’king cSpilerads mifi h'ra

[13] valldimr kgr m; fkiotv oidtzk: a pzffa Ivnd. Sprangd mannz hok

[14] plyd1 topr boll. SKYH1 Y4bt X4 PTTA1 14N BAIT. (4.6) h* 2" fol N pyrft fka
[1s] p 2 baedt feet ¢ [ latinv ftap 2 z girzkan frap 2 kollv v* b knzfél =y h 2

[16] fva geer 1. (4.7) @i z hay” natvliga dfzer tggia frapa 1105. 0 2 £ xBa t 2 {§

[7] & x hzy” tveggia ftaya 106 t 2 {.z. gL Oc «° p Argt Pra ftapa ritadr 1

[18] rvn¥ .z. 1 pornv latinv ftapropt. (4.8) Nv &*v pr ftap” b 1 ftaproy fere” at fkio
[19] tara pikc” at rita \afftap zfi <. (4.9) p nzft ftendr Kz =" brarkan a pa laetd ric p
[20] b ftzndr f p latinv ftar & hey’ fa rvna frapr € dvmba ftap: ifzr pa =

[21] VIIK® 2V 111081, (4.10) ®fi p &'V opn® balg’ gaerv’ a K pa =’ f 1108 f p at p fcf
[22] mzir {vndr lokn¥ vorrv nzpna @i b. (4.11) p naft frendr R ¢ r latinvitap

[23] = 2" K2 ap p frop¥ 2" halp radd” ftay” 2'v kalla8". (4.12) p naft ftzndr t. p liod*
[24] £ .1j. radd" ftopv. t 2 1 % kalla gurk’ pan ftap diptongs. b & tviliodr a

[25] norena tvngv & &'v .11). d1ptongt 1 latinv ftaprops @i .v. 1rvn¥. (4.13) dip

[26] tongvl&” faffi liming .1). radd ftaya 1 z1fu faftopv pra " bad” hallda

[27] aplt finv. (4.14) pzfl v imuing ftap” wvnv ¥ faeNp ol ferza fadr

[28] ptong’ elct tlatinv ¢ ' ey # ¢ eo \o” 2 2" hifi p10781 diptong? ilatinv 2 2

[29] h zlc1 1 rvnd. (4.15) Svm® radd® ftap” «°v ¢ fkapad’ famanlimingv (% a ¢ e =@
[30] fm” epc” fkipad’ (& € = 1 0v & &'V fr radd’ ftap’ natliga f fkipat’ 1 fa

[31] Mliming? =" nalzg” hapa 1106 hinv mnzta radd"tolt manzin{ & ht

[32] o ept’ fkipad’ & nzrri franda 1li0d( gren epni* raddarinn Zafe

[33] v pat p 110d ¢ g'nnara 2’ nerr ftendr boftiny % pyr tekz i hrc dig

[34] rara " F'mar {kapaz i hrc * ept” «” {idar pormeraz & meira hep’

[35] v €” & heg” J 1106 pyrri at fztia 1 famanlimingv & pyro kapaz eq [6] (6.6)

Notes

1. This rune may be a ligature of # or 4 with V',

2. There is a mark after the next word: , and ‘enftaf is written above this word.
3. This appears to be ‘h*, hence ‘hana’.

4. ‘. lopty’ written above this line.

203



S o CRNELE- PR LS Y

3 e

3 2

allx. mal p voefl 22 q‘l’wmfﬂwm &1
]mi’f ol peltraym %w?h“ W"m ‘LW
wrnfw ima-ra wwv\i M:ﬂm

Qg m 5\1%& v
E‘ rws tbﬂ :%‘ s

'

wm% payen- 2. fra] mrw ﬁvb Wongy 2Dasrartiay,

X- T2eommig » weigriiyg ol ar ]mvm \mymvwm;?%ﬂlms aﬁ\m ,‘4
(0} z&lax«m‘g {yn hogpekea mam- Qo eh a1 AT i S8y prs ﬁ;‘b
omhmq\amhohfmmmm A
Bra Wt 2 haga by 1yecoy laomw mah ewmazeny), %“NM1% vl ‘\,,n,, =,

- 2wdla’pa cunge m}aembh%m1 aBya deb P
T Wonmw Jlaoriv nalr 2 1h 1\4\!?\«;: m%i n@, ;

- ammawwimﬁgmw pﬂgl %
maity ar fa ma yela xﬁmbﬂﬂmﬁv‘\'
amalhmy emfcwm mmﬁ 101 2t ma Marvva -4.:‘;.‘.

w5 mmw ma Jafhlia ng 2 oamisfhy
%Mﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁf‘w‘jr m“? ety a ;u

") arbaﬁ(n? c“\u\lﬁf em lmv\m‘\nﬁ‘-m{gﬁ % ‘\ﬁ
b"ﬂ? B & M‘bt\‘a‘- anadr Wm- llarbc\nfv? Tete ag @-mrg ’&«\»

a 7 ap naligawnid alla \}olmmw \& L
A WO\’“ 3?,‘ unga 1 ap S %M‘\u woma 2 MM S
@f?‘u‘ﬂh& T m ary tmom ™m la‘vmvm Qn’.my *,

"?1“' """"‘3‘”@"? cmai\“wﬂmma wrb“ '

,ﬂ’bﬁnm%ﬁnwzﬁvmﬁ
*Jg 3 4 ; 7



AM 748 1b 4t0 (A)

[3r]

[1] allz malf. (6.8) p nzft & ord =’ (kry8’ z fornzt nafi s* £ mynd zpnt

[2] pat p (kyr” upellt napn® = m*kir geer .. prming. (6.7) pomnapn " fec iftad

[5] nagnfin{ % lejtd m ¢ maiftara = merk® par pfon” i napn mark’ e1

[4] na. (6.9) Vidr 016 pegr & zfidimkar ordit ha liking {# vidr lzgranhg nopn
[5] g"a v vnd'ftzdilig nopn § £ K. Sterkr m b'{ K'vitliga. (6.10) Ivttekning «
[6] ¢ flalit orb1 pat h m'kur poll = kyn {Z napn. @0 1p {kilz h f* napni at

[7] h merk’ g"6 .x. pining & hay” ymfar ftvnd’ {& ord. (6.11) Satengig knyt” faifi
[8] nopn .. abra parta .z. fialf malfgren® fZ b’. Ringr  dagr at pg1. (6.12)

[o] ' fetning #” iginlig tl at piona poll¥ napnfinf & h". ul boxg ap fkp: (6.13)
[10] Mz®bal opning fyn’ hvgpolca manz. Oc ¢” h api ¢ fkilit 9Bt pout¥ 2 h* vl hés

