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The thirteenth century in Iceland was a bountiful period for scholarship on
poetry, and it was produced, for the most part, by members of a single family.
Poetic treatises on metrics (HAttata)) and poetic language (Skdldskaparmd) were
composed by Snorri Sturluson {d. 1241}, a treatise on rhetoric (the so-called
Mélskrdsfred) was written by Snorri’s nephew Oldfr Pdrdarson (d. 1259) whose
brother, Sturla Pdrbarson (d. 1284), documented their lives in the context of
contemporary politics in Islendinga saga and quoted from thelr poetry in this saga
and in Hdkonar saga Hdkonarsonar. The focus of this paper is on the development
of a vernacular ars poetica as it was articulated in these works, which in different
ways were grappling with the emergence of skaldic peetry as a literary art. The
works of the Sturlungs also need to be viewed against the broader picture of
medieval Scandinavian poetics as it is evidenced from the earliest extant work on
poetry, the twelfth-century metrical show-piece, Hattalykill and the development of
interest in vernacular poetics evident in the reception of Snorra Edda in fourteenth
century manuscripts.

Little is known about the training of skalds (Whaley, 1993, 588) or the
theoretical discourse that enabled the cultivation and oral transmission of
vernacular poetics. It Is in fact only when skaldic pedagogy moved into the school-
room in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries that we find explicit and sustained
theorizing about the art of traditional poetry. To some extent, implicit theorizing
can be deduced from a study of the shifting fashions of composition In the earlier
centuries of skaldic production as they are preserved in stanzas recorded in later
centurles (Arnason, 1991). One example of this Is the Innovative adaptation of
continental thythm in the hrynhendr héttr (Foote, 1982, 252}, which seems to have
taken place during the eleventh century, probably under the influence of hymns and
devotional verse (Turville-Petre, 1976, xxxliff). In addition, a multitude of
vernacular technical terms to describe traditional poetry appears to have sprung to
the pens of both Snorrl and Olifr when they wrote their treatises, indicating that the
meta-language of poetics was a well-established oral discourse.

But the transition from the oral to the literary sphere was not simply a process
of transcription. What in an oral context was thought of as fprdttl had to be

1 Such is Snorri's description of the cultivation of poetry In the earliest days of nordic culture: “Hann
[O8inn] ok hofgoBar hans heita 1j08asmibir, pvi at s {prott hofsk af peim { NorBrigndum™ Ynglings
saga ch. 6. All references to Helmskringls are to Bjarni ASalblammarson’s 1979 edition.
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transformed Into an ars poetica in which the parameters of the art form were
defined and described, and the rules of composltlon'systematically set forth.
Although both Snorrl and Oldfr chose to write In their own language and to take
vernacular poetry as the material for their analysis, the influence of continental
learning is fundamental to both their works, more transparently so In Olifr's work
because of his declared dependence on the auctores of Latin scholarship. It was
the developed models of learned literate discourse to which the Icelanders turned to
theorize about their own vernacular traditlon because it was this conceptual
framework, Inst{lled by literacy, that enabled the systematic setting out of metrical
and rhetorical types and their detailed documentation and explication.

In both theorists, however, a tension Is evident between the description of oral
tradition and the prescription inherent in an ars poetica. As they work to make the
skaldle art Hterary, they both find themselves espousing a poetics that is often at
odds with the corpus on which they draw for their demonstration of the traditional
verbal art form (Clunies Ross, 1987, 76-7). Both Snorri and Olafr were involved in
the schooling of lcelanders in the new ars poeticz. According to a passage in
Skdldskaparmdl, Snorri's Edds is directed to young skalds (Finnur Jénsson, 1931, 86),
and there is much in Hdttatal that Is written in a didactic vein. Olifr's treatise
adapts the pedagogic tradition of Donatus and Priscian to an Icelandic environment,
possibly to the school that he himself is mentioned as conducting (Témasson, 1988,
as).

Hittalykill is the first extant work about vernacular poetics in the Norse
corpus (Helgason and Holtsmark, 1941). It was composed in the 1140s by the
Icelander Hallr Pérarinsson and the Orkney earl Rognvaldr. According to the
description in chapter 81 of Orkneyinga saga, it was & joint composition and had five
verses to demonstrate each metre, but being overlong, was cut down to a pair of
verses per metre (though two later post-medieval texts of the saga say threel. As
the poem survives In later paper manuscripts, only two verses exist to demonstrate
each of 41 metres. The matter of the poem, the enumeration of herces from
legendary figures to historlc kings, is thoroughly traditional, as the opening of the
poem makes clear: “forn freeBl lztk framm of borin” (Finnur Jénsson, 1912-15, Bl
487). But in Its scheme, and in some of its elaborattons, Hittatlykill was inspired by
Latin models: the name itself is a calque on the Latin clavis metrica, a pedagogic
genre of the Latin classroom, and a number of the verseforms are modelled on
forelgn metres rather than on traditional Norse forms (Helgason and Holtsmark,
1941, 118ff; Kuhn, 1983, 317ff). The cultural milieu in which Hittalykill was
composed appears to have been that of an enterprising and cosmospolitan court
{Bibire, 1988, 217), with a new aristocratic interest in ancient Norse culture
developed in the context of the contemporary intellectual fashions of Continental
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Europe {Meulengracht Sgrenson, 1992, 273). As such, Hdttalykill can be read as
both a demonstration of the sophistication of the skaldic art, and an attempt to
modernise it (Holtsmark, 1961, 243,

