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Foreword

his journal came into being fifteen years ago with the first issue

appearing in December 2010. The idea of founding an interdisciplinary
journal dedicated to runology and runic studies was first suggested by the
writer of this “Foreword”, James Knirk, at the annual meeting of field
runologists in Visby, Gotland, in 2007. The proposal met with approval
and preliminary work on the project gradually began.

Fortuitously, the first issue in 2010 was supplied with copious, already
edited material as the organizers of the Sixth International Symposium on
Runes and Runic Inscriptions in Lancaster in 2005 agreed to let us publish
their selected papers. This gave the journal ample material to begin with. I
have since been the driving force behind the journal (together with Henrik
Williams for more than eleven years) and have enjoyed outstanding help
from Marco Bianchi, runological “typesetter” and assistant editor (later also
co-editor), as well as English-language consultants, an initially small and
later expanded advisory board, and also more recently additional assistant
editors. The demanding editorial work typically involves guidance for
authors as well as suggestions for improvements and clarifications; not
merely proofreading for punctuation.

Various circumstances have at times delayed publication and several
issues have appeared later than scheduled; one double issue (9-10 for
2018-2019) was necessitated by a substantial delay. The present issue is
now severely overdue. The explanation for this is essentially that all the
editors work without remuneration either alongside their regular jobs or
during their retirement. Several editors have been engaged in particularly
pressing and demanding academic or administrative tasks that have
necessarily taken priority over the production of Futhark. In combination
with health issues and various technical problems, the delay has proved
unavoidable, although regrettable.

To bring the periodical back on schedule, Henrik Williams has returned
to Futhark as guest editor of this double issue; he will take over as chief
editor with the next number, which will likewise be a double issue. The
editorial staff will be expanded, and new routines will be implemented
to ensure regular publication every fall. From 2027, the deadline for sub-



mitting articles will be 15 January, and 1 May for short notices and all
other contributions. A compiled bibliography will also be introduced to
facilitate the preparation of biographies by authors. Fortunately, due to
the continuing financial support of Myrna Smith, for which we are deeply
grateful, we are able to cover the publication costs of the journal.

James E. Knirk
Oslo, December 2025



Phrasal and Compound Verbs in
Early North Germanic

Bernard Mees (Monash University)

Abstract

One of the characteristic features of Old Norse is the loss of unstressed preverbs
and hence a great reduction in the number of compound verbs inherited from
Proto-Germanic. Yet interpretations that assume the existence of verb-particle
constructions are often invoked by runologists suggesting the development of
a new type of verbal formation in early North Germanic. The appearance of
both phrasal and compound verbs in early runic inscriptions may represent
evidence of a language where both object-verb and verb-object phenomena
were common. This paper reassesses the early runic evidence for phrasal and
compound verbs, particularly in light of a 1999 find from the Nydam bog and
recent syntactic scholarship.

Keywords: Early North Germanic, older futhark inscriptions, syntax, phrasal
verbs, compound verbs, KJ 17a Eikeland clasp, Nydam spear-shaft runic
inscription

Perhaps the most notable behaviour that distinguishes Old Norse and
the later North Germanic languages from the other Germanic dialects
is their common employment of phrasal verbs where German and Old
Germanic languages such as Gothic typically preserve compound verbs.
English has more clearly developed from a language that favoured com-
pound verbs such as Old English etgifan ‘give to’ to one where phrasal
verbs such as give to now prevail, and it seems clear that the North Ger-
manic languages must have undergone a similar development at an earlier
linguistic stage than Old Norse. Both compound and phrasal verbs are
often claimed to be attested in the early runic evidence from Scandinavia
as if the change from dialects that favoured compound to phrasal verbs
was occurring at the time that the early runic inscriptions are attested.

Mees, Bernard. “Phrasal and Compound Verbs in Early North Germanic.”
Futhark: International Journal of Runic Studies 14-15 (2023-2024, publ. 2025): 7-21.
DOI: 10.33063/futhark.14.1069
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8 « Bernard Mees

The widespread employment of compound verbs in Gothic, Old English
and Old High German suggests that phrasal verbs must have been rare in
Proto-Germanic and that the favouring of phrasal verbs in Old Norse is one
of the most important early dialectal developments in North Germanic.
This paper assesses the evidence for phrasal and compound verbs
among the early runic inscriptions in light of recent studies of historical
syntax. After considering the broader evidence for compound and phrasal
verbs in early runic epigraphy, two examples of texts are analysed: those
that appear on the Eikeland clasp (KJ 17a) and on a spear-shaft from the
Nydam bog (Rau and Nedoma 2014). Rather than a phrasal verb, the in-
scription on the Eikeland clasp appears merely to preserve a prepositional
phrase, while the Nydam spear-shaft inscription seems to be best under-
stood as featuring a compound verb. The Nydam inscription also appears
to demonstrate that a relatively late date should be assumed for the pres-
ervation of weakly stressed preverbs in North Germanic and the preser-
vation of compound verbs in the early runic inscriptions more generally.

Phrasal verbs

The Germanic languages feature two manners in which an adverb may be
added to a main verb in order to create a new construction (Thim 2012).
The older, inherited manner is to prefix an adverb to a main verb to form
a compound. The Indo-European languages make wide use of compound
verbs, with Hittite, Vedic Sanskrit, Ancient Greek and Old Irish being par-
ticularly characterised by their use of preverbs. Compound verbs are com-
monly attested in the Old Germanic languages other than Old Norse, with
preverbs derived from Proto-Germanic adverbs such as *anda, *bi, “eni,
*fra, *ga(n) and *uds (Kroonen 2011, 87) being particularly common. But
compound verbs are rare (and often only controversially attested) in early
runic inscriptions as if they had already been mostly lost to North Ger-
manic at a very early date. By the time of the appearance of the earliest
records of Old Norse, compound verbs had become remarkably rare, in
marked contrast to other Germanic languages such as Gothic, Old English
and Old High German. The separation of North Germanic from the West
Germanic languages is often assumed to have only occurred at the time
that the oldest runic inscriptions are first documented, however, suggest-
ing that compound verbs should be present in the early runic record.
Compound verbs were evidently once commoner in North Germanic
than they are in Old Norse as nominal compounds such as Old Norse
andswar ‘answer’ and the corresponding verbal form svara ‘answer’

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Phrasal and Compound Verbs in Early North Germanic « 9

(< "anda-swar-) seem to attest (although cf. the rarer formal verb andsvara
‘answer, be responsible for’). Some compound verbs have been argued to
appear in early runic inscriptions, but the evidence is remarkably slight
and it has been contested. The Vimose wood-plane (KJ 25) features a se-
quence an-:regu that Seebold (1994, 66 f.) identifies as a preverb ana-
and a first-person singular present form of what Markey (2012, 101-05)
reconstructs as the problematically attested strong verb *rehang/regang
‘counsel, advise’. The Reistad inscription’s unnam (KJ 74) has also long
been thought to preserve an otherwise unattested compound of a preverb
und- or unp- (Seebold 2003, 300 f.) and what Marstrander (1930) argued
was a third-person singular preterite form of *nemang ‘take’ (on the model
of Old English underniman ‘take surreptitiously, steal, take into the mind,
understand’). Antonsen (1975, no. 41; 2002, 202 f.), however, took unnam
to be a privative cognomen Unnam|z] of a type well-attested in North
Germanic (Williams 1993) and there is some evidence that the surface of
the Reistad stone has fragmented (and hence that some characters may
have been lost) after unnam (Hansen 2020, 240; Mees 2021, 115-18). There
have also been similar concerns regarding how best to interpret an-:regu,
Grenvik (1996, 35) interpreting the sequence as a nominal compound ‘the
ones who are reeling’, comparing Danish rave ‘stagger, reel’. Many of the
preverbs inherited by North Germanic were lost sometime during the Iron
Age as part of a widespread deletion of unstressed prefixes (Schulte 2003a;
2003b; 2005), with most compound constructions in Old Norse evidently
representing new formations.

The other kind of adverbial modification to a main verb attested in
Germanic is found in verb-particle constructions. These are much com-
moner than compound verbs in the North Germanic languages and most
evidently represent fairly recent formations. As Thim (2012) observes,
phrasal verbs seem to reflect the emergence of verb-object word orders
from an inherited Indo-European object-verb order, a development that is
attested in the early runic texts (Eythorsson 2012). What has traditionally
been taken as an unambiguous example of such a phrasal verb is attested
in the early runic By inscription where the main verb orté ‘worked” was
proposed by Krause (in Krause and Jankuhn 1966, 161) to be further
specified by the particle @t ‘out’. Together the two forms have usually
been recognised (after Krause) as constituting a phrasal verb orte ... ut
‘wrought’, although the inscription becomes increasingly difficult to make
out after the sequence orté. The inscription on the memorial from By also
seems to be syntactically deficient, following a first-person singular pro-
noun ek with a third-person singular verb orte.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



10 « Bernard Mees

Dated to the c. AD 375/400-520/530 period by Imer (2015, 28), the
monumental text on the By runestone was read by Krause (in Krause and
Jankuhn 1966, 159) as:

éT(iriIazhrozazﬁ'ozezortepatazinautulaifT_:dz | rmpi
ek irilaz Hrozaz Hrozez orté pat azina it Alaifu. ..
‘I, Lord Hrozaz, son of Hrozaz, (he) wrought this slab for Alaifu.’

Imer (2015, 28), however, does not accept Krause’s transcription ut (indi-
cating that only the t is secure) and she reads alai-d- before the final
sequence. The inscription begins with an onomastic formula featuring
irilaz, a term cognate with Old Norse jarl that Olsen (in Olsen and Shetelig
1929, 58-60) translated as ‘rune-master’, but which from a syntactic per-
spective can only be a form of address comparable to Latin dominus ‘lord’.!
The final sequence rmpi is most recently taken by Kusmenko (2017) to
preserve a magical code.

An even less clear case of a phrasal verb is assumed by Knirk (2015),
following Krause (in Krause and Jankuhn 1966, 47), to appear on the
sixth-century Eikeland clasp. In this instance the phrasal verb is assumed
to be writu i which Knirk translates as ‘engrave’ (cf. Imer 2015, 55). The
adverbial reflections of the preposition i in Old Norse all preserve nasal
enlargements and Knirk’s interpretation of the Eikeland inscription sug-
gests use of a preposition in the formation of a phrasal verb where we
would expect to find an adverb. The allative adverbial equivalent of the
Old Norse preposition { is inn, its locative is inni ‘in(side)’, its ablative is
innan ‘from inside, out’, and a similar pattern is evidenced in the other
Germanic languages (Faarlund 2004, 108; Kroonen 2011, 87-91). Old Norse
constructions such as kom inn i stofuna ‘entered into the room’ (Grettis
saga 65; Bragi Halldorsson et al. 1987, 1056) demonstrate the relevant
difference - inn is the verbal particle, i a preposition. Employing the pre-
position i in a phrasal verb would be as unexpected as the appearance of
the preposition dr, or (< *uz < *uds) rather than the allative adverb [u]t
(< *ud) on the By memorial; compare the ablative adverb inana ‘from
inside’ on the Hogganvik stone (Mees 2017, 11) and the locative adverb
ute ‘outside’ on the Bjorketorp stone (KJ 97).

In Old Norse, however, the preposition i takes a dative when it is found
in collocation with rin (e.g. i riinom in Havamal, st. 157; Kuhn 1983, 43)

! Functional titles never precede names in Old Norse - only terms of address usually accord
with the syntax attested in the By inscription; cf. dom(i)n(us) Geilimer to Péroddr rina-
meistari (Mees 2018).

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Phrasal and Compound Verbs in Early North Germanic « 11

presumably because to carve a text ‘in runes’ is a semantic instrumental:
make an inscription ‘with runes’, ‘by means of runes’. In contrast, the pre-
position i is followed by an accusative in the inscription on the Eikeland
brooch. Yet rather than a reason to interpret the Eikeland text as featuring
a phrasal verb that employs a preposition instead of the expected adverb,
a more regular assumption would be that a different (non-instrumental)
meaning was intended by the use of the accusative. The Eikeland text
seems most regularly to be taken as featuring a prepositional phrase
(KJ 17a; Grenvik 1987, 53; Syrett 1994, 90 note 23):

ekwizwiwiowrituirunozdsni
ek Wiz Wiwjo writu i riunoz Asni
‘T, Wiz, of the descendants of Wiz, write into runes for Asniz.’

The use of the accusative riunoz presumably has a different meaning than
a dative: ‘into’ rather than ‘in’, ‘with’ or ‘by means of’ runes. The act of
writing recorded in the Eikeland text appears to be indicated by the accu-
sative inflection to indicate transmission from one state to another; cf. Old
Norse kom honum i malid ‘bring him into the case’ (Njals saga 67; Bragi
Halldorsson et al. 1987, 203). Rather than a reference to the use of runes
as an instrument of communication, the Eikeland text appears to refer
to runes as the medium into which words had been transformed: from
spoken to written language.

A similar employment of an allative meaning ‘into’ appears to be pre-
served in the section of the Stentoften inscription that has generally been
taken as recording a curse. It is interpreted by Schulte (2018, 99) in the
following manner:

hiderrunonofelahekahed | eraginorunor
H(a)iderruno [ro]nu fel®h-eka hed‘ra, ginnorunor
‘Der Glanzrunen (Reihe) verberge ich hier, michtige Runen.’

Yet hed‘rais not a locative adverb (‘here’), it is an allative adverb (‘hither’)
indicating movement towards a place. Old Norse hédra can be used to
mean ‘here’, but the distinction between hér ‘here’ (< *hizr) and hédra
‘hither’ (< *hidré) is common to all the Germanic languages and the ‘bright
runes’ on the Stentoften stone can hardly be said to be hidden. The verb
*felhan is not regularly understood as ‘hide’ or ‘conceal’ in this sentence,
but rather as ‘entrust’, another meaning for the verb attested in Old Norse
expressions such as fal Odni allan pann val ‘entrusted all the slain to
Odinn’ (Hervarar saga ok Heidreks; Rafn 1829, 454) and mey frumunga fal
hann megi Gjiika ‘he entrusted the maiden to Gjuki’s sons’ (Sigurdarkvida

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



12 « Bernard Mees

in skamma, st. 4; Kuhn 1983, 207); compare the Old High German cognate
felhan ‘to trust, to hand over’. The runes seem to have been entrusted to
the stone in the curse on the Stentoften monument in a similar manner as
a message was transmitted ‘into runes’ on the Eikeland clasp.

Other early runic inscriptions that have been proposed to feature
phrasal verbs include the text on the Garbelle box that Krause (in Krause
and Jankuhn 1966, 73) suggested reading as hagiradaz i tawide. Krause’s
interpretation appears both phonologically and syntactically unlikely,
however, and Imer (2015, 91) takes the form interpreted as a preposition
by Krause merely as an interpunct. Similarly, Schuhmann (2016) has
argued that the form wraita on the Trollhdttan II bracteate (Imer 2015,
293) should be interpreted as wrait a ‘wrote in(to)’, where Poulsen (2020)
sees only a phonologically archaic first-person singular preterite wraita
(and cf. Eythérsson 1999). The final *a of the first-person preterites have
been widely assumed to have already been lost by the migration period
(and the nasal of an still retained, cf. the preposition an on the Tjurko
bracteate [KJ 136]), but wraita is also attested on the Reistad stone (KJ 74),
leading Poulsen to concur with Antonsen (1975, no. 41; 2002, 7 f.; 2007)
who had long argued that the loss of *a was comparatively late (cf. Mees
2021, 115-19). Looijenga (2003, 163) suggests that the form talgidai on
the Novling fibula (KJ 13a) might be interpreted as ‘carved in’ and Mees
(2011, 287) proposes a similar connection of the Stentoften inscription’s
gaf ¢ with Old Norse gefa ... d ‘give out, pour’ (as an alternative to an
ideographic reading).” Yet no absolutely clear examples of phrasal verbs
are recorded in early runic epigraphy — and while absence of evidence
may not be evidence of absence, constructions of this sort could have been
a relatively late development in North Germanic.

Compound verbs

The other kind of verbal enlargement often argued to be attested in early
runic inscriptions is the inherited tradition of forming compound verbs.
The presence of compound verbs in early North Germanic texts, however,
must be assessed in terms of Schulte’s (2003a; 2003b; 2005) claim that pro-
sodically light, unstressed prefixes are completely absent from the early

% The reflex of earlier *an ‘on, upon’ should have been pronounced with a nasal vowel at
the date of the creation of the Stentoften inscription, but as the Gummarp stone’s staba
pria ‘three staves’ (KJ 95) demonstrates, the marking of nasal vowels is inconsistent in
transitional runic inscriptions.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Phrasal and Compound Verbs in Early North Germanic - 13

runic corpus. The loss of common inherited preverbs such as “ga- and
*bi- must have led to a great reduction in the number of morphologically
distinct inherited compound verbs in North Germanic. Unlike Noreen
(1923, 132) and Voyles (1992, 103), Schulte (2003a; 2003b; 2005) does not
associate North Germanic prefix loss directly with the widespread synco-
pation that is characteristic of the transitional inscriptions of the sixth to
eighth centuries, instead linking their elimination to a prehistoric devel-
opment in early North Germanic prosodic structure. Noreen (1923, 132)
only offered a loose timeframe for the reduction of unstressed prefixes
in North Germanic, between the mid-fifth and end of the ninth centuries
AD, and Voyles (1992, 103) proposes an end-sixth-century date. Schulte
argues for a much earlier date, at least for light or phonologically short
preverbs, a development that would make the language of the early runic
inscriptions crucially different in this way from East and West Germanic
at a much earlier time than is usually accepted.

There are some clear traces of retentions of earlier *ga- in Old Norse,
but only in cases where the loss of the unstressed prefixal vowel resulted
in sequences that could be maintained phonotactically. Forms such as
Old Norse greida ‘prepare for riding’ have long been explained by Gothic
expressions such as garaidjan ‘arrange’, Old Norse gndgr ‘enough’ and
glikr ‘like’ by Gothic ganohs ‘enough’ and geleiks ‘like’ respectively (cf.
Noreen 1923, 135). Some Old Norse verbs similarly seem to preserve
aspectual semantics of types that suggest the phonological loss of the pre-
verb has not resulted in the loss of the aspectual distinction previously
supplied by prefixation. For example, Old Norse lika ‘shut’ is often
thought to have developed a meaning comparable to those attested by
Gothic galukan ‘lock up, shut up’ and Old High German biluhhan ‘shut’
by means of a lost preverb given its proposed etymological origin in a root
merely meaning ‘bend’ (Rix 2001, 416).

Nonetheless Schulte assumes that the North Germanic loss of the un-
stressed prefixal vowel is earlier than the similar reduction that affected
stem vowels in early North Germanic terms such as irilaz that is first
clearly attested in the transitional runic period. Schulte (following Syrett
2002, 726) cites the evidence of the lack of aspectual “ga- prefixes in the
early runic past participles haitinaz and slaginaz as part of his claim
(KJ 61 Kalleby and KJ 99 Mojbro). But given the existence of the similarly
prefixless Gothic past participles haitans and slahans (in a language that
conserves all manner of preverbs), this contention would seem to be rather
presumptive. Clear examples of prefix loss cannot be isolated in the early
runic inscriptions much as the evidence for phrasal verbs is not compelling,.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



14 .« Bernard Mees

What seems best taken as an early runic compound verb has only been
discovered since Schulte’s proposal was published. The analysis by Rau
and Nedoma (2014) of an inscription carved in mirror-runes on the frag-
ment of a spear-shaft from the Nydam bog (Nydam 10 in Imer 2015, 203)
has revealed a form that appears to indicate a relatively late date for the
preservation of inherited (light) preverbs in North Germanic. The Nydam
piece features decoration of the interlace kind found on similarly dating
spear-shafts from the moor at Kragehul (Iversen 2010, 65-69, 163 and
tables 33-39) and the inscription treated by Rau and Nedoma is executed
in the same multiple-stroke style as is the longer runic text on a spear-
shaft unearthed in 1877 from the Kragehul bog (KJ 27). The mirrored
Nydam text was discovered in 1999 and probably dates to the late fifth
century AD. Its text was first assumed to be merely decorative and not
linguistically significant (Stoklund 2003, 178).

Rau (in Rau and Nedoma) argues that the Nydam spear-shaft text
should be read tauiteka, preceded by a paratextual symbol. Nedoma duly
interprets the mirror-rune text as if it features only two words, a first-
person singular subject pronoun eka and a neuter singular past parti-
ciple tauit. The proposed past participle is explained by Nedoma to be
a syncopated reflex of putative neuter singular *fawidat to *taujan ‘do,
make’. The appearance of the pronoun eka seems syntactically unlikely
in collocation only with a past participle as past participles are usually
attested only with copula verbs or auxiliaries such as reflexes of *habjang
‘have’ or have the function of adjectives (cf. Hirt 1934, 180; Faarlund 2004,
67, 122, 130; Schrodt 2004, 9-18, 32 f.). Nedoma provides no examples of
past participles followed by pronouns in the Germanic languages to jus-
tify his unlikely proposal and there are no examples otherwise in early
runic epigraphy that feature a comparable syntax.

A more regular interpretation would be to take the text before -ka as
featuring a syntactically raised first-person singular verb. Eythérsson
(2001; 2012) explains the non-initial position commonly taken by first-
person subject pronouns in early runic inscriptions as due to verb raising,
and early runic inscriptions preserve two different first-person subject
clitic pronouns: -ka after a first-person verb ending in a vowel and -eka
after a first-person verb ending with a consonant. The Lindholmen
amulet’s ha(i)te-ka (KJ 29) and the Allerstad stone’s raisido-ka (KJ 59) are
examples of the first phonological environment, with loss of the vowel
from the clitic occurring in the usual manner attested cross-linguistically
(Schiering 2006). The rarer post-consonantal environment is attested in
the Stentoften inscription’s feloh-eka (Mees 2020).
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Phrasal and Compound Verbs in Early North Germanic - 15

Rather than a syntactically unparalleled past participle plus pronoun
construction, the most obvious interpretation of the verb in the Nydam
spear-shaft inscription is as a first-person singular form of the North Ger-
manic cognate of the Gothic weak class-III verb witan ‘watch’, the Old
High German weak class-III verb ir-wizzén ‘become wise, know, be able’
and the Old English weak class-II verb bi-witian ‘observe, take care of,
administer, perform’ with the initial lexeme ta best taken as a cognate of
the West Germanic adverb *ta ‘to, towards’ (cf. Old English te, Old Saxon
te, ti, Old High German zi, za, ze), the weakly stressed variant of *t0 ‘to,
towards’ (cf. Old English to, Old Saxon to, Old High German zuo). Ger-
manic *witang ‘know’ is a preterite-present verb with an expected first-
person singular *wait, while the Germanic strong verb *witanq ‘see, wit-
ness, blame’ has an expected first-person singular reflex *witu in an early
runic inscription. The North Germanic cognate of Gothic witan ‘watch’
was evidently lost from Old Norse, but a present participle is usually
assumed to be preserved in the Tune memorial’s witadahalaiban (KJ 72).

Gothic witan ‘watch’ has a particularly protective use. As well as 0péw
‘see’ (Matthew 27:4), witanis employed to translate Greek puA&oow ‘guard,
watch’ (Luke 2:8, Timothy II: 4:15), ppovpéw ‘guard’ (a city; Corinthians I
11:32), mtapatnpéw ‘watch closely, observe scrupulously’ (Luke 6:7, Mark
3:2 and Galatians 4:10), cuvtnpéw keep close, preserve’ (Mark 6:20) and
mpéw ‘watch over, guard’ (in the sense ‘observe’ the sabbath; John 9:16).
The use of a cognate of Gothic witan ‘watch’ on the Nydam spear-shaft
would seem similarly best to be accepted as protective, much as might be
expected for a text engraved in mirror-runes on a military object; compare
the similar use of mirror-runes (to represent the ‘charm word” alu) on the
Spong Hill cinerary urns (Pieper 1987; Waxenberger 2018).

The North Germanic cognate of Gothic witan ‘watch’ is represented by
Schulte (2018, 99) as *witen- and he duly takes the Tune memorial’s witada-
as a reflex of an earlier *witénda- ‘watching’, an interpretation that violates
Osthoff’s law (Jasanoff 1978, 61). The -é- recorded in North Germanic is
usually accepted to continue an earlier -ai- (Ringe 2017, 157-59; Fulk 2018,
310-12) and the first-person singular present indicative ending of the class-
IIT weak verbs in Old Norse is either zero or -i (< ™é). The older diphthongal
vocalism appears to be reflected in the Tungrian names Lubainis (CIL, 13:
no. 3622; cf. Gothic lubains ‘hope’) and Vanaenia (CIL, 13: no. 3624; cf.
Gothic wanains ‘a lack, a want’) from Namur, contrary to Streitberg’s (1896,
306-11) account of the weak class-III verbs that is reflected in Schulte’s
(2018, 99) representation *witén-, and the Old Norse ending -i is evidently
generalised from the stem vowel of the second- and third-person singular
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-ir that continues Proto-Germanic *ais, -aip (Ringe 2017, 158; Fulk 2018,
311 f.). But Gothic witan ‘watch’ has a clear cognate in Latin video, vidére
‘see’ as well as Lithuanian pa-vydéti ‘envy’ (< *uid-¢-), and tauiteka seems
best explained as reflecting ta-wite-ka ‘T watch over, I guard’.

From a dialectal perspective, the use of the preverb *ta- suggests that the
Nydam inscription may be West Germanic. Antonsen (1975, 26—28; 2002,
17-36) and Garcia Losquifio (2015) argue that the early runic inscriptions
sometimes feature West Germanic traits and the use of *ta- on the Nydam
spear-shaft is most obviously explained as West Germanic. The Nydam
moor is situated on the border of the Iron Age Anglian territory, and it
may have been part of a deposition that Kruse (2017, 176) associates with
a defeated army of Angles. Yet the inscription on the Kragehul spear-shaft
similarly features bi, a preposition inherited from Proto-Germanic that
is not reflected in Old Norse, which points to the employment of ta at
Nydam simply being an archaism — an inheritance from Proto-Germanic.
The use of the derivationally weak form is presumably consistent with
the use of ta- as a preverb given the employment of descendants of *ta- as
preverbs in Old English (cf. te-flowan, to-flowan ‘flow in different direc-
tions, to disperse’ etc.), with later generalisation of reflexes of the strong
form *to. Minkova (2008, 23) notes that the Old English prefix to0is always
unstressed, and as Thim (2012, 81-89) observes, preverbs represent a
syntactic archaism in Old English. The distribution of later reflexes of *ta
is clearer in Old High German where zi, za, ze (the regular gloss for Latin
ad) is more consistently distinguished from zuo as the generalised prepo-
sition (e.g. in zi samane ‘together’) while zuo- is commoner as a preverb
and zi- is retained in forms such zi-gan ‘dissolve, perish’ where it is often
later substituted by zer- (Seebold 2001, 335, 339).

Conclusion

Formal analyses of the word order of early runic inscriptions have often
been lacking from interpretations proposed by runologists. Most linguis-
tic investigation of early runic texts has tended to be phonological and
etymological, the syntactic aspects of the inscriptions often neglected. The
analysis of the Eikeland inscription as containing a phrasal verb seems
unlikely given its use of a preposition rather than an adverb and the inter-
pretation of the mirrored Nydam inscription as featuring a past participle
and a pronoun is unparalleled in Old Norse or indeed any of the Germanic
languages. Explicit justifications of presumed syntaxes are rarely supplied
by runologists, but historical syntax is now much better understood than
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it was a generation ago and an interpretation that is syntactically irregular
is no better than one that features phonological or etymological errors.

Nonetheless a more syntactically sophisticated analysis of the Eikeland
inscription does not change its proper interpretation as much as is required
for the mirrored text on the Nydam spear-shaft. A more syntactically jus-
tified approach to the Nydam spear-shaft inscription suggests that it is
most profitably taken as featuring a compound verb. Despite Schulte’s
assertion that North Germanic prefix loss is much earlier than it has tradi-
tionally been dated, the mirrored Nydam inscription appears to preserve
a preverb in a fifth-century inscription in line with the dates traditionally
assumed for North Germanic prefix loss. The appearance of both phrasal
and compound verbs in Old English seems to represent evidence that both
object-verb and verb-object word orders are reflected in the language,
and the evidence for compound verbs in the early runic inscriptions from
Vimose and Nydam suggests a similar syntactic archaism was preserved
at an early stage in the runic record. Such evidence makes the early runic
inscriptions seem closer to Proto-Germanic than they are sometimes
argued to be and underlines the importance of taking a broader compara-
tive view of the earliest epigraphic evidence from Scandinavia.
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Lasordningen pé Stentoftenstenen

Hanna Akerstrom

Abstract

The commonly accepted reading order of the six lines of the Stentoften stone
(DR 357) begins on the left and runs line by line towards the right (1-2-3-4-5-6).
This reading order gives the inscription’s first clause an unexpected word order
which is difficult to explain, with an indirect object followed by the subject,
verb and finally a direct object. I suggest a new reading order beginning in a
middle line (3-2-1-4-5-6), which instead allows the more common word order
of subject, verb, followed by direct and indirect object. As well as arguments
based on historical syntax, there are also visual and content-based reasons to
read in the order 3-2-1. The visual analysis of how the carving on the Stentoften
stone signals its reading order is based on the results of my earlier studies
(Akerstrom 2020).

