LEONIE VILJOEN

The British Text of Svinfellinga saga —
bad copy or creative compilation?

In prior times, ere Theory began, texts wers thought of as stable or
at lcast stabilizable phenomena .... ‘Establishing’ the text, annotating
its obscuritics and ‘introducing’ it with observations on its
biographical provenance, printing history and literary-historical
context were activities which ... underpinned all worthwhile
discourse. Afterwards, the text could be handed over safely to
interpreters ... and to critics ...(Ruthven 1983: 3-4).

With the advent of medieval studies as an academic discipline in the second half of
the nineteenth century, the priority was to make medieval literature available in
printed form. It was believed that the only good medieval text was an edited one,
established to recreate a lost medieval artefact from the evidence of its diverse
surviving coples. This ideal inevitably led to an acceptance of the authority of the
edited text, the ‘stable’ or ‘stabilizable’ artefact available to the interpreters and the
critics (Trigg 1985: 15-22). Once this ‘most original’ text had been established from
collating variants in the extant vellum manuscripts and paper copies, it was
regarded, in New Critical terms, as a stable, self-contained and autonomous object
(Trigg 1985: 50). Subsequently, it became the basis for translations, critical
evaluations, interpretations and inter-disciplinary discussions.

Against this milieu, editors like Gudbrand Vigfusson (1878) and Kristian
K#lund (1906—11) prepared their editions of Sturlunga saga, the fourteenth-century
compilation. Subsequent editors like J6hannesson et al (1946) established their text
according to the groundwork done by Vigfusson and Kdlund. The principal activity
of these editors was to attempt a) the establishment of an ‘accurate’ text, thus
arriving at a compound version which does not preserve either of the original vellum
texts,! b) the separation of the original constituent sagas, the dating of these and of
the compilation together with their manuscripts,2 and ¢) comment on and evaluation
of material from Sturlunga saga as a source for the historian and the sociologist.
While the work of these editors in making available a reliable text remains
invaluable and the study of Sturlunga without their editions inconceivable,3

818



contemporary contextual approaches have suggested that there are other questions
to be asked of Old Norse texts.# Which version of the story is best, prior, original or
most literary is not an appropriate question: a story consists of all its versions and
variants, Furthermore, the origin of the elements of the story and their status as
‘objective’ history are irrelevant to an understanding of their relationships with one
another (Lévi-Strauss 1963: 216-17). It is also doubtful whether more can usefully
be discovered about the origin of the various elements of the Old Icelandic sagas
without resorting to speculation, The individual extant texts should be studied as
received and preserved artefacts in their own right, answering questions about the
creative process of selection, reorganization, addition and compilation which shaped
them and revealing something of the interests and concerns of their compilers. Saga
studies should also focus on the effect of the formal narrative construction of the
story on its auditors, readers, tellers, writers, and their culture and society
(Durrenberger 1992: 23), The perspective and point of view of each individual text
can illuminate the others and in this way the modern reader can approach a better
understanding of the meaning of the individual sagas and their relationships with
each other.

Ironically, and in contrast with the notion of the stable edited text, at the most
obvious physical level medieval texts are not ‘stable’, 'self-contained’ or
~‘autonomous’ — they are notoriously unstable.5 A brief survey of the status of the
manuscripts of Svinfellinga saga will corroborate this view.5

