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ABSTRACT

Denne masteroppgiva vert skriven av Valerio Nazario Rossetti, og har tittelen Edition and
Linguistic Analysis of four Old Norwegian Law Fragments from Norway’s Riksarkivet.
Oppgava er delt i to deler: utgiva og lingvistikksanalyse av dei fire fragmentane, som finnast i
Noregs nasjonal arkivet, Riksarkivet, i Oslo.
Utgéva er ei elektronisk utgive, ei type utgave der kvar tekst kan sjdast i tre representajonsniva
basert pa forskjellege typar av trykka utgava.
- faksimileutgéiva, der teksten er koda og kan sjaast slik det ser ut i manuskriptet, med same
grafem, forkortingar og teiknsetjing.
- Den diplomatarisk utgiva, der teksten er koda slik det ser ut i manuskriptet, men forkortingar
vert lgyst opp.
- Den normalisert utgava, der teksten vert redigert pa ein rekonstruert og fast ortografi basert
pa det norrgne spraket fra 1100-tallet, med moderne teiknsetjing.
Utgéavene vert publiserte pA MENOTA, Arkiv for nordiske middelalderstekstar. Verka vert laga
ved hjelp av rettleiarar og av MENOTA-handboka.

Den andre delen er lingvistisk analyse. Formalet er & finna opphavet til dei fire fragmenta, bade
nar det gjeld tid og stad. Analysen er delt opp i tre kapittel. Det fgrste kapittelet er paleografisk analyse
av de fire fragmentane, og ser pa dei forskjellege grafema som finst i teksten, og prgver a gi ei forelgpig
datering av dei. Det andre kapittelet, den ortografiske analysen, ser pa forhold mellom grafem og
fonem dei std for. Det tredje kapittelet er ekte lingvistisk analyse, som prgver a finna ikkje berre
datering, men ogsd kva for ein dialekt dei fire skrivarane brukte i tekstane. Bade det fgrste og det tredje
kapittelet brukar sekunderlitteratur som viser hovudtrekka av kvar gammalnorsk dialekt.

Utgava er ikkje berre ein del av oppgava, den er ogsd staden kor trekka for datering og lokalisering
har vorte funne. Resultata fra bade dateringa og lokaliseringa er:
— NRA 3 kjem fra Sgraust-Noreg, og er skriven i slutten av 1200-tallet, rundt 1275-1300.
— NRA 5 kjem fra Sgraust-Noreg, og er skriven i byrjinga av 1300-tallet, sjglv om nokre trekk
peikar pa ei mogleg tidlegare datering.
— NRA 6 kjem frd Nordvest-Noreg, og er skriven sannsynlegvis mellom 1300-1325.

NRA 13 kjem fra Noreg, utan ein spesifikk dialekt, og har vart sannsynlegvis skriven mellom 1325-

1350.
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“Writing seems to be necessary for the reproduction of the centralised, stratified state[...] The one phenomenon which has
invariably accompanied it is the formation of cities and empires: the integration into a political system, that is to say, of a
considerable number of individuals, and the distribution of those individuals into a hierarchy of castes and classes.[...] it

seems to favour rather the exploitation than the enlightenment of mankind!” (Lévi-Strauss, 1961, p. 290)

INTRODUCTION

People hold many stereotypes about Old Norse literature that generally involve kings, warriors, gods,
and Vikings. It is a simplified and romanticised image of a far more complex society. In reality, like
most cultures, there were rules, regulations, a bureaucracy, and a tax system. These were all obviously
written down in different places, ways, and periods of time. We may assume by reading the
Heimskringla, that Hikon godi Haraldsson (c. 920- 961) was the first king to make a substantial
division of the law system in Norway. If this information (which cannot be guaranteed, since kings’
sagas can never be fully believed) is true, that means that a law system existed in Norway already by
the 10™ century. Earlier sagas suggest a law system was in place in Norway already at the time of the
legendary Halfdan svarte Gudrgdsson ( (Jgrgensen, 2013, s. 262) but what Hikon brought was a
division into districts, with their different laws (Finlay & Faulkes, 2011, p. 100). However, the most
famous work when it comes to legislation and law-making is the Magnus Lagabgtes Landslov. A
mammoth of Old Norse writing, it is found in different forms and for different purposes and was in
use in Norway until Christian the V of Denmark (1646-1699) replaced it with the Norske Lov in 1687
(Dyrehagen Sunde, 2021). The law takes the name of the king who completed it, Magnus lagabgtir
Hakonsson (1238-1280), and was used since 1274. Only two years later, his entourage also gave, based
on the Landslov, the Bergens Bylov, which then came into use in all other Norwegian cities. Both laws

are divided into sections, which are (using Modern Norwegian terms):

— Tingfarebolken - about the court system.

— Kiristendomsbolken - about royal power.

— Landevernsbolken - about the defence of the kingdom.

— Mannhelgebolken - on the protection of life and property.
— Arvebolken - about marriage and inheritance.

— Odelsbolken - about land heirship.

1 Translation by John Russell



— Landsleigebolken - about legal matters related to land ownership and more.
— Kjgpebolken - about debt, collateral, and trading activities.

— Tjuvebolken - about property crime and oaths as evidence.

There are many different manuscripts including most or all the Landslov. Furthermore, there are even
more fragments. If we assume that the latest edition of the work includes every single text from the
middle ages, either full or fragmentary, there are between 101 manuscripts and fragments of the work

(Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, pp. 15-17).

This thesis has been divided into two main parts: an analysis of the four fragments, which will be
the entirety of this document, and an electronic edition of the four fragments which is going to be
published on MENOTA, the Medieval Nordic Text Archive, an electronic archive where editors,
scholars and researchers can publish their editions and translation of different texts, mostly from the
Scandinavian high middle ages. The analysis per se was written after the four fragments had been edited
on the MENOTA in a test mode. The thesis has therefore two main objectives.

The first objective is to publish these four fragments on MENOTA, to enrich its catalogue,
making it possible to future researchers, in whichever field, being it legal history, linguistics, philology
or palaeography. Once they are published online, they could be of help for those who lacks the skill
needed for reading Old Norse as it appears in the medieval sources. As such, each fragment has been

edited in three different editions:

- Facsimile edition, which reproduces the fragment in its entirety, leaving the text as it was
written in the original parchment, with the same mistakes, cuts, abbreviation, superscripted

words and/or sentences.

- Diplomatic edition, which reproduces the fragment with a certain level of editing, expanding
the abbreviations, in some cases correcting the mistakes or reproducing only the correction
made by the scribe, rather than, as in the facsimile, both the mistake and its correction.

However, graphemes, punctuation and layout are left as in the fragment itself.

- Normalized edition, the edition most used when reading the actual texts. It is an edition with
a heavier degree of editing: the graphemes used are for the most part the one used nowadays,
the abbreviations are expanded, the mistakes corrected, the punctuation turned from medieval
to modern. Moreover, the language itself is based on a reconstructed form of Old Norse,
agreed by scholars (to a certain extent), based on the language as it might have been between

the 12th and 13th century.



The electronic editions are still in the test catalogue as of the deadline for this master thesis. This
means that there are still some minor corrections and editing to be done. Nonetheless, they can still

be found on these links:

— NRA 3: https://clarino.uib.no/menota-test/document-element?session-

1d=251103163499664&cpos=2001228&corpus=menota-test.

— NRA5: https://clarino.uib.no/menota-test/document-element?session-

1d=2511031634996648&cpos=301637&corpus=menota-test.

— NRA 6: https://clarino.uib.no/menota-test/document-element?session-

1d=251103163499664&cpos=305080& corpus=menota-test.

— NRA 13: https://clarino.uib.no/menota-test/document-element?session-

1d=251103163499664&cpos=207279&corpus = menota-test.

The public archive, where the fragments will be once they completely edited, can be found on this

link: https://clarino.uib.no/menota/catalogue.

The second objective of this master thesis is to analyse these four fragments. The analysis is not
regarding the contents themselves, which is the work of historians, legal historians in particular. This
analysis will cover the language and the palacography for the most part. Both these fields when
interconnected, can give us an idea, with a high level of certainty, about who the scribes of these
fragments are. Finding the full names of these people is of course impossible. What is not impossible,
is to find out when and where these people lived and “learned” Old Norwegian. The first of these two
factors can be found by looking at the palaeography and the language features. The second one can be
found only by looking at the linguistic features of the work. Palaeography and languages are not fixed,
they evolve just like any other human creations. In a time lacking authorities that regulated languages,
where the figure of the prescriptive grammarian is yet to be born, where customs are indeed as relevant
as fixed rules, as it was in 13" and 14 century Norway, it is no surprise to find different versions of
the same texts regarding language (and script, to a smaller extent).

These four fragments are all kept in the National Archives of Norway, Riksarkivet, in Oslo. The
parchment fragments kept in this archive which contain law fragments are the one going from NRA
1to NRA j50.

The first chapter of this thesis will be a palaeographical analysis of the important graphemes, which
can help us in the dating of the text. This will be a starting point for the dating of the fragments, which
is then going to be combined to the linguistic phenomenon which can help for the same goal.

The second chapter will focus on the orthography of the text, which is useful for the linguistic analysis,

since it will cover which graphemes were used for each phoneme of 13™-14™ century Old Norwegian.
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The third chapter will be the linguistic analysis of the fragments. A linguistic analysis can be either
extremely precise in every aspect of the language or can use certain evolution of the language to prove
or disprove a point. This thesis will take into consideration seventeen traits, fifteen of them belonging
to the field of phonology and two of them from morphology. These traits are among the easiest to
spot and common of texts from Old Norwegian between the 13 and 14™ century, when the fragments
presumably were written.

Before the proper analysis begins, a short summary of the symbols used both in this chapter and

in the following ones is needed. The symbols are the following:

<...> for the different graphemes.

|...| for the different allographs, that is, the variants of each grapheme.

/.../ for the different phonemes.

[...] for the different allophones, that is, the variants of each phoneme.

<...> for the examples taken from the diplomatic editions and inserted into the full text. Most
of the time they will not be used, since the examples will be incorporated into tables. They
might be followed by the same word as it appears in the normalized editions, which will be

rendered in italics.

The four fragments: Their histories, contents and codicological features

NRA 3
The fragment NRA 3 has been seen and studied by Gustav Storm in the fourth volume of Norges
gamle Love (NGL 4 from now on), published in 1885. This volume, which will be quoted for all four
fragments, says:
2 Blade af et Haandskrift, hvis Hgide er 26 cm. og Bredde 20 cm. Haanden er god og tydelig, meget regelmeessig
og I Form besleget med AM 315 F; den synes at veere aldre end c. 1300. Indhold: Landsloven (Frostathingslov), Dele

af Odelsbrigde og Landsleiebolk. Trykt NgL IV, 134- 138. Bladene er funde i det svenske Kammarcollegium 1862, af
Overbibliothekar Klemming frerede til P. A. Munch, af denne til Rigsarkivet. ( (Storm, 1885, p. 765).

This information is not that extensive, but Storm did however, as stated, make a diplomatic edition of
the text in pages 134-138 of the volume. I do not fully agree with Storm’s opinion on the writing style.
It is steady and clear, but not as much as the other three fragments. The dating he gives is 1300 or

later.
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Starting from this information, some codicological description can be given: the text is made of 2
leaves (4 pages), with a height of 260 mm and width of 200 mm. The parchment of the manuscript is
not well kept, as it has 3 holes in 1r-1v, and one hole in 2r-2v. Holed parchment was not normally
sewed, but rather used for manuscript of slightly less importance (Clemens & Graham, 2008, p. 13).
Additionally, 1r, and 1v have on the side some small cuts, which might have been made later or at the
time of production to bind the book. All these holes are small and there is no loss of words or
graphemes, which means they were there before the scribe wrote the fragment. This, together with
the fast ductus of the writing, raises the question whether this fragment was originally written for
everyday use rather than for more official occasions, something kept in the “office” rather than showed
to a public service. The text has missing initials, and there is no rubrication or litterae notabiliores,
which might also indicate an everyday use of the fragment. There was space made for initials, but
nobody made them. The ink is only iron gall ink, the most common of the time.

The parts of the book are from Odelsbolken and Landsleiebolken, two tightly connected themes.
Again, since we have only these few leaves, it is impossible to know if just those parts of the Landslov
were copied or if they were part of a bigger complete manuscript. The first hypothesis, which might
seem strange to the modern reader, was quite common in the middle ages: very few entire bibles where
copied, since the work required lots of parchment and time to write, making it an extremely costly
production. Therefore, only the needed part was copied and made into small manuscripts.

The story of the fragment is not that long: it found its way into Sweden at some point in time,
impossible to know when, and it was in the Kammarkollegiet when Peter Andreas Munch (1810-
1863), a larger-than-life figure of the Nasjonalromantikken, an eminent historian and philologist, got

it back into Norway and gave it to the Oslo’s Riksarkivet.

NRA 5
In the page that followed the one describing NRA 3, Storm even more concisely described NRA 5:
2 % Blade skrevne med en Frakturhaand fra Tiden om 1300; Bladene er 28 cm. hgie og 20 cm. brede. Indhold:

Landsloven (Borgarthingslov?), Landvarnsbolk C. 3-4, 11-13, og Mandhelgebolk C. 3-5. Trykt NgL. IV, 145-49.
Stykkerne ere fundne om Regnskaber fra Bergenhus 1614 og Sgndfjord 1617. (Storm, 1885, p. 766).

The same volume, the fourth, also has a diplomatic edition on pages 145-149. It is made up of two and
a half leaves. The first two leaves are intact, while the last one is cut vertically, leaving every sentence
in that leaf cut in half, having the left side of the writing on 3r and the right one on 3v. The
measurement, as given by Storm, are 280 mm in height and 200 mm in width. Each leaf also still has
the marks for the layout of the page, which is quite common for manuscript. Since there are no inked

11



marks but there is a relief, it was done either with a knife, not particularly sharp, or with a compass.
These are called rulings, and when done in the best possible way they would not be fully visible
(Clemens & Graham, 2008, p. 15). The last half page is actually made up of four fragments: the upper
and lower one, which for this work have been organised into from four to two: 3r and 4r become 3r

and 3v and 4v become 3v.

The ink is iron gall, but there is also red for the initials and litterae notabiliores (red lead probably),
and either two shades of green or one of green and one of blue for the initials (it is hard to recognise).
A green initial is the one present in 2v, while the initial at the bottom of 1r could either be green or
blue.

The contents are from the Landsloven, possibly from the Borgarping (the area that is now called
Sergstlandet, encompassing the whole Oslofjord, Telemark, Buskerud, Oslo, @stfold and parts of
Akershus. The question mark put by Storm could be there because technically the Borgarping was
replaced by the Landslov, but each of the original district developed their own version of the Landslov,
with laws that only applied to their area. The parts are from Landvernesbolk and Mannhelgebolk.
Given the higher quality of the fragment compared to NRA 3, it could be concluded they are just parts
of a whole Landslov.

The fragments were found partly in Bergen and partly in Sunnefjord.

NRA 6
The fragment NRA 6 is the only one of the three which is not from the Landslov and the biggest
fragment of the four which are part of this analysis. Storm writes, on NGL 4 of it:
5 % Blade af et Haandskrift, hvis Blade er 25,5 cm. hgie og 17,5 cm. brede skrevet a fen stor og stiv Frakturhaand
fra c. 1300 med rgde eller blaa Initialer. Indhold: Bergens Bylov, indeholdende Mandhelgebolk C. 23-26, Byordning
C. 12-13, Kjgbebolk C. 4-6, 13-15, 25 og Tyvebolk 4-6. Stykkerne er fundne om Regnskaber fra Helgeland 1630-32.

Med Hender fra 17de Aarhundrede staar paa 1ste Blad skrevet: Peter Jacobsen Kong. May. Foget offuer Helgaland,
paa s5te Blad: Jacobus dischington with my hand og paa 6te: James delevtovol. (Storm, 1885, p. 766)

As Storm says, the fragment is made of five and a half leaves, most of them cut into smaller pieces that
have been, for the sake of this analysis, organised back together into 12 pages. This fragment has 6 full
pages (although most of them are made up of 2 different fragment that have been united), 5r and 5v
miss one quite big piece on the side, right for 51, and left for 5v. 1r to 2v are not full pages, they miss
some lines in the lower part of the pages. The ruling of this fragment is invisible in some pages and
visible in some others. This time, when visible, it is drawn in with some ink (as opposite to drypoint,

the other type of ruling), as it can be seen on 1v, clearly creating margins. Since the manuscript is from
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the 14 century most probably, and the most common type of ruling at the time was done with
plummet, I would imagine this fragment is no different, since plummet generally left a brownish-red
streak, as it does here (Clemens & Graham, 2008, p. 17). As far as measurements goes, Storm says

they are 255 mm high and 175 mm wide.

The ink is as usual iron gall ink, with red and blue as colours for the initials. The initials have many
thin lines which spring to all sides of the page, as it can be seen on 6v. Rubrics and litterae notabiliores
are all with the classic red ink, most probably red lead (Clemens & Graham, 2008, p. 25).

The fragment is Bergens Bylov, the second of the three major law texts redacted under Magnds
lagabgtir Hikonsson, which, although based on Landslov, had some specific rules for the cities, such
as the byordning, the city organisation (partly present in the fragment as well). It was probably part of
a bigger manuscript that included the full text, since the craftmanship of the fragment is remarkable
compared to NRA 3, and quite like NRA 5.