Keywords: DR 357 Stentoften, reading order, DR 359 Istaby, runestones, runic
inscription, transitional inscription, syntax

lika tolkningar av Stentoftenstenens (DR 357) inskrift har foreslagits

sedan ristningen blev kénd for forskningen under 1800-talets forsta
halft. Lasordningen har daremot inte diskuterats i ndgon storre utstrack-
ning och majoriteten av de tolkningar som lagts fram har f6ljt en ordning
som inleds langst till vanster for att sedan fortsatta rad f6r rad mot héger
(rad 1-6; enligt tabla 1 nedan). Jag vill foresla en alternativ 16sning, dar
man likt raduppliagg som forekommer i ett antal vikingatida danska in-
skrifter startar i mittraden (rad 3), laser rad f6r rad mot vanster (rad 2-1)
och dérefter raden till hoger om startraden och sedan rad for rad vidare
mot hoger (rad 4-5-6). Den nya ordningen 3-2-1 innebér att den avvikande
syntax som ordningen 1-2-3 resulterar i kan avskrivas och istallet erséttas
av en mer frekvent (omarkerad) SVO-ordning. Aven visuella och inne-
hallsliga indikationer finns pa att ordningen 3-2-1-4-5-6 &r att foredra
framf6r 1-2-3-4-5-6. Resultatet har framforallt syntaxhistorisk betydelse
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Fig. 1. Stentoftenstenen (DR 357). Foto: Lennart Larsen (1975), Nationalmuseet, Danmark
(CC BY-SA).
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Tabla 1. DR 357 Stentoften. Radnumren i kolumnen langst till vanster startar i vénstra
kantraden och gar rad for rad mot hoger. Jag aterger Moltkes (1985, 140) lasning men
med Santessons (1989) tolkning av den inledande satsen. Normaliseringen (kompletterad
med vokalldngd) ar hamtad fran Samnordisk runtextdatabas och éversittningen utgar fran
databasen Danske Runeindskrifter. Den senare ar nagot anpassad, bland annat for att inte
forutsitta ordningen 1-2-3 i de tre forsta raderna.

Lasning Normalisering Dansk 6versattning

1 niu haborumz Niu habrumz med ni bukke

2 niu hagestumz niu hangistumz med ni hingste

3 hapuwolafz gaf Hapuwulfz gaf jlar] Hédulv gav godar

4  hariwolafz ma--u Hariwulfz ... ... Heerulv ...
snuh-e

5 hidez runono felah eka haidiz rinono, felh eka  Himmelglansrune-
hedera ginoronoz heédra ginnurinoz reekken skjuler jeg her,

kraftruner.

6 heramalasaz arageu  Hermalausaz argiu, Uafladelig med argskab,
weladuds| [sa pat weladaups, sa pat troldomsdedens den,
bariutip briutip der bryder det [mindes-

meerket].

men innebar ocksa ett mojligt exempel pa lasstart i en mittrad daterat ett
par arhundraden tidigare &n de hittills kdnda.

Inskriften pa Stentoftenstenen dateras mellan cirka 600 och 700 (data-
basen Danske Runeindskrifter) och raknas till gruppen 6vergangsinskrifter
som bland annat utmérks av en kombination runformer som anvéandes i
skiftet mellan den dldre och yngre runraden. Enligt den allmént veder-
tagna ldsordningen kan inskriften aterges enligt tabla 1 (for att under-
latta framstéllningen refererar jag hadanefter till inskriftens rader enligt
numrering i tabla 1; se dven fig. 1).

Utgangspunkt

Lasordning i runinskrift bestims i forsta hand pa visuella respektive
sprakliga grunder och det ar ocksa sa jag angriper Stentoftenstenens las-
ordning. Utgangspunkten for den visuella analysen 4r resultaten fran
mina studier av hur lasordning signaleras visuellt i det nordiska tidig-
vikingatida runmaterialet (Akerstrom 2020; 2021). I studierna ringar jag
in ett antal visuella drag (semiotiska resurser) och bestimmer pa vilka satt
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dessa indikerar lasstart respektive lasvdg. Undersokningsmaterialet bestar
som namnts av det tidigvikingatida runmaterialet till vilket jag rdknar
inskrifter daterade mellan cirka ar 700 och 900-talets mitt (se Akerstrom
2019). Stentoftenstenen &r med sin datering 600-700 darmed potentiellt
ett helt sekel dldre &n de tidigaste inskrifterna i mitt material. Foljande
analys bygger déarfor pa antagandet att i stort sett samma visuella drag
indikerar lasordning dven drhundradet innan vikingatidens borjan.

Vad géller sambandet mellan sprakliga drag och lasordning utgar dis-
kussionen nedan fran att en lasordning som resulterar i en frekvent syn-
taktisk struktur &r att foredra framfér en ordning som resulterar i en syn-
tax som avviker fran de strukturer man vanligtvis ser i inskrifter fran
perioden ifraga. Det kan tyckas som ett sjalvklart pastaende men eftersom
forhallandet mig veterligen inte undersokts systematiskt vill jag dnda
poéngtera att det ar ett antagande.

Tidigare forskning

Mycket har skrivits om Stentoftenstenens inskrift och olika tolkningar
har foreslagits (se t.ex. Santesson 1989 m. litt.; Schulte 2006 m. litt.). I detta
sammanhang har framférallt de inledande raderna, som rymmer inskriftens
forsta sats, betydelse. Framst har diskussionen gillt tolkningen av rad 1
och 2. Ovan redovisas Santessons (1989) forslag, déar raderna forstas som
instrumental dativ: 'med hjalp av nio bockar (och) nio hingstar’. Det ar all-
mant accepterat att j-runan ska forstas som en begreppsruna, fvn. dar’ar’
(en tolkning forst framlagd av von Friesen 1916, 48), dven om alternativ
foreslagits (se t.ex. Grenvik 1987, 125; jfr dock Grenvik 1996, 162 dar han
raknar med en begreppsruna). Rad 4 ar till stora delar skadad men det gar
att urskilja ett namn i nominativ i dess inledning. Jag utgar, som de flesta
uttolkare, fran att inskriftens andra sats startar hir. Santessons tolkning
anvidnds som namnts i det foljande, men resonemanget om inskriftens
syntax giller for samtliga forslag ddr de inledande tva raderna rymmer
ett indirekt objekt och den tredje ett subjekt, finit verb och direkt objekt,
exempelvis Krause och Jankuhn (1966), Diwel (1975), Nielsen (1983, 42 f.),
Grenvik (1996, 162-166) och Moltke (1985).

Forsok att forklara den problematiska ordf6ljden som ett inledande indi-
rekt objekt leder till (d.v.s. en lasordning 1-2-3) har gjorts av exempelvis
von Friesen (1916, 52), som menar att rad 1 och 2 ska forstas som elliptiska
satser (Nyia burum. Nyia gestum. 'Nya (gjorde varden) at sina soner. Nya
(gjorde varden) at hirdmén.’), och rad 3 (Halfr gaf ar "Half gaf (sitt folk)
aring’) som en sats med vanlig SVO-ordfsljd. Antonsen (1975, 25, 85-87)
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ansluter sig till forklaringen av ordféljden som en typ av ellips niar han
presenterar sin tolkning, ni uha borumz ni uha gestumz hapuwolafz gaf j
"Not Uha to the sons [i.e. natives], not Uha to the guests [i.e. non-natives],
(but) Hopuwul®fz gave good-harvest.” Han skriver (s. 25) att “the gapping
is backward with regard to the verb, forward with regard to the indirect
and direct objects”. Da tolkningsforslag for Istabystenen, for vilken v.
Friesen (1916, 31 f.) foreslagit en liknande 16sning, diskuteras i Danmarks
runeindskrifter (Text, sp. 410) papekas att en sddan konstruktion inte har
stod i det vriga materialet. Aven Salberger (1960, 163-165) underkédnner
en sadan 16sning for bade Stentoften- och Istabystenen, men tar samtidigt
upp tva inskrifter (N KJ74 Reistad och N KJ75 Kjelevik) dar man bru-
kar anta en ingressellips. I dessa fall ar det dock fraga om ett inledande
personnamn i nominativ som forstatts som NN (vilar hdr). Att forklara
Stentoftenstenens syntax genom en ellips framstar emellertid som en
nddlésning; en ldsordning 3-2-1 som genererar en oproblematisk ordféljd
utgor da ett battre alternativ.

Majoriteten tolkningar av Stentoftenstenens inskrift har som sagt férut-
satt samma lasordning 1-2-3-4-5-6. Ordningen fick genomslag efter att ha
foresprakats av von Friesen (1916), men ar tidigare naimnd av Worsaae
(1846, 22). Nagra varianter finns emellertid bland de tidigaste tolkningarna.
Exempelvis Bugge (1866-1867, 347) f6ljer med viss tveksamhet Stephens
(1866, 169-172) och laser rad 1-3 och darefter de vertikala delarna av
rad 4-6 fore de horisontella. Sist laser Bugge de delar av rad 5 och 6 som
ar placerade pa stenens kortsida. Ndmnas ska ocksd Marstrander (1953,
120-124) som overvager att starta ldsningen i den vertikala delen av rad
4, for att sedan fortsitta i rad 3, 2 och 1 (dessa tre rader 6versatter han (s.
117) 'Hapuwolf ga ar til ni heye senner, til ni hoye gjester’). Darefter laser
Marstrander (s. 120-124) den horisontala delen av rad 4, och slutligen
rad 5 och 6 (6ver den vertikala delen av rad 4 finns en skada vilket har
gjort det mojligt att laborera med att detta ska uppfattas som tva separata
rader). Marstrander menar att lasordningen fran rad 4 och mot véanster
mojligen &r att foredra fran ett syntaktiskt perspektiv eftersom den om-
vanda ordningen (rad 2-3) resulterar i en ovanlig ordfoljd. Utifran an-
taganden om ristarens arbetsprocess argumenterar han dessutom for
att rad 1 bor ha ristats efter inskriftens 6vriga vertikala rader; eftersom
raden l6per 6ver en fara i stenen ar det osannolikt att ristaren valt att
rista inskriftens forsta rad pa denna yta. Med utgangspunkt i innehallet
menar Marstrander vidare att Hariwulfz (d.v.s. namnet som inleder rad 4),
som han ser som inskriftens huvudperson, mycket vil kan inleda hela in-
skriften. I slutdndan tycks dock Marstrander inte lagga stor vikt vid lasord-
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ningen. Han skriver (1953, 122) att den har “ingen fundamental betydning
for tolkningen” och eftersom inskriftens allitererade form mojliggér friare
ordf6ljd 4r en ordning 3-2 inte tvingande.

Stephens (1866), Bugges (1866-1867) respektive Marstranders (1953)
lasordning som forutsétter att rad 4 (och for Stephens och Bugges del
aven rad 5 eller 6) ska delas upp i en vertikal och en horisontell del ar
osannolika. Rad 4 &r visserligen skadad men som Gregnvik (1987, 116) pa-
pekar finns ingen anledning att anta att den inte likt 5 och 6 skulle 16pt i
en foljd. Utifran den sprakliga tolkningen finns inget som stddjer en upp-
delning av rad 5 och 6. Raderna innehaller sa som framgar i tabla 1 ovan
en forbannelseformel déar ordningsféljden mellan de ingdende kompo-
nenterna kan bestimmas genom en jamforelse med den nistan identiska
forbannelseformeln pa Bjorketorpstenen (DR 360).

Stentoftenstenens visuella och innehallsliga komposition

Mitt forslag &r alltsa att lasa Stentoftenstenens rader i ordningen 3-2-1-4-
5-6. Ordningen liknar Marstranders (1953), men jag vill starta lasningen i
rad 3 och delar inte upp rad 4 i tva delar. Inledningsvis presenteras vilka
visuella signaler om ldsordning som férekommer pa Stentoftenstenen,
aven den visuella kompositionens relation till inskriftens innehall berors.
Utgangspunkten for den visuella analysen &r som tidigare nimnts de drag
(semiotiska resurser) som jag identifierat i tidigare studier (Akerstrém
2020; 2021) av det tidigvikingatida runmaterialet.

Den typ av radupplagg jag foreslar med lésstart i en mittrad och dér lés-
ordningen mellan raderna forst gar mot vénster for att sedan véxla rikt-
ning och ga mot hoger (ibland tvartom) finns flera exempel pa i det danska
materialet, dock inget s& tidigt som Stentoftenstenen. Till tidig vikingatid
riknar jag tre inskrifter med denna typ av radordning: DR 209 Glaven-
drup, DR 230 Tryggeveelde och DR 40 Randbel. (Aven DR 4 Haddeby 4
kan férmodligen rdknas hit, men raduppldgget avviker nagot eftersom
startraden hér inledningsvis &ven rymmer fortséttningen pa rad 2.) DR 209
och DR 230 har antagits vara ristade av samma ristare (Danmarks Rune-
indskrifter, Text, sp. 252). Dessa tva &r ocksa de dldsta med en datering till
900-talets borjan, medan DR 40 inte kan dateras narmare &n till 900-talet
(databasen Danske Runeindskrifter). Ovriga exempel (hdmtade fran
Moltkes presentation i Danmarks runeindskrifter, Text, sp. 822 f.) 4r &nnu
yngre: DR 1 Haddeby 1, DR 83 Sender Vinge 2, DR 94 Alum 1, DR 106
@rum, DR 134 Ravnkilde 1, DR 218 Tagerup och DR 219 Bregninge 1
dateras till 900-talet eller borjan av 1000-talet (databasen Danske Rune-
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indskrifter). De dldsta exemplen pa denna typ av raduppligg ar alltsé ett
par arhundraden yngre &n Stentoftenstenen. En férenande punkt mellan
denna och Glavendrup- och Tryggeveeldestenen ar emellertid forbannelse-
formlerna (se vidare nedan). Namnas kan daven DR NOR1998;5 Malt, for
vilken jag utifran kompositionens visuella signaler foreslagit en mojlig
lasstart i en av de horisontala mittraderna (Akerstréom 2020, 94-100).
Samma lasstart valjer ocksa Nordstrém och Williams (manus) i sin analys,
dér de forutom visuella drag aven tar hénsyn till inskriftens innehall.

Mot mitt forslag att 14sa i ordningen 3-2-1-4-5-6 talar att denna typ av
radordning ar den minst frekventa i det tidigvikingatida materialet (om
resurserna placering av rad och radordning se Akerstrém 2020, 75-77)
medan lasstart i den véanstra kantraden och en lasvig rad for rad mot
hoger ar den mest frekventa. Andra visuella detaljer talar emellertid
for mitt forslag. Kort ska ocksa ndmnas alternativet dar lasstart finns i
den hogra kantraden och ldsvag gér mot vanster. Vad giller belaggens
frekvens placerar sig denna variant mellan de tva nyss nimnda. Endast
utifran inskriftens komposition skulle man ocksa kunna ténka sig en las-
start i hogra kantraden och lasviag mot vanster for Stentoftenstenen (den
hogra kantraden, rad 6, ar en av inskriftens langsta vilket signalerar las-
start; om radldngd se s. 66 f., 71). Dock talar innehallsliga faktorer mot
detta eftersom inskriften da skulle inledas av en férbannelseformel. Sadana
har placerats sist i inskriften p4 DR 360 Bjorketorp och troligen ocksa
pa DR 209 Glavendrup och DR 230 Tryggeveelde. Rad 4-6 pa Stentoften-
stenen ger ocksa intrycket av att vara anpassade efter rad 1-3, varfor de
forstnamnda troligen planerats efter de sistndmnda.

Vad giller lasstart pa en inskriftssida signaleras detta ofta som namnts
ovan med hjilp av radlingd (om radldngd se Akerstrém 2020, 66 f.). Manga
ganger ar kantradernas lingd avgorande, det vill siga lasstart finns i den
kantrad som ar langst, vilket i Stentoftenstenens fall 4r rad 6. S& som
visats ovan &r detta alternativ emellertid inte mojligt. Att istallet borja i
den vianstra kantraden, som med sina 44 cm (egen matning) ar inskriftens
kortaste,' 4r emellertid visuellt inte troligt (endast ett fatal fall finns belagt;
s. 66 f.). Om ldsstart ska sokas nadgon annanstans i inskriften ar rad 3
visuellt det troligaste alternativet: Inskriftens visuella komposition sepa-
rerar de sex raderna i tva sektioner, dar den ena (bestdende av rad 1, 2 och
3) endast loper vertikalt och den andra (bestaende av rad 4, 5 och 6) forst
l6per vertikalt for att sedan svianga av och stricka sig horisontalt 6ver de
forsta tre raderna. Om lasaren skulle 6verviga lasstart i en annan rad 4n

' Denna och f6ljande mattangivelser 4r om inget annat anges mina egna (gjorda i juli 2017).
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rad 1 skulle rad 3 i egenskap av den langsta raden (52,5 cm) bland de tre
som endast l16per vertikalt vara ett mojligt alternativ. I andra inskrifter
med lasstart i en mittrad hénder det att detta signaleras just genom ldngd
(d.v.s. att startraden &r ldngre 4n de bada kantraderna). Bland de tidig-
vikingatida ristningarna férekommer detta drag mycket tydligt p4 DR 40
Randbel och i ndgon man pa DR 230 Tryggeveelde (bland de senvikinga-
tida inskrifterna upptrider detta visuella drag pd DR 94 Alum 1 och
DR 219 Bregninge 1).

Det ar ocksa vanligt att lasstart i mittrad markeras genom storlek pa
runformer, sa pa Tryggeveldestenen (och DR 134 Ravnkilde 1 samt DR 219
Bregninge 1 bland de senvikingatida ristningarna; om runstorlek se Aker-
strom 2020, 65 f.). Runornas storlek visar dock inte lasstart pa Stentoften-
stenen; runformerna dr ungefar lika héga i rad 1, 2 och 3 (mellan 6 och
9 cm). Av de tre upplevs rad 1 som den mest ojaimna vad géller runstorlek
(mellan 6 och 8 cm). Rad 4-6 har ungefir lika héga runor som rad 1-3,
undantaget den avslutande horisontala delen av rad 5 och 6 dér runorna
ar mellan 7 och 11 cm. Aven de delar av raderna som striacker sig 6ver pa
kortsidan har nagot hogre runor &n rad 1-3. Att rad 1 har storst variation
i runstorlek beror formodligen pa att ristaren har forsokt undvika att rista
6ver den spricka som delvis skédr genom raden. Marstrander (1953, 121 £.)
har som tidigare ndmnts anvént sprickan som ett argument mot att starta
lasningen i rad 1, det vill sdga eftersom ytan bor ha varit jamforelsevis
olamplig for ristning borde ristaren inte ha borjat dar. Det dr mojligt att
Marstrander har ratt i sitt antagande. Jag har emellertid inte undersokt i
vilken utstrackning ristningsytans lamplighet skulle vara en visuell indi-
kation pa lasstart (jag hade inte mojlighet att granska alla inskrifter pa
plats, vilket ar noédvandigt for en siker bedémning av ytornas skick).

En anonym granskare papekar att dven ett visuellt drag som radldage
kan vara relevant nar det kommer till Stentoftenstenens ldsordning. Jag
urskiljer en resurs som signalerar lasstart genom att startradens borjan
ar placerad antingen lite hogre upp eller lite lagre ned 4n samtliga 6vriga
rader, alternativt majoriteten av de 6vriga raderna (om radldge se Aker-
strom 2020, 67). Bland de tidigvikingatida inskrifterna utgor dock belaggen
pa denna resurs inga direkta paralleller till radupplagget pa Stentoften-
stenen, det vill sdga da startraden utméarks genom radldge i det tidig-
vikingatida materialet ar det (dven da ldget bara avviker fran majoriteten
av de Ovriga raderna) friga om en enda rad vars lige avviker fran det
normala ldget for raderna i inskriften. Darmed inte sagt att radernas lage
pa Stentoftenstenen inte kan ha betydelse for hur lisordningen ska upp-
fattas. Pa Stentoftenstenen framstar det dock snarast som om radlige
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anvinds for att dela upp raderna i tva sektioner: rad 1 och 2 som startar
lite langre ned respektive 3, 4, 5 och 6 som startar lite hgre upp. Som den
anonyma granskaren papekar forstarks denna effekt ocksa av att rad 3, 4,
5 och 6 alla inleds av en h-runa. Att rad 3 pa detta sitt visuellt dr knuten
till rad 4, 5 och 6 istillet for 1 och 2 talar mot min foreslagna lasordning.
Detta ar dock bara ett antagande eftersom jag inte har etablerat ett sam-
band mellan dessa visuella drag och lasordning (till skillnad fran de
resurser som ir himtade fran min studie; Akerstrom 2020).

Genom att arrangera runfdljderna sa att lasstart aterfinns i mittraden
uppnas en visuell effekt som bestar i att resarens namn placeras i
inskriftens centrum (sé t.ex. pa DR 1, DR 134, DR 218 och DR 230). Pa tre
av dessa stenar (DR 1, DR 218 och DR 230) far radupplagget dessutom
konsekvensen att namnen pa resaren och namnet pa den avlidna placeras
bredvid varandra i inledningen av var sin angrinsande mittrad. En lik-
nande visuell effekt gér att se pa Stentoftenstenen, vilket kan ses som
en indikation pa att den ovanligare lasordningen 3-2-1-4-5-6 ska valjas.
Den visuella kompositionen innebar ndmligen just att namnet Hapuwulfz
placeras i inskriftens mitt i inledningen till rad 3. Precis bredvid, i inled-
ningen av rad 4, finns det enda andra namnet i inskriften, Hariwulfz. De
tva namnen utgor visserligen inte namnet pa resaren och den avlidna,
men det maste vara fraga om tva for inskriften centrala personer.

En anonym granskare papekar ocksa att det finns ytterligare stod i in-
skriftens innehall for en ldsordning 3-2-1 eftersom ordningsfoljden pa de
offer som réknas upp da inleds med héastoffret och avslutas med offret av
bockar istéllet for tvartom. Gar man till de bevarade kéllor som rapporterar
om offer (se t.ex. Nasstrom 2002, 189 f.) tycks hastoffret ocksa ha haft en
sarstallning inom den forkristna kulten, medan offer av bockar visserligen
namns men inte alls har en lika framtradande plats i kdllmaterialet. Ytter-
ligare ett innehallsligt argument papekas av en granskare: lisaren soker
ofta efter ett namn i nominativ for att bestimma lésstart. Rad 3 respektive
rad 4 inleds av sddana, vilket talar for lasstart i en av dessa mittrader.

Avslutningsvis finns visserligen ett tidsmissigt avstand mellan Sten-
toftenstenen och de 6vriga danska inskrifter som uppvisar den typ av rad-
upplagg jag foreslar. Samtidigt finns innehallsliga faktorer som forenar just
nagra av dessa inskrifter med Stentoftenstenen. De tva éldsta inskrifterna
med detta raduppldgg, DR 209 Glavendrup och DR 230 Tryggeveelde,
avslutas bada tva med en forbannelseformel. Formlerna ar inte identiska
med Stentoftenstenens men andemeningen, ett hot mot den som forstor
monumentet, &r densamma. P4 DR 230 lyder den ’'Han skal vorde en “reete”,
som ailti denne sten eller sleeber den herfra’ (sauarpi at rita isailtistain
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bansi; Danmarks runeindskrifter, Text, sp. 284). Med tanke pa avstandet i
tid visar detta knappast pa ett starkt samband med Stentoftenstenen, men
det tyder dnda pa att det finns berdringspunkter i runristartraditionen,
som kanske alltsa visar sig dven vad giller radupplagg.

Ordfoljd i det dldsta runmaterialet

Aven om innehallet inte paverkas mycket av en fordndrad lasordning av
de tre forsta raderna har det betydelse ur en syntaxhistorisk synvinkel.
Den allmént vedertagna ldsordningen (rad 1-2-3) resulterar namligen i en
ovanlig ordf6ljd for inskriftens forsta sats: indirekt objekt-subjekt-finit
verb-direkt objekt (OSVO). Enligt mitt forslag (3-2-1) far satsen istéllet den
mer frekventa SVO-ordfoljden: Hapuwulfz gaf jlar], niu hangistumz, niu
habrumz. "Hadulv gav gott ar med nio hingstar (och) nio bockar.” Det ska
namnas att s gott som samtliga uttolkare av Stentoftenstenens inskrift
papekar inskriftens versifierade karaktir och att detta kan ha paverkat
ordféljden. Dock &r inskriften enligt Schulte (2009, 14) knappast regelratt
vers utan snarare allittererad prosa med en hogre stilniva &n vanligt. Det
ar svart att sdga i vilken utstriackning en avvikande ordféljd gors trolig
pa grund av inskriftens stilniva. Vad géller tecken pa stiliserad prosa i de
forsta tre raderna pekar Schulte sarskilt ut parallellismen mellan de tva
forsta radernas niu habrumz och niu hangistumz.

Mycket har skrivits om ordf6ljd i urnordiska inskrifter och slutsatserna
skiljer sig ibland at. Det bevarade materialet visar pa variation och ord-
foljden tycks ha varit friare under urnordisk tid jamfort med vikingatid.
De bevarade belaggen ar dock fa till antalet, ofta ofullstdndiga eller svar-
tolkade och det ar darfor lite som gar att siga med absolut sdkerhet vad
giller ordfoljd under den tid Stentoftenstenen ristades. Utifran de studier
som presenteras i det foljande framgar det emellertid att ordfoljden enligt
lasordningen 1-2-3 avviker fran det vanliga monstret och att den i vissa
avseenden &r svarforklarad.

Antonsen (1975, 24 f.) och Braunmiiller (2002, 653), som bada analyserar
andelen SVO-, SOV- respektive VSO-ordfdljder i urnordiska och over-
gangsinskrifter, 4r 6verens om att i det dldre runmaterialet ar SVO- och
SOV-ordféljd den typ som upptrider mest frekvent. De har emellertid
olika asikt om kronologin. Antonsen delar upp materialet i en aldre
nordvistgermansk del och en yngre nordgermansk (dit Stentoftenstenen
riknas; en indelning som kritiseras av t.ex. Eythorsson 2001, 44). I den
forstnamnda dominerar SOV, i den sistniamnda SVO, nagot som enligt
Antonsen (s. 25) ska spegla en utveckling 6ver tid. Braunmiiller (2002, 653;
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som bygger pa Braunmiiller 1982) identifierar ingen kronologisk utveck-
ling utan tittar pa hela materialet samtidigt (63 inskrifter varav 10 osdkra
fall) med foljande resultat: SVO (68 % av materialet), SOV (28 %) och VSO
(4 %). Bada ar alltsa 6verens om att under den tid Stentoftenstenen rista-
des var SVO-ordféljd den vanligaste. Deras studier har emellertid kriti-
serats av Eythorsson (2001, 6 f.) som menar att de syntaktiska analyser
som ligger till grund for resultatet har brister. Enligt Eythorsson (s. 7 £,
26, 40, 42) kan till exempel ordféljder av typen SV, OV eller VO 6ver-
huvudtaget inte anvindas som underlag eftersom det inte gar att siga
hur de tva nédrvarande komponenterna forhaller sig till den tredje som
saknas. Enligt Eythorsson placerar emellertid Antonsen exempelvis SV-
ordfdljder i gruppen med finalt verb (SOV), medan Braunmiiller menar att
de &r beldgg pa verb i medial stillning (SVO). Eythérsson (2001, 5 not 4)
papekar ocksa att bade Antonsen och Braunmiiller 4ven riknar fall dar
inte subjektet inleder satsen till kategorierna SVO respektive SOV. Bade
Antonsen och Braunmiiller raknar exempelvis rad 3 pa Stentoftenstenen
som ett exempel pa en typ av SVO-ordfoljd. Att ett indirekt objekt i rad
1 och 2 placerats fore denna SVO-ordning forklaras som ovan ndmnts
av Antonsen (1975, 25) som en typ av ellips, medan Braunmiiller (1982,
126, 132) menar att ordfoljden ska forstds som en markerad variant av
SVO-typ. Eftersom fragan hir giller hur sannolikt det &r att en OSVO-
ordfoljd upptridder pa Stentoftenstenen jamfort med en SVO-ordféljd
med inledande subjekt 4r studiernas resultat darfor svara att anvanda. I
bade Braunmiillers och Antonsens sammanstéllningar framgar dock att
den allmént vedertagna ordféljden i Stentoftenstenens forsta tre rader ar
avvikande fran de i det 6vriga materialet. Stentoftenstenen 4r det enda
beldgget Braunmiiller raknar med pa en markerad ordfoljd av SVO-typ
med ett inledande indirekt objekt, och Antonsen (1975, 25) tar bara upp
detta enda fall av en antagen ellips. Flera exempel pa (omarkerade) SVO-
ordféljder finns diaremot i badas analyser.

