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ELIZABETH STEFANYJA ROSS

In Stefanyja Ross (née Olszewska) the Viking Society has
lost one of its most distinguished and devoted members.
She was President of the Society from 1937 to 1938, and
a Vice-President in Council from then until her death,

Stefanyja was born in Warsaw in 1906, daughter of
a Polish father and an English mother. She took her first
degree, an outstanding First in English, in the University
of Leeds in 1926. She subsequently moved to Lady
Margaret Hall, Oxford, where she studied for a research
degree. She was lecturer in English in the University of
Reading from 1930 to 1933 under Professor Edith Morley.
In 1932 Stefanyja married the eminent philologist
Alan S, C. Ross and helped him with his varied and
ambitious work. During the war and for a long time
after it she tutored many undergraduates in Oxford with
great success.

After their marriage, Stefanyja returned to Leeds, where
Alan held an appointment under Bruce Dickins as lecturer
in English. After the war they moved to Birmingham,
where Alan was first Professor of English Language and
later Professor of Linguistics.

Stefanyja had two favourite fields of work, both
lexicographical. Her first job was on the First Supplement
to the Oxford Emglish Dictionary, on which she worked
under the direction of Dr C. T. Onions. Later in life she
returned to the Dictionary and did a great deal of work for
the Second Supplement. She sent in a very large number
of slips and also helped greatly with the revision of the
proof of the first volume. Her second field was Middle
English alliterative phrases of Scandinavian origin.
Stefanyja published a good deal on this subject and
members of the Society will know her papers which were
published in the Saga-Book: Types of Norse borrowing in
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Middle English (XI, 2), Legal Borrowings from Norse
in Old and Middle English (XI, 3), Some English and
Norse Alliterative Phrases (XII, 4). Stefanyja collabora-
ted in The Life of Gudmund the Good, Bishop of Holar,
a translation published by the Society in 1g42. Without
her help this work would never have been finished.

Stefanyja has left a great deal of unpublished work, and
it is to be hoped that this will one day be edited and
published.

G.T.P.



THE LANGUAGES OF ALVISSMAL
By LENNART MOBERG

ALVISSMAL is not one of the outstanding poems
Mof the Edda. Erik Noreen passes the somewhat
harsh judgement that the poem in purely poetic terms
is “a pretty unhappy product”.? Whether or not this is
true, Alvissmdl does possess qualities which lend the poem
a unique interest, not least from the linguistic point of
view.

The content of the poem is roughly as follows. Alviss,
“All-knowing”, a pale-nosed dwarf who lives under the
earth, lays claim to a woman, who, it would seem, is the
daughter of the god Thor, and claims that she has been
promised to him in marriage. Thor, who strangely
enough was not present when this promise was made,
wishes to prevent such a bad match. He succeeds most
cunningly. Thor promises that the marriage will take
place if Alviss is able to answer a series of questions.
Alviss agrees to the proposal and answers all thirteen
questions correctly — but in the meantime the night
passes. At the end of the examination the dwarf is taken
by surprise by the rising sun, which brings about his
undoing. The implication here is that the dwarf is
turned to stone when he sees the sun, a motif well known
from popular belief,

Such is the narrative framework. It plays a subsidiary
part in the poem and is really only an excuse for
communicating learning of a mythological-lexicographical
nature — evidently the real object of the poem. In this
Alvtssmdl is reminiscent of Vafpridnismdl and Grimnismdl.

The thirteen questions comprise twenty-six stanzas in
ljddahdttr; in alternate stanzas Thor puts his questions and

1 Den norsk-isldndska poesien (1926), 62.
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Alviss makes his reply. The questions are all concerned
with words, with linguistic expressions used by different
beings. In stanza g, for example, Thor asks what the
earth is called in different places, and Alviss replies: it is
called ¢g97d by men, but fold by the Asir; the Vanir call it
vega (acc. pl.), the giants igreen, the elves grdandi, and
uppregin call it auwr. In the same way Thor asks the
different names for sky, moon, sun, clouds, wind, calm, sea,
fire, forest, night, seed, and ale. There seems to be a certain
plan in the ordering of the questions, in as much as they
seem to go in pairs: earth and sky, moon and sun, clouds
and wind, calm and sea, fire and forest, corn and ale.
But night stands isolated (stanza 30); its natural partner
day is missing. It is possible that the night-stanza, as
Finnur Jénsson has suggested, was originally the last,
i.e. immediately preceding the concluding stanza, 35,
which relates the fateful effect of daylight on the dwarf:
uppi evtu, dvergr, wm dagadr.?

The beings whose languages we are thus told about are
men, gods (or Asir) and giants — these three occur
regularly, i.e. thirteen times and always in the same place
in the stanza: men first, gods second and giants fourth.
Alongside these three, the elves appear eleven times (ten
times in fifth position), the Vanir nine times (eight times
in third position), dwarves seven times (four times in sixth
position). The basic scheme is therefore: men — Asir —
Vanir — giants — elves — dwarves, but this order is, as
in stanza g above, quite often disturbed, generally
through the introduction of new names for gods and
supernatural powers, whose relationship to the poem’s
five most usual names for gods and other powers is
extremely unclear, e.g. ginnregin (20, 30), uppregin (10),
haliy (28), and £ heliu, which occurs no less than six times.

* Jan de Vries, Arkiv for nordisk filologi 50 (1934), 9, divides the subject-
matter into a primary group of cosmic terms: earth sky, moon, sun, clouds,
wind, calm, sea, fire; and then a group of other thmgs such as forest nlght
(whlch as noted ought to belong to the primary group), crops and ale.
Roughly speak.lng this implies a division into natural forces, the elements, and
the means of maintaining life {cf. Maal og minne, 1918, 17).
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One can also ask what is meant by dsa synir (16) and
Suttungs synir (34). The former appear in stanza 16
together with god, which in all probability is synonymous
with @si7, and the occurrence of Suttungs synir (34), which
one would expect to refer to the giants, does not prevent
them from appearing in their usual place in the same
stanza.

However, such small incongruities can be ignored for
the moment. The poem’s most important and interesting
aspect remains obvious enough, i.e. that the poem hinges
on the notion of separate languages for gods and other
supernatural beings (giants, dwarves, etc.). Parallels —
principally the notion of a divine language, divorced from
that of men —— have been found elsewhere: in Greek
(Homer), Old Indian and Celtic.?

Do the different languages in Alvissmdl have any special
characteristics? Without doubt there is a clear distinc-
tion between the language of men on the one hand, and
the languages said to be those of the gods, giants, etc., on
the other. The words of men are throughout the
common prosaic names that are still used today: 7p#d,
himinn, mdni, sdl, sky, vindr, logn, calm, ser (a phonetic
variant of sjdr), eldr, fire, vidr, timber (here meaning
‘forest’), ndtt, bygg, barley, (still thus in Modern Icelandic
and Norwegian, Swedish bjugg), gl.

The words said to belong to the language of the gods,
giants and others, are not normally found in the
colloquial language, at least not with the same function
as they have in the poem — and we ought perhaps to
remind ourselves with due caution that our knowledge of
the early colloquial language comes from a limited number
of texts. The words of the gods and supernatural powers
for the most part belong higher up the stylistic scale.
They are of different types. Some of them are true

3 H. Giintert, Von der Sprache der Gitter und Geister (1921); C. Watkins,
Language of Gods and Language of Men: Remarks on some Indo-ewropean
Metalinguistic Traditions (ed. J. Puhvel, 1970).



302 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

synonyms, archaic words or “poetic” on other grounds.
In this category we find fold, earth (10), funi, fire (26), barr,
seed, corn (32, cf. English ‘barley’),? veig bidrr, ale (34),
all unknown or rare outside the poetic language. The
first four (fold, funi, barr and veig) are archaisms. Bidrr
is thought to be a loan from West Germanic (cf. Eng.
‘beer’), borrowed in connection with the introduction of
hops in brewing. If so, the loan may be an old one, for
one often finds bidrr in the Edda, in Volundarkvida and
Atlakvida, for example, both of which are thought to be
among the oldest poems in the Edda. One can therefore
hardly describe bidrr as ‘“‘ein junges Lehnwort”, as
Hermann Gintert does in connection with its occurrence
in Alvissmdl® The native word, g/, was doubtless the
most common. It is possible that bsdrr signified a better
quality ale, prepared with hops, and that this — as
Giintert suggests — is the reason why the word is put into
the mouth of the gods. However, the word’s relative
rarity may by itself have caused its inclusion in the
language of the gods.

Another of the simple synonyms, sunna, the gods’ word
for ‘sun’ (16), is of special interest. Those who have
investigated the language of Alvissmdl, like Giintert,
Finnur Jénsson and Jan de Vries, include sunna in the
group of very old Nordic-Germanic words, which were on
their way to becoming archaic at the time of the

¢ H. Wagner, in ‘Irisches in der Edda’, Eriu XX (1966}, 148-82, suggests that
barr, ‘corn’, and nidl, ‘night’, in the gods’ language (strophe 32, 30), came into
Icelandic from Irish. There seems something to be said for this in the case of
nidl, but hardly in the case of barr. The theory that barr is a loan-word rests
on two assumptions: Scand. barr means only ‘needles’ (of conifers), and the
meaning ‘corn’ is only attested in Alvissmdl. It is true that barr in the
Scandinavian languages usually only means ‘needles’ (of conifers). But
Aasen and Ross give a Norwegian dialect word barlog, ‘malt-water, the water
grain is softened in for malt’, apparently compounded with a bar(r) whose
meaning corresponds closely to that of barr in Alvissmdl. C. Vidsteen,
Ordbog over Bygdemaalene 1 Sendhordland (1900), has bar n., ‘all the grains in
an ear, especially of oats’. We find, moreover, from Lexicon poeticum (1931),
s.v. barr (2), that the meaning ‘grain, food’ is not unique in 4lvissmdl (references
there to Helgakvida Hundingsbana 1, Arnérr Pérdarson, bPiodolfr Arnérsson).
How to account for the origin of the two meanings of barr in West Norse is
a problem that I must leave for the present.

& H, Giintert, op. cit., 153; cf. N. von Hofsten, Eddadikternas djur och
vixter (1957), 55.
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composition of Alvissmdl (and it would therefore be of
the type funi, fold, barr, vesg). Is this a correct evaluation
of the word? The Icelandic sunna could be a loan-word,
and a relatively young loan-word at that.

Alvissmdl is the only poem of the Edda in which sunna
occurs. Apart from this isolated case the Edda only has
sdl, which is found approximately thirty times. In the
poetry of the skalds, sé/ — a very common word in
kennings — reigns supreme up to about A.D. 1000. The
oldest examples of sunna are found in Pérarinn Pérélfsson’s
Mdhlidingavisur from the g8os and in a lausavisa by Biprn
Hitdcelakappi (who died in 1024). Of the few remaining
examples one is found in a puia in Snorri’s Edda and the
rest in religious poetry.® As far as is known, the only
prose work where sunna occurs is Rimbegla (c. 1187), and it
is worth noting the context: sunna heitir sdl ok er vid hana
kendr dydttinsdagr (the sun is called sunna, and the Lords’
day [Sunday] is named after it).

In continental Scandinavia the word sunna is, as far
as I am aware, completely unknown. That the word is
missing from written sources does not, of course, say very
much. More important is the fact that the word is not
certainly attested in a single Norwegian, Swedish or
Danish place-name,” an absence all the more striking
because sé! is extremely common in place-names, e.g.
Swedish Solberg, Solberga, and older Norwegian S6l-
berg(ar), Sélheim(a)r. Admittedly in his etymological
dictionary Hellquist makes use of a suggestion by Erik
Modin that Sdnfjdllet, “‘Hirjedalen’s most popular peak”,
preserves an Old Norse sunna, ‘sun’. But the mountain’s
name is pronounced in the local dialect in such a way
that derivation from a form in Sumnu- is out of the
question.®

8 Some examples included in Lexicon poeticum are uncertain, cf. E. A. Kock,
Notationes norreene (1923-44), §§ 622, 1235, 1966.

7 None of the place-names in Sunn- in Norske Gaardnavne is interpreted with
reference to subst. sunna.

8 Cf. J. Reitan, Vemdalsmdlet (1930), 49.
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As far as I can see, only one conclusion can be drawn.
We have no evidence of a native Norse sumna. It is
possible that Old Norse, like Gothic, once had both sdl
and sumna, but then in such a remote period that it is
impossible to find any definite indication that it actually
did.

The Icelandic sumna ought therefore to be a West
Germanic loan, something which is already suggested by
the chronology of its occurrences. In my opinion the
word’s appearance can be connected with the borrowing
of the name of the weekday, sunnudagr, ‘Sunday’. The
West Germanic sumna may have come with sunnudagr.
But it is also possible that the Icelanders, with their
literary and linguistic interests, abstracted the simplex
sunna from sumnudagr — the above quotation from
Rimbegla is in its way enlightening. The Icelandic word,
sunna, was probably a literary word from the beginning.
If sunna is a loan-word, then its appearance in Alvissmdl
says much about the poem’s age. But this is a question
to which we shall return later.

Most of the words credited to the gods and other powers
are poetic circumlocutions of various types.

Very similar to the group of words discussed above are
those words whose meanings have been modified by
restriction or extension. For example, vegar (10) which
really means ‘ways, roads’ is the word of the Vanir for
‘earth’; aurr (10), really ‘gravel’, is the word for ‘earth’
used by the uppregin (whoever they were); mylinn (14),
according to Hjalmar Falk really meaning ‘ball’,® is the
gods’ word for ‘moon’; skin (14) ‘shining’, is the dwarves’
word for ‘moon’; ofhly (22), really ‘the sultry’, is the
giants’ name for calm; vdgr (24), ‘wave, bay’, is used by the
Vanir for ‘sea’; vpndr (28), really ‘wand’ (often used for
‘mast’ in scaldic poetry), is used by them for ‘forest’;
grima (30), really “a kind of hood covering the face’, is the
word for ‘night’ among the ginnregin; vpxtr (32), really

® Altnordische Waffenkunde (1914), 86 note.
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‘growth, vegetation’, is used by the Vanir for ‘seed,
corn’; migdr (34), really ‘mead’, is the word for ‘ale’ ¢
heltw; sumbl (34), usually meaning ‘carousal, feast’, is
the word for ‘ale’ among ‘‘Suttung’s sons”.

A further group are epithets and similar expressions,
e.g. igren (10), ‘greenish’, the giants’ word for ‘'earth’,
grdands (10), ‘growing, verdant’, the elves’ word for
‘earth’, alskir (16), ‘all-glowing’, the word for ‘sun’ among
dsa synir, eygld (16), presumably a substantivized feminine
adjective with the meaning ‘the ever bright one’, the giants’
name for the sun (cf. flidds ems fagrglda in stanza 35),
hlyrniv (12), ‘that provided with sun and moon’, the gods’
word for ‘sky’, skyndir (14), ‘the swift one’, the giants’
word for ‘'moon’, epir (20), ‘the shouter’, the giants’ word
for ‘wind’, forbrennir (26}, ‘the one who destroys by fire’, the
dwarves’ word for ‘fire’, dréali (14), ‘the year teller’, the
elves’ word for ‘moon’, dynfari (20), ‘the noisy traveller’,
the elves’ word for ‘wind’, frekr or freki (26), ‘the greedy
one’, the giants’ word for ‘fire’.

In this context I would like to mention a group of
nomina agentis ending in -udr, that are quite characteristic
of the poem. They are four in number. Three are
words for wind (2o): vdfudr from the verb vdfa, ‘to hover’,
here perhaps with a meaning ‘to sway, wander about’,
gneggjudr from gneggia, ‘to neigh’, a verb of onomatopoeic
origin, and hvidudr, related to the noun Avida, ‘gust of
wind’ (hvidudr should mean ‘the gusty one’, ‘one who moves
in gusts’, not “fuld af, med, vindstgd”, the gloss for it
found in Lexicon Poeticum). The fourth example is
hrpdudr, the word used by the inhabitants of Hel for ‘fire’
(26), formed from the verb Arada, ‘to hasten, hurry on’.
Such nomina agentis as these belong exclusively to the
poetic language, and it is perhaps not so remarkable that
hvidudy is hapax legomenon and gmneggiudr and hrpdudr
only appear elsewhere in a pula in Snorri’s Edda. In
addition vdfudr is only otherwise known as a name for
Odin (as in Grimmismdl, Bragi, etc.). This secondary
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name for Odin alludes to his function as the god of storm.
It is a successful ploy on the part of the poet of Alvissmdl
to give vdfudr as the gods’ word for ‘wind’ (20).

As a final group I would like to mention compounds and
combinations which in part resemble kennings: fagrarefr,
‘fair-roof’, dridpan sal (12), ‘the dripping hall’, the elves’
and dwarves’ words for ‘sky’ respectively, fagrahvél (16),
‘fair wheel’, the elves’ word for ‘sun’. The dwarves call the
sun Dvalins leika (16). Dvalinn is a common dwarf-name
in the Edda. If Wimmer is correct in his assumption that
letka originally was a neuter noun with not only the
meaning ‘plaything’ but also the meaning ‘play-fellow’, one
could surmise that the expression Dvalins letka means
‘Dvalinn’s play-fellow’, a term with ironic undertones —
the sun plays with the dwarf, i.e. outwits him and turns him
to stone (cf. the narrative framework of Alvissmdl). The
name Dvalinn has also been thought to mean ‘the delayed
one’ and so an allusion to the well-known myth.1® E. A.
Kock has surmised that here letka instead means ‘a trap’.
(Kock bases his assumption on the double meaning of
the verb leika: on the one hand ‘to play’ and on the other
‘to play a trick on, entrap’.) But however this may be,
the significance of the kenning is quite clear.

Also connected with mythological notions, or perhaps
rather with popular belief, is the word used by the
inhabitants of Hel for ‘clouds’, hialmr hulids (18). The
expression can be translated as 'a hiding helm’. Other
words for ‘cloud’ are vindflot, ‘that which floats with or on
the wind’, ‘air sailer’, used by the Vanir, skdrvin and
srvdn, ‘hope of rain’ (attributed to the gods and the giants
respectively). The sea is called dlheimr by the giants,
‘eel-home’. The forest is called vallar fax (28) by the gods,
‘the field’s mane’, fagrlims by the elves, ‘the fair-limbed’,
and hlidpang by the halir, ‘seaweed of the hills'.
Svefngaman, ‘sleep’s joy’, is the elves’ word and

10 Cf, most recently S. Gutenbrunner, Arkiv 70 (1955), 61.
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draumnigrun, ‘dream-goddess’, the dwarves’ word for
‘night’ (30).

The compounds quoted above which can be described
as kennings are both simple and transparent.

Thus in Alvissmdl a clear distinction can be seen between
the language of men on the one hand and that of the
gods and supernatural powers on the other. The difference
is principally stylistic: prosaic everyday language versus
the language of poetry.

Is it then possible to differentiate this non-human poetic
language in Alvissmdl? The task is a difficult one,
because, as we have already observed, the distribution of
the verbal material between the different worlds and
beings is not systematic. However, this need not
decisively hinder an investigation. Thearrangement of the
poem is sufficiently consistent for us to form a relatively
complete picture of the languages of those beings who
appear most often.

The language of the Asir is characterized to a significant
extent by solemn, poetic words, archaic, already old-
fashioned at the time of the poem’s composition — words
like fold, funs and barr, or common poetic words with a
foreign sound like sunna and bidrr.

The words of the giants seem to me also to exhibit
common characteristics, both in content and style. One
subscribes willingly to Finnur Jénsson’s description of the
words of the giants: ““de er preegede af noget groft, af en
materiel opfattelse og udtaler en zrgrelse over det skgnne
og gode i naturen.” The sun is eygld, ‘the ever-glowing’
(16), calm is felt to be ofhly, ‘the sultry’ (22), fire is
frekr, i.e. ‘the greedy one’ (26), the forest is eld7, ‘firewood’
(28), seed, corn is @f, ‘food’ (32). Another word, which
is indubitably translated wrong in all the commentaries
on the Edda that I have consulted, points in the same
direction. The word is igreen (10), the giants’ name for
‘earth’. Gering translated it as ‘die herrlich griinende’,
Neckel ‘die immergriine’, Lexicon poeticum ‘den steerkt
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grgnne’ with the qualification i nedsettende mening”.
This qualification perplexed Gering, who writes in his
Kowmmentar: “Warum dies eine ‘verdchtliche bezeichnung’
sein soll, ist nicht einzusehen.” Finnur Jénsson made
himself clearer in his edition, De gamle Eddadigte
(1932), where he writes: “/green: sterkt gren, jetterne
fgler ubehag ved den smukke grgnne farve.” The
adjective is hapax legomenon in Old West Norse. But the
word is well known from both Modern Icelandic and the
dialects of Modern Norwegian and means ‘greenish’. The
same applies to other colour adjectives formed with the
same prefix: ¢blaa, igraa, traud, isvart, i.e. ‘bluish’, etc.
Fritzner’s dictionary omits Zgremn but has bldr and
traudr, which are correctly translated as ‘blaalig, blaaagtig’
and ‘rgdlig, lidt rgdagtig’. The German ¢ngriin, which
corresponds to {graeemn, means admittedly ‘very green,
extremely green’ and has done so since the Middle High
German period, but it is equally undeniable that
Scandinavian colour adjectives with the {-prefix do not
have any intensive connotation.!®’ Thus the giants in
Alvissmdl call the earth by a word which means ‘greenish,
a little green’. The word is an understatement. The
giants admit, as if against their will, that the earth is
green; it is {green, ‘a bit green’. The vocabulary of the
giants does not, however, have negative connotations
throughout. Ale (34), for example, is able to dispel their
peevishness: its name is Areins lggr, ‘the bright liquid’.

The vocabulary of the elves testifies to a totally
different frame of mind from that of the giants. The
earth is verdant and fertile (grdands), the sky a beautiful
roof (fagravefr), the sun a beautiful wheel (fagrahvél),
the forest is fair-limbed (fagriimi), the night is sleep’s joy
(svefngaman). It is to be noted that in no case do words
beginning with the prefix fagr- make part of the metrical
structure and they are therefore not bound by alliteration.

11T refer to Ture Johannisson’s discussion of these questions in his essay
‘Idrott’ in Meijerbergs Arkiv for svensk ovdforskning 5 (1943).
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It is clearly the light-elves who have been allowed to show
off their language in Alvissmdl.

The elves called the sun ‘the fair wheel’ (fagraivél).
Another Old Icelandic word for ‘wheel’ is 7poull (related to
German Rad, Latin rofa). Both as a simplex and in
compounds rpdull appears as a heiti for ‘sun’. The
compound dlfrpdull is especially interesting in this
context, well known from poetry, e.g. in Skirnismdl 4:

alfrodull lysir um alla daga,

ok peygi at minum munum.
It is tempting to postulate a connection between the name
for the sun, dlfrpdull, meaning ‘the elf-wheel’, and the
information in Alvissmdl that the elves call the sun ‘the
fair wheel’. But the precise significance of such a
connection would be difficult to establish.

The Vanir are portrayed in Norse mythology as typical
fertility gods, but one notices little of this in the words
attributed to them in Alvissmdl. One could possibly cite
their word for ‘seed, corn’, which is woxir, ‘vegetation’.
Gutenbrunner has pointed out that the same usage is
found in an OE Flursegen, a blessing of the crop, where
westma stands for ‘seed’. More striking are the three
compounds with ‘wind’ — winddfnir for “sky’, vindjflot for
‘cloud’, and windslot for ‘calm’, all three found only
once in Norse poetry. If one adds to this the fact that the
earth is called vegar ‘ways’, and the forest vpndr (the
word is often used by the skalds with the meaning ‘mast’),
then one could possibly say, as Einar Ol. Sveinsson and
others have done, that the words of the Vanir in
Alvissmdl allude to journeys by land and sea. In
western Norway the Vanir god Njordr was principally
a god of merchants and seafarers.

The vocabulary of the dwarves does not seem to me to
exhibit any special characteristics, and the same applies
to those creatures who are said to live ¢ heliu, i.e. in the
underworld or the kingdom of the dead. Omne case might,
however, be worth mentioning. This is in stanza 32
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where we read that ¢ helsu seed or corn is called
hnipinn. The word means ‘drooping’ and is generally
used of the head, hanging down with sorrow. The
meaning here must be “with drooping ears” or something
similar, but the double meaning is at any rate poetically
effective.12

It is perhaps time now to ask ourselves how a poem like
Alvissmdl is to be read. It is obvious that the poet knew
of or perhaps actually shared an old heathen belief that
gods and other supernatural beings speak special
languages. But how seriously can we take the poem’s
mythologicallexicography? What were the poet’ssources?
How much of the linguistic information that is transmitted
is of genuine popular origin, and how much is to be ascribed
to the poet’s own imagination and invention? And what
was the purpose of the poem? These questions, which
also inevitably involve the problem of the poem’s age, are
the centre of much controversy, and, as far as I know, no
commonly accepted view exists. Mogk, Sijmons, Heusler,
Gilintert and most recently de Vries!® date the poem at the
earliest to the middle of the twelfth century or about 1200
and almost totally deny it any popular basis — Gering’s
criticism that the poem is “ein versifiziertes Kapitel aus
der skaldischen Poetik” is quoted with approbation; but
scholars like Olrik, Magnus Olsen and Finnur Jénsson have
emphasized the poem’s heathen and popular character and
its practical purpose. For example, Magnus Olsen writes:
“Det har veret Alvissmal's digter magtpaaliggende at
leere sin samtid de ord, som bruktes i de overnaturlige
vaseners verdener og som menneskene maatte kunne,

12 According to Sijmons-Gering hnipinn is ‘“‘als Bezeichnung des Getreides
sonst nicht nachgewiesen”. This needs qualification. In the so-called
Eddu-brot printed in Edda Snorra Sturlusonar 11 (1852), 494, we find the word
in a sense admittedly not wholly identical with what Alvissmdl has but very
close toit. Under the heading her @r hibylum haliar (sic) the names of things
and people belonging to this region are given, and Anipinn is the name of the
akr there. — The word hnipinn also gives a clue as to what kind of grain was

cultivated in Iceland at the time the poem was composed. The term suits
admirably four rowed barley with a bending ear. Cf. N. von Hofsten, op. ¢it.,

65.
13 See his Altnordische Literaturgeschichte® 11 (1967), 112,
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naar de ferdedes utenfor hjemmet.”14 Finnur Jénsson
dates Alvissmdl to the tenth century, as does Boer in his
Edda commentary, and even suggests that the poet may
have been Norwegian.

Another problem concerns the poem’s narrative frame-
work. It has generally been thought remarkable that
“Thor, who is not otherwise portrayed as a particularly
intelligent or inquisitive person, here wins a test of
knowledge through his cunning” (Noreen), and most
people have seen this as something secondary and late.
However, in his book on Thor, published in 1947, Helge
Ljungberg maintains that the idea of Thor as a gullible
god is secondary, and that the picture we have of him in
Alvissmdl is more original. At the same time Ljungberg
also assumes that the poem is a late work.

I do not propose to go into all these problems. We must
content ourselves with a number of points which are
raised by the language of the poem.

It is striking, and has indeed often been pointed out,
that the words attributed to the Vanir all begin with v;
they are nine in number: vegar, ‘earth’ (10), vinddfnir,
‘sky’ (12), vindflot, ‘cloud’ (18), vindslot, ‘calm’ (22),
vdgr, ‘sea’ (24), vdg(r), which should perhaps be
veeginn, ‘fire’ (26), vondr, ‘forest’ (28), voxir, ‘seed, corn’
(32), veig, ‘ale’ (34). If one extends this examination to
the other beings, one finds the following. The dwarves’
words begin with 4 in five cases out of seven, namely
drivipan sal, ‘sky’ (12), Dvalins leika, "sun’ (16), dags vero,
‘calm’ (22), divipan mar, ‘sea’ (24), draumnigrun, ‘night’
(30). The two dwarf-words which do not begin with 4
are skin, ‘moon’ (14), and forbremnir, ‘fire’ (26). The
glants’ terms begin with a vowel and therefore alliterate
with their name, dginar, in ten cases out of thirteen: the
exceptions are skyndir (14), freki (26), hreinalpg (34).
The words of the Asir, however, never alliterate with
their name and those of the elves (like those of men) do so

14 Maal og minne (1909), 91.



312 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

only sporadically, almost unintentionally. As Giintert
has shown, the explanation is simple when we realize that
we are dealing with a poem in Jjddahditr and that as far as
possible the poet has used a definite sequence for the
different beings. Of the six lines of the ljddahditr stanza
the two half-lines alliterate in pairs, while the third and
sixth lines, the so-called full lines, alliterate internally.
The fact that the Vanir words all begin with v and that the
dwarves’ words begin in five cases with 4 depends entirely
on the fact that the Vanir always and the dwarves five
times are mentioned in the third and sixth lines
respectively. In the full lines word and name alliterate
without exception, no matter what the latter may be,
thus not only Vanir and dwarves, but also the more
occasional gimnregin, uppregin, halir, i helin, etc. So
we find kalla gneggjud gimmregin (20:3), kRalla grimu
ginnregin (30:3), kalla aur uppregin (10:6), kalla hlid pang
haliv (28:3), alskir dsa synir (16:6), kalla sumbl Suttungs
synir (34:6), kRalla hverfanda hvél heliw i (14:3)'5, kalla
i heliw hidlm hulids (18:6), kalla © heliu hvidud (20:6), etc.
Of the eleven words attributed to the elves only one begins
with a vowel, drtali (14); as we might expect, it is in the
sixth line — the elves otherwise always appear in the fifth.