The pieces were found in Helgeland, the part south of the artic circle of Nordland, in North

Norway. Different people from the 17 century wrote on them.

NRA 13 Aand B

The last fragment of the group, NRA 13 (divided in A and B originally but studied as a single fragment
here) has many unique features compared to the previous three. First and foremost, it is the only one
that instead of having one large column that takes the whole layout, was originally written with two
smaller columns. All the fragments have either simply one single column, or one full column and the
beginning/end of the one beside. Storm writes on the fragment:

4 Blade langsefter overklippede, hvis Hgide er 28 cm., Bredden ubestemmelig skrevne med stor Frakturhaand fra
1ste halvdel af 14de Aarhundrede. Indhold: Landslov for “N: Ping” med Magnus’s Epilog til Gulathing, bevaret er
Dele af Thingfarebolk ¢ 5-6, Manhelgebolk c. 16-17, Kjgbebolk c. 5-7 og af Magnus’s Rettebgder med Epilog. Paa
sidste overklibbede Blad findes Spor af Haakon Magnussgns Rettebod om Landskyld i Viken (jfr. NgL. III 71),

tilskrevet med Cursiv-haand fra 2den Havldel af 14de Aarhundrede. Stykkerne er fuudne om Regnskaber fra
Bratsberg 1648, Bamble 1649 og Thelemarken 1650 (Storm, 1885, p. 767).

The fragment is made of 4 leaves, of which the last two are made up of two pieces each. As Storm
says, it is not possible to take the measurements of the full page, since we only have one column for
each page, but the height is 280 mm. The ruling and pricking are invisible in all of the pages. The ink

is still iron gall, with, as usual, red for rubrics and initials and green for initials.

The fragment includes different parts of the Landslov, including the Epilogue to the Gulaping,

(Western Norway, encompassing the counties of Hordaland and Rogaland), including the towns
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Bergen and Stavanger. It features an extensive use of Latin words compared to the previous fragments,
but the majority of the text is still in vernacular Old Norwegian. Moreover, there is the addition of a
fine, made for the the area of Viken, during Hikon Magnusson reign (1270-1319). This helps with the
dating, since it must be from at least the reign of Hdkon or a bit later.

From the variety of the pieces, which include the epilogue for the Gulaping (Western Norway)
and one fine that was applied in Viken (eastern Norway), it most probably was a full manuscript
containing Landslov and later additions.

The pieces were collected from different areas in the 17 century: Bratsberg (either the one in

Trgndelag but most probably the one in Telemark) and Bamble (Telemark).
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CHAPTER 1: THE PALAEOGRAPHY OF THE FRAGMENTS

The palacography of the fragments of this corpus is one of the three main parts of this thesis. It serves,
for the most part, two purposes: to pinpoint a possible dating, and to see those graphemes which can
be considered of interest not only for the time in which they were used, but also to see how they were
made. There are many possible sources a researcher can use to better analyse the different graphemes
in their evolutions and development. All these fragments are written in Northern Textualis, one of
the two main variants of the Gothic Script, together with Southern Textualis, also called Rotunda.
The main difference between the two scripts is the more general roundness of the Southern Textualis,
plus the fact that Northern Textualis tends, even with its evolutions and divisions, to be more regular,
while many differences are to be found from place to place in the Southern Textualis. One very
important secondary source was used for this analysis. The book is The Palaeography of Gothic
Manuscript Books: From the Twelfth to the Early Sixteenth Century, written by the palaecographer Albert
Derolez. It analyses both the Pre-Gothic script and its evolutions, mostly the Northern and Southern
Textualis, in their developments and tentative divisions. It covers obviously the graphemes, their
ligatures and the abbreviation marks used from the 12 to the 16" century. Being a book on the general
script, which covers also quite a large period of time, it cannot cover the specific Norwegian and
Scandinavian differences, except the most general ones, such as the grapheme <p> (Derolez 2006,
189). In order to cover them, another source is vital for this study: Paleografi Norge og Island by the
philologist and linguist Didrik Arup Seip. The book covers both Icelandic and Norwegian scripts,
with a great focus on two periods: 1200 to 1300 and 1300 to 1370, although there are parts and
paragraphs on the evolutions of the graphemes both before and after this period. It has been a tool of

the outmost importance for this text.

By looking at the different types of Northern Textualis that Derolez shows in his textbook, the
same type of Gothic script is present in all 4 of them: Rotundus Textualis (not to be confused with
Rotunda, the Southern Textualis). This is the most common one in the Northern Textualis period
(Derolez 2006, 75). It can be called Scandinavian Textualis Rotundus because it features, as all texts
in vernacular from Scandinavia between 13 and 14™, the graphemes which were introduced through
the British Isles: the <p>, the <d> and the insular <p>. Furthermore, all four fragments follow in
different ways the Meyer rules, a typical characteristics of Northern Textualis codices: They all feature
the rounded |2| instead of <r> when the grapheme is preceded by a round grapheme (such as <o>,
<0d> and <b>) and, although less systematically, they tend to make ligatures of rounded characters
together, such as <bo>, <08> and more.

Whereas each fragment has its own graphemes and allographs important for the dating, some of

them are very important to all four or at least three of them:
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— <a> and its allographs |o| and |a].

— the use of insular <>, (and its allographs ||, [p| and |p|) instead of <f>.

— the distribution of the different allographs of <s>, mostly |{], |{], |s| and |s|.

— the presence or lack of |p| for the grapheme <v>.

— Whether the <>, which is present in all four fragments, has the vertical line that goes above the

headline.

— Which abbreviations appear, especially <7> and <3>.

Three out of four fragments have a tentative dating given by Bjgrg Dale Spgrck and Magnus Rindal
in their Kong Magnus Hakonsson Lagabgtes landslov, which is a recent and very complete edition of the
Landslov. The tentative dating given by them is based on the already mentioned older ones given by
Gustav Storm, who edited NGL 4. Since NRA 6 is not a fragment of the Landslov, Rindal and Spgrck

did not gave it a possible dating.

1.1 Palaeography of NRA 3

The palaeography of NRA 3 is an interesting mixture of conservative and more recent developments

within Latin Palaeography from Northern Europe.

Firstly, the text has a high variation on how to write the different graphemes. This, together with
the fact that the parchment had probably holes even before it was written on, gives me the impression
that the fragment and the whole manuscript itself was intended for everyday use. This variation
betrays therefore a fast ductus. This quickness is not only shown from the codicological features, such
as the parchment, or the ink, but also by the way the different graphemes have been written down.

The important graphemes, which are helpful to the analysis, are the one that can either argue for
or against the assumptions made by both Storm over a century ago, and more recently by Rindal and
Sperck. That is, those that fit, or do not, the assumption that the text was written between 1275 and

1300.

P2 i)

For the grapheme <a>, which could be important in the dating, the text does not give us much help.
Normally, for a text from the second half of the 13 century or early 14™ century can feature either

the closed <a> or open <a>, or the boxed one as well (Seip 1954, 70), while in central Europe the
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boxed-a was generally more common earlier (Derolez 2006, 84). However, the open <a> is the only

one that was also present before the second half of the 13 century.

pol Pyt (ir, 3)

The <f> in use throughout the document is the one that was used the most in the period given by
Rindal and Spgrck (2018, 31), the insular <p>. This grapheme, which in its original form resembled
the Carolingian <f>, had many evolutions. The one present in this fragment is the one with a
descender on the left and two dots on the right, <j:>, one touching baseline and one touching headline,

which began to appear in the second half of the 13™ century and was still in use throughout the 14%

century (Seip 1954, 72).

ganga

Another grapheme that could pinpoint toward the late 13 century is the <g>. While the <g> was

ganga (1r, 8)

generally closed after 1100, what really matters is the proportion between the two lobes. In Pre-Gothic
script the upper lobe is clearly smaller than the lower one, and throughout the centuries it gets steadily
larger, becoming bigger than the lower one at the beginning of the 14 century. In the text it is not
always bigger than the lower one, but they are generally the same size (Derolez, 2006, p. 89). Since
the text was done in a fast ductus, the size has some variations, but it is pointing towards a manuscript

from the period estimated by Storm, Rindal and Spgrck.

h”n‘ han (1r, 8)

Around the beginning of the 13 century the <h> becomes also the one present here, the one that
creates both an ascender and a descender, the ascender on the straight left line and the descender on
the right curved part. The fact that the two parts are dislocated is another proof of a fast ductus, as

stated by Derolez (2006, 89).

innnan
2D yecerom (1r, 7) s innan (1r, 7)

The treatment of the rightmost minim in <m> and <n> at the end of the word also helps for the
dating. Derolez affirms that the last minim becomes a descender curving leftwards in these two
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graphemes around half the 13™ century. This feature also indicates that it is a fast ductus, since it is

common among manuscripts that were written in this style.

hom hanf (1r,8)

To argue that the manuscript is indeed not from a later date, the grapheme that helps the most is <s>.
Until the 14 century, it is quite common to find the half-uncial <{> as the only one in a text regardless
of the position, except maybe when it was capital. This fragment features only < {> as a minuscule,
which supports this statement (Seip 1954, 74). From around the first half of the 14™ century on the

other hand, the half-uncial <{> gradually disappears, at least in word-final position (Derolez 2006,

92).

|
il

al (11,12)

Another grapheme, possibly the one that mostly supports the fact that the fragment belongs to the
late 13% century is the <z>. The vertical line crossing and not rising flat on the horizontal line starts
to be common only after the second half of the 13 century and becomes a true ascender only much

later.

Kﬂt' var (1r,20)

The other grapheme which becomes steadily more common in Northern Textualis only during the
13% century is <v>. Before this period <v> was the capital form and <u> the minuscule form. From
the pre-gothic period on the other hand the <v> starts being used, in two forms, either the form that
creates an ascender, and a smaller one that is within baseline and headline (Derolez, 2006, p. 94). In
this fragment there are both allographs of this phoneme, used for both the normalized graphemes <v>
and <u>. This grapheme became more common after the 13 century as well. In Old Norse script,
this form was present as well as a form called insular, <p>, taken also from the British Isles. The lack
of insular <p> in the text can also be used as a proof of dating, since the grapheme becomes obsolete

around 1300 in Norwegian manuscripts (Seip 1954, 74-5).
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2! ok (1r,8)

Finally, amongst the abbreviations, the only one that also appeared in the 13% century is the crossed
Tironian note, <>, while in the 12" century and earlier there is, to abbreviate the same conjunction,

either the non-crossed Tironian note or the ampersand (Derolez, 2006, p. 97).

To conclude, the palacography of the text can indeed be used to help us giving a date to the fragment,
albeit not entirely as precise as the one given by Rindal and Spgrck. The grapheme <h> and <> can
be used to set as a terminus post quem 1250, and the use of semi-uncial <{> even as an ending consonant
can give at most a date before the early 14 century. Therefore, simply looking at the palaeography,
the dating could be considered 1250-1300, but with a higher chance of being from the later part of this

period.

1.2 Palaeography of NRA 5

NRA 5 is another fragment written in a Gothic script, albeit a far more calligraphic one than NRA 3.
It is also a Northern Textualis Rotundus (Derolez 2006, 75) with the typical Scandinavian develop-
ments and characteristics. Namely, the presence of certain graphemes, such as the insular <p> and the
insular <p> and their evolutions. The ductus is not fast, is quite precise, and the graphemes show very
little variation in form. There are at least two types of serifs, flicked and flat which are present in
intermitted cases on every ascender. This means that the same grapheme can appear with one type of

serif in one case, and then the other one in the following case.

The fragment also features a high presence of litterae notabiliores, decorated initials and rubrics.
The first one is generally done in a larger format (not always in majuscule) and red fillings, while the
other ones are properly decorated initials, featuring different colours, for the most part red and
different shades of green, which sometimes seems blue. The rubrics, on the other hand, are simply
red. I am not fully sure the scribe of the main text and that of the rubrics are the same people, but I
would suppose he or she is not the same person, since two graphemes, the insular <p> and the <I>
are quite different from those done in the main text. However, a different pen might also make those

differences. Rindal and Spgrck (2018, 31) have given a general dating between 1300-1325.

ac | ac (1r, 1) d&tm od2um (1r, 12);

The grapheme <a> in this case is the one expected from a text which belongs in the given timeframe:
there is no open <a> in the text, all those found are closed, either of a more boxed type, or just the

normal <a> that closes the upper part. As noted by Seip, it is quite hard to find in the 14™ century the
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open <a> (Seip 1954, 116). However, in a few cases, we do find <a>, which would become in Norway
the most common by the end of that century. Finding it already in the text can be used as confirmation

of at least a 14™ century dating.

’a“ oc (11, 4)

The grapheme <c> is also in the form common at the end of the 13™ and beginning of 14 century, a

form that is far less curved (Seip 1954, 117).

LY
Qba eda (11, 1) (om fem (1v, 1)

The grapheme <e> can also be used for dating. From the 14 century onwards, the right side of the
<e> is either finished with a very thin hairline or just left open (Seip, 1954, p. 117), and both can appear

here.

PR o

The insular <p> is still heavily in use in this period, this time with another evolution, the close insular
<g>, which is the only one present in the fragment. It helps, for dating, that the Carolingian <f> is
not present at all. It reappeared in this period and by the end of the century would be the only one in

use. The total lack of it, can help indeed setting the 1320s as the youngest dating possible.

ﬂ{wm fkiol1dz (21, 3) 1’@““5 pardhus (1v, 2)

The distribution of the different <s> also is very helpful for the dating. Between the late 13 century
and early 14™, most manuscripts in Scandinavia and Europe feature only the half-uncial <{>, in any
position. This trend changes in the new century, starting to feature back again the uncial <s>, which
then becomes the standard, together with another, the 8-shaped <s>, which is consistently featured
in NRA 5 in the last position (Seip 1954, 120). As such, it is safe to say that the fragment is not even

from the first few years of the 14™ century, but maybe closer to the 1320s.

-"RPR papn (21, 17)
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However, a grapheme that can create insecurities in the dating of the fragment is the insular <p>. As
stated by Seip, this grapheme becomes increasingly rare at the turn of the 14™ century (Seip 1954, 74-
5). It is therefore possible that it was still in use in certain scriptoria, such as one of the scribes here,
and being the sole grapheme that create confusion, it can indeed be considered a conservative trait of

the scribe rather than the norm.

A
}‘u‘ pui (1v, 5)

Another grapheme that can help for the dating is the <p>, which in the early 14 century leaves the
upper point of the bow open in many cases, not touching the straight line on the headline, and with a

very short ascender, making it look like one of the forms of the insular <p>: |p| (Seip 1954, 120-121).

The abbreviations of the texts are not useful in the dating, since they are the same that can be found
in earlier texts. It could have been helpful if the scribe used the Tironian note for the conjunction

<ok>, but he always writes <oc> instead of using an abbreviation.

In conclusion, despite the insular <p> that can create some problems in the dating, there is more than
one clue that can help dating the fragment in precisely the timeframe given by Rindal and Spgrck. It
could be added that, considering the distribution of long <s> and 8-shaped <s>, together with the

presence of <a>, can pinpoint to the later part of this period, between 1310 and 1325.

1.3 Palaeography of NRA 6

The fragment NRA 6 is also written in Northern Textualis Rotundus, with the Western Scandinavian
particularities, which have already been seen in NRA 3 and 5. Differently from the other two
fragments, and the one to follow, this one has only been tentatively dated by Gustav Storm in NGL 4,
while Rindal and Spgrck did not consider it for their work on Magnus Lagabgtes Landslov. The
tentative dating given is circa 1300 (Storm 1885, 766). The fragment features also several initials, and
in this case the two colours used are red and blue. The red is also used for the /itterae notabiliores, which
are present many times throughout the fragment. This fragment also features rubrics, which in this
case seem to be made by the same scribe, since there is no difference between the two writings other

than the colour of the ink.

As usual, this section will analyse the palacography of the fragment to see which graphemes and
abbreviations can help in dating the fragment more precisely, or if what Storm assumed was correct

or in need of correction.
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mm Akal (11, 3)

The text has only one grapheme for <a>: the closed <a>. It is never open, but neither can it be called
a boxed one. This form did appear originally around 1250 in Norway, but it still took a few decades
before it reached a more common use. As Seip noted, it is, together with the boxed form, the one

found in the majority of from the turn of the 14 century (Seip 1954, 70, 116).

anne dceme (11, 1)

The grapheme for <d> used in the fragment is still the uncial <d>, but in this case, the oblique shaft
is so short that, while it extends above the headline, it only does very little. This practice was a bit
more common around the end of the 13 century and beginning of the 14, originally in French or

British manuscripts, which does help confirming the tentative dating given by Storm (Derolez 2006,

87).