De ordfoljdsmonstren som Eythérsson (2001, 19 f.) rdknar med uppgéar
till nio stycken f6r huvudsatser med finit verb: SOV (4 belagg), SOVO (2),
OV (9), (O)VS (6), SVO (6), OSVO (3), SV (5), VOS (2) och VO (3). Av dessa
tre mojliga exempel pa OSVO avskriver Eythorsson (s. 38) sjélv ett av dem
(N KJ60 Vetteland) eftersom tolkningen ar mycket oséker. De aterstaende
tva ar Stentoftenstenens forsta sats samt Istabystenens inskrift. Det finns
anledning att ifragasétta exemplet pa Istabystenen (se vidare nedan). I
6vrigt bekriftar Eythorssons (s. 19 £, 35) sammanstéllning Braunmiillers
resultat: SVO-ordningen &r vanligare 4n SOV (iven i det dldre materialet),
men alltsa med férre belagg i varje kategori.
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Medan Antonsen och Braunmiiller baserar sina kategoriseringar pa
ordningen i satsernas synliga ytstruktur arbetar Eythorsson (2001; 2012)
utifran ett generativistiskt teoretiskt ramverk dér fragan giller satsens
(abstrakta) underliggande struktur. Han har ddrmed en annan utgangs-
punkt och andra syften for de syntaktiska analyserna jamfort med Anton-
sen och Braunmiiller. Eythorsson undersoker sarskilt belagg for V2-regeln.
Han skriver (2012, 29) "it is widely assumed in theoretical syntax that verb
second involves displacement (or “movement”) of the finite verb from its
base position in the verb phrase to the second position in the clause”. Inno-
vationen ar germansk och upptriader inledningsvis bara i huvudsatser. Till
skillnad fran Braunmiiller (1982) och Antonsen (1975, 24 f.) som Eythors-
son (2012, s. 30) uppger inte raknar med att V2-regeln var genomford i det
aldsta skiktet av runmaterialet (fortfarande s& i Antonsen 2002, 295), menar
Eythorsson tviartom att beldgg gér att hitta bide bland de urnordiska inskrif-
terna savil som fran 6vergangsperioden. Han identifierar (2012, 32-35) fem
sakra exempel pa att en forflyttning av verbet har skett enligt V2-regeln;
DR IK98 Sjeelland, DR 357 Stentoften (rad 5), DR 261 Lindholmen, Og KJ59
Ellestad och Vg 63 Noleby.? I dessa fem inskrifter upptrader enligt Eythors-
son det finita verbet till vanster om ett enklitiskt personligt pronomen eka/
-ka, vilket i subjektsinitiala sprak ska tolkas som att verbet forflyttats fran
sin position i verbfrasen till vinster forbi subjektets position. Tva belagg
lyfter Eythorsson (s. 36 f.) fram som stiende i konflikt med dessa nyss
namnda fem beldgg: Stentoftenstenens forsta sats (enligt ordningen 1-2-
3) samt inskriften pa Istabystenen. Ett indirekt objekt (Stentoftenstenen)
respektive en prepositionsfras (Istabystenen) har dar topikaliserats vilket
i enlighet med V2-regeln borde innebéra att verbet flyttats till positionen
direkt darefter. Istallet foljer i bada belaggen ett subjekt, och forst darefter
finit verb och till sist ett direkt objekt. Eythorsson ger mojliga forklaringar
till den avvikande ordningen. Exempelvis att de topikaliserade fraserna
ska forstds som sjélvstandiga enheter alternativt att allitteration ligger
till grund for den avvikande ordféljden. En enklare 16sning pa problemet
ar istéllet att s& som jag foreslar lasa Stentoftenstenens forsta tre rader
3-2-1, vilket ger en vanlig SVO-ordf6ljd. Det ska ocksa papekas att i rad
5 pa Stentoftenstenen finns ett exempel pa att V2-regeln efterfoljs enligt
Eythorsson. Istabystenens ordf6ljd ar ocksa beroende av lasordning vilket
diskuteras i avsnittet nedan.

? Eythérsson (2001, 32) raknar tidigare ocksa med den inledande satsen pa Bjorketorp-
stenen (DR 360) som ett exempel pa att V2-regeln efterf6ljs, men tar inte upp detta i sin
senare publikation (2012).
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Eythorsson (2012, 38-40) tar emellertid ocksa upp tva sidkra exempel
pa subjektsinitiala satser dér en forflyttning av verbet inte skett, nirmare
bestamt dar verbet star kvar i verbfrasen med ordningen OV (DR 12
Gallehus och N KJ63 Einang). Ytterligare tva mojliga exempel ndmns pa
avsaknad av V2-regel (N KJ72 Tune och N KJ17a Eikeland) som i sin yt-
struktur uppvisar SOVO-ordf6ljd (Eythérsson 2001, 25). Eythorsson (2012,
40) menar att finalt verb, det vill siga OV i verbfrasen, formodligen &r en
kvarleva fran ett dldre sprakstadium innan V2-regeln generaliserats, men
vill trots det inte siga nagot bestdmt om en absolut kronologi for utveck-
lingen av ordf6ljden i de dldre runinskrifterna.

Nagra helt sakra argument for att en ytstruktur OSVO inte &r att forvénta
i en overgangsinskrift finns alltsd inte, men det ar samtidigt tydligt att
ordningen avviker fran det Gvriga materialet, sd som detta beskrivs av
Antonsen (1975) Braunmiiller (1982; 2002) och Eythérsson (2001; 2012),
medan ordningen SVO skulle passa vil in. Jag menar alltsa att detta talar
for lasordningen 3-2-1 (SVO) och mot den allméint vedertagna ordningen
1-2-3 (OSVO).

Istabystenens ordfoljd

Forutom Stentoftenstenens forsta sats uppvisar ytterligare tva inskrifter
ordf6ljdsmonstret OSVO enligt Eythorsson (2001, 36-38). Den forsta,
N KJ60 Vetteland, avfardar han som ovan nidmnts sjalv. Inskriften &r sa
skadad att resterna av runféljderna i tva av raderna, som av Antonsen
(1975, 38) antagits tillhora samma sats, lika gdrna kan utgéra tva satser.
Den andra inskriften dr DR 359 Istaby, som ligger nira Stentoftenstenen
bade i tid och rum. Lasordningen pa Istabystenen ar emellertid tvetydig,
vilket gor att en OSVO ordning inte sikert kan konstateras har heller.
Enligt den ordning Eythoérsson (2001, 37) utgar fran lyder inskriften som
i tabla 2.

Inskriften bestar av tre rader. Raderna afatz hariwulafa och hapu
wulafz haeruwulafiz finns pa samma sida och raden warait runaz paiaz
pa motsatt sida (se fig. 2). Alternativa lasordningar diskuteras av Sal-
berger (1960, 175) som kommer fram till att ordningen A2-A1-B (d.v.s.
hapuwulafz haeruwulafiz afatz hariwulafa warait runaz paiaz) ar den
mest troliga. Han menar (1960, 160, 169, 174) att alla kombinationer av de
tre raderna har paralleller vad giller ordfoljd, men att “epigrafiska och
ristningspsykologiska skil” talar for den lidsordning han foreslar. Han
anser att sidan med tva rader ska forstas som en enhet och raderna ska
lasas efter varandra. Av de tva raderna bor hapuwulafz haeruwulafiz
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Tabla 2. Inskriften pa Istabystenen (DR 359). De tre raderna ar férdelade pa tva sidor, vilka
betecknats A respektive B. Normaliseringen (kompletterad med vokallingd) dr hamtad
fran Samnordisk runtextdatabas och 6versattningen ar min svenska variant som utgar fran
den i databasen Danske Runeindskrifter och Danmarks runeindskrifter (Text, sp. 409).

Lasning Normalisering Svensk oversattning
A1l afatz hariwulafa Aftr Hariwulfa Efter Heerulv
A2 hapuwulafz Hapuwulfz Heruwulfiz Hadulv, Hjerulvs
haeruwulafiz attling
B3  warait runaz paiaz wrait runaz paiaz skrev dessa runor

inleda eftersom denna &r placerad pa den yta som lampar sig bést for
ristning. Jag har som ovan namnts inte undersoékt huruvida bast lampad
ristningsyta kan vara en signal om lasstart. Darfor ar det svart att bedéma
sannolikheten i denna del av Salbergers argument.

Mina studier (Akerstrdm 2020; 2021) av vilka visuella drag som ger
lasaren ledtradar om lasordning i det tidigvikingatida materialet stodjer
Salbergers slutsats till viss del. Radupplagget ar emellertid visuellt svar-
tolkat. Det finns starka indikationer pa att raderna pa en inskriftssida ska
lasas klart innan néasta inskriftssida paborjas (om resursen samma parti se
Akerstrom 2021, 22-24) vilket indikerar att raderna Al och A2 ska lisas
efter varandra. Det finns en tydlig visuell signal om att ocksa borja lasa pa
A-sidan eftersom ristningen hir ticker stérst yta (om stérre parti se Aker-
strém 2020, 69 f.). Av de tva raderna pa A-sidan signaleras lasstart i forsta
hand i rad A2 genom att vara betydligt ldngre 4n A1 (om radlingd se s.
66 f.). Runstorlek &r ocksa nagot som brukar indikera ldsstart (om run-
storlek se s. 65 f.), men runorna i de bada raderna A1 och A2 4r ungefir lika
hoga i storre delen av raderna. Dock &r runorna i borjan av A2 mindre till
storleken (hédr anpassade efter ristningsytans storlek). Det finns slutligen
en allmén tendens (i det tidigvikingatida materialet) att det 4r den visuellt
avvikande raden/inskriftssidan som signalerar ldsstart. Tittar man pa
Istabystenens tre rader skulle det vara A2, som genom att vara langre och
ha tatt placerade runor avviker visuellt fran rad A1 och B.

Vad giller lasvag fran A2 skulle den mest frekventa riktningen vertikala
rader ldsas i, det vill sdga fran raden lingst till vanster och mot héger (om
placering av rad och radordning se Akerstrém 2020, 75-78), ge ordningen
A2-A1.Dock talar méjligen placeringen av B-raden for att det ndgot mindre
vanliga alternativet galler for Istabystenen, det vill sdga om raderna istéllet
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L
Fig. 2. Istabystenens (DR 359) B-sida (vénster) och A-sida (hoger). Foton: Erik Moltke
(1930-1939), Nationalmuseet, Danmark (CC BY-SA).

lases fran hoger mot vanster (A1-A2-B) ar det visuella avstandet till raden
pa B-sidan kort, medan ordningen A2-A1-B resulterar i ett avbrott genom
hoppet fran A1 till B. Dock ar lasstart i A1 som visats ovan visuellt osanno-
likt. Ett raduppldgg som liknar A2-A1-B aterfinns dessutom exempelvis pa
DR 2 Haddeby 2 fran den tidigare delen av vikingatiden.

Den visuella tvetydigheten i radupplagget giller framforallt hur for-
hallandet mellan inskriftens tvé sidor ska bedomas. Ytan déar rad A1 ristats
separeras fran A2 genom en avsats vilket skapar ett avstand dem emellan.
B-sidans rad ar & andra sidan inledningsvis visuellt ssmmankopplad med
forsta delen av rad A1 genom att ligga precis kant i kant med denna (langre
ner mot stenens bas skiljs dock raderna at av ett stycke oristad yta). Fragan
ar alltsa om den visuella narheten mellan A2 och B kan motivera en
lasordning A2-B snarare dn A2-A1. Det férstnamnda A2-B-A1 skulle ge en
SVO-ordfoljd (och har tidigare forslagits av Lindquist 1940, 199 not 1). Det
ar ocksa osédkert niar konventioner kring ordningsféljden mellan rader,
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det vill sdga fran hoger mot vanster eller tvartom, etablerades. Mdjligen
galler detta inte i samma utstrackning i det urnordiska materialet eller
overgangsinskrifter som i det tidigvikingatida materialet. Det 4r exempel-
vis tydligt att Istabystenens inskrift pa ett satt skiljer sig mycket fran de
konventioner for radupplagg som giller under tidig vikingatid. Lasstart i
den sistndmnda gruppen finns alltid i en rad som 16per nedifrdn och upp
(sett vertikalt; om ldsriktning i rad se Akerstrém 2020, 75), medan samtliga
rader pa Istabystenen l6per uppifran och ned.

Sammantaget ar emellertid den visuellt mest sannolika l4sordning den
som foreslas av Salberger (1960; d.v.s. A2-A1-B) och som alltsa ger ord-
foljden SOVO. En direkt parallell till den OSVO-ordning som antagits pa
Stentoftenstenen finns alltsa troligen inte pa Istabystenen. Ordningen
SOVO har enligt Eythorssons (2001, 20) sammanstéllning daremot tva
paralleller, ndmligen N KJ72 Tune och N KJ17A Eikeland. Den sistndmnda
ar emellertid ett osdkert exempel. Det har 6vervagts om inskriften ska for-
stds som tvéa satser (se Grenvik 1987, 55-57; Knirk 2015, 430), vilket skulle
innebéra att SOVO-ordféljd inte ar representerad diar. Bade Antonsen
(1975, 24) och Braunmiller (1982, 131) rdknar med att inskriften fran
Eikeland &r ett belagg pa verb i en medial position (d.v.s. SVO). Den sist-
namnde riknar den som en markerad variant av denna ordf6ljdstyp.

Inskriften p& Tunestenens ena sida uppvisar istéllet med avseende pa
radernas ordningsfoljd ett relativt sikert exempel pa SOVO-ordning: (ek
wiwaz after woduride witadahalaiban worahto r... Ek Wiwaz after
Woduride witandahlaiban worhto r[unoz] ’I, Wiwaz, made the runes after
Woduridaz, my lord’; Samnordisk runtextdatabas). Ordningen forutsitter
att man likt Eythorsson (2012, 39) och Braunmiiller (1982, 132) antar att
den r-runa som avslutar raden utgor borjan pa ett avslutande direkt objekt
rlunoz], vilket i sammanhanget 4r en rimlig supplering. Antonsen (1975,
24) raknar inte med detta och antar att inskriften 4r ett beldgg pa verb i final
stillning (SOV). Braunmiiller bedémer Tunestenens inskrift, liksom den
fran Eikeland, istillet som en markerad variant av SVO. Eythorsson (2012,
39 f.) i sin tur tolkar SOVO-moénstret som ett exempel pa utebliven forflytt-
ning av verbet till andra position i satsen, det vill siga V2-regeln {6ljs inte.

Sammanfattningsvis tycks det alltsa inte finnas nagon parallell pa Istaby-
stenen till den OSVO-ordf6ljd som antagits for Stentoftenstenens forsta sats.
Dock tycks den visuellt mest troliga lasordningen resultera i ett ordfoljd-
monster som inte heller foljer V2-regeln, vilket utifran Eythorssons (2001;
2012) resultat sa som framgatt ovan ar det som starkast talar mot OSVO-
ordfoljd pa Stentoftenstenen. Antar man en SOVO-ordf6ljd pa Istabystenen
tycks det dock finnas en relativ siker parallell till detta pa Tunestenen.
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Avslutning

Jag foreslar alltsa en ny lasordning for Stentoftenstenens inskrift med en
lasstart i rad 3 och dérefter fortsatt 14svag mot vénster, rad 2-1, och darefter
raderna till héger om rad 3, rad 4-5-6. Skillnaden blir inte stor vad galler
inskriftens innebord, men att den problematiska ordféljden som antagits
for inskriftens forsta sats kan ifragaséttas har desto storre betydelse ur ett
syntaxhistoriskt perspektiv. Den traditionella lasordningens ovanliga ord-
f6ljd OSVO skulle ersittas med en mer frekvent omarkerad SVO-typ. Aven
iinskriftens visuella komposition finns drag som talar for ordningen 3-2-1-
4-5-6 istillet for den traditionella 1-2-3-4-5-6. Aven hur innehallet arrange-
ras genom en sadan visuell komposition kan tala for lasordningen 3-2-1.

For var kunskap om typer av raduppldgg i runmaterialet har mitt 14sord-
ningsforslag ocksa betydelse, eftersom det skulle innebéra ett exempel pa
lasstart i en mittrad redan under 6vergangsperioden. De tidigaste hittills
kénda beldggen pa detta &r fran tidig vikingatid (DR 209 och DR 230). Till
dessa tva inskrifter har Stentoftenstenen ocksa en innehallslig koppling
genom den avslutande forbannelseformeln.

Mot mitt lasordningsforslag talar for det forsta att en avvikande ord-
f6ljd OSVO kan motiveras av att inskriftens formulering ligger pa en
hogre stilniva 4n vanligt. For det andra gor det faktum att ett exempel
pa brott mot V2-regeln finns pa Istabystenen (dven om det troligen &r
ordningen SOVO och inte OSVO som éaterfinns dér) ett sdédant argument
mot en struktur OSVO péa Stentoftenstenen svagare. Aven vissa detaljer
i den visuella kompositionen talar mot mitt forslag. Sammantaget verkar
det dock finnas starkare skil (utifran syntax, visualitet och innehall) att
rakna med ordningen 3-2-1-4-5-6 jamfort med 1-2-3-4-5-6 mellan Sten-
toftenstenens rader.
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English summary

The reading order of the Stentoften stone
The carving on the Stentoften stone (DR 357) dates to the period 600-700 (database

Danske Runeindskrifter) and belongs to the so-called transitional inscriptions. The
inscription is often included in syntactic analyses of the older runic material. The

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)


http://www.nordiska.uu.se/forskn/samnord.htm

42 « Hanna Akerstrém

commonly accepted reading order, line by line from the row on the left towards
the right (1-2-3-4-5-6) entails the first clause of the inscription having a word order
which is unusual for the period: indirect object followed by subject, verb and direct
object (i.e. OSVO word order). This word order is described in syntactic analyses
as unexpected and difficult to explain. Eythorsson (2012, 36 f.) further shows that a
word order with OSVO does not follow the expected V2-rule. I suggest instead an
alternative order of reading the first three lines (3-2-1-4-5-6). This order means that
the first clause of the inscription instead shows the word order: subject followed
by verb, then a direct and then indirect object. Such a SVO word order accords well
with other examples from the period according to the analyses of word order in
proto-Nordic and transitional inscriptions by Antonsen (1975), Braunmiiller (1982;
2002) and Eythorsson (2001; 2012). The type of line layout I would like to identify
on the Stentoften stone, with reading beginning in a middle row (line 3) and con-
tinuing towards the left (2-1), then leaping to the line to the right of the starting
line and finally continuing reading towards the right (4-5-6), is not common but
is attested in the Danish material. Three examples can be found from the early
Viking Age (DR 40, DR 209 and DR 230) and some further examples (DR 1, DR 83,
DR 94, DR 106, DR 134, DR 218 and DR 219) from the late Viking Age.

Although SVO word order is more frequent among the older runic inscriptions,
it nevertheless remains possible that a less common word order is attested on
this particular stone. Almost all interpreters note the stylised character of the
inscription, which may have motived the carver to choose the marked OSVO
word order. It has also been pointed out that the inscription on the Istaby stone
(DR 359), which is close to the carving on the Stentoften stone in time and place,
may provide a direct parallel to the unusual OSVO word order. The reading order
of the Istaby stone is however more difficult to determine than that of Stentoften.
A visual analysis (based on the results in Akerstrém 2020; 2021) of the lines on the
Istaby stone indicates to me that the most probable reading order instead results
in a SOVO word order. This is therefore not a direct parallel to the OSVO word
order, but according to the analysis of Eythoérsson (2012, 39 f.), SOVO word order
contravenes the V2 rule, which is one of the reasons that he regards the OSVO
word order as anomalous with the rest of the material (p. 36 f.).

In addition to the fact that arguments from syntactic history make it probable
that the lines on the Stentoften stone should be read in the order 3-2-1, there are
also visual and content-related features in the inscription which support this read-
ing. The visual analysis draws on the results of my studies (see Akerstrom 2020)
of how visual signals (or semiotic resources) in the early Viking Age runic material
indicate for the reader the pathway between the lines. Beginning the reading of
the Stentoften stone in a middle line is justified by the fact that both edge lines,
where the reading typically begins (see Akerstrém 2020, 66 f. on the resource line
length) are, for various reasons, unlikely places to begin reading. Line 1 is the
shortest line of the inscription, which is unusual for a starting line. Choosing the
opposite edge line (line 6) is however impossible for content-related reasons. If
the reading instead begins in a middle line, line 3 is the most likely alternative:
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visually the inscription is divided into two sections, lines 1-3 which run vertically
only and lines 4-6 which run vertically but then turn to run horizontally. Line 3
is the longest in the first section and visually this may be an indication that the
starting line of this section is found there. The reading pathway then continues
towards the left in accordance with other examples of similar line layouts, which
also means that the first section of the Stentoften stone is read before the second.
There are however also visual features which contradict a reading start in line 3.
The line is visually connected to the lines in the second section (lines 4-6) partly
by starting at the same height as they do, while lines 1 and 2 start a little lower
down, and partly by lines 3, 4, 5 and 6 respectively beginning with a h-rune.

From a content perspective as well, there is reason to begin the reading of the
Stentoften stone in a middle row. In some of the Viking Age inscriptions with this
type of reading order, the layout results in the name of the central individuals
being placed beside each other (each in the beginning of their row) in a central
part of the carving, probably as a deliberate choice of the carver. A similar effect
can be seen on the Stentoften stone where lines 3 and 4 respectively begin with
the two personal names found in the text. There is also a connection in content
between the Stentoften stone and DR 209 and DR 230 (which also begin in a
middle line) as these two inscriptions also contain curse formulations reminiscent
of the one found in the inscription on the Stentoften stone.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)






Istaby afatr:
Issues, Evidence, Arguments

Eric T. Lander (Uppsala University)

Abstract

This paper discusses the long-standing problem of the Istaby runestone’s pre-
position Afatr af“tr ‘after, in memory of” and its final, unetymological R. Three
explanations from the literature are examined and assessed, each one asso-
ciated with the views of a prominent scholar: r/r-neutralization (Elmer Anton-
sen), analogical r-palatalization (Ottar Grenvik), and analogy with compara-
tives in *-iz (Sophus Bugge). Arguments and counterarguments, some of which
have not been fully appreciated or articulated before, are discussed for all three
accounts. While none of the explanations can be ruled out with absolute cer-
tainty, the one with the most support is Michael Schulte’s version of r/r-neu-
tralization, which emphasizes the fact that grammatical elements (function
words) tend to be more vulnerable to phonetic reduction than lexical elements
(content words). This conclusion is based not only on the Istaby form but also
on a number of other relevant forms (Tune after, Ribe uipRr, and aft/zft, at/ 2t).

Keywords: analogy, Germanic, morphology, phonetics, reduction, Scandinavian,
sound change

The sequence 1PfTY afatr ‘after, in memory of* on the Istaby rune-
stone (KJ 98, DR 359) is normally transcribed af“tr. As elsewhere in
the Istaby inscription, A represents an oral a-vowel, while a represents
an epenthetic vowel in a consonant cluster (plus one instance in the in-
scription as an etymologically expected nasal a-vowel in the ending of
accusative wulafa). The final rune in Afatr is surprising. If the Istaby form
is a continuation of the preposition after ‘after, in memory of” (cf. OE
&fter) on the Tune runestone (KJ 72), then r is expected here, not R. What
is more, the subsequent developments from Istaby af*tr to Viking Age
forms like aft/aft and at/eet are not fully understood either.
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This paper considers how the Istaby form has been explained in the
literature. Although the focus is on Afatr, my evaluation of the explana-
tions on offer for the Istaby form will be guided by additional desiderata,
namely that Tune after, Ribe (DR EM85;151B) uipRr ‘against’, and aft/ft
> at/ et be integrated into the account in an informative (or at least coher-
ent) way. We will see that the Istaby form is not a problematic exception
but rather one part of a larger process of linguistic change.

Background

Unstressed PIE “e is raised to *i everywhere in Proto-Germanic except
before *r (Ringe 2017, 147-51), and the regular reflex of unstressed “er
seems to have been (late) PGmc “ar (Stiles 1984, 19-22; 1988, 117, 136 f{.
notes 4-5; Syrett 1994, 223 f., 227-31; Boutkan 1995, 86-89; Ringe 2017,
150; Fulk 2018, 87 f., 90 f.). The general lack of syncope before *ris an older
observation (see Johannesson 1923, § 47-48; Noreen 1923, § 155; Heusler
1964, § 105; among others). Some examples illustrating unstressed *er >
*ar include the following:

PIE *upér > PGmc “uber > “ubar ‘over, above’ (Go. ufar, OHG obar, OE ofer)

PIE *ntér ‘inside’ / *nd"ér ‘under’ > PGmce *under > *undar ‘under, among’ (Go.
undar, OHG untar, OE under)

PIE *anteros ‘other (of two)’ > PGmc *anperaz > *anparaz (Go. anpar, ON
annarr, OE oper, OHG andar)

PIE *k™éteros ‘which (of two)’ > PGme *h“aperaz > *h*aparaz (Go. bapar, ON
hvadarr, OE hwaeder, OHG wedar)

(examples gathered from EWAhd, 1: 66; Boutkan 1995, 86, citing a lecture by
Patrick Stiles; Ringe 2017, 124, 142, 150; and Fulk 2018, 87 £., 90 £., 103)

Note that *ais later fronted to /e in Old English (and Old Saxon). Another
example we could add to the list above is Opedal (KJ 76) swestar, which
Stiles (1984) has convincingly argued reflects a vocative going back to *er.

Given these facts, it is puzzling that after on the Tune runestone does
not take the form *“aftar. Some authors have attempted to recruit the Ista-
by form to help resolve this issue, as Looijenga apparently does when she
writes that “aAfatr is misspelled for aftaz = aftar” (2003, 181). The same
hypothetical form *aftar is mentioned by Damsma and Versloot (2016,
32), who observe that the epenthetic vowel in Afatr appears between two
voiceless obstruents, which is exceptional in the older material (see also
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Bugge 1866—-67, 318; Johannesson 1923, 24 note 1; von Friesen 1916, 31;
among others) but apparently attested in the later material (Vg 110 ifiti
and U 616 yfitirr). Damsma and Versloot (2016, 32) tentatively suggest
that Afatr was intended to represent afi“r. Johannesson (1923, 92) offers
“*aftar oder *aftr” with similar levels of confidence. It is true that cer-
tain Viking Age inscriptions exist which could conceivably be used as
support for an intended *aftar, assuming that U 1132 ifitr, U 1135 yfitr,
N4 14 efitr, DR 372 [efetr] are all metathetic errors for eftir/zftir. This,
however, is risky reasoning. It is not clear that a single attestation from
the sparsely attested transitional period can be considered an error on the
basis of a handful of attestations from the much more richly documented
material from the Viking Age. As tempting as it may be to see an error in
the Istaby form’s unexpected orthography, I think we would be wise to
reject ‘misspelling’ as an explanatory mechanism (see Williams 2010 for
discussion). Indeed, Kiparsky (2006, 24 f.) proposes that the Istaby form
is exactly what it looks like: a bisyllabic form afatr, supposedly deriving
from “eeftir or *aftar (it is unclear which one is assumed) with syncope
and subsequent epenthesis. However, Kiparsky’s proto-forms completely
sidestep the problem of final etymological *r.

Patrick Stiles puts his finger on the problem at hand and offers a tenta-
tive interpretation:

The (-e-) in Tune after is problematic, as a would be expected (*aftar < “after,
beside “aftiri < *afteri). As the Tune form is the forerunner of later af"tr (afatr
Istaby) and aft (cf. Grenvik 1981:217-218), the (e) may represent a much-
reduced schwa-like vowel soon to be lost (?). (Stiles 1984, 36 note 9)

For Stiles, then, the Tune form could be considered to show the regular
development to ™ar, followed by reduction in the unstressed vowel: *aftar
> after aftor (see also Grenvik 1987, 182, and Schulte 1998, 91 note 3, who
both cite Stiles but give “a > e rather than *a > 2). This of course nicely
anticipates Istaby afatr, with deletion of the vowel, but independent
motivation for the reduction is required.

Barnes (1970-73, 366 f.) had come to similar conclusions more than a
decade earlier, but on the grounds that after could not give rise to runic
aftirand ON eptir, with i-mutation and unstressed i in the second syllable.
He suggests that the Tune form is a preposition (either an unstressed form
with e for schwa, or continuing *aftera), formally distinct from the adverb
reconstructed as *aftir(i) > aftir, eptir (p. 366 f.). This difference between
prepositional ‘after’ (Og 136 aft, DR 192 aft) and adverbial ‘after’ (Og 136
ftir, DR 192 [aftiR]) has been accepted for decades. There is, moreover, a
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consensus in the literature that the originally adverbial form aftir eventu-
ally displaced aft/aft during the Viking Age (see Bugge in NIzR, 12 f.; DR,
Text, sp. 741-44; Brondum-Nielsen 1950, 129; de Vries 1962, 103; Krause
and Jankuhn 1966, 219; Johnsen 1968, 54; Grenvik 1981, 217 f.; Syrett 1994,
226 f.; Peterson 1996; Larsson 2002, 78 f.). The short form zft (e.g. DR 160
ift) is probably the result of aft taking on the vowel of its competitor &ftir
(Grenvik 1981, 217 f.). The form &ft is then further reduced to et (S6 270
et, S6 346 and Vg 178 it), contrasting with the more common variant at
seen in runic inscriptions and in skaldic and eddic poetry.