Outside the two full lines the different terms do nof
alliterate with the names of the beings who use them,
(those of the giants do, but this is only a superficial
impression, see below). Thisis entirely due to the fact that
the short lines in /jddahditr do not as a rule have more than
one alliterating word. The result is therefore that name
and word that appear in one line do not alliterate with each
other but rather with name or word in the other line of
the pair, word with word as here:

Himinn heitir me8 monnum
en hlyrnir me8 godum (12);

15 This line with its abnormal four lifts should doubtless be emended on the
lines suggested by E. Noreen in Studier 1 nordisk filologi 4:5 (1913), to kalla ¢
heliu hverfanda hvél.
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or word with name as here:

uppheim iptnar,
alfar fagraraefr (12).

As we see, the giants’ word uppheimr also alliterates
with their name, ¢ginar. It was noted above that ten of
the thirteen giant-words begin with a vowel. It can
however be claimed that this is, if I may say so, entirely
accidental. In all cases the name elves (dlfar) comes in the
following line. The giants’ word is thus determined by
the mythological name in the following line, not by the
word zgtunn. Stanzas 14, 26 and 34 show that this is the
case, for here the elves of line 5 are replaced by dwarves
(14, 26) and ¢ hkelin (34). The giants’ words in these
cases are skyndir, freki and hreinalpg, which do not begin
with vowels.

One can see that the constrictions imposed by alliteration
and other technical requirements caused the poet much
difficulty. The line pairs were relatively easy to compose,
but the need to find alliterating words in the full lines
through all of thirteen stanzas proved difficult. Men, the
Asir and the giants recur regularly, stanza after stanza,
in their special positions, in the first, second and fourth
lines respectively, for here the poet could allow himself
a certain freedom in his choice of alliterating syllable,
and for the same reason the fifth line was for the most part
reserved for the elves. But in the third and sixth lines
the poet’s system breaks down beyond repair. It was
surely the difficulty of finding alliterating words which
called for the introduction of the following names, whose
significance otherwise remains unclear: ginnregin (twice),
uppregin (once), halir (once), Suttungs symir (once),
dsa symir (once) and ¢ heliw (six times). Such an
assumption is supported by the fact that the above names
— with only one exception — appear in lines 3 and 6, the
full lines. The terminological confusion and the lack of
consistency have their roots in technical difficulties.
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In his literary history Finnur Jénsson has tried hard to
sort out the poem’s nomenclature. He thinks ginnregin,
‘the great gods’ or ‘the strong powers’, are the Vawnir,
since this term appears in the third line which is normally
reserved for the Vanir (stanzas 20:3 and 30:3). One can
perhaps agree. But that uppregin (10:6) should refer to
the elves, which Finnur Jénsson also tentatively suggests,
seems highly unlikely in view of the fact that the elves are
mentioned earlier in the same stanza (in line 5!). It is
equally impossible to identify the people located 7 heliu,
mentioned six times, as the dwarves, for in two stanzas
(14:3, 26:6) they appear in addition to the dwarves.
Halir in stanza 28:3 is also curious. Old Icelandic halr
(an ¢-stem) is not known to have any other meaning than
‘man, human being’. But men and their words are
mentioned first in every stanza throughout the poem
(likewise in stanza 28). Vilhelm Kiil'® has attempted to
show that the form Aaly is the result of the falling together
of two entirely different words, namely the well-known
Germanic *halip, *halup (cf. the OI variant hpldr, ‘a free
man’) on the one hand, and on the other an old masculine
i-stem *hali-, formed from the same root as OI kel, ‘the
kingdom of the dead’. This latter halr would therefore
mean ‘inhabitant of hel’, i.e. "a dead man’, and, says Kiil,
it is this word we find in Alvissmdl 28. But Kiil’s only
support for the reconstructed *halr, ‘dead man’, is
Alvissmdl 28 — which lends most fragile support. Itis to
be admitted that halir in Alvissmdl 28 is perplexing, but
it is hardly less perplexing to find Alsir, Vanir and
uppregin in stanza 1o, both gods and dsa synir in stanza
16, and both giants and Suffungs synir in stanza 34.

In the short lines, too, the poet’s freedom of choice was
greatly restricted by the metrical conventions. No less
than ten of the thirteen words attributed to the gods
alliterate with the words of men: himinn: hlyrnir; mdni

18 Arkiv 68 (1953), 9o.
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mylinn; sol: sunna, etc. In all these cases the human
words begin with a consonant and the poet did not have at
his disposal a synonym for &sir which could alliterate
with the human word. Three of the human words,
however, do begin with vowels and in these cases the poet
was free to choose the name esi7 (instead of god) and place
it in an alliterating position. The choice of words for the
gods could then be made without reference to the demands
of alliteration (fold 10, funi 26, bidrr 34). The poet had
significantly greater freedom of movement in line 5, the
elves’ line. As pointed out above, the giants’ words (in
line 4) begin ten times with a vowel and rhyme with the
name of the elves found in the following line. Thus the
elves’ words fell outside the alliterating scheme and
could be chosen freely. This freedom of choice played an
important role, for it allowed a unified character to be
imposed on the content of the elves’ words, to give an
impression of brightness and beauty, which has already
been mentioned (gréandi, fagrarefr, fagrahvél, fagrlimi,
svefngaman).

It seems indisputable therefore that the demands of
alliteration have influenced to a significant extent the
distribution of words from the languages of the gods and
the supernatural powers. For why should the words of
the Vanir and the dwarves alliterate with their own names
but not those of the Asir and the elves? It seems as if it
was not always the word which was considered the most
important thing and allowed to determine its surroundings.
The opposite seems sometimes true — especially in the
case of the words of the Vanir and the dwarves. Older
scholars, represented for example by Friedrich Kauffmann,
were inclined to interpret alliteration between the names of
certain beings and their vocabulary as a reflexion of
ancient notions of a magical connection between a being
and its language. However, a detailed examination of
the composition of the poem lends no support to such
a view.
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Given our findings so far, we are perhaps prepared to
be somewhat sceptical of claims that lend the poem
much value as a source of information about heathen
mythology and popular belief. But we must not jump
to conclusions.

In an essay entitled ‘Det norrgne Sprog pa Shetland og
den nordiske Kultur’, published in Nordisk Tidskrift in
1897, the Danish philologist Axel Olrik was able to
announce a number of remarkable discoveries. His
essay is a review of Jakob Jakobsen’s book Det norrone
Sprog pd Shetland, and Olrik devotes much attention
to the striking, so-called 'noa-words’ which Jakobsen
recorded as in use among the fishing population of
Shetland. It is a well-attested popular belief that
in certain circumstances some words are dangerous or
unsuited for use — they are ‘taboo’. In such circum-
stances cryptic circumlocutions are used instead —
these are ‘noa-words’. Such notions of taboo seem to
have been especially common amongst fishermen; at
sea, especially when actually fishing, it was not permis-
sible to use the common names of things, but special
‘sea-words’ were used instead, in order not to wake
the displeasure of the powers of the sea. Jakobsen cites
a long list of such ‘sea-words’ used by the Shetland
fishermen, and Olrik points out in his review that some of
these Shetland noa-words show a remarkable similarity to
certain expressions in Alvissmdl. In the language of the
fishermen the sea is called djub, mdr, 10g or hdldst, this last
seemingly descended from a form dlvpzt, ‘a fishing bank’.
In Alvissmdl 24 we learn that the dwarves call the sea
ditkpan mar, the elves call it lagastaf, which Olrik and
several with him translate as ‘material for lggr’, i.e. what
is fluid, water, sea; and the giants called it dlhesmr "eel-
home’. Thus we have the parallels — Shet. djub and mdr:
didpan mar; Shet. 10g: lagastaf; Shet. holdst << dlvpzt:
dlheimr. Likewise with ‘fire’: in the Shetlands it is called
Jona: the Asir in Alvissmdl call it funi (26); Shet. brener,
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braner: cf. the dwarves word in Alvissmdl, forbremmir.
Or sun: in the Shetland fishermen’s language foger: in the
language of the elves fagrahvél (16) ‘the fair wheel’. In
addition Olrik points out certain similarities in word-
formation. Shetland brener ‘the burner’ and sjiner ‘the
shiner’, the latter used of the sun, correspond to words in
Alvissmdl of the type forbrennir (of fire), skyndir ‘one who
speeds’ (of the moon) and epir ‘the shouter’ (of the wind)
etc., 7a-stems.

Olrik is opposed to the idea that Alvissmdl merely
contains a collection of purely poetic expressions and
paraphrases, which the poet has transferred to the spheres
of the gods, giants and dwarves. When the poet of
Alvissmdl ascribes to supernatural beings a language
which he wishes to teach to his fellow men, then this —
according to Olrik — must be connected with the existence
of a language which human beings must learn and use in
order to curry favour with supernatural beings. Having
reminded his readers of the similarities between Alvissmdl
and the noa-words of the Shetland fishermen, Olrik sums
up his view of the poem as follows: “Alvissmdl har ikke
skjaldesproget, men det overtroiske huldresprog, ‘sg-
ordene’, og desl., til sin veasentlige forudsetning.”

After Olrik’s analysis it is difficult not to believe that at
least some of the words that are said to belong to the
languages of gods and other powers in Alvissmdl are of
popular origin, and belong to the language of magic.
One or two of Olrik’s examples are perhaps questionable.
When Olrik translates Shetland Adldst by ‘the eel-bank’,
i.e. ‘the place at sea where eel is fished’, and places it
alongside dlheimr, ‘eel-home’, in Alvissmdl, he has not
studied what Jakobsen says carefully enough. Jakobsen
identifies the prefix in Shetland holdst with OWN 4,
‘deep cleft in the sea-bed’. Fish are often caught near
such clefts. If dlheimr in Alvissmdl is to be translated as
‘eel-home’, ‘eel-world’, then the similarity with Shetland
holdst is purely accidental.



318 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

Olrik’s unsatisfactory translation of Shetland Adldst
has left traces in Norwegian place-name research. A quite
large island off the north Norwegian coast is called Alsten.
The medieval forms of the name are compatible with the
idea that the island was earlier called Alvgzt, i.e. that the
name is identical with the Shetland sea-word kdldst and
OI *dlvgzt, ‘fishing-place at sea’. The juxtaposition has
been made by Magnus Olsen. Like Olrik, Magnus Olsen
believes that the fish name 4/ (eel) is the first element. It
is, however, presumably true, as Olsen points out, that
eel-fishing never played so significant a role in northern
Norway that the island, Alsten, was named after it.
Olsen is therefore inclined to recognize the name as the
Shetland sea-word, i.e. as a noa-name. The island, he
says, originally had another name. He continues:
“Fiskerne har, naar de var paa fangst utenfor gen, ikke
vovet at betegne den ved dens egentlige navn, fordi dette
paa en eller anden maate har veret egnet til at vaekke
havvaetternes opmerksomhet, og saa har de dannet et
fuldstendig ligegyldig gnavn, som var ufarlig derved, at
det kun indeholdt navnet paa den i forhold til de vigtige
fiskearter (torsk, sild osv.) ganske verdilgse aal.”'7 —
However, neither OI *dlvgzt nor the corresponding
Shetland ‘sea-word’ Adldst contains the word ‘eel’, but
instead the word dll, ‘deep cleft in the sea-bed’. The
Norwegian name is not a noa-name, but must be
interpreted literally. The name can mean ‘the fishing
place near the deep cleft’, an interpretation which finds
support in the local geography. — Nor can one place too
much weight on the Shetland word Adldst as a noa-word.
Cf. Ol dll, ‘cleft’, and wvpzf, ‘fishing place’, with the
meaning "sea’ in the poetic language, where taboo notions
do not enter the picture at all.

Such objections to details need not undermine Olrik’s
and Magnus Olsen’s main conclusion — that a magical,

17 Maal og minne (1909), 93.
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popular noa- or taboo-language comprises at least one of
the elements in the lexicography of Alvissmadl.

But not everything in the poem’s vocabulary has its
roots in the language of popular magic. In disposition
Alvissmdl is strongly reminiscent of Vafpridnismdl and
Boer is in my opinion right when he asserts that Alvissmdl
imitates that poem. Thor introduces all his questions,
mutatis mutandis, with these words:

SegBu mér pat, Alviss,

— oll of rok fira

vorumk, dvergr, at vitir —
hvé su iord heitir —

This seems like an amalgam of the two variants in
Vafpridnismdl

Segdu mér, Gagnradr, Segdu pat it eina,
allz p1i & gdifi vill ef pitt cedi dugir
pins um freista frama, ok pt, Vafprdnir, vitir . . .

hvé sé hestr heitir . . .

In the final stanza of Vafpridnismdl the giant admits that
Odin is the victor in their test of wisdom.

Feigom munni meita ek mina forna stafi

ok um ragna rok.

With fated mouth the fall of gods
And mine olden tales have I told.

In the final stanza of Alvissmdl the dwarf admits:
I eino briésti ek sak aldregi
fleiri forna stafi.

In a single breast I have never seen
More wealth of wisdom old.

The expression fornir stafir (‘olden tales’, ‘old wisdom’)
fits better in Vafpridnismdl than in Alvissmdl and was
presumably borrowed from it by the poet of Alvissmdl.
In the language of the inhabitants of Hel the moon is
called hverfanda hvél, which for an Icelander probably
meant 'whirling wheel’. Such a meaning is undoubtedly
the one we meet in the well-known passage in Hdvamdl
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(stanza 84): A man shall not trust the oath of a maid nor
the word a woman speaks:
— pviat 4 hverfanda hvéli
voéro peim higrto skopud —
for their hearts were fashioned on a whirling wheel. Itis
doubtless the potter’s wheel which is here called hverfanda
hvél.
Boer is of the opinion that influence from Hdvamdl is
behind the moon’s name, hverfanda hvel, in Alvissmdl.
It is possible that Hdvamdl was in the thoughts of the
poet of Alvissmdl, despite the fact that the verb huverfa
can hardly have the same meaning in both poems. 1
believe, however, that Vafprddnismdl may also have
played a part here. Odin asks (stanza 22):
hvadan mani um kom,
svd, at ferr menn yfir,
eda,. sol it sama.

and Vafpridnir replies:

Mundilfeeri heitir;
hann er Mana faSir
ok sva Sélar it sama;
himin hverfa

pau skulo hverian dag
oldom at artali.

Here we have hverfa with a meaning ‘to move across the
sky in an arc’, a meaning which admirably fits Averfanda
hvél in Alvissmdl. In addition we can note that the moon
(and the sun) according to Vafpriidnismdl are at driali for
men, i.e. are of help when measuring time. As we
remember, drtali, ‘the year teller’, is the elves’ word for
‘moon’ in Alvissmdl. The word is hapax legomenon (it
occurs also in a pula but is doubtless a borrowing from
Alvissmdl), and drtal (‘reckoning by years’) in Vafpridnis-
mdl is also hapax legomenon.

It is thus possible to demonstrate literary influence on
Alvissmdl, especially from Vafpridnismdl. When the
poet makes the halir in stanza 28 call the forest (vidy)
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hiidpang, ‘seaweed of the hills’, then he presumably had
stanza 24 of Ynglingatal in his thoughts, where hlidar pang
occurs with such a meaning. But my main impression is
that the poet is quite independent. Surprisingly enough,
many of the words attributed to divine and other powers
are hapax legomena or are only found in pulur from the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries, whose source could quite
easily have been Alvissmdl. 1 include here such cases
where the meaning or function of an otherwise known
word is unique. To mention a few: vinddfuir (for sky),
skyndir (of the moon), drtali (moon), vindflot, vedrmegin
(clouds), Aidimr hulids (also clouds), dagsefi and dags vera
(calm), fagriimi (forest), svefmgaman and draummnigrun
(night). For the most part words from Alvissmdl are
only found very rarely in the poetic language, this despite
their poetic character. Gering’s often quoted judgement
on the poem — “‘a versified chapter from scaldic poetics”
— is therefore somewhat wide of the mark, as Erik Noreen
has pointed out. Much indicates that the poet himself
created many of the poetic words and expressions which
he attributes to different beings. Finnur Jénsson however
has maintained in various places that all the words of the
gods and other powers are older than the poem and that
the poet did not create a single one of them. It is an
opinion that I find difficult to share.

The most divergent views have been held concerning the
poem’s age. Finnur Jénsson counts Alvissmdl among the
older poems about the gods in the Edda and dates it to the
tenth century. The poem’s terminological confusion
and its lack of system are taken by him to be evidence of
its great age. ‘‘Vardigtet forfatteti 12 arh., veentede man
snarest fuld systematik gennem det hele.” He seems
to mean that the deficiencies of the poem have arisen as a
result of the poem’s preservation. I, on the other hand,
have attempted to demonstrate that the inconsistencies
are due to technical difficulties and that they have
therefore always been present in the text.
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Heusler and most recently Jan de Vries have advanced
the view that a work like Alvissmdl is only possible in a
post-classical era (at the earliest around the middle of the
twelfth century). Erik Noreen objects to Heusler’s view
and writes that a literary culture developed at a very early
stage in western Scandinavia, and that consequently
Alvissmdl could quite easily have been composed during
the heathen period. Einar Ol. Sveinsson, who has most
recently discussed the question of the poem’s age, thinks it
doubtful whether A/lvissmdl should be placed either among
the older or the younger poems of gods. He points out
that the so-called expletive particle of occurs several times
in the poem and is of the opinion that this is indicative of
“nokkrum aldri”.

As far as one can see, there are not many fixed points of
reference to help with the dating of Alvissmdl. The poem
appears certainly younger than Vafpridnismdl, which
probably dates from the first half of the tenth century.
A word like sunna seems to me to point to the end of the
tenth century as the first possible date for composition.
Two of the stanzas (20 and 30) are quoted in Snorri’s
Edda from c. 1220. This gives a terminus ante quem.
The period we must stick to is thus the eleventh and
twelfth centuries. A more precise dating seems to me to
be impossible at the present time.

The poem shows that the poet was a man with a
pronounced interest in and sense for words. He collected
words, and speculated on them. He drew on many sources.
He seems to have borrowed least from his colleagues, the
skalds. The language of popular magic and his own
creative linguistic fantasy were his most important assets,
Behind the poem there lies the notion of a special language
spoken by the gods and other powers, and its character
— as the poet understood it — is shown clearly enough.
But the way the words are distributed among the
different supernatural groups must not be taken too
seriously. We are dealing primarily with a freely creative
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poet, a man for whom the discovery of old and rare words
and the creation of new ones were a source of pleasure and
satisfaction. One does not have the impression that he
had any particularly serious intention in composing his
verses. Despite the poem’s similarity to pulur, he
scarcely intended to create a handbook for skalds. It
seems even less likely that the poet wished to help his
fellow men in communicating with the gods and with
dangerous powers by teaching them words used by these
supernatural beings. (One notes with a certain amount
of surprise that Thor himself uses the words of men in his
questions. Whether this is due to an oversight on the
part of the poet or whether he found this arrangement a
practical necessity is difficult to say. In any case it
helps to strengthen the impression that the poet did not
himself take the fiction of the languages of different worlds
all that seriously.)

Alvissmdl is first and foremost a virtuoso performance.
The poet shows off his rich vocabulary and his powers of
expression. And the fictitious connection with other
worlds is secondary. Like the poem’s narrative frame, the
heim-fiction is a stylistic trick — and not an unsuccessful
one. As I have pointed out several times, the poet knew
and perhaps himself shared the old popular belief that
gods and supernatural powers spoke a special language.
But the differentiation of this non-human speech into
languages of gods, giants, dwarves, the inhabitants of Hel
and the others is certainly to a large extent the poet’s
own invention.



SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE LANGUAGE OF
DUNSTANUS SAGA

WITH AN APPENDIX ON
THE BIBLE COMPILATION ST JORN

By PETER HALLBERG

I

HE SUBJECT of this paper is the Icelandic transla-

tion Dunstanus saga, dealing with St Dunstan
(c. 909-988; Archbishop of Canterbury 959) and almost
completely derived from Latin sources.* My point of
departure is my earlier work on a cluster of religious
Icelandic texts, all probably written in the first part of the
fourteenth century. They turned out to have a lot of
striking linguistic and stylistic features in common, both
syntax and vocabulary.? These texts are anonymous,
with the exception of a later version of Nikolaus saga
erkibiskups and a Mikaels saga, which are both attributed
in the manuscripts themselves to a “‘brother” Bergr
Sokkason and ‘“‘brother” Sokkason respectively. This
man is obviously identical with Bergr Sokkason, who
became a monk at Pingeyrar in 1317, prior of Munka-
Pverd in 1322 and abbot of the same monastery in 1325.
For some unknown reason he gave up his office in 1334 but
resumed it in 1345; the year of his death is not known.?

In view of the close and to some extent very special
relations within that cluster of texts — also in their sources

11 quote from the edition by Christine Elizabeth Fell: Dunstanus Saga
(Editiones Arnamagnaana, Series B, 5, 1963). See her Introduction (pp. 1x-
xcr) for the sources of the translation, its author, manuscripts, etc.

21 refer to my Stilsignalement och forfattarskap i+ norrén sagalitieratur
(Nordistica Gothoburgensia 3, 1968), and two papers: ‘Jéns saga helga’,
Afmalisrit Jons Helgasonar (1969), 59-69, and ‘Om Magnuss saga helga’,
Einarsbok. Afmaliskvedja til Einars Ol. Sveinssonar (1969), 59-70.

3 For Bergr Sokkason cf. Peter Foote, The Pseudo-Turpin Chronicle in
Iceland: A Contribution to the Study of the Karlamagnus Saga (London Medizval
Studies, Monograph No. 4, 1959), 24-5.
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and the general treatment of their topics — it was
tempting to ascribe them all to Bergr Sokkason. Such
a conclusion would also explain why Bergr is said by
contemporaries to have been in high esteem for many
books on holy men: margar sogubeky heilagra manna or
margar heilagra mawnna sogur.* The two compositions
Nikolaus saga erkibiskups and Mikaels saga hardly meet
that description on their own.

Later I have come to notice that Dunstanus saga also
offers a considerable number of the linguistic and stylistic
features which I had regarded as characteristic of Bergr
Sokkason. However, in the introduction to Dunstanus
saga the translator and compiler introduces himself as
broder Avne Laurenciz (p. 1). This of course implies a
problem for my earlier attributions to Bergr Sokkason, or
at least for one or two of them. There is also the question
of Bergr’s personal influence on his younger compatriot
Arni. Their relations as monks in the same monastery,
Pingeyrar, appear to have been very close. We have some
information on them from the biography of Arni’s father,
Laurentius saga biskups.

11

It seems convenient to begin by applying my linguistic
“Bergr-tests” also to Dunstanus saga, which is a rather
short text, ¢. 6700 words in all.®

The proportion of reverse word order in usual main
clauses — Fdr hann instead of Hann fér — has turned out
to vary greatly from one writer to another, and thus to be
an indicator in questions of attribution.® For instance, in
the big compilation Sturlunga saga, which is rather

4 The quotations are from Laurentius saga Hdlabiskups in Biskupa ségur 1
{1858), 832 and 850 respectively.

5 For special problems and details concerning the construction and applica-
tion of the tests I refer to my book Stilsignalement (see note 2 above).

8 Cf. my paper ‘Om sprikliga forfattarkriterier i islindska sagatexter’,
Arkiv for nordisk filologi LXXX (1965), 157-86.
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homogeneous in its genre and subjects, the ratios of
reverse word order range from 1-3 per cent (Sturlu pdttr)
to 59 per cent (Porgils saga ok Haflida). An average in
saga literature seems to be about 30 per cent. Figures on
that level, let us say between 20 and 40 per cent, make a
“normal” impression. On the other hand, such extremes
as figures below 10 per cent or above 50 per cent
undoubtedly reveal special habits or preferences of the
authors. It should be added that this ‘“word order ratio”
usually remains fairly constant (within wide limits, of
course) throughout one and the same text. Such a
constancy indicates that we have to do with an individual
writing habit. But certainly other factors, such as the
genre (Icelanders’ sagas, Kings’ sagas, Bishops' sagas,
etc.), also play their part and complicate the picture. The
language of a text within a certain genre has to be
considered in relation to the general linguistic pattern of
that genre.

As for Bergr Sokkason, his authentic Nikolaus saga
(INiR) has a very high share of reverse word order, 60 per
cent; also Mrikaels saga (Mik) comes close to that
proportion: 57 per cent.” Among the works which I have
supposed to be “Bergr-texts” are two voluminous
Bishops’ sagas: late versions of Tdmas saga erkibiskups
(T'émas) and Guomundar saga Avasonar (Guom), with 36
per cent and 51 per cent respectively.8

Dunstanus saga (Dunst) fits well into this pattern with
its very high proportion of reverse word order: 70 per
cent (35 cases against 15 of normal word order). Just
a single example may be cited: Gegg at honum einn ungur
madr. § hinum biartazta bunade (p. 3).

7 Michaels saga and Nikolaus saga erkibyskups 11 are printed in C. R. Unger,
Heilagra manna sogur (1877), 1 676-713, and 11 49-158, respectively. M1k has
¢. 15,600 words, Nik c. 45,000. For the application of my tests to these sagas,
cf. Stilsignalement, 129-37.

& I have used C. R. Unger, Thomas saga erkibyskups (1869), and Gudmundar
biskups saga in Biskupa ségur 11 (1878). In both cases I have applied my tests
to the first 60,000 words, which is about 8o per cent of T'émas and go per cent

of Guom. Other “Bergr-texts” have been left aside here, except a version of
Jdns saga helga which is of importance for my discussion in this paper.
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In order to facilitate the comparison I list the figures
just presented. Corresponding lists will be given with the
same texts in the same order in the subsequent tests.

Dunst 70 per cent (35/15)
Nik 60 per cent (62/41)
Mik 57 per cent (56/42)

T omas 36 per cent (196/354)
Gudm 51 per cent (553/528)°

My next linguistic criterion is the present/preterite ratio
in the author’s narrative.’® On the whole the sagas are
known for a comparatively high frequency of the present
tense. But just as with word order, texts within one and
the same saga genre may reveal great differences. Thus,
Icelanders’ sagas range from 3-2 per cent in Eyrbyggja
saga to 37 per cent in Laxdela saga and to 78 per cent in
one version of Bandamanna saga (M ; the other version,
K, has 72 per cent). The present/preterite ratio is
comparable to the reverse word order proportion as a
feature of individual style. For instance, the figures just
presented seem to exclude the possibility that Eyrbyggja
saga and Bandamanna saga could have the same author.

In this case Dumnst differs rather drastically from the
authentic “‘Bergr-profile”, as the following list shows:

Dunst 19-5 per cent (26/106)
Nik 83 percent (192/38)
Mik 79 per cent (172/45)

T émas 85 per cent (1105/200)
Gudm 56 percent (167/133)

Another distinctive feature is the distribution of the
three most common werbs introducing divect speech:
mela, segja, svara.ll The ‘‘Bergr-texts” distinguish

® For the application of this and other tests cf. Stilsignalement; each of the
relevant chapters there has the same arrangement.

10 Cf. the chapter on ‘Berittartempus’ (61-79) in Stilsignalement.

11 Cf. Stilsignalement, 111-13, and the following chapters on various *‘Bergr-
texts”.
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themselves by a comparatively low frequency of mela and
a correspondingly high one of segja and svara.
be remarked that the diverging proportions in M:k have
a special cause: g out of 14 instances of mela appear in a
section copied more or less verbatim from a version of
Duggals leizla, another piece found in Heilagra manna

ségur (HMS).12

specific distribution in the “Bergr-texts”:

It should

Dunst corresponds excellently to the

mela segja svara
Dunst °© (0 79 (11) 21 (3)
Nik 135 (19) 64 (92) 22 (32)
Mik 38 (14) 38 (14) 24 (9
Témas 42 ( 57 (110) 38 (74)
Guom 08 { 47 (121) 51 (132)

Still more significant, though, is the occurrence of the
introductory verb tala, on the whole very rare in saga

literature.

We meet it 3 times in Dunst:

[heyrdi] hann szlan Anndreazt postola maela med blidu

anndlite. pessi *gudspiallzt ord. til sin talannde.
P

meum super uos (p. I4)

Tollite ingum

Paa taladi fyr nefnt eingla fylki cherubin ok sera{phin) uid
selan Dun(stanum). at uisu skaltu buinn uera (p. 21)

(Dunstanus) suo talandi uid um standandi menn.

Nu siae

pier ener karustu bradr ok syner huert ek em kalladr (p. 23).

These 3 cases make 17-5 per cent of the whole group

melalsegjasvaraltala.

A similar frequency of fala is a

striking characteristic of the “Bergr-texts”, as the

following figures indicate:
Dunst

Nik
Mik

T émas
Gudm

17-5 per cent (3 out of 17)

155 per cent (15 out of g6)
16 percent (7 out of 44)

23 per cent (58 out of 250)
21 per cent (69 out of 324)

12 Cf. my paper ‘Broder Robert, Tristrams saga och Duggals leizla’, Arkiv
for nordisk filologi LXXXVIII (1973), 55-71, esp. 66.
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As a matter of fact, fala as an introductory verb seems
to be extremely infrequent outside the “‘Bergr-texts”.
The only exception I had noticed before Dunst was
Laurentius saga biskups (see p. 325 above) with its 22 per
cent (28 cases out of 127).!®> Another one is a large
section of the Old Testament text, Stjdrn; that text will
be dealt with summarily in an Appendix to this paper.