ﬁ{ Ep (11, 1)

The grapheme used in this case for the insular <> is |p|, the one most similar to a <p>, with a closed
bow on the baseline and a hairline creating a descender. This form became common, together with the
form seen in NRA 5, only after 1300, albeit it was used for a relatively short period of time, since the
double bowed form was the most common throughout the century, before disappearing in favour of

the most common Carolingian <f> used elsewhere in Europe (Seip 1954, 118).

fitun

T hinn (11, 5)

The grapheme <h> is the one that would be expected at this period, or rather, a mixture of the two
main form: the <h> that close on the baseline with a hairline and the one that goes beyond the baseline,
creating a descender, on the right stroke. In this fragment both characteristics are present at the same
time in many cases. However, while is it possible to find open <h> with a descender, the opposite is
not present. Therefore, the presence of a descender is more important than the closing with a hairline.
It could be therefore argued that, since Seip affirms that the closed <h> became the most present in
the 14™ century, since the fragment might be from the beginning of the century, a co-existence of both
forms could be expected (Seip 1954, 118). As Derolez points out, the ascenders of all types of <h> in

Northern Textualis, are very short, as it is also here (Derolez 2006, 89-90).
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mtrl {kir1 (11, 4)

The position of half-uncial <{> is, as usual, very important for the dating. In the fragment we have
both the uncial <s>, in the allographic form of the 8-shaped |s|, and the half-uncial one. The
distribution is in favour of the half-uncial <{>, but in final position there is almost only the uncial
<s>, and even in a few cases at the beginning of a word and in one specific abbreviation, where uncial
<s> is used for silfrs, while half-uncial <s> is used for all other cases, and, when the grapheme before
is <i>, in word-final position. This shows, following both Seip and Derolez, that the text is at least
from 1300, since at the end of the 13 century the half-uncial <{> is generally the only one used (Seip

1954, 120; Derolez 2006, 92-93).

ul . (1, 1) av,. (1r, 5)

The grapheme used for <> has two allographs, very similar. One has the horizontal line on the
headline as the highest point, the other has a small point higher than the horizontal line. This last
form, affirms Derolez, is common mostly after 1250 but only takes fully over in the 14™ century

(Derolez 2006, 93).

' vm& var (1r, 4)

The grapheme used for <v> is not the insular <p>, which started to disappear around 1300 (Seip
1954, 75), but the minuscule <v>, which does not normally rise above the headline, nor is it made of
minims connected at the baseline, like <u>. It came from the gothic cursive script (Derolez 2006, 94).
As Seip points, it took over the insular <p> in all positions where it was used previously, which is

often at the beginning of words and other positions as well (Seip 1954, 75).

fepar (11, 4) W ik (1r, 6)

The ligature <a> is written in two ways in the text, either very similar to modern day <ce>, or with
a flick that comes out of the upper right part of the <a>. Both forms are attested after 1300, but the

first one is not very common before the same date (Seip 1954, 121).
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1? E med (2r, 6)
As far as abbreviations goes, it is not common, before 1300 to find the abbreviated form m3 for the

word med, which however is present in the fragment (Seip 1954, 125). As with most other graphemes

seen here, it is a strong helper in dating the fragment.

To conclude, the dating given by Storm seems correct, especially as far as the the earliest possible date,
1300. It is however possible to extend the possible dating to at least 1300-1325. Many of these elements
seen became the norm around 1300, but there is nothing, as far as it is discernible, to say that the
fragment is from precisely that period. Possibly, the very short uncial <d>, which was not commonly
in use, can set as a terminus ante quem the turn of the century, but a more precise estimation is indeed

not fully possible.

1.4 Palaeography of NRA 13

The fragment NRA 13 was divided into A and B but will be treated the same way. The scribe seems
indeed to be the same person, as there is no major difference between the two parts. The palacography
of this fragment is very interesting, as it stands out from the former three analysed, as it has more
characteristic graphemes which will be seen. It is also written in Textualis Rotundus, as it has a very
limited number of serifs, only of the flicked type. The ductus, as far as I could see, was not entirely
fast nor very calligraphic. It is not the extremely calligraphic, since many graphemes have a dislocation
between the left side and right side, which is common when writing with a faster ductus, but at the
same time the variation between the thicker and slimmer parts, typical of gothic writing, is always
very precise. Moreover, some graphemes show hardly any variation, as the half-uncial <{>, which is
always made in precisely the same way. Rindal and Spgrck, and Storm as well, write that the fragment

was written around 1320-1350 (Rindal and Spgrck, 2018, 33; Storm 1885, 767).

‘W ot (1r, 11)

The grapheme for <a> is one of the most curious. It is what Seip calls the neckless <a>, which is
simply made with a minim on the right that creates a bow from the headline. This bow is never closed,
it stops once it reaches the baseline. This grapheme appeared in the first half of the 13" century and
became by the end of the 14 century the only one present in the period. Seip cannot give a precise
dating for the first appearance in Norway, but considering the dating given is surprising to find it as

the only form present (Seip 1954, 116).
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o iy
‘_J m grom (1r, 20) = ftinico (2v, 27)

We can find both types of <f> in this fragment, although with the most obvious of divisions: insular
<f> (of the double dotted type |fz|) for the vernacular in Norwegian, and <f> for the Latin parts
(although this fragment tends to write grapheme meant as initials twice, and therefore it appears as
<ff>). As such, these two graphemes do not offer much in the dating, since the double dotted insular
<|> was present even in the 12 century, but the appearance of the normal <f> among in this fragment

makes for an interesting first in the four fragments investigated in this thesis.

101‘“!‘”5 Johannis (2v, 22)

Another interesting grapheme in use in this fragment is <J>. It is only used for names of people and
in a few cases, as <i> in the preposition i. Haugen noted that it became more common after a while

to use it in Scandinavia, not only as a numeral, but even in the preposition (Haugen 2013, 230).

it
flontfy kullu (2v, 2) 19 o, 1)

The presence of both the uncial <s> and half-uncial <{> is not strange for the first half of the 14
century, and it is precisely what to be expected by a text of this age. However, there are two main
types of half- uncial <s> in the fragment, the main difference being that in many cases, the line goes
below the baseline, creating a short descender, |{]. This was not very common in the 13 century but
became more common during the 14™ century, and by the end of the century was the most common
way to write this grapheme (Seip 1954, 120). The fragment has a quite even distribution of both,
without any specific rule. It must be noted however that there is a dislocation in this form as well.
Instead of simply curving, once it reaches the top of the ascender, there is a dislocation to the right.

The type of uncial <s> present in the fragment is the most common of the 14" century, the 8-shaped

<e> (Seip 1954, 120).

¥ veror (2v, 3)

The grapheme for <z> has the horizontal line almost fully to the right of the curving part, without

any projection above this line. This grapheme, common in the 13 century (Derolez 2006, 93), seems
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a bit out of place in this fragment, since by this point one should almost only find the <t> that projects

above the horizontal line without going over the headline.

» . - .;’
B ¥y

vaerdo (31, 10) N np (v, 2)

YA

The grapheme <v> is present rarely in this text, only after initials or /litterae notabiliores. In all other
cases we find <u>. This is very common in the first half of the 14 century, since the palaeography of
the period saw both the disappearance of the insular <v> and the introduction of this <v> (Seip 1954,
74-5). In one case we also find the insular <p>, still in the same position as all other <v>, which is
precisely the same shape as a <y> in this fragment but lacking any dot on top. The singular use of
insular <p> in favour of normal <v> or <u> is indeed useful for the dating, setting it, I would suggest,

in the period Rindal and Spgrck suggested.

N o (1v, 3) ((&”m‘l‘ keemr (1v, 21)

The grapheme <> is very similar to the one seen in NRA 6, with <a>, that is very similar to the
normal <a> of the entire manuscript, that bows down even more, creating an even more oblique
stroke, from which an upward flick starts on the lowest part, reaching the height of the normal <a>.
The grapheme for <ce> is also very similar, but the flick starts at half the height of the <o>. Both

forms are very common in this time (Seip 1954, 121).

m m3 (2r, 19)

As far as abbreviations are concerned, the only one which could help in the dating is still the mz3, for

med, which as stated for NRA 6, became common only after the beginning of the 14™ century.

To conclude, there are many interesting graphemes in the fragment, but the ones that can help the
most in the dating are the descending half-uncial <{>, the neckless <a> and the presence of <j> in a
few cases for initials and for the preposition 7, all three elements much more common in the later part
of the 14™ century, but their use, combined with the use of conservative graphemes, like the one for
<7> and the very rare use of insular <p> as well, speak of a period where these developments were
becoming more common, yet the writing was still not fully changed, which is precisely the period that
Rindal and Spgrck gave, the first half of the 14™ century. I am not fully sure that it can be considered

from the middle of the century, but taking it as terminus post quem is possible
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CHAPTER 2: THE ORTHOGRAPHY OF THE FRAGMENTS
The orthography is related to the palaeography, and while generally studied together, is another field

of study. Palaeography investigates the written shape of the different graphemes, with what type of
pen, and how the same grapheme, for example <p>, evolves with time in its execution. What never
changes, however, is the fact that this grapheme means first and foremost the phoneme <p>, a plosive
bilabial voiceless consonant. The orthography therefore analyses the relationship between the
phonemes of a language and the reflection of these in the inventory of graphemes. I will give an
example out of these four fragments. From around the 15™ century there is, in Icelandic, a
delabialisation of the phonemes /y/ and /y:/, which turn into /i/ and /i:/. This change can be seen in
manuscripts from the 15%, 16® and 17 century manuscripts from Iceland, which have a very high
variation between the graphemes <i>, <y>, <y> and <i> (Bernhardsson, 2012, bls. 159). In other
words, one linguistic change, delabialisation of the two phonemes /y/ and /y:/ is reflected in a

variation between four graphemes.

To better show the evolutions that happened throughout the centuries and territories where Old
Norwegian was spoken and written, this analysis will show the difference by taking examples both in
their normalized forms and the actual forms we find in the manuscript. The normalized form is based
on a reconstructed scholarly spelling of Old Norse, generally as it would have applied to Old
Norwegian in the mid-13" century. The diplomatic forms show what is written in the manuscript,
with the abbreviation expanded (Hagland, 2013, ss. 604-605). I have not taken examples from the
facsimile editions, since it is very similar to the diplomatic, without the abbreviation expanded. Some
general information on the most common orthographic conventions of each period of Old Norwegian
do indeed exist, and, when needed, they will be mentioned.

There is technically no need to specify all the graphemes and phonemes of these fragments, since
many of them are the same throughout the four fragments and, generally, in the whole period of Old
Norwegian.

In the ensuing discussion, I will illustrate the phonemes of Old Norwegian in the earliest written
phase with a selection of tables, of which tables 1-2 og 4-6 are based on Haugen (2018, 252-256, 274),
and table 3 on Haugen (2001, 38). These tables can be taken as a reference point for the phonological
development of the language during the 13th and 14th centuries. Note that the vowels in stressed
position made a completely symmetrical system, as shown in table 1, but that due to a couple of

mergers in the early 13th century, the vowel system became less symmetrical, as shown in table 3.
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front back

unrounded | rounded | unrounded | rounded
high A Iy fu/ fuz/
mid fe/ e/ | 19/ [/ /o/ [o:/
low /=] [=:/ faf fa:/ | /o] [a:/

Table 1. Vowels in stressed position in Old Norwegian in the mid-12th century

front back
high [i] [u]
& mid- /i / /u /
high [e] [o]
low /a/

Table 2. Vowels in unstressed position in Old Norwegian in the mid-13 century. Allophones are

displayed in light grey colour.

After the symmetrical vowel system of the mid-12® century, two important vowel mergers take place:
the short /e/ and /a/ merge, and the long /a:/ and /o:/ likewise. In normalized orthography, the

former vowel is usually rendered as e, and the latter as d. This state is shown in table 3.

front back

unrounded | rounded | unrounded | rounded
high ALy fu/ fuz/
mid e/ fex] | [o/ [9:/ /o/ [o:/
low =/ fal | o [/

Table 3. Vowels in stressed position in Old Norwegian in the mid-13th century.

Tables 2 and 3 display the vowels of Old Norwegian between the 13 and 14™ century, which is the

period of time in which all four fragments were written down. There are two different tables, one for

2.8




the vowels in stressed position, and one for the vowels in unstressed position. This orthographic
analysis will not see the differences between these two types of vowels, while it will be important in
the linguistic analysis for the Vowel Harmony, where the allophones which appear in table 2 will be

discussed at length.

One thing that I will not fully include in this analysis, but will be part of the linguistic analysis, is
the evolution, present in all four fragments, which turns stressed /y/ into /i/ under the influence of
the unstressed final /i/. Therefore every fragment has the prepositions fyrir and yfir turn into irip.

Since the phonemes /u/, /u:/ and /w/ are rendered throughout the four fragments always as
either <u> or <v> (although sometimes in its allographic forms |p|), I have decided to not consider it
among those graphemes and phonemes who need a more thorough analysis. These are, however, the

only vowels (and semivowels) who are constant in the fragments. Some examples, taken from NRA

5, are:
<v> vmboda{ madz Ju/ umbodsmadr
<u> huf( 1r, 8) Ju:/ hais
<p> p10 (1r, 22) /w/ vid

front back

unrounded rounded rounded

/@ | Jey/ | /Jou/

Table 4. Diphthongs in Old Norwegian in the mid-13th century.

The diphthongs shown in table 4 are rendered all three of them with two graphemes, as it would be
expected. They are of central interest for the linguistic analysis, since they show a degree of variation

which is important for the possible dating and the dialect.
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labial coronal dorsal laryngeal
unvoiced | voiced | unvoiced | voiced | unvoiced | voiced
nasal /m/ /n/ [n]
posve | /p/ | /b/ | /e/ | fd/ | /x/ | 9]
, /g/
[f] /t/ [v] 6] /8/ [0] [x] /h/
fricative
/s/
vibrant [t/
lateral /1/
semivowel [v] [j]

Table 5. Consonants in Old Norwegian in the mid-13th century. Allophones are displayed in light

grey colour.

The consonants shown in table 5 are slightly more stable than the vowels and are therefore of less
interest for both the linguistic analysis and the orthographic analysis. Moreover, since both the

International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) and the Old Norwegian script are both based on the Latin

alphabet, most graphemes and phonemes use the same symbol. The exceptions are:

- /w/ is generally written in the normalized forms as <v> while in the manuscripts (and also all four

the fragments in this thesis) there is many instances <u> as well.

- /j/ is rendered as <j> in normalized texts, but in the manuscripts, we mostly find <i> and its

allographs |1 and |i].

- The fricative allophone [y] of /g/ is, in some manuscripts, written as <gh>. It will be noticed when

it appears.

- The phoneme /6/ and its allophone [3] are distinguished in all four fragments, with <p> for the
voiceless allophone (which is always in word-beginning position), and <d> (or <d>) in the other

positions.
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- the allograph [p] of the phoneme /n/ is written down as <n> both in normalized forms and in the

manuscripts from Medieval Scandinavia.

Furthermore, another noticeable aspect of manuscripts which are written in Old Norse (and the four
fragments are no different in this), is the high degree of variation regarding long and short consonants,
where long consonants are written with one single grapheme or short consonant written with a
repetition of the grapheme, which generally indicates that they are long. The consonant who is most
commonly “victim” of this phenomenon is <n>, but it is never the only one: NRA 6 and 13 especially
have repeated cases of <I>, <t>, <k> and even in rare cases <r>. Some examples of this phenomenon

are:

{killo1 (NRA 6 1r, 12), mzece (NRA 3 2r, 9),
fuarra (NRA 13 11, 1), krifein ( NRA 5 11, 2)

skildi, mdtti, svara, kristinn

2.1 The orthography of NRA 3

The orthography of this fragment is a combination of both conservative and newly developed forms
from the period identified in the palacography chapter. It will start from the vowels, move to the

diphthongs later and finish with the consonants.

The grapheme <a> was used for two vowels: /a/, and /o:/, written in normalized old norse as
<d>. The only one of interest for the future analysis is /2:/, whose evolution will be seen in the

paragraph concerning the merger of /o:/ and /a:/. The examples are:

Grapheme Example Phoneme/allophone Normalized
rarenn (2v, 17) /a/ farinn
<a>
Bader (1v, 10) /a:/ bddir

The grapheme <a> was used for /#:/, written in normalized spelling as <&>, and /e/, generally

written as <e> in normalized spelling. The examples are:
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@tlan (1r, 16) Je:/ &tlun
<®>

Hvzer (1v, 28) /e/ hverr

The grapheme <e> was used for /e/, written in normalized spelling as <e>, /e:/, written in
normalized spelling as <&>, which shows therefore, the confusion present in the orthography of this
period in comparison to the normalized spelling, since these are the same phonemes used for <a&>.
However, it was also used for another phoneme, namely /e:/, which is always written in the text with

<e>. The examples are:

peffom (1r, 11) /e/ pessum

<e> frendom (1r,11) Je:/ fréndum

re (21,8) Je:/ fé

The grapheme /1/ was used for /i/ and /i:/, normalized as <i>and <i> and for the phoneme /j/,

normalized with <j>, which is always followed by another vowel. The examples are:

brigdir (1v, 4) /i/ brigdir
<1> {iku (21, 24) /i:/ sliku
bioda (1r, 22) /i/ bjéda

The grapheme <y> is used for two phonemes, <y> and <y:>, which are normalized, respectively,

with the graphemes <y> and <y>. The examples for each are:

| bygta (2v, 16) /y/ byggja
<y>

nycc (2v, 8) /y:/ nytt

The grapheme /o/ has three uses: obviously, the two phonemes /o/ and /o:/, which are normalized

with the graphemes <o> and <> respectively, but also /o/, normalized as <¢>. Examples are:
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<0>

bodec (2r, 2) /o/ bodit
noce (21, 4) /o:/ nott
1020 (1r, 19) /23/ jord

The grapheme <ce>, written here with the allograph ||, has mostly the use of /¢/ and /g¢:/,
normalized respectively as <¢> and <é>. In one case, which is important for the linguistic analysis,

we have a grapheme for the diphthong /¢y/, which is normalized with <ey>. One example for each

phoneme is:
komr (1v, 22) /9/ kgmr
<> {oek1anode (1v, 10) /9:/ sokjandi
kerpt1 (21, 10) /9y/ keypti

The three diphthongs of Old Norwegian are treated separately since they are all three particulars in

this fragment.