Notes

Iy » .
1. ‘F’ in margin.
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[94]
1] (1.1) Hho’é er allt b er um kutkendif zyru ma hayra. (1.2) hliod hef” margar
[9 kynkulﬂlr, u"d2 hl10d p fem natturuliga megu &yru greina. ap {3-
[10] kuamu tueggia likama. (1.3) @fiur hliod{ grain er fu er heilug ritfig feger
(1] andliga lut1 lioda. (1.4) likamligt hliod w6z afiat ap lihigd lutd en afiat ap liplau-
[12] fum lutd. wSraftat-aptrtrafotattciratatap-hrhgttata. (1.5) hliod p hayrz
[13] af liplaufi lutd. u™: afiat ap reriligh tkepnd, efi afat ap u hrenligi. afiat ap
[14] famkuamu reenlig” luta  urenlig’. (1.6) Ay rerilig lutd u"de hliod, fem ap hopud
[15] fkepni ellor uindd ugtni. (1.7) A u hreriliga lutd u"d: hli0d fe ftaeind = malmi
[16] ¢ ftreng1i & u"d: peflkyn{hli0d rarnan ar hrering nokkurf likama. lipligf .e.
[17] uliphgl. (1.8) Ay famquamu rarilig’ luta % u reeriligra u"6: hliod fem pa er uind:
(18] & uotn e elloz fler m; apli 1026 ¢ ada u rxrlhga luti. (1.9) hliod p er u"d: ar liplau-
[19] f lutd er fumt u grmmhgt {¢ vinda gnyr ¢ vatna bytr e. retdar prum’, en fat
[20] hliod ¢ gramniligt ept” natturlig famliodan pu ¢* philofophi kolludu muficam.
[21] = u"62 p hliod hid zpfta & hid zzta ap rering ringa pfa er fol % tungl = .u. m’ki
[22] ' ftionur ganga { par fem planete herta.  her” p celeftf armonfa. peffar ftio:nur
[23] fagdt plato hara lir % fkyn % v'a u daudligar. (1.10) Grainiligt hliod u"6: 1 liplaufi luta.
[24] p fem u” kollt Iiftuligt hliod. fem 1 malmi % {trengi = allz kynf fong = pipt. (1.11) J hli-
[25] gt lutd udz, fem 1 uida 2 grofa % po ap rering nokkurf renligf likama. (1. 12) Ar lih-
[26] gt lutd pm ¢ likama hapa. V¢ afiat hliod  er rodd hett”. efi afiat b fem « € rodd
[27] fem pota {tapp £ hanoda klagp. % afat puflikt. (1.13) Rodd er hliod pram pzre ap kutke- -
[28] oif mufi1. poim’az ap ix natturuhgi tolom. lungun barka tungu % tuei vourt
[29] tofium piod. (1.14) Efi prifcian? kallar rodd v'a hid grziniligfta loptzinf hdgg & x1gin-
[30] liga fkilianligt. (1.15) en fiur uritanlig. (1.16) Uritanlig rodd er fu € = ma ftord grema. (1.17)
[
[

——

[t RSy

n_a|_an_4

31] Rutanlig rodd er ofiur m*kilig en ofiur u m’kilig. (1.18) Um’kilig rodd er fu er t eng’r m’kin-
32] gar er hopd. sem bu ab bligftrix. (1.19) Merkilig rodd er ofiur ap natturu onur ay fetfig

Notes

1. ‘fann. cod.” written in left margin by Jén Olafsson.
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[95]
[1] eba falpuilia. (1.20) Merkilig rodd ap natturu er barna gratr, & fiukra ni ftynr, & an-

(2] nat puilike. (1.21) Merklig rodd ap fetiig er fu, er prim pznz ay fialputha mafiz, fem prea
(3] nam. mad: m’kir kvikend{ tkynfamlig 1 daudlig. [2] (2.1)

[4] Otapr ¢ hifi munzti lutr faman fett'r raddar, fa fem rita ma, & er ftapr kallad: 1 pi

[5] fem hayr" allre famfetfig {taplig'r raddar. fr u* flaptd bakr 1 capitula. en capitha

(6] 1 klaufur ¢. u’s en klaufur 1 malfgréin’. malfgremn’ 1 fagn”. fagn” a famftor”. famftor”

[7] 1 ftapi. (2.2) Efi po eru ergt ftay” natturuliga u fkaptilig’. pr {tapr er rodd. en rodd er lopt
[8] ¢ ar loptf poun’at. (2.3) Efi hut fem rodd er lopt ¢. ar lopt{ poum’at. pa er hon faman fett
[5] ar find poztd fem loptsd, m; pur at p er likamligt. aller likam® eru faman fect”. En

[10] 1apn lutr u"d: ap 13pnu e}:ru atg’ a, fem holld af holldi. (2.4) Efi fua fem 1 natt*uligt lika-
[11] mi eru nokkur” pf lut” ¢ kallaz zin palld” fem .1y, hopud tkepn™. elld: 1 102 uptn =

[12] lop,  kallaz peffer lut’ = zin palld” ap pur at bt fe u fkiptilig”. hello: ap pr at hueR

[13] fa hlutr er Jagn finu ollu. fem litill gnesftf hey” rapna natturu hinu mefta bal:. §°

[14] eru  ftay” ufkiptilig” 1 mifigpnu epni .¢. 1 pa luts fem ulik” eru. fr a & ad?” radvar

[15] ftay” hapa ftundd fkamt hliod efi {tundi langt.  ep pf hara langt hli0% pa hara

[16] pr tua tima 1amlanga. (2.5) Philofophi kolludu ftap{ eleffita. p eru hopud fkepnur

[17] prat §* fem likam” eru {kapader ap .1y hopud fkepnd. fua gioza  ftay” faman fett”.

[18] alla frarlega rgdd. fua fem nokkurfkon likama. fc rodd tekr xyru & her” prefia

[19] maling, fem allt p er hkamhgt ¢. b er hzd upp & opan,  biedd t uinftrs handar

[20] % haegrl  lengd pyr” & ept”. fr rodd ma olli megin heyraz. (z 6) Samfto;: hara hd hlio-
[21] ba grain. en brefdd 1anda, lengd ¥ tima. pc hu'r amftara ¢ anat hut huofl ¢ pung

[22] ¢. umbaygilig. (2.7) hud{l hliod{ grain fu er pram perd m; hollonu hliodi fem pefli
[23] ftaya. huat. (2.8) er prung hliodf grein er litsllatu hliod1 hepz  diegz nfd: 1 hid leg’ hliod
[24] fem hin pyrfta famftara 1 peffu napni. harzyfti. (2.9) Umbaygilig hliod{grzin ¢ fu er
[25] hepz ap hiullatu hliods, = penz upp fem hupfl hliodf grain, fem pra napn. rauft.” (2.10)
[26] I‘iu" famftaya hey” & praimylutiig afiat huart lina ¢ fnarpa % er fa and1 h” kallad: re-

[27] ring pramplutfigar famftopu. (2.11) Med fnozpii anda u"d: fu famftaya pram perd {€ hin
(28] ryR{ famftapa pefla napnf. purrt. (2.12) Med linti anda plytiaz famftorur peffar. langan
[20] tima. (2.13) hu'r famftaya er afiat hut lpng ¢. fkdm. % {kom famftaa fkiot pram plute &
[30] hey” zina (ftund {€) pyR1t famftara 1 peflu napni ari. (2.14) Long famftara ¢” feinliga pr-
[31] am plutt  hey” .yy. ftund” fem hin pyRi famftapa 1 peffu napni (2.15) % er tmi ¢ ftund

[32] kallat dugl me¢land1 prammylutning radvar. [3]

Notes

1. Circumflex over ‘au’ — added later.
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[96]

[1] S ) tapr hey” predi ¢ }:elh napn piguru uelldr ¢ maatt. (3.2) Stapa nopn eru xui { danfk

[2] tungu 1 ba liking fem gkk horbu daga. Efi po eru m*king pra mycklu plefrf.