Snorrl Sturiuson wouid have been familiar with this intellectual cuiture through
his upbringing at Oddl, which was an important centre of learning in Iceland and had
links with the Orkneys (Fidjestal, 1993, 48; Faulkes, 1991, xvili-xix). His metrical
tour de force, Hdtiatal contains 102 stanzas, and has been preserved in the four
medieval manuscripts of his Edda intercalated with prose commentary presenting his
theory of Norse versification. It is not clear when the commentary was added to the
poem, though it Is generally agreed that Hittatal was the first part of the Eddz to
have been composed. Within the verse itself, there 15 mention of three praise poems
followed by a fourth at st. 69 ("bjd ek kveelii . . . prenn . . . fram skal in fi6rBa"3,
which is reiterated at st. 85 (“fluttak fjogur kvaeSi”). The prose commentary,
however, refers to only three poemns within Hdttatal marked at st. 31 (“Ng hefr upp
annat kveedi”) and st. 68 ("Nu skal upp hefja it pridja kvedl"). That there s also some
disjunction between the poem and the poetic theory of the commentary s outlined by
Faulkes (1991, x).

The early reception of the work suggests that the poem was regarded as a
praise poem in Its own right, though as a eulogy for Earl Skill more so than for King
Hdkon (Gubrdn Nordal, 1992, 62). Olifr PérBarson refers to Hittatal as a work
which Snorri had “ort” (15.15% as does the Uppsale manuscript: “hdtta tal er snorri
hevir ort um haklon] konung ok skvla hertuglal” (Grape et al, 1977, 1.4 1t may be
that the introduction into Norse letters of the clavis metrica genre by Hallr and
Rognvaldr provided Snorri with the initial inspiration to compose such a poem, but
that the complex nature of the poetic tradition prompted him to a fuller elaboration
of its rhythms, diction and mythological world of reference once it was complete.

Between Hittalykill and Héteatal a number of Interesting shifts are evident in
the theorizing of native poetic tradition. In its extant form, the commentary of
Héttalykill consists only of the names of verseforms added as headings before each
pair of verses. Whereas Hdttatlykill begins in ljdshdttr - or ljddahdttr as 1t is
elsewhere called (Finnur Jonsson, 18392) - the metre characteristic of eddic didactic
poerns, and proceeds through a varlety of metrical forms with no apparent system,
Snorrf’s poem Is a model of systematic - categorisation and hierarchical order,

2 AN references to Hattatal are to Anthony Faulkes's 1991 edition. Following Faulkes's practice,
references are to stanza number and line nurnber.

3 Al references to OMfr's treatise are to Bjorn M. Olsen's 1884 editfon. References are to chapter and
paragraph as marked in Oken's adited text, pp. 33-119.

4 The Fidaas a whole is described as having been “sarnan sett® by Snorrd. See Sverrir Témasson {1988,
180-9) for a discussion of these terms.
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beginning with drdttkvztt and its varlants, followed by the verseforms “er fornskdld
hafa kveBit" (st. 54ff.) and finally, verses composed “epfir inum smzrum hattum”
(stanza GBff.), with [jgdahdttr coming in third from last. While many of the names of
verseforms are common to both works, many of the correspondences between verse
types are only approximate (Faulkes, 1991, xvil), and iri the case of rekif the name
denotes completely different Torms (Helgason and Holtsmark, 1941, 65. In addition,
Snosri's systemic account appears to generate new terms according to his
hierarchical scheme: in mestu refhiverf (sts. 17-19), in minni refhvorf (st. 20), i
minztu refhvorf (st. 22), refhvarfa brédur (st. 23), melri stiifr (st. 50), hinn mesti stufr
{st. 51), minn! runhenda (st. 81), minzta runhenda (st. 82), and the use of these same
terms within five separate sub-classes of runhent (83-93).

Although the ostensible subject of Snorri's treatise is “heettir skdldskapar®, it is
apparent from the prose commentary that his focus is on “lofkvad!” (67/15) and both
the hierarchy of verseforms and the judgements volced in his commentary make
clear his view of drdttkvatt as the pre-eminent form of skdldskapr (1/41-3k

Petta er droéttkvaedr hdttr. Med peima heettl er flest ort pat er
vandat er. Pessi er upphaf allra hatta sem mdlrinar eru fyrir
obrum ninum.