The saga is found only in manuscripts of Sturlunga saga, a compilation from
ca. 1300 of a number of independent works by different authors dealing with the last
150 years of the Icelandic Commonwealth. Parts of twe fourteenth-century vellum
manuscripts of Sturlunga survive: Krfksfjardarb6k (AM 122b fol., conveniently
called vellum I),7 and Reykjarfjardarb6k (AM 122a fol,, veltum II). By the
seventeenth century the original manuscript had been lost but these two vellum
copies were more or less complete. Fortunately, both were copied on paper before
they were badly damaged. A version of Svinfellinga saga occurs in I; no traces of it
are to be found in IL Any study of the text of Il therefore has to be based on the
two main paper copies (IIp): a) British Museum MS Add, 11,127 fol. (Br, ca. 1696,
the main object of this investigation} and b) Royal Library of Stockholm pap. 8, 4to
{H, ca.1650). These MSS, in turn, are descended from Sk, a copy of II by Bjéra
Jénsson of Skardsd (ca. 1635) which has also been lost. Bjbra J6nsson’s own
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annotated chronological abridgement of Sturlunga (AM 439 4to, ca. 1646) is of
value for this investigation.

Thus the text of Br, which seems to preserve the best representative of the
original text of II, is three times removed from it and has been through a series of
editorial choices and decisions affecting its shape and content.8 Furthermore, as it
appears in this compilation, the text of Svinfeilinga saga has never been represented
reliably by printed editions. Vigfusson’s edition (1878), based on IIp, contained
many inaccuracies. Kalund (1906-11) based his edition on L filling in gaps from II
and Ilp, but had only limited access to Br. J6hannesson, Finnbogason and Eldjirn
(1946) based their version mainly on Kélund's text. In the case of Svinfellinga saga,
the texts of the various manuscripts were changed to fit the editors’ preconceived
notions of what the shape of a “proper’ separate saga should be. Thus Vigfusson
excluded a long section first identified by Olsen (1897: 365-71) from Br, because it
did not belong to the saga, while J6hannesson et al conflated the versions of I and
TIp but also omitted the interpolations in Br. Their text has subsequently been used
as the basis of two translations into English (McGrew 1970-74; Ringler 1972).
Kalund’s edition remains truest to both versions of the text, including both but
printing Br’s text in smaller type.

A careful examination of the Br text of Svinfellinga saga is fraught with
problems: there is no consensus in the extant manuscripts about its beginning or
end, there is a long interpolation thought to belong to one or two other sagas, and
there are many stylistic, factual, and lexical differences between the two main texts.
Yet such a study provides insight into the principles on which this particular text was
compiled, offers some explanation for the presence of the interpolations and textual
variants in the light of these principles and gives some idea of its status as either an
unreliable copy of the original or a creative compilation in its own right.

Previous research has suggested that I and II were abridged versions of an
earlier original and that IT was fuller than L9 A physical word-count confitms the
Svinfellinga text of Br to be longer than that of I, the latter being only about 70% of
the length of the former. However, this is misleading because of the inclusion of a
long interpolation not found in I and an added section 4t the end. A close
comparison of the two texts reveals that Br rushes on, abbreviating the story
substantially up to the climax, where it broadens cut to dwell in horror on the
slaying of Gudmundr and the mutilation of Svartr, Thus it is that J6hannesson’s text
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follows I initially but uses Br for the latter stages. A brief comparison of some parts
of the two texts will reveal the nature and the effect of their differences.

The tendency to abbreviate sets Br off to a bad start and initially seems due to
carelessness rather than careful planning, causing ambiguities in the chronology of
events. Thus, for instance, the omission of En brfm vetrum sfdar fér Gtan Heinrekr
biskup Kérsson ok Bérdr kakali in the first paragraph creates the impression that all
the listed events took place in one year, 1247, whereas the timespan is actually three
years, from 1247 to 1250, The effective telescoping of time and place which brings
all the main families to the region of the conflict, but identified by J6hannesson et al
as indicative of the inaccuracy of the text (1946: xlv), loses some of its impact in the
process of abridgement. Later, when the reconciliation, facilitated by Bishop
Brandr, between Ogmundr and Szzmundr is related, the brevity of Br changes the
sense somewhat. It is debatable, of course, whether such inconsistencies constitute
‘errors’ if they follow the internal structural logic of the text.