Of the linguistic-stylistic tests applied up to now, the
high frequency of reverse word order and the distribution of
the verbs introducing direct speech (including the very
uncommon Zfala) come close to the typical ‘“Bergr-profile”.
On the other hand, the low rate of the present tense in
Arni Laurentiusson’s narrative rather disagrees with that
profile.

II1

Two different vocabulary tests were constructed to make
a filter for tracing “‘Bergr-texts”. One comprised the
following 12 words or phrases: ddsama ‘admire, praise’,
dragsa ‘drag, trail’, eptir megni ‘to the best of one’s
ability’, eptir svd talat ‘having spoken thus’, forsjd/forsjd
‘care, management’, frdberr ‘excellent, unparalleled’,
geyst ‘highly, extremely’, greindr ‘above-mentioned’,
mekt ‘force, power’, punkir ‘point, place’, storiiga ‘greatly,
extremely’, umbergis ‘around’. The other list had g items:
einkanliga ‘especially, particularly’, fljdtr ‘fast, rapid,
swift’ (instead of the far more frequent skjétr), fullting
‘assistance, help’, hwverska ‘courtesy’, kumpdnn ‘com-
panion, fellow’, lypta simni ferd ‘start one’s journey’,
optliga “often’, prdfa ‘get to know, learn; prove’,
senntliga ‘in truth, truly’.?4

These 21 words or phrases turned out to be characteristic
of my ““Bergr-texts”’, compared to a voluminous control
material from other texts of the same kind. But of

18 Cf. Stilsignalement, 155.
14 For the construction of these vocabulary tests, cf, Stilsignalement, 114-8.
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course they vary greatly in frequency, both within the
“Bergr-texts” themselves and in thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century Icelandic literature as a whole. Such
words as ddsama, frdberr, umbergis are extremely rare
outside the “Bergr-texts’,'5 while einkanliga, fullting,
optliga, for instance, are rather common, especially in
religious texts.

Now, of the first series (ddsama etc.) Dunst has 7 cases:
Sorsjd/forsjé 2 (epter gudligri forsio 3%; guds forsia 6%);
greindr 2 (senndande .../ fyrr [g]reinnda postola
151; bidiandi med saunnu godfysi fyrer adr greindum
*myntarum 1823); meki 1 (Enn suo gofug sem hans
fedginn uorv at heims mekt. uorv pau miklu gofgare
igodum sidum. ok gudligri spekt 228); punktr 1 (par uar
einginn hia honum j pan punkt er hann steypte aptur af
sier hoklinum 19%); stdrliga 1 (Enn puiat uer erum
storliga *pyngder af uorvm synndum 2%7).

These 7 instances make a rate of 10-5 per 10,000 words
(the measure I have chosen for comparison). A list
including the same works as in the tests above gives the
following figures:

Dunst 10-5/10000 (7 cases)
Nik 24/10000 (75 cases)
Mik 21/10000 (20 cases)
Témas 6:5/10000 (39 cases)
Gudm 9:2/10000 (55 cases)

The figures for Tdmas and Gudm probably strike the
reader as low, compared to those for the two authentic
Bergr-texts. But they are in fact high in comparison with
the corresponding frequencies in my control material.1¢

Of the second series Dunst provides g cases: etnkanliga 1
(ok einkanliga/birtizt honum gud fyrer enn szla Anndream
postola 20'?); kumpdnn 3 (mikinn flock heluisk[ra] anda

15 Cf. Stilsignalement, the summing-up on 163-4.

18 Cf. e.g. the figures for Hetlagra manna ségur, Mariu saga and the various
Bishops’ sagas in Stilsignalement, 132-3, 139-40 and 156.
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ok kumphana 5¢; [Dunstanus] stod stadfasliga med sinum
kumpanum ok heilt med Ethuardo 10%; eda med
huerium hzatti peir hefdi suo skiotliga /. . ./ samtei{(n )gdan
kumpana skapp upp sagt. ok j sundr slitit 272%); optliga 4
(savng h(eilagr) Dun(stanus) ok optliga enndurtok pessa
ann(tiphonam) er guds eingill hafde kennt honum 45;
puiat honum birtiz optliga guds einglar. ok heilager
menn 16%; gud uilldi eigi lata pat kledi aa jord koma. eda
aa duptugt golf nidr falla er suo heilagur madr hafdi borit
ok helgat juors herra likam. helldr op{t)liga 197; puiat
optliga sendi gud honum sina helga menn til styrktar
2018); prdfa 1 (myntur meistarar er falsat hofdu peninga
slag. ok sannprofader at peirre odygd uar peim daemd
su pina. sem til er sett j ennsko logmale 172).

The comparison list for this second series looks like
this:

Dunst 13+5/10000 (g cases)
Nik 23/10000 (72 cases)
Mik 22/10000 (21 cases)
T dwmas 20/10000 (I21 cases)
Gudm 16-5/10000 (98 cases)

Thus, in the two vocabulary tests taken together Dumnst
falls only slightly below my supposed ‘‘Bergr-texts”
Témas and Gudm. On the other hand, in Dunst only g
of the 21 items are represented, whereas Gudm and T dmas
have 18 and 16 items respectively; they both lack dragsa,
geysi and senniliga, T 6mas also ddsama and mekt. But the
difference may of course be due, partly or totally, to the
fact that Dunst is much shorter than T'dmas and Gudm,
and consequently does not offer the same opportunities of
displaying the author’s “‘possible’” range of vocabulary.

The two vocabulary lists do not include a few other
words, which have turned out to be particularly
characteristic of my ‘“Bergr-texts”. One of them is the
phrase dn dvél ‘without delay’; it is completely lacking in
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a total control material of 368,000 words.1? Now we find
3 instances of this phrase in Dumnst: ok sampyc[k]iz hann
an [du]ol sogdum kosningi 15%; letu peir aan duol afyr
sogdum hatidar degi roincharana hals hogua pa epter
lagana dome 18'%; pessum hans ordum trudu marger
menn ok skriptoduzt pegar ann duol 278 Such a
striking detail seems to be one more indication of a strong
affinity between Dunst and my ‘‘Bergr-texts”.

v

In her edition of Dunstanus saga Miss Fell has pointed to
its specific linguistic connections with a version of Jdns
saga helga, a biography of Jén Ogmundarson (b.
1052, d. 23/4 112I1), first bishop of Hélar (rxo6-112I1).
Miss Fell refers to that text as ‘“translated towards
the end of the thirteenth or at the beginning of
the fourteenth century from a Latin Life written
by Gunnlaugr between 1203 and 1208”7 (p. XLuI;
Gunnlaugr is the monk Gunnlaugr Leifsson of Pingeyrar,
d. 1218/19). It should be added that there exist two
different translations of Gunnlaugr’s Latin work, which
has itself been lost. Though the author of the later
Icelandic version — I call it Jon B — has obviously made
use of the older translation (Jdn A),'® it is exclusively
between Jdn B and Dunst that we find the striking verbal
similarities which Miss Fell has noticed.

Her findings are of special interest for the present
discussion. In my paper ‘J6ns saga helga’ (cf. note z,
p- 324 above) I have tried to demonstrate that Jén B toois
probably to be regarded as one of the “Bergr-texts”. 1
will put Dunst and Jon B side by side in the various tests
given above.

17 Cf, Stilsignalement, 163-4.

18 Cf. my paper ‘Jéns saga helga’ (note 2 above), 59-63. The two versions
?f this saga are printed in Biskupa ségur I (1858), 149-202 (4) and 213-60
B).
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Reverse Present
word order tense
Dunst 70 per cent  18-5 per cent
Jon B 44 per cent 24 per cent

Distribution of
mela  segja  svara  tala

Dunst o 11 3 3

Joén B 40 17 16 7

In the considerable frequency of the verb mela, Jon B
differs strikingly from the average “Bergr-profile”, while
Dunst comes rather close to it. But fala, extremely
unusual as an introductory verb outside the ‘“Bergr-
texts”, is fairly well represented in Jdn B too.

In the vocabulary tests Dunst also reveals a somewhat
closer resemblance to the typical ‘“Bergr-profile” than
Jon B:

ddsama etc.  einkanliga etc.

Dunst 10'5/10000 13-5/10000

Jén B 2-4/10000 13+5/10000
Jon B shows 3 instances of the unusual phrase dn dvil
(218, 221, 260), just as Dunst does.

Now, if Jon B is to be regarded, by my standards, as
a “Bergr-text”, Dunst obviously ought to be so too. But
as the latter is explicitly said to be the work of Arni
Laurentiusson (and we have no special reason to doubt
that statement), the hypothesis will not hold good for
Dunst. But if so, it might not be true of Jin B either.
That is the problem we have to deal with here.

It should be emphazised, however, that Jén B —
unlike Dunst — is a revision by some other author of an
earlier Icelandic version. A revision may be more or less
thorough, depending on various circumstances. One
cannot suppose that a reviser’'s work will reveal his
individual linguistic preferences to the same extent as an
“original”’ translation he has made. Personal characteris-
tics may show up in a very uneven way, more on some
points than on others. Thus, as has already been
mentioned, Jon B has a rather high frequency of the verb
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mela — its only remarkable deviation from the genuine
“Bergr-profile”. On that point — the distribution of
mela[segjajsvara — its ratios are practically identical
with those of Jon A. But in other cases the trend from
A to B towards the ‘“Bergr-profile’’ is quite clear. Thus,
the low frequency of reverse word order in 4, II per cent,
has been raised to 44 per cent in B. And the rate of
present tense in A4, 11-5 per cent, has become 24 per cent
in B — still on an average “Saga level”, it is true, but a
high frequency within the whole genre of Bishops’ sagas,
and after all a definite step in the direction of the “‘Bergr-
texts”. As for the vocabulary lists (ddsama etc. and
etnkanliga etc.), A has a total frequency of merely
2-8/10000, distributed over only 3 different words, and
these probably the least distinctive ones: forsjd (1), fullting
(3), optliga (1). The corresponding figures for B are
16/10000 and g respectively.?

\%

In my paper ‘Jéns saga helga’ I constructed a special
vocabulary test, built on Jén B. From that text I picked
out a sample of words which seemed to me remarkable in
some way and which were all completely absent in A.
As the writer of B had introduced them, they ought to be
more or less characteristic of his manner of expressing
himself. The different words, 45 in all, were distributed
—— alternately according to alphabetical order — in two
lists with 23 and 22 words respectively, with a view to
providing a means of checking the homogeneity and
reliability of the test. It is important that this test was
constructed for the two versions of Jdns saga helga only,
with no regard whatsoever to my former “Bergr-texts”,
and still less to Dunst, which was then not in my mind at all.

I list here the words of my first ““Jén-B-series”, with
their meanings summarily indicated: andar- ‘spiritual’ (in
compounds, as andarhjdlp), dikt ‘form, writing’, flekka

19 Cf. ‘Jé6ns saga helga’ (note 2 above), 64-7.
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‘contaminate, stain’, forverari ‘predecessor’, framming
‘action, execution’, fyrivdjarfa ‘disregard, reject’,
hardlifi ‘ascetic life’, herraliga ‘as a powerful man, a
lord’, ¢bldstr ‘inspiration’, jdtari ‘confessor’, lidugr ‘iree,
unoccupied’, mektugr ‘considerable, powerful’, miskunnar-
‘compassionate, pitying’ (in compounds, as miskunn-
arfadmr), partera ‘divide, share’, #déksamiligr ‘reliable,
substantiated’, sampining ‘compassion’, sjonhverfiligr
‘illusory’, styrkliga ‘strongly’, tendra ‘kindle, incite’,
umfang ‘agitation, commotion’, vanhyggjae ‘imprudence,
thoughtlessness’, wersa ‘put into verse, make verse’,
dskranligr ‘terrible’.

In the following table the frequencies of Jdn B are listed
with those of Dunst and the same “Bergr-texts’ as before.

Dunst Jén B Nik  Mik  Tomas Gudm
anday- — I 1
dikt —
flekka —
forverari —
Sframning —
Sfyrivdjavfa
hardlifi
hervraliga
ibldstr
jdtari
lidugy
mektugy
wmiskunnar-
parieva
voksamligr
sampining
sjonhverfiligr
styrkliga
tendra
umfang
vanhyggja
versa
dskvanligr
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In this list Dunst comes rather close to Jon B, not quite
as close as Nk, but closer than the other authentic Bergr-
text, Mik. Before any comments are made on the ratios
here or on individual items, however, I give the
complementary list of my vocabulary test: bldm/beranligr,
-beriligr ‘flourishing’, dyrdar- ‘glorious’ (in compounds, as
dyrdarmadr), flerd[samy, -samligr ‘deceitful, false’,
[framhleyps ‘precipitancy’, fund(n)ing ‘finding’, fyrirldta
‘abandon, leave’, heimligr ‘mundane, of the world’,
hreinferdougr ‘pure, uncontaminated’, illkyndugr ‘wily’,
letrbud ‘earth(en) hut’, Ilystuligr ‘desirable, excellent’,
mikilliga ‘highly’, nems ‘acquisition of knowledge’,
purpurligr ‘purple-coloured’, sampinask ‘feel compassion’,
sidferdugr ‘moral, virtuous’, skilrikr ‘honest, trustworthy’,
tempra ‘moderate, temper’, trakiera 'discuss; entertain
(generously)’, wundirstanda ‘learn; understand; endure’,
vdveifi ‘surprise’, vid(r)verandi ‘present’.

Dunst Jon B Nik Mk Tomas Guom
blém/bevanligr,

-beeriligy — 2
dyvdar- I
flerd/samy,

-samligr —
Sframhleypi —
fund(n)ing
fyrividta
heimligy
hveinferdugy —
llkyndugr —
leirbud —
lystuligr
mikilliga
nemi
puvpurligr
sampinask
sidferdugr
skilviky
tempra
trakteva
undivstanda
vdveifi
vid(r)verandi
Total
Per 10000 words
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In this list, then, Dunst has a frequency quite near to
that of Jon B and much higher than any other ‘“‘Bergr-
text”, including the authentic Ntk — and Mik (1). If we
regard the two lists, with their 45 items, as one single
vocabulary test, the rates per 10000 words turn out to be
as follows, in decreasing range: Jon B 42, Dunst 30, Nik
27, Tomas 115, Gudm 11, Mtk 10-5. The test seems to
substantially confirm the strong affinity between Jdn B
and Dwunst, which Miss Fell has noticed. One of the
most striking words — I have not found it in my texts
outside Jon B and Dunst and Fritzner's only example is
from Jon B — is specially mentioned by her: sjonhverfiligr.

I now present a complete list of the occurrence of the
test words in Dunst:
dyrdar-: ecki makliga kunna til lofs at syngia suo haleitum

ok volldugum dyrdar konungi 3%

Sfyrirldta: Enn saa gud er alldri fyrer letur sig elskannda
mann 20%°
harolifi: med dagligu ok uiliugu pislaruetti munkligs

hardlifizt 2423
jdtari: af pessum guds iatara herra Dunnstano 221; ok {j>

jatara flock. hefur hann ordit makligur at uera guds

samarfui 242%
mekiugr: marger mektoger hofdingiar 311
mikilliga: himneskum brudguma huers fegurd sol ok tungl

mikilliga undrazt 3%; glediandizt mikillega af setleik

hliodanna. ok mikilleik synarinnar 47; Nu sem aller
stodu mikillega unndrandi pessa faa heyrdu stormerkis
nyung 42°

stdferdugr: skipandi yfer sum klaustrin sidferduga menn

til abota 93
sjonhverfiligr: diofla flock er sig hafde hulid ok skraytt

med sidn huerfuiligum* hunda yfer braugdum 52*
tempra: te[mprandi] sina d[o]ma med milldi ok myskunn

IO24
tendra: at med truarinnar logbrandi skuli hann vpp

tenndra peirra manna hiortu sem kolna eda med aullu
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slokna j gudligum astar . . . 51%; myskun guds tenndradi
hann upp til* sannrar jdranar 1712

undirstanda: paa hefer ek understadit r!*; Unnderstod
hann at par uar brudkaups veizla 38; ¥*pottuz aller uitrer
menn unnders{t)annda af guds alfu ok heilags annda
gipt at hann mundi *mikils hattar madr uerda 7°%;
buiat hann understod af hans krapta verkum at hann
mundi miog kaer guds uin 88; pui at hann understod af
pessi uitra{n). at pat mundi uera guds uili. at hann yrdi
Uinthon(ensis) byskup 15%; Nu sem erchibyskupins
iustisar /. . ./ understodu erchibyskupins uilia 184.

A
A few supplementary details may be added to the points
of contact between Jdén B and Dunst, as they appear in
Miss Fell's observations and my own vocabulary tests.
daudavegr ‘path of death’: Enn sem konungurenn
Ethelstanus for fram um almenneligan dauda ueg
819 — Miss Fell refers in a note (p. 33) to the phrase
“almenniligan veg um dau®a dyrr”, which occurs twice
in Gudm, and to N7k, where we read: “erkibyskup gengr
fram pann sama veg um dauda dyrr, sem almenniligr er
hveriu holldi” (75%). There are, however, two close
parallels (in one case an even closer one) to the Dunst
expression in Joém B: bréSir okkarr, Dorkell prestr
trandill, er nd fram stiginn um almenniligar dauBadyr
2467; gekk hann fram um almenniligan daudans veg, ok
andaBist { g60ri elli 250% It should be observed that in
both these passages the forerunmer Jdn A prefers
another phrasing: Porkell prestr, bré8ir okkarr, er mi
liSinn af pessu lifi 173%; anda®ist hann i godri elli
17613, respectively. Inthelatter case Jdn B hasthus, in
typical manner, expanded a simpler expression. — One
more instance of the phrase at issue is to be found in
another “Bergr-text”, T'dmas, which Miss IFell regards
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as a possible source (p. xLvI) for Dunst: margs mannz
lif dro til utlegdar, /. ../ allt fram i dauda dyrr 29624

As far as I can see, there is no example of daudadyrr
or daudavegr — except the one just cited from Nik —
in the huge collection of texts in Heilagra manna sogur
I-I1.20

hjartalligr, -liga; puiat peir unntuzt *hardla mikit. ok
hiartanliga 11%; steypandi ut morgum hiartaligum
tarum 18%, — In Jdén B we have: med miklum fagnadi
ok hjartaligri gédfysi 259!

One might be inclined to regard this adjective
hjartaligr ‘heartfelt, from the heart’ with its adverb
hjartaliga, as a rather common word in texts of this
kind. Butitisnot. Thus, in HMS it is — outside the
authentic Bergr-texts Nzk and M7¢k — represented by
only one case: hiartaligan hardleik I 530 (Marthe saga ok
Marie Magdalene). On the other hand, from Nik
alone I have excerpted 25 examples: 589, 593, 67¢,
692, 704, 7517, »614, 8622 635, 836, 10231, 104%F,
106%7, 1123, 115%°, 119 12310 12531, 1263, 13219
1402, 14022, 150%, 15013, 156%8. In a few instances we
meet the same phrase asin Jdén B: medr pinni hiartaligri
godfysi 581°, 150% Mk also provides one case:
medr himnaspngh hiartaligrar cantilene #10%. My
“Bergr-text” Gudm has had its share too: 252!, 15629,
15095, 16933, 170'?, 171%, 17220 (meS hjartaligri
gosiysi), as well as Tomas: 3213, 3332 415%°0 A
section of Mariu saga, which I have also ascribed to
Bergr (cf. Stilsignalement etc., pp. 138-73), offers a
considerable frequency of /hjartaligr: 1592, 165°%
1711, 1753, 1773, 180%, 1812%%, 1964, 198%, 19817

On the other hand, there is no instance of Ajartaligr
in my control material from another, older version of
Mariu saga, some 24,000 words.

20 From HMS 1 have left out some 20 pp., viz. Olafs saga hins helga (11,
159-82); as a northern King’s saga it differs considerably from the other texts

on holy men and women. With this small reduction HMS has a size of c.
498,000 words.
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Once again it is significant that the example from
Jon B is lacking in the corresponding passage of
Jon A.

kinnrodt ‘blush (because of shame)’: uiliandi helldr pola
kinnroda. med Marie Magdalene 172° — In a note (p. 34)
Miss Fell refers to a passage in Marthe saga ok Marie
Magdalene (HMS 1, 51822; the same word is repeated
twice on the same page: 5181, 51818),

However, the noun kinnrodi is also used in Jdon B:
prestrinn fer hér af nokkvarn svd kinnroSa ok
fyrirlitning 22012, without any counterpart in 4. This
is certainly no frequent word, if we are to judge from
HMS. With the exception of the 3 cases just referred
to in Marthe saga ok Marie Magdalene it occurs twice in
Antonius saga (I 8123, 89*?) and — characteristically —
twice in N¢k, in one of the latter instances with a rather
close resemblance to Jdn B: kinnroda skriptandi
10122; i brigdzli ok kinnroda fyrirlitningar 13337

On the whole kinnrodi seems to appear more often in
my ‘‘Bergr-texts” than in other religious writings.
Thus we meet it several times in 7dmas (40432, 414%)
and Gudm (77%, 93, 97%2, 149%).

meistaradémr ‘a teacher’s position or vocation’: *fra
barndome hafdi heilagur Dun(stanus) halldit pessum
pillte under sinum meistara dome 10Y?. — Jdn B: var
hann fenginn af fedr sinum { meistaradém sals Isleifs
biskups 219%; lacking in A4, where we read instead:
fékk fadir hans hann til leringar fsleifi biskupi 15323.

This word is certainly especially well represented in
the “Bergr-texts’”’, as I have pointed out in another
connection.?! Thus we find it in Nik (10612, 107%,
1301%), and also in T dmas (3002, 3075, 4795, 496°%?%) and
Gudm (728).

thesaur ‘treasure; treasury’: af konungligum thesaurum
9. — The word turns up once in Jén B (but not in 4),
there used as an image for the Bishop’s remains:

21 Cf. my paper ‘Om Magnuss saga helga’ (note 2z above}, 68-9.
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Téku lerSir menn pa or jordu penna dyr8liga thesaur
ok purpurligan gimstein, lfkam hins szla Johannis 259°.

This Latin word (¢thesaurus), which was not included in
Fritzner's dictionary I-III, is represented in both the
authentic works by Bergr. Mk speaks of pann haleita
thesaur, er i var kominn peira landskap 7108, i.e. the
mortal remains of St Michael. Out of 6 instances
(7024, 8310, 8328, 8523 1071, 1321) in Nk one may be
quoted: en sidan upplukandi sinn thesaur offrar hann
yfir alltari guds vinar pat sama gull ok gimsteina, sem
fyrr greindum ver 1326, Outside Mik and Nik
not a single example is to be found in the whole HMS.
On the other hand some appear in the ‘“‘Bergr-texts”
Tdmas (429%°, 494%) and Guom (56%). In Fritzner IV
(Rettelser og tillegg ved Finn Hgdnebg, 1972) the entry
tesaur has been added; 6 examples are referred to, all
of them from my ‘‘Bergr-texts”.

tilvisan ‘guidance, instruction’: med guds bennding ok

til visan 4%. — Of this word Jén B offers 2 examples,
neither appearing in A4 : af guds tilvisan 2332¢; med guds
tilvisan 25011

In HMS 1 there are 3 instances (46% 30919, 5262%3)
besides the one in M3k (68418); in HMS 11, Nik has the
only example (96%%) there is. This very uncommon
word also appears in other “Bergr-texts”, e.g. in
Tdmas: 3258, 463%° (med guds tiluisan).

vl

Thus, the verbal correspondences between Dunst and
Jon B provide at the same time as many correspon-
dences between Dunst and the “Bergr-texts” as a whole,
including the authentic ones. I will below list a number
of words from Dunst, which — though not represented in
Jon B — indicate striking verbal affinity with the
“Bergr-texts”.
banabléd ‘blood from a mortal wound’: keypti fagurliga
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med s[inu] bana blodi pat *frelsi sem kirkian atte at
hafa med rettu 1222

As I have pointed out in my paper ‘Jéns saga helga’
(p. 75), this word seems to appear especially in “‘Bergr-
texts”. In HMS, crowded with martyrs, I have
found it only in M<k: siallfr greSarinn leysti pat medr
sinu banablo8i 679'. Gudm offers another instance:
eda dirfast med ollu 1t at hella peirra banablési 15919,
and Tdmas two (31627, 50429).

burgeis ‘burgher, burgess’: burgeisinn rugladiz ok stygdizt
aa sinna pionvstu menn 192%.

This loan-word appears to be fairly characteristic of
Bergr, since in HM.S we meet no instances except in Mz
(603%7, 7073 and Nik (12938, 13177, 13229. In these
passages burgess is equivalent to ‘(very) rich man’. —
We also meet it in the “Bergr-text” Tdmas (43129).

einvalaker ‘chosen vessel’ (figurative, of a person): Medur
puilikre takna giord sem nu hafui pier heyrt. pryddi gud
drottinn @sko alldr sinns einualakers. heiglags
Dun(stani) 627

As T have shown elsewhere,?? this very rare phrase
appears in some of my ‘‘Bergr-texts’, among them
Gudm where we read: sjalfr varr herra f6r til med
sinum miskunnar sprota at semja ok alskira sitt
einvala ker me8 likams meinletum 148%. With
an almost identical wording the Bishop is once named
einvalit ker almattigs guds 701%

fallvaltr “perishable: mortal’: af pessu falluallta lifui 212
Fritzner gives 5 references, 3 of which are to my “‘Bergr-
texts”.

The word is well represented in Nik (7431, 8319,
1023%; elsewhere 1 have recorded only 1 case from
HMS (11, 364'%) and 2 of fallvaltligr (1, 6423; 11, 4033).
It also appears in Tdmas and Gudm. Curiously
enough, in both the latter instances, as also in one of the
examples from N7k, we have to do with the same rather

22 Cf. 4bid., 68.
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strange-looking phrase, fallvélt blida (heimsins) ‘the
transient pleasure (of the world)’: fallvalltri heimsins
blidu’ (Nik 7431); med skammsyni fallualltrar blidu
(T'émas 35539 ; enga elsku hafdi hann { fallvaltri bliu
edr fjarlutum heims pessa (Guim 127%).

[frdbeeriligr *excellent, rare’: suo sem hann uar frabeeriligur
audrum j sinum formanzskap 162

This is another word extremely typical of the ‘“‘Bergr-
texts”; 5 out of # cases in Fritzner are taken from
them. It is thus represented in N7k (63° 685, 8537,
9533, 961, 101%, 1075, 116%) and in Mik (67720) — but
not in any other of the many HMS texts.

kynferdugr ‘of a certain origin, of good descent’: hann uar
getinn. af mikils hattar monnum ok *kynferdvgum at
veralldar virdingu semdum. ok avdewm 226

Fritzner records instances only from ‘‘Bergr-texts”,
2 of them from Nik: 8529, 129® (einn burgeis omatans
rikr ok kynferdugr). I have noticed no other examples
in HMS.

mustardskorn ‘mustard seed’: ef pier hefdddd tru sem
*mustards *korn 207,

Fritzner gives one example only, from Nik: Ef per
hafit tru sva sem mustardzkorn 1093. One more can be
added from Vite Patrum in HMS 11: ef per hefdit sva
megna tru sem mustardz korn 416'7. In all three
passages the author of course refers to the well-known
passage in Matth. 17, 19.

resignera ‘give up, renounce’: Enn epter nockur ar
resigneradi hann byskups {stol) sinn 157.

The 5 cases in Fritzner are all from ‘‘Bergr-texts’;
cf. my paper ‘Joéns saga helga’ (p. 78). As far asI can
see, the word is not to be found anywhere in HMS,
including Bergr’s authentic Mk and N+, but we have
it both in T dmas (316%, 37619) and in Gudm: hvat hann
vildi: resignera edr halda biskupsdéminn 12523

samuvitugr "conscious (of)’: puiat gud giordi hann makligan.
hier j ueralligu lifui. at uera forsparr ok samuitugur vm
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marga hluti owordinna j himeriki 2413.

The only example in Fritzner is taken from Nik
(1003%4), with a reference also to another of my “Bergr-
texts”.

sytiligr ‘deplorable, sad’: burt farandi ur pessa heimms
utlegd ok sytiligum sorgar dal til himneskrar faudur
leifdar 2518,

Fritzner gives 2 instances, both from my ‘“‘Bergr-
texts”, one of them Gudm: en sumar gleyma hennar
sytiligum harmi 7622.

The list of items in this section, which could certainly
be considerably enlarged by further research, seems to
confirm the close verbal resemblance between Dunst and
the characteristic ‘“Bergr-profile”.

VIII

The documentation and argument above have probably
offered a rather complicated and confusing picture of the
main problem under discussion: the relation of Dunst to
Bergr Sokkason and the ‘“‘Bergr-texts”. But one must
fear that the picture will necessarily remain so, at least
as long as we have to rely on the facts and methods at
present at our disposal. As far as I can see, there is no
possibility of giving a reasonably precise — not to speak of
a statistical — measure of the linguistic affinity between
Dunst and the Bergr-texts, authentic and supposed. It
is certainly safe to maintain, however, that this affinity is
very remarkable — in the first hand, perhaps, with
Jon B, but to a high degree also with the authentic works
of Bergr Sokkason, Mk and Nik. The present paper has
provided further evidence in that direction.

But how are we to interpret the facts, the rather
intricate and puzzling pattern of facts? Are we to draw
the conclusion that one or other of my earlier attributions
to Bergr Sokkason should be doubted, or rejected? Or
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are we, on the contrary, to doubt the explicit attribution,
in the text itself, of Dunst to broder Arne Laurencii — and
transfer this work to Bergr too? As I have hinted at
before, we have no reason whatsoever to consider the
latter solution. But, after all, neither alternative seems
to be necessary. The facts could be accounted for
otherwise, by reference to the Icelandic situation of the
authors in question, Bergr Sokkason and Arni Laurentius-
son, and the relations between them.