Snorri's definition of the acceptable forms of drdttkveett is strict and prescriptive,
and it is informed by a principle of metrical consistency that is not at the heart of
much of the native poetic traditlon, even within the encomium genre. The poetic
theory articulated In the prose commentary to Héttatal therefore strikes out on a
new path - acknowledging the aesthetic of the past, but remaking it according to
contemporary notions of literary refinement:

Nu skal rita pd hdttu er fornskdld hafa kvedit ok eru nu settir
saman, pott peir hafi ort sumt med hdttafgllum, ok eru pessir
hettir dréttkveedir kallabir { fornum kvaburm, en sumir finnask {
lausum visum . .. (53/11-14)

[Vida er pat il fornskdlda verka er { elnni visu eru ymsir hattir
eda héttafoll, ok md elgl yrkja eptir [pvil pé at pat pykki eigl
spilla { fornkvaedum, (58/14-16)

In his survey of the verseforms In Hdttatal and the extant corpus of skaidic
poetry, Anthony Faulkes {1991, xvili) has found that there are “clear precedents for
just over thirty of them; just over thirty have no precedents at all except in some
cases in Hittatlykilt and the rest have partial precedents, that is to say the features
of the verseforms are found in Indlvidual lines of earlier verse, but not used
consistently throughout a stanza or poem”. The forelgn fashion that most influenced
the metrical inventiveness of Hdttatlykill and Hdttatal was rhyme (Helgason and
Holtsmark, 1941, 129), although it was also an Integral part of the drdttkveett
tradition from its beginning. Both works acknowledge the prestige of rhyme (both
internal rhyme and end-rhyme) in their names for verseforms: draughent (Hittalykill
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4 and Hdttatal 65), ndhent (Hl 15 - where it is written ‘hdhent' - and Ht 75),
hrynhenda (H! 16 - where 1t i3 written ‘Tynhent’ - and Ht 62ff), detthendr (HI 18 and
Ht 29), runhenda (H1 24 and Ht 80ff.), dunhent (H! 33 and Ht 24) and sksdIfhends (HI
4! ood Ht 35). In additton, Hdttatal preserves he term pifhent (i 36} for a
verseform also found in Hiitalykill (6), and adds the term Anugghent (Ht 76) which
clearly expresses the positive valuation of hendingar. This point ts underscored by
the term hdttigusa (H! 26 and Ht 67) which in fact denotes verse composed without
hendingar rather than without any other constituent of rhythmic form such as
alliteration.

In Hdttatal, Snorrl composes 80 stanzas that involve internal rhyme, a further
14 with end-rhyme, and only 8 without a consistent rhyme scheme at all. He
describes the form alhent, which has two adalhendingar in each line, in the following
way (44/9-20)

Pesst pykkir vera fegrstr ok vandastr, ef vel er ortr, peira hitta
er kvaedi eru ort eptir . . .

Snorri distinguishes his demonstration of the metre (described as “full alhending”)
from an earlier example by Bishop Kleingr where ‘at' ek’ and ‘en’ were used without
being part of the thyme schemeS As with many other verse-forms he demonstrates,
Snorri’s model is stricter and without internal varlation compared to such earlier
examples as may be found in the extant corpus (see Faulkes, 1991, 80; Kuhn, 1983,
305-6; Lie, 1958, 337).

Snorrl presents the traditional art of skdldskapr with a close eye on the
historical dimension of the tradition (8/30, 53/11, 58/16), as well as on the rules of
praxis for contemporary skalds which he ocutlines in such detall. But his masterly
performance as he makes his metrical century is not without Its moments of swagger
(95/5-8):

Hvar vitt 48r orta

med cebra haetti

meerd of menglotud

madr und himins skautum?
and earller (70/1-4k

IMitt] er of mmeti

[mart lag bralgar

4br dkvedit

oddbraks spakan
Snorri calls this particular verseform hagmit a term not elsewhere attested, which
may well be an expression of his self-conscious play both with metrical variation and

with poetic nomenclature.

5 The opposition between syllables marked by rhyme, alliteration and prosodic length and unmarked
syllables (sce Gade, 1989) is probably another aspect of traditional dréttkvaett composition that Snorri
is consciously aiming to systematise in his theory of poetics.
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In medieval sources, Snorri Is attributed with two other praise poems for Earl
Skiill, one of which was a drdpa with a klofastef featuring athendr® The
jdentification of adalhendingar as the quintessential attribute of Norse poetry is
expressed elsewhere In Snorrl's work. In chapter 6 of Ynglingasaga, Snorri
describes the speech of the god Obinn in the following way: “Meltl hann alit
hendingum, svd sem nd er pat kvedit, er skdldskapr heitir.” None of OBinn's poetry
is quoted by Snorri in ¥nglinga saga though when the god is quoted in Gylfaginning’
he speaks in Ijédahdttr or fornyrdislag thythm without hendingars®

It s clear from his poetic theory} his attribution of hendingar-composition to
OBinn, the god of poetry, as well as his own practices as a poet, that Snorri viewed
drdttkveett praise poetry as the pre-eminent form of traditional Norse versification,
and that in his writings, he aimed to promote this view. In Haralds saga
Stgurdarsonar (ch. 91), for instance, he represents King Harald declalming a verse in
stmple eddic measure as he goes burnie-less into his final battle, only to pull himself
up in a moment of poetic quality-assurance to better commemorate the occasion with
a drdttkvatt composition:

P4 malti Harladr konungr SigurBarson: “Petta er illa kvedit, ok
mun verda at gera afira visu betrl.” P4 kvad hann petta . .