The allopgraphs |e1| and |e1] of the graphemes <ei> which are the normalized forms of the

diphthong, are treated together because they are used only for this diphthong and will be of

importance in the linguistic analysis.

<e1r> and <x1>

eig1 (1r, 10)

a1g1 (1r, 18)

/=i/

eigi

The graphemes <au> which is the normalized form of the diphthong /ou/, has different graphic
representation in this fragment: <au>, and <ou>. This last form in particular is important, since it is
a strong trait of South-eastern dialects and writing styles in 13™-14® century Norway (Rindal and
Sperck 2018, 32; Seip 1954, 78). Moreover, we find these graphemes in one case for the vowel <o>,

normalized with <¢>. This is a quite conservative spelling for this phoneme and very common in the

early 13™ century (Seip 1954, 78).
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kaup (2v, 23) kaup

/ou/

<au> and <ou> noucum (1v, 9) nautum

haulpu (2v, 21) /o/ bolfu

The last important graphemes for the diphthongs are <cy> and <oy>, used mostly for the
diphthong /ey/. They also have two other uses in the fragment: for /ou/ in 2 cases, for /e/ in one case

(which is treated in the linguistic analysis).

koypt (2v, 21) /9y/ keypt
<oy> and <o°y> uerdoyrum (1r, 4) /ou/ verdaurum
herylgu /e/ belgu

The consonants show less evolutions. Most cases feature the same consonants that editors would use
when creating a normalised edition. Of course, there are the allographs which have been seen in the
palaeographic paragraph on this fragment, but other than that, whether a half-uncial |{] or an uncial |s]
is present, it still represents the same phoneme, /s/. There are small exceptions, but even those are

quite normal in manuscripts:

The grapheme <v> is used in rare cases for the phoneme /f/. This is no surprise: the phoneme
/f/ had an allophone when positioned between vowels, /v/. The scribe does not always use the

grapheme <v> for this allophone. One example for this double use is:

hava (1v, 20), haga (21, 15) hafa

The grapheme <z>, which has two allographic forms in this fragment, |z| and |z|, is used for: <sk>
<ds>, <z> (which phonologically should be considered the affricate /ts/), and <s>. Except for the
particular use, which will be seen in the linguistic analysis, connected to the reflexive forms, and the

affricate /ts/, the other forms are far rarer than the more common orthographies:
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<z> and <z>

andez (2v, 19) <sk> /sk/ andisk
lanz (2v, 3) <ds> /ds/ lands

ucbeizlu (2v, 11) <z> [ts/ dtbeizlu
manz (1v, 20 /s/ manns

2.2 The Orthography of NRA 5

Just like the analysis of NRA 3, this section will look into the different orthographic decisions used

by the scribe of NRA 5. It will follow the same process of NRA 3, starting from the vowels, then the

diphthongs and finally the consonants.

The grapheme <a>, in the forms seen in the palacographic analysis, is used for not only /a/ and

/2:/, which are normalized with <a> and <d>, but also for /5/, which is normalized with <¢>, which

is important for the linguistic analysis. The examples are:

<a>

manna (1r, 1) /a/ manna
rad (1v, 20) /a:/ rdd
mannum (1r, 12) /2/ monnum

The grapheme <> is used for two phonemes, /a/, which is normalized as <&>, and /e/, which is

normalized as <e>. Other than the two, which is common for a manuscript of the time, we also have

it in a few cases instead for the phoneme /¢/. Two examples are:

<x>

melc (2v, 21) Je:/ mdlt
{teegnu (11, 23) /e/ stefnu
@rcogum (1v, 28) /9/ grtogum

The grapheme <e> is used for the same phonemes seen in NRA 3, namely /e/, /@:/ and /e:/,

normalized as <e>, <@&> and <é>. Some examples are:




<e>

lengz (2v, 12) /e/ lengr
ner (1v, 19) Je:/ ndr
cre {kiolloz (21, 3) Je:/ tréskjoldr

The graphemes <1> and <i>, are used for /i/ and /i:/, normalized as <i> and <i> and for the

semivowel /j/, normalized as <j>. The accent on the grapheme does not correspond to the accent used

for the lengthened vowel, it was used to distinguish the [1] from the other minims <m> and <n>.

Some examples are:

1] and |i|

gerizzc (3v, 5) /i/ gerisk
mding{ perk (3r, 5) /i:/ nidingsverk
proga (3r, 7) /i/ pidfa

The grapheme <y> is used in the fragment for both /y/ and /y:/, normalized as <y> and <y>. Some

examples are:

<y>

hygdz (31,17)

/y/

hyggsk

cynir (31, 18)

/y:/

tynir

The grapheme <o> is used for three different phonemes. The obvious /o/ and /o:/, normalized as

<o> and <6>, but also the less obvious /o/, normalized as <¢>. The reason why some /5/ are

rendered with <a>, and others with <o>, is very important in the linguistic analysis. Some examples

are:

<0>

{opa (1v, 14) /o/ sofa
bondanum (2v, 23) /o:/ bondanum
{kiolld (2r, 7) /23/ skjold

The grapheme <ce>, in another allographic form || is used in most cases for two phonemes, the /¢/

and /g:/, normalized as <¢> and <¢>. In one single case, the grapheme is used for the phoneme /z:/.

The examples are:
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<>

oxi (2r, 6) /9/ ol
béndr (1v, 5) /9:/ béndr
nédaftr (1v, 23) Je:/ ndstr

The graphemes used for the diphthongs are very important as well:

The different allographs |e1], |ei|, |1 and |i] are all used in the fragment for the diphthong /i/,

normalized with as <ei>. The fragment has some cases where these graphemes are used instead of the

normalized <#>. This will be explained in the linguistic analysis. Some examples are:

<ei>

re10a (1r, 26) reida
gax10a (1v, 27) greida
/=i/
ein (21, 2) ein
leeigu (2r, 6) leigu
d2eeipir (3r, 23) Je:/ drapir

There is one rendering, <dy>, throughout the text for the diphthong /¢y/, normalized as <ey>. One

example of it is:

<dy>

oyri (2v, 4)

/9y/

eyri

The last rendering, <au>, is also always used for the diphthong /ou/, normalized as <au>. One

example would be:

<au>

naudig (3v, 20)

/ou/

naudig

Concerning the consonants, the orthography is fairly consistent, presenting very little worth of notice.

Most of the differences between the actual fragment and the normalized orthography are quite

common throughout the history of Western Scandinavian manuscripts: just as in NRA 3, there is a

small number of times where the scribe used the graphemes <v> and <f> (both in insular forms)

interchangeably. Differently from NRA 3, where the scribe used <v> instead of <f> in a few cases,



here both graphemes are used for the opposite. This orthographic trait is, however, not particularly

common. One example for each is:

<t> haerbod{ ozper (1r, 17) /w/ berbodsprvar

<u> hueruir (2v, 8) [v] hverfir

In the text the digraph <gh>, which is generally used for the fricative allophone of /g/, [y], can be
found. In both cases, it does not have the value of the allophone, since it’s in final position, while the

allophone was present only between vowels, as in veg, rendered as pegh (2v, 26).

The use of <z> in this fragment is quite variated. However, it’s clear from a quick glance, that is
mostly used in two cases: for the reflexive forms (see 3.16.3), and in a few cases for word-final position,
although mostly in compound words at the end of the first word. Three graphemes can be beside <z>:
<d> and <3> when is in end position, and <t> when is a reflexive. Except where we do not find it
with the graphemes close, there is no other use of the <z> present in the fragment, not even when we
would find it in most other manuscripts, as in the word <pziflu menn> (2v,1), which is normalized as
veizlumenn. In general, the grapheme is used for both the phoneme /s/, for the cluster <sk> and for

the affricate /ts/, which is generally normalized with <z>:

heradz manna (1v, 2) /s/ heradsmanna
<z> {aekkiazz (1v, 7) /sk/ > /st/ sekisk
herlenz{kir (1v, 10) /ts/ bérlenzkir

2.3 The orthography of NRA 6
Similar to the previous fragments, the orthography of NRA 6 will be analysed in order to see what
characters have variation between the normalized edition and the diplomatic. These will be of

importance for the linguistic analysis. It will therefore follow the same process.

The grapheme <a> is used for the /a/, /o:/, normalized as <a> and <d>, and for a part of the /o/,
normalized as <¢>. Moreover, in one case, <a> is used for the phoneme /a:/, normalized as <&>.

As with NRA 5, this last one is very important for the linguistic analysis. The examples are:
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{midac (3v, 4) /a/ smidat
vaccom (51, 13) /a:/ vdttum
<a>
mannum (1r, 19) /23/ monnum
malc (1r, 9) Je:/ mdlt

The grapheme <> is used for the phonemes /#:/ and for the phoneme /e/, normalized as <&> and
<e>. [t must be noted that <a> is much more common for <e>, than <e> is for <@&>. Therefore, the
majority of /e/ appear as <> in the fragment, especially in words that are longer than one syllable,
but never as an ending vowel, where the <e> is the only one used. There is a case where the grapheme

is used for the phonemes /¢/ normalized as <¢> Some examples are:

&{cer (51, 6) Je:/ dstir
<®> peellr 6v, 2) /e/ fellr
@rcogum (5t, 5) /9/ griogum

The grapheme <e> is used for the /e/, /a:/ and /e:/, normalized as <e>, <@> and <é> . As usual,
/e:/ is steadily written with <e>. There is only one case of /=:/ written with <e> in the whole

fragment. The examples are:

epar (41, 15) /e/ eftir
<e> rener (6r, 8) Je:/ rénir
reclauf (4v, 2) Je:/ réttlaus

The grapheme <i>, with the allographs |1|, |i| and |j| are used for the phonemes /i/, /i:/ and /j/,

normalized as <i>, <i> and <j>. Some examples are:

vinna (5v, 1) /i/ vinna
jnnan (2v, 1) /i/ innan
<i>and <j>
{1dar (31, 12) /i:/ sidar
kreepia (5v, 6) /i/ krefja
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The grapheme <y> is used for the phonemes /y/, /y:/ and sometimes for /i/ (although it is more
common for this scribe to use <y> instead of <1> and <i> than the opposite), normalized with <y>,
<y> and <i>. A <y> without the dot (probably without it because it is a littera notabilior), is also used

once for /j/. Some examples are:

yrkir (1r, 19) /y/ yrkir
bzyzr (2v, 8) /y:/ brytr
<y>
mykic (1v, 14) /i/ mikit
yarll (1r, 12) /i/ jarl

The grapheme <o> is used for different phonemes: /o/, /o:/, /5/, and in a few cases for /¢:/, which

are, respectively, normalized with <o>, <6>, <¢> and <¢>. Some examples are:

konoz (3v, 14) /o/ konur
{kilia dome (31, 9) /o:/ skiljaddmi
<o>
mozk (2v, 3) /2/ mork
bonodz (3v, 18) /9:/ béndr

The grapheme, <ce>, in the allographic form |4|, is used only for one grapheme, /¢:/, which is

normalized with <¢>. One example is:

<ce> bdza (6v, 16) /9:/ bgta

The graphemes used for the diphthongs of Old Norwegian are the ones seen until now. They will be

treated separately as it was done before:

The graphemes <ei>, with its allographs |e1], [&1] and |2i| are used all four with no specific difference
for the diphthong /#i/. In two cases, the diphthong is rendered with a single vowel, and the reason
for this will be in the linguistic analysis. The opposite also happens, with one word that should have a
single grapheme but instead has this one. This will also be explained in the linguistic analysis. An

example for each allograph is:
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eig1 (3v, 12) eigi
<ei> J&i/
210 (31, 1) eid

The diphthong /¢y/, normalized with the graphemes <ey> is written only and constantly throughout
the fragment as <@y>, which makes this fragment different from the other ones seen before. One

example is:

<®y> keypca (31, 10) /oy/ keypti

The diphthong /ou/, normalized with the graphemes <au> is written only with the graphemes /au/.

One example is:

<au> pirir baud (5r, 12) /ou/ fyrirbaud

Concerning the consonants, there are of course the classic problems seen earlier, like the doubling of
graphemes where there is no long consonant, and the opposite as well. Moreover, there are a few cases
the semiconsonant /j/, which is present in the text generally as <1> or <i>, dropped before another

vowel. One example is:

biozgvinar (3v, 15) bjorgvinjar

There is one single case of the digraph, <gh>. This digraph was sometimes used for the fricative
allophone of /g/, [y], which is always found in Old Norwegian between two vowels. However, the

case in which we find it here, is not between vowels:

noz2eghs (11, 9) noregs

As for the previous fragments, the grapheme <z> is the one with most variation. Differently from the
previous two fragments, this grapheme is used only once for the reflexive forms (see 3.16.3) In general,
the grapheme is used for the ending <s> of the normalized forms. However, it is never preceded by a

vowel, but only when bordering another consonant. It is preceded by <d> and <n>, once by <I>, and
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in the case of the reflexive form is preceded by <g>. All these graphemes are used for phonemes which
are all voiced consonants. It could therefore mean that the use of <z> is to denote the presence of the
voiced alveolar fricative [z], a possible allophone of <s>. However, this is only a hypothesis. In some
of these cases, including the reflexive form already given, it is followed by the grapheme <s>. The

examples are:

naudz (21, 4) [z]? nauds
<z> mannz{ (2v, 9) /s/ manns
gullz (61, 5) /s/ gulls

2.4 The orthography of NRA 13
The orthography of NRA 13 presents the same problems and solutions as the other three, especially
NRA 5 and 6. As usual, the orthographic analysis will start with the vowels, both normal and

diphthongs, and then the consonants.

The phoneme <a> is used for the phonemes /a/, /5:/, as usual, and also in a few important examples
related to the back mutation that will be seen later, with the vowel /o/. The normalized graphemes
for these three phonemes are: <a>, <d> and <¢>. There are some cases of <a> where the normalized

spelling has <a>, for the phoneme /e/. The examples are:

lagha domu (1r, 29) /a/ lagadémi
mall (1v, 24) /a:/ mdl
<a>
macannungar (2r, 8) /2/ matgnnungar
bazr (4v, 21) /e/ betr

The grapheme <a> is used for the phonemes /a:/ and /e/, normalized as <@&> and <e>. It must be
noted that this fragment features an extremely high number of <@> instead of <e>, and this will be
of importance in the linguistic analysis. Even short monosyllabic words as ef and er are many times
turned into <ep and <ep. Furthermore, there is a case where this phoneme is used for /¢:/, normalized

as <¢> and one case where is used for /e:/, normalized as <é>. The examples are:
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<x>

heelgha (2v, 22) /e/ belga

maegdum (4r1, 6) Je:/ mdgoum

gomgzr1 (2v, 6) /9:/ gaumgdfi
heer (3r, 28) Je:/ hér

The grapheme <e> is used very rarely for the phoneme /e/ and its normalized form <e>, almost

always for the phoneme /e:/ and its normalized form <é> and never in this fragment for /a:/ and its

normalized form <#>. As mentioned, the grapheme is generally rare in this fragment. Some examples

are:

<e>

nema (1v, 31)

/¢/

nema

logrezo (3v, 8)

fe:/

logréttu

The grapheme <i> and <j>, which in this fragment uses the allographs <1>, <i> and <J>, is used for

the phonemes /i/, /i:/ and /j/ and their normalized forms <i>, <i> and <j>. <J> is only used in

capitals and, except in one word, always for names of people. The examples are:

<i>and <j>

bpre (1v, 9 Jif and /] lifir
Jamnan (2v, 24) /i/ jafnan
ruuga (3v, 2) /i/ rjdfa

The grapheme <y> is used only for the phonemes /y/ and /y:/, which have as their respective

normalized forms <y> and <y>. The examples are:

<y>

Fyrmiz (1v, 15)

/y/

fyrnisk

{y{lu men (3r, 21)

/y:/

syslumenn
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The grapheme <o> is used for the phonemes /o/, /o:/, /o/ with their respective normalized forms

<0>, <6> and <¢> but also in rarely for the phoneme /5:/, which is generally normalized as <d>.

Moreover, in many cases it also used for the phoneme /¢:/, normalized with <¢>. The examples are:

<0>

umboz mznn (21, 4) /o/ umbodsmenn
bokina (2r, 22) /o:/ békina
nokoz (31, 7) /23/ nokkut
u020 (3v, 13) /a:/ vdru
dome (1r, 23) /9:/ dgmi

The grapheme <ce>, in its allographic form || is used in the fragment for the phonemes /¢/ and /¢:/,

with the normalized forms <¢> and <¢>. The examples are:

<>

kémr (3v, 20)

/8/

komr

{6ma (2, 27)

/9:/

sémd

The graphemes for the diphthong /#i/, which is normalized with <ei>, are only <a1> and <zi>

throughout the fragment. As such, the examples are:

<ei>

eigandi (1r, 11)

pxim (2v, 15)

/=i/

eigandi

peim

The graphemes for the diphthong /#y/, normalized with <ey>, is only <6y>. One example is:

<dy>

16yfa (1r, 23)

/9y/

leysa

The graphemes <au> are used throughout the fragment for the diphthong /ou/, also normalized as <au>.