It appears from Laurentius saga biskups, here our main
source, that Bergr was a close friend of Laurentius,
Arni’s father. All three of them became monks and
entered the monastery of Pingeyrar together in Lent 1317.
As was mentioned above, Bergr became prior of Munka-
Pvera in 1322. In the same year Laurentius was elected
bishop of Hélar, the northern diocese in which both
bingeyrar and Munka-Pverda were situated. Miss Fell
has given a summary of what we know about Arni’s
biography. In Lawurentius saga, written by the Bishop’s
assistant and friend Einar HafliSason (d. 1393), Arni is
mentioned in connection with the school his father
established at Hoélar, and is said to have been Ainn bezts
klerkr ok versificator, ok kenndi morgum klerkum.?® But
later we hear from the same source that Arni’s way of life
was very much ¢ mdti klaustrligum lifnadi and caused his
father distress. I cite Miss Fell: “During a severe illness
of Arni’s his father found opportunity to lecture him
severely on his conduct, pointing out that if he returned to
Norway [where he was born and where as a grown man he
had accompanied his father on travels] he would indulge
in heavy drinking and other dissipation, and his talents
would be lost to the church” (p. Lx11). Arni is said to
have repented and promised to obey the paternal
exhortation. But the author ends his passage on this
episode by stating sadly that Arni’s life went on in the

33 Biskupa sogur 1 (1858}, 850.
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direction his father had feared.?¢ Apart from this very
general comment we have no certain knowledge of
Arni’s further career.

According to Laurentius saga the year of Arni’s birth
was 1304. Bergr Sokkason, who became prior in 1322,
must have been considerably older. As for Arni’s literary
activity and his dependence on Bergr in that connection,
Miss Fell summarizes the situation thus: “But during
his early years at Pingeyrar Arni was living in an
atmosphere conducive to this kind of work, and his
adoption of Bergr Sokkason’s literary mannerisms indica-
tes that his interest may have been stimulated by the
writings of his father’s friend. The enthusiasm and
carelessness of the writing, the eagerness to display
irrelevant knowledge, and the uncertain hovering between
precise translation and rhetorical flourish, suggest that
the Dunstanus Saga was an early work, and may even have
been an experimental one” (p. Lx1v). I think thisis a
plausible description of the relations between the two
colleagues. It also seems to account fully for the
striking affinity in vocabulary and style between Dunst
and the “Bergr-texts”, as well as for the apparent
“uncertainty” and “unevenness’ of Arni’s work. Under
such circumstances there is no reason why that affinity
should affect, or invalidate, any of my attributions to
Bergr. Arni was capable of imitating Bergr’s language
and style to such a degree that we have still no instruments
sharp enough to distinguish safely between teacher and

pupil.

APPENDIX

In her book Lysingar 4 Stjérnarhandriti (Reykjavik
1971) Selma Joénsdéttir — as the title indicates — is first
and foremost concerned with illuminations. But she

24 tbid., 873.
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also makes some interesting observations on the text of
the manuscript at issue, AM 224 fol. The youngest
section of the huge Bible compilation S#jdrn, dated in
C. R. Unger’s edition, Stjdrn. Gammelnorsk Bibelhistorie
(Christiania 1862), to the beginning of the fourteenth
century (p. 1v), reveals in various passages remarkable
parallels in substance and wording with Bergr Sokkason’s
Nik. From her observations Selma Jénsdottir draws the
conclusion that this part of S¢jdrn must have been directly
influenced by Bergr’s work (pp. 62, 64). In that connec-
tion she queries “hvort Bergur Sokkason muni ekki &
einhvern hatt vera vidridinn Stjérn” (p. 64). Referring
to my earlier discussion of “‘Bergr-texts”, she hints at the
possibility (pp. 65-6) that Bergr himself had something to
do with the composition of the youngest part of Stjdrn.
If that section could be shown to exhibit the characteristic
linguistic features of the “Bergr-texts”, such a suggestion
would of course be strongly supported. To test the
hypothesis, I will apply the tests above to the relevant
text, pp. I-299 (c. 126,000 words) in Unger’s edition.

For reverse word order we get a total of 37 per cent (643
cases out of 1746). This is somewhat below the typical
“Bergr-rate”, but all the same a high one, on the same
level as T'dmas.

The test of present/preterite rate in the author’s
narrative can hardly be applied because the section is not
in the first place plain narrative but interspersed to a very
large extent with theological argument, translated from
various medieval authorities.

The distribution of verbs introducing direct speech is
very interesting:

mela (1) 0-2 per cent
segja (327) 52 percent
svara (108) 17°5 per cent
tala (188) 30 percent

We have here the typical “Bergr-profile”, though still
more extreme than with Bergr himself. One notices the
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low rate of mela. But far more striking is the exceedingly
high proportion of tala, very rare outside my “‘Bergr-
texts”. One can compare this table with the correspond-
ing figures for another part of Stjdrn, pp. 349-654, an older
section of the compilation, according to Unger (p. vii)
dating back to the first half of the thirteenth century.
Counting 1000 cases (pp. 349-634) we get the following
figures, with a distribution completely different from the
one above:

mela (423) 42 percent
segja (307) 31 percent
svara (241) 24 percent
tala (29) 2-g per cent

The rest of Stjorn, the section pp. 300-349, reveals at
this point a profile still more remote from that of Bergr:
mela 153, segja 3, svara 29, tala 0,1.e. 83, 1-6, 15'5 and o per
cent respectively.

Of the original word series, the first one has the
following frequencies: ddsama o, dragsa 0, eptir megni o,
eptir svd talat o, forsjd/forsjo 12, frdberr o, geysi o, greindr
2, mekt 8, punktr 8, stdrliga 35, umbergis 0=0635, i.e. 52
per 10000 words. This might seem to be a rather meagre
harvest, especially when 7 out of 12 items are completely
lacking in such a voluminous text.

The second word series rises to a considerably higher
frequency, showing 8 of the g items: einkanliga 78,
fgdtr 2, fullting 9, haeverska 1, kumpdnn 10, lypta sinni
ferd o, optliga 4, profa 24, senmniliga 7=135, i.e. 10'5 per
10000 words.

The frequency of these words — on the same level as in
Jon B (p. 333 above) — cannot be said to be within the
typical “Bergr-range”. But it certainly points in that
direction, when we compare our text with the rest of Stjdrn
or with my control material outside the “Bergr-texts”.

If we examine the variant readings in the footnotes of
Unger’s edition, we find there some more cases: wmekt
221, wmbergis 87, 89, 115; etnkanliga 219, 237, 279 (bis),
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senmiliga 195, 252, 266. They all originate from the
manuscript which Unger labels B (=AM 227 fol) ; his main
text is taken from AM 226 fol. One should especially
notice umbergis, which is — outside the “‘Bergr-texts” —
an extremely rare form of the “normal” umbhverfis.2

As for the special ““ Jon-B lists” we get the following
figures for the first one: andar- o, dikt o, flekka 1, forverari
o, framning o, fyrirdjarfa 1, hardlifi o, herraliga o, ibidstr o,
jdtari o, lidugr 35, mektugr 2, miskunnar- 3, partera 2,
rOksamligr 2, sampining 1, sjonhverfiligr o, styrkliga o,
tendra 4, umfang o, vanhyggja 0, versa o, dskranligyr 0=51,
i.e. 4 per 10000 words.

The second list is rather better represented: &ldm/
beranligr, -beriligr o, dyrdar- 4, flerd/samr, -samligr o,
Sframbleypi o, fund(nying o, fyrirlita 4, heimligr o,
hreinferdugr o, tllkyndugr o, leirbid o, lystuligr 8, mikilliga
33, nemi O, purpurligr o, sampinask o, sidferdugr 2,
skilvikr 4, tempra 10, traktera o, undirstanda 16, vdveifi o,
vid(r)verandi 0=_81, i.e. 6-4 per 10000 words.

Of the 45 items in these lists 17 appear in Stjdrn, a
figure which can be compared with the one for Tdmas and
Gudm, in both cases 21.  As for the total frequency, S#jdrn
has 10-5 per 10000 words — very much on the same level
as Tomas (11-5) and Gudm (11-0), and exactly the same as
the authentic Bergr-text M7k (10°5).

I will end by listing a few other words from S#jdrn that
reveal a close affinity with the “Bergr-texts”. Some of
the items in this very limited sample are certainly more
striking than any in my “‘standard” tests above.

Of words already mentioned in my discussion of Dunst
and Jon B we find as many as 11 cases of hjartaligr (557,
612, 14132, 14529, 15033, 152%, 15428, 15614, 1574, 18627,
219% and 3 of tilvisan (6'1, 46%7, 1562). One should also
notice such phrases as: for sua pann sama ueg um

25 Cf. Stilsignalement, 163-4.
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daudans dyrr (237'%), at ndkurr af mannkyninu uerdr

ualidr [B: valit] ker guds (45%); cf. pp. 338 and 342 above.
Other conspicuous items are:

formera ‘fashion, form, shape’: Nu sem gud drottinn hafdi
skapat ok formerat oll iardnesk kuikendi 33'%; other
examples 14% 2022 — As has been remarked in my
paper ‘Jéns saga helga’ (p. 76), the references for this
word in Fritzner are predominantly to ‘‘Bergr-texts”,
including Mik, Nik and Gudm. The dictionary also
records two of the instances above from Stjdrn;
moreover, it is only this section which contains the noun
formeran, in two instances.

Sfullfengiligr ‘excellent, fine’: Honum syndiz sem .vii. aux
fégr ok fullfengilig yxi upp aa einn haalm zo013®. —
Fritzner has this example only, and I have not met the
word elsewhere in my texts. On the other hand, the
noun fullfengs ‘enough supply’ is to be found in Nik
(110%% and Gudm (13439, 1423%. Nik also offers one
case of the noun fullfengr (93%; Fritzner incorrectly:
93%), meaning the same as fullfengi; it is the only
instance given in the dictionary.

geymari ‘guardian, protector': Ek man pinn hirdir ok
geymari uera hueria leid sem pu uill farit hafa 1708%;
another case 8%. — As appears from Fritzner,
geymari is typical of “Bergr-texts”; cf. my article
‘Jéns saga helga’, p. 77. The dictionary also refers
to one of the above examples from Stjdrn.

kjotligr ‘carnal’ in contrast to ‘spiritual’, in a biblical or
theological sense: kidtligr kierleiki ok gudligr elskhugi
131%; another case 5532 — Except these two instances
from S#jdrn, Fritzner only records one more, from my
“Bergr-text’” Gudm: en ndkvemir hana sifast meS
kjotligu verki 781°.

mdtstadligr ‘contrary, hostile’: Enn ef pu ert mer enn
motstadligr ok uill hann eigi upp gefa 2757; other
instances 2319, 8011, — This seems to be a word especially
characteristic of the “Bergr-texts”. We meet it in the
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authentic Mk (68528: motstaSligt hans heilsu), in N¢k
(6238%), and in Gudm (16429).

spasera ‘walk’: huersu kuendit gekk ut ok spaceradi ser
234%2%; another case 13821 — Fritzner’s entry for this
word is dominated by my ‘“‘Bergr-texts”, e.g. Mik
(682%) and Guom (579, 144%1).

steinblindr ‘completely blind’: enn eigi uurdu peir medr
ollu steinblindir 1213, — In Fritzner this adjective is
represented only by the example from Stjérn and two
others from Gudm (81%°, 1693%': var§ hin mes ollu
steinblind).

svd framt at (sem) ‘to such an extent that; as soon as’:
Skulu allar uarar hiardir medr oss fara. sua framt at eigi
nockur klauf skal eptir uera 276%!; kom hann til fundar
uid Moysen 1 eydimorkina /.. ./ sua framt sem hann
fretti pat uissuliga. at hann uar par komin 2977; other
instances 9819, 21923, 22723, 22732 25411, 26419, 26524,
2661°, 2724, 2747, 276%7, 28729, — The documentation
in Fritzner is completely dominated by our section of
Stjorn and to some extent by a “Bergr-text” (Gudm).
One can add a couple of cases from Gudm (2219, 143%)
and, especially, from Nik (66%7, @232, 11220, 1225,
14533, 14619 and Mik (69939).

ténadarmadr ‘helper, supporter’: at per faait nockura pa
fatzeka menn ydr procurerat. sem ydr megi 4 siGarsta
doms degi fyrir ydrum glepum ok afgerSum fyrir
sealfum gudi tulkar ok tenadarmenn uera 1576, — Of
this noun I have only found one more example, in
Jén B: Isleifr Hallsson, hvern Jén biskup askti at
verSa skyldi biskup nast eptir hann ok ténaSarmann
sins biskupsdéms, ef hann meddi elli, en hann andadist
fyrr en herra biskup 2403' (so also Fritzner, s.v.
tenadarmady).

tilheyriligr ‘belonging to, suitable’: piat eptir pi sem harSla
tilheyriligt ok uidrkusemiligt uar frealsadi hann oss
145%; other examples 141%, 14432, 147%°, 15812, 1677,
2403, 25118, 255% — In the dictionary the adjective is
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especially represented by Nzk (844, 1402); from this
text one could add 529 #7429, 7830, 8438 8525; Mk
has one instance (706%). The ‘“Bergr-text” Guim
offers some more examples: 99%, 110%, 144!. — The
negative form dtilheyriligr is documented by Fritzner
only from Stjérn (342%); one more instance from the
same text (283'4) is recorded in the dictionary under
tilheyriligr.

tilteyging ‘attraction; instigation’: syndarinnar tilteyging
og lystugleiki 146!!; another instance 1462 — As well
as the latter example Fritzner has two references to my
“Bergr-texts”, including the authentic N:k: ovinarins
tilteyging 879 Tdmas offers at least one more
instance (4063).

yfirvettis ‘extremely’: Yfiruettis storar aar falla um
Indialand 69'%; other examples 14!, 1720, 5810, 5830,
6334, 8521, 8727 0032, I42%2, 155%, 156%, 203%, 211%,
22012, 22428, 25116, 253% 25424, 25822 — Fritzner
records 6 cases, one of them from N7k (149%6), the rest
from our section of S#drn. But in fact Nik has so
many examples that their frequency, in relation to the
size of the text, exceeds that of S#jdrn; besides the one
quoted in the dictionary I have found 10 more:
6237, 635, 6813, 1001%, 105%%, 11234, 11022, 121%, 124%,
155%°. Elsewhere the word is completely lacking in
HMS — with the exception of one instance in Mk
(702381 It is also represented in Gudm, though not as
abundantly as in Nzk: 58, 175%2, 18312 The adverb
yfirvettis is thus safely documented as a “Bergr-
word”’.26  TIts high frequency in our section of Stjdrn
is perhaps to be ranked as the most striking similarity
with Bergr Sokkason’s vocabulary.

prekky ‘dirt, mud’: bera prekk ok leir i laupum i brott fra
aullum beaium ok stretum 24722, — Fritzner records
only two additional examples of this extremely

26 Cf. ibid., 189.
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uncommon noun, both of them from Mariu saga — a
large section of which is one of my ““Bergr-texts”.

The list above, from Ajartaligr etc., records 77 instances
in all, distributed among 17 entries. On the other hand,
the remainder of S#drn, more than half the work,
pp- 300-49 and pp. 350-654 (according to Unger from the
middle of the thirteenth century, p. v, and the earlier
partof the thirteenth century, p. vii, respectively) shows no
single instance of those words!

As has already been said, the above word list includes
only a very limited sample of possible items. But I hope
it has been enough to prove a quite remarkable
resemblance between the vocabulary in the youngest
section of Sfidrn and the “Bergr-texts”. The tests
applied here seem to have substantially strengthened the
hypothesis that Bergr Sokkason was ‘“‘in some way
connected with S#jdrn”’. This work not only reveals
unquestionable influence from N¢k in certain passages.
It also bears throughout the distinctive stamp of Bergr
Sokkason’s linguistic and stylistic habits. Further
research work would certainly profit by taking him into
consideration.



NOTES

I. ON WOLFGANG KRAUSE’S
DIE SPRACHE DER URNORDISCHEN
RUNENINSCHRIFTEN (x971)

By MicHAEL BARNES

WOLFGANG KRAUSE was a sound philologist but not an
expert in modern linguistics. Seen in terms of Alexander
Jéhannesson’s Frummnorren mdifredi and Noreen's Alfislindische
und altnorwegische Grammatik his work is a meticulous and
authoritative study of the language of the Primitive Norse
inscriptions (i.e. inscriptions found in Scandinavia or of probable
Scandinavian origin ¢. A.D. 200-775). The linguist, however, will
regret the lack of any attempt to see “‘Urnordisch’’ as a system or
systems rather than as a collection of more or less isolated sounds,
syllables, roots and endings. This lack is all the more
perceptible in a grammar dealing with a language or languages
about which we have such limited sources of information: we may
be able to make some sense of the whole, but the individual
elements, frequently interpreted in different ways by scholars,
are in themselves often very uncertain.

An important question which strikes the reader from the outset
is whether it is helpful to class together all runic inscriptions
found in Scandinavia or of probable Scandinavian origin from the
period ¢. A.D. 200-775. Gustav Indrebe considered that: “Det
er eit sterre stig frd mdlet pad Tune-steinen (ikr. 450) til mélet pa
Eggja-steinen (ikr. 650) enn fr& gamalnorsk til det nynorske
normalmilet”,> and in his introduction (p. 15) Krause
acknowledges a marked distinction between the language of early
and late proto-Scandinavian inscriptions. He talks of “‘Friih-"
and ‘“Spaturnordisch”, the former ¢. A.n. 200-600, the latter
¢. A.D. 600-775. Another question about which there has
recently been discussion is whether the language of the earliest
Scandinavian runic inscriptions (before ¢. 500} should properly be
classed as proto-Scandinavian or common Northwest GGermanic.*
Krause devotes a whole section of his book (Part I, B) to ““Das
Urnordische zwischen Urgermanisch und Altnordisch”, but no real

1 Gustav Indrebg, Norsk mdlsoga (1951), 46.
2 Cf. Elmer H. Antonsen, * “Proto-Scandinavian” and Common Nordic’,
Scandinavian Studies 39 (1967), 16-21.
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attempt is made to demonstrate that either “Frithurnordisch” or
“‘Spaturnordisch” is specifically ‘“Nordisch” In the case of the
latter this is perhaps unnecessary, but since the title of this
section suggests that with “Urnordisch” we have left behind any
kind of common Germanic, a list of the criteria by which we can
distinguish North from West Germanic before ¢. A.D. 500 ought
to have been provided.? If the purpose of Part I, B of the book is
not to demonstrate that we have from the time of the earliest
Norse inscriptions a language recognisable as specifically Norse,
there seems little point in making it separate from Part I, C (“Die
Sprachformen der urnordischen Inschriften”), and indeed in
numerous cases information contained in the one section is merely
repeated in the other. The confusion which arises from the lack
of any clear definition of “Urnordisch” is well illustrated by the
“Ausgewidhlte Paradigmata zur urnordischen Flexion” which
appear on pp. 123-8. One might reasonably expect these
paradigms to consist of a series of tables containing such inflexions
as are attested in the inscriptions the book deals with. But thisis
far from the case. The paradigms are almost entirely reconstruc-
tions of a “Frithurnordisch’” which would probably have been
incomprehensible to the writer of the Eggjum stone, yet this stone
is included as an “‘urnordische Inschrift” A number of inflexions
cannot be reconstructed on the basis of the medieval Scandinavian
languages (of which ‘‘Urnordisch” is presented as the common
parent), but only by reference to other Germanic languages.
This is the case, for example, with *gastimr, dat. pl. of gastir,
medieval Scand. gestum, gestum, Stentoften (Krause, Die
Rumneninschviften im dlteven Futhark, 1966, hereafter abbreviated
Kr., No. 96) gestumr, Goth. gastim, OHG gestim. A prototype
which is reconstructed by reference to several languages, however,
is by definition the prototype of all these languages and not of just
the one. Because of the uncertainty as to whether we are dealing
with Northwest or North Germanic in the earliest inscriptions, and
since most of the following discussion is concerned with actual
rather than reconstructed forms, I propose to discard proto-Norse
in favour of the more general term Primitive Norse.

Let us now turn to the inscriptions themselves and Krause's
treatment of their language.

One should from the start be aware of the fact that Die Sprache
der urnovdischen Rumeninschrifien is a grammar of Krause's
interpretation or understanding of the inscriptions. It could of
course hardly be otherwise, given the degree of uncertainty that

3 The few remarks in Section A, p. 19 about the nom. masc. sing. -z ending
and the 2nd pers. sing. past indic. of strong verbs do not in any way establish
firm criteria.
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exists about many of them, and the author sometimes acknow-
ledges this fact. But as often he does not. On p. 133 Carl J. S.
Marstrander’s interpretation of unnam on the Reistad stone
(Kr. 74): “ich habe gelernt”, ‘‘ich verstehe mich auf’’4 is noted as
a possible alternative to the usunal translation ‘‘undertook”
Elsewhere “‘habe gelernt”, ‘‘verstehe mich auf”’ can appear with-
out qualification (e.g., pp. 121, 122). Yet if unnam is indeed
“das uralte Perfekt” of *und-neman, this is an important
example since it adds a new verb to the small list of preterite-
presents in Germanic.

Marstrander’s views do not fare as well in the case of the Opedal
stone (Kr. 76). Only two passing references are made to his
interpretation of wage as the 3rd pers. sing. pres. subj. of *wagian,
Old Icel. vegja {pp. 98, 116), although this gives as good or better
sense than other interpretations of the Opedal inscription.®
Elsewhere wage is declared without reservation to be dative of a
personal name (p. 102 a word ""mit unsicherer Deutung’’), and on
p. 131 it features as one of the five examples of “Dativ des
Interesses”

The form witada on the Tune stone (Kr. 72) is only valid as the
one example of the early shortening and change ¢ >a before -nd
(p. 29) if we are reasonably sure we are dealing with the present
participle of the elusive verb *witén.? Sophus Bugge saw the first
element of witadahalaiban as related to Gothic witép (“law’’) and
translated the complete word * ‘Kammerat’, oldn. lagsmadr, og
vel narmest ‘Krigskammerat’ ”’.* Marstrander also recognises
that witada may be transliterated vitada, though in that case he
would prefer to take this element of the compound as the past
participle of *witén® (finally he adopted von Friesen’s interpreta-
tionl®. It is only fair to stress that Krause’s interpretations are

4 Carl. J. S. Marstrander, ‘Ein neues Perfektoprisens’, Norsk tidsskrift for
sproguidenskap (hereafter abbreviated Nis) 4 (1930), 245-50. Marstrander’s
actual translation of unnam is *‘ich erlernte’’, “ich kenne, kann”

6 Marstrander (1930), 248.

¢ Cf. Carl J. S. Marstrander, ‘Opedalstenen’, Nis 3 (1929), 170-2, 184-5.

7 Cf. Otto von Friesen, ‘Till tolkningen af Tune-stenen’, Arkiv fér nordisk
filologs 16 (1900), 191-200.

8 Sophus Bugge, Norges Indskrifter med de wldre Runer 1 (1891-1903), 17.
For the full discussion of witada cf. 16-18.

® Cf. Carl J. S. Marstrander, ‘Tunestenen’, Nis 4 (1930), 327-33.

10 Cf, Marstrander (1930), 333-4. If Krause is correct in taking wifada as
*witanda< *witénda, it is by no means certain that this was a change which
was restricted to position before [nd] as his words imply, cf. the parallel
development in Goth. where both inf. and pres. part. are affected: haban,
habands. In fact it is far from clear that the original stem vowel in class 111
of the Germanic weak verbs was & E. Prokosch (4 Comparative Germanic
Grammar, 1938), after giving examples of this class of verb from all the
Germanic languages of which only OHG has é for certain, concludes (203):
“It is hardly possible to state with any confidence which of these formations
is the original one.”
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based on a careful appraisal of the results of the most recent studies
of each inscription or word. His fault lies, in my view, in
narrowing too greatly the number of possibilities.

Krause’s approach to his corpus seems open to criticism on a
number of points. A grammar of the Primitive Norse runic
inscriptions will clearly have to concern itself a great deal with
phonology. Lack of examples will make it impossible to give any
systematic treatment to morphology. Syntax will fare even
worse. One might therefore expect such a grammar to begin, or
perhaps end, with a full discussion of the older runic alphabet and
its relationship to the sounds of the languages it was used to write,
in so far as these can be deduced. Krause’s work contains no
such discussion. On pp. 135-6 he gives the reader what are
apparently his reasons for this omission, and it is worth quoting
what is said there in full: “Es zeigt sich also immer wieder, dal3
wir nicht in der Lage sind, ein auch nur einigermafBlen genaues
phonologisches System fiir die Sprache der urnordischen
Rupneninschriften zu entwerfen, besonders wenn man bedenkt,
daB die Sprache im Laufe der urnordischen Periode selbst gewi3
nicht konstant blieb, wenngleich die uns erhaltenen Inschriften
ein solches Trugbild vorgaukeln kénnten.

Dazu kommt schlieflich der Umstand, daB die Runenschrift
selbst nicht in der Lage ist, uns tiber den Lautstand genauer
Auskunft zu geben; denn die Runenschrift war ja weithin
abhingig von ihrem siideuropdischen, wahrscheinlich nordetrus-
kisch-lateinischen Vorbild, wenn auch der Schépfer der Run-
enschrift hie und da, besonders wohl bei den Runen j§ und 4,
eigene Zeichen einfiigte, um die Schrift den Erfordernissen seiner
germanischen Sprache besser anzupassen.’”’

It is true that Primitive Norse underwent changes, but it
nevertheless seems permissible to treat the language of the pre-
syncope inscriptions as a system in the same way as we do Old
Icelandic or Old Swedish. Of course we know considerably less
about this early language and the developments it was undergoing,
but the evidence available to us, historical, comparative and runic,
gives us a fairly clear picture of its phonemic structure.ll
Krause maintains that we are unable to establish a ‘‘genaues
phonologisches System’’ for the language of the early Norse
inscriptions. He seems to envisage a system in which it would be
possible to determine, for example, the precise value of the ‘a’-rune
in any given word ([e:], [2:], [a:], [4:] or [a], see below), or where

11 Cf, Antonsen (1967), 21-39; the same, ‘Toward a New Runic Grammar’,
The Nordic Languages and Modern Linguistics, ed. Hreinn Benediktsson (1970),

313-21; M. 1. Steblin-Kamenskij, ‘Noen fonologiske betraktninger over de
eldre runer’, Arkiv for nordisk filologi 77 (1962), 1-6.
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the 'b’- ‘d’- and ‘g’-runes represent spirants and where stops
(cf. p. 135). But the fact that we cannot determine precise
shades of sound is no reason for abandoning any attempt to
establish the relative position of sounds in the phonological
structure of the language and their relationship with the runic
symbols. In the case of [B], [§] and [y] it would clearly be of
interest if we could show when the stop variants developed, but
linguistically it is not of great importance since until well after the
syncope period the stops were merely allophonic variants of the
spirants.

Krause’s view that the runic alphabet cannot give us very
precise information about the sounds of Northwest Germanic or
Scandinavian because it is (in all probability) based on North
Italic alphabets is hard to understand. He seems to assume that
the concept of the litera, which was clearly a linguistic reality to
the First Grammarian,!? also meant something to the creator(s)
of the runic alphabet. But we know nothing about the
circumstances in which this alphabet was developed. If the
model really was ‘““Nordetruskisch-lateinisch’”, the creator, if one
man was responsible, must have been familiar with at least two
foreign languages and the symbols used to express them in
writing. The fact that he apparently did not adopt a complete
alphabet suggests that he cannot have been entirely dependent on
the sound-symbol relationship of one language, but must have
picked and chosen symbols until he had a sufficient number for the
distinctive speech sounds of his language which (a) were easily
distinguished from each other and (b) easy to carve in wood,
metal or stone. There is no evidence, at least Krause does not
produce any, to suggest that the runic alphabet was not suited to
the sound systems of proto-Germanic and later, Northwest
Germanic. On the contrary, it can be argued that there was an
almost perfect phonemic fit.® Oddly enough it is the ‘j’- and
‘n’-runes, considered by Krause to be among the few new creations
of the author of the runic alphabet, which, together with the "w’-
and possibly the ‘¢’-rune, would appear to be phonemically
superfluous.

The failure to see the language of the Primitive Norse
inscriptions as a system and against the background of a general
linguistic theory has resulted in a number of misunderstandings or
questionable interpretations. A few examples will suffice to
illustrate this.