As Roberta Frank (1978, 28) has observed, by making Harald recite a drdftkvaett
stanza to replace his eddic verse, “thirteenth-century literary criticism . . . touted
the superlority of what was difficult, thelr own trobar clus”.

It is apparent from his nephew’s account in Islendinga saga that Snorri's views
on poetry were not just academic, and that he took drétikveett composition very
seriously indeed. Far from being an ornamental commentary on contemporary
Icelandic events, the composition of drdttkvaett verse was a political act of great
significance (GuBrin Nordal, 1992). After a killing, for instance, discussion centres
on “hversu Snorra myndi l{ka vig pesst efa hvdrt hann myndl yrkfa um” (3579,
Sturla also reports in chapters 38-9 of his saga that Snorri’s praise poetry {which
must have been orally transmitted and recited far and wide} was scorned and
parcdled In the south of Iceland. The parody hinges on the description of Skull as

6  =Snorri hafdi ort um jarl tvau kvaedl, Athend véru klofastef { drépunnk Har8muladr vas Skiill/rambliks
framast miklu/gnaphiarls skapalbr Jarla” (Islendinga saga ch. 38, p. 278).

T For example “svd sem hér er sagt at OBinn mellr sjslfr vid pann As er Lokt hetir: (Err ertu Loki/ok
arviti/hvl ne legskabu, Loki?/@rlog Frigg/hygg ck at oll vitl/pdtt hon s)lfgl segi” and "ok enn heflir
hann [08inn] nefnzk & fleirl vega b4 er hann var kominn til Gelrradar konungs: Heltumsk Grimr/ok
Gangleri/ Herjan, Hidlmberi,/ Pekkr, Pridi . . " (211 Quatations fromn Gyifaginning are from
Faulkes's 1982 edition.

B A1l of the 32 stanzas of poetry Snorri quotes in Ynglinge saga are by historical skalds, and only one,
by Bragi inn gamli, uses hendingar as a structuring principle of the verseforrn He quotes 28 stanzas by
Pyélolit inn hvinverski from Yoglingataland three from Hileygjatal ty Eyvindr skdldaspillir.

9 All references to Jslendinga saga are to the 1946 edition of Jéhannesson, Finnbogasan and Eldjirn.
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hard-nosed (*harBrmiladr es Skuli") but turn harshly against Snorri as both politiclan
and poet (278-9)

Oss lizk illr at kyssa
Jarl, 548 reedir fyr hijarli,
vOrr ¢3 til hvoss 4 harra,
har8muiladr es Skilt.
Hefr fyr horska jofra
hreegarnms komit szevar,

- p§d finnr 1ost 4 1j6dum -,
leir aldrigl meira.

The defamatory words of the poem no doubt found their mark. The kenning
“hraeszevar gamms leir” refers to the mythic narrative in which OBinn, disguised as an
eagle, obtains the mead of poetry from the glant Suttung and delivers it to the gods,
which Snorri tells in chapter 6 of Skdidskaparmd! (Finnur Jénsson, 1931, 85X

pa spyttl hann vpp mipinvm ikerin, en honvm var pa sva nzr
komit, at Svttvngr mvndl na honvim, at hann sendi aptr syman
miopinn, ok var pes eckl gett; hafpl pat hverr, er vildi, ok kollvm
ver pat skaldfifla Ivt. En Svitvnga-miod gaf Opin asvnvin ok peim
monnvm, er yrkja kvny.

Ousted from the company of those skilled in the art of poetry, Snorrl Is ranked
among those who were not reciplents of O8inn's gift but who took for themselves a
portion of eagle-shit. For all his learned authority in written treatises - where as
self-appointed arbiter of poetic quality and self-made aucfor in the new syllabus of
skdldskapr his credentials are unquestionable - Snorri can stilf be stung by the
virulence of the living ora] tradition.

Not surprisingly, Sturla reports (284) “Lika8i honum [Snorri) ok illa spott pat, er
Sunnlendingar hofdu gert af kveBum hans,” and within a short time physical and
poetic justice are meted out to the southerners. Sturla quotes a stanza that did the
rounds at Stafaholt at the time, which with good reason has been attributed to Snorri
(Gulirdn Nordal, 1991, 58). The tmage of the reluctant kiss is turned against Bjorn
(who receives Grdsi8a's fatal kiss), and the opening line of Snorri’s stef -
“HarBmuladr vas Sturla™ - i3 reiterated with cold self-assurance to close the stanza.

As well as the composition of three praise poems for Earl Skuli, Sturla
Pérdarson mentions that Snorrl also composed poems for King Sverrir and Earl
Hikon galinn. [Islandinga saga is quite explicit about the earl's long-distance
reception of the poem - “ok sendi jarlinn gjafar ut 4 mot" and *Jarlinn ritadi til
Snorra, at hann skyldi fara dtan, ok lézt tit hans gera mundu miklar semdir" (269),
but of the composition and transmission of the poem the saga says only “Hann
[Snorril orti kvadi”. Another of Snorrl's compositions, a Jausavisa composed after
the deaths of his brother Sighvatr Sturluson and his nephew Sturla Sighvatsson, is
sald to have been sent to another relative, Pdrfir kakali Sighvatson (ch. 139), a
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description that could imply either a written missive or a memorised and recited
performance.