[3] plcfan® feg” at hu” raddar ftapr hap . €d2 rleirf hli09. Sua fem 4 ey p er fkamt hey” per-

[4] nar hliodf{ grain’. huaffa liod{ gracm }: utan ablaffig. h. fem h’. ari. huaffa m; ablafning

[s] hfem b’. hapf. en punga hliodf grain harands (3.3) langt 4. hey”. u1. hli08 ep p her” ablaffig

[6] h pa hey” b anat huart huaffa hliodf greein ¢ punga ¢ umbzygiliga fem b”. (3.4) flikt. hid

[71 fama ep p hey” z ablaffig liodar par fem pefli are arafia ara. (3.5) Slikt hid fama ma % grei-

[8] na abua radvar ftapi 1 ¢ u. hapa pui pleirf grein” at pr eru {tundd famhlioBenod: & {

[9] peflum nopnii. sarl uitr % heit” u. (3.6) I nozenu ftapropi eru .u. hliodf ftay” fua .ur. N off. 4

[10] 15 |. ar 4 % er 1s ftundi fettr £ e % er pa ftundi fua fem aleph ¢. 10th, fetraz f .1j. raddar

[u] ftort { ebzefku malt. (3.7) N er ap puf pyrft fett 28 p lioBar 1 ugurd. (3.8) 4 par nzft. h hliodar
[r2] 1 mufi. (3.9) |. ftend: par neft, 2 lioBar 1 opan u"d@ barka fem e, er h er pontade. (3.10) par nzft
[13] er a fkipat ¢ h hliodar 1 briofti. (3.11) h. er tekit ap ebrefka ftopa. (3.12) Efi latinu fin tkipudu
[14] ftopunii gagnftadlega pefliy, fem h* er graint. (3.13) Settu Pf a pyrit fe p er nzft hinu nedf-

[15] ta raddar tolf er u” kolld lungu, & p ma rjrit flalfa 1 b'nflig rauft. (3.14) efi N er ap p pyrit

[16] fkipat, at p er premzt & meft fialpu epni raddarefiar, er u” hyggid at loptd meg kal

[17] la.  hapa ap pur huar” tueggiu mexftarar uel % natturlega fkipat ftopunt dnu mé

[18] 11, (3.15) Raddar ftay” pes” hepiaz aller ar finu liod1 en leggiaz 1fali0dend: reid 1 fol. (3.16)

[19] D amhliodend: eru .xy. fruna mali .u. pf er naleg’ raddar ftort eru kallaber

[20] hdlpraddar ftay” ap uproda mm, pc pr hapa meirt liking raddar ftapa, & m'-

[21] kiligrf hli09, efi 282" famhliodend:. per R Y T (3.17) ¥ kalla fum” fin m; pefla ftora

[22] teliande 1latinu ftapropi, fc h hey” fitt hliod ap raddar ftay, fem ad:” peflkynf fam

[23] hlioSend. (3.18) Prifcian? feg” « réida mega ftapfin{ m’king, huart hs napn hez ay radd*

[24] ftay ¢ ap =1ginligd, fem mka ma 1 peflu {tapropd, = mosgi 0614, er naliga hepiaz all

[25] ftay” ar finu l10%{, huartueggia raddar ftay” = famliodendz, = hallda pullksliga fint

[26] m’king@. (3.19) J peflu eru .u. ftap” pr er u” kolld dumba ftapf p eru. " P ¥ 1B 2 eru pefler

[27] ftay” i ar pu1 dumbar kallad” at pt hapt ekki hl108. helloz ap p1, at pr hara litid

[28] hli06 h1a raddar ftord, 1 pa liking fem fa mad: & kallad: efngil héitt ap godu ztr, | ¢ lice €” fitr hia

fina gopgﬁl&mnbﬁ [4]

[29] (4.1) L\ at t pellt ftapfer pigura
[30] z er ]5 mynd ¢ udxtr {tarafia s* grour fem b” er ritad. (4. z) pridua t pells ftapl er

[31) mattr % er b fialp pramylutfig ftapa = m’king pfa. (4.3) ¢ pafi fama matt ftapafia
[32) eru pundin nogn pfa % pigurur. (4.4) Sum® meiftarar kalla hid proda fkipan ¢ pellf

Notes

1. This character has been altered to P (Olsen 1884, 44n).
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[97]
(1] feagl. efi p kallad1 pfcian® 21 part paii er meetts ftapfin{ heeyr'. (4.5) pefla ftapt 2 paa
[2] m’kingar copilerad: mifi hra valloim dana kgr m; fkiotu ozdtaki a peffa lund
[3] Sprengd manz hok ply6: ruut boll. LKRAHPT YARM X4V PTART NN B‘(” (4.6) her &
[4} fol pyrft kipat ¢ L. latinu ftap % z girdzkan ftar % kolld u” p knefol 2 5" ¢ gout

s1 M. (4.7) efi z hey” natturliga 1 8" tueggia ftapa hliod t. 2 . ¢. ® 2 {£ % ap p1 huargs fraprx z z
[6] ritade 1 runa mali eda 1 ponu latinu ftaprori. (4.8) Nu eru pf ftay” ap pur 1 fta}:r[op]
[7] fett” at {kiotara blkk" at rita ept’, hellor zif ftay efi tua. (4.9) par naft {tend: B 2 ¢’ bra[r]
[8] kan §* at ]5 ftendr ¢ b latinu ftap, % hey” & runa ftapr .1j. dumba ftap1 1s° ba erp
[9] hlioBar f. (4.10) efi ap puf eru belg’ opn® gioz” a brarkanf pa er b hliodar f p, at p (k
[10] meir fund: lokni ugurii nepna efi b. (4.11) par naft {tend: R f r latinu ftay, % er @it
[u] ap P er halpradvar ftap” eru kallad”. (4.12) par naft {tend: e  hlioBar ¢ tueim raddar
[12] ftopt t 2 | % kalla guirk” pafi {tay d1ptongd. p er tut hlio®: 2 nowrznu,  eru p108
[13] d1ptongf 1 latinu ftapropi, efi 1 rund .u. (4.13) Diptong? er faman lifig tuegga raddar
[14] ftara { 1fif famftdpu, pfa er baad” hallda aph finu. (4.14) pes” eru limingar ftay” ri-
s]ndtpae Npauw flpe %1%erfablptong"ckk1flatlnu. xy, ¥ ez o,z er hinn
[16] p1otd1 diptong’ 1 latiny, 2 € h z { rind. (4.15) Sum’ raddar ftay” eru pyr” fkipad’ 1 fam-
[17] limingu fem ate. efi fum’ eru ept’ ﬂupa’é fem e 2 {0 % u, % eru F raddar ftaper
(18] natturuliga ¢ {kipad® 1 faman limingg, ¢ nalzgt hliod ha}:a hinu fizta radd
[19] tolt mansz efi hin” ept” fett’, er nerrt {tanda 1 L106f grein raddarefiar, féafa zu
[20] efief ez o, 2, ag ]DUI at p hliod er g'nnara, er nzr brioftinu ftendy, = FyR ftends,
[21]) efi hutt digrara er 'maR {kapaz, = meira hef’ rim, er jtjok hxg’ b hliod f at fetla i
[22] famhmg er yR fkapaz. efi hitt ept” er poumeraz. (4.16) A latinu er diptong’. £ . @k
[23] punbm ¢ hliod. pegrd = funde grain % faman fetfig. efi inoxenu ¢ tuenar fak’
[24] § grain  hliod pegrd. (4.17) Fyr” greeinar fak’ er d1ptong’ pundifi inorenu fem 1 p'fa
[25] nopni. m* % fer. at grzfna pau §* pomopn fer = m” % o®:d pilika. efi ¢ hliods
[26] pegrd er diptong® rundiii fem h'. lokr agr. pr pegra pikk” hlioda helld: en laekr
[27] =gr. (4. 18) par nzft ftend: I 2 er hon ar pm er halpraddar {tay” heita. (4. 19) par nzft {tend:
[28] ¥, 2 er p ¢ tua famhlicbend: k 2 g. (4.20) par nxft er 1 ftungtii % ftende ¢ FD latinu ftap. (4.21)
[29] AD {lika hactti eru aller runa ftay” fetc” 1 pefli 02zkurdi, = muni u bz f'mak
[30] greefna i  er naudzynligt (4.22) put eru pes” .uuy. runa frap” fett” ¢ tua famhliod-
[31] end? at pr famhlioBend: haya likara hliod efiad s’ fe gz k. [{zz|bzp. [d. 2t
[32] [5] (5.1) (S)amtftara er fampyllig ftaya fetfig m; #1ni anda
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[98]
1] & zifit hl10%f grein o fund: greiniligha faman fett = prim perd. (5.2) Samftapa hey”