As Ringe (2017, 150-53) points out, unstressed “er > *ar occurs after the
raising of *e to *i before unstressed *i. An example found in numerous
sources (e.g. Cercignani 1980, 131 note 35; Boutkan 1995, 86 f.; Ringe 2017,
142; Fulk 2018, 91, 240) is the item ‘over, above’, where the first variant
displays a locatival extension *-i (see Bugge in NIzR, 12; EWAhJ, 1: 66;
LiPP, 2: 46 . note 13, 836 note 8; Bjorvand and Lindeman 2019, 259) that is
not present in the second variant.!

*

‘over, above’ e>"i *-er > *-ar  Result

PGmc *ubiri
(cf. OHG ubiri, ON yfir)

PGmc “ubar
(cf. OHG ubar, OE ofer)

PIE *upéri >PGmc “uberi > *ubiri N.A.

PIE “upér >PGmc “uber N.A. > *ubar

Mutatis mutandis for ‘after’, resulting in PGmc *aftiri and (*after >) *aftar.
These forms will be impacted by syncope in different ways. In Riad’s
(1992) system, the syllabic/moraic structure of the long form is *af'ti.ri (=
up.pi), where syncope regularly targets the last syllable (see Riad 1992,
95-97, 108-15, for general discussion), giving “aftir. The short form, on
the other hand, would have a syncope-resistant second syllable due to the
word-final liquid (*af:tar = pp.py; see Riad 1992, 43-45).

In my view, this is the most straightforward approach to the historical
development of ‘after’, but there is some variation in the literature.
Schulte (2006a, 140 f.), for instance, writes that Tune after comes from
PGmc *aftr-, which presumably makes e in after an epenthetic (as op-
posed to reduced) vowel. Bjorvand and Lindeman (2019, 259) also see

! Fulk (2018, 80, 88, 95 note 3) repeatedly mentions ON undir, without i-umlaut, as deriving
from *under rather than *underi, thereby possibly showing *-er > ON -ir. But undir ‘under’
is better explained as analogically influenced by its semantic partner yfir ‘over’ (Boutkan
1995, 87, and LiPP, 2: 47 note 16, both citing Schmidt 1962, 303).
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Tune after “med yngre innskutt e-vokal” and mention Go. aftra. In other
words, these authors believe that positing *aftr- as a starting point makes
for a smoother transition to Istaby Afatr. Antonsen (1975, 84; 2002, 86)
also compares Afatr to Go. aftra, which he reconstructs as PIE “op-tra-d,
distinct from the proto-forms he mentions in the context of the Tune
form: PGmc “aftera- > Go. aftaro, OHG after, OE efter and PGmc *afteri >
ON eptir (Antonsen 1975, 44). Cercignani (1980, 131 note 34) and Boutkan
(1995, 87) basically follow Antonsen, with Boutkan considering Afatr “a
further reduction” of Tune after (< *afteran). Dunkel (in LiPP, 2: 68, also
note 8 on the same page) gives “ap-tro > Go. aftra ‘again, back(wards)’
(adv.) and *ap-ter > Tune after, OHG after, OE &fter (adv./prep.). Once we
add the change of unstressed *er > *ar, this is my basic starting point as
well.

An explanation of Istaby Afatr should address not only after in the
Tune inscription but also uipr widr on the Ribe cranium from the early
700s (on the Ribe inscription, see Moltke 1985, 151-53, and Stoklund 1996,
among others; most recently Nordstrom 2021 and Fridell 2024). Ribe uipr
is normally interpreted as a preposition ‘against’, with an unetymological
final R (cf. Go. wipra, ON vid(r), OHG widar ‘against’ < PIE *ui-tro/e ac-
cording to LiPP, 2: 851; see also Schmidt 1962, 283-85, for etymological
discussion). Larsson (2002, 47 f.) does not settle on a solution but shows a
slight preference for a different analysis, namely Grenvik’s (1999, 110 f.)
interpretation of the sequence as a verb widr ‘fights against’, where the
spelling with R is fully expected. Nordstréom (2021, 7, 11 £, 15, 17), how-
ever, has presented a number of textual parallels which leave little room
for doubt that the Ribe inscription contains the equivalent of ON vid(r).
Given the number of parallels between uipr (c. 725) and Afatr (600-650)
— the Ribe inscription is only about a century later than Istaby, both show
prepositions with unetymological final R, and both are from the same
dialect region, i.e. East Nordic - a unified treatment is desirable.

After a review of the literature, Larsson (2002, 79) concludes that only
two hypotheses are eligible candidates for explaining the unetymological
R in Afatr (see also Makaev 1996, 100). Both hypotheses are rooted in a
phonetic process, and both have objections lodged against them. Below
I present these two hypotheses (primarily based on the views of Elmer
Antonsen and Ottar Grenvik, respectively) and their associated issues and
problems, at least as far as the Istaby form is concerned. I then present a
third, mostly ignored, possibility from Sophus Bugge.
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r/r-neutralization

The first explanation for the final consonant in Afatr is that r and r have
merged after dental (and/or alveolar) obstruents, a hypothesis I will refer
to as r/r-neutralization. This explanation is associated with Elmer Anton-
sen (1975, 17, 84-88, and 2002, 85 f., 305 f.), who refers to apical obstru-
ents, and it has collected various endorsements in the literature (see also
Steblin-Kamenskij 1963, 364 f.; Looijenga 2003, 181; Reichert 2003, 347 f.;
Schulte 20064, 140 f.; 2006b, 407 f.; 2008a, 176; 2010, 170, 180; Damsma and
Versloot 2016, 31 f.; and a tentative Fulk 2018, 123). The main problem
with the hypothesis is the somewhat shaky quality of the evidence, along
with the fact that alleged attestations fit poorly into the broader picture of
what the runic record tells us about r/r-neutralization. There is absolutely
no doubt that r/r-neutralization was a real process, and that the merger of
rand r began first in the environment following certain consonants, spe-
cifically dentals (see Wimmer 1887, 295-99, 332 f.; Noreen 1904, 220; von
Friesen 1913, 79, 84; Kristensen 1933, 83; Noreen 1923, 192). But the evi-
dence points to a gradual process beginning in the Viking Age, and then
in West Nordic before East Nordic (see Noreen 1904, 220 f.; DR, Text, sp.
967-71; Brendum-Nielsen 1957, 74 f.; Steblin-Kamenskij 1963, 362; Krause
and Jankuhn 1966, 203; Wessén 1968, 36; Syrett 1994, 224-26; Larsson
2002, 33-35; Haukur Porgeirsson 2020). Neither the time nor the place
seems to fit Istaby.

Antonsen’s evidence for an especially early date of merger in Blekinge
consists of a very small handful of controversial forms: Stentoften (KJ 96,
DR 357) hider / Bjorketorp (KJ 97, DR 360) haidr and Istaby afatr. In his
review of Antonsen (1975), Barnes (1974-77, 456) suggests that “analogical
sound-change” should not be ruled out as a possible explanation for the
Istaby form, while also observing that there is etymological uncertainty
surrounding the Stentoften and Bjorketorp forms. Indeed, hider and haidr
need not reflect *haidr- ‘bright’ (as Antonsen would have it) but might
instead continue a related root *haid- also associated with ‘brightness’
(see de Vries 1962, 217; Krause 1971, 71 f., 119; Syrett 1994, 224 note 205;
Schulte 1998, 113; 2010, 170, 180; Nielsen 2000, 96; Larsson 2002, 78 note
69; Orel 2003, 150 f.; Nedoma 2009, 812 note 37; Fulk 2018, 125 note 1).
As an oft-cited Nielsen (2000, 257 f.) reports, there is little to no evidence
of orthographic confusion between the phonemes /r/ and /r/ in the older
futhark inscriptions of Scandinavia. Nielsen also mentions uipR in the Ribe
inscription, using an early version of the younger futhark, but downplays
its significance since there are also etymologically correct uses of R in this
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inscription (as Stoklund 1996, 204-06, points out). Skepticism is probably
justified around hider and haidR, but the identities of Afatr and uipr are
certain and in need of an explanation. Antonsen’s r/r-neutralization hy-
pothesis is a possible explanation, as long as one is willing to accept spo-
radic instances of early r/r-merger after dentals in East Nordic.

A noteworthy twist on the r/r-neutralization hypothesis is provided by
Michael Schulte (see in particular Schulte 2010), who sees the Istaby form
as an allegro variant of the preposition, constituting “an early testimony
of the phonemic merger of (unstressed) z and r” (Schulte 2006a, 140 f.).
Schulte is guided by Wolfgang Dressler’s research (Dressler 1972; 1975;
among other work) on phonological rules as they apply to lento (slow
and careful) vs. allegro (faster and more natural/informal) speech. Allegro
is actually a cover term for two styles (andante and presto), contrasting
with the highly deliberate lento style, with its “deutlichen Pausen ohne
Satzsandhi” (Dressler 1972, 15, with definitions). Typically, written texts
heavily favor lento forms, while the spoken language will show a variety
of allegro forms; over time, rules applying to allegro speech gradually
seep into the lento style as well, usually starting with high-frequency
function words (Dressler 1975, § 10.3-4).

The stylistic dimension plays an important role for Schulte, who argues
that “strong indications of oral speech features” are to be found in the
Blekinge curses (2006a, 131). Schulte explains that “[c]rosslinguistically,
curses display shortenings, elisions and haplologies to a larger extent
than other word material and text types” (2008b, 11). He goes on to argue
that, when put up against Bjorketorp runoronu and weladaude sar,
Stentoften’s runono and weladudsa show haplology and external sandhi
effects, respectively (p. 12-15), both of which are features associated with
allegro style. Considering that the Ribe inscription (c. 725) is probably a
protective charm (see Nordstrom 2021 for recent discussion) and thus of
a similar genre to the Blekinge curses, it would seem that uipr could also
easily be considered an allegro form and absorbed by Schulte’s “fono-
stilistisk perspektiv” on these issues (2008a, 176). Still, Afatr is an awkward
fit here, since the Istaby inscription is a simple commemorative text: ‘In
memory of Hariwulfr. Hapuwulfr, son of Heruwulfr, wrote these runes’.
Thus it is not obvious that the Istaby text fits in with the Blekinge curses
or the Ribe charm in terms of genre, which might make Schulte’s analysis
less appropriate for Afatr. Nevertheless, there are insights here that must
be taken seriously. As he puts it, “function words are prone to linguistic
change earlier than the class of content words” and reduced or allegro
variants of such words often “[foreshadow] innovative developments”
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(Schulte 20064, 137 f.). This Dresslerian view of the data does indeed shed
some much-needed light on Opedal swestar and Tune after: they are
phonotactically extremely similar, after all, but swestar is a content word
and after is a functional element. This is exactly the kind of reasoning
that can provide independent motivation for the change *after > after
aftar discussed above.

On a more critical note, consider the nature of the inverse spellings in
the Istaby and Ribe forms. If # and r were neutralized after dental con-
sonants at an early stage, one would ideally see evidence in the older
inscriptions not only of etymological *r spelled R (as in Afatr and uipr)
but also etymological *r spelled r after dentals. If the Istaby and Ribe
forms anticipate the coming Viking Age merger of r > r, as Schulte would
have it, then we would expect forms like *barutr (instead of Bjorketorp
barutr).? Such attestations do not seem to be forthcoming in East Nordic
until later, in the early 900s (DR 209, DR 230 raknhiltr) or even the late
800s, with kobr (< *kambr) on the Elisenhof comb (Moltke 1985, 370).
The latter form, it should be noted, displays neutralization after a non-
dental consonant. That neutralization had advanced beyond the dental-
consonants stage by the late 800s could suggest that the process was more
widespread and earlier than previously thought, which would of course
lend more plausibility to the r/r-neutralization explanation of the Istaby
and Ribe attestations. As usual, more empirical evidence would be help-
ful. See further Syrett (1994, 224-26) and Larsson (2002, 28—-35, 118 f.) for
relevant discussion.

Analogical r-palatalization

The second hypothesis comes from Ottar Grenvik, who proposes that
*aftr has had palatal -r analogically introduced on the model of the adverb
*aftir < “aftir < “aftiri < “afteri (Grenvik 1981, 217 f,; following Grenvik

? Antonsen (2002, 89 f., 305 f.) shields himself from such criticism by arguing that r was
actually an apical trill and r a uvular trill at this time, which might make R after apical
consonants an expected result. Thus, for Antonsen, uvular r after apicals was neutralized
in the direction of apical r. Antonsen’s ideas on this topic, while certainly not unheard
of (see e.g. Runge 1973; Teleman 2005; Nedoma 2009, 812), do not represent a consensus
view. Damsma and Versloot (2016, 31), for instance, report that r patterns with (decidedly
non-uvular) [ as far as epenthesis goes, perhaps making a uvular articulation for r rather
unlikely. At any rate, Larsson (2002, 30-32, with references) presents evidence that r was
a palatal fricative/sibilant and r a trill or approximant, which is widely assumed (see e.g.
Haugen 1976, 155; 1982, 57, 59).
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are Stiles 1984, 35 f. note 6; Syrett 1994, 223-27; Peterson 1996, 241 £;
Bjorvand and Lindeman 2019, 259 f.; among others; see also a tentative
Nedoma 2009, 812 note 37). Grgnvik’s explanation makes use of a sound
change I will call r-palatalization, which is to say that a palatal (i.e. non-
low front) vowel causes assimilation of a following r to r (typically mani-
fested as -ir > -ir). The phenomenon is widely mentioned in the literature
(see von Friesen 1913, 79; 1916, 31; Brendum-Nielsen 1957, 75; Kristen-
sen 1933, 82 f.; DR, Text, sp. 970; Wessén in SRI, 3: Ixx, and in e.g. SRI,
7: 74, regarding U 338; Steblin-Kamenskij 1963, 367; Wessén 1968, 38;
Thompson 1975, 57; Grenvik 1981, 217 {,; Stiles 1984, 35 f. note 6; Larsson
2002, 32 £., 83; Schulte 2018, 42). As emphasized by Kristensen (1933, 82 f.),
r-palatalization is observed not only in prepositions like aftir, yfir, undir
but also in kinship terms in the nominative such as fadir, modir, dottir.
While r-stems showing a final R in the nominative might be explained in
terms of analogical pressure from noun classes where -r is the historically
correct ending (Wimmer 1887, 296 £.), this does not explain the prepositions
with final R. This is a solid argument for the existence of r-palatalization
as a phonetic process. See also Grenvik (1984, 68 f., contra Knirk 1984, 32
f.) for a defense of this sound change.

The earliest attestations involving r-palatalization postdate Istaby: Spar-
losa (Vg 119) fapir, Rok (Og 136) fapir and mir mer (< mer < medr ‘with’),
Tryggeveelde (DR 230) sustir, and perhaps Flemlose 1 (DR 192) [aftir] (see
Brendum-Nielsen 1957, 75; Kristensen 1933, 83; Syrett 1994, 225; Larsson
2002, 79 f., 161). As Fridell (2022, 34) observes, the R6k inscription displays
a linguistic stage in which r-palatalization has taken place (in fapir) but
not yet r/r-neutralization (cf. etymologically expected R after dentals in
histr ‘horse’ and {ruppr ‘reddens’, contra dubious claims of “morfologisk
stavning” in Ralph 2021, 651).

Grenvik’s explanation of the Istaby form builds on comparative evidence
from OHG ubar : ubari/ubiri ‘over’ and bi : bi ‘by’ (see also Brendum-Niel-
sen 1950, 129 f.; Schmidt 1962, 303). He posits an alternating pair in Proto-
Nordic consisting of weakly stressed prepositional after (> aft/zft), i.e. the
Tune form, and stressed adverbial *aftiri (> eftir with regular i-mutation),
with the locatival extension mentioned above. As he puts it, these two items
are “betingede varianter av ett ‘formord’, opprinnelig regelmessig fordelt
pa hver sin lydlige posisjon (ubetont : betont) og hver sin syntaktiske
funksjon (preposisjon : postposisjon, adverb)” (Grenvik 1981, 217 f.). This
much is familiar from other, earlier accounts in the literature, as discussed
above. The next step for Grenvik is that the long form undergoes r-pala-
talization to become *aftir. The adverb then imposes its final consonant
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on its prepositional counterpart *aftr, yielding aftr. Oddly, Grenvik never
actually writes out the form *aftr, but it is difficult to imagine what else he
could possibly have in mind: “preposisjonsformen af“tr Istaby, d.e. fone-
misk /aftr/ med utlydende -r for ventet -r” (Grenvik 1981, 218). Presumably
his intention is to derive unattested *aftr from after, which he characterizes
as “lydlig noe redusert” (p. 218), but he is not explicit as to whether the
mechanism of reduction is syncope or potentially something else.

Larsson (2002, 77) accepts the phonetic reality of r-palatalization in Vi-
king Age forms with a palatal vowel plus unetymological R, but he raises
important questions about Grenvik’s account of the Istaby form (p. 78 £.),
which relies not only on r-palatalization but also analogy. Indeed, one of
Larsson’s chief concerns about Grenvik’s hypothesis is the unfortunate
analogical equation “aftir : *aftr (p. 79). A related issue, as Larsson points
out with regard to Rk miR, is that it is phonologically rather implausible
“att man i en analogisk process skulle byta ut etymologiskt /r/ mot /=/, i
synnerhet i stéllning efter dental konsonant” (p. 80), which is of course
exactly what “aftr — afatr af*tr would entail. To avoid such problems,
one might put r-palatalization before the (first) syncope period:

‘aftiri > “aftiri r-palatalization in the long form

after  —  “after analogy in the short form

Then again, if r-palatalization is this early, we may as well skip the analog-
ical relationship and instead posit r-palatalization in the short/unstressed
form (see also von Friesen 1916, 31; Brandum-Nielsen 1950, 129):

after > *after > aftr

r-palatalization (due to non-low front vowel e) and
syncope

Crucially, r does not protect a preceding unstressed vowel from syncope,
as forms like Eggja (KJ 101) manrR mannr < *manniz and Istaby wulafr
wul®fr < *wulfaz demonstrate (see also Steblin-Kamenskij 1963, 365).
This altered version of Grenvik’s hypothesis would take care of two
problems: it assumes standard-procedure syncope of an unstressed short
vowel before r, and it does not require the equation *aftir : *aftr, which
Larsson rightly considers to be phonotactically awkward. All of this
relies, of course, on the proposition that r-palatalization was an active
phonetic process before the first syncope period and into the Viking Age.
Obviously, attestations from Sparlésa and Rok from the early 800s cannot
prove that r-palatalization was active in the 600s when the Istaby stone
was carved. However, this is not sufficient to reject such a claim out of
hand. New runic evidence of r-palatalization could come to light which
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either predates or is contemporaneous with Istaby (or which dates to the
700s, further filling in the gap between Istaby and Sparlsa/Rok). A more
serious issue for the r-palatalization hypothesis is that it does not provide
an obvious answer to Ribe uipR, since r-palatalization should be blocked
by the consonant intervening between i and R. A form like *uiR < *widr
would have been highly suggestive of r-palatalization (as with Rk mir
< *medr, on which see Larsson 2002, 80), but nothing like this is attested.

Analogy with comparatives

In addition to Antonsen’s and Grenvik’s explanations, there is a third
option that deserves attention. In the first volume of the national corpus
edition of older futhark inscriptions in Norway, Sophus Bugge (in NIzR,
12 f., 29, 80) puts forth an analogical explanation for the final consonant
in Viking Age eftir:

I yngre Indskrifter finde vi derimod “efter” meget ofte skrevet med r (ikke r)
i Udlyden. Tidligst paa Istaby-Stenen; se foran S. 13. ... Efter Vokaler gaar
r ikke ved nogen Lydlov over til . Men denne Overgang skyldes analogisk
Indflydelse af comparativiske Adverbier paa -r, i hvilket dette r var opstaaet
af feellesgermansk -z (saaledes Adverbier paa *ir, *0r og “mair “mere” og fl.).
At disse Adverbier kunde faa Indflydelse paa Formen af Ordene for “efter” og
“over”, var naturligt, da ogsaa disse sidste var comparativiske Ord. (Bugge in
NIzR, 29; my bold)

That ‘after’ is somehow connected to comparatives is rather frequently
mentioned in the literature (e.g. Grenvik 1981, 218; EWAAhd, 1: 64-67;
Syrett 1994, 226), and some scholars accept Bugge’s take on &ftir (e.g.
Noreen 1904, 248 note 3). A recent example is Dunkel (in LiPP, 2: 68 note
8), who sees runic forms in -iR as ‘contaminated’ by comparative *iz-,
which according to Dunkel is also the reason for front mutation in ON
eptir and yfir. See also Dunkel (in LiPP, 2: 837 f. note 24), Nedoma (2009,
continuation of note 37 on p. 813), and Schmidt (1962, 189).

Most aspects of the analogy-with-comparatives approach are not con-
vincing, at least when it comes to the later forms. Regarding the Viking
Age runic forms in -iR, Larsson (2002, 77) and Kristensen (1933, 82 f.)
are correct that a phonetic account is superior to an analogical one, as
discussed above. The root vowels in ON eptir and yfir, moreover, can be
explained as coming from extended locatival forms in *-iri < *eri. Never-
theless, it is both interesting and instructive to explore the full implications
of Bugge’s idea about comparative morphology for the older Istaby form.
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Consider first the following etymologically related elements in Ger-
manic (see LiPP, 2: 68 f.; Schmidt 1962, 257-69; Boutkan 1995, 86):

*ap-ter prep./adv. ‘behind, after’ OHG dafter, OE efter, OS aftar
*ap-ero- prep./adv. ‘after, behind’ Go. afar, OE ofer, OHG afar

Note the dual status of these items as both adverbs and prepositions. The
suffixes attached to the particle *ap- are contrastive markers (see LiPP, 1:
180 f., 201), and contrastives often developed a comparative function in
Indo-European (Brendum-Nielsen 1962, 116; Fortson 2004, 121 f.), much
like Sanskrit apataram ‘farther off’ and aparam ‘later’ (for more details,
see Hellquist 1948, 174; de Vries 1962, 11; Breandum-Nielsen 1962, 119-22,
160; Lehmann 1986, 2 f., 8; EWAhd, 1: 66 f.; Kroonen 2013, 2 f.; Bjorvand
and Lindeman 2019, 259 f.). Grenvik (1981, 145 f.) has observed that
the shift from Tune after + dative (e.g. woduride) to Istaby/Viking Age
aft(r) + accusative (e.g. hariwulafa) most likely reflects what amounts
to an overextension of what was originally a specifically temporal usage.
Here Grenvik insightfully invokes the etymologically similar Go. afar
(see above), which selects dative in locative contexts but accusative in
temporal ones.

Bugge does not lay out his exact reasoning regarding Afatr in NIzR.
More precisely he does not specify if he envisions an analogical process
occurring before or after syncope. In his 1902 treatment of the Flistad in-
scription (Vg 5), however, Bugge clarifies his thinking. In this inscription
Bugge sees a sequence AR, which he interprets as a preposition ‘after’
(Bugge 1902, 4). In the process of discussing his views on AfR, he men-
tions ““aftir, *after (som synes at have veeret skrevet paa Tune-Stenen B),
hvilken Form igjen ved Indflydelse fra Komparativer paa -ir er opstaaet
af after, som finds paa Tune-Stenen A” (p. 5), along with the observation
that in “AtR paa Flistad-Stenen, Afatr Istaby synes vi altsaa at have den
same Synkope af anden Stavelses i foran r som i barutr Bjorketorp = oldn.
brytr (af *briutir)” (p. 5). In other words, Tune after changes first to “aftir,
and the Istaby form is seen as a syncopated continuation of this form.

There have been a number of developments in the field since the 1800s
and early 1900s, when Bugge was working on these issues. Not surpris-
ingly, his argumentation regarding the Istaby form is obscured by various
data points which are no longer considered correct or relevant. The Fli-
stad inscription, for one, can be interpreted in ways that have nothing to
do with a preposition AfR. Most notable here is Thuesen (1988, 50-52, 54,
58), who reads the bindrune differently and argues instead for the genitive
form naRr naar ‘dead person’. Furthermore, Bugge’s discussion of the rela-
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tion between the Tune and Istaby elements both here and in earlier work
(Bugge 1866-67) is marred by the now-rejected assumption that Tune
contains two attestations of ‘after’, each one spelled differently: after and
[afte]r, where the second form is, to say the least, a highly speculative
supplementation. In his earlier work, he suggests the possibility of sepa-
rate carvers (p. 225 f., 230 £.); this possibility is also mentioned in NIzR, but
here he also attempts to analyze after as a stressed (adverbial) form and
[afte]r as a primarily proclitic (prepositional) form akin to the Istaby form
(Bugge in NIzR, 12 f., 29, 39). See Greonvik (1981, 75 f.) for a critique of
Bugge’s claims on this point. A final point of potential confusion concerns
Bugge’s reading of . . .ubaz on the Varnum/Jarsberg runestone (Vr 1) as a
preposition ‘over’ with unetymological z/R, which would make it an even
earlier attestation of the kind of spelling seen in Istaby Afatr (NIzR, 29,
39). However, a number of other interpretations were available even in
Bugge’s time, and as Sven B. F. Jansson writes, “Uppfattningen om run-
foljden ...ubar som ett mansnamn skulle visa sig ha framtiden for sig”
(SRI, 14.2: 42).

In spite of these distractions, Bugge’s views concerning Afatr are clear:
analogy with comparatives took place before syncope, which is a coherent
hypothesis worth taking seriously. Comparative adverbs in Proto-Nordic
commonly ended in *ir < *iz (cf. Go. fram-is ‘farther’, néh-is ‘nearer’,
air-is ‘early’ from Miller 2019, 101), and it is conceivable that this class of
items was frequent enough to have exerted pressure on the phonetically
and functionally similar suffix in *aftar > aftar (see also Brendum-Nielsen
1962, 149, and Schmidt 1962, 262, 264, for relevant discussion). The devel-
opment would go as follows: morphological resegmentation from af-tar to
aft-ar, after which there is analogical replacement of -ar by -ir, followed
by syncope before r, resulting in aftr.

Less attractive for the analogy hypothesis is that it takes for granted
that aftor was still, at least partly, a content word in Proto-Nordic. More
specifically, it assumes that aftar was synchronically speaking a compar-
ative adverb with the meaning ‘farther behind’ or ‘later in time’ in Proto-
Nordic. This is not impossible, yet the only attestations we have from this
period are two prepositions (the Tune and Istaby items), and as mentioned
above, Tune after already points to a reduced form aftar, which could be
an indication that this was not a full content word. There is of course
nothing strange about an element with multiple functions, especially not
an element that is both an adverb and a preposition. Some elements cited
above, such as Go. afar, are inarguably of this sort. It is perfectly possible
that the analogy with comparative adverbs occurred at an early stage of
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Proto-Nordic and that the preposition observed in the Istaby inscription is
the result of a couple hundred years of semantic bleaching (and phonetic
erosion, i.e. syncope). The problem is a lack of attestations which can be
interpreted as adverbs, but that is not necessarily fatal in this case.

Although she does not present a fully worked out explanation for the R
in uipr, Nordstrém (2021, 12) does draw a parallel with runic attestations of
the prepositions yfir and undir. She also explicitly mentions comparative
gradation, but it is not clear if comparative morphology is meant to play a
role in explaining the final R, or if one of the processes discussed above is
intended as the root cause. If we view uipR as a secondary comparative for-
mation (consider also Kabell 1978, 43 note 23), the following development
would have to be assumed:

Proto-Germanic *wi-pro/e  old comparative
Proto-Nordic *wip-ir remodeled form (with resegmentation to *wip-)

> East Nordic widr syncope of *i before "r

Whereas the r/r-neutralization hypothesis capitalizes on the fact that
both uipr and afatr have a dental obstruent immediately preceding R, the
analogy-with-comparatives hypothesis capitalizes on the fact that uipr
and Afatr are both old comparative formations.

Taking stock

Each of the three explanations for Istaby afatr is, in its own way, viable.
None can be rejected with certainty. What follows is a summary of the
main advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

For r/r-neutralization, the main issue is the uncertain role of regional
variation in the early runic inscriptions. There is, after all, great regularity
in the merger of r and r during the Viking Age, with West Nordic clearly
leading the charge and East Nordic following (see references above). A
small handful of East Nordic elements from Blekinge and Ribe showing
the same merger after dental consonants much earlier than expected
is hard to reconcile with these facts. Schulte (2008a, 176) clearly states
that this must be regional variation on display. More precisely, Schulte
(20064, 140 f; see also Schulte 2006b; 2008b) believes that these varieties
show allegro variants of function words, a phenomenon that should be
especially compatible with more ‘oral’ textual genres like curses (as seen
in Bjorketorp/Stentoften). This is plausible, and an advantage of the idea
is that it can be applied to the Ribe form as well, since this inscription is
an amulet with a protective charm (Nordstrom 2021). Istaby, however,
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is stylistically dissimilar from these inscriptions, potentially making the
allegro account less appropriate for Afatr. More problematic is the issue
of why the allegedly inverse spellings only involve R for *r rather than r
for *r. If the Istaby and Ribe forms really do anticipate merger of r with r,
as Schulte (2006a; 2006b; 2008a) argues, then we might wonder why the
latter sort of inverse spelling is not observed.