In order for the heritage of skaldic composition to have been transmitted down
to thirteenth-century lcelanders, poems of considerable length and complexity must
have been routinely committed to memory and recited by speakers other than the
poet. Snorri’s faith in the form of drdttkvatt as a guarantec of authenticity even in
oral tradition (as articulated In the Prologue to Heimskringla) and the cultural
prestige of the tradition among upper-class lcelanders lend weight to the possibility
that Snorri's own praise poems, including Hittatal were delivered to their patrons
without necessarily having been dictated and transmitted as documents.® Letters
were certainly the medium used by the Norweglan king to give effect to his death-
warrant on Snorrl (Islendinga saga ch. 151} but whether they were also the medium
for Snorri's miscalculated praise two decades earlier is an open question. The
compller of Sturiunga saga describes Sturla's sources as “visindi af fréSum monnum,
pelm er vdru & dndverBum dogum hans, en sumt efter bréfum pelm, er peir rituly, er
peim vdru samtiBa, er sogurnar eru frd” (I, 115). There is, however, no indication
that the genre of letter writing was anything other than prose, though it is not
Impossible that the compositional habits of saga narration, including verse quotation,
found their way into letters.

Whether it first existed as document or not, the verses of Héttatal are likely to
have been orally transmitted along with other praise poetry within the charged
debate about Icelandic sovereignty in relation to the Norweglan crown, as well as
within the less dramatic but culturally significant debale about the parameters of
traditional versification In relation to Continental conventions. As prosimetrum,
Hdttatal gives voice to two contemporary, but dissimilar, traditions: the oral
tradition of virtuoso skaldic composition, in which innovation was an inherent form of
display, and the written tradition of pedagogy, in which the definition and naming of
types was paramount. Within the verses, Snorri is mindful of the mnemonics
necessary for teaching: in st. 67, he refers to the sixty metres he has composed
{“Ortak . . . meD sex tegumn hdtta™ and in st. 100 he refers to the tatly again ("svd er
tireett hundrad talit”). The lesson is reiterated in Snorrl’s prose. After having
initally established the pattern of didactic dialogue between magister and discipulus
that was a convention of continental pedagogy (Krommelbein, 1992, 118}, Snorri
continually refers to numbers in his systematic analysis of types: 'S} hittr er nd skal
rita er hinn fjor8i peira er breyttir eru, en hinn fimti at hattatal{® (11/9-11) "pessi er
hinn tiundi hattr {16/11); “Télpta [leyfil er . . .” (8740).

19 Apthony Faulkes (1991 iX) comes to the opposite surmise, that Hitfatal was Itkely to have been
written down and sent in manusertpt form to Norway.
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This pedagogic aspect of Snorrl's work seems to have been at the forefront of
later comptlers' minds, as they assiduously numbered types of verseforms for ease of
referencell and, in the Uppsala Codex, provided a kind of table with the names and
first lines of stanzas set out fn memorable form.2 The Prologue to the four
grammatical treatises in the Codex Wormianus of Snorri’s Edda makes clear the
pedagogic purpose of the assembled works, and focusses particularly on the “ny
skdld" - the product of the new literary ars poetica of praise poetry that Snorrl had
promoted so enthusiastically (Glsen, 1884, 153k

Enn nv skal lysa hversv ny skaalld ok fre8l menn, ok
ainkannlega klerkarner, villa lofaz l4dta, hversv kveBa skal, ok
onyta #igl at helldr pat, sem forner menn hafa framit, vtan pat
sem klerklegar bazkr banna, pviat pat er nattvrvligt at menn se
nv smasmvglari sem frz8{ bzkmar dreifaz nv vidara.

‘The strands which are brought together in fourteenth-century complilations did
not necessarily run side by side a century earlier. The degree to which Snorri's
metrical treatise i3 a singular presentation of traditional poetry according to
particular aesthetic and cultural values can be assessed by comparing it to Ol4ff
Pérlarson's treatment of traditionzl Norse poetics within his grammatical treatise.
Oléfr's frame of reference is quite different from Snorri's, determined as it Is by the
theoretical orlentation and procedures of Continental rhetorical scholarship. But the
ideas set forth in Snorri’s prologue (Clunies Ross, 1987, 27) appear to inform Oléfr's
elaboration of the relationship between northern and classical poetry (10.4k

oll eer ein listin skalld skapr sa, ®r romverskir spzkingar namv
tathznis borg a griklandl ok snerv sipan 1 latinv mal, ok sa lioda
héttr =8a skalldskapr, ®r odinn ok afrir asia menn fivttv nordr
higat. _ .