An obvious difference between the two texts which immediately establishes
the copyist of Br as an individualist with a separate agenda is the many instances of
inverted word order. A few examples will suffice:

I: Hans m6dir var Halldéra Arnorsdfittir

Br: Szmundr vard reidr vid betta
I: Szmundrvard vid petta reidr mjok

Sometimes, as in the following example, the inversion foregrounds issues or
characters. Here, the focus is on Szmundr, the person Ogmundr and Pérbr are
fiscussing:

Br: Pétt Seemundr sé maeghr vid mik
I: Okpétt ek s& maegdr vid Se2mund

It almost seems as if the two scribes were working from dictation, each writing down
the essence of what was being read out aloud, but obviousty following their
individual fancy with regard to diction, phrasing and word order.10 |
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Other kinds of omission include: adjectival phrases stating personal attributes
of characters in the story, the omission of which causes a slight focal shift: rikr ok
g6dgjarn (of Brandr Ormsson), g6dr béndi (of Gudmundr Porsteinsson);
genealogical information, sometimes due to carelessness, such as the omission of
Gudmundr griss from the list of Digr-Helgi’s sons, but sometimes with the effect of
focusing more sharply on the main protagonists, for instance the omission of Helgi
Loptsson’s daughters for a sharper focus on Svartr, Helgi's brother.

Lexical differences are of two types: obvious misreadings or omissions from a
common original, for instance bingi for alpingi, or the use of synonyms or different
words according to the scribe’s own preference, for instance fjélrzett ‘much talked
about’ for alltfdratt ‘very much talked about’. A focal shift on the character of
Snorri sveimr is achieved by Br’s use of litilsh4ttar ‘lowly, of little consideratior’,
where 1 has Iftill b6ndi ‘no great farmer’. Later, when Hafr-Teit detains M6d61fr
djékni by the arm, Br states that he hefr upp hamarinn ok Ifstr 4 hélsinn, svi at Teitr
16t pegar laust. The use of hélsinn in Br is possibly a scribal error. It is plausible
that M6d6lfr would aim at the arm (handleggin, as in 1) which is detaining him in
order to secure his release and get away. Another instance of this kind, where one
word changes the meaning considerably, occurs at the moment of Semundr’s death:
Br states Arni hj6 b4 4 h4lsinn, své at [5xin] st63 { herdunum. This means that the
head rolls off but is not completely severed from the body. For herdunum, I uses
sandinum, making the blow much more violent as the head is taken off completely
and the axe bites into the sand,

Sometimes a shift in perspective is achieved by the syntax. In the following
instance, the scene in which Helgi lzzknir comes to the sick Ormr, the shift from
active to passive voice achieves a different effect:

Br: Pikom til hans Helgj Leknir, er p4 bjé 4 Mésstddum
1: Hann 1t senda { bud eptir Helga lackni, er bj6 4 Mésst3dum f Vainsdal,

The difference in voice suggests a slightly different relationship between Helgi and
Ormr; hann 16t senda ...(T) implies 2 more authoritative action by Ormr, whereas b4
kom til hans ...(Br, line 35) indicates a friendly gesture towards Ormr on the part of
the physician.

Stylistically, the more compact, terse manner of Br produces a faster-moving
narrative, as the following examples will show:
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g

Ormr J6nsson bj6 at Svinafelli
Ormr J6nsson red fyrir 4 bae beim, er st Svinafelli heitir.

(2]
e

Egill hét madr, skyrhnakkr., Hann bjé { Mdrtungu
Egill hét madr, er bjb { Mortungu; hann var kalladr skyrhmakkr

ol

g

Ragnbeidr hét kona hans
Hann étti pé kona, er Ragnheidr hét

4

Pbé kom til hans Helgi lacknir, er b4 bj6 & Mésstadum
Hann lét senda £ bud eptir Helga l==kni, er bj6 4 Mésstdum { Vatnsdal

L]
we

5

Hann kvad eigi myndi gbra atghrdir
Hann kom til ok sagdi at honum syndizt své meinit, sem cigi nmndt tja atgbrdir
at hafa ’

The tight syntax and lexical economy of Br create a greater sense of tension and
immediacy throughout, further enhanced by an even greater use of direct speech
than in E11

Br: Gudmundr bab hana eigi pess bidja, at hann fzri eigi med brédur sfnum, ‘mun
¢k eigi b4 meira virba, er halda réttindum fyrir homm.”