Greonvik’s (1981, 217 f.) r-palatalization account as originally formulated
has phonotactic issues as far as its analogical equation between long form
and short form (*tir : *tr), as noticed by Larsson (2002, 79). This can
be fixed by assuming that both r-palatalization and analogy were active
before the syncope period. In that case, both after (which is how he tran-
scribes the Tune form) and *aftiri would be susceptible to the change.
This would make it possible to avoid analogy altogether and posit r-pala-
talization directly in the short form, with subsequent syncope of the
short vowel ("after > aftr). The long form “aftiri would also syncopate,
to *aftir, resulting in the adverb attested during the Viking Age. There is
an empirical issue, however, in that no evidence of r-palatalization exists
before the time of Sparlésa and R6k. We must therefore await further em-
pirical material that could have a bearing on the issue. It should be noted,
moreover, that r-palatalization cannot by itself account for the Ribe form,
since i and R are not adjacent to each other in uipr. One way out of this
might be to assume analogical influence from Istaby af*tr on *widr (—
widr), but this is basically circular reasoning.

Bugge’s explanation (in NIzR, 12 f., 29, 80; 1902, 5) is built on analogy
with comparative adverbs. The hypothesis invokes the morphological
history of ‘after’, specifically that it was originally a comparative adverb,
as evidenced by the morpheme PIE *-ter. This also goes for the Ribe form,
which is a comparative formation of a different sort, with PIE *-tro/e. The
idea is that the *r of these comparative morphemes was influenced by
*z/r in comparative adverbs like *lang-ir ‘longer’ (ON lengr); this, in turn,
allows for straightforward syncope: *aftir > aftr (just as with pre-syncope
r-palatalization above). Skepticism is warranted, however, surrounding
the semantic link between ‘after’ and these regular comparative adverbs.
Even granting that *aftar was both an adverb and a preposition in Proto-
Germanic, how confident can we be that Tune aftor could still mean
something like ‘farther away, more behind’ in Proto-Nordic? Indeed, in
the Proto-Nordic material only prepositions are attested (Tune after,
Istaby afatr), items which would appear to be semantically bleached. As
always, new finds could fill out the empirical picture and provide a more
decisive verdict. Some skepticism may also be warranted surrounding the
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resegmentations implied by Bugge’s hypothesis. While af-tar to aft-ar
(— “aft-ir) might be reasonable enough, the Ribe form’s development is
more awkward, as the end result *wip-ir is formally quite removed from
*wi-pro/e. Ideally, one would have additional evidence of morphological
innovation to support such claims. Interestingly, the Istaby inscription
also shows the innovative feminine accusative plural demonstrative pAiAR
paeiar, composed of the stem pai- plus the regular ending -ar (see von
Grienberger 1900, 294; von Friesen 1916, 33; Antonsen 1975, 84), instead
of regularly expected par or per. This could be taken as general support
for a tendency towards morphological remodeling in the language of the
Istaby inscription, but obviously not as direct support for remodeling in
the preposition per se.

Reduction and the lexical/functional divide

The purpose of this paper has been to compare evidence and arguments
which have been put forth regarding the form afatr and to highlight the
pros and cons of each approach. No approach can be confidently ruled out,
but it is notable that r/r-neutralization and analogy with comparatives
can readily handle both afatr and uipr, while r-palatalization has a more
difficult time with the latter form.

A final diagnostic we could consider is the development from Istaby
af’tr to Viking Age aft/eft and at/eet (cf. also uft on S6 198, DR 44, among
other inscriptions, alongside Vg 39 ut). Usually the change is seen as
smooth and unbroken, with two stages of cluster reduction: ftr > ft >
t. Grenvik, for instance, mentions “videre utlydsreduksjon” (1981, 217),
and other authors make similar assumptions (see Bugge in NI&R, 13; von
Friesen 1916, 31; Brendum-Nielsen 1950, 129). However, suspicions have
also been registered in the literature that another analysis is needed. Take
the fact that such a reduction is not in accordance with attested final
clusters found in e.g. R6k histr. Syrett, for one, is skeptical of “a rather
ad hoc assimilation of *aftr to Viking Age aft, ON apt” and considers it
“possible that the obvious parallelism with other pairs like of ~ yfir or
for- ~ fyrir may have helped [influence] the matter” (1994, 227). On such
pairs see also Bugge (in NIzR, 13) and Wessén (1965, 82-84). Following
this line of thinking might lead us to conclude that aft/aft is the result
of a clipping process: aftar — aft and &ftir — aft. However, there is
even more reduction required to get from aft/aft to at/aet (where clipping
is hardly appropriate), so the idea is not generalizable. It is best to look
elsewhere.
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The Rok stone is especially illuminating here. It is striking that histr
‘horse’, fatlapr ‘strapped’, and <ru>pR ‘reddens’ are all content words,
while aft is not only a function word but one of the most frequent words
in the entire runic corpus. As Paul Kiparsky notes, “The more common
a word or phrase, the more reduced its pronunciation” (2019, 70) which
can lead to “lexicalisation of reduced forms” (p. 71). Kiparsky terms this
structured variation and emphasizes that it is both distinct from and
“entirely compatible with the Neogrammarian Hypothesis” of sound
change (p. 71). The development of Tune aftar > Istaby aftr > aft/eeft
> at/aet can be seen as an extended process of phonetic reduction in an
extremely high-frequency functional element.® At each stage in this devel-
opment, there must have been a predictable alternation between a stressed
and an unstressed form (e.g. “aftar ~ aftar), corresponding more or less to
placement in the sentence and the prosodic properties associated with
such positions (cf. Grenvik’s views on after ~ *aftiri). Lexicalization then
acts to ‘freeze’ the unstressed form in place, which is to say that the form
receives phonological status. The new default form then acts as input to
further reduction and lexicalization: *aftar ~ aftar — aftar ~ “aftr — etc.

Phonetic reduction of function words is, generally speaking, to be
expected. In fact, we need to assume something of the sort for our earliest
attestation, Tune after aftor. It is also needed for the later development
from aft/aft to at/eet. While it is of course possible to mix and match
explanations, it is simpler and more conceptually attractive to assume
that reduction is responsible for the beginning, middle, and end: aftor >
af®tr > aft/ &ft. Even the Ribe form uipR can be integrated here. Stoklund
(1996, 204-06) notes that R and r are, with the exception of the preposition
uipR, used etymologically correctly in the Ribe text. This is due not solely
to the phonetic environment (interdental plus r) but to the combination
of such phonetic properties and, crucially, the item’s status as a function
word. Ribe preserves an early stage of reduction in the form of r/r-neu-
tralization; entirely r-less forms are found in later stages (ON vidr ~ vid).

The only explanation that provides a coherent and unified view of these
facts is the one offered by Schulte (2006a; 2006b; 2010), whose version
of r/r-neutralization puts special emphasis on reduction in function
words. The lexical/functional divide makes itself known already in Ope-
dal swestar (with regular *er > *-ar) vs. Tune after (with reduction

* As Michael Schulte (pers. comm.) reminds me, there is a direct connection here to George
Kingsley Zipf’s Law of Abbreviation, whereby “the length of a word tends to bear an
inverse relationship to its relative frequency” (Zipf 1936, 38).
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Table 1. Reduction in lexical vs. functional items over time

Lexical Functional
400-600 -ar (cf. Opedal swestar) -ar > -oar (cf. Tune after)

) . aftar > *aftr > afti (cf. Istaby
600-800 [dental]r (presumably possible) afatr)

-[dental]z (cf. Tveito taitr) widr > widi (cf. Ribe uipR)

-[dental]r (presumably possible)
800s -[dental]z (cf. Rok histr, (ru)l:m,
fatlapr; Flemlose stotr)

-[dental]z > [dentalls (=> /r/)

afti > aft (cf. Rok aft, Sparlosa
aft, Flemlgse aft)

900s (cf. Glavendrup/Tryggeveelde aft (cf. Glavendrup aft)
raknhiltr)
1000s “[dental]z > [dentall (== /1/) aft > at (various attestations)

(various attestations)

of the unstressed vowel to schwa). The same divide is seen in the Rok
inscription’s histr (with preservation of *¢r) vs. aft (with reduction in
the cluster), and Flemlose stotr ‘stands’ vs. aft. It is likely that Istaby
afatr should be included in this lineup, and that it reflects a phonetically
weakened version of “aftr (itself a weakened, in fact syncopated, form
of aftor). The exact details surrounding the phonetic values of r and
R are of course unknown (although it is likely that *z > r took place
in the 500s; Thony 2017), but for the sake of argument let us imagine
that articulatory undershoot could cause both /r/ and /z/ (= /r/) to be
realized as an approximant [1]. The first place this merger took place
was, by hypothesis, following dental consonants in unstressed words. An
unstressed form like [afti], then, could be analyzed either as /aftr/ (with
r) or /aftz/ (with R), the latter a hypercorrection. For similar reasoning,
see Peterson (1983, 217 f.) and Teleman (2005, 9 f., 16, 27), with some
differences in the phonetic details.

Note that the option of hypercorrecting to R is dependent on /z/ still
being generally available in the language’s sound inventory, which it cer-
tainly was. Regular lexical items like “geestr (cf. KJ 94 taitr)* and “hildr

* See Teleman (2005, 16 f., 65) on the issue of word-final /z/ directly after a voiceless con-
sonant, which raises the question of why it did not fall together with /s/. Despite probable
devoicing to (something like) [s], the link to underlying /z/ must have stayed intact.
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existed during the transitional period, providing synchronic justification
for an analysis like /aftz/, even if it was etymologically incorrect. Even-
tually, however, the fricative /z/ began to weaken to an approximant (i.e.
[z] > [1]) even in regular content words. Once again, this occurred first
and foremost after dental consonants. At some point, /z/ was realized
exclusively as [1] in this environment. In the absence of any evidence of
sibilant [z] in this environment, a word pronounced with a final rhotic like
[geestz] would have been more easily analyzed as having an underlying
form /geestr/ (like /austr/ ‘east’ < *r), yielding forms like raknhiltr on
Glavendrup (DR 209) and Tryggeveelde (DR 230). This was the first step
in a gradual and structured loss of /r/, which also seems to be generally
compatible with Larsson’s views (2002, 175-80, 188-90).

Whether or not the phonetic details of my sketch are correct, it is clear
from table 1 that the prepositions in the right column are on a fast track
to shorter and shorter forms, while the lexical elements in the left column
change at a slower rate. Phonetic reduction in high-frequency function
words is the most coherent way of understanding these patterns, and
it would seem that not only Istaby afatr but an entire constellation of
prepositions from Tune, Ribe, and Rok are best seen in this light.
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Abbreviations

adv. = adverb

Go. = Gothic

N.A. = not applicable

OE = Old English

OHG = Old High German
ON = Old Norse

OS = Old Saxon

PGmc = Proto-Germanic
PIE = Proto-Indo-European
prep. = preposition
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Abstract

This article offers the first extensive discussion and a new interpretation of the
dry-point sequence incised in Old English runes on fol. 213r of St Petersburg,
National Library of Russia, MS Lat. F.v.1.8, commonly known as the St Peters-
burg Insular Gospels. The dry-point runes most likely spell the Old English
female name Epelpryp. However, the central character of the sequence, which
is unparalleled in the Old English runic corpus, offers multiple possibilities for
interpretation. By placing the dry-point runes into the immediate context of
the manuscript page as well as into broader historical and runological perspec-
tives, this article argues that the dry-point inscription employs visual play and
functions either as a corrector’s signature or as an encrypted commentary on
the surrounding Latin Gospel of St John, prompting readers to remember and
meditate on the virtues of Saint Athelthryth, the seventh-century abbess of Ely.

Keywords: Old English runica manuscripta, futhorc, dry-point runes, bind-
runes, Saint Athelthryth, Bede, colophon, scribal signature, scribal comment

Introduction

he St Petersburg Insular Gospels (MS Lat. F.v.I.8 in the National
Library of Russia, St Petersburg, formerly Leningrad, from the collec-
tion of P. P. Dubrovsky) were likely produced in eighth-century North-
umbria (Kilpi6 and Kahlas-Tarkka 2001, 41-44; Houghton 2010). The
manuscript contains the four gospel texts written in Insular half-uncial
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Fig. 1. Detail of the runic dry-point inscription on folio 213r of St Petersburg, National
Library of Russia, MS Lat. F.v.I.8. Reproduced with kind permission of the National Library

of Russia.

TIARbT

0 1 2 3

Fig. 2. Drawing by Kerstin Majewski of the runic dry-point on fol. 213r of MS Lat. F.v.L8,
National Library of Russia, St Petersburg (length: c. 28 mm with the crosses to the left and
right; height of runes: c. 7-8 mm)

script (Bleskina 2012). The textual form of the gospels has been shown
to rely largely on the Old Latin tradition, with some alterations from
the Vulgate (Houghton 2010)."! Although the Latin text contained in the
manuscript has been studied from both textual and paleographic perspec-

! The manuscript was edited and published on CD-ROM by Natalya Elagina et al. in 2001;
this edition and the articles published with it, including one on the runic inscription
(Khlevov 2001), are now, unfortunately, difficult for researchers to access amid the shift
away from CD-ROM holdings.
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tives, an intriguing runic dry-point inscription that appears on fol. 213r
has received little attention.

Between two columns of inked Latin text, a sequence of seven Old
English runes is scratched in faint dry-point (fig. 1 and fig. 2). The runic
dry-point can be transliterated as follows:

+
+ e p el [epelh] r Yy b+
+
T2 3 4 5 6 7

The sequence of seven runes? begins and ends with the sign of the cross +.
Above the fourth character, placed in exactly the middle of the sequence,
is another cross-sign. Further, a larger cross is underneath character no. 3.
Except for the central character,’® the values of all runes can be deter-
mined without difficulty. Five of the runes (nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7) are single
runic characters; the third rune is a bind-rune (combining e + I); and,
most interestingly, the fourth character is an unparalleled graphic sign.
As Khlevov (2001) notes, this character “has no analogies among cur-
rently available sources but in this context can be identified as rune p
(‘thorn’) because this is only how the second part of the inscription — pryp
- acquires a meaning”, producing the common Old English female per-
sonal name Epelpryp.

In this paper, we propose an additional interpretation of the central
character, namely as a complex bind-rune of decorative symmetrical
design that plays with both form and content. Consequently, the runic
dry-point can be interpreted not only as an Old English female name but
also as a two-word phrase composed of the name and a modifier: epele

2 The bind-rune in position 3 is counted as one because it has one stave that is ‘shared’ by
two runes, e and I; this is signaled in the transliteration with a bow over the two runes.
Khlevov (2001) counts them as separate runes (nos. 3 and 4) and thus arrives at a total
count of eight characters in the inscription as opposed to our count of seven. See below
for further discussion of potential readings of the complex bind-rune. We define a complex
bind-rune as a singular visual sign that consists of three or more runes, potentially sharing
more than one stave.

*In this article, we use the term ‘character’ to denote a discrete visual sign representing one
or more sounds; the word can signify either a single rune or a bind-rune (a combination
of two or more runes).
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Epelpryp ‘noble/holy Epelpryp’.* We thus offer two possible interpreta-
tions. Perhaps the most straightforward understanding is that the name
is the signature of a female scribe, corrector, or manuscript user called
Epelpryp. Alternatively, the name might (also) refer to the well-known
eponymous Anglo-Saxon saint, offering a commentary on the nearby text
of the end of the Gospel of John.

Literature review

The runes on fol. 213r of St Petersburg, NLR MS Lat. F.v.1.8, have mostly been
passed over in scholarship; they received little attention in the catalogue
entries and articles about the manuscript (Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja and
Bakhtine 1991; Kilpié and Kahlas-Tarkka 2001; Bleskina 2012). In their
catalogue of the 2001 exhibition of early English manuscripts in Helsinki
and St Petersburg, editors Kilpié and Kahlas-Tarkka assign a late eighth-
century date to the manuscript and list the “runic inscription scratched
with a stylus” (2001, 43) under marginalia, but they do not elaborate any
further on the inscription. Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja and Bakhtine, the edi-
tors of the St Petersburg library catalogue, do not mention the runes at all
(1991, 58-61).

The runic dry-point has equally eluded critical attention from runolo-
gists. It does not feature in Derolez’s landmark edition of English manu-
script runes (recorded until 1954, the year of its publication), and the two
book-length studies of English runica manuscriptasince Derolez by Symons
(2016) and Birkett (2017) focus (almost) exclusively on runes in the Exeter
Book (Exeter Cathedral Library MS 3501) and do not mention those in St
Petersburg, NLR MS Lat. F.v.I1.8. In his monograph on Old English dry-
point glosses, Studer-Joho briefly mentions the runes in MS Lat. F.v.I.8
(2017, 39), but he does not include them in his Catalogue of Manuscripts
Known to Contain Old English Dry-Point Glosses, because, according to his
definition, they “do not qualify as glosses” as they in fact spell out a per-
sonal name (p. 38). Page (1999, 198) in his seminal Introduction to English
Runes dedicates only one sentence to the inscription: he reads it as a com-
bination of two names, Epelstan and Epeldryp. In his reading, character
no. 4 is a bind of st and d. Birkett (2022, 223), following Page’s reading,
categorizes the inscription as a “maker’s or artificer’s name”.

* See the Dictionary of Old English, s.v. apele, adj. 1. In the nominative singular, the North-
umbrian adjectival form would be epele (Campbell 1959, § 647) as the adjective inflects like
other ia/io- adjectives in Old English.
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The only detailed scholarly treatment of the runes in question can be
found in an article accompanying the CD-ROM edition of the manuscript
(Elagina et al. 2001). There, Khlevov (2001) presents a description of the
runic sequence which, including the cross-signs, measures 28 x 20 mm;
the runes alone measure 22 x 7-8 mm. The first four characters “are
safely read as epel — a fairly common component of personal names in
the Anglo-Saxon world”; runes in positions 5 to 7 “are safely read as ryp”.
As explained above, Khlevov reads the entire runic sequence as Epelpryp,
“an Old English personal (presumably female) name fairly common at the
time [from] when the codex dates”. Beyond this observation, the author
neither discusses the placement of the sequence in its immediate context
on the manuscript page nor attempts to place the name within a broader
cultural or literary context.

The inscription and its context

Provenance

The manuscript Lat. F.v.1.8 is currently held at the National Library of
Russia in St Petersburg. There is general agreement that it was written
in the late eighth century, and the majority of scholars who have studied
the manuscript place its production in Northumbria (Kilpi6 and Kahlas-
Tarkka 2001, 43).° From records and from his signature in the manuscript,
we know that the manuscript was ultimately donated to the National
Library of Russia in 1805 by the diplomat, manuscript collector, and
library curator Peter Dubrovsky. How the manuscript came to be on
the Continent is unknown, but it is possible that it was for some time at
Corbie Abbey: much of the abbey’s book collection was moved to St Maur
de Fosses in 1638 (Logutova 2001, 97 f.), and the manuscript is known
to have been at St Maur at the latest by 1716, when it was moved from
there to St Germain des Prés, where Dubrovsky purchased it in 1792
(Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja and Bakhtine 1991, 60; Houghton 2010, 115).°

> There has been some debate about whether the manuscript was produced in the north
or south of England. See Kilpi6 and Kahlas-Tarkka (2001, 43) for a full discussion of the
literature; cf. also Houghton (2010).

¢ Several additional aspects of Corbie’s library and of the relationship between Corbie and
the British Isles suggest Corbie as a particularly likely prospect. Logutova notes that “the
majority of the insular codices of P.P. Dubrovsky come from the library of the abbey of
Corbie near Amiens”, a monastery founded in the seventh century by Bathild, the Anglo-
Saxon wife of Clovis II (2001, 97). Pulliam (2011) notes thematic and iconographic simi-
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It is possible, therefore, although not certain, that the manuscript was on
the Continent much earlier than the eighteenth century. As Birkett points
out, “a large proportion of the surviving runica manuscripta arise from
amongst [a Continental] diaspora” of “Anglo-Saxon missionary activity
in the eighth and ninth centuries” (2022, 215). Folio 213r may therefore
have acquired its dry-point runes in England or on the Continent, and
given the evidence of runes used on the Continent in scribal signatures
(discussed below), the latter appears more likely.

The dry-point runes

In terms of transcription and transliteration, the dry-point runes pose no
major challenge except for character no. 4. The sound values of all the
runes can be determined without difficulty. There are, however, some
graphematic peculiarities:

First, character no. 3 is a bind-rune. According to MacLeod’s typolog-
ical classification of bind-runes (2002, 17), this represents a bind-rune of
the “unambiguous unilateral” type, combining [1 e and [ I. The reason
for binding these runes may have been a desire for symmetry in the in-
scription. If the first three runes, transliterated as epéT, count as three
characters (the bind-rune counting as one), the number 3 is repeated in
the final three runes, transliterated as ryp. The number 3 recurs again in
the three cross-signs that frame the inscription and mark its midpoint
(character no. 4), as illustrated in figure 2 above. To keep this numerical
symmetry, I1 e and I | had to be combined. Khlevov (2001) has made a
similar argument, suggesting that the bind of what he counts as runes
3-4 intentionally brings the total number of characters to seven, with 7
having a “sacral-numeric implication”.

larities between the Corbie Psalter manuscript (Amiens, Bibliotheque Municipale MS 18),
produced before 800, and the Ruthwell Cross of western Northumbria, also likely of
eighth-century date. Ganz notes that Corbie owned several Insular manuscripts, including
works of Bede and an eighth-century copy made in southwest England of works by Isidore,
Jerome, and Aldhelm’s riddles (Leningrad [St Petersburg], Lat. Q.v.I1.15) that Parkes (1976)
has argued contains the hand of Boniface himself (d. 754), leading Ganz (1990, 41 f.) to con-
clude that “Corbie [may have] sought insular texts, and texts known to insular authors”.
Insular visitors, some surely with knowledge of English runes, also periodically came to
Corbie; Ganz further notes that “Corbie was an important stopping point for travellers to
and from the British Isles, as the lives of the Irish saints confirm”. Although this evidence
of connections between Corbie Abbey and the British Isles in the eighth century and after-
wards is not conclusive, it does make Corbie a plausible location for the manuscript and/or
for a person with knowledge of English runes.
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Second, character no. 6, I\ Y. has X-shaped twigs between its two main-
staves.” It is possible that this shape could represent a cross and emphasize
the holiness of the inscribed message, adding a fourth cross-sign to the
inscription. However, the twigs are more likely to be explained as an allo-
graph of the Old English y-rune.

Third, the form of character no. 4 is unparalleled in the Old English runic
corpus, allowing various possibilities for interpretation. The female name
Epeldryp or Epelpryp is a likely solution, and character no. 4 should then be
read as a (highly peculiar and ornamental form of a) single rune. It could
either be M d (John Hines, pers. comm., July 3, 2025), giving the name
Epeldryp, or b p, producing the name Epelpryp (Khlevov 2001). Further,
the character might instead be a mirrored bind-rune of K p and P p (Gaby
Waxenberger, pers. comm., July 14, 2025). Page (1999, 198) suggests that
character no. 4 stands for a bind of [I st and M d. He proposes reading
a combination of two names, Epelstan and Epeldryp (1999, 198), which,
however, seems unlikely: the final two characters -an of the first name
are hard to identify in the inscription, and the reading sequence is un-
clear. Lastly, Khlevov (2001) believes that the central bind-rune represents
“not just a ligature but rather a pictogram representing the short form of
the owner’s name as a combination of most of the runes for this name”,
a “proprietary emblem” that the named person might also have used in
other circumstances. The problem with this interpretation, however, is
that character no. 4 does not contain all of the runes of the name Epelpryp.

To judge solely from its form, the individual runic characters that could
theoretically have been combined into this peculiar character are the
following: Me, b b. Ep, st Xg, Xd, and I I. However, the combination

7 The most common y graph-type in the Old English runic epigraphic corpus is a u-rune
with a single vertical stroke. See the graph-type analysis of the RuneS project: https://
www.runesdb.de/graphtype/148. The form with the cross-shaped twigs is similar to the
y-rune on the Thames scramasax (also known as the Seax of Beagnoth; Page 2006, 218)
except that here the mainstaves have a more prominent curve. There is much more graph-
type variation in runica manuscripta, see Van Renterghem (2018, 59, 82, 94 f., 101, 166, 232,
350-76), although even there the x-shaped twigs are unparalleled.

# Another possibility is to read the central bind-rune as the kind of visual-linguistic puzzle
known as a rebus: the sequence of e + p (concealed in the graphic sign in multiple possible
ways), phonetically [ed], spells out the name of the Roman alphabet grapheme eth (0);
thus, the runic sequence is meant to be read as Etheldryth. Such coded substitution of a
bind-rune for Roman eth (d) would constitute a playful form of biscriptality unparalleled in
the runic corpus and showing off knowledge of both runic and Roman scripts. Parallels for
this spelling come from Okasha (2011), where the second name element -pryth is spelled
with an initial eth (0 in her list of spelling variants.
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Fig. 3. Possible combinations of spelling epelp- counterclockwise (left) and clockwise (right)

of these presents no obvious reading. We argue that the bind-rune re-
presents not only a thorn but also a repetition of the first name element
epel-. In this reading, character no. 4 combines several different types of
bind-runes of MacLeod’s classification (2002, 17) in a particular order:
initially, there is Me+ b b. a unilateral bind; then an upside-down Me+
an upside-down [ I, which is a “reversed invisible fully-contained” bind;
and lastly, a b b added to the left-hand stave of M e, which is a “reverse-
read unilateral” bind. This complex bind-rune can be read either clock-
wise, starting from the left stave, or counterclockwise, starting from the
right. Epelp-, together with the subsequent three (individual) runic char-
acters -ryp, spells out the full name: Epelpryp (see fig. 3).

The entire sequence should then be interpreted as the noun phrase epele
Epelpryp ‘noble/holy Epelpryp’. In this case, the reading of the complex
bind-rune would start with an e (right side up) as the adjectival ending -e,
followed clockwise by a second e (upside down) as the initial vowel of the
name. This way, the bind-rune would end with a left-facing p, the initial
consonant of the second name-element. The entire dry-point inscription
would then read eba[eebelb]ryb.

As Okasha has noted, Zpel-’ was a

common first name-element in female names [...]. If meaning had been a factor
in the choice of a personal name, this might have suggested that the parents
were, or would like to have been, of high status. Alternatively, the relatively
large number of Apel- names might reflect the fact that most of the recorded
female names under discussion were in fact held by elite women of high social
standing (Okasha 2011, 115).

° The name-element is ultimately derived from either the adjective aepele ‘noble’ or the
feminine/neuter noun @pelu ‘nobility’ (Okasha 2011, 77).
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The initial e- in the name stands out as a dialectal variant of the more typical
spelling, £pelpryp. Judging from attested Roman alphabet spellings, the
first name-element Epel- would be considered a later Kentish or Mercian
spelling.’* However, several ninth-century runic epigraphic examples from
the north of England attest to the Epel- spelling in the Anglian dialectal
region."’ Admittedly, character no. 4 could spell the adjective @pele with
initial a-. The sequence ‘noble/holy Epelpryp’ ultimately lends itself to
several spelling possibilities, so that it is impossible to assign a specific
dialectal region to it. However, if we were to establish a tentative spelling
of the adjective apele, it would most likely mirror the name-element’s
spelling with initial e-: epele.

Lastly, in addition to P p (spelling the name: epel p ryp) or spelling the
name with an adjectival premodifier (eba[e epelp|ryp), character no. 4
could also function as an independent cryptogram representing epele (adj.)
‘noble/holy’. The different possible reading directions of the cryptogram
allow for a multiplication of runic epel(e) which could have been intended
as a semantic intensifier. It should be noted that bind-runes in the Old
English runic corpus usually consist of two adjacent runes that share one
mainstave; triple bind-runes are extremely rare,'”” and even more com-
plex bind-runes would be unparalleled. We interpret character no. 4 as
a complex visual sign that incorporates multiple bind-runes. This kind of
visual play with letter forms is not alien to either Insular or Continental
aesthetics, in particular in the context of gospel books with their decorative
incipit pages. After all, a bind-rune is a graphic feature with a strong visual
and aesthetic component, rather than a conventional linguistic sign, so it
functions on multiple levels beyond simply conveying a word or name.

The runic dry-point sequence in its entirety might therefore mean
‘noble/holy Epelpryp’ (in Old English: epele Epelpryp), intentionally and
playfully stressing the excellent moral quality of the female who is named
in the inscription.

1 Personal communication with Stephen Pelle and Robert Getz from the Dictionary of Old
English, 13 January 2025.

"'The spelling with initial e- instead of the more common - is apparently frequently preserved
on coins (Campbell 1959, § 203, n. 1), which could point to an epigraphic preference for spel-
lings with initial e. This may be supported by the fact that a first name-element Epel- occurs in
the runic epigraphic corpus on the ninth-century Thornhill Stone I, spelling the (oblique case
of the) masculine personal name Epelwini (Waxenberger 2003, 941); on the same monument, a
further example may be the now-incomplete [.]pelbe for Epelbert (Page 1973, 144).