12 Cf, Hreinn Benediktsson, The First Grammatical Treatise (1972), 41-68,
18 Cf. note 11 and Fritz Askeberg, Norden och kontinenten i gammal tid (1944),
77-85.
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1. On p. 43 it is suggested that IE % already had the
pronunciation [h] in common Germanic times. As evidence, three
ways in which the Germanic peoples (‘“Die Germanen selbst”)
represented the reflex of IE % are given: (1) the spelling on the
Negau helmet, (2) the 'h’-rune, (3) the ‘h’-symbol in the Gothic
alphabet. Krause considers that since the initial sounds of the
first and second elements of the compound hari-yasti on the
Negau helmet are spelt with the North Etruscan symbols for %
and y, the former must have lain closer to the aspirate [h] than the
voiceless spirant [x]. To draw exact phonetic parallels, however,
we would need to know a lot more about the native language of
the person who carved the inscription and his system of writing.
If he represented what was almost certainly [y] by the North
Etruscan symbol for y, there being no symbol for [y] in that
alphabet, and wished to distinguish [y] from ([x], North
Etruscan # must have seemed a reasonable choice. As regards the
‘h'-rune, it is true that in shape it resembles both the Latin and
North Italic symbols for %, but this does not necessarily indicate
that it represents the pronunciation [h] in Germanic, any more
than the ‘b’-rune represented [b] to begin with. We may ask why
a symbol like that in -yas#i on the Negau helmet was not adopted
if the Germanic reflex of IE % was indeed [x], as I suppose, but
we know far too little about the origins of the runic alphabet to
answer such questions. If, for example, the writer of the Negau
inscription had decided to create an alphabet for Germanic, he
clearly could not have used the 'y’-symbol for [x] since he was
already using it for [y]. Itisconceivable, though undemonstrable
and far from certain, that in some positions in common Germanic
the reflex of IE % developed to [h] while in others it remained as
[x]. This might be a reason for the adoption of the ‘h’-symbol
which would have served for both sounds since they would not have
contrasted phonemically. All the runic inscriptions can tell us,
however, is that the ‘h’-rune stood for the reflex of IE k. From
the evidence of these inscriptions and comparative linguistics we
can see that this must have been a distinctive speech sound,
contrasting, for example, with both [k] and [y]. The exact
shade of sound or sounds represented by the ‘h’-rune at any given
time can never be determined and is linguistically less relevant.
Similarly, Gothic ‘h’ seems to represent one phoneme, although
exactly how this was realised in speech in each case is difficult to
determine. The fact that it appears to be modelled on Latin
uncial ‘H’ tells us little. The Gothic ‘p’ bears a strong resem-
blance to Greek ‘y’, and a connection between these two symbols
should perhaps not be dismissed out of hand considering the
degree of correspondence between the two alphabets otherwise.
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The evidence of later Germanic languages strongly suggests that
the common Germanic reflex of IE %2 was pronounced [x] (and
[¢]?} and not [h], cf. German Nacht, acht (and the pronunciation
of such words in Old English and modern English dialects), Icel.
hver, hjavta [xwe:r], [gjartal.

2. Krause asserts on a number of occasions that the ‘a’-rune
could represent not only [a] and [a:], but also [2:] (pp. 24, 5I-2,
89). He finds that the ending of the nom. sing. of the masc. -an
stems, although written with the ‘a’-rune, must have been [=:].
This must also have been the value of the final vowel of swestar
(Opedal, Kr. 76). Krause further thinks it likely that the reflex
of proto-Germanic stressed &!, although consistently represented
by the ‘a’-rune, was pronounced [z:] at the time of the earliest
Scandinavian inscriptions. The reason for such assumptions is
that the sound for which the ‘a’-rune stands in these cases is
supposed to be the reflex of an earlier ¢, which in the nom. sing. of
the masc. -an stems and in swestar is unstressed and apparently
develops to [1] in medieval Scandinavian (proto-Germanic
stressed £! develops regularly to [a:] at an early stage in North-
west Germanic). The ending of the nom. sing. of the masc. -an
stems must come either from IE *-én or *-on, of which only *-én
could give [a:] at the time of the Primitive Norse inscriptions.
There is no reason to think that either would give [z=:], and
this sound would doubtless never have been mentioned if it had
not been necessary to explain why the reflex of ¢ is represented by
the ‘a’-rune in the early period and ‘-i’ in the Viking Age and later.
It is, after all, normally assumed that the ending of the 3rd pers.
sing. pastindicative of weak verbs developed from [e:] to [1] without
an intervening [z:] period (for which there is no evidence at all).
In fact, the explanation of both the -2 and - endings in the nom.
sing. of the masc. -an stems seems to be analogical, as suggested by
Nils Lid, Harry Anderson and Antonsen;!* the reason for
assuming an intermediate [e:] stage therefore disappears. The
‘a’-rune in swestar is apparently considered by Krause to
represent [@:] < & chiefly because it seems to develop later to [1],
like the vowel in the nom. sing. of the masc. -an stems, cf. Old
Icel./Norw. systir, but also because the generally accepted
proto-form *swesér would not give [a:] or [a] in the ending at

14 Cf, Nils Lid, ‘Den nordiske nominativ singularis av maskuline an-
stammer’, Nfs 16 (1952), 237-40; Harry Andersen, ‘Opedalstenen’, Nts 19
(1960), 409-10; Antonsen (1970), 314-15. Nils Lid found evidence in Norse or
Germanic loan-words in Lappish of the reflex of an o in the nom, sing. ending
of masc. -an stems, and it seems likely that *-6n rather than *-én was the
original ending. This sound would have appeared as ‘0’ at the time of the
Prim. Norse inscriptions, as for example the use of the ‘o’-rune in the common
1st pers. sing. past indic. weak verb endings (< *-6m) shows.
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such an early stage. Acceptance of this hypothesis must depend
entirely on whether other evidence of the ‘a’-rune’s double
function is forthcoming. But such evidence is nowhere to be
found. We know that Scandinavian [a:] is often a reflex of proto-
Germanic ¢!, but we have no way of knowing when the change
took place, let alone whether it was a gradual development of
et >[x:]>[a:]. Itseemsmore likely, assuggested by M. L. Steblin-
Kamenskij,1® that in the long vowel system of common Germanic
(/iz], Je:/, [o:/, |uz)) Je:/ contained an allophone [a:], i.e. that it
could vary between [e:] and [a:]. Not only is there no evidence
that the ‘a’-rune could represent [=:/, an examination of the
orthographic system of Northwest Germanic and/or Prim. Norse
reveals internal evidence against such a supposition. It is
generally agreed that there were five distinctive vowel qualities in
Northwest Germanic which could be either long or short (/a/,
/el [il, [o/, /u/).1® These vowels were represented in writing by
five runes, length not being marked in either vowels or consonants
in the runic alphabet. Whether or not one believes with Antonsen
that the sixth vowel symbol, the ‘é¢’-rune, represented /a:/ in
proto-Germanic, spellings in early Scandinavian runic inscriptions
provide evidence that it was phonemically irrelevant at a later
stage. As regards the vowels at least, there is thus no reason to
suppose other than that there was a perfect phonemic fit between
sound and symbol in Northwest Germanic. It is unnecessary,
uneconomic and against the evidence of the runic alphabet as an
orthographic system to posit more than five qualitative distinc-
tions among the vowels. The early Scandinavian runic
inscriptions are so far removed in time and of so uncertain
interpretation that when faced with a problematical word or form
it may be tempting to assume that runes had values other than
those generally accepted and attested in virtually all inscriptions.
But even if such an assumption is phonetically attractive (and
[e:] >[e:] >[1] is hardly that), one must ask oneself whether it is
phonemically likely or possible. Sounds and symbols should
never be treated, as they tend to be in Krause’s book, in
isolation from the phonemic and orthographic system of which
they form a part.

3. On p. 43 Krause states without reservation that the reflex
of IE p developed “‘early” from an unvoiced bi-labial spirant [®]
to the labio-dental equivalent [f], except in the combination pf in
Old Icel. The only evidence adduced for this rather startling

15 Steblin- Kamenskij (1962).

38 Cf. Antonsen (1967), 27, (1970), 316-20; Steblin-Kamenskij (1962), 3;

Hreinn Benediktsson, “The Proto-Germanic Vowel System’, To Honor Roman
Jakobson 1 (1967), 179-80.



362 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

statement is the occurrence of ‘pt’ (rather than ‘ft’) spellings in
Old Icel. Such spellings are attested in all the medieval
Scandinavian languages, however, not only in Icel., and they occur
side by side with the ‘ft’ notation. In one and the same
manuscript we may find eftir or eptir, craftr or craptr etc. As
Hreinn Benediktsson has pointed out, the distinction between stop
and spirant must have been neutralised before [t] in Germanic,
a reflex of the IE devoicing of [b] in this position.}? We have no
way of knowing for sure what the exact pronunciation of ‘ft’ or
‘pt’ was in any medieval Scandinavian dialect, but the
fluctuation in spelling cannot be unconnected with the
neutralisation of the stop/spirant distinction. Thus the
appearance of ‘pt’ in Old Icel. for etymological f¢ is no indication
that the pronunciation of this consonant combination was [®t]
in that language. Given this, the inconsistent distinction in Old
Icelandic spelling: ‘p’+‘t’ : ‘f* 4= other consonants or vowels
cannot help us to decide whether the change [®]>[f] occurred
before or after the time of the earliest Icelandic manuscripts, let
alone whether it happened ‘“‘early’”, i.e. long before the
manuscript age. As for the early Scandinavian inscriptions
themselves, they contain no indication of the exact sound
represented by the ‘f-rune. However, the fact that inscriptions
in the younger fupark occasionally represent the reflex of IE p
by the ‘b’-rupne® (in spite of Krause’s assertion to the contrary,
p. 43: “In den Runeninschriften wurde aber in allen Stellungen
von Anfang an nur die f-rune verwendet’’) suggests that in the
Viking Age and later the pronunciation was still [@].

4. On p. 39, where in connection with the 'b’-, ‘d’- and ‘g’-
runes there is talk of phonemes and allophones and reference to
Steblin-Kamenskij’s 1962 article, the reader is encouraged to
think that a more systematic approach is being adopted. But
he is soon disappointed. Steblin-Kamenskij’s basic point that in
Old Icel. [p] and [8] are not two phonemes, but allophones of one
and the same phoneme, is noted and the comment appended that
“Diese Feststellung hitte aber in verschiedenen Richtungen
erweitert werden miissen und kann nicht fiir die entsprechenden
urnordischen Verhdltnisse gelten.” Steblin-Kamenskij, however,
nowhere suggests that [p] and [8] were allophones in Prim. Norse.
He does say, as is also implied by Krause elsewhere (pp. 38-9),
that, e.g., [d] and [8] were allophones of one and the same phoneme
at this period, and he is clearly right. TItis, oddly enough, Krause

17 Hreinn Benediktsson, Early Icelandic Script (1965), 76-7.
1" Cf. Lis Jacobsen and Erik Moltke, Danmarks runeindskrifter (1941-2),
cols. g47-8.
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himself who states on p. 39 that [p] and [8] were allophones in
Prim. Norse. He asserts that “In der klass.-altnordischen
Periode . . . fallen die stimmlosen und die stimmhaften Allophone
[i.e., [B], [8] and [®], [p]!] im In- und Auslaut nach Vokal und nach
gewissen Konsonanten durchweg in den entsprechenden stimm-
haften Reibelauten zusammen — a statement which shows an
imperfect understanding of the term allophone.

5. On p. 77 the forms haeramaAlAausr and haeruwulafir
on the Bjérketorp and Istaby inscriptions (Kr. 97-8) are taken as
early evidence of breaking ('‘-ae- soll offenbar zumindest den
Ansatz einer Brechungserscheinung andeuten”). It would,
however, be remarkable if the onset of a process of phonetic change
were marked in writing. It is normally not until the change is
complete and well-established that it begins to appear in the
written language. But even if we assume that the carvers of the
Blekinge stones were men with an unusually keen ear for
gradations of sound, what stage in the process of breaking does Ae
represent? According to both the principal theories of breaking,
the first element of the diphthong or incipient diphthong was the
more palatal. We should be particularly careful of taking Ae to
represent diphthongal pronunciation in view of the spelling
haidera on the Bjorketorp stone where, according to Krause,
Ai stands for [e], the word being the same as Old Icel. kedra.
We should also consider the fact that falling diphthongs on the
neighbouring and closely related Stentoften inscription are all
represented by a single symbol. Clearly there was some
uncertainty in seventh-century Blekinge about how diphthongs
should be portrayed, but without greater knowledge of the
writing system or systems which lie behind the Bjérketorp,
Istaby and Stentoften inscriptions we can do little more than
stress the dangers of treating words in isolation.

6. It is odd to find under the heading “Altester i- und
a-Umlaut” on p. 76 the change IE ¢i >Germanic 7 and IE/Germanic
en>Prim. Norse 4. Leaving aside the more general question
of whether ‘‘the oldest ¢- and a-mutation’ are best described as
mutations (the process involves far more than the influence of [i]
or [a] on a preceding vowell?), to class the particular development
of ei >7 and ex >1u as such seems an unfortunate and unnecessary
extension of the term. Indeed, is monophthongisation neces-
sarily due to the influence of one vowel on another? The change
‘en’ >‘iu’ in writing is more likely to indicate a shift of stress within
the diphthong, with resulting uncertainty about the phonemic
identification of the consonantal element (as witness the

18 Cf, Prokosch (1938), 100-1.
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discussion in the First Grammatical Treatise about whether one
should write Zarn or earn2%). In Scandinavian languages the
development of ex does not seem to be affected by the quality of
a following vowel. The distinction 56 : j# in West Norse is due to
the quality of the following consonant. In East Norse we find
only 4.

One could produce a great many more examples of lack of
system and general theoretical considerations in Krause’s book,
but let these suffice. There is a similar absence of clear and
systematic terminology. Dotted throughout the book are terms
such as: “hellem Vokal” (p. 31), “‘dunklen Vokalen” (p. 37) and
phrases of the type: “‘eine besondere Affinitit des / zu d”’ (p. 34),
““die Aussprache ungefihr eines fliichtigen ¢’ (p. 83). These
seemn to me to convey no linguistic information at all. They are
of the same order as the statement (p. 48): “Die Vielzahl der
Komposita in den urnordischen Inschriften erklirt sich wesentlich
aus dem magischen und heroischen Gehalt vieler dieser
Inschriften”, which seems at the very least to need amplification,
and the argument (p. 81) that the ¢ of the patronymic suffix -¢r
in Hrorer on the By stone (Kr. 71) was ‘‘weakened” to ¢ in
haeruwulafir on the Istaby stone. It may be possible to define
weakening in a linguistic sense in different ways (Krause gives no
definition), but one would hardly expect the term to cover the
change [e] >[i] or [1].

Questions of systematisation and theory are not the only
matters in Krause’'s book which require comment. The author
occasionally shows a lack of familiarity with the development of
the Scandinavian languages after the early runic period. On
p. 16 we are told that the Eggjum stone (Kr. 101) shows certain
traces of Old Swedish influence. Evidence of ‘“East Norse”
influence on the inscription is given on p. 143, and consists of
(1) vowel harmony (e after A or a, i after i and u), (2) the form
huwar, (3) the form kam, (4) the word hi, (5) the form fokl.
Outside Norwegian it is in the medieval dialects of Vastergétland
and Skdne that vowel harmony is generally considered to have
existed. But in the written form of these dialects ‘a’ (in
Vastergbtland when representing [a] and [a:], in Skine [a]) in
a stressed syllable is usually followed by ‘i’, not ‘e’.21  Itisin most
Norwegian varieties of vowel harmony we find ‘e’ after ‘a’.22
It is not certain that the Eggjum stone has vowel harmony at all.
‘We find solu and skorin in the well-known first sentence, both of

20 Cf, Hreinn Benediktsson (1972), 155-62.

2L Cf. Elias Wessén, Svensk sprdkhistoria 1 (1965), 61; Johs. Brendum-

Nielsen, Gammeldansk Grammatik 1 (1950), g02.
22 Cf. Didrik Arup Seip, Norsk Sprdkhistorie (1955), 128.
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which contradict the Danish, Swedish and Norwegian rules.
However, the spellings sakse, made and galande are difficult to
explain in any other way, unless they are inverted spellings at a
time when the ‘e’-rune was gradually being superseded by the
‘i’-rune. The form huwAr may well represent hwer or Awer
just as manR represents menr or menR. As Seip has shown, there
is every reason to believe that this pronoun (=Goth. kwas) existed
in Norwegian and became confused with hverr (=Goth. hwarjis)
after - and r-mutation and syncope, cf. hverr sense 2 in Fritzner’s
Ovdbog over Det gamle norske Sprog, which corresponds exactly
with the function of Goth. hwas. The form kam and the word hi
may be East Norse in origin, but hi is not the same word as Old
Swed./Dan. 4it and we should perhaps be wary of suggesting East
Norse influence on the basis of two isolated forms alone, given the
state of our knowledge of the Scandinavian languages at this time.
The form fokl is if anything hyper-West Norse, and should be
compared with goll, gop etc. in early Norwegian and Icelandic
manuscripts and in scaldic poetry. The Old Norwegian Homily
Book has many examples of the word fogl spelt with an ‘o’.
Forms such as foghil, foglar etc. do occur in (mostly late) Old
Swed., but may well be due to the general change which manifests
itself as ‘u’ >‘o’ in younger Old Swedish texts.24
The Roes stone (Kr. 102), according to Krause, is

¢

‘sprachlich

typisch altgutnisch’” (p. 16). It runs: iu pin : adr rak. The
only feature I can see that is typically Old Gotlandic is the loss of
initial w in the verb reka, a feature which Old Gotl. shares with
West Norse, not one which distinguishes them as suggested by
Krause (p. 159: “‘rak agutn. fir awn. und aschwed. vrak”). In
Old Gotl. as we know it iu and pin would appear as fau
(presumably) and pan(n) cf. pp. 371-2 below. Thespelling udRr tells
us little, since at this time the ‘o’-rune was being superseded by the
‘u’-rune.

While dialectal differences in the later inscriptions are strongly
stressed by Krause, little account is taken of their possible
appearance in the early period. We obviously know far too little
to be able to say with any assurance that this or that is a dialect
feature, but when Krause describes the possible dat. masc. sing.
ending of hahai on the Mdjbro stone (Kr. 99) as ‘‘nur archaisch
beibehaltene” (p. 49) and the dative case following after on the
Tune stone as “‘vielleicht altertiimlich” (p. 131), one feels that the
possibility of dialectal differences ought not to be ignored.

2 Didrik Arup Seip, ‘Pronomenet hvem i gammelnorsk’, Festskrift tilegnet
forstebibliotekar A. Kjer . . . (1924), 70-2.
24 Cf. Wessén (1965), 78-9.
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Presumably the Northwest Germanic language spoken in
Scandinavia did not develop in the same way at the same time
everywhere.

In any book about Primitive Norse runic inscriptions there will
clearly be very little that is certain and therefore much room for
disagreement. I feel a different interpretation from Krause's is
to be preferred in many cases, but here I shall only mention a few
important matters about which he must, I think, be wrong.

1. The preposition after on the Tune stone can hardly develop
to eftir (Old Icel. eptiv) at the time of i-mutation.?® Any
unstressed [e] (or [9]?) in this position would be regularly lost
during the syncope period and would not develop to [i], let alone
cause the changes [a] >[a] (or [g]) and [r]>R.2® We are faced
with two possibilities: (1) The spelling on the Tune stone for some
reason represents [i] by the ‘e’-rune in this word (though not in
others). If we are dealing with the preposition which in later
Scandinavian appears as eptir, @ftiv etc., this is perhaps the only
explanation, for whether one believes that unaccented IE ¢
regularly developed to 7 in Germanic, or that this development
could be hindered by a following mid or low vowel, the
etymology suggested for Old Icel. eptir (<<*opteri) indicates
an early Germanic form *afti»(i), not afier.?” (2) The spelling on
the Tune stone is consistent, and after, although doubtless
etymologically identical with *aftir(i), is at this stage a different
word, probably the one that develops to aft, “"after, in memory of”’,
which occurs on many Viking Age inscriptions. It may be that
Afatr on the Istaby stone is a transitional form, although -r for
-v is hard to explain. In my view the second possibility is the
more likely. That is to say, on the Tune stone we already have
the distinction of early (Danish and Swedish) Viking Age
inscriptions and of scaldic verse between aff (and analogical(?)
eft, ept), prep., and eptiv, eftiv, adv.?® Whether after is a very
early example of weakening in unstressed position ([i] >[a]) or
whether we are dealing with two different Germanic forms,

28 Krause, 30. The form «ftiR does not, as far as I know, occur before or
during the syncope period, yet here it is printed without an asterisk (cf. below).

28 Thus Krause, 30.

27 Cf. H. S. Falk and Alf Torp, Norwegisches-Dinisches etymologisches
W érterbuch (1910-11), 181; Prokosch (1938), 234; R. C. Boer, Oergermaansch
handboek (1924), 61. Krause himself seems to hold the view that unaccented
¢ >1 irrespective of the following vowel, for in his Primitive Norse paradigms
he gives the 2nd pers. pl. pres. indic. ending as -7 in all cases (< IE *-efe, cf.
Prokosch (1938), 212, Boer (1924), 61). It is worth noting that according to
Krause’s indices (1966 and 1971) no clear examples of unstressed ¢ occur in
Norse runic inscriptions before the seventh century (on the Blekinge stones,
Kr. 95-8), and some might not even call these clear.

( 28 (;f. Jacobsen and Moltke, col. 742; Ingrid Sanness Johnsen, Stutfruner
1968), 54.
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*aftiv(i) and *affera <IE *opierom, Krause’s etymology, is impos-
sible to say.

2. On p. 45 Krause suggests that the change [z] >r (the latter
“mit stark palataler Aussprache?’’) occurred before the fifth
century at the latest. The evidence for this is (1) the tribal name
Fervir in Jordanes, (2) the spelling meR on the Opedal stone.
The final ‘-r’ in Ferviv proves quite clearly, according to Krause,
that ‘“dieser Laut um die Mitte des 6.Jh.s nach rémischem
Empfinden bereits dem Phonem 7 niherstand als dem Phonem 2.”
While it is obvious that in -2z we have a Germanic rather than
a Latin ending, one would like to know something about the
phonemic system of the language spoken by the person who was
Jordanes’s source for this word before drawing more detailed
conclusions. It would be important to know whether this
system contained [z], as a phoneme or as an allophone of [s] or
some other consonant, and what variety of # was used.
Unfortunately we know nothing about the source of the relevant
passage in Getica.?? The form meR is evidence of an
r-pronunciation because: ‘‘Die 6ffnung des -i- zu -¢- (im Klass.-Alt-
nordischen zu -2-) wird...in hdherem Grad wahrscheinlich
sein, wenn man dem schliefenden Konsonanten bereits den Wert
eines 7-artigen Lautes gibt, als wenn man in dieser Stellung noch
einen stimmhaften Zischlaut z annehmen wollte.”” This, however,
can only be true if we assume that the r-sound was not palatal. If
it was palatal, as Krause and others suggest and as the
r-mutation in West Norse testifies, a change of [i] >{e] after the
development of [z] >R seems out of the question. Not only is
a palatal R unlikely to have made [i] less palatal than it already
was, it is phonetically highly improbable that any speech sound
would be able to affect another in diametrically opposite ways.
The sound which caused [a] >(g] (*glara >gler), [u:] >[y:](*kir >
kyr) etc. can hardly have been responsible for a development
*miR >meR. This does not mean that the sound changes
mentioned by Krause on pp. 62 and 6o (IE 7>Prim. Norse &
before R, IE #>Prim. Norse ¢ before ) did not take place,3®
only that the sound which he writes ‘R’ in this connection cannot
have been the palatal r which caused rR-mutation during the
syncope period. We can only guess at what value the forerunner
of palatal R may have had at any given time and at what time
[ij>[e] and [u]>[0], but if we take the end of the common

28 Cf. J. Svennung, Jordanes und Scandia (1967), 4, 32.

3% There is considerable evidence for these changes, which were often followed
by lengthening, cf. Germanic *miz > Icel. mér, Germanic *wiz > Prim. Norse
*wiz > Icel. vér, Germanic *uz > Icel. ér, Germanic *kuzun > Prim. Norse
*kozun >Icel. koru etc.
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Germanic era as being around the time of the birth of Christ, we
have some five hundred years for the development of [z] to palatal
R and something less than four hundred for the change [i] >[e]
(the Opedal stone is dated to the beginning of the fifth century by
which time the change must have been well established). It
seems reasonable to suppose that [i] >[e] before the pronunciation
of z became at all palatal, that is, assuming a steady progression
from [z] to palatal R — and we have no reason to assume anything
else — very soon after the end of the common Germanic era. Itis
thus not surprising to find mer on the Opedal stone, but this form
provides no guide to the pronunciation of R at that time.

3. On p. 135 we are told that it is impossible to be sure whether
the first a of the form hahai on the Méjbro stone, which is
interpreted as the dat. sing. of a masc. *hdhar (<*hanhaz),
“horse”’, had the pronunciation [an], [4:] or [a:]. While a might
perhaps stand for [an] as well as [4:] (although one would think
that only after a change [an] >[4:] would such spellings as hahai
occur), it cannot represent [a:]. Nasality, particularly in a, is a
feature which can be followed down to the time of the First
Grammarian. He could still distinguish between hdr, “hair”
(non-nasal, < *hdra) and hdr, “‘shark’ (nasal, < *hanhar)3! and
there is no reason to believe that if hahai is indeed the dat. sing.
of *hahar and the word had existed in twelfth-century Icel., it
would have had a pronunciation in any way different from hdy,
“shark” In Swedish it is only in the middle of the eleventh
century that the old *ansuRr-rune begins to appear in non-nasal
contexts and clearly represents [0:], {o] rather than [4:], [4].

4. On p. 135 we are also told that it is impossible to say at
what period the spirants [B], [6] and [y] developed to stops in
initial position and immediately after nasals: all we can see for
sure is the result of these developments in the consonant system of
“Klass.-Altnordischen” It is, however, possible to be a little
more specific. The Eggjum stone, which Krause dates to A.Dp. 700,
has the form lat. This can only represent a pronunciation [lind]
since although the ‘t’-rune was sometimes used for [d] in the final
period of the older runic alphabet and always in the early stages of
the younger runic alphabet, it was not used for [p] or [3].
Assuming that what is true of the dental consonants also holds
good for the labials and velars, and there seems no reason to
suppose there was a chronological difference between the orders
in the question of the development from spirant to stop, we can
say that nasal4spirant > nasal+4stop before a.n. 700. The
same doubtless applies to the change from spirant to stop in initial

31 Cf. Hreinn Benediktsson (1972), 132.
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position, but here it is not until we come to inscriptions in the
younger runic alphabet that we have positive evidence.
However, the Rok stone, probably from the early ninth century,
provides us with tu (=d0) or tumiR (=demir) and traki
(=drengi). It is impossible that Krause can mean to include the
Eggjum stone in his definition of ““Klass.-Altnordisch” Apart
from the fact that “Klass.” suggests Old Icel. and thereby the
other Scandinavian languages of the manuscript age (Iceland
and Norway post 1150, Denmark and Sweden some hundred years
later), the Eggjum stone provides much material for his grammar
and must therefore be ‘“Urnordisch”

5. On p. 29 it is stated that in the dat. pl. of all stems the 7 of
the original ending, *-mis, was lost very early, and the name of
a goddess from late common Germanic times, 4flims, is instanced
(but without reference for the less well-informed as to where this
word may be found?®?). The only dat. pl. form preserved in Prim.
Norse, according to Krause, is -gestumnr on the Stentoiten stone
(although in fact this inscription also contains the word -borumr).
In classical Old Norse, we are told, the final -» is always lost except
in old spellings of the numerals fveim(») and prim(r). The
implication of this statement is that it is only in early West Norse
manuscript texts that the dative of the two numerals preserves the
final -». There are two errors here. First, it has been shown
that in Germanic the word for “two’’ had dual endings and that
the dative - in West Norse is analogical;*® it was probably
introduced as late as the Viking Age. Certainly final -» is much
less common in fveim(y) than in prim(r) where -s >-z formed part
of the dative ending from the start.3* Second, it is not only in
early texts that the datives of fvei» and prir appear with -7.
There seems to be a tendency to prefer forms without -» between
¢. 1200 and 1400 in Icel. (although examples with -» can be found,
and even occur in fourteenth-century Norwegian3?), but after
this fveimy or tveimur and premy or premur (primv, Pprimuy)
become widely used and are common today.3®

6. On p. 50 we are told that the early Primitive Norse form of
Stentoften’s -gestumnr ““wire entweder als *gastumr oder — noch
altertiiomlicher — als *gastimr . ..anzusetzen’’. This pre-

32 The reference is Corpvs Inscriptionvm Latinarvm, ed. Th. Mommsen
et al. (1863-1955), X111, No. 8157.

33 Cf. R. Loewe, ‘Der germanische Pluraldativ’, Kukns Zeitschrift filr
vergleichende Sprachforschung XLVIII (1918), g1-2.

3% Cf. Adolf Noreen, Aliwslindische und altnorwegische Grammatik (1923),
202 with references.

35 Cf. Marius Hagstad, Vestnorske maalfore 1 (1907), 26.

38 Cf. Bjorn K. bérdifsson, Um islenzkar ordmyndir d 14. og 15. 6ld {1925),
39; Stefan Einarsson, Icelandic (1945), 66.
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supposes a line of development for which we have no evidence.
The form *gastumr need never have existed. A change
*gastimR >*gestimr is equally, perhaps more, likely, with the
introduction of analogical # after i-mutation.