I: En hann svarar henni heldr styggliga, ok kvedsk svd aldrs kominn, at hann
mundi sjalfr r4da ferdum sfrom,

Br: Fjirgardr Austmadr mzlti, s& var med peim bradrum, ‘gbngum at peim ok
Ifitum eigi kirkju standa fyrir peim.’

I: P4 tok til orda Fjsrgardr Austmadr, er { ferd var med peim bracdrum, bad pé at
ganga ok Lita eigi kirkju standa fyrir peim.

This device is especially forceful at the climax, when Szmundr realizes that he is

going to be killed. P's version is subtly, almost drily, euphemistic compared to the
bland brutality of Br:
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Br: Ogmundr mzlti: Bt skalt deyja,’ segir hann, ‘ok sve Gudmundr, br6ir pinn.
I: Opmmadr segir at Szmundr skyldi p4 ekki lengi kunna at segja fra tidindum.

Such choices, which seem to indicate the scribe’s bias and narrative point of
view and offer implicit comment on characters and events, are significant for
discovering the underlying procedural raticnale of his text. After the scene between
Ormr and Helgi leeknir quoted above, Br adds the following sentence: Pat segja
sumir menn, at Ogmundr Helgason taeki Ormi bl6d par 4 pinginu § gj6sadinni, ok
sidan felldi s6ttina at honum. This assertion, which is not made in I, suggests that
people blamed Ogmundr Helgason for Ormr’s illness and adds a significant implicit
comment on the role of Ogmundr in the subsequent events when his overbearing
manner leads to the conflict between him and the Ormssons, eventually culminating
in their slaying. Another passage which seems to cast aspersions on Ogmundr's
motives after the death of Ormr makes explicit the fact that Ogmundr invited
Gudmundr to live with him and Steinunn, his father’s sister, as & foster son:
Ogmundr baud Gudmundi heim til f6strs til Steinunnar, fodursystur sinnar.
Szmundr t6k par f¢ Gudmundar { [kirkjufs], en Ogmundr vardveitti [annat] f&
Gudmundar. P4 var Gudmundr sjan vetra, er fadir hans andadist. bat fannst brétt 4,
er Ormr var frs kalladr, at Ogmundr bélt sér vel fram um héradsstjérn, ok gordusk
margar greinir med beim Szzmundi. Furthermore, the inclusion of this last sentence
in Br a) provides the first indication of the impending clashes between Ogmundr
and Szmundr, b) makes an explicit comment on the belligerent behaviour of the
former and c) establishes an effective transition to the next section, which deals with
the clash about Haskuldr, a tenant of Ogmundr’s. ‘An addition which emphasizes
the prominent peace-weaving function of Steinunn, Ogmundr’s wife, in Br is ... g6rid
fyrir guds sakir ok naudsyn ydra, at bér aukid eigi vandrzdi vid freendr mfna.’

The suspense thus far created is sustained in Br by the follt;wing section, not
found in k Abéti hét at leggja til samnings med peim, en bad Ogmund eigi halda vini
sina til rangra hluta med ofkappi, pvi at bess er viin, at Semundr vili pat eigi hafs,
hvirki af yrnir 6drum ménoum,' The conciliatory role of Abbot Brandr J6nsson, the
Ormsson’s uncle, scems tenous as he expresses his apprehension about the reaction
of Smundr. This uneasiness is subsequently reinforced by the words Semundr var
ofsamadr mikill ok Geirinn ok gbrdi at pvf engan manna mun, en Ogmundr var
6tillitsamr ok 4tti mikit undir sér, which also appear in I but have greater impact in
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this context. Later, Br includes an entire paragraph relating the visit of Egill
skyrhnakkr, one of Ogmundr’s companions, to Szmundr. The compiler introduces
him as a powerful man with a large company of followers, obviously a strong ally to
have in any dispute. The narrator states that Egill segir Szmundi mdrg vingjamlig
ard Ogmundar. This could represent an attempt to strengthen the newly-established
truce between the feuding factions, but could also be an implicit slur on the
intentions of Ogamndr and his followers.