2 The only occurrence of a triple bind-rune is on a copper alloy fragment from Billesley,
Stratford-upon-Avon, see Portable Antiquities Scheme WAW-4CA072: https://finds.org.
uk/database/artefacts/record/id/405373 (accessed 27 April 2025).
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Fig. 4. Folio 213r of the St Petersburg Gospels. St Petersburg, National Library of Russia,
MS Lat. F.v.1.8. Reproduced with kind permission of the National Library of Russia.
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The text and its immediate visual context

The main inked text on fol. 213r (fig. 4) comprises the conclusion of the
Gospel of John, from a few words into 21:18 through to the gospel’s end.
The Latin text is arranged in two orderly columns and written in Insular
half-uncial script as mentioned in the “Introduction” above. The beginning
of each verse and/or sentence is marked with a small, decorated initial that
is surrounded by ornamental dots and colored red, green or yellow. The
top of the page identifies the gospel with the abbreviated name Iohan in
red ink. Below the shorter, right-hand column of text, following the con-
clusion of the gospel, is another brief inked text in a later hand: Ex Museo
Petri Dubrowsky, ‘from the collection of Peter Dubrovsky’. This signature
also appears on several other folios in the manuscript (see the discussion
above regarding the manuscript’s provenance). Here, Dubrovsky’s signa-
ture is written on top of what appears to be a Roman alphabet text in a
minuscule script, written in a lighter ink. This under-text is very difficult
to make out. Both Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja and Bakhtine (1991, 60) and
Kilpié and Kahlas-Tarkka (2001, 43) read it as Jascu ... ta in Dei. Below
this is another line of minuscule Roman alphabet writing, also in light ink.
The first letters of this second, lower line are enclosed in a box and read
tunedei, perhaps to be understood as the question tune dei, ‘Are you of
God?’ Following these boxed letters is another group of letters, probably
a name that begins with Fride-, perhaps followed by three further letters
which Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja and Bakhtine (1991, 60) and Kilpié and
Kahlas-Tarkka (2001, 43) read as ger. If this last word is a name, Frideger, it
may be the signature of a user of the manuscript. Dobias-Rozdestvenskaja
and Bakhtine (1991) offer no date for these texts in lighter ink; Kilpio
and Kahlas-Tarkka date them to the eleventh century (2001, 43). The high
number of secondary (micro)texts added to fol. 213r suggests that this
final page of the gospel text is a highly interactive page that inspired
many users to assert their presence and mark their interactions (of various
kinds) with the manuscript.

The dry-point runes themselves are located near the centre of the folio
between lines 10 and 11 of the inked Latin gospel text, in between the two
columns but closer to the left-hand one. The runes are scratched next to
two lines that contain the end of John 21:19 and the beginning of 21:20:
hoc [cum] dixisset dicit ei / sequere [me] conuersus, “When he had said
this, he said to him, ‘Follow me.” Turning, ...”. The words cum and me are
missing from the original text and were added as interlinear corrections
above the line.
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The runes are accompanied by a total of five dry-point crosses, three
very close to the runes and two farther away. Two of the crosses are of ap-
proximately the same height as the runic text and are placed at its begin-
ning and end, with a third cross of around the same size placed above
the central bind-rune, no. 4 (see fig. 2). A fourth, much larger cross is
positioned below bind-rune no. 3 with an extended right arm that forms a
line under characters 5, 6, and 7. A fifth dry-point cross with an extended
right arm is located in the interlinear space between lines 10 and 11, close
to the interlinear addition of the word me. Cross-signs at the beginning of
runic inscriptions, presumably to signal the start of the text and perhaps
to inspire the reader to make the sign of the cross (see e.g. Lenker 2010),
are well-known in the epigraphic corpus;* and, as Studer-Joho (2017, 37)
explains, cross-signs can also function as “marks” in runic dry-points.
Crosses above and below an inscription are, however, unusual. The three
cross-signs to the left, right, and above the runic sequence seem to form
part of the name sequence; they are placed immediately next to the runes
as if to frame the inscription and to draw attention to the cryptic bind-
rune. The other two much larger and differently designed crosses may
have been later additions. The dry-point crosses form part of the complex
visual and paleographic landscape of the manuscript page: they ornament
the gospel text and give special emphasis to the name. The aesthetics of
the inscription, with its symmetrical crosses and balanced number of
characters, reflect, in a greatly simplified form, the desire for ornament
balanced by organized patterning — particularly patterns of the cross
— that is recognizable, for example, in the famous carpet pages of the
Lindisfarne Gospels.™

Two possible interpretations of the runic dry-point sequence

In the following discussion we demonstrate how the visual layout of the
inscription and its relationship to other texts — the gospel text that shares
the same manuscript page, comparable inscriptions in other manuscripts,
and two works by Bede — point to two potential interpretations of the
inscription’s meaning and function:

3 Examples include the Great Urswick stone, the Hackness cross, the Mortain casket, the
Lancashire ring, the East Ord cross, and all three rune-inscribed Thornhill stones.

* On the early medieval ideal of order and balance in art and the transmission of this
aesthetic from antiquity, see Harris (2016, 9 f.).
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1. As a personal name with a cryptic element in the form of the central
complex character, the inscription could be the signature of a scribe,
corrector, or user of the manuscript.

2. Alternatively, the name Epelpryp may be a reference to the well-
known Anglo-Saxon saint Athelthryth, whose cult flourished for
several centuries at monastic centres in England.

A runic dry-point signature

When read as a single personal name, the most straightforward possible
function of the runic inscription is that of a signature. Khlevov (2001) offers
one version of this argument (see above). We argue more specifically that
given the position of the runes on the folio, the signature is likely that of
the text’s corrector. The two inked lines next to the inscription contain
the only scribal corrections to this folio," the last in a series of similar cor-
rections in the same Insular minuscule hand that is found throughout the
manuscript. Dobias-RoZdestvenskaja and Bakhtine date them to the ninth
or tenth century (1991, 60), the period of many runica manuscripta; this
dating makes it likely that the same person wrote both the corrections
and the dry-point runes.

As a signature, whether of scribe or corrector, the name in this inter-
pretation functions as a type of colophon, i.e. a brief note at the end of a
text or manuscript that identifies a figure associated with the manuscript’s
production, typically the scribe, and/or requests prayers for that person
or gives thanks to God. Colophons in early medieval England served
different societal purposes, as Gameson (2002) has shown: they were
intended “to immortalise and gain spiritual benefits” for the scribe or “to
preserve the hopes, prayers and (if applicable) names of people” (p. 10).
They also often functioned as perlocutionary speech acts that prompted
the reader to act, for instance, by praying for the person named (p. 32).
As discussed above, the crosses surrounding the Epelpryp dry-point
could have signalled readers to pray for her. Gameson also points out
that some colophons were designed like codes,' employed to visually

1> These are the words cum and me as interlinear insertions written in Insular minuscule
(not in the half uncial of the main text).

1¢ For example, vowels can be replaced by dots or by neighbouring consonants (on bfk or
cgl and dotted codes, see Nievergelt 2009, 13-15). Gameson (2002, 26) names the following
examples: CCC 236; TCC B. 3. 25; Copenhagen, KB, GKS 2023 (4°); BL, Cotton Titus D xxcii;
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and conceptually distinguish the colophon from the rest of the text."” We
argue it is especially the enigmatic and playful quality of the runic dry-
point that connects it to the form and function of colophons.™®

Several surviving runic signatures in the corpus of Insular and early
medieval Continental manuscripts offer parallels to the visual and lin-
guistic complexity and playfulness of our inscription (cf. esp. Birkett
2023). One such example is the cover of Kassel, Universititsbibliothek,
2° Ms. theol. 65, containing a scratched single name repeated three times:
iosews / i iosi (?) / iosews, which Derolez (1954, 414) reads as the name
ITosepi, following Lehmann (1918, 16). The scratching, rather than inking, of
the name three times in runes resembles the dry-point and the repetitive
pattern in the Epelpryp sequence, in which, as argued above, epel, repeated
two or more times, is embedded in a visually and conceptually complex
bind-rune.

Another example, St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek, Cod. Sang. 127, contains
on fol. 379, at the end of the comment by St Jerome on the Gospel of
Matthew, the inked runic sequence reedX¥u.” The runes, twice as
large as the Roman script letters, are placed exactly in the middle of the
page and framed by two dots marking the beginning and the end of the
sequence. The runes are clearly Old English.” Derolez (1954, 411 £.) reads
them as the name Ratgar, a scribal signature, speculating that the scribe
intentionally made his name hard to read by using two different runes
for the sound [r] and two different runes for the sound [a]. Similar coded
runes are also found in other Continental manuscripts,” paralleling the
Epelpryp inscription in encoding certain characters and challenging the
reader to work out which name is truly intended.

Finally, Bibliotheque municipale de Valenciennes, Ms. 59 (52), fol. 181v,
features the runic name agambertus.”? The runes are incorporated into
a visually and linguistically complex code which includes Greek letters

BL, Cotton Vitellius E xviii; Reims, BM, 9. One of his examples, Valenciennes, BM, 59, is “a
particularly complex, encrypted colophon” (p. 26, n. 108).

17 Striking examples of visual colophons are the decorated incipits of Vatican Library, Reg.
lat.12, fol. 21r, and London, British Library, Arundel 155, fol. 133r (Gameson 2002, 26 £.).

'8 See Derolez (1954) for English and Nievergelt (2009) for Old High German dry-point
glosses in runes.

¥ https://e-codices.unifr.ch/en/csg/0127/379 (accessed 27 April 2025).

% The third rune is the small d-allograph; the fourth and fifth runes represent two different
g-runes from the Old English rune-row, giefu and gar.

“ Derolez (1954, 411-412) mentions as examples St Gall, MS 270; Leyden MS Voss. Lat.
12 §; and Vienna MS 1761.

# https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b8452674f/f364.item (accessed 27 April 2025).
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and is preceded by a Roman-letter box monogram, i.e. a combination of
the individual letters of a name into one single symbol (Derolez 1954,
406-8; Nievergelt 2009, 15; Garipzanov 2018, 260). This design bears some
resemblance to the five-cross scheme that accompanies the Epelpryp
sequence as well as to the visual play of its complex bind-rune.

Aside from these scribal signatures, there is also the well-known
example of Cynewulf’s authorial runic signature, integrated into the epi-
logues of four Old English poems: Juliana and Elene in the Exeter Book
(Exeter Cathedral Library MS 3501) and Christ Il and Fates of the Apostlesin
the Vercelli Book (Vercelli, Biblioteca Capitolare CXVII). Several scholars
(esp. Niles 2006, chap. 8; Symons 2016; Birkett 2024) have highlighted the
complex ways in which we should read the runes that spell the name
Cyn(e)wulf in these four poems. All four runic signatures are unique and
must be decoded differently by the reader in each poem. The individual
runes, when taken in isolation, spell the letters contained in the name
Cyn(eywulf. Integrated into the alliterative lines of verse, however, each
of the runes also stands for the name of the runic character or for a noun
that begins with the same sound as the rune. The use of runes to set up
a double-layered enigma - each representing both sound and word or
concept — that the reader must solve in order to understand the intended
name parallels the enigma of the Epelpryp inscription with its cryptic
central bind-rune that encodes both the sound [0] and a repetition of the
first name theme as a premodifying adjective.

To sum up, all the aforementioned examples of runic names in manu-
scripts command the reader’s attention and require the reader to pause
and puzzle over their interpretation; in this way they invite ruminatio, a
common practice among monastic readers (cf. Leclercq 1982, 15 f.). In the
inscription in the St Petersburg Insular Gospels, the crosses centre the
reader’s attention and concentration on Epelpryp’s name and therefore
on her person. Further, the runic signatures discussed above also function
as a way to show off the author’s or scribe’s intellect in commanding a
script different from the Roman one. The Epelpryp runes, too, could be
read as a demonstration of the scribe’s knowledge and cleverness. From
another perspective, the use of runes to sign a recognizably Old English
name to a Latin text written in Roman script could be read as a cultural
claim. If Epelpryp had lived on the Continent, she might have chosen to
write her name in Old English runes in order to establish a connection to
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her native country and culture.” If she was writing in England, the use of
runes might have represented a localizing claim on the Latin gospel, an
attempt at anglicizing the Christian text and message.

There are reasons, however, to doubt that this runic sequence is a scribal
signature. In Gameson’s corpus of early medieval English colophons,
which comprises about 40 examples,** only Bodleian MS 451 (Nunna-
minster, 12th cent.) contains a colophon by a female scribe,® which sug-
gests that the percentage of female scribes who recorded their names was
extremely low. This would make Epelpryp an extremely rare example
in the corpus of scribal signatures. At the same time, Studer-Joho in his
catalogue of dry-point glosses in Roman and runic script lists only four
examples of signatures, including the Epelpryp inscription (2017, 38 f.),
suggesting that most surviving English dry-point inscriptions are in fact
glosses rather than signatures.

A runic commentary

Certain visual and material aspects of the runic Epelpryp sequence suggest
that it may be better understood not as a signature but rather as a gloss
or commentary on the text it accompanies. As noted above, dry-point is
an uncommon medium for scribal signatures. It makes practical sense for
most scribes to sign their names in ink for the sake of greater visibility; the
Epelpryp inscription, scratched in dry-point, is less immediately visible to
the reader. The eye does not instantly catch the runic sequence scratched
on the manuscript page; it only appears under the right light conditions,
adding a revelatory quality to its discovery. There are several reasons why
a scribe might choose dry-point over ink. Dry-point could be indicative
of spontaneity, meaning that a user could inscribe the inscription with
a sharp instrument on the spot; or it could signal a hierarchy of texts
(main text vs. commentary); or an effort “to preserve the neatness of the
costly MSS” (Studer-Joho 2017, 30). The runes are scratched in very close
proximity to the inked gospel text but they are not what Symons calls
“textual runes”, runes that are “incorporated into the main body” of the

% The Old English noun edel (m./n.) means ‘homeland’. It is also the name of the Old
English ce-rune X which is sometimes used to abbreviate the word (e.g., in the Beowulf
manuscript). In the present inscription, however, we read edel as an adjective.

# Gameson’s corpus of c. 40 manuscripts containing colophons (2002, 11) represents about
5% of the total number of manuscripts produced before the early twelfth century.

% The Latin colophon on fol. 119v reads “Salua et incolomis maneat per secula scriptrix”
(Gameson 2002, 17).
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text or that form “a necessary element of the composition in which they
occur” (Symons 2016, 27), like the Cynewulfian signatures or the runes
that appear in the Exeter Book riddles. Standing apart from the main text,
the inscription appears more like a commentary.

The dry-point sequence bears a striking resemblance to a lesser-known
corpus of early medieval runic glosses from the Continent: runic dry-
point glosses from the late eighth or early ninth century which use Old
English runes to record Old High German text. Nievergelt (2009, 71)
emphasizes that, in general, dry-point glosses in runes are extremely
rare in Old High German manuscripts. St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek 11 is
the only instance where runic dry-point inscriptions function as glosses
on the main Latin biblical text.?® By contrast, St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek
185 and 225 represent a more unusual type of runic glossing, with the
glosses referring to an entire paragraph instead of a single word or phrase
(Nievergelt 2009, 61-65, 57 f.).

One aspect of the Old High German dry-point corpus that makes it a
particularly good parallel to the Epelpryp inscription is the frequent use
of bind-runes. Nievergelt (2009, 49) believes the bind-runes are not pho-
netically motivated but rather an economical form of writing. An example
of bind-rune usage is the gloss to St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek 185: in the
lower margin of page 113, above the Latin text attributed to Prospero
Aquitano, Liber de promissionibus et praedicationibus dei, 11, 39, chap. 21,
Old English runes spell uume\gcurat (Nievergelt 2009, 60). Nievergelt
(pp. 61-63) interprets this runic sequence as either an unattested personal
name or a textual gloss in the form of an Old High German compound
noun. Runes 3-6 (i, n, e, g) form a quadruple bind-rune; the middle rune
is the star-rune ¥ (no. 12 in the futhorc), a visual representation of a cross-
sign. Another example of Continental dry-point bind-runes is found in
St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek 188: p. 77 bears a marginal runic gloss at the

% Four runic glosses in dry-point are found in St Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek 11, presumably all
by the same scribe (Nievergelt 2009, 46). All four glosses can be dated to the late eighth or
early ninth century (Nievergelt 2009, 51). The Old English runes on p. 55, line 3, transliterate
as Eﬁuui;urungu, probably for OHG d(uw)wisurunga, dwisarunga ‘anger’, glossing Lat.
animositatem in Hebrews 11:27 (Nievergelt 2009, 34-38). The Old English runes on p. 144,
line 16, are written as an interlinear gloss above the Latin word allegoriam in Galatians
4:22-24 (Nievergelt 2009, 38-40). They spell keruni for OHG keruni ‘secret’ (Nievergelt
2009, 40). Page 249, line 16 (Nievergelt 2009, 40 f.), contains an interlinear gloss above Latin
at testinauit in Jesus Sirah 17,20. The runes transliterate as entikesitot for OHG enti kesitot
‘and (he) appointed’ (Nievergelt 2009, 41). Finally, on p. 532, line 12, a runic interlinear
gloss is found above Latin prodigia in Acts 7:36 (Nievergelt 2009: 41-43). Runic rabouhhan
probably stands for OHG (for?)rabouhhan ‘sign of wonder’ (Nievergelt 2009, 43).
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bottom of the page, before the beginning of the homily of Maximus Tauri-
nensis 114 (Nievergelt 2009, 66). The Old English runes transliterate as
ecaew; they probably spell out Old High German or Old English and refer
to the entire homiletic passage (Nievergelt 2009, 68). In summary, it is
striking to find several early medieval Continental examples of Old Eng-
lish runes scratched in dry-point that gloss not only single Latin words
but refer to entire paragraphs of Biblical texts, just as the Epelpryp in-
scription may do (as argued below). Furthermore, bind-runes seem to be
rather common in these Continental dry-point glosses.

A very different example of a gloss-like runic dry-point is found later, in
the tenth-century Exeter Book. This manuscript contains various instances
in which runes written in ink “playfully misdirect and challenge the reader,
representing several different forms of sophisticated wordplay” (Birkett
2023, 224; see also Symons 2016). For example, the runes integrated into
the alliterative verses of Riddle 24 form an anagram: in order to arrive at
the riddle’s solution, the runes must be re-arranged (Birkett 2023, 226). A
so-far overlooked runic dry-point sequence has recently been discussed by
Birkett: bunrp scratched into the margin of Riddle 64 (fol. 125r). Although
the runes defy interpretation,” Birkett (2023, 223) stresses the possibility
that “the perpetrator of the dry-point may have been fully conversant in
the script, and attempting an ingenious wordplay of their own, perhaps
using a cipher or means of morphological concealment similar to those
used in the riddles”. Here as well, it is not the runes written in ink but
those scratched onto the parchment that playfully and cryptically encode
a message, much like the Epelpryp inscription.

Identifying Epelpryp

The pertinent question is: who was the woman referenced on fol. 213r of
the St Petersburg Insular Gospels? As Okasha (2011, 111 f.) notes, the Old
English female name Epelpryp/ Apelpryp

occur[s] in many unconnected sources of different dates, from Bede to the
ninth-century Anglo-Saxon Chronicle dealing with post-Bedan material, to
DB [Domesday Book]. We can suggest that such names [as Epelpryp] appear
to have remained popular over several centuries of the Anglo-Saxon period.

7 Page suggested in a private conversation to Williamson that the dry-point might be
an abbreviation of beo unrepe ‘be merciful’, which Williamson understood as a reader’s
exasperated response to “the absurd difficulty of the runic riddle” (1977, 327, n. 62).
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Epelpryp is attested in many orthographic variants (Okasha 2011, 23 f,
62, 64 f.). A spelling with initial e may indicate Anglian provenance, as
recorded, for example, in the ninth-century Durham Liber vitae (Insley
2015, 444, 446) and in the Old English epigraphic runic corpus. However,
the spelling with initial e is more common in West Mercian and Kentish
sources after the eleventh century (see footnote 9). If the inscription re-
presents a signature, then, Epelpryp could refer to a number of historical
women.?

If the name functions as a commentary or gloss rather than a signature,
then one likely candidate is St Athelthryth (also known as St Etheldreda
or St Audrey) of Ely (c. 636-679), a Northumbrian queen and abbess
who became a well-known and much beloved saint from the time of her
death in the late seventh century into the later Middle Ages. According to
Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica gentis anglorum, from which all later sources
on Athelthryth are ultimately derived (Blanton 2007, 4), Athelthryth was
a royal woman of East Anglia, the daughter of King Anna. She had two
marriages, the second to King Ecgfrith of Northumbria, whom she left
after twelve years (assisted by Wilfrid of York, c. 633-709/710) to become
a nun at Coldingham, and eventually abbess at Ely, where she oversaw
construction of the new monastery and ruled for seven years. When her
body was later found to be incorrupt with a neck wound posthumously
healed, a cult immediately formed around her and her relics at Ely: Bede

% Epelpryp is attested in various Northumbrian sources, see Okasha (2011) and Prosopo-
graphy of Anglo-Saxon England (PASE). In the Durham Liber vitae, EJildryth is written three
times (fol. 16v (36) (38) (47)), and Edildryd (fol. 17r (28)) and Ztheldrihtha (fol. 46r (27)) once
(London, British Library, MS Cotton Domitian A vii; 9th cent., probably Lindisfarne). In
Bede’s Ecclesiastical History (I, 14; IV, 19) we find OE £0Jelfrid (possibly a spelling error)
and Lat. Aedilthryd as well as OE £deldryd and Lat. Aedilthrydam (acc.), referring to the
daughter of King Edwin IT of Northumbria, d. after 627 (PASE s.v. Athelthryth 1). In Aelfric’s
Life of Saints, St Athelthryth is referred to in three chapters (XX, 1. 2: £deldrypde, OE (dat.);
XX, 1. 8: Adeldryd; XXXII, 1. 262: A£peldryd). In the Latin Liber Eliensis (Trinity College,
Cambridge MS 0.2.1; 12th cent.) the Latin name Ztheldretha is recorded at least twice (I,
2; 1, 3); according to PASE (s.v. ZAthelthryth 2), it also refers to the seventh-century saint
(d. 679), the abbess of Ely. Non-Northumbrian sources record other historical persons with
the same name, for example, Apeldry?, a seventh-century abbess (PASE s.v. Athelthryth 3)
in the Cartularium Saxonicum 91; £deldryd, the eighth-century queen of King Zthelstan I
of the South Saxons (PASE s.v. ZEthelthryth 4) in the Cartularium Saxonicum 132; ZElfric’s
Vita Zthelwoldi (2, 17, 22) contains the name of a tenth-century abbess of Nunnaminster
(PASE s.v. Athelthryth 7); other historical records refer to an eighth-century Anglo-Saxon
queen (Alcuin, Epistle 259; English Historical Documents c. 500-1042, ed. Whitelock; cf.
PASE s.v. Ethelthryth 5), to the ninth-century wife of a man called Zthelwulf (PASE s.v.
Zthelthryth 6), and to a tenth-century nun at Winchester (PASE s.v. Zthelthryth 8).
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reports that the linens and coffin in which she was originally buried drove
out devils and cured blindness (Ecclesiastical History, iv.19, 390-97). Her
cult spread throughout Northumbria, East Anglia, and even to centres in
the south, including Glastonbury, Winchester and Canterbury (Blanton
2007, 21). In particular, she was an important figure for the tenth-century
reform movement in England, as evidenced by Zlfric including her in his
Lives of Saints. Blanton argues that Athelthryth was “the perfect symbol
of chaste monasticism” for the tenth-century reformers, as she offered a
model for giving up an elite lifestyle, a renunciation that the reformers
hoped to promote among contemporary elites (p. 13). Athelthryth
remained a popular saint in England under the Normans and indeed up
until the time of the Reformation (pp. 6 f.).

On first examination, there seems to be little in this woman’s life and
legend that would connect her to the conclusion of the Gospel of John.
However, Bede’s homily on the ending of the gospel and his characteri-
zation of Athelthryth in his Historia ecclesiastica suggest that readers of
John’s Gospel might have recognized a thematic link between John and
Zthelthryth in the two figures’ shared commitment to virginity. Con-
sequently, the inscription of Epelpryp’s name on Lat. F.v.I.8, fol. 213r,
could be interpreted as an “active appropriation” of her example to offer
“inspiration to a particular audience on a specific theme” (Palmer 2018,
30), here answering the call of devotion through virginity.

In his homily on the conclusion of the Gospel of John (Homily 1.9,
on John 21:19-24, for the feast of St John the Evangelist), Bede focuses
not on the narrative in the text but instead on its author, John, whom he
understands to be both the author of the gospel and the apostle of the
same name. In the homily, Bede is complimentary about John’s writing
but reserves his greatest praise for John'’s virginity: Bede claims that John
was special to Jesus because he remained a virgin all his life,”” and further,
that Jesus entrusted his mother Mary to John’s care ut virginem virgo ser-
varet (Homeliarum, 62, 1. 66), “so that virgin might watch over virgin”
(Homilies, 87). In the homily’s conclusion, Bede in fact ties John’s rhe-
torical accomplishments to his virginity: Et hoc virgini privilegium recte

# Diligebat autem eum Jesus non exceptis caeteris singulariter solum, sed prae caeteris quos
diligebat familiarius unum, quem specialis praerogativa castitatis ampliori dilectione fecerat
dignum (Homeliarum, 61, 1. 55-58), “Jesus did not love him alone in a singular way to
the exclusion of the others, but he loved [John] beyond those whom he loved, in a more
intimate way as one whom the special prerogative of chastity had made worthy of fuller
love” (Homilies, 87).
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servabatur, ut ad scrutanda verbi incorruptibilis sacramenta incorrupto ipse
non solum corde, sed et corpore proderet (Homeliarum, 66 f.,1. 247-49), “And
this privilege [of recording Christ’s life] was properly kept for a virgin,
so that he might put forth for consideration the mysteries of the incor-
ruptible Word, having not only an incorrupt heart, but an incorrupt body”
(Homilies, 94). Coming from a writer who cared greatly about the craft
of writing itself, as Bede demonstrates in the Historia ecclesiastica and
elsewhere, this is significant praise both for John and for the concept of
virginity.

Bede’s version of the life of Athelthryth in book IV, chapters 19 and 20
of his Historia ecclesiastica similarly positions her commitment to virginity
as her most praiseworthy accomplishment. After giving an account of the
events of her life (as outlined above), Bede inserts into his text an original
poem which he composed in laudem ac praeconium eiusdem reginae ac
sponsae Christi, “in honour of this queen and bride of Christ” (Eccle-
siastical History, iv.20, 396 f.), that is, in honour of Athelthryth. Given
this dedication, the poem is often referred to as Bede’s “Hymn for Athel-
thryth”, but is in fact a hymn more generally in praise of virginity itself,
of which Athelthryth is a recent example: Bede identifies his poem’s
main subject as virginity when he introduces it as a hymnum uirginitatis,
“hymn on the subject of virginity” (Ecclesiastical History, iv.20, 396 f.). In
the poem, Bede presents Athelthryth as a contemporary, Anglo-Saxon
version of the great female virgin saints of the Roman world, Agatha,
Eulalia, Thecla, Euphemia, Agnes, and Cecily, all of whom Bede describes
as brave in the face of their various tortures. ZAthelthryth’s life and death,
while less dramatic than those of the women to whom Bede compares
her, are presented as equally praiseworthy because of her equally-pre-
served virginity, maintained even through two marriages. As further
evidence of her enduring purity, both metaphysical and physical, Bede
devotes several lines to her incorrupt body and the healing powers of
her relics (Ecclesiastical History, iv.20, 398 f.). In short, Bede characterises
Athelthryth as foremost among virgin saints because she succeeds at and
offers a model for enacting the virtue of chastity within Bede’s own time
and place (Blanton 2007, 12 f.). There is a clear similarity in the way Bede
paints Athelthryth as an exemplary virgin Christian woman/abbess and
the way he paints John as an exemplary virgin Christian man/writer: Bede
holds up both figures as models of chastity that an Anglo-Saxon monk or
nun might aspire to imitate. Any monastic reader of the eighth century
and onwards, informed by Bede’s writings and cognizant of Athelthryth’s
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cult, was most likely aware of her renowned virginity and could perceive
an implied connection or parallel to John.*

Conclusion

This article has argued that the central character in the sequence of seven
dry-point runes on fol. 213r in the St Petersburg Insular Gospels should
be understood as a complex bind-rune that allows us to read the inscrip-
tion as both the name Epelpryp and the phrase epele Epelpryp ‘noble/
holy Epelpryp’. The article explored the possibilities of this Old English
female name being either a scribal signature or a commentary on the
nearby gospel text. As the name appears on the folio near the final two
of a series of corrections to the main text, the most straightforward inter-
pretation of the inscription is as a scribal signature, more particularly
that of an emender. Yet in the larger context in which it appears on the
folio, preceded by the adjective ‘noble/holy’, the female name is perhaps a
reference to Saint Athelthryth of Ely. Epele Epelpryp might be understood
not only as an invocation of the saint but also as an exemplum for those
reading the Gospel of John in this particular manuscript, recalling the
importance of the early English saint as a figure of the Christian virtue of
virginity, a form of devotion emphasized by Bede.