In one case we find <au> for the phoneme /5/ and once we have the opposite, the use of <o> for

/ou/. Both these last two cases will be seen in the linguistic analysis. The examples are:




dauda (4v, 26) /ou/ dauda

<au>

laugum (21, 9) /o/ logum

The consonants of the fragment feature the same issues that we have seen in the other fragments.

As usual, there is the use of <v> and <u> instead of <f> for the allophone [v] of the phoneme /f/. A

couple of examples are:

<u> @ruingia (1v, 25) /t/ erfingja

<v> Ovan (1r, 25) /t/ ofan

The fragment features an higher amount of the digraph <gh> than the others, and except in two cases
where it is preceded by a vowel but not followed by one, the other uses are all for the allophone [y] of

the phoneme /g/. Two examples are:

Jon{ uaku dagh (2v, 7) /g/ Jjonsvokudag

<gh>
lagha domu (1r, 29) [¥] lagaddmi

As usual, the consonant that has more variated uses is <z>. It is used both for the reflexive forms,
which will be seen later in the analysis, and for other uses. Additionally, the grapheme is used both
alone and in combination with other graphemes. Among those graphemes there is the <s>. In
combination with this grapheme, the <z> precedes the <s> in three cases. In other cases, it is used
simply instead of <s>, indicating maybe, as I stated for NRA 6, a possible allophone of /s/, [z], since
the sound preceding the <z> is almost always voiced (there is as a matter of fact two instances of <z>
preceded by graphemes that are used for voiceless phonemes). In one case, it simply stands for the

affricate /ts/, while in two cases it is used instead of the clusters <ds> and <ds>. Some examples are:

lima laz (4v, 27) /ts/ limaldts
gaezflo (1r, 18) [z] gézlu
<z>
lanz{inf (2r, 18) /ds/ and /ds/ landsins
Noregs pingz (3v, 22) /s/ Noregspings
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This analysis will be very useful for a better understanding of the examples taken in the following
chapter, and as such, it stands as a middle ground between the palaecographic analysis and what will
follow. It will make more understandable the explanation on many of the linguistic developments

which will be explained later.

This chapter also showed how free were the scribes of this period were in writing the different
phonemes of their own language. As mentioned in the introduction, there was no set of rules on how
to represent the sound of any language during the middle ages in Europe, but rather, conventions.
These conventions could be followed, and they mostly were, but could also not be followed. Moreover,
it shows how the different scribes reacted when a new linguistic evolution appeared in their spoken
language, and how, in different ways, they decided to render them in the written language. Many
times, they went for the old conservative transcription, as it was done by the scribes of NRA 3
especially, but also by the others. Other times, they dared to transcribe differently, as it can be seen in
relation to the grapheme /o2:/ or /¢(:)/, where each went for their way, which was still based on
convention, but different ones.

With these orthographic conventions in mind, it is now time to see the main and most interesting

part of this analysis: the linguistic analysis



CHAPTER 3: LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS

The linguistic analysis is the major and longest part of this master’s thesis. As stated in the
introduction, its main purpose is to discover which dialects the different scribes of these documents
wrote/spoke in. However, the list here shows that many of these traits happened long before the time
of writing, which is suggested by Rindal, Spgrck and Storm. Nevertheless, they are still useful, since
there are relatively few fragments kept in Norway in Old Norwegian. The more is known about them,
the better, as they can therefore be used for future research on those linguistic evolutions, among other

things.

While Storm never mentions the possible dialects of the fragments, Rindal and Spgrck wrote short
descriptions of NRA 3, 5 and 13 (2018, 32-33). NRA 6 has no other description other than the one by
Storm (1885, 766). As far as the author of this thesis is aware of, this analysis will be the first that tries
to investigate the origin of the fragment.

Rindal and Spgrck, in their descriptions, point towards some features that are also part of the
analysis, and will be treated in their respective paragraphs:

— NRA 3: “Spraket er tradisjonelt norsk, men eit par eksempel pd ou for /au/ kan peike mot
sgraustlandsk?”.

— NRA 5: “Spriket er truleg spraustlandsk, for det har eksempel pa a som svarabhaktivokal (brennar)
og pa «i for e framfor i1 neste staving (geirir, baifir)?”.

NRA 13: “Spriket er norsk, vi finn former som dgme, fadur, loypr, razslo, og det finst ingen

serislandske former. Det er vanskeleg a bestemme spraket neermare4”.

The descriptions, as it can be seen, are not particularly detailed. However, since they give some
indications on what to look for, we can therefore divide the four fragments into two major groups:
Those that need confirmation of what Rindal and Spgrck stated, namely NRA 3 and 5, and those
where the analysis will try to find more in detail whether they can be ascribed to at least one area of
the Norwegian Kingdom of their time. As far as dating goes, there are already two suggestions of

possible dating for NRA 3, 5 and 13, both the one by Storm and the more recent ones by Rindal and

2 The language is traditional Norwegian, but a couple of examples of ou for /au/ can point towards South-eastern
Norwegian. Translation by Valerio Nazario Rossetti

3 The language is truly South-eastern Norwegian, since there are examples of a as a svarabhakti vowel (brennar),
and of @ for ein front of /in the next syllable (gairir, heifir). Translation by Valerio Nazario Rossetti.

4 The language is Norwegian, we find forms such as deme, fadur, loypr, rezslo, and there are no specic Icelandic

forms. It is hard to detail it further. Translation by Valerio Nazario Rossetti.
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Spgrck, while for NRA 6 there is only the analysis by Storm. These dating will be, just like the dialects
suggested earlier for NRA 3 and 5, taken into consideration and either proved or disproved (to the
extent that this is possible). Furthermore, the dating processed through this analysis will combine with
the ones done for the palaecographic analysis in the first chapter.

The traits that will be taken into consideration are among the ones discussed in Haugen’s chapter
on Old Norwegian (2018). These are, for the most part, the traits that divide Old Norwegian from
Old Icelandic. Some of them are very helpful for specific dialects, others mostly for the dating, while
others are old enough to give technically no help for either but are still of importance as they are
Norwegian rather than Icelandic. In the 13™ and 14™ century Norway, there was a relatively high
number of Icelandic scribes. The contact between Norway and Iceland was at its peak throughout the
late Middle Ages, as attested both by historians and literary critics (Jakobsson, 2000, p. 73). In
addition, they might save time during further research on both linguistic and philological matters.

The traits chosen are the one that can be attested in the texts. For instance, the phonological trait,
the loss of /w/, written by medieval scribes as <v> or <u>, before /r/ is not present in the present
analysis because none of the four fragments feature any word that might or might not have this trait
like e.g. vrangr, vreidr, or vreka. The same fate is shared with many of the morphological traits, of
which only two have been chosen for this chapter. The other ones are unfortunately not present in the
fragment.

The traits chosen for this analysis, which will be explained in each section below, are:

— Vowel harmony

— Back mutation

— Epenthetic vowel

— Monophthongisation

— Diphthongisation

— Labialisation

— Delabialisation

— Progressive front mutation

— Mergerof /e/ and //

— Merger of /a:/ og /o:/

— Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /3/
— Loss of /h/ in front of /1/,/n/ and /r/
— Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/
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— Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters
— Negation particles #- and d-

— Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verb

These traits are not the only possible linguistic phenomena that can be analysed in the four fragments

selected for the present thesis, but they are a good foundation to begin with.
The recognised dialects of Old Norwegian are the following (with approximate, modern regions):

— Trgndsk, which means the dialect present in modern Trgndelag and even further east into
Jamtland, modern day Sweden;

— South-eastern Norwegian, meaning the area of Viken, Oslo, Telemark and Vestfold;

— North-eastern Norwegian, meaning the area of modern day Innlandet;

— South-western Norwegian, meaning the area of Hordaland, Rogaland, and Agder.

— North-western Norwegian, meaning the area of Sognfjord and Mgre og Romsdal.

3.1 Vowel harmony (vokalharmoni)

Vowel harmony is one of the most complex and important traits of Old Norwegian. It has been
analysed in an abundance of works, from runic inscription to manuscripts. It can be considered one
of the most common and visible differences between any type of Old Norwegian manuscript and the
normalized counterparts. It is also one of the major differences between Old Norwegian and Old
Icelandic, since this feature does not appear in Icelandic texts from the same period. Although
originally discovered by Marius Hagstad, one of the first and major linguists of Old Norwegian, it
has been expanded and discussed by later scholars as well. Haegstad recognised it in Trgndsk, where
he found it in charters and other documents produced there, and even as far as some areas now in
Sweden (Haegstad, 1899, p. 23). Since then, several scholars and linguists have expanded on the
discovery made by Hagstad. While he believed the phenomenon was present all over Norway except
in the South-west, several scholars have argued that the evolution was present there as well. Rindal
studied the phenomenon with particular interest in North-eastern dialects. He focused particularly on
the charters from Oppland (Rindal, 1981). Haegstad found it present also in North Vestland, and in

the whole Eastern Norway.

The most discussed findings by Haegstad are around the presence or lack of Vowel Harmony in
Outer South-west and Inner South-west Norway. He believed it was not present in either of those

places but was criticised for his opinion and proved partly wrong. Rindal (1984) and Housken (1954)
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critiqued the findings by Heegstad and showed the presence of vowel harmony in these parts of
Norway, so it is now considered a generally Norwegian trait of Old Norse.

Alexander K. Lykke did a thorough analysis of the presence of the trait in virtually all the runic
inscription from Norway. It was found virtually everywhere in Norway, except in Oppland (the old
region of Upplond), where it was however present in later charters and manuscript (Knudsen, 1967;
Kristoffersen Lykke, 2012), proving that the trait was present even before the Latin script became
common after Christianisation.

The vowel harmony in Old Norwegian is essentially a progressive assimilation, where the stressed
vowel influences the following unstressed vowel. In general, the two unstressed vowels /i/ and /u/
will be realised either with the allophones [i] and [u], or with the allophones [e] and [o]. If the stressed
vowels are the high, the following vowel will also be high, with the allophones [i] and [u]. If the stressed
vowels are not high, the unstressed ones will be the allophones [e] and [o]. If they are however the low
and short vowels /&/ and /o/, the unstressed vowels will be [i] and [u] (Haugen, 2018, p. 272). This
last one might not appear to make sense, but Klaus Johann Myrvoll has offered an explanation: as
these two vowels were too short in comparison with the other non-high ones, they did not have

strength enough to influence the unstressed vowels (Myrvoll, 2014, p. 17).

VOWEL HARMONY
stressed position unstressed
high vowels il Ikl 1yl Iy:d - Tl fue/ -
I]—1uU
&diphthongs /&i/ /oyl [ou/
mid & low /el fe:/ [of l@:/ [of [o:/
vowels [e] = [o]
/e /al lai/
low vowels /&l /of [i] - [u]

Table 6. Vowel harmony in Old Norwegian (based on Haugen 2018, 274).

3.1.1 Vowel harmony in NRA 3
Vowel harmony is present in this fragment. Since vowel harmony has been noted already as present

in Runic inscriptions and manuscripts all over Norway, it does not help neither for the dating nor for
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the identification of the dialect, but the presence of it is perhaps a strong indication of a Norwegian

scribe.
Examples from the diplomatic Examples from the normalized
Stressed vowels
edition edition
{kipzi (2v, 27) undir (1r, 22) oyr1 skipti, undir, eyri,
(21, 2), re1dr (1r, 1), haufae (1v, 1), reidir, baustit,
High vowels and
minum (1r, 2), 1agnpullu (2v, 6), minum, jafnfullu,
diphthongs
{ynu (1r,8), nautum (1r, 22-23), synu, nautum,
héylgu (2v, 3), ucbeizlu (2v, 11) helgu, utbeizlu.
gere (11, 4), loket (1v, 2), bade (1v, geri, lokit, b&di,
8), fokiande (1v, 14), dome (1v, 21), sokjandi, domi,
Mid and low vowels
andez (2v, 19) peffoz (1r,1), kono andisk, pessur,
(21, 19) uacco (1v,2) konu, vatta.
00zu (1v, 7), onnur (1r, 9), epcir o0ru, onnur, eftir,
Short low /e/ and /o/ v 7) (r, ), ep f
(21, 4), gerd1 (1r, 13). gerdi.

Although present in the majority of cases, there are some examples of words not following the rules

of vowel harmony:

allir (11,1) fegir (1v,8), {cemnu (1r, 13), allir, segir, stefnu,

land20cinn (2v, 11), aura wd coku (21,4) landrdttinn, auravidtdku.

3.1.2 Vowel harmony in NRA 3.

NRA 5 also features this typically Norwegian trait, albeit just like in the former fragment, there are

exceptions, although in this fragment only one was found.
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krifzin (1r, 2), purui (1v, 6), éyri (2r, kristinn, purfi, eyri,

High vowels and 8) naudig (3v, 20), haidin (1v, 1), naudig, beidinn,
diphthongs {kipadu (1r, 10), tkulu (1v, 5), skipudu, skulu,
p1odleidum (1r, 10), aurum (1v, 16). pjddleidum, aurum.
{kade (1v, 28), rade (1r, 5), bade (31, skadi, rddi, b&di,
4), bdrce (2v, 23), bode (1r, 17), bonde béti, bodi,

Mid and low vowels '
béndi, eru, stdrrum,

fréndkonur, bondum.

(21, 15), ero (11, 24), {tdrrom (1v, 12),

prenkonoz (3v, 4), bondom (1v, 4).

pelldi (11, 2), huerfu (3v, 5), veldi, bversu,

Short low /a/ and /o/

piodgozur (1r, 9) pjddgotur

There is one case in which vowel harmony does not seem to be present:

heaergdar (1v, 9) berférir

3.1.3 Vowel harmony in NRA 6

The fragment features the vowel harmony, and it is somewhat regular in differentiating between the
two couples of allophones [e]-[i] and [0]-[u]. Some cases in the examples are lacking because there are
no forms without abbreviation or in general in the text of that form (for example, there is no cases of

/oy/ with the [u] ending). There are a few cases where the trait has not been noted in the realisation

of the text.
virdiz (1r, 20), hinum (1v, 11), virdisk, binum,
oyri (21, 1), giallkyri (2v, 1), eyri, gjallkyri,
High vowels and
bygtku (6v, 17), kaup: (3r, 9), pyfsku, kaupi,
diphthongs

aurum (3v, 1) , purgca (6v, 19),

tungu (1r, 17).

aurum, purfti,

tungu

Mid and low vowels

{kynfamer (1v, 16), male (1v, 7),
varo (2r, 11), {colen ( 6v, 1), kono

(1v, 17), moce (1v, 10), undan

skynsamir, mdli,
vdru, stolinn, konu,

mdti, undanfrsiu,

po21lo (1v, 18), {oke (31, 19) soki
mozkum (1v, 10), {&llo1 (31, 13), morkum, seld,
Short low /a/ and /o/ ( ) ( )
mi{geellum (4v, 5) misfellum
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3.1.4 Vowel harmony in NRA 13

The fragment is the most interesting one regarding this trait. While the vowel harmony is indeed
present, it does feature a particularly high amount of words that do not respect the rule. The ending
[e] and [o] are indeed quite rare in general, and the examples here make up more than half of the total

words which feature those endings:

uiffs (1v, 11), pyrmiz (1v, 15), lipir vissi, fyrnisk, lifir,
High vowels and (1, 4), {yflu meen (31, 21), kulu syslumenn, skulu,
diphthongs (21, 3-4), unorr (2v, 2), heimar (1r, undir, beimtir,
11), 16y11 (11, 21) leysi
falce (1v, 18), acce (1v, 3), poze (a1, salti, dtti, potti,
Mid and low vowels 18), recom (21, 28), &ro (21, 3), réttum, eru,
u020 (1r, 17), godom (4v, 19) vdru, g6dum
Short low // and /o helgu (1v, 26), uecrum (1v, 14), belgu, vetrum,
{radum (31, 2) stodum

Among those words that do not respect the vowel harmony, some examples can be:

lagha domu (1r, 29), preendum (1r, 20), Laa (2v, 24), lagaddmi, fréndum, ldti,

lazic (11, 7), reepfing (1r, 28). ldtit, refsing

3.1.5 Final Remarks on vowel harmony

The four fragments all present vowel harmony. However, while the first three seem to respect it in
most instances, NRA 13 behaves slightly differently, preferring to leave the classic unstressed /i/ and
/u/ in almost all cases. This does not mean however, that the scribe of this fragment did not use it in
his/her speech, but rather that he/she preferred to not write it. It is hard to understand why he/she
wrote it in some instances and did not in other, yet, so it was done. The fact that it is however present
in all four fragments confirms that the four scribes were all of Norwegian origins, or at least learned
to write following the Norwegian conventions of orthography of their time. It does not however help
in localising further, as all dialect had the evolution, nor in the dating, since even runic inscription

from the 11 century featured this phenomenon.
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3.2 Back mutation (u-omlyd)

Back mutation is the second trait that will be discussed. In general, the short /a/ in the root syllable is
influenced by a /u/ in the following syllable and turned into /o/. It also originally happened for the
long /a:/, which turned into /o:/. However, since there is a merger of these two phonemes in the 12
century, it will not be considered. There have been two back mutation, the older and the younger. The
first one happened before the Latin script arrived in Norway and can therefore be seen from the
declension of some words, such as in the word barn, which has the plural nom. and acc. born. There
was originally an ending of -u which was dropped. The younger back mutation happened during the
13 century and can or cannot be written down in the different manuscripts and fragment, albeit it
was most probably present even when not noticed in the texts. There can also be a difference whether
the word has more than two syllables, with a possible (or not) evolution also on the second vowel
(Seip, 1955, p. 156). Generally, Trgndsk and North-eastern Norwegian lacked it, and have forms such
as ollum monnum written as allum mannum. Western dialects and South-eastern Norwegian have
different ways to spell the back mutation: <o>, <ao> and <au> or <ou> (these last two common in

south eastern texts). South-eastern scribes are however not as duly as western scribes, and quite often

prefer not to write down the effect of back mutation (Haugen, 2018, pp. 276-77).