As mentioned before, the narrative in Br is tight, fast-moving, even brutal at
times, but at the moment of Gudmundr’s slaying, the pace slackens, portraying the
full horror of the event:

Br: Gekk Porsteinn pd at med reidda 6xina. Hann hj6 til Gudmundar, ok kom

héggit par er matiisk hilsinn ok herbarnar, ok sneiddi mjdk Gt 4
herBarbladit. Var pat allmiki¢ gdr. Gekk st hyrnan miklu lengra nidr, er fit
vissi 4 herdarnar ok 4 Gxlina.
P4 gekk at Gudmundr Brandr Godmundarson ok t6k hendi sinni ofan f sdrit
ok vildi vita, bversu djipt var, ok leitadi med fingrunom. Sfdan mzelti hann
vid Ogmund ok J6n, son hans: ‘Bigi vilid pér Gudmund feigan, ef ekki skal
meira at vinna '

I: Gekk b4 Porsteinn med reidda dxina at Gudmundr .... Porsteinn hj6 4 halsinn
vid herdarbladit mikit hang ... b4 gekk at Brandr Gubmundarson ok preifadi
ofan { balssérit ok maelti, kvad pdl eigi vilja Gudmund feigan, ef beir gerdi eigi
at meira.

An indication of the Br text's concern with the wider political and social
context of this small regional saga about local events in the lives of one family, the
Svinfellings, is the inclusion, in contrast with I, of temporal references, for instance
Pat haust var veginn Snorri hinn fr6di { Reykjaholti, which do not only provide a
chronologica! framework for events, but also place the saga against the wider
backdrop of Icelandic history. I believe that this is one of the reasons for the
presence of the interpolation in Br (and Ilp generally). The business at band was
not only to record the saga of the Svinfellings, but also to give an account of the
larger sweep of events in the country as a whole, It is this last objective which led to
the insertion of the five sections, identified by Kilund and numbered from ato e.
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In the edition of J6hannesson et al, where all extranecus material has been
omitted, Svinfellinga saga is exceptional for its concentration on the strife between
Semundr Ormsson and his uncle Ogmundr in the years 1248-5212 To the modern
reader it therefore seems strange that the compiler of Br should have interrupted
the parrative with the insertion of material which Vigfusson (1878: 80, n4) found
‘inserted in the midst of the Svinfellinga saga, where they break off the context’.13
Significantly, in his abridgement of Sturlunga (AM 439.4to), Bjrn Jénsson (the first
copyist of II) retains these sections virtually verbatim, whereas he condenses the
saga quite drastically.]4 For the purposes of this discussion it is relevant to examine
the connection between these interspersed sections and their context in Br, as well
as the implications of their placement in the text.

The following narrative scheme is based on those of Bragason (1986: 61-62)
and Byock (1982: x), showing that Svinfellinga saga follows the basic feud pattern,
The additions to Br are added in bold, following Olson’s dating (Katund 1906-11:
116 n1):