[
[2] .11y, t' pellt ftay ¢ tolu and1 % tf6 & hliodf grein. pe hu’r famftapa hey” fkama tolu
[3 il ftar ¢. pleiri 2 hcp zingf famftara 1 latinu pleirt efi .ut. efi. 1 nowrenu megu

[4] 2 ftanda pleir1 1 ziif famftopu el i) ¢. xij. {fem fpgnizkr % {trefizkr. (5.3) J latinu

(5] ftanda .1j. famhliodend: hl’é rlefta f raddar ftap efi .y ept’. (5.4) Eni notenu megu ft-
[6] [an]da prir famhliodend: f raddar K. efi .u. ept” fem fkilia ma 1 pm nopnd € pyR

[7] [var]u ritud. (5.5) peffar famftopur g'a mefta pegrd 1 fkaldfkap, er 1fi raddar f{tapr er

[8] 1tuei famftopd 2 hin” fomu ept” fett”, fem h”. fnarpr garpr  kolla u” p adalhend-

[s] ing. (5.6) Eii e fifi raddar ftapu ¢ 1 huaki famftdyu efi aller 2’ famhliobend: ept”

[10] fem h”. ualli'fkr rofkr. p kolla u” fkothending. (5.7) peflar hendingar pikkra pa bezt

[11] palla, ey tuzr fam ftopur eru 1 huari fogu, = hifi fami fe raddar ftapr 1 pyrri fam

[12] ftopu, % §* famhliodend: pr fem rjlgia. efi oll 2in en {idar1 famftara fem 1. aller

[13] fnualler, % eru hendingt diktud ritin 1 latinu fkalldtkap fem pra. Afi chaof uirgi

[14] nil 1n digefte moldf ad huc yle graufda petu magne plis. (5.8) peffar fomu hendingar

[15] eru % fettar mowzenu fkallfkap 1 pm hattf er u” kolla runhendu fem fnoin quad

[16] Ormf er glatt galla m; gumna {pralla. (5.9) Latinu klerkar hara % pefla hending 1 u'fa
[17] er pr kalla ofonancia % {k hifi fami raddar ftapr u"a 1 epftu famftopu huar.artueg

[18] giu fagnr fem 1. eftaf ¢raf (5.10) peflar hending er litt geymt { nowrzni kalld fkap, peg | er pleirt
fafto® eru 1 it fpgn en zin. (5.11) Afat ¢ pelli famftopu er td,

[20] P hu'r fam ftapa hep” anat hut zmna ti edt tuzr §* fem pfcrar? feg” at fumar

[21] famftopur hara halpa 262 {tund ¢ halpa pridfu ftund, en fum” .u. (?'.12.) Skama ftund
[22] hey” fu famftapa er raddar ftapr hfiar er natturuliga fkamr % komi « tueir falio-

[23] Bend: ept” fem arf apf. (5.13) halpa abza ftund hep” fu famftapa er u'a ma hut ¢ will long
[24] ¢ (kom, fé pyRt famftapa. huattra fpakra. (5.14) tuzr ftund” hef” fu famftapa. (5.15) halra
[25] pridiu ftund hey” fu famftaya er zifi famliodand1 kemr ept” raddar ftar natturle-

[26] gha langan. hiol. fol. (5.16) priar ftund’ hey” fu famftaya ¢” tuerr famhlioBend: ftanda
[27] ept” langan raddar ftay fem h'. biof {téaf (5.17) en po fetia nu u"andi klerkar 1 u'fa giod
[28] allar fam{tdpur afiat hut ziar frundar ¢. tueggfa. (5.18) pridia t pells € andi f hu'r

[29] famftaya hey” afiat hut linan anda ¢ {narpan. (5.19) And1 er kallat rering pramplut-

[30] figar fam{tdpu. (5.20) Snipan anda hef’ fu famfta;:a er m; d1grii anda er prim plutt

[31] fem peffar fagn’. hrauftr houkr. = ])acr abuar ¢ ablafning nott er { upp hayf {kipade. (5.21)
[32] h er kallad: m"king ¢. notf ablafning. pc h er xingi ftapr ¢ fik pullkomifi huarki

—_—

—

Notes

1. Diagonal line through ¥ in a different ink.
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AM 242 fol. (W)

[99]
[1] famhlio%and{ ne raddar L. (5.22) Linan anda hara pzr famftopur er zing ablafn-

[2] gar not1 er 1 upphayi fettr. fem her 1026 ® armr. (5.23) Efi po pikk” betr fama inoent

[3] fkallo fkap at afiat huart hayi ablafig bad” ftay” & hlioftapr pfa, ¢ zing1 pra. (5.24) Fio:
[4] %a ¢ pelli famftopu er hliodf grzin, & ¢” hliodf grein h” kollud rekilig hlioman radda

[5] refiar 1 m’kilig pram pering. (5.25) hu'r famftapa hey’, fem prifcian? feg’, anat huart huaf
(6] fa hliodf grzin ¢ punga .¢ umbxygiliga. (5.26) Su famftara her” huaffa hliodfgrein € hepz
[7] ap litlu hli0d{ = end1z thuaffara hli0. fem peffar famftopur. uar par  er hon fua