It has been argued in a different context that manuscript runes “un-
doubtedly require us to engage in a more participatory reading practice”
(Birkett 2023, 234). The vernacular script triggers in the reader “an involved
unpicking of meaning where the playful teases us towards enlightenment”
(p. 235). The playful aspect of the runic Epelpryp sequence is rather
obvious: the symmetrical layout of the seven runes, focusing attention

% Bede’s writings, especially his Ecclesiastical History, were well-known both in England
and on the Continent as evidenced by the wide circulation of manuscripts on the Continent
(Westgard 2010). Beyond the thematic connection in Bede’s writings between the two
figures, there is a tantalizing suggestion of a calendrical link between Zthelthryth and
the end of the Gospel of John. Notes on fol. 170r of the Burchard Gospels (Universitat
Wiirzburg M.p.th.£.68), a sixth-century Italian manuscript with lectionary notes added in
seventh or eighth-century Northumbria (Lenker 1997, 394-96), suggest that the end of this
gospel was read on the feast of Saints Peter and Paul on June 29 - just six days after the
feast of St Athelthryth on June 23. It is tempting, then, to imagine a scenario such as the
following: a reader using the end of the Gospel of John in the St Petersburg Insular Gospels
to prepare for the feast of Saints Peter and Paul might reflect on Bede’s homily on that very
text commemorating John’s virginity and recall that Ethelthryth was similarly celebrated
for virginity only six days earlier, and thus be prompted to scratch Zthelthryth’s name
beside the gospel text.
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on the centre, cannot be coincidental. The complex character that forms
the centre of the runic dry-point invites us to participate in a particular
intellectual play: epel can be deciphered in multiple ways, as a simple
noun and name element (epel- as in Epel-pryp) and as a homonymous
adjective (epele Epel-pryp). The Epelpryp runes play not only with form
but also with sound: the bind-rune resists immediate vocalisation. While
the runes preceding and following the bind-rune are clear (eha and ryp),
the onlooker must pause and reflect, contemplating the decipherment and
the meaning of the fourth and central character which subsumes various
runic signs in one complex bind-rune.

Further, the interplay between the runic and Roman scripts on a single
folio shows some resemblance to other runic uses in manuscripts such as
the Exeter Book riddles and the Cyn(e)wulf signatures. Playfulness and the
employment of bind-runes are also characteristic of Continental dry-point
runes. Given the possibility that the manuscript was held at a Continental
library during the Middle Ages and the fact that many runica manuscripta
were produced on the Continent (Birkett 2022, 215), it is likely that the
Old English runes were in fact added to the manuscript on the Continent.

Finally, the runes must be interpreted in the context of the entire folio
as one voice within a chorus of voices. The main text of the gospel forms
the foundation, layered upon which are interlinear corrections, the colo-
phonic text(s) at the end of the gospel, Dubrovsky’s ownership claim, and
the runes themselves. This diversity of texts, scripts, and scribal presence
demonstrates different forms of interaction with and on the manuscript
page. As this article has demonstrated, a full appreciation of the signifi-
cance of any runic inscription requires consideration of not only its runo-
logical features but also of its visual, material, and cultural context.
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Ett par runristade dirhamer i
Historiska museets samlingar

Magnus Kallstrom (Swedish National Heritage Board)

Abstract

This short contribution examines the runic graffiti on two Kufic coins from the
collections of the Historical Museum in Stockholm. One of the coins originates
from a hoard found in the year 1900 at Mannegarde in Lye parish on Gotland;
the second is unprovenanced. Both coins were struck in the beginning of the
tenth century. The rune forms can be assigned to the short-twig futhark and
indicate that the runic graffiti belong to the same century. The inscription on
the coin from Gotland, consisting of only three runes, reads pur, which most
likely renders the name of the pagan god Porr. The text on the unprovenanced
coin is somewhat longer and reads lutir or possibly only luti. These sequences
can be construed in various ways, but probably the most plausible explanation
identifies a reference to Old West Norse Lytir, a designation for a pagan god or
cult leader, which is also attested in theophoric place names in Sweden.

Keywords: runic graffiti, Kufic coins, Gotland, short-twig runes, onomastics

artikeln "Graffiter pa vikingatida mynt”, som publicerades i tidskriften

Hikuin 1985, behandlade Inger Hammarberg och Gert Rispling olika
typer av ristningar, som de hade funnit pa orientaliska mynt i Kungliga
myntkabinettet (nu Ekonomiska museet) i Stockholm. Bland ristningarna
fanns flera foregivna runor liksom kortare runféljder. Sammanlagt
menade forfattarna sig ha identifierat inte mindre 4n 820 mynt med run-
inskrifter (Hammarberg och Rispling 1985, 66). Det egentliga antalet ar
uppenbarligen betydligt mindre. Nér James Knirk i november 1994 fick
mojlighet att undersoka tjugo av dessa mynt med foregivna runor kunde
han konstatera att det bara i ett fatal fall rorde sig om avsiktligt ristade
tecken (Knirk 1994, 7). De flesta av de antagna runinskrifterna bestod i
stéllet av tillfalliga repor, linjer som inte kunde uppfattas som runor eller
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Fig. 1. Den runristade dirhamen fran Mannegarde i Lye socken, Gotland. Foto: Ola Myrin,
Historiska museet/SHM (CC BY 4.0).

ocksa saknades de helt. I en senare artikel rérande graffiti pA mynt fran ett
norskt fynd framhaéller Knirk (2006, 176 not 8) att den ndmnda korpusen
”is greatly inflated by false observations”.

Tva av inskrifterna i artikeln i Hikuin &r illustrerade med fotografier
(Hammarberg och Rispling 1985, 68, 74). Till skillnad fran manga av de
andra inskrifterna ger de ett vederhiftigt intryck, men eftersom runorna
i bada fallen var forstarkta med tusch pa fotografiet har det varit svart att
gora en helt forutsattningslos bedomning. I samband med forberedelser
for Historiska museets nya vikingatidsutstéllning fick jag den 27 juni 2019
mojlighet att granska dessa tva inskrifter i stereomikroskop och kunde
da bekrafta de tidigare lasningarna. Jag har tidigare i korthet behandlat
dessa inskrifter i ett annat sammanhang (Kallstrom 2020, 137 f.), men
eftersom bade deras tolkning och runformerna kan vara av intresse for
den runologiska forskningen ges har en utforligare presentation. Bada
mynten visas for narvarande i utstéllningen Vikingarnas vdrld pa Histo-
riska museet i Stockholm.

Det ena myntet (SHM 11300, FID 3001033, se fig. 1) utgors av en dirham
praglad 910-911 i Samarqand (nuvarande Uzbekistan) f6r den samani-
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diske emiren Ahmad ibn Ismail (907-914). Myntet kommer fran ett skatt-
fynd som &r 1900 gjordes vid Mannegarde i Lye socken pa Gotland och
som lamnades till inlosen i december samma ar (Inventariehandlingar pa
SHM, se &ven Stenberger 1947-1958, 1: 145 f.). Skatten ska ha patriffats
av Petter Rydahl Mannegarda vid gravning i en upptagen hagmark, be-
namnd Kyrkhageéker i nirheten af kyrkan”. Fyndplatsen ligger ca 100
meter vister om Lye kyrka (L1977:7505/RAA Lye 82:1). Skatten forvarades
i ett kopparkarl med lock och omfattade ett storre antal arabiska, tyska,
anglosaxiska, bohmiska, danska och ett svenskt silvermynt samt bitsilver
och tackor med en sammanlagd vikt av drygt 3,5 kilo. Det yngsta myntet
ger terminus post quem till 1102 f6r nedldggningen av skatten.

Det runforsedda myntet méter 28 mm i diameter och inskriften &r
ristad i mitten av mynten. Den 4r 6 mm lang och runorna dr 7-8 mm
hoga. Inskriften lyder:

pur

Runa 1 p har en hdg och smal bistav, som &r férskjuten nagot uppéat. 2 u
har en svagt b6jd bistav som utgar ungefér fran mitten av runan, 3 mm
nedanfor toppen. I 3 r ar bistaven ansatt strax nedanfor toppen och den ar
dragen nagot langre ned 4n basen av huvudstaven.

Det rader ingen tvekan om hur runorna ska ldsas och samma lasning
redovisas av Hammarberg och Rispling (1985, 72) liksom av Knirk (1994, 7).
Tolkningen ar lika given. Det kan knappast handla om nagot annat 4n guda-
namnet Porr Tor”. Namnet forekommer enligt den traditionella tolkningen
i ett av l6nnrunepartierna pa Rokstenen (Og 136), som ska utldsas pur,
men som ocksa har getts andra tolkningar (se t.ex. Williams 2021, 197 f.).
Ett helt otvetydigt belagg finns daremot pa den viastgotska Velandastenen
(Vg 150) i formeln pur : uiki x Porr vigi "Tor vige”, som ju i olika varianter
ocksa ar kdnd fran nagra danska runstenar. Ytterligare ett beligg for guda-
namnet, men med stavningen por upptrader pa Kvinnebyamuletten fran
Oland (Ol SAS1989;43). Om mojligheten att Porr &ven kan ha férekommit
som profant personnamn under senvikingatiden, se Stille 1999, 88-92.

Rent formellt skulle man givetvis ocksa kunna tidnka pa mansnamnet
Dbordr med [8] uteldmnat mellan de bada r-ljuden, men detta forefaller mer
langsokt, sarskilt som namnet ar oként i de gotlandska runinskrifterna.

Slutmyntet i skatten visar att den maste vara nedlagd i bérjan av
1100-talet och inskriften kan alltsa teoretiskt tillhéra bada 900-talet och
1000-talet. Att u-runan har lagt ansatt bistav talar dock avgjort for det
forstndmnda arhundradet. Denna variant ér typisk for kortkvistrunorna,
som var det helt dominerande runsystemet pa Gotland fore ca ar 1000.
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~1cm

Fig. 2. Den andra runristade dirhamen utan kédnd proveniens. Foto: Ola Myrin, Historiska
museet/SHM (CC BY 4.0).

Ocksa skrivningen med u-runa talar fér den aldre dateringen. Namnleden
Dor- ar visserligen ovanlig pa Gotland, men skrivs i de tva sikra belaggen
med o-runa: porstain Porstainn G 135, porlaifR Porlaifr G 343. Bada
dessa inskrifter tillh6ér av ornamentiken att déma den senare hélften av
1000-talet. Mer osédkert 4r om runfoljden poril- pa ett djurhuvudformat
spanne fran Visterbjers i Gothems sn (G 388) representerar ett person-
namn Porkell eller Porhildr. Spannetypen tillhor dock 1000-talet. Den enda
mojliga skrivningen med u finns i en forsvunnen inskrift (G 272 Tingstade
kyrka), dir en runféljd [purfrikr] med tvekan har tolkats som Porfridr eller
Dorfredr. Inskriften dr endast kdnd genom en enda teckning utférd av Gus-
taf Klingwall 1750 (se Kallstrom 2023) och tolkningen ar langt ifran séker.

Saval runformer som ortografi talar alltsd for att den namnda mynt-
inskriften har tillkommit under 900-talet.

Det andra myntet (SHM, FID 3000362, se fig. 2) saknar proveniens. Det
utgors av en efterprigling av en dirham fran det Volgabulgariska riket
och dateras till 901-920 (hos Hammarberg och Rispling 1985, 68, anges
en datering till ca 910-930). Forlagan till efterpragligen ar slagen for den
samanidiske hérskaren Ismail ibn Ahmad, som regerade 892-907.
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Myntet méater 30 mm i diameter och &r forsett med ett 1 mm stort upp-
hangningshal, vilket visar att det har ingatt i en smyckeuppséttning eller
har burits som amulett.

Inskriften upptar den ena halften av myntet och 4r 11 mm lang. Runorna
har anpassats efter storleken pa myntet och minskar darfor i h6jd at hoger.
De odiskutabla runorna ar mellan 14 och 26 mm hoga. Inskriften lyder:

lutir

Runa 1 | bérjar | mm nedanfér myntets kant. Bistaven ar ansatt i toppen
av huvudstaven. 2 u méter i sin helhet 26 mm och har en lagt ansatt bistav,
som borjar 11 mm nedanfér toppen. 3 t har ensidig bistav, som &r ansatt
0,5 mm nedanfoér runans topp. 4 i lutar svagt at véinster. Efter denna runa
finns nedtill en 6 mm lang linje som lutar at hoger. Den svarar formellt
mot kortkvistvarianten av R, men den avvikande riktningen gor det
osidkert om det verkligen handlar om en runa.

Inskriften har med nagon tvekan lasts som lutir redan av Hammarberg
och Rispling (1985, 68, 74, nr 92), men de foreslar inte nagon tolkning.
Tveksamheten ror naturligtvis den avslutande runan dir staven har en
annan riktning 4n de féregaende otvetydiga runorna. Denna kan dock
vara foranledd av det begriansade utrymmet som fanns kvar for ristning,.
Att runan 3 t dr av kortkvisttyp tillsammans med den lagt ansatta bistaven
i u talar for att linjen ska uppfattas som en R-runa av kortkvisttyp.

Runféljden lutir 4r minst sagt mangtydig. Runan u kan &terge /u/, /o/,
/y/ eller /@/ och vokalen antingen ha varit kort eller lang. Om inskriften
harror fran 900-talet dr det ddremot mindre troligt att det skulle handla om
nagon av diftongerna /au/ eller /gy/. Den foljande runan t kan antingen
aterge /t/ eller /d/, kort eller langt. Dessutom ar det mojligt att en nasal
har lamnats obetecknad framfér denna runa och att den ska utldsas som
/nt/ eller /nd/. Slutligen maste man rdkna med att det kan handla om ett
ord som ursprungligen har inletts med ljudférbindelsen /hl/.

Att redogora for alla formella mojligheter att utlisa runféljden lutir
ar knappast meningsfullt. Av skriftbilden tillsammans med vetskapen om
i-omljudet som verkar i de langstaviga ia-stammarna kommer man dock
ganska osokt att tanka pa fornvastnordiska (harefter fvn.) Lytir, vilket i
taten Hauks pattr habrokar i den isldndska Flatoboken uppges ha varit en
av svearna dyrkad gud. Namnet sattes redan av Fritz Laffler (1910, 96) i
samband med nagra fornsvenska ortnamn som Lytislund(a) och Lytisbergh.

Namnets etymologi har diskuterats ganska intensivt. Dag Strombeck
(1928, 292) antog att det handlade om “ett avsiktligt nedsittande, van-
arande namn pa guden Fro, givet av nagon hedendomens vedersakare”
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och tolkade det som en bildning till verbet (fvn.) Iyta ’besmitte, vaneere,
beskjeemme’. Lennart Elmevik har med utgdngspunkt i ortnamnsmate-
rialet vid flera tillfallen behandlat det antagna namnet. I sitt tidigaste bi-
drag (Elmevik 1966, 55) antog han att det kunde réra sig om en bildning
till fornsvenska (hérefter fsv.) luter, loter i betydelsen ’lott anvénd till lott-
kastning’ eller till verbet fsv. lisita och att det hade haft betydelsen ’lott-
uttydare, spaman’ eller dylikt och syfta pa en (offer)prast. Som alternativ
foreslog han (Elmevik 1966, 61) ett gudabinamn *lytir bildat till fsv.
luter, loter ’lott, del, andel, det som tillfaller el. tillkommer nagon’ och att
“det egentligen betyder ’»lottguden», han som rader over eller fordelar
lotterna och darmed avgér méanniskornas levnadsvillkor’”. Detta ténkte
han sig i forsta hand som en beteckning pa guden Fro.

I sitt senaste arbete antar Elmevik (2003, 74-76) att det handlar om en
titel som ska aterforas pa ett urnordisk *hluti-wihar med betydelsen »lott-
prast», lottuttydare, spaman’, vilket betydelsemissigt ansluter till hans
forsta forslag. I sammanhanget kan ocksd ndmnas mansnamnet lutaris
(gen.) pa DR 145, som Simon Karlin Bjork (2015, 23-25) vertygande har
tolkat som runda. “Lutari(g) eller *Lytari(r) med betydelsen ’lottkastare,
spaman el. dyl.”.

Andra forskare som Stefan Brink (1996, 267) och Olof Sundqvist
(2007, 35, jfr Sundqvist 2016, 337-339) har i forsta hand uppfattat *Iytir
i de ndimnda ortnamnen som en beteckning pé en kultfunktionér, medan
Per Vikstrand (2001, 393) 4r mer benigen att anta att det handlar om ett
“guda(bi)namn fsv. *Lytir’, men att den asyftade guden inte ar Fré utan
snarare Oden.

De tolkningar som har foreslagits for fsv. *lytir atergar alla pa ord som
ursprungligen har haft ett initialt /h/. Betraffande myntinskriften vet vi
inte mer 4n att den tidigast kan ha tillkommit efter 901, men att den givet-
vis ocksa kan vara senare. Att den &r ristad med kortkvistrunor talar dock
for att den inte girna dr mycket yngre 4n omkring &r 1000.

Att doma av runinskrifterna faller initialt /h/ framf6r /1/, /r/ och /n/ pa
ostnordiskt omrade under loppet av 1000-talet. Allra sillsyntast 4r marke-
ringen av detta ljud framfér /1/ (se Peterson 2012, 32), vilket kan tyda pa
att bortfallet ar tidigast i denna position. Eftersom det saknas beldgg for
denna ljudférbindelse fran vikingatidens tva forsta arhundraden vet vi
inte nir denna fordndring kan ha intratt, men med tanke pa att enstaka
exempel forekommer dnnu under 1000-talet 4r det inte orimligt att det
kvarstod pa 900-talet.

Nu kénner vi inte fyndorten for det aktuella myntet, men det ar givetvis
en ratt stor sannolikhet for att dven detta fynd kommer fran Gotland.
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Négra exempel pa motsvarigheter till [judférbindelsen /hl/ finns inte hel-
ler i de vikingatida runinskrifterna fran Gotland, men déremot flera fall
som motsvarar ett dldre /hr/. Det dr da inte helt ointressant att det bland
dessa inte finns ett enda belagg pa att /h/ har markerats i denna ljudfor-
bindelse, utan skrivningen med enbart r ir legio, som exempelvis i den
ratt frekventa namnleden runsvenska (harefter runsv.) Hrod-: ropiaup,
ropkais (G 111), ropuisl, ropalf, ropfos, ropfoar (G 134) mfl. Ett av
dessa belagg — skrivningen rualta for ack. av namnet (runsv.) Hroaldi
- finns dessutom pé en bildsten av D-typ (G 109 Ollajvs i Alskogs sn),
som har antagits kunna tillhora 800-talet (Sneedal 2002, 64), vilket skulle
betyda att bortfallet i forngutniskan dr mycket tidigt. Johnsen (1968, 89)
satter till och med denna sten till "ca. 800 eller tidligere”.

Om den sista linjen inte tillhor inskriften bor den i stallet lasas luti.
En sddan runf6ljd ar lika mangtydig som lutir och det ar inte heller har
meningsfullt att redovisa alla tinkbara alternativ. Nagra uppslag kan dock
vara vérda att ndmna.

Eftersom graffiti i andra sammanhang ofta utgérs av personnamn &r det
tilltalande att tdnka sig att sidana dven har forekommit pa mynt. Bakom
en skrivning luti kan exempelvis dolja sig ett mansnamn runsv. *Luti.
Detta skulle i sa fall kunna vara bildat till verbet fvn. lita, fsv. luta ’luta,
boja sig’ och ursprungligen ha syftat en persons kroppsstillning. Nagot
sadant namn ar visserligen inte belagt, men i fornvéstnordiskan finns flera
exempel pa snarlika bildningar som Liita (kvinnonamn), Litandi och Liitr
(Lind 1905-1915, 749, Lind 1920-1921, 249). Skrivningen luti kan givetvis
ocksa svara mot ett runsvenskt *Lyti, motsvarande mansnamnet fsv. Lyte,
som tycks ha férekommit i latiniserad form i ett diplom utfardat i Skon i
Medelpad den 7 mars 1314 (DS 1959, SDHK 2607). Dokumentet ar tyvarr
endast kant genom avskrifter och de varierande skrivningarna av namnet
(lytone, Lyutone, Lyncone, se Hellbom 1972, 29) gor belagget forhéallande-
vis osékert.

Det kan givetvis ocksa handla om ett ord ur det vanliga ordférradet.
Man skulle exempelvis kunna tanka pa en motsvarighet till fvn. hluti m.,
som upptrader med flera olika betydelser: "lut (lodd) som blir brukt ved
lutkasting; lut som fell til ein, lagnad; lut, del, stykke’ (Norren ordbok).
Ordet finns ocksa belagt i forngutniskan i formen luti m. och betydelsen
"andel’ (Pipping 1905-1907, 51), vilket ju kunde vara en passande inskrift
pa ett mynt. Andra formella mojligheter som exempelvis motsvarigheter
till fvn. Iyti n.’lyte, feil; last, lastord; synd’ och det homonyma Iyti f. "ljot-
leik [heslighet], styggleik’ (Norren ordbok) kan déremot vara svarare att
motivera.
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I valet mellan de olika lasnings- och tolkningsmdéjligheterna bor kanske
anda alternativet lutir med tolkningen (H)Iytir séttas i forsta rummet. Ett
gudanamn har ju en god parallell inte bara i Porr pa det ovan behandlade
myntet fran Lye utan sannolikt dven i den runf6ljd gud som finns ristad
med &ldre runor pa ett kufiskt mynt i ett ryskt fynd (Knirk 1994, 8).

De hir behandlade inskrifterna dr bada korta och de ger inget stort
tillskott till var kinnedom om vikingatidsspraket. Andé& har de ett virde
genom att de férmodligen &r forhallandevis gamla. Runformerna ser i bada
fallen ut att tillhora kortkvistrunesystemet, vilket tyder pa att inskrifterna
har tillkommit redan pa 900-talet.
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Summary

Two rune carved dirhams in the collections of The Swedish History Museum

In 1985, Inger Hammarberg and Gert Rispling published an article on runic graffiti
on Oriental coins in the collections of the Historical Museum in Stockholm. The
authors claimed that they had discovered more than 800 examples of incisions of
runic character in the material, a number that was later shown to be greatly exag-
gerated. When the runologist James E. Knirk in 1994 was given the opportunity
to study a sample of twenty of these coins, he dismissed most of the alleged in-
scriptions as either accidental scratches or otherwise indistinguishable.

The corpus in question includes, however, two dirhams with grafiti that clearly
consist of runes. These were examined by the author in 2019 during the prepa-
ration of a new Viking exhibition in the Historical Museum, where they are at
present on display.

One of the coins (SHM 11300, FID 3001033, see fig. 1) comes from a hoard found
in 1900 at Mannegarde in Lye parish on Gotland. The text consists of the three
runes pur, obviously rendering the name of the pagan god Porr. The second coin
(SHM, FID 3000362, see fig. 2) is unprovenanced. The inscription can be read as
lutir or possibly luti if the last line, which is carved at a different angle, is not a
rune. These sequences can be analysed in multiple ways but the best solution is
probably to read Lytir. In an Old West-Scandinavian source, Lytir is said to be
the name of a pagan god worshipped by the Swedes, and a possible counterpart
is also attested in such Swedish place names as Lytislund(a) and Lytisbergh. Some
scholars have also argued that the term may designate a cult leader on the basis
of alternative etymologies of the word in question.

Both coins were minted at the beginning of the tenth century (910-911 and
901-920, respectively), but the graffiti could of course have been added much
later. The rune forms, especially the t- and R-runes on the unprovenanced coin,
as well as the shape of the u-rune with low branches in both inscriptions, show
that the runes belong to the short-twig system. This indicates that none of the
inscriptions is likely to postdate roughly the year 1000.
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Runstenen U 597 vid Hokhuvuds
prastgard: Ett runstenspussel i
papper och sten

Magnus Kallstrom (Swedish National Heritage Board)

Abstract

This article examines the reading and interpretation of the incomplete rune-
stone U 597 at Hokhuvud rectory in northeast Uppland in Sweden. The stone
was first documented in 1594 and a total of seven fragments have been re-
corded over the centuries although only two are preserved today. A closer
investigation of the earlier records results in a revised understanding of the
shape and ornamentation of the stone as well as the reading and interpretation
of the runic text.

Keywords: Uppland, U 597 Hokhuvud, runestones, history of runology, rune
carvers

en runsten som i dag star vid Hokhuvuds prastgard (U 597) i Ros-

lagen undersoktes redan av Johannes Bureus och tillhér en av de tidi-
gaste runstenar som blev féremal f6r hans intresse. Han sag den namligen
redan varen 1594, vilket inte kan vara langt efter att han hade tillagnat sig
konsten att ldsa runor. Enligt egen utsago skulle det ha skett ”1594 widh
lagh” (anteckning i F a 10:2, vid nr 62; se dven SRI, 6: 73). Genom ordningen
pa de runstensuppteckningar som inleder handskriften F a 6 och den av-
delning som Bureus sjilv kallade "Liber 1” (se Svardstrom 1936, 26-28)
gar det ocksa att f6lja honom i sparen. Att doma av de datum som finns
antecknade i handskriften har Bureus inlett sin resa i nordéstra Uppland
den 29 april med att undersoka en runsten i Alunda kyrka (U 11297) och
efter att ha besokt nagra av socknarna norr om Alunda har han fortsatt
farden i sydvastlig riktning mot Uppsala. Till Hokhuvud kom han den 6
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Fig. 1. Johannes Bureus uppteckmng av mskrlften paU5971iF a6. Foto: KB.

maj och skriver d& att runstenen U 597 fanns "Widh Hékhofuudz bro” och
att den var “sunderslagen” (F a 6:42, nr 9; se fig. 1). (Om Bureus runstens-
undersokningar under detta ér, se dven Kallstrom 2024.)

Stenens skiftande 6den finns utforligt beskrivna i Upplands runinskrifter
(SRI, 7: 502) och ska inte rekapituleras hir. Antalet fragment har ocksa
varierat genom tiderna. Bureus uppger i F a 5 (nr 222) att stenen var sén-
derslagen i sex delar, men det beror av allt att ddma pa en missuppfatt-
ning. Av hans atergivning av texten framgar tydligt att han hér bygger
pa Rhezelius avbildningar (se nedan) och att ett av fragmenten av misstag
har réknats tva ganger. Hela inskriften har senare ocksa blivit struken.
Marten Aschaneus och Jonas Hakansson Rhezelius har bada avbildat fem
fragment. Pa trésnittet i Bautil (B 557) som bar Johan Hadorphs och Petrus
Helgonius initialer, aterstar endast ett av dessa samtidigt som tva tidigare
okdnda fragment har tillkommit. Ett av de nytillkomna fragmenten har
senare forsvunnit och i dag aterstar bara tva fragment av stenen, vilka
utgdr den ursprungliga stenens topp. Som stenen nu &r placerad vilar den
pa den vre delen av sin hogra sida (se fig. 2).

I Upplands runinskrifter (SRI, 7: 503) har Sven B. F. Jansson atergett in-
skriften pa den starkt fragmentariska runstenen pa foljande satt:

aterfr - ... [- fuluki - lity] - res... - eftir - uiterf : fapur [sin ...armilr -
fals]. ..

Adiarfr ... Fullugi letu reeisa. . . ftir Vidiarf, fadur sinn. ..

”Adjirv (och) Fulluge lito resa (stenen) efter Vidjarv, sin fader...”

De supplerade delarna bygger dels pa teckningar av Mérten Aschaneus
och Jonas Hakansson Rhezelius, dels pa Hadorphs och Helgonius trasnitt
(B 557). Dessutom finns inskriften som namnts upptecknad av Bureus. Var-
for runa 42 i har markerats som osdker med en underskriven punkt ar oklart,
eftersom den har lasts som i av savil Bureus som Aschaneus och Rhezelius.
Troligen ska punkten i stillet ha sin plats under den féljande runan I, som
hos Aschaneus har drag av en n-runa med hogt ansatt ensidig bistav.
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Fig. 2. U 597 efter den senaste uppmalningen 2014. Foto: Magnus Kéllstrém.

Jansson har i sin atergivning av texten i huvudsak f6ljt en teckning av
RhezeliusiF a 10:1, dar de fem fragmenten har lagts samman till en nastan
fullstandig sten (se fig. 3). Dessutom avbildar Rhezelius pa hogersidan av
samma uppslag fragmenten separat. Att denna sammanlaggning inte ar
fullt korrekt framgar av de senare patraffade fragmenten. Jamfér man de
béda teckningarna uppticker man dessutom att Rhezelius har foretagit en
del dndringar i den teckning som visar fragmenten sammanlagda. Pa ett
av fragmenten (numrerat III) finns bl.a. ndgot som liknar bakhuvudet av
ett rundjur med en del av 6gat och en kort nackflik. Detta rundjurshuvud
har i den andra teckningen férvandlats till en fot. Samtidigt har ocksa
runorna in i runslingan tillsammans med en korsande slinglinje &dndrats
till rsin -. Av dessa runor har Jansson upptagit runorna sin i atergivningen
av inskriften.