3.2.1 Back mutation in NRA 3
The younger back mutation was duly noted by the scribe, who used either the grapheme <o> or, in

one case, the grapheme <au>, typical of the South-eastern dialect:

karlmonnum (1r,24), onnur (1r,9) rodur (1v, karlmonnum, onnur, fodur,

17), logmonum (1v, 20), haulyu (2v,21). logmonnum, holfu

3.2.2 Back mutation in NRA 5
The fragment does not write down the trait at all when it concerns the younger back mutation, while
the /o/ that resulted from the older back mutation is written down with the grapheme <o>. The first

line of the column is for the younger back mutation, the second one for the older back mutation:
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allum mannum (11, 2), lagum (2r, 6), alldung ollum monnum, logum, oldung,
(2v, 16), gadur (3r, 14), fralgum (31, 18) fodur, sjolfum
logmann (31, 2), hond (3r, 9), hogguic (2v, logmann hond, hoggvit,
23), vica vo2d (1v, 8), mozk (1v, 25) vitavgrd, mork

The only case among those that is dubious is dagum> for the younger back mutation, but it can be
easily explained: while nom. and acc. plural had the older back mutation, the dat. plural had on the

other hand only the younger one. That is why dogmann> features <o> and dagum> does not.

3.2.3 Back mutation in NRA 6

The fragment tends to write the back mutations, both the younger and the older. While the older one
is more regularly written, the younger one is written slightly less regularly. Henceforth, there are,
examples with <o> and <a> for the younger back mutation, while always <o> for the older one. The

first line of examples is for the younger back mutation, the second line is for the older:

goz20um (2v, 5), odzum (4v, 5), mannum gordum, 9drum, monnum,
(4v, 2), gongu (51, 14), gango (6r, 10), 8ongH, EoNgU
mozk (2v, 3), logmale (5v, 19-20), {ok (6r, 15), mork logmadli, sok,
gozva (6r, 19), giolld (6v, 18) gorva, giold

3.2.3 Back mutation in NRA 13
The fragment once again is quite mixed, since it has both forms that show the younger back mutation,
and forms that do not. Forms which were changed during the older back mutation are always written

down with <o>. Some examples are:

odrum (1r, 9), fallum (1r, 10), monrum odrum, isfollum, monnum,
(21, 13), laugum (2r, 9), padur (2v, 18). logum, fodur
told (11, 17), {ok (1v, 17) fallo hiolp (2v, 1), told, spk, sdlubjolp
uoxt (3v, 15), mozk (41, 3) voxt, mork
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3.2.5. Final remarks on Back Mutation

Since this phenomenon is very important for the localisation of Old Norwegian texts, this
phenomenon can start to give some ideas on the origin of the four fragments. For NRA 3, it helps
that it is not only present, but that in one case is written with the digraph <au> instead of the more
common <o0>. This, together with the orthography for the diphthong /ou/ as <ou> instead of <au>,
can pinpoint towards a South-eastern origin. For NRA 5, the fact that the younger back mutation is
not written down in the text could be of either the eastern area, or the Tre¢ndsk area. Rindal and
Spérck are sure it is a South-eastern dialect (Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, s. 32) and the fact that the front
back mutation not present does not contradict their hypothesis, as the South-eastern dialect is the most
unstable when it comes to writing the phenomenon. The fact that NRA 6 writes the evolution down
points towards a Western or South-eastern origin. NRA 13 features the evolution, and the fact that

once it appears written with <au> could point towards a South-eastern origin.

3.3 Epenthetic vowel (svarabhaktivokal)

The epenthetic vowel appeared in Norway around the 12% century. It appears in connection with the
classic ending -r of the nominative singular of nouns and adjectives, in the few plurals with the same
ending, as in bendr, and in the present 1% and 2" person of verbs, as in tekr. Different areas of the Old
Norse speaking area, including Iceland, develop various epenthetic vowels, which is a vowel inserted
between the stem and the ending -r. The possible epenthetic vowel changes between the different
areas: /u/ in Inner South-west Norway and Iceland, /a/ in the South-east and /e/ and /a/ in the rest
of the country (Haugen, 2018, pp. 278-79), albeit present sometimes in South-eastern fragments,

especially in later and manuscripts, because of the reduction of unstressed /a/ ( see 3.10) (Seip, 1955,

p. 172).

3.3.1 Epenthetic vowel in NRA 3
This fragment does not feature any epenthetic vowel at all. The description by Rindal and Spgrck as
a conservative scribe is indeed fitting in this case. As such, some words that do not feature any

epenthetic vowels are:

vaerdz (1r,2) vetr (1r, 6) prendz (1v,12), verdr, vetr, fréndr,

gieloz (2r,12), fialpr (2v,7) geldr, sjalfr
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3.3.2 Epenthetic vowel in NRA 5

This fragment features two different epenthetic vowels: <a>, which is present three times, is very
common in South-eastern Norwegian, whilst the /e/ present in the other two cases was used in a
geographically larger area, which includes most of Norway. In the remaining case, there is an

abbreviation which could be either /e/ or /a/. As such, there is finally a stronger argument in this case

for a possible South-eastern dialect.

b2ennaz (1v, 14), d2epaz (31, 14), pardar (3v, 16)

brennr, drepr, verdr

primer (1v, 16), gdzer (2v, 19).

primr, fétr

3.3.3 Epenthetic vowel in NRA 6

The epenthetic vowel is present once in the fragment: there is a case of <e>. It is the following:

leecer (2v, 9)

létr

3.3.4 Epenthetic vowel in NRA 13

The fragment does not feature any epenthetic vowels. Some examples are:

ad2 (4v, 27), lekr (41, 3), duardz (3v,3),
heloz (3v, 18), 18ypr (1r, 28)

ddr, sekr, daudr,

beldr, bleypr

3.3.5 Final remarks on epenthetic vowel

The epenthetic vowel is also one of the most important traits in regards to localisation of a text of
Norwegian origin. However, in all but one case, NRA 5, it is either missing or the most general one
in Old Norwegian. The fact that NRA 5 uses <a>, the epenthetic vowel peculiar of South-eastern
dialects, confirms what Rindal and Spgrck said (Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, s. 32). In the other three

examples there is little that can be of help. In NRA 6 however, it might negate a South-western origin,

as the one mostly used in that area was <u>.
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3.4 Monophthongisation

This evolution happened in the early 13 century, mostly in the areas of Bergen and in eastern
Norwegian dialect, while in Trgndsk and Western Norwegian is rarer, although sporadically present
(Haugen 2018, 277). The Old Norwegian language had three diphthongs /i/, /ou/ and /gy/, which
are turned into: /®i/ > /&/; /ou/ > /o/ and finally /@¢y/ > /¢/. The process is caused originally by a
double consonant as in leiddi> leddi , but many times it also happened with a single consonant eigi >

egi (Haugen, 2018, p. 277).

3.4.1 Monophthongisation in NRA 3

The fragment features four instances of monophthongisation. The diphthong /ai/ > /a/ is the one
with most cases, while /gy/ > /o/ has only one appearance. The third diphthong has no cases of
monophthongisation. However, there are two cases of this diphthong written as <ou> instead of
<au>. This was particularly common in South-eastern old Norwegian, as both Rindal and Spgrck

suggest (Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, p. 32).

J&i/ > =/ per1 (1v,26), uer1 (21, 14), fler1 (2v,25) peiri, veiri, fleiri
/oy/ > /o/ képti (1r, 19; 21, 10) keypti
/au/ written as <ou> ourum (1v, 5), noucum (1v, 9) aurum, nautum

3.4.2 Monophthongisation in NRA 5
This phenomenon is present only twice in the manuscript, both for /2i/ > /a/, while the rest of the

document keeps the three diphthong every other time. The cases in which it appears are the following:

pema (2r, 3), haedni (31, 28). peimay, beidni

3.4.3 Monophthongisation in NRA 6

There is very little monophtongisation in the fragment, with only one case for the phonemes /i/>

2/

lyrikkzar ad1 (3v, 2) jritareidi
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3.4.4 Monophthongisation in NRA 13

There is only one case of monophthongisation in NRA 13, with the diphthong /au/ written as <o>.

gomgaert1 (2v, 6) gaumggti

3.4.5 Final remarks on monophthongisation

This trait was quite recent, compared to the others seen earlier. It can finally therefore be of help in
the dating of the fragments. For all of them it might confirm a 13% or early 14® century origin, which
has already been partly confirmed for all of them through the palaeographic analysis. For NRA 3, its
presence in a text that is quite conservative, can confirm that the trait must have felt normal and natural
by the time it was written. Moreover, it is an eastern trait, confirming once more the hypothesis that
it was written in that area. For NRA 5, the quite little presence is still helpful, as it confirms once
more a possible Eastern origin. For NRA 6, the very little presence can point towards a Western
dialect, which combined with the fact that it does not feature <u> as an epenthetic vowel, could mean
that the fragment was written in North-western area of Norway. For NRA 13, since there is one
single case of this phenomenon in the fragment, it could point towards a western dialect, but it is still

very hard to find an origin of this fragment.

3.5 Diphthongisation (diftongering)

This is the opposite phenomenon of the former one shown, from the same period, the 13™ century,
but spread throughout the whole country with no area connected to it. The process is attested in
examples such as leggia > leiggia which can be found in some manuscripts, although it is present also

in other cases, such as in setja> saitia and befir > beivir or (Haugen, 2018, p. 277).

3.5.1 Diphthongisation in NRA 3

Only two words are diphthongised in the fragment, albeit one three times:

héylgyu (1v, 3; 21, 3; 2r, 23) helgu

haulpu (2v, 21) bolfu
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3.5.2 Diphthongisation in NRA 5
This phenomenon is present in the text, 14 times, with the only present form being /&/ > /ai/. It is

always followed by short consonants:

geeirir (2v, 3), maigin (11, 20), haipir (2v, 5),
gerir, megin, befir, drdpir, segir

d2eipir (31, 23), {igir (31, 24)

3.5.3 Diphthongisation in NRA 6
There is one case of the diphthongisation in NRA 6, all of them creating the diphthong /ei/:

geeirir (1v, 14) gerir

3.5.4 Diphthongisation in NRA 13
There is a possible example in the fragment of diphthongisation, where the phoneme /e/ becomes the

dipthong /ei/:

pridhaeilagir (41, 8) fridhelgir

Note, however, that beilagir can be analysed as the expected plural form av beilagr adj., rather than the
monophthonigisised belgir, so this example is rather weak. For this reason it is difficult to give much

weight to it.

3.5.5 Final remarks on diphthongisation

The diphthongisation is a phenomenon that is only helpful in the dating of the fragments. However,
since all these fragments have a general dating at this point, its presence or lack is of little use. What
is peculiar and interesting in this case is not the fact that it appears at least once in all the fragments
except NRA 13, but rather how little there is of it in each of them. It must be remembered that,
however, these are fragments, not full texts. If the full text were existing, they might give a different
picture, but as they are, it is quite strange that so little of it is present in general, considering the
evolution was almost or already a century old for all the fragments. As usual, NRA 13 is the one that
creates the most problems. Even considering that dubious single case, it is quite strange to not find

more cases.
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3.6 Labialisation (labialisering, runding)

This phenomenon is quite common in sources from the 12 century, throughout the whole area, but
starting in South-eastern old Norwegian. It is mostly caused by a labial consonant, either preceding
the vowel or sometimes even following it. This can be either in direct contact with the vowel, or it
could also not be in direct contact. It happens with two vowels generally, /e/ and /=/ become /¢/,
and /i(:)/ into /y(:)/ as in messu > mdssu, silfr > sylfr or skirn > skjrn. A consequence of labialisation is
the jamning, when the first labialised vowel labialises the following one, as in fyrir > fyryr or mikil >

mykil > mykyl (Haugen, 2018, p. 278).

3.6.1 Labialisation in NRA 3
The manuscript has very little of this phenomenon, only of /e/ > /¢/, and there is no jamning. The

examples are:

lagaftdmnu (11, 4), {tdnu (11, 3), tdmnu (1r, 14),
lagastefnu, stefrnu, engu
ongu (2r, 18)

3.6.2 Labialisation in NRA 5
The manuscript has no case of labialisation. Every time a vowel is followed by a labial consonant, the

writing keeps consistently the un-labialised vowel. Some examples of non-labialised cases are:

almenning (1r, 4), medan (1v, 27), {pengz (21, 4),
almenning, medan, spengr, mikils, miskunn
mukilf (11, 5), mifkun (1r, 24)

3.6.3 Labialisation in NRA 6

The fragment features labialisation of /i/ to /y/ in a couple of cases, although only two words seem

to be affected at all by the trait:

mykic (1v, 14; 4r, 6), {ylgr{ (21, 10, 61, 11) mikit, silfrs.
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3.6.4 Labialisation in NRA 13
There is only one case of labialisation in NRA 13, with the phoneme /i/ turning into /y/, but not

because of the presence of a labial consonant beside it. The case is:

lydkyndumz (3v, 19) likindum.

3.6.5 Final remarks on labialisation

This trait, just like diphthongisation, can be quite important for both the localisation and dating of the
fragment. However, there is very little in all the fragments, except for NRA 3, which, even though it
is quite conservative, presents the most appearance of this trait. In this case therefore, it helps, as it
confirms that the writer wrote in South-eastern Old Norwegian. The heavier presence is easily
explained: since the trait first appeared in this area, the conservative scribe did not think of it as a new
form, but rather, as a part of the conservative ways of writing. In the case of NRA 5, the total lack of
it is quite strange, as it was to be expected from a fragment that now could quite safely be considered
of South-eastern origin. As far as NRA 6 and 13 are concerned, the very little presence can still help
in the dating. However, since both fragments most likely are from the 14™ century, it was to be

expected more than it appears in the examples.

3.7 Delabialisation (delabialisering, avrunding)

This phenomenon is the opposite phenomenon of the previous one, and has also been called regressive
Jjamning, where the non-labialised consonant influences the labialised, turning it into an unrounded
vowel, generally with the high front vowels /y/ > /i/. Some classic examples of this are fyrir > firir or
yfir > ifir. It is a generally Old Norwegian evolution, rather than one that can be localised to a single
dialect (Haugen, 2018, p. 278). In some sources, especially runic inscription, it is even possible to find

the delabialisation in the diphthong <ey>, which becomes <ei> (Seip, 1955, p. 151).

3.7.1 Delabialisation in NRA 3

The fragment features only two instances of this linguistic trait:
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liktingar (1r, 4), firi (1v, 1; 21, 6) lyktingar, fyrir

Most of the time the rounded vowel is kept even when the following vowel is not labialised, as in:

lyling (2r, 14)> cozeryggir (2v, 19). lysing, tortryggir

3.7.2 Delabialisation in NRA 35
This trait is present in the text, especially for the two preposition yfir and fyrir, always delabialised,
but there is also another case. It seems to be present only for the vowel /y/ > /i/ and not for the long

equivalents.

pirir (3v, 11), 1g1r (2r, 4), tkallor (21, 17). fyrir, yfir, skyldi

3.7.3 Delabialisation in NRA 6

This trait has also very few examples, including the one that was present in the other two cases,

involving the preposition fyrir. In all cases, it was probably caused by the subsequent unstressed /i/:

{killo1 (3v, 4-5), pikkir (4v, 20) skyldi, pykkir

3.7.4 Delabialisation in NRA 13
This trait is present in one single case in the fragment. The number could have been higher if the
preposition fyrir was not always written abbreviated, making it impossible to know how the scribe

would have written the full word. The single case is:

1r1r lic (3v, 16) yfirlit
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3.7.5 Final remarks on Delabialisation

This evolution is quite peculiar, as it mostly appears in the case of fyrir and yfir. Fortunately, it does
appear in the first three fragments on at least another word. It is important because, if it were only for
those two words, it could have meant that the scribes had learned them written this way without
knowing that the same evolution could have been applied to other words. At this point, it seems that
all four scribes were quite conservative, as they avoided newer forms as much as possible. The trait
has little use in the localisation and dating of the fragments, as it was spread throughout the country

and it appeared over a century before the writing of each of these fragments.