Introduction
Presentation of the main characters: Brandr J6nsson, Ormr J6nsson and his
sons, Ogmundr Helgason
Conflict
Ogmundr tries to garner more power
Szmundr and Ogmundr quarrel about a certain dependent
Szmundr intends to get Ogmundr sentenced at the alpingi
Szmundr influences Gudmundr and they attempt to attack Ogmundr but he
escapes

a — (1250) the dispute between the Ormssons and the sons of Pérarinn,
supporters of Ogmundr; the matter is mediated by b6rdr kakali; SEmundr
claims the disputed godords; the brothers and Szmundr are reconciled; they
take sides against him

b = (1249) Pordr kakali forces the Sz2mundarsons to sail o Norway; Aron
Hijbrleifsson fails to plead Harald's case

¢ — (1250) the feast at Grund and bé6rdr kakali’s distribution of authority aver
certain districts to his friends; bérdr's departure for Norway
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d - (1251) the return of the Szmundarsons from Norway and their drowning
off Mydalseyri
¢ - (1251) The abduction of Gudmundr Ormsson by the Pérarinnsons, the
settlement of the subsequent dispute and the slaying of Porstein Tjirfason by
Oddr bérarinnson
Semundr gets Ogmundr sentenced and takes his property away
Brandr arranges peace between the adversaries
Climax
Ogmundr has Semundr and Gudmundr executed
Advocacy, reconciliation and resolution
Brandr settles this conflict
Ogmundr has to pay wergild and leave the district

The aftermath, returning to the conflict between the Pdrarinnssons and Hrani
Kobrinsson; Gizur Porvaldsson’s return to Iceland; Hrafn and Sturla lead the
attack on Gizurr

The inconsistent chronology and disjointed sequence of these sections seems
to rule out the possibility that chronology was the only reason for their inclusion or
‘displacement’ here. Other possible explanations are that these insertions present a)
two feud strands interwoven with the main events of Svinfellinga: the one between
the bérarinnsons and the Ormssons, which highlights the breakdown of kinship and
ends in the killing of Porstein Tjérfason, and the other between béror kakali and the
Szmundarsons, ending in their seemingly senseless drowning, b) an expansion of the
backdrop against which the main events of the saga are set, showing the links
between the Ormssons and the Pdrarinnsons, between them and Pordr kakali, one
of the main protagonists of the last years of the Commonwealth, and referring to the
conflict between Pérar, Hrafn Oddsson and Gizurr Porvaldsson, thus plummeting
the saga into the mainstream of Icelandic events hurtling towards the loss of
independence, rendering it more then merely an interesting regional narrative, and
finally ¢) a kind of ‘logic of the imagination’ whereby the inserted incidents expand
on the impression created by the entire Sturlunga compilation that, as Yeats puts it
in “The Second Coming’, ‘Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;/ Mere anarchy
is loosed upon the world’ (1982: 210), It is clear that the compilation does not, in
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the first place, concern itself here with the separateness of the individual sagas, but
with their inter-relatedness around a central theme — the events of the last years of
the Sturlung age and their significance.

The above comparison shows that the Br version of Svinfellinga saga differs
significantly from that of I in several ways: in respect of historical and factual
veracity, there is a certain measure of carelessness and inaccuracy in Br as a result
of the tendency to abbreviate; stylistically, the compilation displays an individual
character evident in diction, word order, syntax, and discourse; narratologically, the
selection and arrangement of material shifts the focus from individual motive to the
climax of the feud between the main protagonists, while the additions to the feud
sequence open up the perspective, linking the chain of events to other families and
geographical regions and showing them in relation to the greater sweep of the final
years of the Sturlung Age. The text effectively combines the methods of historical
veracity and creative fiction.15 The arrangement of the material seems to have an
averall significance, making the combined whole more than merely the sum of its
constituent parts (Tranter 1987: 7).

To conclude: even if there is evidence of careless scribal abbreviations and
omissions which create ambiguities in the meaning and chronology, the text of
Svinfellinga saga, as it appears in Br, is creative and individua!, not merely a bad
copy written by a sloppy scribe. It is with the idea of the ephemerality of true
reconciliation in a period of continuous intensification of gnnﬂict that the
compilation is concerned. It achieves a fast-moving, brutal and sometimes intensely
poignant narrative, but could also be said to be & response to a particular political
situation, a response perhaps assembled in great haste, but nonetheless with
surprising subtlety. It is one version of the story of the men of Svinafell which amply
repays careful scrutiny, adding another dimension of meaning to a small saga in the
great Sturlunga compilation.