In a book as detailed as Krause’s it would not be surprising
to find a number of straightforward slips. In fact the work is
remarkably free of such and the proof-reading seems to have been
meticulous. It is nevertheless perhaps worth recording the
following: (1) The By stone is dated on p. 46 to “um 475" and on
p. 81 to “um 575”° The latter is the correct date. (2) mér
*meyna on p. 118 should read mer *meyna. (3) The reference on
p. 119 to inscription 87 after Niuwila should be to 86.
(4) rwilu on p. 133 is a mistake for r wrilu. (5) In the index there
should be a further reference under mer to § 117, 1a and under orfe
§ 38, 4 (which does not exist) should presumably read § 39, 1b or
39, 2b (or both). In addition to these there are two points which
Krause can hardly have made intentionally: (1) huwAr on the
Eggjum stone cannot be an example of the failure of runic
writing to indicate {-mutation (p. 76); if, as suggested earlier in
this article, and indirectly by Krause himself, huwAR=/hwer, it
is due to the influence of the following ®r that the change
[a] >[e] has taken place. (2) The word arjoster {or sijoster)
on the Tune stone, as Krause points out (p. 53), is our first
example of the characteristic -r ( >-#) ending in the nom. masc. pl.
of adjectives in Scandinavian. This -r must have been added on
analogy with noun plurals and/or the nom./acc. fem. pl. of
adjectives. The statement on p. 117: “‘Adjektiva mit pronomi-
naler Endung sind:. . arjdstér. .urgerm. *arjostai-r” is thus
at best clumsily expressed and oversimplified: arjoster has both
a pronominal -¢ ( <-ai) and a nominal -r ending and it comes from
Germanic *avjdstai -+ analogical r.

Krause’s book is open to criticism on a more practical level.
Among his omissions is a discussion of why, at a time when the
Scandinavian languages were undergoing radical changes and the
number of runic symbols in use was decreasing, a distinctive
symbol was adopted for [4:] and [£). Was it just because a
symbol became available? Why then did the ‘e’- and ‘o’-runes
fall into disuse? Part I, B, II is concerned with word-formation,
but restricts itself entirely to nouns, and Section B, as we have
seen, does not deal with the language of the Prim. Norse runic
inscriptions where one might argue that the greatest number of
words are nouns, but is a general description of ““Das Urnordische
zwischen Urgermanisch und Altnordisch”” On p. 130 we are
told: ““Der Genitiv tritt in den urnordischen Inschriften als
Possessivus, Objektivus und Partitivus auf. Hier sollen nur
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einige Fille des Genitivus possessivus besprochen werden.”
Examples of the ““Objektivus” and ‘‘Partitivus’” would have
been interesting and helpful. The use of the asterisk which
normally indicates a reconstructed form is difficult to follow in
Krause’'s book. On p. 63, for example, we have Germanic
bergan, Prim. Norse *gibir, *gibip, 1E esti and Prim. Germanic
*wilpia-. Such inconsistency can also be found elsewhere in the
work. In Section C, “‘Die Sprachformen der urnordischen
Inschriften”, it is never made entirely clear which paragraphs
contain a complete list of examples of the relevant feature or class
of word, and which merely include an arbitrary number for
illustration. A note at the beginning of § 28: “Zur Bildung der
einzelnen Kasus (die gesammelten Beispiele s. §§ 88-98)”" makes
it clear that those paragraphs which deal with noun inflexions are
intended to be complete, but then in § 32, 3 a list of forms is
preceded by the statement: “Aullerdem seien hier folgende
Einzelbeispiele herausgestellt”’, and in § 104 (“Schwache Verba’),
which otherwise appears to be complete, the important form
dalidun from the Tune stone is missing as well as the probable
1st pers. sing. pres. indic. wija from the Vimose buckle (Kr. 24).
Some perceptible order, numerical, alphabetical or other would
also have been helpful in these lists of examples in Section C.

There are a number of points made by Krause which are less
than clear to me, but this may be due to the uncertain nature of
the material.

1. Itisdifficult to see why Krause concludes that the one-time
dental ending of the 3rd pers. sing. indic. pres. in Scandinavian
must have been -p (and not -d) “von Haus aus’’ (p. 42), when the
only certain example of this ending is from the very period in
which it is believed that unvoicing of spirants in final position took
place and from the same stone (Stentoften) that has gaf ( <*gab
[gaBl).

2. It is not clear to me why we need to posit a third IE
pronominal stem, *#- (p. 53), because of the spelling pin on the
Gotlandic Roes stone and the uncertain pit. .uilald (Over
Hornbak 1I, Kr. 129). The reading of Over Hornbzk 1I is too
uncertain a basis for such a theory and the Roes stone is from
¢. A.D. 750, a time when the ‘e’-rune was being or had been
superseded by the ‘i’-rune. This may also be the explanation of
the three occurrences of pina on the Viking Age Sjonhem stones
from Gotland® which Krause sees as further evidence of the
pronominal stem *#%-: pina may=a runic Gotl. *penna (we find

37 Gotlands runinskrifter, ed. Sven B. F. Jansson and Elias Wessén (1962- ),
Nos. 134-6.
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both eftir and iftir on these stones); alternatively, of course, pina
may =O0ld Gotl. pinna, but this is more likely to be an example of
Gotlandic palatalisation than an IE pronominal stem *#-. In
Old Gotlandic manuscripts the simple form of the pronoun is
pan(n), never pen(n), but these post-date the Roes stone by about
six hundred years and are of no relevance in trying to decide
whether pin stands for {pen:] or [pin:].

3. There is much in Krause’s discussion of the Lindholm
amulet (Kr. 29) which I find puzzling (pp. 132, 134). He
translates ek erilar sa wilagar ha(ijteka as “Ich, der
Runenmeister hier, heille Listig’”; sa could not have had ‘‘die
Bedeutung eines bestimmten Artikels” because one would then

“have expected wilagar to have had “die Bestimmtheitsform des
Adjektivs” Even so, Krause considers it odd that a ‘‘Beiname”
(is wilagar then an adjective or a noun?) should appear in the
“indefinite’”’ form. However, there is some evidence to show “‘wie
leicht in der Auffassung des Sprechenden unbestimmte und
bestimmte Flexion des Adjektivs miteinander wechseln kénnen”
It seems to me unfortunate to confuse strong and weak inflexion
with indefinite and definite function as Krause's terminology does.
In modern Icel. definite function is not synonymous with weak
inflexion (cf. bldit hafid v. blda hafid), and if we confuse our terms
how are we to describe phrases such as var virduleghr herva
which are not uncommon in medieval Norwegian diplomas?3®
We know nothing about the way in which weak and strong
adjectives were used at the time of the Lindholm amulet
(A.D. 500-550), or whether sa could function as a definite article,
but if it could we should not dismiss the possibility that it might
have been followed by a strong adjective. However, sa can also
be taken with erilar and we can translate (according to the dual
function, ‘“‘this”’ and ‘““that’”’, which sa seems to have had at this
time): “I, this rune master " (if “rune master” is indeed what
evilar means). This seems preferable to taking sa as an adverb,
a usage which as far as I know is unparalleled. Finally, it is odd
that Krause describes the verb on the Lindholm amulet as being
in third place (p. 134). This is surely only possible if ek erilar
and sa wilagagr, or, as suggested here, the first three words of the
inscription are taken together.

4. Krause’s remarks about the autonomy of the word on p. 137
are not easy to grasp. It is necessary here to quote in extenso:
“In einem entscheidenden Punkte ist noch der Sprachcharakter
des theoretisch erschlossenen Urindogermanischen in den
urnordischen Runeninschriften gut bewahrt, nimlich in dem,

38 Cf., for example, Diplomatarium Norvegicum 11, 35 and 39, 1V, 48.
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was man als die Autonomie des Wortes bezeichnen kann, womit
denn zugleich auch die grammatische Kategorie ‘‘Wort”
beibehalten ist, ein Begriff, der ja fiir viele Sprachen der Erde
keineswegs gilt: weder etwa das Chinesische noch das Eskimoische
kennen diese Kategorie “Wort”, und auch in spiteren
indogermanischen Sprachen, wie besonders im Inselkeltischen und
im modernen Franzosischen tritt der Begriff des ‘“Wortes” stark
zuriick; man nehme etwa einen franzosischen Satz wie je ne m'en
vais pas, bei dem man vom Standpunkt der lebenden Sprache
unmgéglich sagen kann, aus wie vielen Worten er besteht.”” What
Krause appears to be discussing is the coalescing of words. The
fact that two or more words coalesce and become one in a
language does not mean, however, that there is necessarily a period
in which it is impossible to say whether we are dealing with several
words or one. In the French example quoted it can be
demonstrated synchronically that there are six words by a process
of substitution: je ne m’en vais pas, tu ne t'en vas pas etc., and, if
this is not sufficient: je ne me lave pas, tu ne te laves pas etc. More
difficult to understand is Krause’s contention that sandhi and the
coalescing of words were unknown phenomena in Prim. Norse.
This may have been true of early Prim. Norse, although it is odd to
find that Krause's transliteration of the Lindholm amulet is: ek
erilar sa wilagar ha(i)teka (five words or six?), but in late
Prim. Norse many words must have started to coalesce. We have
SaR (=sa ¢r, sa es?) on the Bjérketorp stone, and Krause himself
transliterates the beginning of the Eggjum inscription: ni’s solu
sot (p. 143), although in fact the ‘i’-rune could be taken both
with n and s (but ci. the double ss). The most important
evidence, however, is provided by the many new forms and
words which appear to have been fully developed by the
beginning of the eleventh century: the -sk# form of the verb,3®
the suffixed definite article,4® the pronouns engi and nokkurr,*t
just to name the most important.4? These must have started to
develop during the late Primitive Norse period, if not before.
Scandinavian in the seventh-tenth centuries cannot have been so
very different from modern French in the matter of word-
boundaries.

3 One of the earliest examples is found in the Danish runic inscription
Aarhus 4, Jacobsen and Moltke (1941-2), No. 66, probably from the first half
of the eleventh century.

4 One of the earliest examples is found in the Swedish runic inscription
Ekilla Bro, Upplands runinskrifter, ed. Sven B. F. Jansson and Elias Wessén
(1940-58), No. 644, probably from about 1050.

41 Many examples are to be found in eddaic and scaldic poetry, cf. Finnur
Joénsson, Lexicon Poeticum (1931).

42 Examples of the coalescing of various pronouns with other words can be
found in Noreen (r9z23), 3ro-11, 3I19.
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It is in the nature of a lengthy review to emphasise the negative
aspects of the book considered; there would otherwise be little
basis for discussion and the reviewer would run the risk of writing
a panegyric. I would like therefore in conclusion to stress that
Krause's Die Sprache der urnovdischen Rumenminschriften is an
extremely accurate and careful work, and together with his Die
Runeninschriften im dlteven Futhark provides the most compre-
hensive guide we have to the runic inscriptions in the older fupark
and the earliest known language of Scandinavia. Both books will
doubtless remain standard works for many years to come.
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FRODSKAPARRIT. ANNALES SOCIETATIS SCIENTIARUM FAROENSIS.
18. BOK. Ritstjérar: Hans DEBES JOENSEN, JOANNES RAsSMUS-
SEN, JOHANNES AV SKARDL Mentunargrunnur Fovoya Lagtings.
Térshavn, 1970. 391 pp.

This volume of Frddskaparrit constitutes a Festschrift to
Professor Christian Matras on his seventieth birthday. Professor
Matras has devoted a life-time to Faroese studies. In the late
twenties he published with M. A. Jacobsen the first modern
dictionary of the Faroese language. His doctoral thesis of 1933
dealt with the place-names of his native NorSuroyar. And his
many publications since then have included a history of Faroese
literature (Foroysk békmentasoga, 1933), the first volumes of a full
critical edition of the Faroese ballads (Fevoya kvedi, 1944- ), an
edition of Svabo’s Dictionarium Fevoense (1966, 1970) and many
contributions to the periodicals Utiseti and Vardin. Christian
Matras is also famous as a poet and translator. In 1952 he
became Professor of Faroese in Copenhagen and in 1965 returned
to the Faroes to become professor at the newly established
Fré8skaparsetur. His Festschrift contains thirty articles by
scholars from eight countries. Three contributions, those of
Magne Oftedal, Hans Bekker-Nielsen and Helgi Gudmundsson,
relate to a greater or lesser extent to Professor Matras’s own
theories on ‘Atlantssidir-Atlantsord’ (see Frddskaparrit, 1958,
73-101). Three Icelanders write on specifically Icelandic
subjects: Jon Helgason edits and elucidates three ‘grammatical’
stanzas from the Codex Wormianus; Olafur Halldérsson does the
same with a riddle-poem from AM 687b, 4to; and Svavar Sigmunds-
son argues an earlier date for the Icelandic Aljéddvol than that
normally accepted. Ornithologists are well catered for by four
papers, including one by W. Lockwood on ‘Faroese Bird Names’
and one by H. D. Joensen about the ornithological artist
Didrik 4 Skarvanesi. (Four of Didrik’s charming paintings are
reproduced as colour plates.) And another four articles are
rightly devoted to various aspects of Faroese ballad studies.
There are three contributions on the Faroese language, by Otmar
Werner on the preterite-present, by Bjérn Hagstrém on supra-
dentals, and by Ulf Zachariasen on athematic stems in Faroese.
And other contributions include a paper by Peter Foote on legal
terms in Fereyinga saga, one by Asa Nyman on ‘Etniska sirdrag
i den fardiska folksagotraditionen’ and one by Harry Andersen on
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William Heinesen’s lyric poetry. Pages 386-g1 are taken up with
a bibliography of Matras’s learned work. In this volume, then,
we find a wide range of Faroese topics discussed — language,
literature, folklore, ethnography. The whole book bears witness
to the diversity, vitality and freshness of Faroese studies. It is
a fitting tribute to a man who has done so much to promote the
study of the culture of the Faroe Islands.

RicHARD PERKINS

MEDIAEVAL SCANDINAVIA 3. Managing Editor HaNs BEKKER-
NIELSEN. Odense University Press, 1970.

This volume contains a great variety of articles, covering
various disciplines. Three articles are concerned with literature.
R. Frank in ‘Onomastic play in Kormakr’s verse: the name
Steingerdr’ shows how an understanding of his kennings on this
name deepens one’s appreciation of the poet. In ‘A note on the
AtlakviSa, Strophe 16, lines ¢9-10’ Margaret Clunies Ross
explains the meaning of Gudran’s insult to the Hunnish maidens
— servile work is being suggested for these aristocratic ladies.
Niels Age Nielsen’s ‘Notes on early Runic poetry’ is an attempt to
interpret some runic inscriptions from a knowledge of the metres
of ljédahdtty and formyrdislag, in which he suggests that they are
written.

Four articles are of special interest to historians. Of these
easily the most enjoyable is Claiborne W. Thompson’s on ‘A
Swedish runographer and a headless bishop’, for few things are
more delightful than to witness a long-established theory crumble
into dust, together with the reputation of those associated with it.
In this case the identification of Asmundr Karasun, one of the
most famous of the Swedish rune-masters, with an irregular
(‘acephalus’) English bishop called Osmundus, is demolished.
One may feel that the victory is rather easily won, but the history
of the theory is instructive. It began with the statement by an
eighteenth-century Swedish antiquary that Asmundr must have
been more than ordinarily papistical, because of references in his
inscriptions to the Virgin Mary. The ground was thus prepared
for identification, by two nineteenth-century scholars, with
Osmundus. The identification was defended by Otto von Friesen.
In 1907 he wrote that it was ‘“not impossible’”. In 1913 it was
“more than possible’” In 1920 it was ‘‘highly probable”” and
“hardly to be doubted”” This kind of development is only too
familiar, but in von Friesen’s defence it should be stated that the
whole process took him some thirteen years. In the present
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jet-propelled age one most frequently finds it within the covers of
a single book.

Such appears to be the case in a book by Vegard Skanland,
discussed by A. O. Johnsen in ‘The earliest provincial statute of
the Norwegian Church’. Skénland claims that the collection
hitherto known to scholars as the canons of Nicholas Breakspear
should really be regarded as the canons of an “unknown’
provincial council held by Archbishop Eystein in 1170-80.
A. O. Johnsen’s article is actually the text of his opposition to
Skénland’s thesis, and E. Ladewig Petersen’s ‘Preaching in
Mediaeval Denmark’ is similarly an opposition ex officio to Anne
Riising’s Dawmarks wmiddelalderlige prediken. ILearned and
important though both these contributions are within their own
context, one may question the wisdom of including them in a
journal like Mediaeval Scandinavia. They imply a detailed
knowledge of the book under discussion, without which the
argument appears remote and disjointed. It is greatly to be
hoped that the editors of Mediaeval Scandinavia will think twice
before including such material again. It is quite a different genre
of writing from the book review, which assumes that the reader has
not yet seen the book, and the success of which may be measured
by the number of persons who have been dissuaded from
reading it.

Finally within this group comes a detailed article by Nanna
Damsholt on ‘Kingship in the arengas of Danish royal diplomas,
1140-1233’. Not surprisingly, since it is shown that they were
mostly borrowed from foreign models, the conclusion has to be
that they reveal little of the actual ideology, still less of the
policies, of the rulers in whose names they were written.
Perhaps an exception to this is Knud VI's ‘Manslaughter
Ordinance for Scania’ which contains a clumsy and somewhat
embarrassed apologia for the king’s right to legislate. The
passage, which is not actually part of an arenga, is briefly
mentioned in the article. It is in any case a rarity among the
formal sections of Danish royal documents. It might be more
profitable to trace the chanceries from which the different
formulae came, whether papal, imperial, English or French. It
is suggested, at the end of the article, that such an investigation
is perfectly possible. It should certainly reveal much about the
cultural influences on Denmark during this period.

Two contributions stand out on their own. The first is
Kenneth Cameron’s ‘Scandinavian settlement in the territory of
the Five Boroughs: the place-name evidence, part ii, place-names
in thorp’. Cameron discusses the nature and distribution of
these place-names and draws some tentative conclusions. The



378 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

word ‘thorp’ is used, he maintains, exactly as in Denmark, to
denote a place of secondary settlement. He is able to identify
with considerable success and the aid of maps the main
settlements on which the ‘thorp’ depended. The fact that
a Danish name was exclusively used for such secondary
settlements secems to him ““to support the general hypothesis I
have proposed that Danish settlement in the northeast Midlands
was on a considerable scale, and was not simply the result of the
settlement of a part of an army, itself to be counted only in
hundreds”

Finally, this issue of Mediaeval Scandinavia secs the publication
of the first part of the Norse-Celtic bibliography. The
bibliography has been planned in two parts, the first to cover the
ground geographically, the second by special topics. There is
also a section called ‘Miscellanea’ which includes items not easily
fitted into the planned categories. The first part of the
bibliography published here consists of the Miscellanea section
and the Faroese section. The purpose of the bibliography is ‘‘to
furnish specialists in one branch of study with a point of
departure for investigation into another, and in that way to
promote interdisciplinary research on the Norse-Celtic question”
Nevertheless, the bibliography on the Faroe islands is particularly
full, and covers most aspects of their history and culture.
Within the eleven subsections (miscellaneous, medieval and early
modern sources, historical studies, etc.) books are arranged
chronologically. There is a generous provision for cross
references from one subsection to another. Altogether this is a
most interesting and well-set-out bibliography. Whoever under-
takes research into a new subject and faces all the uncertainties
and difficulties of the pioneer will envy Norse-Celtic scholars the
efficient instrument which has been provided for them.

Among the reviews in this issue, R. I. Page’s discussion of Niels
Age Nielsen’s Rumnestudier stands out for its sensible and witty
discussion of problems of Runology in general. Altogether this
volume is packed with interest and admirably upholds the high
standards one has come to associate with Mediaeval Scandinavia.

PetEr KING

THE NORDIC LANGUAGES AND MODERN LINGUISTICS. Edited by
HrEINN BENEDIKTSSON. Visindafélag [slendinga. Reykjavik,

1970. 616 pp.
This volume is the record of a conference held in Reykjavik in
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1969; it contains versions of some thirty papers, as well as some
record of their discussion. Roughly ten papers are primarily
concerned with problems of general linguistics, although several
of them draw their material from Scandinavian languages. The
others are concerned with specific topics related to individual
Nordic languages. Hreinn Benediktsson has contributed an
important paper summarising and continuing his work on the
diachronic development of Icelandic in terms of general linguistics
(mostly taxonomic); the interest of the paper, and its faults, lie
mostly in its methodology. For instance, he plausibly suggests
that lowering of accented 7 and % enabled the unaccented vowels
previously written ¢ and o to be identified with these instead,
while not undergoing any phonetic change. He then continues
by deducing that the archiphonemes (in phonetic contexts where
vowel-length was non-distinctive), although previously identified
with the short accented vowels, did not participate in this
lowering, and so became qualitatively more similar to the long
vowels, were identified with them, and later underwent the
same phonetic developments as they did. This is intended to
replace the conventional explanation that all short vowels were
lengthened in certain phonetic contexts, thereby neutralising
vowel-contrast in those positions, and so producing archiphonemes.
But an archiphoneme cannot be identified with a specific phonetic
realisation; it is the functional unit formed when certain features
normally distinguishing one phoneme of a group from the others
cease to be distinctive in certain phonetic contexts. Similarly,
an archiphoneme cannot remain unchanged when the phonetic
realisation of a constituent phoneme changes. But even ignoring
this basic error, the evidence that the archiphoneme was
“identified with” the short accented vowel before lowering is, as
Einar Haugen points out, dubious: mostly that in the Stockholm
Homily Book vowel-length is not marked where it is not
distinctive. The imperative se (used in the First Grammatical
Treatise to exemplify short ¢) may merely show that lengthening,
and hence the development of the archiphoneme, had not yet
taken place, or it may be a special case, in that pronoun-
suffixation (se-p#) may have caused the temporary retention of
a form with a short vowel. It would seem better, after all, to
consider the lengthening as purely phonetic, and the development
of the archiphoneme as secondary to it.

Paul Kiparsky contributes a paper on generative semantics,
proposing ‘‘semantic extension rules” whereby words may be
allowed to have more than one meaning. Generative semantics
is an important field, and important work on it has been
published since this paper was given. Part of the matter is
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admirably expressed by Chafe (Language 47, no. 1), that any
purely transformational grammar requires initial structures to
transform. Generative semantics proposes roughly that the
semantic component produces these basic structures. But much
else is involved: for instance, the lexicon contains semantic,
syntactic and phonological information, and must therefore be
organised and must operate at all of these levels. A theory of the
lexicon must thus form an essential part of any theory of generative
semantics. Secondly, meaning remains relevant to the form of
speech at syntactic and phonological levels: e.g. certain formal
changes of surface structure can modify meaning, as Chomsky has
pointed out. And even the passive transformation can effect
a semantic shift of emphasis. Again, purely phonological
elements such as intonation may be meaningful in their own
right. It is essential, therefore, that any theory of generative
semantics recognises that semantic processes are not only anterior
but also parallel to formal syntax and phonology in sentence-
production. Xiparsky’s paper may be considered as part of
a description of the semantic organisation of the lexicon.

Alvar Ellegaard gives a clear classification of clause-types
within a generative framework. Halldér Halldérsson discusses
some loan-words into Icelandic and the principles of loan-analysis
that can be deduced from these. Els Oksaar gives some examples
of connotation-profiles, a statistical method of describing the
implications of a word beyond basic meaning, by reference to
a number of other terms. Aleksander Szulc describes and gives
some classification of interference between languages in
bilinguals. Ulf Teleman discusses the generation of noun-
phrases. William Moulton and Karl-Hampus Dahlstedt contri-
bute papers on dialectology: Moulton pleads for the retention of
the phoneme, on dubious grounds, while Dahlstedt discusses,
inter alia, the position in a generative theory of the social function
of dialect. Of the papers concerned with Nordic linguistics,
Einar Haugen contributes an elegant plea for a panoptic view of
Nordic linguistics, while Hans Anton Koefoed discusses semantic
variations between the Nordic languages, and Baldur Jénsson
gives a paper on the reconstruction of unaccented verbal prefixes
in Primitive Norse on syntactic and semantic grounds. Elmer
Antonsen gives a somewhat speculative paper on runes and the
Germanic vowel-system. A number of papers deal specifically
with Swedish: Bengt Loman reports on research in progress into
social variation in syntax, and Sture Allén on a programme of
large-scale vocabulary processing. Bengt Nordberg outlines
a research programme into the urban dialect of Eskilstuna. Kim
Nilsson discusses the generation of causative clauses in Swedish,
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showing that semantic considerations must be taken into account
in the formal generation of such clauses. Bengt Sigurd analyses
the position of #, ¢ and [ in a generative phonology of Swedish,
while Sture Ureland describes the breakdown of Swedish among
Texas-Swedes. Jorgen Rischel describes the relationship between
stops and fricatives in Danish in terms of generative phonology,
and John Weinstock sketches a generative phonology of
Norwegian. Bjérn Hagstrém, Trygve Skomedal and Otmar
Werner give papers on Faroese: Hagstrom discusses ¢/d variation
in initial position in pronouns; Skomedal discusses parallel but
unrelated developments in Faroese and other West Norse
languages or dialects, while Werner describes the vocalisation of v.
There are two papers specifically on Icelandic, other than those
already mentioned: Helgi GuSmundsson describes the develop-
ment of the jd[j# contrast in modern Icelandic, while Sigridur
Valfells gives a not entirely convincing analysis of the function of
the Icelandic middle voice as marking the absence or deletion of
an underlying noun phrase. The volume is thus an eclectic
but stimulating selection of work in progress, and contains
several papers of importance in their respective fields.

PauL BIBIRE

THE VIKING LEGACY. THE SCANDINAVIAN INFLUENCE ON THE
ENGLISH [AND GAELIC] LANGUAGE[S]. By Joun GEIPEL. David
and Charles. London, 1971. 225 pp. £4°25.

Since Bjorkman's Scandinavian Loan-Words in Middle English
(1900) there has been no general survey of the influence of the
Scandinavian languages on English. This, as one of the sub-titles
tells us, is the principal subject of Geipel’s book. The main
title, for which I imagine the publishers are to blame, is to say the
least misleading and should be deleted in any subsequent edition.

The book has five chapters: The common roots of English and
Norse, The Northmen in Britain, The Norse invasion of the
languages of Britain, Scandinavian place-names in Britain, and
Scandinavian personal names in Britain. In addition the book
contains lists of Scandinavian loan-words in modern English and
of British surnames of probable or partial Scandinavian origin.
There is also a glossary of technical terms, a pronunciation guide
and a bibliography.

Mr Geipel’s book is not a scholarly work, nor is it a linguistic
investigation in the scientific sense. It seems to be addressed to
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the general reader, but whether there are general readers with
sufficient interest in the development of the English and
Scandinavian languages, and to a lesser extent Gaelic, to read and
digest such a book is open to question. Let us hope there are, for
the author has provided a detailed and generally accurate account
from which those with little knowledge of the subject can learn
a great deal. For the specialist there is nothing new, although it
is useful to have so much diverse material collected in one volume.
The section on the Orkney and Shetland Norn, with its particu-
larly lavish exemplification, is most noteworthy in this respect.
An irritating feature is the lack of proper references. A reader
whose appetite is whetted by the opening stanza of Hildinakvadet
will search in vain for some indication of where he can find the
rest. The bibliography is a poor thing which must reflect Mr
Geipel’s expectations of his readership rather than his own
learning. In a list of eleven books and articles about individual
Scandinavian languages we find a specialised study such as
Kenneth Chapman’s Norwegian-Icelandic Linguistic Relationships
side by side with Lundeby and Torvik’s school-book Sprdket vdrt
gienmom tidene, while Seip’s Norsk sprdkhistorie is excluded. For
Faroese we have Lockwood’s text-book An Introduction to Modern
Faroese (though excellent in itself, hardly of immediate relevance
to The Viking Legacy) and Jén Helgason’s article ‘‘Ferosiske
studier’” in Maal og minne (1924), while Marius Hagstad’s
historical studies in Vestnorske wmaalfore and Otmar Werner’s
excellent bibliographical work ‘Die Erforschung der faringischen
Sprache’ in Orbis (1964) are omitted. Swedish is represented by
Wessén's Svensk sprdkhistoria (1945, presumably not a reference
to the complete work which is 1941-56), although Gosta Bergman'’s
Kortfattad svemsk sprdkhistoria would be a better companion to
Sprdket vdvt gjemmom tidene and Vemund Skard’s Norsk
sprdkhistorie. Scandinavian  dialectology includes  Sigurd
Kolsrud’s Nywnorsken 1 sime mdlfore, but omits such basic and
comprehensive works as Hans Ross’s Norske bygdemaal and
Hallfrid Christiansen’s Norske dialekter 1-1I1. 1t is not clear
whether “WADSTEIN, E. Novden och kontinenten i gammal tid,
Uppsala, 1944 is a reference to Fritz Askeberg’s book of that title
and year of publication or to Wadstein’s Norden och
Vésteuropa © gammal tid (1925). The Viking Society and the
Viking Congress have only the word ‘Viking’ in common, as those
who try to follow up another reference, “THORSON, P. ‘The
Third Norn Dialect . ..’, in Saga Book . .1954"" will discover.
There are mistakes elsewhere in the book, too. Let the following
serve as an example (p. 25): ““The Scandinavians also seem to have
shared with English-speakers a certain bewilderment concerning
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the correct accusative and dative forms of the personal pronoun
‘who’ (‘The man who (whom?) I met’) — although the Danes,
Swedes and Norwegians long ago gave up the unequal struggle
and opted in favour of the inflected form ‘whom’ {(hvem, vem,
kvem, kem, etc) in every context.” The use of hvem etc. as a
relative (not personal) pronoun in a sentence of the type “The man
who(m) I met” is archaic in all the modern Scandinavian languages
and has probably never been part of unaffected speech. In
nynorsk, which kvem and kem presumably are meant to represent
(both are in fact dialect forms as distinct from nynorsk kven), the
sentence *mannen kven eg wmaotte is unthinkable. Mr Geipel’s
pronunciation guide is only approximate, but when it is stated:
“Z (ON, Dan, Norw, Faer [i.e., at least two different vowels and
a diphthong]) Approximately as English ai in ai”, one
wonders where to draw the dividing line between approximation
and error. But then, as already stated, this is not a book for the
specialist.