[8] m'kd 2. (5.27) punga hlfod{ grein hey” fu famftara €” heyz ap litlu hliod1, 2 end1z leg” hliod,
[9] fem peffar famftopur enar pyR1. hara fara % er fia [108{ gran s* not’ud c. (5.28) Umbzy
[10] giliga hliodfgrain hey” fu famftara ¢” hepz ap litlu hliod1 % diegz upp thuaffara L10%

[11] efi nr62 at lyked 1 legra, {€ peffar fam ftorur. &r{ farf. % er fu 108{ grzin s* not’ud. a (5.29)
[12] hliodfgrein m'kK" had ftarlig’r raddar. en and1 digrleik hfiar fem fkilia ma at hu'n

[13] raddar ftay u": at nepna metR m; fund: loknd muii. er ablaffig pylg’. (5.30) Tidar ul
[14] pelli m*K* leng® famftaplig’r raddvar {& pyr u fagt. (5.31) Efi m; put at peflkonar graewmn’

[15] hayra litt nozrgnu fkallofkap at pleftra ma-ab; xtlan. pa tala ek par um ekki pletra ad-|fifi1. [6]
[16] (6.1) (S)ogn er hifi mufizt1 lutr famanladin{ malf & € hun lutr

[17] kallad: #1fi, ap p1 mali, er pullkomid fen hep”. (6.2) en fu fogn ¢ fa lutr er ar alpy

[x8] Bu rumliga kallad: 0. (6.3) Artftotiles en fpaki kallar tua parta malfgremar napn

[19] % 020. pr pf groza medal fin famtengdar pullkomna malf grein {&€ h” mad: remnn (6.4)

[20] Efi merftarf prifcfan? telr uny parta malfgresn. pefla. napn  pownarn. o2 & urde

[21] 036. hluttekiig famtenging pyr” fetiig  medal o:piig & grain’ glogglega natu

[22] ru hu’s pfa. (6.5) traft er lutr malfgreinar, fa er uert” ziginligan ¢ fameiginligan hui

[23] ligletk hu"tum likama. (6.6) h er zztr allra fagna. pc per §* fem epni ¢ grunduollr allz
[24] malf (6.8) par naft er 016 er {kryder = pormerar napnid §* fem mynd”. p fkyr" ¢ pells

{2s5] napnf g1o16 ¢ pungt . (6.7) Fownarn er fett 1 {tad napnf; & hleyuf m ¢ meiftara. = m'k’
[26] 1y. pfonur. en napn m’K" xina. (6.9) Utd: 016 pegrir 2 end’ 026 1 pa liking {& u leggran
[27] leg 02 g10a{ “nopn’ gidea u und’ {todlig nopn fem h'. St’kr mad: berft rauftlegha. (6.10) hlut
[28] tekiig er F flalt® 01 1 put at hon m'K’ poll 2 kyn fem napn. efi 1 p1 fkilz hon ¢

[29] napni at hon m’K’ g1010 ¢ piiig & hey” ymfar {tund’ fem 028. (6.11) Samtenging knyt”

[30] faman ndpn ¢ a2 parta % fialy malfgrain’. fem h* er kuedit. hringr  dagr ad

[31] pgr. (6.12) Fyr’ fetiig er iginlig ul at prona polla napnfin{ fem h* ¢ bgar a fkipt. (6.13)
[32] Mebal opfig fyn’ hug pokka maz % er h 1apnan ¢* kild o6 pouti f€ h'. uef. haf
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AM 757 a 4t0 (B)

[x]

(1] Allt € hliod pat € um kuikenduf eyru ma flulfa, (1.2) hliod hepu” mg

[2] 'h'rnqﬂer, nu vo: hli68 allt pat {€ ejiu megu nat?f giefna. ay famkuému
3] tueggta likaa. (1.3) Aunn® hliodf g°in ¢" fu {e heildgh ritfig {eg” anol hfe hlioda. (1.4) Likihkt hliod
[4] V02 afiat ap lipleg™ hlm en afiat ap liplaufum hifm (1.5) p hliod & heyriz ap Liplegt

[s] hlm v'6: afiat ap heérileg™ fkepn ™/ en afiat ay o hidnlegt. Afiat ar {akmu hzén%?g“

[6] (hla) = Shiénleg’. (1.6) ar hiérileg™ him v'6: hliod {& ar vindum 2 vém™, (1.7) Af o hidnlfi him
[7] hliod fem ap fternii. eda malme eda {t°ngin. = v6: p6 p'itkyn{ hliod 1apn® ap hed

18] nockurf likama lipleg{ 8 6 liflegl. (1.8) Ig;: famkmu huénileg’ hluta % o hiénlegia vo:

{o] hli103. f& pa ¢ vifidz € elloz & vdtn flér finu aple v 1375 & ad:a 6 hugnlega

[10] hlute (1.9) hl105 p € vd: ap liplauft hlm € fut dg°inelekt fuo {€ vinda gnyr

[11] & vatna pytr & Retd prum®. En fit hliod ¢ greinileke ept” natt’leg fahliodan

[12] ﬁze {€ philofoph:t kaulludu mufika. = v"éz(gb hl165 ed eyzta & €d 2zta ap hidring

[13] pa .v1j. heinga ¢’ fol = tufigl = p1f m'ke ftdin® reika v pér € plandte hefta 2

[14] hett” pat hliod celefuf armonia {uo {€ hinefk hlioda g'in. (1.10) Greinelikt hliod vd:

[1s1 j liglauft hlm pm fé v kalla fketan tél {5 & J ftreing1fi % pipi % allz kynf {ong-

[16] p2rt. j kluckt 2 { od1G malme. (rL.11) J ligleg™ hlm = vitlaufi vd: hliod {& § vidt % §

17] gidfa. = b6 ap heergh ndcll hrénlegf likia. (1.12) Ar lir®de hif b ¢ fkyn h*

%lg g"bz afiat 1})11{0% pe I%ﬁbb heit” en aﬁatg;; fee C"(Réb%). §E féppéta fta;pbé h(ﬁ)ggn

[1g] klapp & afiat puilikt. (1.13) R3dd € hliod £ pért ap kufkuefidifl munne. poz-

[20] m"at ay nfu natturlig™ téla. luiigh % barka tufigu % tuei vdurd % pioth (8A0.) (1.14)

[21] En p’fcxan" feg’ rddd v'a hid guanlegzta lop(Zenf hdg % einkafit ejium {kili(an)

[22] likt. (1.15) R3dd geinfz a mga uega. Aunn® rddd € ritanleg en aunn® éritanlegh. (1.16)

[23] Su ¢ orit’legh {& € ma ftdpa gie(n)a. (1.17) Rut"leg rddd €' dnn* m'kilg en aunnur

[24] om*kulegh. (1.18) Su €' om’kileg fe t 2 g" nytfamleg’s m'king ¢ fett. {é bumba

[25] lictx. (1.19) Merkulegh r30d ¢ aunn® (ay) natt*u en aunn’ ay fetiig 2 flalpwlia. (1.20) Me(k)i-
[26] ligh rddd ap natt'u ¢’ bna g'tr  fiukra m ftynr ¢ afiat putlikt. (1.21) M(rk)1legh