3.8 Progressive front mutation (progressiv j-omlyd)
The earliest appearances of this phenomenon are present in a few sources from the early 13% century,
between the Trgndelag area and the eastern Norwegian variants, but by the 14™ century it was present

everywhere except in the west of Norway (Seip, 1955, s. 122).

It’s a progressive assimilation by contact, where the palatal semivowel in /ja/ influences the vowel

palatalising it into /ja/ (Haugen, 2018). An example could be gjaldr > gjeldr (Haugen, 2018, p. 279).

3.8.1 Progressive front mutation in NRA 3
This trait is only present within the fragment once, while any other case where the trait could have
been possible keeps the more conservative orthography /1a/. Here is the single case of this trait, and

then others without:

giello (2v, 27) gialdi

Odalf 1arder (1r, 25), {6kiande (1v, 10), {1alfr (2v, 7) odalsjardir, spkjandi, sjalfr.

3.8.2 Progressive front mutation in NRA 5

This trait is totally absent from the fragment. Some examples without it are:

fialgr (1r, 15); prialfir (1v, 9) and g1alldi (2v, 3). sjalfr, frjalsir, gjaldi.
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3.8.3 Progressive front mutation in NRA 6

This trait is completely absent from the fragment. Some examples without the trait are:

gialloe (6v, 2), lampulle (5v, 19), piar zak gialdi, jafnfullt, fidrtak,
(4r, 10), f1alpr (4r, 11), jarder (3v, 14) sjalfr, jardir.

3.8.4 Progressive front mutation in NRA 13

This trait is absent from the fragment. Some examples without it are:

g1alda (1v, 3), fokiandi (1v, 18), tkiliaz (2v, 25). gialda, spkjand, skiljask

3.8.5 Final remarks on progressive front mutation

The presence or lack of this phenomenon both creates problems and solves some others. On the one
hand, its total lack in NRA 6 helps in the hypothesis that the fragment has western origin, while its
lack in NRA 5 could create problems for the hypothesis first given by Rindal and Spgrck (Rindal &
Spérck, 2018, s. 32). For NRA 3, there is only one single case. However, considering it is the shortest
fragment in this corpus, one example could be enough to confirm the origin as South-eastern. As usual

NRA 13 is the most problematic, although an origin from Western Norway is still possible.

3.9 Merger of /e/ og /&/

This phenomenon, which happened during the second half of the 13 century, is one of the most
discussed, since the orthography hardly ever recorded this event, writing both sounds as <e> or <a>
interchangeably (Haugen, 2018). It happened originally in the 12 century in Iceland while it happened
later in Norway, especially in Trgndsk. The two sounds have different origin. /e/ was present from
the older stages of the Proto-Norse language, while /2/ was a result of the palatal front mutation
(Seip, 1955, s. 45) from /a/, which in normalized orthography was simply written as /e/, as in ferd

from fara.

Seip did not find any pattern for the spelling of /e/ and /=/ (Seip, 1955, p. 147), and although this

merger seemed to happen only within the short vowels, there are many instances of /e:/ and /z:/ also
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written interchangeably, adding even a stronger confusion to this particular trait (Haugen, 2018, pp.

279-80).

3.9.1 Merger of /e/ and /&/in NRA 3

The fragment has several cases where the two graphemes are interchangeably used, even for the same
word: we do find both <@1gp (1r, 18) and <e1gp (1r, 13) within the same page. However, there are many
instances where the older vowel are used correctly by the scribe, as if he/she knew the spelling pre-
merger. For the examples, the first row includes word that etymologically before the merger had /e/,
while the second one had /=/, a product of the front mutation that happened before the coming of

the latin script in Old Norse (Seip 1955, 45).

{em (11, 23), meza (1v, 24), {zlr (21, 29), nema
sem, meta, selr, nema, vetra
(2v, 23), uetra (1r, 7)

laga {fcemna (11, 5), epeir (1v, 4), ceeknar (2v,
& ) epar ( lagastefna, eftir, teknar, segja, erfa
28-29), fegia (1v, 2), &rya (11, 26)

3.9.2 Merger of /e/ and /&/in NRA 5

The consequences of this merger are present in this fragment, with a strong variation in the presence
of the two traits. It must be mentioned that, however, this scribe prefers to use <e> over <e> in
stressed syllables. The first row of the table will feature word with etymological /e/, and the second

one will feature words with the /&/ resulting from front mutation of /a/.

uzll (1r, 22), nozeg (2r, 12), veerkmad: (21, 5),
vel, Noreg, verkmadr, vegr, verdar
uegz (31, 2), pardar (3v, 16)

herr (1r, 1), p2lldi (1r, 2), premua (3r, 28), haegca
(r ), (r2). B ( ) heep berr, veldi, fremja, befta, refla
(2v, 12), regla (3v, 2)
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3.9.3 Merger of /e/ and /&/ in NRA 6
Just like all the fragments in this thesis, NRA 6 also features an incredibly high amount of confusion
between the two graphemes /e/ and /a/. There are only a few words that feature the grapheme <e>

for both the etymological /e/ and even less for the /&/ resulting from front mutation.

prefcar (2v, 3), neema (41, 1), baera (5r, 10),

helldz (5v, 7), verdz (6v, 17)

prestar, nema, bera, beldr, verdr

apar (1r, 3), mann (2v, 4), fekkr (41, 16),
par (ir, 3) (2, 9 ( ) eftir, men, sekr, krefja, bverr
kraepia (5v, 6), huer (6r, 10)

3.9.4 Merger of /e/ and /=/ in NRA 13
This is the fragment that most frequently features the variation resulting from this merger. While the
former fragments did not feature the merger for words that were short monosyllabic words or clitics,

this one does feature it. Some examples are:

nema (1v, 31), ef (1v, 2), Noregspingi (31, 8),
nema, ef , Noregspingi, verda, prest
uzrda (4v, 7), prelc (4v, 25)

Erar (2r, 11), regling (1r, 28), huaerfu (3v, 12),
Far { ), repiing ( ) ( ) eftir, refsing, bversu, nefndir elska
nepdir (41, 26), xlfka (4v, 30)

3.9.5 Final remarks on merger of /e/ and /=/
While other traits that are much older than this one are lacking in almost all the four fragments, this
quite recent merger, for the scibes, is present over all of the fragments. Furthermore, the presence of
it increases through the four fragments, from NRA 3, that has less cases of <e> and <a> used for the
opposite use to NRA 13, which barely has any <e> in stressed position in the fragment. If the
hypothesis of Storm, Rindal and Spgrck are correct, it seems that NRA 3 has less of it because it is
the older fragments, perhaps a few decades after the first appearance of the phenomenon, while NRA
13, which seems to be the younger. The other two fragments are, it could be said, in the middle between
these two, with the scribe of NRA 5 preferring <a> in stressed positions, but still using the grapheme
<e> in a number of cases for both the pre-merger /e/ and /&/. The scribe NRA 6 already preferred
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more the use of <@&> in all stressed position, both for the older /e/ and /#/, and as such there are very
few instances in general with /e/ written as <e> in stressed positions. Even less with <e> used where
/&/ was originally present. However, the use of <a> is not as extreme as it appears in NRA 13. This
merger is very useful for the dating of the fragments, as it apparead around the middle of the 13®

century, confirming for all the fragment the dating by the three aforementioned scholars.

3.10 Merger of /a:/ og /o:/

In the older phase of Old Norse, there was still a difference between the two phonemes that go back
to /a/ and /a:/ due to back mutation (u-omlyd), i.e., /5/ and /o:/. From the middle of the 13" century,
the long phonemes /a:/ and /5:/ merged into the second sound, a back, low rounded vowel, [o:]. The
word on which the change is easiest to distinguish, is the personal pronoun vdrr. In older sources, like
the Norsk Homiliebok (AM 619 4to), the difference is still noticeable, since, using the normalized
orthography, the pronoun was in the nominative singular vdrr and in the dative singular vgrum. In
later text, the copyists would generally just use <a> for /o:/, and it can be more easily spotted in the

words that feature the endings - and -um (Hagland, 2013, s. 625).

3.10.1 Merger of /a:/ and /5:/ in NRA 3
There are many instances featuring the merger in the text, written as <a> in the text. The first two
examples feature a back vowel as an unstressed vowel, showing that the sound was unrecognizable by

the scribe:

uarom (1r, 21), uaro (1v, 18; 2r, 11), vaczca (21,
vdrum, vdru, vdtta, jdtti, frdfall
23), 1ace (21, 18), yra rall (2v, 19)

3.10.2 Merger of /a:/ and /5:/ in NRA 5

The fragment here is not fully consistent since there are six examples where the grapheme <o> was
preferred. However, the vast majority of cases feature the grapheme <a>, which indicates that the
merger had taken place in the language of the scribe (or, for that matter, in the exemplar from which

the manuscript was copied).
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paccum (1r, 12), varum (1r, 22), papnum (11, 4),
vdttum, varum, vdpnum, vdpnaping, ldti
uapna ping (2r, 11), lace (31, 12)

von (1r, 26), vopn (21, 10; 21, 21; 21, 23), vdn, vdpn,

polk vopn (21,7; 21, 23) folkvdpn

3.10.3 Merger of /a:/ and /o:/ in NRA 6
The two sounds are written consistently with <a>, as it was shown in the orthographic analysis. Some

examples are:

varo (2r, 11), vaccom (2v, 1), ran (3r, 18), varom vdru, vdttum, rdn,

(3v, 17), acee (5v, 2) vdrum, dtti.

3.10.4 Merger of /a:/ and /5:/ in NRA 13
This merger is present in the text, as most words which would be normalized with /a:/ do indeed
feature the grapheme <a>. There is one exception, repeated three times, where the phoneme is written

in the older way with <o>. The examples are:

uo20 (1r, 17), uapnacak (3v, 7) rad (2r, 18), acce o
vdru, vdpnatak, rddi, dtti, vdttar

(1v, 3), uaczar (41, 19)

3.10.5 Final remarks on merger of /a:/ and /o:/

This merger is quite important for the dating of each fragment. Co-existence of both forms was
practiced until the end of the first half of the 13% century, while after that it becomes increasingly
less common. Therefore, the presence of conservative forms in NRA 5 and 13 comes as quite a
surprise. In the case of both, one must remember that manuscript culture in the middle ages was
based on the copying of older exemplars. As such, those conservative forms we find could have been
mistakes made by the scribes. Instead of updating with the forms more natural to them, they might
have copied the older forms. In any case, especially for NRA 5, the fact that the forms with older
spelling are six, in the case of this fragment it might be considered not a mistake. It is indeed
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possible that the fragment is slightly older than expected, not from the early 14™ century, but from

the second half of the 13 century. For NRA 3 and 6, the complete lack of older forms helps in the

localisation of both. For NRA 13, the one case (twice repeated however), is dubious.

3.11 Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /5/.

From the end of the 13 century, it becomes common to find the unstressed ending /a/ written with

either <a@> or <e>. The sound produced was, probably, not anymore /a/, nor /&/ or /e/, but the

mid, unstressed vowel [3], called schwa. The evolution into the schwa started in the eastern dialects,

and spread slowly everywhere, except South-western dialects. Therefore, words like kallar would

begin to appear as either kaller or kaller (Haugen, 2018, pp. 281-82).

3.11.1 Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /3/ in NRA 3.

The fragment does not feature this trait, and the /a/ is consistently written as <a>. A few examples

of it are:

kallazz (1r, 8), ardar (1r, 26), allmargar

(1v, 29), tvegia (21, 5), idan (2v, 18).

kallask, ardar, allmargar,

tveggja, sidan.

3.11.2 Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /3/in NRA 5

Since this phenomenon appeared first a few decades before this fragment presumably was written

(Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, s. 32), in the eastern area, it is no surprise that it is not present at all in this

source. As such, the ending /a/ is kept always, as in the following examples:

reida (1v, 1), faman (2r, 12), pattar (2v, 5),

uboza mal (3v, 18) and pardar (3v, 16)

reida, saman, vdttar,

Sbotamdl, verdar

3.11.3 Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /3/ in NRA 6

There are no cases of this phenomenon in this fragment. As such, the vowel is always /a/:

{ynda (1r, 1), uardaz (2r,8), annan (2v, 21), repla

(31, 12), peffara (3v, 6)

synda, vardar, annan, refsa, pessara
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3.11.4 Reduction of unstressed /a/ into /3/ in NRA 13

This trait is completely lacking from the fragment, which always writes the unstressed /a/ as <a>:

domar (4v, 7), reeknar (4v, 17), paza (3r, 23),
domar, reknar, petta, medan
madan (21, 7)

3.11.5 Final remarks on reduction of unstressed /a/ into /5/

The presence of this trait in any of the fragments would have been quite helpful for any of the
fragment. Not only it would have been helpful in the localisation, but it would have been most helpful
when it comes to the dating of the four fragments, as they are either from the period the phenomenon

first appeared, or a few decades later. However, it is lacking everywhere.

3.12 Loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/
This phenomenon happened in Old Norwegian already in the ending of the older period of Old

Norse, almost surely already around 1050. This is one of the traits that distanced the most Old
Norwegian from Old Icelandic, where it was kept, and it gives the first strong criterion for the

difference between the two variants (Haugen 2018).

3.12.1 Loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/ in NRA 3

The fragment does not feature any word that would have been written in older sources with /hr/ or

/hn/, but it does feature two words that, in the normalized editions are written with /hl/:

lunnende (1r, 19), lyda (1v, 4). blunnendi, bljda

3.12.2 Loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/ in NRA 5
This phenomenon is indeed present in the fragment, and the /h/ is never present in front of these

consonants:
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18ypr (1r, 6), ulydni (2v,4), laupa (31, 22). bleypr, 6blydni, blaupa.

nodet (1v, 2-3) bnodit

landzraeinfanar (3v, 2) landbreinsanar

3.12.3 Loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/ in NRA 6
As usual this trait is present in the fragment. However, there is no case of /hn/ in the fragment. The

examples are:

gardz 110 (2v, 9), luc (3v, 8), leypr (4v,1), gardshlid, blut, bleypr,
leypir (51, 11). bleypir
ndyxla (1v, 5) bneyksla

3.12.4 Loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/ in NRA 13
This trait is present in the fragment. Just like with NRA 6, there are no words with /hn/ in the

fragment. The examples are:

16ypr (1r, 28), luai (1v, 21), luz (3v, 30) bleypr, luti, lut.

rezllo (4v, 8). brézlu.

3.12.5 Final Remarks on loss of /h/ in front of /1/, /n/ and /r/

This trait was already common in Norway long before the four fragments were written, and as such
is not particularly helpful. Moreover, it is probably the trait that is the most consistent within the
corpus, as all the words in each fragment that could drop the /h/ in front of the three consonants, drop
it. Since the scribes of NRA 3, 5 and 13 tend to be quite conservative, the lack of this sound in front

of the three consonants must have felt normal to all of them.
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3.13 Loss of /h/ in front of vowels (b dropping, halvemal)

This phenomenon is common to many languages, and it happened, although not always and mostly
in certain areas, in Old Norwegian. The areas where the phenomenon is written the most are western
dialects, especially those around the region of Mgre and Romsdal. It’s sporadic throughout the whole
high middle ages in Norway and before, where we do find it as early as in the runic period (Haugen,

2018, pp. 282-83).

3.13.1 Loss of /h/ in front of vowels in NRA 3

The manuscript writes the h consistently before vowel, as it can be seen in the following examples:

hanodhaue (2v, 2), heuir (1v, 16), héylgu handhafi, befir, belgu,
(21, 3), hende (1v, 11) and hoyri (1r, 1). bendi, beyri.

3.13.2 Loss of /h/ in front of vowels in NRA 5
This phenomenon is missing from the fragment, where every single /h/ before a vowel is kept. Some

examples are:

hapzz (11, 7), haidin (1r, 1), hallda (1v, 11), her befsk, beidinn, balda,
(2v, 5), hopd1 (31, 10). hér, bofdi.

3.13.3 Loss of /h/ in front of vowels in NRA 6
This Norwegian trait, which is quite sporadic, is not present at all in the text, which conserves the /h/

in front of all vowels. Some examples are:

hanom (6v, 12), helldz (5v, 7), hayrd1 (4v, 19), honum, beldr, heyrdi,
hunang (3v, 6), huf (2v, 9) hunang, his
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3.13.4 Fall of /h/ in front of vowels in NRA 13
This trait is missing, as usual, from the fragment. Since it is a quite sporadic trait, it does not come as

a surprise. Some examples without the h-dropping are:

hozbannum (4v, 15), haccum (gv, 7), haeilagf horbornum, bdttum, beilags,

(2v, 19), hedan (2r, 24), heeimza (1v, 4) hedan, beimta

3.13.5 Final remarks on fall of /h/ in front of vowels

This trait is quite hard to find in general in the whole Old Norwegian literature, even though there
are some appearances in some runic inscriptions. As such, the fact that it is missing from all the
fragments could have been expected. The presence of it could have been quite helpful, especially in
the case of NRA 13 and 6, yet their lack of it does not preclude the possibility of western dialects,
especially for NRA 6.

3.14 Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/

This phenomenon, which happened as early as the 13" century, within the whole area of Old
Norwegian evolved the consonant plosives /g/ and /k/ into the two consonant clusters /kj/ and /gj/
in front of a palatal vowel, generally written as <ki> and <gi>. Some examples for it could be kensr >

kiemr and gengr > giangr (Haugen, 2018, pp. 283-84).