MicHAEL BARNES

GERMANISCHE HELDENSAGE. STOFFE, PROBLEME, METHODEN.
EINE EINFUHRUNG. By KLAUs voN SEE. Athendum Verlag.
Frankfurt, 1971. 178 pp.

Professor von See’s book can perhaps best be thought of as a
vade-mecum of the most important theories on the origins and
nature of Germanic heroic legend and of the forms it takes, or may
have taken, plus a critical commentary, at times “pithy”’, on the
various scholarly attitudes discussed.

The author distinguishes between “Germanic heroic legend”
proper, and simple “legend”” The content of the former inheres
essentially in the Age of Migrations and has largely to do with a
situation of conflicting obligations, while the content of the latter
inheres in historical events of a later period, often has to do with
fabulous adventures in unproblematic situations and is frequently
linked to a specific locality. There is a helpful discussion of the
concept of an heroic age with its blurring of historically distinct
generations leading to a grouping together in heroic legend of
characters originally unconnected. The problem of a possible
parallel between Greek heroic legend, with its more or less clear
relationship to cult and myth, and Germanic heroic legend is
raised. This ushers in a definition of myth and of fairy-tale, and
a discussion of theories of scholars who pronounce in favour of an
origin of Germanic heroic legend in one of these two and thus
oppose Heusler’s belief in its ultimately historical basis.
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Friedrich Panzer is the most doughty protagonist of the
fairytale theory, and he is mentioned together with such names as
Kaarle Krohn and Aatti on the one hand, and Axel Olrik on the
other, not forgetting the important work of Max Liithi,
all of whom mark milestones in the investigation of the
fairytale. A chapter is devoted to links between heroic legend
and fairytale, and any genetic connection is rightly discounted.
A clear distinction is made between the fairytale hero and the hero
of heroic legend, and between the difference in time-perspectives
of the two genres, and between the types of audience for whom
each was intended. At the same time, contamination of heroic
legend by the fairytale is shown in examples extending from the
world of Hellas down to that of the Nibelungeniied and of the
Poetic Edda, while an example of influence in the opposite direction
is demonstrated by the Russian fairytale on the theme of the
amazon-like bride won unfairly for her husband by his friend on
both of whom she is later revenged: this is derived from the heroic
Brunhild-Siegfried-Gunther constellation as found in the Nibelung-
enlied (not the other way round, as Panzer contended).

F. R. Schréder is certainly the greatest name connected with the
idea of a provenance in myth. A lengthy chapter is devoted to
links between heroic legend and myth, and, in addition to a con-
sideration of F. R. Schroder’s ideas, due attention is also paid to
those of Jan de Vries, Otto Hofler and Karl Hauck. The reader
learns of the theory that a religious rite might be secularised, lose
its timeless significance and be reduced to the level of a single
historical heroic event, with psychologically motivated characters,
or else that an historical event might be felt to reflect in its essence
an archetypal myth and be made in the telling to conform more
closely to the pattern of that myth. Neither Otto Hofler's
application of this latter possibility to Siegfried’s slaying of the
dragon and to certain aspects of the legends centering on
Theoderich, nor Karl Hauck'’s different but in the last analysis not
dissimilar attitude towards the Theoderich material are found
acceptable. The first of the two possibilities is found to be
equally at fault, and attempts to account for e.g. the Eddaic Helgi
lays, the Hildebvandslied and Siegfried’s death in this way are
dismissed as vain. The author does however believe that the
story told in Beowulf about Ha®bcyn and Herebeald is in fact
dependent on the myth of the Baldr-Hedr story, although he
refuses (perhaps too readily) to draw any general conclusions from
this undoubted fact.

The upshot of these various considerations is that heroic legend
gradually became infused with mythical elements in Scandinavia
and with fairytale elements on the Continent. Stripped of these
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later accretions we are left, as it were, where we started, viz. with
an historical basis which became heroic legend, and the author
discusses how this came about. He very firmly rejects the
hypothesis put forward by George Baesecke, Friedrich van der
Leyen and others that heroic lays develop from heroic eulogies,
and comes finally to the conclusion that historical events of an
unusual, doubtful, terrifying nature posed questions, gave rise to
rumours and produced explanations which at the end of the
Migration Age assumed the form of lays celebrating the deeds of
a bygone day, yet without presenting these as criteria of behaviour
for their own day.

But were there no lays composed much nearer in time to the
actual events, the reader may wonder, since elsewhere in the book
this may seem to be indicated, e.g. on p. 62 where we are told that
an heroic lay, quite close to the historical events, may have been
the source of Jordanes’s account of the death of Ermanarich?
Further, there is here the very real, if implicit, problem of a
possible distinction between heroic lay and a non-poetic heroic
tradition, postulated by Hans Kuhn, and discussed by the
author whose attitude might seem to be — perhaps naturally
enough — rather less than sharply defined. He grants the
existence of ‘‘unshaped legend” (p. 110) which plays only an
incidental role and is inaccessible to us as a literary genre, yet we
also read ‘‘the oldest form of the Germanic heroic legend of the
Age of Migrations is the lay” (p. 130) — it is admittedly an
awkward topic.

Also implicit in the above-mentioned conclusion is the question
of the intended effect or purpose of heroic lays. If, as the
author believes, they did not contain ethical criteria (until later
used to that end by the Church), were they meant as dynastic or
national propaganda? The author thinks not. He declares
that their centre of interest is essentially the man who
unhesitatingly and uninhibitedly follows his impulses without
regard for himself or for others, who does what is exceptional and
cxorbitant, and not inevitably what is necessary or comsonant
with duty; heroic lays, we read, do not celebrate the virtue of
loyalty, on the contrary, they have more to say of treachery; nor
should concepts such as ‘“honour” or “fate’’ be brought to bear
on them —— though it also seems implicit in a statement on p. 133
that heroic legend originally had more than a mere entertainment
value. The last sentence of the book tells us that it had to a high
degree ‘“‘monumental” character (Denkmalscharvakier) — but
surely not at its inception, especially if chronologically close to its
historical basis. And to what extent is a “monument” in this
sense more than “‘entertainment’ ?
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The real problem here is, perhaps, an underlying feeling that to
talk of fate and honour — let alone of kinship and blood — is
inextricably bound up with National Socialist attitudes, and that
they are therefore topics to be eschewed. The ancient Germanic
peoples were not Nazis, but the importance of the blood link (blood
thought of not in terms of race but of kin) along with the
associated idea of honour upheld by vengeance must surely have
played a vital role in the “aristocratic’’ life and poetry of the
times, to judge by much that has come down to us. And the
“ethic of the blood” is essentially negative and (self-)destructive —
the author himself speaks of the hero faced with decisions who, in
an intoxication of self-assertion, gives himself over to death (p. 22).
The fact that much of the early poetry must have been composed
by and for (nominal) Christians does not necessarily affect the
issue — the impact of the new faith on an ancient ethos hardly
resulted in massive conversions akin to that of Saul.

Professor von See devotes a chapter to Christian elements in
heroic legend and argues forcibly against the idea of a deliberate
suppression of heroic legend by the Church and incidentally also
against the commonly held view that the lost collection of lays
made, according to Einhard, by Charlemagne had anything to do
with ancient Germanic days: they would have dealt, the author
thinks, with Charlemagne’s own ancestors and predecessors
in office. He also rejects the theory that the Waltharius story,
despite its Christian elements, is simply a creation of the monastic
mind and was unknown to genuine Germanic tradition. He sees
Beowulf as conveying an essentially Christian message, and points
to certain Christian traits in the Poetic Edda. In the various
pictorial representations of heroic themes (to which a whole
chapter, with illustrations, is devoted) he sees, on the whole, more
of Christianity than of paganism, and so necessarily rejects the
theories of Karl Hauck.

Here and there we also find passing references to classical
influence on heroic legend, e.g. the clear parallel between the
Weland story and Daedalus, though possible classical parallels
to the grisly banquet served up to Atli by Gudrin are not
mentioned (e.g. Ovid’s tale of Tereus and Procne). Julius
Schwietering’s conjecture that the Goths might have learnt some-
thing of Greek heroic lays through contact with Greek traders in
the Black Sea area is not thrown completely out of court.

Professor von See considers that the Nibelungenlied and other
later German heroic poems do not come within the scope of his
book because they are not strictly speaking Germanic in that the
material is no longer seen “with Germapic eyes” Some,
depending on the precise definition of ‘‘Germanic’”’, could take
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issue here. Nevertheless, much space is in fact given to the
genesis of the Nibelungeniied (and of other heroic matter) and the
theories of Lachmann, Heusler, Kurt Wais, Wolfgang Mohr and
others (including in the background Milman Parry and A. B. Lord)
are critically evaluated. The conclusion reached by D. von Kralik
that therc must have existed parallel lays is mentioned, though
without explicit reference to the work of that scholar.

Apart from the lack of a formally listed select bibliography, any
shortcomings in Professor von See’s book lie in certain quite
intractable problems in the nature of some of the material
combined with the fact that not all can be said on an extremely
complex and widely ramified subject in the space of 178 pages.
The author is to be congratulated on having produced a well-
written compendium which is well worth the reading — and not
only by the educated layman.

R. G. FincH

DIE GESTALT DER HAvVaMAL. By Kraus vonN See. Athendum
Verlag. Frankfurt/Main, 1972.

The Hdvamdl contains material of very various kinds and
consequently critics have seen in it some six poems, or relics of
six or more. Especially the first section (vv. 1-79) has been the
field for emendation, radical re-arrangement of strophes and
expurgation, as scholars have sought to distinguish an
ur-Hdvamdl.

K. von See approaches the problem in a rather different way.
In the Codex Regius the poem opens with the title Hdvamdl
(Words of the High One, O8inn). This title is repeated in the
final strophe (164) and echoed in v. 111:

Hdava hollu at,
Hava, hollu 1,
heyrda ek segia sva . ..

Consequently we can say that the redactor of the extant text
regarded the whole as the ‘“words of O8inn”’ in spite of great
differences in form, sentiment and subject. Von See (p. 11) uses
the term ‘‘redactor” (Redaktor) for want of a better, recognizing
that ““final poet” (der letzte Dichter) might be more appropriate.
The first section (1-79) is the one which scholars have regarded
as least appropriate to O8inn. OSinn appears clearly as the
speaker only in vv. 13-14, but there are several reasons for
considering the rest of this section as words of OSinn. He is,
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as elsewhere, the guest, the wanderer, who has travelled far
(hefir fiplo um farit, v. 18). Von See shows that there is some
logical progression in the first section, and that nothing can be
gained by shuffling the strophes, as several scholars have done.
The guest arrives, but he must be wary. He needs warmth, food,
water and a friendly welcome. He also needs wits and caution;
he must not make a fool of himself, as O8inn once did, by drinking
too much.

Although in this first section O8inn can plainly be heard as the
speaker only in the strophes mentioned, these lines (on
drunkenness) place the same value on moderation as many others.
In this same section emphasis is laid on the transitoriness of every-
thing, culminating in the famous lines:

Deyr {é,
deyja frendr,
deyr sialfr it sama . . .

Von See regards this sentiment as Christian as much as pagan and
he believes this strophe to be derived from the Hdkonarmd! of
Eyvindr Skaldaspillir:

Deyr {&,

deyja frendr.

Eydisk land ok 1ag . . .

Eyvindr's lines, in their turn, are associated with the Old
English Wanderer:

Her bid feoh lene, her bi$ freond lene,
her bid mon lene, her bi meeg lene.

The use of feoh .. freond, fé...fremdv in the two poems is
striking, even though the meanings of freond and fremdr are
different, and both the Old English and the Old Norse lines seem
to echo Ecclesiastes 3, 19: “For that which befalleth the sons of
men befalleth beasts; even one thing befalleth them: as the one
dieth, so dieth the other; yea they have all one breath; so that a
man hath no preeminence above a beast: for all is vanity.”

In conclusion it should be said that von See’s work is
concentrated and informative. Many details are explained in
a new light, but it is difficult to see that the general theme is so
revolutionary as might be supposed. The chief question which
remains unanswered is who was the redactor? Did he put the
Hdvamdl together in oral form, inserting strophes of his own
where he thought desirable, or was he the first man to put the
extant Hdvamd! on parchment, perhaps in the early thirteenth
century, filling it out with new strophes to link the various
sections together? Von See has shown that the Hdvamdl has
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a certain unity which has been achieved by the redactor or last
poet, but the structure remains very loose. We still have to
think of six or more poems rather than one.

G. TURVILLE-PETRE

CORPUS CODICUM NORVEGICORUM MEDII AEVI. Quarto Series
Vol. IV. With an introduction by MatTiaAs TVEITANE.
Selskapet 4l uigivelse av gamle novske hdndskrifter. Oslo, 1972.
34498 pp. of facsimile.

Following the Old Norwegian Homily Book, the Legendary
Saga of St Olafr and Gammelnorske membranfragment i viksarkivet,
the Society for Publication of Old Norwegian Manuscripts has
now issued a facsimile of e la Gardie 4-7 fol. and AM 666b 4to.
DG 4-7 is in fact the remnant of two originally different MSS, the
first of which is now represented only by two leaves containing
the end of Ulafs saga Tryggvasonar by Oddr Snorrason. The
main part of the codex comprises (1} Pamphilus, (2) A dialogue
between courage and fear, (3) Elis saga and (4) Strengleikar (a
translation of twenty-one (?) French lais), all of which are now
more or less defective. AM 666b 4to consists of the remnants of
some leaves lost from the final gathering of DG 4-7 (discovered by
Arni Magnasson in Iceland) and contains fragments of
Styengleikar.

This facsimile edition which includes a brief introduction by
Mattias Tveitane on the history, palaeography and language of
the manuscript and the general literary background, will clearly be
well received not only by Scandinavian specialists, but by all with
an interest in medieval literature. The sources of Pamphilus, the
dialogue between courage and fear and Elis saga are well known,
but for four of the Stremgleikay, Guruns [jéd, Strandar ljéd, Ricar
hinn gamli (defective), and the lay of ‘‘the two lovers”
(defective), no French originals have been found. Moreover,
although a translation, Stremgleikar is one of the three largest
collections of lais in existence and appears to be based on a single
source which was probably older than any of the extant
manuscripts of lais. DG 4-7 itself is dated to c¢. 1270, but
Stremgleikar was translated sometime during the reign of Hakon
Hdikonarson the Old (1217-63).

Of the various items in DG 4-7 only Pamphilus has been edited
at all recently. Stremgleikar has long been out of print and
virtually unobtainable. A facsimile of the manuscript is therefore
all the more welcome.

MicHAEL BARNES
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KINGS BEASTS AND HEROES. By GWYN JoNEs. Oxford University
Press, 1972. xxv-+176 Pp. £3.

Kings Beasts and Hevoes is concerned with three works,
dissimilar but with points of likeness: the Old English Beowulf, the
Welsh Culhwch ac Olwen, and the Icelandic Hrdlfs saga kraka.
Professor Jones is concerned less with local provenance, though
he does not ignore it, than with what these works commonly
draw on and uniquely transform. Each displays, in very
different proportions, elements of myth, folktale, heroic legend,
legendary history, historical tradition, and history. The author
is concerned chiefly with the second and third of these vague
categories, and especially with folktale or wondertale. Indeed
his book is, in his own words, “an inquiry into the presence of
folktale and folktale-motif in three highly developed and
interestingly diversified medieval literary kinds: epic, romance,
and saga”

Such an approach offers varying rewards. It necessitates a
deal of retelling and quotation (in translation), which is no bad
thing, since most of us will be general readers in one or two of the
fields in which Professor Jones moves so assuredly. Aarne and
Thompson’s classifications are employed as a starting-point; in
specific application, these can seem central (Culhwch ac Olwen) or
at the least helpful (H#difs saga); but Beowulf, with its high
sophistication, makes for less tractable material. Certainly the
folktale-type of “The Three Stolen Princesses’ is buried some-
where, but the author has to dig hard to exhume parts of it; and
the ladies themselves have long decomposed.

About each work Professor Jones asks four questions: *“ “What
is it?’ ‘What is it about?’ ‘How is it done?’ and ‘How well is
it done?’ ”’ His answers to the first two questions are splendid
omnes; he knows his texts well, having in fact translated two of them
in the past, and the competence with which he retells the stories
is matched by a way with English which makes their various
qualities instantly accessible. Additionally, his exposition of the
elements which compound each work is plain and helpful: muddle
is unmuddled without oversimplification. Professor Jones scants
a little on the remaining questions, partly because his strengths
are those of the descriptive rather than the practical critic. His
particular responses are often unsatisfactory (the “‘true simplicity”’
of the close of Hvdlfs saga is surely less a calculated effect than a
conventional tidying-up) or, indeed, unparticular. For example,
he sets down a lengthy extract from Culhwch ac Olwen which
describes the hunting of the boar, Twrch Trwyth, and remarks,
“This is fine narrative, gallant, comic, beautiful, deadly, zestful,
hard, heady, and precise”” -— a statement which, however true,



Book Reviews 391

employs the puffy epithets of the blurb-writer in place of the
language of criticism. On a number of things, however, Professor
Jones writes illuminatingly (the comedy of H»6ifs saga is a notable
instance), and always with honesty: he makes no claims for these

works as ‘‘literary structures” — though he notices that some
twentieth-century commentators have sought to invent structures
for them — and in so doing he does their authors a genuine
service.

Unless one re-reads the Introduction, which is both a statement
of intent and a list of necessary qualifications, one feels the lack of
a postscript; Kings Beasts and Heroes is crammed with so much,
in fact and by implication, that it demands some form of
summation, even if this were, as it might well have to be, an
admission that our information is too various and partial to allow
firm generalisation. In one chapter Professor Jones does deal
with broader aspects of his material: Culhwch ac Olwen provides
the warrant for an eclectic excursus on the Great Hunt, a chase
which encompasses Faulkner as well as Ovid. The illustrations in
Kings Beasts and Hevoes represent not the times when the
individual works received their final impress but the heroic and
marvellous worlds which they partially recall; but they are hand-
some and generous, like most things in this book.

BiLi. MANHIRE

NJALS SAGA: A LITERARY MASTERPIECE. By Einar Or. Sveins-
soN. Edited and translated by Paur ScHacH with an
Introduction by E. O. G. TurviLLE-PETRE. University of
Nebraska Press, 1971. xvii-+210 pp.

FIRE AND IRON: CRITICAL APPROACHES TO NJALS sAaGa. By
RicHARD F. ALLEN. Uwniversity of Pittsburgh Press, 1971. xvi
+254 Pp.

Although these two books on N7jdls saga both appeared in 1971,
they represent very different periods of and fashions in literary
criticism. Einar Ol. Sveinsson’s A Njdisbid was first published
in 1943. Ithas received some modifications before being launched
with a new title in Dr Schach’s translation, but its approach
remains representative of an earlier decade in as much as it is
mainly centred on character analysis. Out of eight chapters one
deals with ‘‘character portrayal” and three are devoted to
individuals. Professor Einar does not entirely avoid the dangers
of such an approach. The characters, lifted from their place in
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the saga, are subjected to a modern mind’s understanding of their
psychology. Professor Einar offers reasons for behaviour beyond
those suggested or even implied by the saga-writer. “Perhaps they
(the sons of Njall) are handicapped by lack of experience in human
affairs, since Njall has always led them by the hand and has
made their decisions for them’' (p. 149). This implies criticism
of Njall for not encouraging greater independence in his sons, and
criticism of his sons for not asserting it, but we have no evidence
that the saga-writer is thinking in these terms. Similarly the
view of Hallgerdr as a woman of ‘“‘sick and disturbed mind”
represents the imposition of a twentieth-century psychological
judgement onto the saga-writer’s moral one.

But the danger of interpreting beyond the evidence is inherent
in any character approach to a work, and has rightly been pointed
out in other contexts than this in the years since A Njdisbiud was
written. Professor Einar's work demonstrates more of the
advantages than the weaknesses of the approach. He is himself
so close to the saga that much of what he says is necessarily
illuminating to a reader who has lived with it neither so long nor so
intimately as he has. I cannot, however, feel that he has been
well served by his translator. Most people who read this book
will be familiar with the names either in their Old Icelandic or their
anglicized form, e.g. HallgerSr or Hallgerd. To use the modern
Icelandic form Hallgerdur is simply perverse. Much of Dr
Einar’s text is written in a vein of sentimental reminiscence which
is not without charm, but the translator overplays the
sentimentality. To render “‘pannig hafa pessi {joll verid i ardaga”
as ““thus have these mountains stood since the dawn of time" is to
introduce both archaism and jargon into a comparatively simple
sentence.

Yet Dr Schach is to be congratulated on giving us an English
version of this work, which may be considered not only a minor
classic of Icelandic literary criticism, but also a work of scholar-
ship, readable and lucid. Dr Allen’s book “Fire and Iron” lacks
this clarity. What he hopes to achieve can be seen from the sub-
title ‘‘Critical Approaches to Njdls saga’ and is defined more
specifically in his Introduction: “I have tried to avoid imposing
a single theory of interpretation on Njdls saga, indicating instead
what might be appropriate in a number of theories.”” He uses his
impressive knowledge of modern critical theory in a series of
chapters attempting to illuminate Njdls saga from different angles,
but the result is an uneven work, moving backwards and forwards
between detailed analysis of the saga and wide-ranging generalisa-
tions on such subjects as ‘‘foreground-style”, ‘‘background-style’’
and “‘archetypes”. Dr Allen is by no means imperceptive, and
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when he is dealing directly with the saga much of what he says is
to the point. He can offer the reader detailed, well-thought-out,
precise analysis, but too often such analysis is marred by the
imprecisions of emotive language. The chapter on form and
theme contains some excellent discussion of the tensions inherent
in the saga's attitude to law, but the same chapter lapses into
lyricism in ‘‘certainly the sagas do glow with that light. ”
(P. 134).

Certain quirks of style, at first no more than irritating, suggest
increasingly that Dr Allen is listening to the fine ring of his
sentences, rather than considering their content. If we look at his
use of the word "'very” in the pages of the Introduction alone we
find: “the role the Christian vision had in shaping the very
syntax’’; “the rhetoric available to the narrator extends to the
very order’”; ““There is . . . a need for a sustained close look at the
very style’’; “At the same time this man used ... those very
conventions’””  Still the writing is not without highlights of a more
amusing kind. On p. 6o ‘‘men bite the dust cleanly, often with an
appropriate quip’” — a sight not to be missed.

To sum up, I think I would say that though much of “Fire and
Iron” is both sound and illuminating, as a whole it is weakened
partly by too many words (or too much rhetoric) per idea, and
partly by too many random ideas arbitrarily introduced and
insufficiently thought through. Greater economy of statement
and more rigorous argument would have resulted in a shorter,
more lucid, and more useful book.

CHRISTINE FELL

KAOS OG KZZRLIGHED: EN STUDIE 1 ISLENDINGESAGAENS
L1vsBILLEDE. By THoMAs BREDSDORFF. Gyldendals Ugleboger.
Copenhagen, 1971.

Regarded as a collection of literary essays, Thomas Bredsdorff’s
book should be of great value both to scholars and to lay
readers of the sagas. It is brilliantly written, imaginative,
stimulating to read, easy to quarrel with, full of somewhat
impressionistic but good observations on specific texts.

As a work of scholarship, however, the book is a bit too
subjective and superficial. Its basic thesis is presented with
such seductive ambiguity that it almost defies my attempts to
analyze it. What Bredsdorff appears to be saying can perhaps be
paraphrased as follows: Apart from the well-known theme of
honor and revenge, the classical family sagas (or at least some of
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the best) contain another and previously neglected ‘‘second
pattern”’, namely that of destructive sexual passion. The
conflicts dominating the structure of these sagas may be traced
back to some individual’s transgression of the rules for sexual
conduct set up by society. Forbidden love (‘‘kerlighed”) thus
leads to a chaotic and bitter feud (‘‘kaos”) which must run its
course before the saga can come to an end.

Bredsdorff finds this 'second pattern” in Laxdela saga, Egils
saga, Gisla saga and Njdls saga and concludes that it is characteris-
tic of the ““classical” stage in saga development. For he cannot
find the same structure in early, ‘‘pre-classical” sagas such as
Eyrbyggja, nor in, late, “‘post-classical’” sagas such as Grettis saga.
‘What is then the explanation for the dominance of “Kaos og
kerlighed”” in the classical sagas? Bredsdorff tries to answer
the question by discussing the changes in Icelandic society during
the Sturlung Age.

Each stage of this argument is fraught with problems which
Bredsdorff rarely gives himself time to scrutinize. Is it, first of
all, possible to isolate a specific ‘‘love theme’’ and set it apart from
the theme of “honor and revenge””? To my mind itisnot. Ifwe
look closer at the “love theme’” conjured up by Bredsdorff’'s
persuasive rhetoric, it turns out to be a somewhat arbitrary
conglomeration of disparate motifs which saga-writers may
sometimes use when building up a traditional revenge conflict,
e.g. the motif of the lover who comes back from his travels abroad
to find his woman married to another man, the motif of the
berserk lusting for the farmer’s daughter, the motif of the
casual affair leading to an illegitimate son who makes claims on
his father’s inheritance, etc. If we want to, we may of course
label these various motifs “love motifs”, but such labelling may
prevent us from seeing that their main function is merely to get
a good feud going. There are many other motifs which are just
as often used as such “‘openers’’, even though they have little to do
with “love”, e.g. the motif of the quarrel at a horse-fight, the motif
of the stranded whale whose meat must be divided fairly among
property owners along the shore, and so on. Unlike Thomas
Bredsdorff, I can see no essential difference between feuds that
start with a “love motif” and feuds that do not. And in most
cases the “love motif’’ appears to be a rather subordinate element
in the whole structure, which is mainly centered on feuds
between two families or two parties.

Only in Laxd@la sage and a few other sagas (e.g. the story of
Hallgerd and Gunpar in Nydla) is “love’ clearly of major impor-
tance, and the feuds seem to contain a strong element of battle
between the sexes. In these cases we may properly speak of
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a “love theme”, or perhaps rather of a “sex theme”, running
through the entire saga composition, or at least an important part
of it. Bredsdorff has many good things to say about these
particular texts, but he is unconvincing when he tries to interpret
a work like Egils saga as also somehow essentially dominated by
destructive sexual forces. I fail to see, for example, that the fend
between Iigil and Queen Gunnhild is sexually motivated. And I
cannot possibly regard the story of Egil’s uncle Thorolf as very
sexy just because the illegitimate affair of one very subordinate
character in that story may be counted among the many factors
that give rise to the conflict (which has otherwise very little to do
with sex)! The arguments which Bredsdorff uses to prove his
point are sometimes of a kind that would make almost any story
qualify as a drama of sexual passion.

Is it not obvious, after all, that sagas concern themselves less
with sex and love than almost any other medieval genre? Like
many other readers of the sagas, I tend to interpret this fact as
a sign that the Icelanders had a comparatively liberal and realistic
attitude to sex, so that “forbidden love” was actually less of
a problem to them than to many other people in the Middle Ages.
Even Njal has an illegitimate child, but the saga mentions it only
in passing and without a hint of disapproval. The narrator even
appears to regard it as quite natural that Njal's wife is on
cxcellent terms with his former mistress. Should not such
apparent indifference to sexual problems warn us against reading
too much sexual passion into the saga conflicts even when they do
(inevitably!) contain a sexual element? Is it not possible that
even the conflict between Kjartan and Gudrun in Laxdela saga —
surely the best example of a sexual conflict we can find in any
saga — should be seen more in terms of honor and revenge than
in terms of ‘chaos and love”’? One would at least have
expected Bredsdorff to discuss such questions to some extent in the
presentation of his thesis.

Since I feel doubt about Bredsdorff’s basic premiss that the
“second pattern” is characteristic of classical sagas, I also hesitate
to accept his theories about the development of saga-writing.
His arguments about literary history are about as impressionistic
as his structural analysis, but he is always full of good ideas which
may be very useful in building up a somewhat more stable theory
about the evolution of saga structure. Perhaps even his central
idea of “‘chaos and love” may somehow be fitted into such a theory.

Under all circumstances, however, Bredsdorff deserves gratitude
for his willingness to tackle large and important problems which
Old Norse philologists rarely dare to touch and for the
disarming openness with which he demonstrates his own subjecti-



396 Saga-Book of the Viking Society

vity and disregard for conventional scholarly presentation. My
criticism should not prevent the reader from recognizing such
virtues or from appreciating his very genuine talents as a literary
essayist. And we need more books of this kind as an antidote to
all the many more trustworthy but infinitely more boring saga
studies we have to read.

LLARS LLONNROTH

ARROW-ODD: A MEDIEVAL NovEL. Translated by PAuL Epwarps
and HErRMANN PArssoN. University of London Press Ltd. 1970.
1364xxii pp. $5:95.