[27] RODD ar fetfigu € fu ¢' pam pénz ay flalpwlia mafizen{ fuo f€ (prt)a. na | mad: m’k" kuikefive fkynf(@)legt
(®au)dlikt.l(2.1)

[28] Start ¢ lufi mingzte hlutr

[29} |f‘am ett'r rabb{nﬁ! fé rita ma & ¢’ (Dtay: kallab: hifi mifizte hlutr j puf {6 ul

[30] hey? allre fafetfig {tapl1g;s raddar pr v fkiptt bekr j kapitula. en kapitta

[31] § klaufur & v'f en klaufur J malfgiein’. malfgrein” { fagn;” fagn” § {aftdp". famftdy”

(32] j ftape. (2.2) En po €'u {taf" natt™t 6 fkiptileg’ pre ftay: € 1300 en rddd € lopt & ap

(33 loptz poim®at. (2.3) En hvt fem rddd ¢* lopt & loptz f:ozm”an Pa ¢ h fafett ap find

(34] paurtt fuo fem loptid. m; p' at pat ¢’ likamlegt % alle’ likam” €'u fafett” ay {ind

2

[35] paurti. en fapn hlu,tz V62 ap {6pnu erne at geraz fuo {é holld a hollve. (2.4)
[36] En fuo fé f natturlngm hlfm e'u nbckur"T» hlut’ fem einpalld® kallaz fuo fem

[37] plof hor fkepn?, ellor 2 1316 vatn 2 lopt % kallaz pir hlut’ \e/ ap p eirall®” at
[38] (1)é oLﬂ:ipFnIegi? he‘ilbz ap pat hu'{l pa (h)Yutr er fapn {inu dllu fuo {g liall gne
[39] ifte hef” fapna natt"u hinu mefta bidle. Suo €'u 2 {tay” o fkuptileg’ j mifidpnu epni.

[40] & { pa hlute {€ o liker €"u. pr 4. & ad¢ raddar ftapu” haya {tuiidd kit hliod

[41] en ftadd lafigt. = ep pa, B langt hl106 pa Iy p2 tuo tima. (2.5) Philofoph1 kdllu-
[42] du {tapena e eﬁta‘f o1z, hépﬂgeg_,n‘. pr fuo f€ aller likamer €"u fkapad’

[43] ar p102™ hopfkepn™ fuo g'a % {tapu” famfe tt”, alla ftayliga r&dd. fuo fem ndc
[44] kurfkon lika. prt rddd tekr eyzu 2 hey’ p*nna meélingh fuo fe allt afiat

l4s1 b {€ likalikt €". P €" h#d % leingd & bierdd. héd ¢ up = op”. en leingd

[46] ¢ % eft’. en biedd er " h@g hafid” % vinft. pr rddden ma llum megi

(47] heyraz. (2.6) Samf{tdy* h* hed” | hliod{gin en bie1dd | afida. en leid § tima.
(48] pc hu'r faftapa er ;afiat, hut hudfl & puiigh & umbeygilegh. (2.7) Hud{l hliod(

Notes

1. Following Sigurdsson (1852}, all editors have had ‘hlutum’. This is incorrect. While two holes make some characters hard to read, the
present reading is much more likely particularly as a descender is visible on the fourth character.
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AM 757 a 4t0 (B)

[1v]
[1] geein ¢ fu fem fkiotlega 2 F'm m; upp hallonu hliode fuo fem pi faftapa. huatr. (2.8) pufig
[2] hliodf grein €' fu {€ heyz ar ldgu hliode & diegz nid: { efi 18ga hliod fem

3] hin p*fta faftap[a] Pa napnf. harejfte. (2.9) Vmbeygileg hliodf giein € fu {¢ herz
{4} ar liullatu hliode 2 hepr {ik upp pad” § huaffa hh};bf giein en pellr niv: at

[5] lyked § bunga hliodf giein- fuofem prca napn. |hyaufir. (2.10) hu'r famftara hey’
[6] afiat hu’bt { i plutfigh linan afida & {pan. ¢ fa amde b kallad: hedrigh

[7] pramplutfigar faftdpu. (2.11) Med {ndipt anvda v'or faftapa prafipérd fuofé hin

(8] pyit faftapa pa napnf. purd’. (2.12) Med lini afida rlytiaz faftdpur {uo fe peffar.

o] lang™ tima. (2.13) hu'’r {aftapa ¢” afiat hut 1ofigh & {kdf. = ¢’ (ko {aftara fklott f'm

[10] plutt fuo {& hin p(yys, fa)ftara 1 pu napne. Are. (2.14) Ldfig f{aftapa ¢ feint £’ plutr 2

[u] hey™tugr {tund” fuo fé hin pyie faftapa 1 pu napne hére. (2.15) Stufid 2 time er | kallad: dudl mélafive piaylutfigh raddar.

3.1

[12] Sitayt hef prfu ul -

[13] }:elle Nagpn. Fighu. 2 velloe & métt. (3.2) Suo feg pfcxa" at hu'r raddar ftap: hapc
4]

[14] tiu hl1od & plefre fuo {& A. e p ¢ fcat hepu” prot hliod{ g°1r’, huaffa hliod{ gfin
151 p ut” ablafngh h. fuo fe b". are. pufiga hhob gein efi ;: utan h. fé b". 4. hu

16 hliodf g'in m; ablafn"gh h. fe h". hape. % pufiga hliodfg®in m h. fe . hapanbl (3-3)
[17] Langt f hepu’ fex hliod ep p hepu” ablaffig .h. ia b2 p anat hut huaffa hlio-

[18] of geein & puiga .& vmbeygtt. (3.4) Slikt hid f3a e p hey” erg ablafn"gh hliod

[19] pa pa uega. fuo {& pe ndpn. are. 4rafia. ara. (3.5) Med pm héttf ma % ad:a rad-

[20] ¥ ftape greina. En { = v B p plefre hliodfg“iner at pau €'u fifida {ahliode(n)

[21] 1. fuo fe § pm nbpnum. farl. vitr. [4] (4.1) Anat t‘pclle frapf e pigta p ¢ m)"ﬁb & voxtr
[22] ftapafa. (4. z) bbla t relle {tapa er mdttr. p ¢’ fralp pmpéngh {tapania = m'k"g

[23] Pra- (4.3) F F ])n {aa mdtt {tarafia e'u bed{ pufidin ndrn 2 ]:1g ur. (4.4) Sum® meiftar
[24] k(2)lla fkap™ hid pforda tyelle ftapf. en P kallar pfcian®, e1ni pt pn fe métu

[25] (fta;:)ﬁnf t heyx [5] G5.0)
[26] ' Samftapa ¢ fapylleligh ftara fetn"gh m; eind afida % effie hliodfgzein z|* fund: geeinflega F'mperd. (5.2) Saftara

hepu” p1dgur uilpelle.
[27] ftap & tdlu. tid. a,ida % hliodfgiein. hu'r famftapa hey {tara tdlu. eifi {tay

[28] &. rletre. e fige faftapa hef rleire ftaye en .u1. j latinu, male en § noirdnu