ENDNOTES

1 I concur with Ulfar Bragason (1986: 15) that “... the textnal problems of
Sturlunga are great because the vellom manuscripts are not well preserved
and because of the mixing of their texts in the paper copies, ..it is often
difficult to know what has been in each of them and impossible to reconstruct
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fully the original text’. About Kilund's text, Brown (1952(1): 36) comments
that the methad of blending does not achieve his stated aim of preserving the
sentence-structure and language of the original.

Thus Vigfusson states the following about the text of Sturlunga saga (1878:
cviii): ‘... the Sturlunga of the MSS., and still more of the paper copies, was
in a terrible state of confusion, so that it had even become a by-word that "no
one conld remember the Sturlunga” .... It was as necessary to uncurl this
tangle as it was to give a sound text, if the book was to be of any real use.’

In fact, each new edition has increased our understanding of the nature of
the compilation and of the inter-relatedness of the separate sagas.

1 am aware of the difficulties and ambiguities underlying the term “text’. I
use it somewhat loosely and conventionally, signifying both edited and
manuscript texts.

This is especially so in Iceland where damp, rot, smoke, dirt and the
seventeenth-century bookbinders were the manuscripts’ greatest enemies.
For full details of the information summarized here, see for instance
Vigfusson (1878: I clxxi-clxxix), Kdlund (1901; 1906-11: I I-LXXIV),
J6hannesson et al (1946: vij-xxi, xliii-xlvi), Brown (1952: lii-lxii),
Einarsd6ttir (1968: 44-63), Bragason (1986: 11-24).

This is Kilund’s designation, foliowed by most later editors and
commentators.

Tranter (1987: 2) makes the valid point that the act of compilation is not one
of neutrality but implies selection which in turn implies value judgement.
Vigfusson (1878: clxxiv) concluded that besides the omission of Porgils saga, [
bears the character of an abridgement, while K&lund saw 1T as a later
expansion. Ursula Brown (1952(2): 33-40) found that the text of II was the
more satisfactory for borgils saga ok Haflida, as did Simpson and Hare for
Prestssaga Gudmundar g6da and Gudmundar sega dfra, (1960: 196). After
comparing the texts to the annals, Einarsd6ttir concluded that both Tand It
are abridged versions of the original text (1986: 44-80).

Such a methad is known to have been used on at least some occasions during
the late medieval period (Love 1984: 77). It is not clear whether the method
was used in Iceland, however.

The high concentration of direct speech in the saga, but based on an
examination of the printed editions, has been commented on by several
scholars (for instance Ringler 1972: 11).
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12 This feature has been recognized, inter alia, by J6hannesson et al (1946:
xliii-xliv) and Ringler (1972: 11), who both comment on the single-minded
exclusion of any extraneous matter to focus on a single chain of events.

13 Vigfusson places sections b, ¢, and d before Svinfellinga saga (chapter 215 in
his edition) as chapters 212, 213 and 214, and ¢ directly after a. In
J6hannesson et al, a, b, d and e are printed a5 chapters 159 — 162 in the
fslendinga saga, while c occurs as Addendum II, 5.

14 Simpson and Hare (1960: 196) also comment on this phenomenon in 439 as
does Brown (1952 (2): Iv). I believe that Bjrn’s method provides a clue to
the significance of the interpolation in Br’s version of Svinfellinga.

15 It has become clear that the medieval Icelanders made no clear distinction
between the craft of compiler, author or scribe and did not perceive
veraldlegar samtfdarsdgur and fslendingasdgur as different genres but
regarded both as historical literature (Bragason 1986: 7).
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