Throughout his treatise, Olifr maintains a clear distinction between “diktvd
vers ritin { latinv skalldskap™ (5.8) and “norraenn skalldskapr” noting when particular
formations are “litt geymt” in Norse poetry (5.11} or a classical figure “finz stalidan”
(18.7) in traditional verse.8 Nor does he suppress the need to discourse at some
length about the particularities of Norse poetry when it Is significantly different
from classical forms. As we saw above, Snorrl lays the emphasis on the role of
hendingar in drdttkvaett and its variations, taking for granted the fundamental
structural role of alliteration.¥ In his consideration of paronomasia Olfr echoes
Snorri's judgement, and refers explicitly to Snorri's work (15.15%

Il The numbering system varies betwesn manuscripts. See the textual notes in Faulkes, pp. 41-7.

12 gee Grape et al. (1977) facsimile and transeription of p. 93.

¥ In other places the distinction Is expressed simply by the apposition vers and skalidskap {14.10). Note
too the clarifications "ok mr sv figura lelipsis] migk § versvm, &nn ekci finnvin ver hana inorenvm
skdlldskap" (14.14).

B ferer stafasetning su er hatti rafr ok kvelland) gertr, bat eru tlf stafir { eyrindi, ok eru prir settir {
hvern fjérdung . .. 84 stafr reedr kvedandi™ (1/9-13).
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Petta keqllvm ver aBathendingar i{skalldskap, -ok taka af pessi
figvry vpphaf peir hettir, #r med hendingvm ®rv saman settir,
ok breytiz pat amarga vege, s2m finnaz man thatta tali pvi, &r
snorrl hafir ort.

But as he moves to the next category of schema lexeos, paranomeon, the
divergence between Oldfr's focus and Snorri's becomes plain. Once vernacular
poetry Is considered in the context of Latin poetics, where alliteration serves only
an ornamental role, the fundamental nature of alliteration in the Norse tradition
needs to be brought to the fore (15.17-19)k

Peessi figvra @r migk hof8 1 mals snilldar Hst, ®r rethorica haitir,
oc =r hon vphaf til kvalanndi peirrar, er saman helldr norenvm
skalldskap, sva sm naglar hallda skipi saman, er smidr gerir, ok
ferr svndriavst eella bor8 fra borBl. sva helldr ok pessi figvra
saman kveBand! iskalldskap med stofvin pelm zr stvillar heita ok
hofvBstafir. hin fyrri figvra gerir fagrd med lloBs greinvm iskalld
skap, sva sem flling skips borla. Enn po @rv fastir vibir
saman, peir sem negldir zrv, at =igl s val felldir, sem
kveedandi hellz 1 haendingarlavsvm hattvin.

The structural integrity of Norse poetry - from Ijddahdttr to drdttkvaett -
depends on the system of alliteration, and the alliterating staves are described by
Ol4fr as analagous to the nails that hold the planks of a ship together: without nails
the planks fall apart and there is no ship; without alliterating staves the lines Fall
apart and there is no poem. Hendingar take their place in this structural analogy
as perfectly fitted planks - something that makes for a better finish but is not
structurally essential. As Olilt makes clear, kvedandii5 still obtains in metres that
are hendingalaus.

Oldfr's theory of traditional Norse versification is articulated in ch. 15 of his
treatise, entitled de scernalexeo. "Scema @r kollvd aglrzkv znn skrvd a norenv” is
widely used “pviat hon pikcir iafnan fegra iskdlldskap™ {15.1-2). Within this chapter
Oldfr ranges freely across the corpus of vernacular poetry in his selection of
examples, beginning with a quotation from an otherwise unknown eddic poem about
OBinn's ravens Huginn and Muninn, and later choosing another pair of lines from the
eddic Grimnismil As schema is the category of classical rhetoric that most
pertains to poetic structure,!s it is noteworthy that of the 22 poetic quotations Oldfr
chooses as illustrations, ten are composed without hendingar. In the treatise as a

15  The ward kvefland! denotes the sound of poetry, or the general concept of language structured as poetry.
In both Snorri's use and OI4Tr's, it most often refers to alliterative structure, but in certain contexts it
can also incorporate frendingar as a constitvent of structure {see Faulkes, 1981, 123-4).

16 The overlap between Snorri's work and the final chapter of Olife's treatise, De Tropo et Metaphors,
involves Skdidskapermadl more than Hittatal though sannkenningar are discussed In both works. Olify
again draws attention to the greater significance particular figures have for Norse versification: "Med
pessi figvrv [metaphoral arv saman settar allar kenningar § norrenven skalldskap, ok hon 2r migk sva
vpphaf tl skalldskaparmals® (16.21), and the aesthetic tmportance of sannkenningar "ok pikcir pesst
figvra mest pryfa skalldskap™ (16.40).
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whole the proportion is less than one fifth; nevertheless Oldfr’s selections
demonstrate a different sense of the scope of skdidskspr from Snorri's. Neither
treatise aims to document the full poetic tradition as it hed survived into the
thirteenth ceniury, yet within their different projecis both authors show kuovwledge
of a vast corpus of orally transmitted verse, and give expression to judgements
about how that heritage can be transformed into a literary canon.