[29] male mega ftida .vij. & 1x. | eifie faftbpu fe b, fpentkr. ftrenbzkr (s- 3) Jlat
[30] {tafida tuetr fahliodend: €d plefta (py?") rad® ftape en ].u ept’. (5.4) en j nrénu

[31] megu ftfida b2 famhl 1 0defid: p radvar ftap en .v. ept’. {¢ fkilfa m4 § pim ndp-
(32] nt € pyi v ritud. (5.5) Pffar fafidf™ g’a mefta pegd j fkalldfkap er erfi radd’

(33] ftapz € § tuei faftdpa. & hin’ fomu {tay” ept”. {€ . fﬁpz grpr. 2 kolla v' p adal,
(34] hidifigar. (5.6) En er fifi mbb’ftap ¢ | hueie faftdpu 2 alle’ ein" fahliodnor ept”
B35] fem K. rdtkr vatkr. }5 kallm v fko thnding”. (5.7) P'flar han 7 picK pa bezt palla
(36] ep tuér fam{tdpur ¢’u j hu're fégn % hufi fae radd’ ftay: y pyde, faftdru hurar

[37] fagn % fuo fahliodfide p(2) € pylgya., en hin ﬁbze faftapa hu'rar fa n; fe ~3ll 1dpn
[38] v %11{ {uo {¢ her. all" nialler. %gcl‘ix hnb"g vida fett’ { latlerfka ?S‘fkap

[39] fem prea. Af chéof ugind iv1gefte molef adhuc jle graurda fetu maF.nJe‘p(}) (5-8)
[40] P*flar famhiiding €'u % fett j noidnu fkallbﬂ(ap 1 Lme héw fe v kol

[41] Run henbar;du. fem fnoie kK'6. Ormf ¢” glatt galla v gumna fpxalla (5.9) Latinu
[42] kle€’K h* = pa hiivufig f& pr kalla ofLon_, c1d 2 fk b, v'a hifi fae radd ftap:

[43) hifar efie famftépu hdrar tuegiu fag n. {& 1. eftaf, ¢ raf (5.10) }>srar
[44]) henbmg er litt geymt j nrénu ﬂ(allb{kap beg ;lelrc eu fa-

l45] ftopur { eite {dgn en ein. (5.11) Anat trelle ftara ¢ ud. pr hur fam-
[46] ftara hep afiat ﬁ?xt eina 1% & tdr, @ 1;5j fe pfcxa" feg’. at fum

l47] faftap* B halpa abia ftunb & halpa bbxu en fum })ar {ti’. (5.12) Skama {tfid
(48] hey’ fu {famftaya fe radd ftay: har €" natt’l fkamr. & ke erg tuerr

[49] famhliodend: eft”. fem pi ndyn. Are. Ape. (5.13) halpa 28:a {tufid hey’ fu

Notes

1. The next chapter starts on a new line, the text of this line following onto the previous (L 25).
2. Teext continues onto previous line.
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AM 757 a 4t0 (B)

[2r]
[1] fam ftapa fem v'a ma hut ¢ will [8ag 2 kdfm fuo f& f2e faftapa 1 p'sm o2d. huat' fpak’. (5.15)
[2] halpa pdifu faftdru hey fu faftapa ¢ effi famhliodnide {ifid: ept” raddar ftap nat-

(3] flega lang™ fe h". hiol fol. (5.16) par {tid" hef’ fu faftapa {¢ tuefr {shliodmide {tida ept’ lan-

[4] g radd frap. (5.17) en po fetra nu nju’ande kle’k’ | u*fa g8’ afiat hut efnn ({t)ufid” 2 tuegg’. (5.18)
5] P8 ul pelle faftdpu € afide. pr hu’r faftara hey” afiat hut linan anda & {npan. (5.19)

[6] Afide € I kallad: heer"g £ plutnig {aftdpu. (5.20) Snarp® afida hey” fu fiftapa fem m;

[7] d1gm afida € £ plutt. fem par fagner Kuftr. houkr. & per adi &, ablafnig né-

[8] te € § upphare fkipada. (5.21) h. € kallad: m*’k"g & néte ablaffig. pr h ¢ eige ftap: pu-

[o] llkom® f {ik. huke {zhl{odiide né raddar ftape. (5.22) Linan anda hapa, pér (aftdpur

[10] fE eigt ablafn"g néte € (1) upphapf fettr. (5.23) en po pick’ betr fama { (n)oténu flalld-

1] {kap at afiat hut hape ablé(n"g hdput ftay’ = fuo ftudlar pa(a) 2 eige pa. (5.24) *

12] Fioba tpelle faftdpu ¢ hliodfgin. hliodfg®in ¢ he” kdllut rReglule(g)h hlioman rad3-

13] enn & m'kileg £ pérg. (5.25) hu'r famftapa, hef afiat hut huaffa hliodfg®in & puiiga.

14] & Gbeygilega. (5.26) hud{l hliodfg®in heyz ap litlu hliode % efidfz { huaffara hliod

[
[
[
[
[1s] fuo fem h". var. par. 2 ¢ hon fuo merke. *. (5.27) puiiga hliod{gin h(e)ru’ fu faftapa €
[16] heyz ap litlu hlioBe % end1z § 1&g° hl{o. fem hin fre fiftara j pm ndpnui. hira.
%18] litlu hliode = diegzt up § huaft hliod en nid2, at lykea § gt hliod. fuo
[19] f€ Par faftdr™ 4rf pars % ¢ {u hliod{g®in fuo not'ud. *. (5.29) hliodfgin m'k" héd fam-
[20] ftarlegt radd. en afive digiletk har fuo & fkilfa ma at hu'n radd'ftay vor
[21] at nepna me1R fufid(: lo)kni mufie ep ablafn™g pylg’. (5.30) en tidar ulpelle m'k" | f& 1 ¢ fagt lefngd faftarleg’
radvar. [6] (6.1)
[22] Saugn ¢ hifi mifizte hlutr,
[23] famfetz malf. h° ¢" kallut esfi hlutr ap p male f& pullkom; fen hepu”. (6.2) psf
[24] sdgn ¢ ar (alpy)ou klallat or]5 (6.3) Ariftoulef hifi {pake feg” napn % 016 v'a tuo hlbar-1;e m-
[25) alfg*1n. pt, napn % o2 {in J mull(@ fa)teigd’ g'a pullkona milfgin. f& b". m refir. (6.4) En
(26] metfts pfeia® telr 4tya v'a pta malfgzemag). napn. potnarn. otd. vidiotd. hlut
27] tekfig. famfetng. pfetiig. medalvorpiig. hii gieine’ glogt. natt'u hu'fl pra. (6.5) Napn
%zg ¢ hl%tr malf g2 _,egxﬁpfa fégvelt" elg]hleé}‘) e%La_, faglelg“lcgganghullfglexk hu"lli'i hlsxt sé) F
[29] likam. (6.6) Nayn ¢ 2zt allra fagna pc b er fuo, f€ epne & g'ndudllr allz malf. (6.7) p° n'ft ¢
(30] porn(apn fu)o fé fett (f {tad) napnfenf. fem hleyuff m f meifita = m’k’ b par pfon™.
[31] en napn m’k” efna. (6.8) par n'ft €" 0. er fkryber & porm’ar napnet {uo {&¢ mynd
2] epne. pe b fkyn[] tpelle napnfenf | g™, & pin"gh. (6.9) V16105 pegs’ % efidemikar o2~
53]] bgt ] }Jba l?klgr?:g [f]é vfb(z)lchanleg r{iLSgang"apvﬁbgftabgcggibpn. fuo }{:'égh". Stkr m
[34] b%2t hraufth. (6.10) hlut(te)kn"g er §* fkilin orde.? pr h° m’K" raull 2 kyn fé napnen f p
[35] fkulz h ¢ napne at h m'K’ g% eba pin"g % hey’ ymfar {tufid” f€ 0:5. (6.11) Sateing"gh
[36] knyt" fam” ndpn & ad(:a) parta & fijalpar malr geein’, fuo f& b, heig: « dag: at
[37) binge. (6.12) Fyu fetfig " eig”leg t pat p(fona) 81l polla napffen. fuo fe K. ul b*gar
(38] ar fkipe. (6.13) Medalvozpiigh fyn" hugpock a, mafizenf. z € h° far"n pia {kild 6d:™ pda™ | f& h'. véi. hai.