HROLF GAUTREKSSON: A VIKING ROMANCE. Translated by
HerMANN PALssoN and PauvL Epwarps.  The New Saga Library.
Southside, 1972. 150 pp. 95pP-

Each of these translations of Forunaldarségur includes a short
introduction, chiefly on the literary aspects of the sagas;
Arrow-Odd has an appendix on Sources and Parallels, and an
index; Hrolf Gautreksson has a “list of characters’”

The translations are in fluent, modern English, though at times
I found them rather too racy and colloquial. Thus the prophetess
in Orvar-Odds saga, about to deliver her prophecy, says: “It’s
good to see you here, Ingjald” (Pat ev vel, Ingjaldr .. . at pi ert
hér kominn), and in ch. 3 Oddr addresses himself to Asmundr in
the following terms: ‘“Our voyage is going to be a bit of a bore if
we're to row all the way north to Hrafnista’ (Erfidlig er for okkar,
ef vit skulum véa alla leid novdr til Hrafnistu). In the matter of
accuracy the translators do both well and less well. I found few
straightforward errors, although ‘“They said their farewells to
Ingjald and he wished them luck” in ch. 3 of Arrow-Odd seems an
odd rendering of . . ganga d fund Ingjalds ok bidja hann vel lifa.
Perhaps the translation at this point is not from Gudni Jénsson's
Foynaldar sdgur novdurlanda. (The English version, we are told,
is “based on’’ this text, but “made from” might have been less
ambiguous if this is what is meant.) Faithfulness to the wording
of the original is a harder test of accuracy. Clearly one does not
want an entirely literal rendering of the Icelandic, but “‘writing
up” the sagas is a practice to be deprecated. Some typical
examples from these translations are: (4rrow-Odd, ch. 2) ‘“‘take
turns to hear from you’ (hafa af pér fréttiv); (ch. 4) “‘making the
Lapp women squeal” (at greta Finnurnar); (ch. 5) “There's a
crowd of people swarming down from the forest” (Ek sé
mannfjolda mikinn koma fram ov movkinni); (Hrolf Gautreksson,



Book Reviews 397

ch. 2) “he scythed his way time and again right through Olaf’s
army’’ (hann gekk oftliga 1 gegnum fylking Oldfs). In contrast,
a specific Icelandic phrase is occasionally given a vague or watered-
down English rendering: (4»yow-Odd, ch. 3) “I think it’s fair to
say’’ (Pat wtla ek, at pat ldta ek wm melt); (Hrolf Gautreksson, ch. 4)
“anyone so bold as to call her a maiden or woman was in serious
trouble” (skyldi ok engi madr svd djarfr, at hana kalladi mey eda
konu, en hvevy, ev pat gevdi, skyldi pola harda vefsing). Before
translating Spd pu allva kevlinga dymust um mitt vdd as ‘“Damn you
for making this prophecy about me’ (drrow-0Odd, ch. 2), reference
should have been made to Hreinn Benediktsson’s article ‘Um
“boShatt 1idins tima” ’ in fslenzk tumga 2 (1960). Although the
translators use an ‘&’ where it is needed, ‘6’ appears as ‘o’
Oddities such as Nordmore do not perhaps really matter greatly,
but Gotaland as a modernisation (?) of Gautland could be
misleading.

A Medieval Novel and A Viking Romance are the sub-titles given
to the two trapslations. The blurb which accompanies Hvolf
Gautveksson states: “This series [The New Saga Library, of which
Arrow-0dd is not a part] will provide all educated general readers
with good modern translations of the best Icelandic sagas and
romances.”’ 1 was left wondering whether the translators would
describe Arrow-0Odd as a saga or a romance, and what the criteria
were for distinguishing the two. If the works we are promised are
all to be Fornaldarsigur 1 would have thought “‘mediocre’ or ‘““the
worst” a more fitting description than ‘“‘the best” 1In the
introduction to Hrolf Gautreksson the translators point out that it
is “‘essentially escapist literature”, and in truth the work seldom
rises above the level of a thriller or serial in a women’s magazine.
An admission of this fact in the way I have indicated might have
increased sales.

MIicHAEL BARNES

THE VIKING SHIPS, THEIR ANCESTRY AND EVOLUTION. By
A. W. BreoGGER and HaaKoN SHETELIG. Translated from the
Norwegian by KATHARINE JouN. C. Hurst and Co. London,
1971. 192 pp. £7°50.

The original edition of this important book, published in
Norwegian in 1950 and in English in 1951, was basically an essay
by two distinguished Scandinavian archaeologists on a subject
concerning which at the time they had unsurpassed knowledge
and enthusiasm. There was, in the original edition, a profusion of
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Ppictures and no critical apparatus in the form of footnotes or book-
list. In this edition the pictures have been improved and
coloured photographs have been lavishly introduced, but the
text remains unaltered and the critical apparatus is still lacking.
For those who have no copy, and who feel they can afford it, this
reprint will be useful. I fail to see, however, any real justification
for the new edition in view of the vast amount of work on the
subject produced in recent years — Professor Marstrander’s work
on the Norwegian rock carvings, Professor Olsen’s and Mr
Crumlin-Pedersen’s excavation and publication of the Skuldelev
ships, Mr Akerlund’s theoretical consideration of many practical
aspects of sailing, and reports on Baltic ships from Hedeby and
elsewhere.

The enormously important pioneering work of Bregger and
Shetelig encouraged a re-appraisal of the subject and their book
— stimulating at the time — is now only useful as a reminder of
how far we have progressed in the last twenty years. Their
names will always be honoured in Scandinavia and in the Viking
Society: this re-issue hardly does justice to their originality for
they would have been the first to insist that it was out-dated.

Davip M. WIiLsoON

STAVKIRKENE 1 BYGNINGSHISTORISK SAMMENHENG. By HAxon
CuRISTIE. The Asa G. Wright Memorial Lectures 1.  Pjédminja-
safn Islands. Reykjavik, 1970. 27 pp.

The Asa G. Wright Memorial Lectures are to be given annually
under the auspices of Pjédminjasafn fslands who will also publish
them. The first lecture delivered by Mr Hakon Christie of Oslo
on 16 March 1970 was on stave churches and their place in general
architectural history. He argues that stave churches have often
been wrongly regarded as something of a curiosity in the context of
the general development of European architecture. However,
the earliest stave churches, or, more correctly, the precursors of
the stave church, belong to a period when wood was the
commonest building material in Europe, and basic architectural
features common to stave churches are suggestive of the long-
house which may have been used as a model for the nave of early
wooden churches in Norway and elsewhere. In fact, the principal
difference between the stave church and earlier wooden churches is
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that the latter had their posts buried in the ground and thus had
no need of the clasping plates and saltire-bracing which give the
stave church proper much of its stability. Christie ends his
lecture with an appeal for proper research into the history of wood
architecture, a sadly neglected field. Without such research he
maintains it will be impossible to gain a picture of anything but
the immediate forerunners of the stave churches we know today.

MICHAEL BARNES

FAROE, THE EMERGENCE OF A NATION. By JoHN F. WEsT.
C. Hurst and Co. London, 1972. x-+3I2 pp. £3-25.

A people without a language of its own is only half a nation.”
Thus the nineteenth-century Irish patriot, Thomas Davis. If we
contrast the fates of Orkney and Shetland and the Faroes, the
importance of having a national language becomes immediately
apparent. Orkney and Shetland are declining communities with
an aging population; the Faroes is a thriving industrial society
whose population has increased rapidly from approximately
15,000 at the turn of the century to nearly 40,000 to-day. Of
course the Danish authorities have invested far greater sums in
the Faroes than their British counterparts have in Orkney and
Shetland, but it is unlikely that these investments would have
achieved such dramatic results without the energetic concern of
the Faroese for the fate of their country. Had Danish
superseded Faroese and become the only language of the islands,
I am sure there would have been considerably less concern for
their future, principally in the Faroes, but also in Denmark.

In view of this it is surprising that a book entitled Faroe: the
emevgence of a nation, shows so little understanding of what the
Faroese language means and has meant to the islanders. The
common cultural heritage, the sum of shared experience over
nearly twelve centuries which the language embodies, is
fundamental to the existence of the nation. Yet in West’s book
language is almost totally neglected. The occasional mention it
receives tends to drown in a sea of statistics about fish fillets and
train oil. For West nationhood is largely synonymous with
political independence and industrial activity; the emergence of
the Faroese as a nation depends on acts of parliament and the
export of fish. But in the sense in which I understand
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nationhood, the Faroes emerges from the time its language and
culture can be recognised as separate from any others.

It is possible that it is a preoccupation with economic and
administrative matters that has sometimes led West to take a less
than sympathetic attitude to Faroese aspirations when these
conflict with the Danish or Faroese Samband (Unionist) point of
view. There can be no doubt that economically the Danes have
a good record in the Faroes. But cultural imperialism can be
just as devastating as the economic variety, even if it is not
deliberate policy but only an attitude of mind, and there is ample
evidence that Faroese was held in contempt not only by the
Danes, but ultimately by some of the Faroese themselves, in the
same way as many Irishmen came to regard their own language
as inferior to English. What are we to make of the following
statement by West (166): ‘“‘they [the Samband Party] were
determined not to allow the Sjalvstyri [Independence Party] to
introduce Faroese everywhere merely on dogmatic grounds’?
If the wish to make one’s native language the medium of
education, government, etc. is dogmatic, what adjective can we
use to describe repeated attempts to thwart this aim? Louis
Zachariasen, the teacher who in 1912 resigned rather than
adhere to the regulation that Danish should be the medium of
instruction in Faroese schools, which even West admits was
“nonsensical”, was "'a useful martyr”, and his action ““made good
propaganda for the Sjalvstyri” However, “‘this was far from
being the only occasion when he [the Danish Governor] had to use
strict measures with recalcitrant teachers’” (125). While the
Samband and Javnadarflokkurin (Social Democrats) are almost
always presented as reasonable and sensible people acting from the
best of motives, Tjdédveldisflokkurin (the Republican Party —
left-wing separatists) is not above a bit of political agitation for its
own sake: ‘‘the Republicans, in opposing (on national grounds)
the stationing of Danish forces in the islands, were able to divert
some latent resentment into their own political channels’ (202).

West’s account of the Klakksvik affair in the early 1950s also
tends to be somewhat one-sided. The sending in by the Danish
Commissioner and the Faroese Samband and People’s Party
government of a hundred Danish riot police against the people
of Klakksvik, who were protesting about the replacement of a
temporary hospital doctor, was at best a gross misjudgement of
the situation. Yet, according to West, it was necessary because
“they [the authorities] found themselves unable to enforce
their will against the violent resistance of the Klaksvik people”
(247). The real violence only began when the Danish police
arrived. This, as well as the previous troubles, could have been



Book Reviews 401

avoided if some attempt had been made to accede to not unreason-
able local wishes from the start.

In spite of what has been said, West’s history has a great deal
to recommend it. It achieves a high degree of accuracy and is
written in a clear, straightforward English, free of jargon. It
gathers together in a single volume much information about the
economic and political development of the Faroes that previously
lay scattered in a variety of publications inaccessible to those with
no knowledge of Faroese or Danish. The book has no
illustrations, apart from a rather unclear map and the inevitable
grindadvdp on the dust-jacket, but the text is backed up by a wealth
of statistical tables. The two chapters devoted to cultural
developments are less good, principally because they are too brief
to say anything of value. This is especially true of “The
National Culture” which in the space of twenty-one pages
attempts to describe Education, Cultural Institutions, Faroese
Writers and Artists (mainly of the twentieth century) and
Religious and Philanthropic Movements. Less care than usual
seems to have been taken over this chapter, too. From Jens
Pauli Heinesen'’s considerable output we are given the title of one
novel, the trilogy Tu upphavsins heimur, and told that it is “a
fast-moving and subtle social satire” (240). I would hardly
have thought “fast-moving’”’ appropriate: the first book is
concerned largely with introducing the characters and resembles
more a collection of short stories than a novel; and surely the work
is more allegory than social satire? Christian Matras will
doubtless be honoured to be known as “‘the philological professor’’
(238) and William Heinesen surprised to learn that he has written
‘“‘at least nine important novels” (241). The reluctance to give an
exact figure suggests inadequate research, and indeed enquiry
shows that to date Heinesen has written no more than six novels.
This same uncertainty occurs elsewhere in the chapter: “In at
least two villages, Mivagur and Saksun, are folk museums in old
houses’ (230). It is surprising that although mention is made of
dramatic art in the Faroes, Valdemar Poulsen’s plays are ignored.
Finally, the date of birth of the Ndlsoy artist, Stefan Danielsen,
should be 1922, not 1928.

Because his book is aimed at the general reader as well as the
scholar West does not provide detailed references. I find it hard
to understand why such references, indispensable for the scholar,
should so seriously incommode the general reader as to warrant
their total omission. But this is clearly the view of many writers
and publishers. In some cases lack of references is merely
irritating, as when we are told (108) that the first time a Faroese
text was printed was in 1814, in a Swedish collection of folk
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poetry, but not told where. Occasionally, however, confusion
or at the very least vagueness can result. On 21-2 where whaling
is discussed we learn that: “In former times the bulk of the catch
was divided equally between the owners of the land where the
whales had been stranded and the hunters.”” Now this is not in
accordance with the law as it is stated in Seydabrevid. It is true
that this law seems to deal with the division of dead whales which
float ashore or single whales killed by man, but were other rules
in force for grindadrdp, and if so, what were they?

In place of references West includes two bibliographies. The
first gives some of the main printed sources he uses; the second
is an English language bibliography which aims at completeness in
the fields of Farocese history, sociology and culture. The first
bibliography is too brief to be of much value to the scholar and is
bedevilled, as are other Faroese and Danish names and titles in the
book, by incorrect spelling. We find among other things
Faroerne-Danmark as the title of Asger Moller’s book (wrongly
dated 1968 instead of 1958), and ‘‘Jakobsen, Jakob, Poul Nolsge,
lvssoga og irkningar”’. In the main part of the book we have
Royndin Frida, Sjurdavkvedi, Forvingatidindi and Awntiquariske
Tidsskrift, and in the glossary #dd pl. tvadir. This, coupled with
the translation of Danish folkeviser as ‘‘folk songs” (43), as
distinct from Faroese ballads (kvedi), suggests perhaps less than
complete familiarity with the languages concerned. The
second bibliography is by no means complete, even if one excludes
as having nothing to do with “‘culture’”’ the many articles in
English on the Faroese language that are not listed. Let it
suffice to mention Jakob Jakobsen’s district secretary’s report in
the Saga-Book IV 1 (1905), 38-54 and various articles in English
in Frdédskaparvit 13 and 18 (1964 and 1970).

Perhaps I may end by commenting briefly on one or two
further details.

In his statement at the beginning of the General Bibliography:
“To make an adequate study of the Faroe Islands, it is essential
to read Danish, and highly desirable to read Faroese as well'’ the
author must surely have got the names of the two languages in the
wrong order.

As one who has been teaching Faroese in a modest way for a
number of years, I am puzzled that West looks forward to the
day ‘“when Faroese studies. will take a tiny, but respected
place in the academic life of our country™ (vi).

To anyone who has been in the Faroes on 29 July, that
Faeroernes Realkveditinstitut started work on that day (211) must
seem improbable.

MicHAEL BARNES
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THE AGE OF THE VIKINGS. By P. H. Sawver. Second Edition.
Edward Arnold. London, 1971. 275 pp. 21 figs,, xiv pls.
£3°50.

The second edition of P. H. Sawyer’s book The Age of the Vikings
is not quite so audacious and controversial as the first edition of
1962 (reviewed in Saga-Book XVI 1, 1962).

The purpose of the book was to examine various aspects of the
Viking Age in the light of “‘the main types of evidence for the
period” — archaeology, history, philology (with particular
reference to place-names) and coinage — and finally to explain
the reasons for the Viking raids and the changing patterns of
Scapdinavian activity during the period. The result was a
provocative clash with long-accepted points of view, particularly
regarding the expeditions to the British Isles and the settlement
there, especially in England. Their extent and importance
were considerably reduced. Study of coins in particular led to
an explanation on straightforward economic lines of the various
activities of the Vikings. The pieces of this complex puzzle were
arranged in a beautiful pattern.

The book was reviewed many times and often strongly
criticised. Many people could accept that the Vikings’
importance in Western Europe had often been exaggerated, but
they found that Sawyer had gone to the other extreme with a gross
under-evaluation. Mistakes and misunderstandings were pointed
out, and serious objections were made to his general attitude to
“the auxiliary studies” -— archaeology, numismatics and
philology — and to the debate in these fields in particular. Yet
there was general recognition of his boldness in daring to attempt
a consistent and thorough synthesis, based on so many
disciplines, and gratitude that the book was so plainly controver-
sial and provocative that it was bound to stimulate fresh
discussion and research.

In the many articles and books which have dealt with the
Viking period since 1962 one finds time and again committed
attitudes to Sawyer’s ideas: and in Mediaeval Scandinavia 2
(1969) there was a discussion — in places quite heated —
between Sawyer and other scholars about his views on the Viking
period in the British Isles. In Denmark the book in its first and
now in its second edition has been widely used as a basis for
discussion among historians in university teaching.

The trend of the new edition is very much the same as that of the
old, but various points have been corrected and revised. Many
misunderstandings and factual errors have been corrected or
removed, but not all. For instance, it is surprising that Sawyer
should still suppose that King Harald was buried in one of the
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Jelling mounds (54-5), not least when this mistake was pointed
out in a review.! It has also long since been agreed that the so-
called saw-marks on the Swedish Galtabick boat are, in fact, not
due to saws at all.2 There is no evidence of the use of sawn planks
in Scandinavia in the eleventh century (80).

However, the most important differences between first and
second editions are due to the results of research since 1962 and
fresh consideration of previously neglected sources. Thus it
may be mentioned that the five ships from Skuidelev in
Denmark, excavated in 1962, are now included in discussion of
Viking Age ships.? Itisnow accepted by Sawyer that the military
camps of the Trelleborg type in Denmark were used as barracks in
the period before the expeditions to England of Svend and
Knud.* New studies of personal and place-names in the
Danish-inhabited regions of England, chiefly by K. Cameron and
Gillian Fellows Jensen, are brought into the picture, and the
stone crosses of northern England, decorated in the Viking style,?
are now accepted as important factors in an assessment of the
Scandinavian settlement.

The altered points of view affect these things in particular:

(1) The Danish settlement in England in the second half of the
ninth century: Sawyer still considers this to have been on a small
scale and without any later influx of population from Denmark.
But the incoming population is now referred to as ‘‘a dominant
minority”’ (173), whereas in the first edition they were given a
humbler status and in the main were said to have settled
peacefully in uninhabited regions (1st ed., 164-5).

(2) The Viking armies which attacked England around the year
1000 are now said to have come in great numbers in large ships,
unlike the armies of the ninth century (131 ff.). In the first
edition all the Danish armies were said to have been small and to
have sailed in small ships (1st ed., 82, 128 ff.).

(3) The Danish and Norwegian Vikings are now characterised
in different ways. The Norwegians are said to have been chiefly
on the look-out for new land; the Danes were mainly pirates who
extended the range of their activity into western Europe (206 ff.).
In the first edition “the search for land” was the main driving force
for both parties (1st ed., 165, z02-3).

The alterations are in chapters 4-7, on ships, treasure, raids and
Danish settlements (previously on settlements unqualified), and

1 In Saga-Book XVI (1962-5), 1

2 0, Olsen and O. Crumlin- Pedersen, The Skuldelev Ships’, Acta Archaeologica
XXXVIII (1967), 161-2, n. 8.

3 4bid.; idem, Fem V- 1kmgeskib fra Roskilde Fjord (1969).

4 Q. Olsen, ‘Trelleborgproblemer’ in Scandia XXVIII (1962).

5 Newly treated in D. M. Wilson and O. Klindt-Jensen, Viking Art (1966).
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in the final chapter “‘Causes and consequences: a survey of the
Viking Period”’, which has been completely rewritten. The
remaining chapters are virtually unaltered. TFinally, some new
figures and plates have been added and new literature included in
the notes.

It is refreshing to see that Sawyer, as in the first edition, gives
a very clear introduction to the complicated problems he
presents. His descriptive sections are also very clear, and the
bibliography is comprehensive.

But when one has finished the book, one is still left with a
feeling of great scepticism about Sawyer’s arguments and
conclusions. This is partly due to his apparent lack of
thoroughness and sufficient insight into the many ancillary
subjects. One would have liked to see this made good in the new
and revised edition. It is also partly due to doubt about the
general treatment of the sources: the aim is a new evaluation of
the Viking Age, and for this Sawyer uses — somewhat ponderously
— a selection of the available sources. He does not do justice to
alternative possibilities of interpretation, and he draws conclusions
from the absence of material without any serious attempt to
consider other possible explanations for this lack. It is also
alarming that his conclusions, which lie completely within the
realm of “the auxiliary studies’”, can differ radically from those
of specialists in these various fields. This is especially true in the
field of philology.

Some examples.

It is Sawyer's basic view that the Vikings who left Norway and
Denmark only had very loose ties with their homelands.

In the chapter on Towns and Trade we find the following
statement and assessment (197): ‘A large number of objects from
the British Isles has been discovered in Norway, and although
some of these may have been loot, trading contacts cannot be
excluded.”” Information on most of the finds referred to here is
conveniently available, published by Jan Petersen in 1940.%
His general comment on the largest of these groups (122 articles
from 110 graves, most of which can be dated to the ninth century)
is: “The Irish ornaments consist mainly of mountings of various
kinds pertaining to saints” shrines or to holy books .. .7 It is
unreasonable to assume that such objects should have come to
Norway in that number as the result of trading contacts. This
very relevant group of finds does not belong in the chapter on
Towns and Trade but should come in the chapter on Raids.

8 11. Shetelig, British Antiquities of the Viking Period found in Norway
(Viking Antiquities V, 1940).
7 ibid., 7.
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The purchase of land abroad for cash is still thought to explain
why so few west European coins have been found in ninth-century
contexts in Denmark and Norway. The people who left did not
return (99-100). Another argument for this is the Anglo-Saxon
Jeohleas, which is here translated as ‘“‘moneyless” (100, 150). But
this word can also be translated ‘‘without stock’* or possibly
“without property”, and in either case the argument loses its
validity.8

Other explanations for the rareness of west European coins in
these finds could very well be that in that period money was
seldom used for trade in Scandinavia, and also that it was
hardly worth while to bring west European coins to Scandinavia
on any large scale, because there they only had the value of the
silver, whereas in their places of issue they might have a higher
nominal value.® Brita Malmer points out, moreover, that
during this period there was general reluctance and decline in the
issue of coin in western Europe.1®

Nor can one attach special importance to the fact that there
are not all that many imported goods from western Europe in
Danish finds from the Viking period until late in the tenth century,
because Danish graves — in contrast to Norwegian graves — are
quite simply furnished through most of the Viking Age. In
addition, all the Viking Age material found in Denmark has never
been thoroughly investigated to discover the quantity of
imported goods.

Sawyer attaches no decisive importance to the fact that there
is a parallel development in art in Scandinavia and in the Norse-
occupied parts of England, illustrated by many examples from the
late ninth and tenth century,!! and this is in spite of the fact that
English material absent in the first edition is now included.

There are very few Cufic coins in ninth-century hoards from
Denmark and Norway. Sawyer assumes from this that silver
from the East remained for the time being in eastern Scandinavia
(99-100); one had to go west to quench one’s thirst for silver
(208 ff.). Itis, however, wrong to conclude this from the evidence
used, which, in the case of Denmark (110), is the thirteen hoards

8 The alternative translations are given in a note on p. roo. The rendering
“without stock’ can be found e.g. in G. N. Garmonsway, The Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle {1953), 89, and is adopted by P. G. Foote and D. M. Wilson, The
Viking Achievement (1970), 13. Sawyer’s argument on the basis of the
rendering ‘‘moneyless’ is opposed by Niels Lund, De danske vikinger ¢ England
(19"6S7<)323 4e?gff'5. Bolin, ‘Mohammed, Charlemagne and Ruric’ in The Scandi-
navian Economic History Review I (1953).

10 B, Malmer, Nordiska mynt fére dr 1000 (1966), 212 fI.

11 See the chapters on Borre style, Jellinge style and Mammen style in

D. M. Wilson and O. Klindt-Jensen, Viking Art (1966). Cf. O. Klindt-Jensen
in Mediaeval Scandinavia 2 (1969), 194-5, and Arne Thorsteinsson, ¢bid., 203.
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listed by Skovmand. Because of the types of the rings these
hoards can be dated to ¢. 800-goo. Only one of these hoards
contains any coins: and they are Cufic coins.

But Sawyer completely overlooks the fact that several of these
rings are so-called Permian rings from Central Russia. This
identification is repeated by M. Stenberger, who also extends it to
other spiral rings, regarded by Skovmand as copies of Permian
ones. The rings are dated to the second half of the ninth century
or early tenth century,? and it is thus possible that most of the
thirteen hoards were first deposited around goo, when the
expeditions to western Europe were becoming less frequent.
There are (a) practically no coins in Danish and Norwegian hoards
from the ninth century, however many of these there may be
elsewhere; (b) there may be several reasons why there are few
west European coins in the finds; (c) in the thirteen Danish hoards
which Sawyer deals with there is silver as such — that is,
imported — and there is Russian silver. Indeed, the study of
coins is extremely important for an understanding of the
far-flung communications of the Viking Age but when Sawyer
uses negative evidence as his starting point, as he does here, and
does not consider the remaining archaeological material, then his
results become distorted.

The many Scandinavian personal and place-names and the large
Scandinavian influence on language have always been important
sources for the evaluation of the extent of the Danish settlement
in England. The amount of place-name material is now
explained by Sawyer as the result of a general internal expansion
of the settlement area, after the Danes had settled as “‘a dominant
minority”” He attaches very little importance to the linguistic
element and the personal names as such, which are often
transmitted in late sources (154 ff.). Here he differs from
philologists such as K. Cameron, G. Fellows Jensen and Kristian
Hald, who regard the size of this material as inexplicable without
postulation of a large Scandinavian influx.1?

As mentioned above, Sawyer maintains that the ships which the
Vikings used in western Europe in the ninth century cannot have
been bigger than the Gokstad ship, ¢. 23 metres long and designed
for approximately 32 men (81). On this and other things

12 R, Skovmand, ‘De danske Skattefund’, Aarboger for nordisk Oldkyndighed
og Historie (1942), 41 ff.; M. Stenberger, Die Schatzfunde Gotlands der Wikinger-
zett 1 (1958), 124 fi., types SA1 and SAz.

13 See K. Cameron in Mediaeval Scandinavia 2 (1969), 176 ff.; Kr. Hald,
1bid., 185 fi.; G. Fellows Jensen, Scandinavian Personal Names in Lincoinshirve
and Yorkshire (1968), xxu ff.; idem, Scandinavian Settlement Names in
Yorkshire (1972), 120-1, 124-5, 250-1, et passim (this work is referred to by
P. Sawyer as “G.F.J., Unpublished”).
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Sawyer bases his argument that the armies of the time were small,
as was also the number of Danes who settled in England.

The argument concerning the size of the ships hangs on his old
belief that the keel of a sea-going ship must of necessity be made
from one piece of wood in order to be stable, and straight-boled oak
trees of more than 20 metres were doubtless a rarity (8o-1).

This argument is even less convincing in the new edition because
Sawyer — influenced by descriptions of the size of fleets and ships
in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and his new opinions about the
Viking Age camps in Denmark — now accepts that Ethelred’s
England was conquered by fair-sized armies transported in large
ships, possibly with crews of more than 6o men (132).

The ship-builders of Svend and Knud are therefore implicitly
credited with the skill to make a composite keel which was stable,
and there is reliable information in later written sources to show
it was technically feasible (cf. 82).

On the basis of present knowledge it is, however, unreasonable
to limit this ability to the tenth century and later. The wide
range of ship-building skills in general throughout the Viking
period is well documented, and this evidence includes the ships
that have been found. All things considered, there can scarcely
be any doubt that the Vikings used very large ships when it was
expedient.l* Incidentally it may be noted that one does not need
to make a proper ocean voyage to go from Denmark to western
Europe and from there to England.

Against this background the calculations of how many Vikings
came to England, e.g. in the army which arrived from Boulogne in
892, become of less importance.

Concerning the connection between the armies of the tenth
century and the Viking Age camps in Denmark (132 ff.), it ought
to be pointed out that in the last couple of years doubt has been
cast on the generally accepted interpretation of them as
“barracks” It is also uncertain whether one of the forts,
Nonnebakken, belongs to this group at all. In any case the forts
could not have held 5000 men.'® But Sawyer in 1971 cannot be
blamed for ignorance of these facts.

14 It is however quite probable that a ship with a maximum length about
that of the Gokstad ship was best suited for sea voyages. This is not because
a scarfed keel could not be made stable, but because a ship of that size could
ride the waves much better than a bigger one. This point of view is put

forward by O. Olsen, ‘Die Kaufschiffe der Wikingerzeit...', Die Zeit der
Stadtgriimdung im Osiseeraum (ed. M. Stenberger; Acta Visbyensia 1, 1965),

18 T, E. Christiansen, ‘Treningslejr eller ‘T'vangsborg’ in Kuml (1970);
0. Klindt-Jensen, ‘La possibilité d’utiliser des sources archéologiques dans les
domaines historiques’ in VIIIe Congrés tnternational des sciences pré-historiques
et protohistoriques, 9-15 sept. 1971, Belgrade (at press); Else Roesdahl, ‘The
Viking fortress of Fyrkat ..., Chateau Gaillard V1 (1972), 195-202.
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Sawyer prefaces his book with these proud words: ‘“The main
argument of this book is that the Scandinavian activity of the
Viking period is not so much inexplicable as misunderstood.”
Neither in the first nor in the second edition does he seem. to me
to have succeeded in telling us ‘‘wie es eigentlich gewesen ist”

Nevertheless, I should like to stress that, read with a proper
critical eye, the book gives a well-formulated and instructive
introduction both to the problems dealt with and to many of the
varied kinds of sources which form the foundation of our
understanding of the Viking Age. The two editions, along with
the debate in Mediaeval Scandinavia in 1969, set out excellently
the problems of method the period presents.

ELsE RoespaHL