It i1s beyond the scope of Olift’s treatise to make explicit judgements about the
hierarchy of metrical forms, or the pre-eminence of drdttkvatt praise poetry, though
his commentary on the figure of ironis is worthy of note: “her er omiginlig
framfeering ok liking, pviat lof er fyrir hd8i sett. Passi figvra ®r lafnan sett |
skalldskap” (16.58). Olifr was himself an accomplished poet in the drdttkveett
tradition, having composed poems on King Hékon, Thomas ABeckett, Ardnsdrdpa
and a twelve-stanza poem in hrynhent metre (Finnur Jénsson, 1912-15, AIl 92-8l
Mention is also made in Islendinga saga (chapter 121) of a drdpa Oléfr composed
sbout Bishop Périakr. In all probability, his own poetic praxis accorded fairly well
with the ars poetica Snorri articulated in Hdttatal,

While the ambit of Oldfr's treatise is broader than Snorri’s, he nevertheless
seems to be mindful of the newly defined prescriptive tradition of drdttkvatt
composition outlined by Snorrl. In his explanation of antonomasia in chapter 16,
Olifr says: “Paessa figvry kollv ver niarBarvott 1 skalldskap, ok sr hon po zigl med
leeyfvm talit” (16.32) - apparently referring to the licences enumerated by Snorri in
Hittatal (Collings, 1967, T1), though niardarvotir does not seem to involve a metrical
leence.l”  In his discussion of end-rhyme and its analogous role in Latin and Norse
poetics, Ol4fr first quotes a Latin couplet and then turns to Snorri for a parallel
metrical example (5.9

Pessar somu hendingar arv ok settar | norrznv skalldskap 1 peim
heettl, er ver kollvm rvnhendv, sem snorri kvalk

Orms e&r glatt galla

mel gumna spjatla.

The verse he quotes is from Hdtiatal 83, which is there described as composed "med
fullrl runhending™ with all eight lines rhyming on “-alla”. Although there is abundant
evidence of end-rhyme used in Norse poetry, there seem to be no examples of full
runhenda before Snorri's time, and the exact metrical pattern of Hitiatal 83 is not
elsewhere attested (Faulkes, 1991, 86-8). In such a case, Sporri's poetics may be
seen as laying the foundations on which Olifr can subsequently build his theory of
commenality between the classical and vernacular traditions. Similarly, Gldfr's

IT Olafr only uses the word eyf! on one other occasion (15.1) to explaln the sppropriateness of schema
Iexeos in poetry (“mnn po ser scema mikly 1 keyfi sett, pviat hon plkeir jafnan fegra iskdlldskap™)
Snorri, however, uses it frequently, both in the methcdological outline of his work {0/7), and in his
enumeration of twelve metrical licences: 6/22, 8/15, 8/17, 8/18, 8/24, 8/25.
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identification of homoeoteleuton with the Norse form nyi hdttr depends on Snorrt for
a poetic demonstration (Hdttatal 73), and perhaps Snorrl is responsible for the
innovation of both verseform and terminology, stnce this metrical name does not
occur in Héttalykil1®

In all, Oldfr quotes eight excerpts of poetry by Snorri, six of which are from
Hittatal’® In other instances, Snorri is appealed to not as an authority on
particular metrical forms, but as a canonical poet in the native tradition. For
example, the second pair of lines from verse 28 of Hdttatal which exemplifies the
metre in which only one syllable separates the alliterating staves in the first line of
each pair (termed tviskelft by Snorrl), is quoted by Olifr to demonstrate
cacemphaton (13.4) “mf sa ar nibr lags stafr | ®innl sogn, eer fyrstr r settr 1 pvi
or8i, =r eptir kemr™ an altogether different phonic phenomenon. Olifr gives the
native term for this stylistic feature “preeskolld,” a poetic term not elsewhere
recorded.®

In many cases, Oldfr's terminology accords with Snorri's vsage. Bragarmdl is
used in both works to denote the elision of vowels to contract two syllables into
one?! - indicating either a traditional poetic term in common use (though it is not
elsewhere recorded) or direct scholarly influence. At the level of lexis, the vagaries
of textual transmission and preservation do not permit confident assertions of
originality of terminology or water-tight claims of inteliectual dependence between
earller and later works. The metrical term kviduhdttr, for instance, occurs in
Hittalykill (st. 2} and Oléfr's work (11.9}, but not in Hittatal, although the verseform
it describes Is the final one to be demonstrated by Snorri (Wessén, 1915. In some
cases, such as nfarfarvotir, the mention by Oldfr is unique In the written record.

In other cases, Hdttalykill and H4ttatal preserve Intriguingly different names
for the same verseform. What In Hdttalykill 1s termed konungslag (st. 37} is called
trollshdttr by Snorri {st. 63), perhaps reflecting Snorri‘'s distaste for metrical excess
{Faulkes, 1991, xi). The related hryniandi verseform, draughent (st. 65), is described
by Snorrl in terms of the drdttkvaett stanza perceptible within it ("Svd md ok af taka
{ gBiru ok hinu f¥érBan visuordi tna somu samstofun ok er pa pat dréttkvaett”) and he
ends his description with the judgement “ok verBr sumt eigi mjukt™ (65/12-14). This
negative evaluation is expressed in another native term, flagdahditr (flaglalag at
Hittalykill 32), which also seems to be conceived by Snorri as drdttkvatt disfigured:

8 Anthony Faulkes (1991, 85) ohserves that this form may have been tnvented by Snorri

19 59 (Ht 83/5-6)% 12.10 (source not extant) 13.4 (Ht 28/3-4) 15.10 (Ht 15/7-16/1% 15.11 (Ht 40/1-4,
though Olifr Introduces the quotation simply “sem her’):; 15.23 (Ht. 73/1-4) 16.34-5 (Ht 5/3-6) and
16.66 (See Finnur Jdnsson, 1912-15, All 78}

2) ] gm indebted to the Arnamagnaan Dictionary card file for this and other observations on the occurrence
of technical terms in medieval prose works.