17] féra. = € {u hliodf gin fu[o] m’ke. *, (5.28) VmbCYElllg hlio(®){g"in € {u {aftaya {& heyz ap

Notes

1. Formatted as if a new chapter.

2. ‘01d¢’ has been deleted, although it agrees with the other MSS. AM 744 4to, however, has ‘nam 1, but I cannot see how this reading is
possible from 757a.

3. The abbreviation here is unclear: it appears to be a curved line above the ‘b’ and ‘g’.
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AM 757 b 4t0 (B)

[1r

]
[1] LH,I,_loﬁ ), ¢ allt p er kutkendis
[2] ey’ ma heyza- (1.2) hliod hey” mgar ky
[3] nkuiflir 2 ved p hliod fem nat(turu)liga
[4] mega ey’ g°ina ay famkuomu tvegia li-
[s] kama- (1.3) Aun.* hliod{ g°in ¢" fu ¢" hetlug ri
[6] tning feig’ andliga hlut{ hlioda- (1.4) Lika
[7] ligt liod v'd2 anat ay liglig hlutd efi afi
(8] at ay liplaufum lut@- (1.5) Hliod p heyriz
[] ap liplafum hlut™ v'd: anat ay hreeligv
[10] fkepnii en anad uhreligy- (1.6) Af hree
[11] Hgum lut(@) verd: liod fem ap hdrud fk
[12] epnil elld1 vind¥ & vdtni- (1.7) Ay uhre
[13] lig¥ lutd w2 l10d fem ftemnd & malmi ed”
[14] ftreingil = v'd2 pes kyns l10d apn” ap
[15] hrx’ng ndckurs likama lipligs edz olip
[16) ligs- (1.8) Ay famkvomv hrenligs lut =
[17] vhreriligv verd: l10d fem pa vind: ed:
[18] votn & (elld: f)ler m aphi 1020 eda adra
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[1v]

[1] vreliga hlutr- (1.9) Hliob p er v'ou ap lipldfy
(2] hlutum ¢ fumt ugzeiniligt. Sem vinda gn

[3] yr €dt vat® pyt* ede resd prum™ Ef fumt

[4] hliod ¢ Haig iniligt ept” natturligri famhlio
[5] an pi1 er philofophi kélludu muficam

[61 \Jk uerd: p hliod hit epzta % hit zzta ar

(7] hrgng hriga pra ¢’ fol 2 tungl % piffi mer

(8] ki ftiomn® gga ] per er planete heita z het

[o] ter p celeftss armonia- Peflar {tid:nur

[10] fagdi plato hara lip 2 fkyn = u"a odaudl

[11] 1gar - (1.10) Greiniligt hlfod verd: j lirlofa
[12] lutt p fem uf” kolla liftuligt hliod fem

[13] ] malm{ % ftreing{t = allz kyns fong 2

[14] pip¥- (1.11) ] lipligt lut@ u"oz l{od fem j urd?®
[15] % grafum 2 po af rg'ng nockurs rg ligs’

[16] lutar likama- (1.12) Ay lipligv Ivt™ pm fe

[17] likama haya v"0: anat hliod p fem raudd he
[18] {t" en anat p fem ¢ er rddd fem pota ft' [3] (3.13)

Notes

1. There is a gap here due to missing pages in the MS.
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[21]

[1] er vi” kolla lungu % pat ma pyft fkilia

[2]  b'nfklig radd. (3.14) Efi -N- ¢ p pyft tkipad at
3] p € r°mz &. nzft fialpv epni radd"in’ ¢

4] vi” hygft at loptid meg kalla.  hapa

s] ar put huor” tveg{u meifta: vel = nac*

6] Iiga flap {tdpund j finv mals - (3.15) Radvar

[7] ftay” pir herfaz all’ ap e1* hliods- efi le

(8] g1az j famhliodend: rerd % fol- (3.16)

[
[
[
[

[9] (O)amhliodind: ¢® toly j rd mali

[10] v+ pt er nalzg’ ¢" radd’ {tdp™ e" ka

[11] llad” haly raddftag” ap upda m™

[12] Bt pr h® met liking radd'ftara = m'ki

[13] hgl hli0d efi adr” famhliodend: p €™ R- I

[14] Y- T- 3.17) ¥ kalla fum” m m; pff {tdp™ teli®f
[15] j lat" ftap1 pt h hey” fitt liod fem adr” ps

[16] kyn{ famhliodindz:- (3.18) Prifcian® feig” eg

[17] rada mega ftapfins m"king hveort hnf

(18] nar herz ar radvar {tar €d* ar eigin

235






AM 757 b 410 (B)

[2v]

(1] gt fe(m m)'k(a ma) j pflu ftaprops = mrorgi 3d
[2] rum ¢’ naliga hepraz aller ftay” ap finu

[3] hliod1 hv tuegia raddftay”  famhliodé

[4] & % hallda pullkomliga fin¥ m’kingd - (3.19)

[s1 } peflu e* -v- ftay” ¢" ur” kalla dvba ftar1 p ™

(6] -F' b- V- 1-B- 2 " bs” ftap” ef ap p dumb' ka

[7] kallad” at pr hap1 eck: hliod- helloz ap p'

(8] at pz haya l1t1d hliod hia raddftap™ j pai

[9] liking fem fa m e kallad: enkis hatt’ ar

[10] god' att er litt ¢” fit* hia fint gdpgi pr

[u] endum:  (4.1)

[12] (A)nat tpelli frapler pig’a & € p myd

[13] (ed’) voxt(") (ftap"na) fva grout s hi” ¢ ritad (4.2)
[14] pora (tpe)lls (ftapf) (¢ mat)t' = ¢ b fialy F'm

[15] plutning ftara = m’king pra (4.3) pyr” pan

[16] fama mat ftap"a " pundin pra 2 p(ig’)ur

[17] % nop- (4.4) Sum” metftar kalla hid proa

18] tkip(an® t)pells ftapf Ed b kalladi p’fcfZ

—_— —

Notes

1. The rune has three lines off the ascender, rather than two.
2. The MS ends at this point.
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