3.14.1 Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/ in NRA 3

This trait is present only once in the manuscript:

gieloz (21, 12) geldr

Other than this single case, the text does not add the palatal semivowel in any other words:

gerd1 (11, 14), kéypt (1r, 18), gerdi, keypt,
gere (2v, 27) kémr (2r,22) gefi, komr.
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3.14.2 Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/ in NRA 5

There are three instances in NRA 5 of palatalisation of /g/. The only examples of it are:

naigildir (2r, 5), hiuggiu (2v, 18; 2v, 24) negldir, bjuggu.

3.14.3 Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/in NRA 6
The fragment has one single case of palatalisation of /g/. Any other case with both phonemes lacks

the palatalisation, which must have been in place at the time of writing. The one example is:

leeigia (2v, 6 leiga

Other forms which feature the classic orthography are:

{oker (6v, 13), uclegann (3r, 20), kenner spkir, iitlégan, kennir,

(1v, 6), glloz (41, 7) keendr (4v, 8) geldr, kenndr

3.14.4 Palatalisation of /g/ and /k/in NRA 13
There are no cases of palatalisation of either consonant in those fragments. Other cases where the /g/

and /k/ are not fully palatalised are:

Geare (2v, 11), nikif (2v, 10), gaerarz (3r, 8), | gefi, rikis, gerask,

keendir (3v, 18), kilgeenu (4v, 16) kenndir, skilgetnu.

3.14.5 Final Remarks on palatalisation of /g/ and /k/

This trait, which became common in the 13 century, should have been more common than the few
instances in which we found it. The presence at least once in each fragment, except NRA 13, can be
used as confirmation once more that the scribes are Norwegian, and that the trait was, albeit not as

common as it might appear in longer works, still common enough. Once again NRA 13 is the one that
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creates most problems. However, this trait was too widespread to have been a helpful for the

localisation of the fragment.

3.15 Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters

Some consonant clusters evolve into newer forms already by the end of the Proto Norse Language,
during the period called Early Old Norwegian, and these are in general kept in Old Norwegian. In the
Old Norwegian period, some dialects have the assimilations /fn/ > /mn/ ( (Seip, 1955, s. 169), /pt/ >
/ft/ (Seip, 1955, s. 173) and /ps/ > /fs/ (Seip, 1955, s. 285), such as nafn > namn, eptir > eftir, and glgpska
> glpfska. These changes started first in Trgndsk and Eastern Norwegian, while Western Norwegian
(apart from North-western Norwegian) prefers the older ones to a higher degree. The first two were
common already during the 13 century, while the third one becomes more common after the
beginning of the 14™ century (Seip, 1955, s. 285) When the clusters are composed of three of more

consonants, it is quite common for the middle one to fall, as in margt > mart (Haugen, 2018, p. 284).

3.15.1 Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters in NRA 3
The fragment has many cases of evolutions of /fn/: there is /fn/ in one case, /mn/ in twelve cases,

/mmn/ once, /mfn/ twice, /m/ in 5 few cases and /n/ twice as well. Examples are:

1apnyullu (2v, 6), fremna (1v, 20), nammn (11, 1), Jjafnfullu, stefna, nafn,

{ténu (1r, 3), {teeme (1v, 23), {temgna (1v, 3) stefnu, stefnt, stefna

The consonant cluster /pt/ is not evolved in the fragment, as it can be seen in these examples (the

normalised forms follow the orthography of Ordbok over det norrgne prosasprog):

eptir (1r, 23), aptr (1v, 28) eftir, aftr

The third cluster, /ps/, does not appear in the fragment, and its evolution or lack thereof is unknown.



3.15.2 Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters in NRA 5
This phenomenon was already quite common at the time, so it is quite surprising to find the
conservative spellings. The two major clusters involved in this are always written down in the most

conservative way in the text, as it can be seen in:

{teegnu (11, 13), fogna (1v, 14), stefnu, sofna

epar (2v, 17), {kepzar (2r, 1) eftir, skeftar

There is no instance of /ps/ either in the conservative or assimilated version in the text. Also, another

common fall, /rn/ > /n:/ is kept in the conservative form in the text:

hueern (1v, 26). hvern

3.15.3 Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters in NRA 6
The fragment shows evolutions only for the cluster /fn/, while any of the other three is kept with the
older spellings, <pt>, <ps> and <rn>. The cluster /fn/ has three possible evolution, <mfn>, <mn>

and <m>, this last one only in word-final position when attached to another word. The examples are:

nempgnoum (1v, 12), laga fcamnu (2v, 2), nefndum, lagastefnu, stefnu,
{raemno (31, 16), jamgozt (3v, 9), neempni (41, 8), Jafngott, nefni,
1amfaekkr (51, 20) Jjafnsekr.

3.15.4 Assimilations and losses within consonant clusters in NRA 13

The fragment vacillates between conservative forms and progressive forms. The cluster /fn/ is in the
majority of examples kept as such, except once where it turns into <mn> and twice where the /fnd/
cluster has a drop of the middle consonant <d>, becoming <fd>. The cluster /pt/ is always turned

into /ft/, but it appears only in the classic example eftir. The cluster /rn/ is always kept as such.
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Jamnan (2v, 24), napoar (2v, 5), &pni jafnan, nefndar, efni,
(11, 13), fceepna (1v, 29), naepna (1v, 32) stefna, nefna
@rpar (21, 3) eftir
regirnd (4v, 11), pegirni (4v, 13) fégirnd, fégirni

3.15.5 Final remarks on assimilations and losses within consonant clusters

These evolutions are very important for the localisation of the fragments. For NRA 3, since it was
most common in Eastern Norwegian, it seems even more plausible the hyphothesis of Rindal and
Spegrck (2018, 32). The scribe of NRA 5 however behaves in a rather peculiar way, avoiding the new
evolutions and writing down the older forms. If the epenthetic vowel /a/ was not present in this
fragment, this could have created even more issues. The fact that NRA 6 presents the evolution only
in the most common of the 4 evolutions, while leaving the older graphemes for the other evolutions,
is very interesting. There were already traits that could have showed a Western origin for this
fragment. At this point, the main possibility is that the fragment was written in North-western
Norwegian. For NRA 13 this trait is present also in a mixed way. It could have been therefore also

from the North-western area, but it still is too hard to tell.

3.16 Negation particles #- and ¢6-

The more conservative form of the particle used in Old Norwegian used to turn a word into his
negative counterpart was originally /u:/, but already in the early period of Old Norse writing, it
evolved to /o:/. The general division in dialect shows that Northern areas, which means Trgndsk,
North-eastern and North-western, preferred the evolution, while Southern areas left the phoneme as
the high velar vowel (Haugen 2018, 285). Rindal, however, showed that it is common to find both

form in most documents, with a majority of 6- in the North and a majority of #- in the South (Rindal,

1981, s. 66).

3.16.1 Negation particles #- and 6- in NRA 3

In the fragment we have only one case of the negative particle:

oceknu (2v, 13) Steknu
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3.16.2 Negation particles #- and - in NRA 5
The negation particle used in the text is, #-, as it shown in these examples (in which we follow the

normalised orthography J- of the Dictionary of Old Norse Prose (Ordbog over det norrgna

prosasprog).
pmeidda (1r, 23), ugridi (1r, 25), ubora madz Omeidda, Jfridi, sbotamadr,
(31, 15), uboza mal (3r, 18), ugilldir (3v, 9) dbdtamadl, Jgildir

3.16.3 Negation particles #- and J- in NRA 6

The negation particle used in this text is d-, as it can be seen in the only three cases where it appears:

opokka (1r, 15), ohago verk (1v, 14), dpokka, Shéfuverk,
ofakad: (6r, 16) dsakadr

3.16.4 Negation particles 7- and 6- in NRA 13

The negation particle used in the fragment is the older form #-, as can be seen from the examples:

ufkil (1r, 14), umaegd (21, 3), ukaddzi (2r, 26) dskil, dmegd, dskaddri

3.16.5 Final Remarks on negation particles

This phenomenon must be taken in a delicate way. As both forms were common in all areas but with
a certain preference of either in the North or the South, it should be taken more as a confirmation of
pre-existing hypothesis rather than used as a strong argument for a certain dialect. For NRA 3 and 6
we have the evolved forms. In the case of NRA 6, it could be therefore taken as yet another argument
for a North-western dialect. In the case of NRA 3 however, it should have been more common the
other form, but the fact that the evolution is used cannot be taken as an argument for a possible
northern dialect, considering there are much stronger cases to be made for a South-eastern dialect (the

spelling <ou> for the diphthong /ou/, for example). For NRA 5 the conservative forms are to be
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expected from a South-eastern dialect. For NRA 13, the presence of the conservative form could be
taken as indication of a Southern dialect, but as explained, it cannot be used a strong argument for any

dialect.

3.17 Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verbs

This is another morphological evolution. The older form -sk starts having two different forms which
are both spread in all 5 dialect areas, but with a majority of one preferred form over the other. They
appear to be simply preferences rather than actual new allomorphs since we can find both forms in all
5 dialectal areas. Generally, the eastern area and Trgndsk prefer the form with <s>, while the western
dialect have a stronger presence of <st> (Haugen, 2018, p. 287). The more doubtful evolution is the

one that uses -z or -zt. Rindal believes that they are just allographs of <s> and <st> (Rindal, 1988).

3.17.1 Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verbs in NRA 3
NRA 3 has both forms, but always with <z> instead of <s>. However, the form most common in
eastern dialects, without the <t> is present more than double the time of the form with it. As such,

the forms present are:

uirdizt (1v, 5), berze (2r, 6), kallaze (2v, 8), virdisk, bersk, kallask,
{ymzt (1v, 21), ecciazt (1v, 19) synisk, etjask
abyrgiaz (11, 6), pyllaz (1v, 18), pulnaz (21, 14), dbyrgjask, fullask, fullnask,
haldez (2r, 15), andaz (2r, 17) haldisk, andisk

3.17.2 Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verbs in NRA 5

NRA 5 also has both forms. However, there is one single case of <z> and four with <zt>:

heepzc (1r, 7), fekkiaze (1v, 7), hefsk, sekjask,
byzzc (21, 15), gerize (3v, 5). bysk, gerisk.
hygdz (31, 17) hyggdisk.
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3.17.3 Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verbs in NRA 6

The evolution of the reflexive forms that are to be found in the text are two, <{c> and once <z{t>:

virdilz (1r, 20), gozelt (1v, 2) legzlc (1v, 15), virdisk, férisk, leggsk,

berf{c (2r, 1), baerafc (61, 4). bersk, berask

3.17.4 Evolution of the reflexive endings of the verbs in NRA 13
The evolution is present almost equally in both forms, the one with <s>, in its |z| allograph, and with

<st>, with the two allographs |z¢| and |{t]. The examples are:

uirdiz (1r, 29), pyrniz (1v, 15), uinz (21, 11), virdisk, fyrnisk, vinnsk,

rinniz (2v, 3), kiliaz (2v, 25), geraz (31, 8) finnisk, skiljask, gerask

tkeerfz (31, 7), greidizc (31, 29), varizz (4v, 3), skarsk, greidisk, varisk,
uirdize (4v, 19). virdisk

3.17.5 Final remarks on the evolution of the reflexive endings of verbs

This evolution is also one of the most important, as it carries a strong difference between dialects and
because it first appeared during the second half of the 13 century. The scribe of NRA 3 used both
forms, but the fact that he/she preferred the forms without <t> might be taken as indication that he
was from Eastern Norway. The scribe of NRA 5, as it happened in other cases, prefers the form that
was not particularly common in South-eastern Norway. It might be possible to argue that, at this
point, the scribe of NRA 5 either was from the South-eastern area but learned to write somewhere
else or that he copied the fragment from texts not from that area, and, while he followed the older
ones, he would sometimes show his origin, either consciously or subconsciously. The scribe of NRA
6 preferred the form that was common in the western areas, another sign of a possible western origin.
The scribe of NRA 13 creates the most problems, as he used both forms equally. At this point, the
remarks by Rindal and Spgrck (Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, s. 33) are confirmed: the scribe was surely

Norwegian, but from which part of the Norwegian Kingdom was he from is yet to be discovered.
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CONCLUSION

Out of all these evolutions, only a handful of them are important for the localisation of fragments.
These few evolutions have, in three out of four fragments, given highly possible localisation, while the
datings have only been confirmed. Those given by Rindal, Spgrck (2018) and even Storm (1885) seem

to be correct. They are corroborated both by the linguistic analysis and the palaeographical one.

NRA 3 is most probably from the end of the 13% century, as it was proven by both linguistical
features, such as the total lack of the more conservative forms of the reflexive verbs, those with the
ending -sk, the presence of the graphemes <o> and <au> for the younger back mutation, which also
happened around half of the 13™ century. All those phenomena are noted in the text, even though the
scribe is generally quite conservative. Moreover, the palacography is also quite useful in this, as it adds
supports to the idea that the fragment was from this period: the use of <{> in word-final position,
plus the use of <> with the vertical line crossing the horizontal line but not creating an ascender can
only corroborate the possibility of a late 13" century dating. For the localisation, the stronger
arguments for a South-eastern dialect are the presence of <au> for the younger back mutation, a truly
South-eastern trait, and the use of <ou> for the diphthong <ou>, also a trait which is only to be found

in that area.

NRA 5 is most probably from the beginning of the 14™ century. The main problem with this
fragment is the fact that it features both extremely conservative forms and innovative ones. While it
features the newer forms of the reflexive verbs, as well as, in the palaeography, the use of <s> in the
ending position, it also features conservative forms such as the consonant clusters before their
assimilations and/or losses and the coexistence of both the younger and older spelling of /5:/. There
is in general a discrepancy between the language, which seems more conservative and could point
towards an earlier date, and the palaeography, which, except for the use of insular <p>, points towards
a dating from circa 1310-1330. For the localisation, this fragment also proved quite challenging.
However, the greatest indication that Rindal and Spgrck were right in their localisation is indeed the
epenthetic vowel /a/, a truly South-eastern trait (Rindal & Spgrck, 2018, s. 32). Other traits also
corroborated their hypothesis, such as the use of the negation particle /u:/ instead of /o:/, which was
more common in southern dialects, and the use of <a> instead of <o> for the younger back mutation.
However, the aforementioned conservative forms for the consonant clusters are quite strange, as they

were most common in Eastern Norway.

NRA 6 is the fragment that had, before this thesis, no assigned dialect by former scholars.
Therefore, it was one of the greatest challenges of this master to give an geographic origin to this text.

As far as it can be discerned from these seventeen linguistic phenomena, the dialect of this fragment
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is most probably North-western Old Norwegian. The fragments present a mixed form of evolved and
conservative forms of the consonant clusters. Moreover, it has the expected forms of a North-western
scribe in both the negation particles and the reflexive endings of the verbs and in the very little use of
monophthongisation. The dating of this fragment seems to be the one given by Storm in its work
(Storm 1885, 766). The palacographic analysis showed traits that are both common at the turn of the
century, but even a bit later, especially the use of <d> with a very short ascender. Linguistically, the
fragment features some traits that appeared first in the middle of the 13 century, such as the evolved
reflexive forms, the phoneme /5:/ is exclusively written as <a>, which might show that the period of
co-existence was over by the time this fragment was written. Furthermore, we do find some forms
without the younger back mutation written with the newer spelling, giving a co-existence of the forms
that in this case shows that the fragment might be younger. As such, since there both conservative
forms that would be more common before 1300 and other that are more common after it, the dating

by Storm could be taken as correct.

NRA 13 is by far the most problematic of the fragments when it comes to localisation. Both
Eastern and Western dialects are possible candidates, but there is not a generic pattern to it. Possibly,
in this case the content of the fragment can indeed be helpful, as it features some laws and prohibition
that were made by Hikon Magndsson during his reign in the area of Oslo or Viken. Furthermore,
the fragments have been assembled from different areas of Telemark. Unfortunately, this does not
fully mean that the scribe is from there, as scribes moved as much as modern people do. Moreover,
even looking at the history of the early 14™ century, it makes everything more dubious: Hékon V was
the king that moved, albeit unofficially, the capital from Bergen to Oslo, where the court and the

bureaucratic machine of the kingdom moved as well (Norseng, 2020).

To conclude, this thesis fulfilled both the goals that were given in the Autumn of 2019: it gives a
thorough electronic edition of the fragments, expanding the corpus of the MENQOTA archive, which
soon will be enriched even in its more public form of these four fragments, in all three types of edition
available. This way, those looking for the use of abbreviations and the graphemes used in the text can
look at both the facsimile and the diplomatic editions, while those interested, that can understand Old
Norse in its reconstructed and normalized form, can read and study the normalized editions and look
for differences and/or similarities between this fragments and others that reproduce similar parts of
both the Landsloven and Bergens bylov. Since the number of fragments and text reproducing those
extremely important text (especially important for Norway) is not that extensive, it should be a
priority of those in the field to reproduce and edit all the fragments and manuscripts present for those

bodies of work to better understand the legal culture that was present in Norway at the time.
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Moreover, it discovered both the dating of all four fragments and the localisation of three out of
four. It would have been even better if it were possible, using these seventeen phenomena, to decipher
properly NRA 13 and understand where its scribe was from. Although this was not possible for the

moment, it is fulfilling to know that at least NRA 6 now has a (possible) origin.
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