2l snorrt [8/20} and Olafr (14.5)
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“er her aukit be8l samstofu ok fullnat orbtak sem framast, ok eptir pé samstofun eru
prigr samstofur ok er rétt dréttkveett ef hon er dr tekin® (34/9-11).

A comment made by Oldfr suggests that he and Snorri were not alone in their
consideration of Norse poetics in relation to continental models. His discussion of
pronunciation and intonation patterns in Latin verse concludes (8.8}

Enn med pvi at pesskonar greinir heyra litt norrznv skalldskap
at flestra manna etlan, pa tala ek bar vm ekki fleira at sinnl

Who the other members of this literary circle are is left unsaid, but it is
presumably the same group Oldfr has in mind when he says “okpat hyggivm ver fornt
mal vera. &nn nv sr pat kallad vindandin forna 1 skalldskap, pviat pat &r nv ekct
haft 1 norenv mati® (14.4. We might also suppose that many of the terms introduced
by Olifr with - “ok kollum vér pat . . * - were current among members of this
community. Snorrl uses similar formulations in Hittatal “Penna hétt kalla menn . . 7
While these phrases probably do service as stylistic clichés in both treatises, they
are also likely to reflect an intellectual milieu In which the parameters of poetic
innovation and skrud were discussed and assessed, and where a vernacular
terminology with which to theorize native poetics within the context of learned
continental rhetoric would have been expanded.

Presumably this community would have encompassed practising skalds and
those who took an active interest in textual production in the vernacular. An
explicit reference to the copying of manuscripts among the Sturlungs (lslendinga
saga chapter 79) involves Sturla Sighvatsson, a member of the branch of the
Sturlung family whose poetic works appear not to have been as well documented as
the branches headed by Snorrl and PérSr (Sveinssen, 1937). Sturla and his father
Sighvatr Sturluson are attributed with one and two stanzas respectively in Islendinga
saga, but Sturla's sister, Steinvdr Sighvatsddttir, who is listed in Skdldatal as a poet
in the service of the Norweglan chieftaln Gautr 4 Mel, has ascribed to her only one
half-stanza of a dream verse (/slendinga saga ch. 134).

"The manuscripts of Snorra Edda provide evidence of a continuing industry of
poetic nomenclature into the next century. The Codex Regius of Snorra Edda
preserves a text of Hittatal written around the middle of the first half of the
fourteenth century, that ts, around a century after its supposed composition. A
second, apparently contemporary hand (Finnur Jdnsson, 1892) has added the
following technical terms: “mala hdttr” (st. 95), “stakarpar lag” (st. 98 - the prose text
has “stikkalag"), and “galldra lag” (st. 101). The Utrecht manuscript dubs the
verseform of st. 54 {which In the prose is ascribed to the poet king Ragnarr 163brok)
“Ragnarshdttr” and that of st. 11 “f}rdungalok”.

The latter name is also preserved In the Uppsala manuseript of Snorra Edda
but not within the text of Hittatal itself. Hittatal as we know it from other
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manuscripts, begins on the verso side of a leaf within the second last gathering of
the manuscript. The recto side of that leaf preserves 22 lines that constitute an
enurneration of the names and first lines of verses 1 to 34 and verse 36 of Hdttatal,
and although spaces have been left for headings within the text of the treatise, they
have not always been written (see especially p. 99, where generous spaces have
been left before verses 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15). Other metrical names in the summary
list in the Uppsala manuscript are “bragarhdttr” (st. 31} and “langlokum®, the latter
term also written into the Regius text by the second hand, and used by the author of
the so-called Fourth Grammatical Teatise preserved in Codex Wormianus of Snorra
Edda.

The explicit theorising that is evident in learned treattses has been the focus
of this paper, but there are other interesting textual practices that also add to our
understanding of thirteenth-century poetics. One of these s verse quotation within
prose works, and more particularly the kinds of verses chosen to open and close
different kinds of texts. In Gylfaginning, for Instance, Snorrl quotes the verses of
historical skalds in the frame narrative with traditional eddic verse spoken, or
quoted, by Har within the mythic narrative itself. Sturla Pdrfarson, on the other
hand, opens and closes [slendinga saga with verses spoken In dreams by legendary
figures, but uses verses by actors in the narrative for the bulk of quotations within
the saga. 1 have examined the quotation of dream verses in lslendinga saga
elsewhere (Quinn, 1987), and the iInteresting alignment of verseform with the gender
and social status of the dreamer as an index of contemporary attitudes to poetry.
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