Det verkar mycket osannolikt att denna teckning av de sammanlagda
fragmenten skulle bygga pa nagon ny undersékning av stenen, utan det
ror det sig snarare om en rekonstruktion gjord i efterhand pa kammaren.
Granskar man Rhezelius teckning av de separata fragmenten, slas man
dessutom av att den fullstindigt 6verensstimmer med Aschaneus avbild-
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Fig. 3. Rhezelius avbildningar av U 597 i F a 10:1 (KB). Foto: ATA.

ning (i F b 18: 329; se fig. 4). Det handlar alltsa inte om nagon sjalvstindig
avbildning av stenen, utan om en direkt kopia av Aschaneus teckning.
Rhezelius var ju elev till denne och har alltsa hér ritat av en av laro-
mastarens teckningar.! Det borde alltsa i forsta hand vara Aschaneus
avbildning som ska laggas till grund for atergivningen av de férsvunna
delarna av inskriften. Férsoker man sammanfoga denna teckning med
trasnittet i Bautil och de dnnu bevarade fragmenten, ser det ut som
om stenen ursprungligen skulle ha haft det utseende som visas i fig. 5.
Ristningen har alltsa bestatt av ett rundjur som har lagts i tre runda slingor
som tillsammans bildar en pyramidform. Detta dr ett motiv som framfor

! En annan mojlighet &r att teckningen hos Aschaneus faktiskt ar ritad av Rhezelius. Hand-
skriften Fb 18 innehaller flera teckningar som &r betydligt skickligare utférda &n Aschaneus
teckningar brukar vara och de ér ofta helt identiska med de teckningar som finns i Rhezelius
egna handskrifter. Manga av dessa harrér liksom U 597 ocksa fran Roslagen och langt ifran
de omraden som Aschaneus vanligen verkade i (jfr Jansson i SRI, 7: 494). Antingen har
Aschaneus fatt dessa teckningar av Rhezelius eller ocksa har de gjort en resa tillsammans
déar Rhezelius har svarat for ritarbetet. Fragan kraver en grundligare undersékning och
for enkelhets skull behélls hir den vedertagna uppfattningen att teckningarna i F b 18 ska
raknas som Aschaneus verk.
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Fig. 4. Aschaneus avbildning av U 597 i F b 18 (KB). Foto: ATA.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



110 « Magnus Kallstrom

Fig. 5. Ett forsok att foga samman de olika avbildningarna av U 597. Montage av forfattaren

efter fotografier i ATA.
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allt forekommer hos den upplédndske runristaren Opir, men som éven har
anvants av andra.

Det forsvunna fragmentet med resterna av rundjurshuvudet har uppen-
barligen tillhoért den hogra delen av stenen och har haft sin plats dar den
framre delen av detta huvud 4nnu ar bevarad. Detta betyder att runorna
pa fragmentet inte ska liasas som |} in eller 4|} sin, utan i motsatt riktning
som 1| ai, vilket tydligt framgar av Aschaneus teckning. Av runornas
placering i inskriften kan man ocksa sluta sig till att de bor ha tillhort
ordet [st]ai[n] steein (ack.) "sten’.

Om de avslutande runorna skriver Jansson (i SRI, 7: 504): "Hur runfoljden
39 a—48 s, som har statt pa ett redan pa 1600-talet forsvunnet stycke, skall
uppfattas, ar hogst osdkert. Mojligen skulle man kunna gissa, att armilr ar
fellast for ett armutr, Arnmundr.” Med utgangspunkt i Aschaneus lasning
verkar det troligare att runfoljden inte ska aterges som armilr utan som
arminr, eftersom l-runan annars ér tecknad med bistaven fran toppen av
runan. Tyvérr finns i den bevarade delen av inskriften inga n- och I-runor
att jaimfora med.

Hur en runfsljd arminr ska tolkas &r inte l4tt att sdga, men det ligger
néra till hands att tdnka pa en sammansattning med runsvenska -maennr.
Flera exempel pa sadana sammansattningar forekommer ju i runkorpusen
som exempelvis at - menr @ttmaennr’attméan’ Sm 75, nurminr norrmaennr
‘norrmin’ U 258, blakumen blakumaenn ’valaker’ G 134, lanmitr land-
meennr ’landméan’ DR 314. Antar man att arminr aterger ett fullstindigt
ord sa finns det till och med i fornvastnordiskan en direkt motsvarighet,
namligen pluralformen av substantivet armadr m. ’armand (om forvalter
af konges/fyrstes gard)’ (Ordbog over det norrone prosasprog). Ordet anges
dér ocksa ha anvants “om forvalter af storbondes gard”, "om ombudsmand/
embedsmand for konge el. biskop/provst” etc. Ordet verkar dock inte vara
kant fran svenskt omréde, vilket gor det ratt osannolikt att det skulle ha
funnits pa stenen. Runfoljden pa U 597 kan ju dessutom ha varit ofull-
standig i borjan, vilket 6ppnar for fler mojligheter. En sokning i databasen
for Ordbog over det norrene prosasprog ger en lista pa inte mindre &n 464
ord, vilket till stor del beror pa att forlederna i sammansattningarna ofta
star i genitiv och da har dndelsen -ar. Det &r givetvis inte rimligt att ga
igenom och vérdera alla dessa alternativ, dar orden dessutom i ménga fall
bara ar belagda en enda gang. Ett av dessa kan dock vara vért att upp-
mérksamma, namligen farmadr 'Person som giver sig af med Sefart og
Handel’ (Fritzner 1886-96, 1: 390). Ordet har i svenska runinskrifter mot-
svarigheter i mansnamnet Farmadr, som i formen farmapr (nom.) fore-
kommer pé runstenen S6 229 Torp i Sorunda socken, och som &ven &ar
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belagt som binamn i medeltida kallor (exempelvis oluff farman (1463); se
Soderwall 1884-1918, 1: 242).

Att det antagna ordet i sa fall har pluralformen farmaennr och dess-
utom star i nominativ vacker en del fragor om vilken utsaga som kan ha
funnits pa stenen och hur de avslutande runorna [fals] kan ha férhallit
sig till detta ord. Saken kompliceras dessutom av att Bureus aterger den
senare runf6ljden som fuals. .. och att vi inte kan veta vilken lasning
som dr den riktiga. Att Bureus i sina anteckningar i F a 6 (se fig. 1) har
skrivit "R puto.” (’r tror jag.”) ovanfor u-runan ir diremot av mindre
betydelse, eftersom detta sakert ar tillagt langt senare i ett forsok att fa
mening i inskriften. Formodligen har han funderat pa ett ord dar frdlse
har ingétt. Aschaneus var sakert en mer van runlédsare niar han nagon
gang pa 1630-talet avbildade stenen dn Bureus kan antas ha varit nir han
sag ristningen véren 1594. Det finns darfor anledning att i detta fall sitta
Aschaneus lasning i férsta rummet. P4 hans teckning (fig. 4) ser man ocksa
att det ovanfor denna del av runslingan har funnits en ornamentslinga
med hovliknande avslutning. Det verkar inte otroligt att det ar denna de-
talj som Bureus har iakttagit och da troligen tolkat som en u-runa ristad
utanfor slingan.

Med utgangspunkt i lasningen fals. .. ligger det kanske narmast till
hands att tinka pa en form av adjektivet fornvastnordiska fals falsk, svige-
fuld, forreederisk’ (Ordbog over det norrene prosasprog), som ju ocksa finns
i fornsvenskan med samma betydelse: ’falsk, svekfull, bedriglig’ (Soder-
wall 1884-1918, 1: 236). Kanske har det pa runstenen fran Hokhuvud statt
nagot om [flarmaennr fals[ir] “svekfulla farmén”. Detta kan givetvis inte
ha avsett de tre mén som namns i inskriften, utan bor i stéllet syfta pa dem
som har foérorsakat Vidjarvs dod. Tankarna gar till bekanta formuleringar
i inskrifter som U 258: Hann drapu norrmaennr a knaerri Asbiarnar "Honom
driipte norrmén pa Asbjérns skepp” eller G 134: Hann sviku blakumenn i
utfaru "Honom svek valaker pa utfiard”. En annan mojlighet ar att det
handlar om verbet (fornvistnordiska) falsa, som bl.a. kan ha betydelsen
’svike, narre (e-n)’ (Norrgn ordbok). 1 sa fall kanske inskriften har slutat
med utsagan [Flarmaennr fals[adu hann] *Farman svek honom”, jfr S6 351
uinr +% ...abu + h-n x Vindr [drlapu hann *Vender drapte honom.” Mer
an sa kanske man inte ska spekulera om dessa nu oatkomliga runféljder.

% Rester av det korsformiga skiljetecknet efter uinr (den vanstra och 6vre korsarmen) finns
precis i brottkanten av stenen och noterades av forfattaren vid en undersékning den 12
oktober 2008. Som framgar av en odaterad teckning av Richard Dybeck i ATA (Richard
Dybecks samling, F 5 vol. 10 [dock felaktigt insorterad under Uppland]) har detta skilje-
tecken iakttagits redan av honom, men det saknas i senare atergivningar av texten (jfr SRI,

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Runstenen U 597 vid Hokhuvuds prastgard « 113

Sammanfattar man det ovan skrivna kan inskriften pa U 597 i stéllet
aterges pa foljande satt (med det inom [ ] efter Aschaneus och B 557):

aterfr - ... [ fuluki - litu] - res. . .[ai]... - eftir - uiterf : fapur ...[arminr -

fals]. ..
Adiarfr ... Fullugi letu reeis[a st]eei[n] eftir Vidiarf, fadur ... [Flarmaennr(?)
fals[adu](?) ...

"Adjarv [och] Fulluge lit resa stenen efter Vidjirv, [sin?] fader. Farmin(?)
svek(?)...”

Jansson ndmner ingenting om stenens ristare, men utifran ornamentik,
runformer och ortografi rader det ingen tvekan om att den ska tillskrivas
den runristare som har kallats Onjut (se vidare Kallstrom 2007, 104 f.).
Monstret att arrangera rundjuret i tre slingor som bildar en pyramidform
forekommer pa ytterligare nagra stenar som kan tillskrivas denne ristare,
dér den nirmaste parallellen nog finns pa U 1046.

Den ovan foreslagna omgrupperingen av fragmenten har inte inneburit
sa mycket for sjdlva texten, men ger anda en intressant upplysning, nam-
ligen att ristaren har anvint monografisk beteckning for diftongen /eei/ i
verbet raeisa, men tydligen digrafisk i det féljande ordet staein. Samma sak
finns ocksa pa den av Onjut signerade Gs 1 Osterfarnebo kyrka, dar just
frasen resa - stain forekommer. Samma skrivning har av allt att doma
ocksa funnits i ett nu forlorat parti pa U 1008. I Upplands runinskrifter
har utgivarna valt att folja Hadorphs och Leitz lasning (B 534) rasa, men
6vriga undersokare som har sett stenen i oskadat skick (Rhezelius, Anders
och Olof Celsius) har uppfattat den andra runan i ordet som e (se SRI, 7:
194). Samma sak géller den forsvunna U 1087+, dar B 477 har risa stain,
men dir samtliga 6vriga undersokare (Bureus, Rhezelius, Olof Celsius)
har last resa (se SRI, 9: 393). P4 den bevarade U 1006 ar ldsningen i Upp-
lands runinskrifter risa - stain. I ldsningskommentaren (SRI, 7: 191) star
dock att "risa dr mycket svagt” och ett par av de tidigare undersékarna
(Rhezelius, Anders Celsius) har i stéllet uppfattat den andra runan som e
(se SRI, 7: 192). P4 U 1046 och U 1122 som ocksa bér vara utférda av Onjut
aterges ddremot bada orden med monograf: resa sten resp. resa : sten.
Kanske rader det en tidsskillnad mellan de bada grupperna. Den med
konsekvent monografisk beteckning far da antas vara den yngre liksom
att e-skrivningarna hir svarar mot ett monoftongerat langt e dven i uttalet
av dessa ord.

3: 341, pl. 179). L ett brev till George Stephens den 13 december 1871 skriver ocksa Dybeck
att “Efter Uinr ar en omisskannlig arm af ett skiljekors”.
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Om inskriftens slut har haft det innehall som ovan har foreslagits gar
naturligtvis inte att sikert sdga. For att na visshet kravs nog inte bara ett
aterfynd av de tidigare kdnda fragmenten, utan ocksé av nagra delar av
stenen som saknades redan pa Johannes Bureus tid.
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Summary

The runestone U 597 at Hokhuvud rectory:
A runestone puzzle in paper and stone

The runestone U 597 is now preserved in two fragments, but we know from
earlier records of five additional pieces which are now lost. The stone was first
recorded by Johannes Bureus in 1594 (fig. 1) and has since been depicted on
several occasions. In Upplands runinskrifter (SRI 7) the text is rendered as follows
(with the lost sections from earlier records inside square brackets):

aterfr - ... [- fuluki - litu] - res... - eftir - uiterf : fapur [sin ...armilr -
fals]. ..

Adiarfr ... Fullugi letu raeisa. . . eeftir Vidiarf, fadur sinn. ..

“Adjarv (and) Fulluge had (the stone) raised in memory of Vidjirv, their
father...”

It is evident that two drawings by Jonas Hakansson Rhezelius in the manuscript
F a 10:1 (fig. 2) played a crucial role in for this arrangement of the text. What has
passed unnoticed is that Rhezelius presents a reconstruction based on an ear-
lier depiction by Marten Aschaneus (fig. 3), and that several details of the orna-
mentation as well as some runes have been deliberately altered.

An attempt to align the fragments from the original drawing with the preserved
fragments results in a different conception of the ornamentation, with the rune
animal arranged in three loops forming a pyramid shape (fig. 5). It is also evident
that the word sin ‘their’ in the previous edition is an emendation by Rhezelius
and that these runes were originally read as ai, which must be the remnants of
the word [st]ai[n] ‘stone’. Furthermore, Aschaneus’ depiction indicates that the
alleged sequence armilr at the end of the text should instead be recognized as
arminr.
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The inscription can then be rendered as follows:

aterfr - ... [ fuluki - litu] - res. . .[ai]... - eftir - uiterf : fapur ...[arminr -
fals]. ..

Adiarfr ... Fullugi letu reis[a st)zi[n] eftir Vidiarf, fadur ... [Flarmaennr(?)
fals[adu](?) ...

“Adjarv [and] Fulluge had this stone raised in memory of Vidjirv, [their?]
father. Travelling merchants(?) betrayed(?) ...”

The suggested reconstruction of the final section of the inscription is of course
highly speculative but is closely paralleled in other inscriptions such as for
instance Hann sviku blakumenn i utfaru “He was betrayed by Walachians on a
journey” (G 134).

The stone can be attributed to the Upplandic rune carver Onjut and, with the
proposed reading, provides an additional example of one of his orthographical
characteristics, whereby the original diphthong /zi/ in the verb raeisa is rendered
with a single rune (normally e) but in the following word steein with the digraph ai.
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Runféljden tatr (U 1070):
Barnsprak eller skaldesprak?

Patrik Larsson (Dalarna University)

Abstract

The inscription on the runestone from Kroksta in Uppland (U 1070) begins with
an uninterpreted runic sequence, tatr, which clearly denotes a male personal
name. Sven B. F. Jansson (SR 9: 361, 448), along with other scholars, compares
this to the runic sequences tati (nom.; S6 41) and tata (acc.; U 1111), which he
interprets as the name Tati/Tatti, a word originally derived from the language
of children. The formation and form of the name underlying tatr is not, how-
ever, disclosed. An alternative interpretation is therefore presented here: the
Runic Swedish name Tandr, derived from Old West Norse tandrm. ‘fire’, a word
known from skaldic poetry. This interpretation is strengthened by onomastic
and orthographic parallels, as well as by accounts of various names in runic
inscriptions derived from words from skaldic poetry. Since there are a number
of correspondences between U 1070 and U 1111 (geographical proximity, same
carver and same age) it is argued that tata in U 1111 could represent a name
*Tandi, related to Tandr, which could also apply to tati in S6 41 (for the latter,
however, an interpretation Tati/Tatti is also considered entirely plausible).

Keywords: Runic inscriptions, Viking Age, personal names, U 1070 Kroksta,
poetic language, U 1111 Eke, S6 41 Bjorke, children’s language

Kroksta i Akerby socken, strax nordvist om Uppsala, star den runsten
som i Sveriges runinskrifter erhéllit signumet U 1070 (se fig. 1). Inskriften
har lasts, normaliserats och 6versatts pa foljande sitt av Sven B. F. Jans-
son (SRI, 9: 360, med det inom klammer supplerat fran Bautil och med
normaliseringen anpassad efter Peterson 2006 och 2007):

tatr + auk + kamal « litu « rita « sti[n « ifti]r « porp « fapur sin
tatr ok Gamall letu rétta steein aftir Dord, fadur sinn.
’tatr och Gammal lato resa stenen efter Tord, sin fader.’

Larsson, Patrik. “Runféljden tatr (U 1070): Barnsprék eller skaldesprak?”
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Fig. 1. U 1070, Kroksta, Akerby sn. Foto: N. Lagergren, ATA (Public Domain).

Som synes ror det sig om en typisk senvikingatida minnesinskrift, dar
tva soner latit resa en runsten till minne av sin far. Teoretiskt sett skulle
runféljden tatr ocksa kunna aterge ett kvinnonamn, men den ger onek-
ligen intryck av att avslutas med en maskulin nominativandelse, varfor ett
mansnamn ar mer sannolikt. Inskriften bjuder heller inte pa nagra tolk-
ningsproblem, forutom just den inledande runféljden tatr, som uppen-
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barligen representerar ett personnamn, men oklart vilket. Jansson (SR, 9:
361) erbjuder f6ljande relativt utforliga kommentar (noter har borttagna):

Runféljden 1-4 tatr aterger ett namn, om vilket man endast med visshet kan
séga, att det har varit mycket ovanligt, dtminstone i skrift. Namnet aterges av
Peringskiold som T e ter, i UFT (1876) uppfattas det som T an d, och i Svenska
runristare (s. 114) aterger Brate det som T a t. Flera andra mojligheter finnas
givetvis. Det forefaller emellertid som om tatr bor sammanstéllas med det
mansnamn tata (ack.) som finnes pa den nérbeldgna U 1111. Detta namn torde
kunna uppfattas som ett Tatti, till typen snarast ett barnspraksord och darfor
omojligt att harleda ur nagon kénd ordstam. Namnet ingar mojligen i nagra
ortnamn. S&lunda uppfattar N. Odeen alternativt forleden i t. ex. Tattamdla
(tattamala: 1545) som “ett tillnamn Tatte med i dylika bildningar vanlig kon-
sonantfordubbling” (se Studier i Smalands bebyggelsehistoria 1927-30, s. 267).
Mojligt ar val ocksa, att ett mansnamn Tatti ingar i Tattby (Saltsjobaden,
Stockholms ldn), vilket namn dock &r sent belagt (Tatteboda red. jb 1686, Tatte-
by jb 1715, Tatteby jb 1787, 1825). I den hilsingska signen om Hogs kyrkas
tillblivelse bar som bekant den ene jitten namnet Tatte; se N. Wettersten,
Forssa och Hégs Alder och Wirde 1761 (utg. 1901), s. 83 f. Se vidare U 1111.

Janssons hénvisning till artikeln om U 1111 avser en runsten fran Eke i
Skuttunge socken som avslutas med en runfsljd tata (ack.). Om denna
skriver han (SRI, 9: 448):

tata torde aterge ett mansnamn, som i nom. har hetat Tat(s)i; det forekommer
ocksa pa So 41 (tati) och ingar enligt Lundgrens och Brates namnordbok i
nagra svenska ortnamn. Se vidare U 1070, dir ett jimforbart mansnamn, ristat
tatr, forekommer, Nordisk kultur 7 (1947), s. 226, 242, 246 och Danmarks gamle
Personnavne (1941-48), sp. 1346 f.

Som framgér av citatet namner ocksa Jansson férekomsten av en runféljd
tati pa S6 41, en runsten fran Bjorke i Visterljungs socken i Sédermanland. I
Erik Brates artikel om denna inskrift (SRI, 3: 31 f.) sigs endast att runf6ljden
i fraga representerar ett fornsvenskt (harefter fsv.) och nusvenskt namn
Tate, uppvisat i ortnamn, men inget om dess betydelse eller ursprung. Det-
samma giller for ovrigt Brates forslag gallande runfsljden tatr, dvs. 6ver-
sattningen Tat ldmnas helt okommenterad (Brate 1925, 114). Sophus Bugge
(i Brate och Bugge 1891, 315) har i en kommentar till inskriften S6 41 jam-
fort runfoljden tati med tata (ack.), dvs. det ovan namnda beldgget fran
U 1111. Bugge ndmner vidare: "Beslegtet er tatr L. 166 [dvs. U 1070]. Om
Oprindelsen jfr Diefenbach, Goth. Witb.1, 81.” Den ndmnda referensen syftar
pa Lorenz Diefenbachs Vergleichendes Worterbuch der gothischen Sprache
vol. 1 fran 1851, dar ett samband med det gotiska atta m. ‘far’ kan anas,
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atminstone for det svagt bojda namnet. Det ar ocksa det namnet Bugge
huvudsakligen kommenterar, men om detsamma ska antas gélla ocksa det
starkt bojda namnet bakom runf6ljden tatr ar emellertid inte helt klart.

Tolkningen Tand som Jansson namner i citatet ovan om U 1070 harror
fran Carl Séve, som i ett brev till George Stephens (3/1 1864, citerat efter
SRI, 9: 361 not 2) skriver: "Men vet hvad Tatr ar? Jo, det ar ta(n)tr m. tand,
Lat. dens ... Markligt ar, att ordet, som eljest i alla Nordiska dialekter ar
fem., har star som masc.! Men afven i Gutniskan och i den lefv. Gotl. ar det
masc., liksom i Gotiskan och alla Tyska, Lat., Grek. och Sanskrit-sprak.”

Det dr ocksé virt att ndmna att det rader full enighet om lasningen av
runféljden tatr; Jansson (SR, 9: 361) noterar visserligen att i runa 4 ar
huvudstaven litt skadad pa mitten”, men konstaterar koncist att *[r]un-
foljden 1-4 ar siker”. Det ndmns heller inget i ldsningskommentaren att
runféljden i fraga lasts pa nagot alternativt sétt, och de aldre avbildningar
som aterges i SRI, 9: 37 ar ocksa samstammiga. Att en tolkning darmed ska
utga ifran lasningen tatr framstar som helt klart. Det kan vidare noteras
att Erik Brate (1925, 114) attribuerar U 1070 till ristaren Gudfast, vilket
dock Sven B. F. Jansson (i SR 9: 361) bedomer som osdkert. Magnus Kall-
strom har emellertid framhallit att de attribueringar Brate gor till Gudfast
“ofta avfardats utan nagon egentlig argumentation” och att man darfor ”i
de flesta fall inte sa enkelt kan avskriva Gudfast som upphovsman” (Kall-
strom 2007, 273 not 292). For tolkningen av runféljden tatr 4r dock knap-
past fragan om ristare avgoérande, da den inte innehéller nagra avvikande
eller pa annat sétt utmérkande skrivningar, varfér den fragan kan ldmnas
déarhén (se dock nedan).

Utviardering av framforda tolkningsforslag

Det gar att resa invindningar mot samtliga forslag som Jansson ndmner i
sin kommentar i korpusutgavan. Peringskiolds Teter gar exempelvis svar-
ligen att férena med nagra kéinda ord eller namn, medan Saves Tand blir
tvungen att anta ett avvikande genus. Janssons forslag ar, som framgatt
ovan, att runfoljden tatr i U 1070 "bor sammanstéllas” med runfdljden
tata (ack.) pa den nérbeldgna U 1111, vilken Jansson uppfattar som ett
namn Tat(?)i, “till typen snarast ett barnspraksord och darfor omojligt att
hirleda ur nagon kiand ordstam” (SRI, 9: 361)." Exakt hur det namn som

! Assar Janzén (1947, 242, 246) tycks betrakta det fsv. Tati, Tate som inhemskt, och han
beskriver det som ett "lallord” och ett "lallnamn fran barnamun”. Rikard Hornby (1947,
226) raknar diaremot med att det forndanska Tati ar ett 1an fran frisiskan pa 1200-talet.
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aterges av runféljden tatr forhaller sig till namnet Tat(f)i ar dock oklart,
och i artikeln om U 1111 skriver Jansson att det ror sig om “ett jamforbart
mansnamn” (SRI, 9: 448), men inte heller hir sigs nagot om hur sam-
bandet namnen emellan skulle se ut. Detsamma kan sidgas om Bugges
resonemang om det eventuella sambandet mellan gotiska atta m. 'far’
och namnet Tat(f)i, men det ndrmare forhallandet mellan detta namn och
namnet bakom runféljden tatr redovisas inte. Det kan ocksé noteras att
Jansson framfor sitt férslag med rétt betankliga reservationer, och att han
efter att ha redovisat ett antal tolkningsforslag féller foljande kommentar
(SRI, 9: 361): "Flera andra mojligheter finnas givetvis.” I ljuset av det ovan
anforda kan det darfér vara motiverat att prova om det kan finnas andra
tolkningsalternativ varda att fora fram.

Ett nytt tolkningsforslag

Som framgéatt av féregaende avsnitt rader alltsa ett oklart samband mellan
runfoljden tatr och det namn som Jansson (SRI, 9: 361) antar aterges av
S6 41 tati och U 1111 tata (ack.), Tat(t)i, ett namn utgéende fran “ett barn-
spraksord och darfor omgjligt att harleda ur nagon kénd ordstam”. Just
det sistndmnda kan ocksa framsta som nagot otillfredsstéllande, sd om det
skulle ga att hitta en tolkning av runféljden tatr som gar att anknyta till
nagot kéant ord vore det sannolikt att foredra.

Mitt forslag till tolkning ar att i runfoljden tatr se ett runsvenskt namn
Tandr, bildat till en motsvarighet till fornvastnordiskans (hérefter fvn.)
tandr m. ’eld, ett ord fran skaldepoesin (Sveinbjérn Egilsson och Finnur
Jonsson 1931, 564; Heggstad, Hodnebe och Simensen 1993, 433; Gurevich
2017, 926 f.). Ordet har motsvarigheter i islandskans tandur n. ’eld; liten
gnista; stoftkorn; liten pil’, fardiskans tandur n. ’svagt (levande) ljus;
eldndig méanniska eller varelse’, nynorskans tandrm. ‘gnista’ och danskans
tande m. ’(den synliga delen av) ljusveke’, vilka etymologiskt kan foras
till en rot tind-, tand-, tund- som bland annat ingar i verben tindra och
tdnda och aven i fsv. tunder n. 'fnoske’ (Hellquist 1948, 1265; de Vries
1962, 581; Asgeir Blondal Magnusson 1989, 1025; Kroonen 2013, 508 f;
Bjorvand och Lindeman 2019, 1288). Beslaktade ar ocksa fornhogtyskans
zantaro ‘glédande kol (motsvarande fvn. tandri m. ’eld’ i skaldesprak) och
medelhogtyskans zander m. ‘glodande kol (se anford litteratur). Det gar
aven att namna fvn. tandraudr adj. ildred; gloande raud, eldraud’ (Fritzner
1886-96, 3: 677; Heggstad, Hadnebg och Simensen 1993, 433). I svenska
dialekter finns ett ord tande, vixlande med tdande och tanne, belagt bland
annat fran Uppland, i betydelserna 'anténd, lang stang, som man bar pa
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axeln, att lysa sig med’; ljusveke’; ‘6vre, brinnande del av veke’; 'tjdrveds-
fackla’; 'veke’ (OSDs; Rietz 1861-67, 724, 734 f., s.v. “tinda), vilket Rietz
(s. 735) sammanstéller med just fvn. tandrm. eld’. I de svenska dialekterna
finns ocksd en sammansittning ljustand, dir senare leden enligt Rietz
(s. 734) ar tand m. ljusveke (o: det som brinner), belagd fran Osterbotten
och med en variant [jaustand fran Gotland.

Fornnordiska namn med ett likartat semantiskt innehéall som det fore-
slagna Tandr’eld’ finns det ganska gott om. I runinskrifterna férekommer
exempelvis foljande namn (Peterson 2007): Brandi och Brandr, till fvn.
brandr m. ’stock, stolpe’, ’eld, brand’, ’svardsklinga’ m.m. (dven i Gud-
brandr och Svartabrandr); Brisi, troligen till ett verb motsvarande ny-
norskans brisa ’lysa; prala, prunka’ m.m.; jfr aven fvn. brisingr m. ’eld’
(se Peterson 2012, 19-30); Eldi, kortform till namn pa Eld-, av fvn. eldr m.
’eld’; Glodi, avledning till fvn. glod f. 'glod’; Kulr, till fvn. kol n. ’kol’ (aven
i Kulbaeinn och Kulsveeinn); Soti och Sotr (?), till fvn. sét n. ’sot’; Svidandi,
till fvn. svida ’sveda, branna’ samt Svidbalki, till fvn. svida ’sveda, branna’
och fvn. *balki ’bjalke’, kanske betydande ’ett svett stycke trd’. Henrik
Williams lade vid heldagsrunradet (ett kollokvium) den 11 oktober 2019
vid Goteborgs universitet fram tolkningen att runféljden tusa (ack.) i
Vg 33 (tidigare ford till Tosti) representerar en motsvarighet till fvn. tusi/
tisi m. ’eld’. Denna tolkning ar av stort intresse for den foreslagna tolk-
ningen Tandr som en motsvarighet till fvn. tandr m. ‘eld’, da fvn. tusi/tisi
m. ’eld’ har samma betydelse och &ven det ar ett ord fran skaldepoesin.
Hér kan ocksa den tidigmedeltida runféljden funi pa ett revben fran Sig-
tuna ndmnas, som ocksé den kan kopplas samman med ett ord fran skalde-
spraket, fvn. funim., intressant nog ocksa detta med betydelsen ’eld, laga’.
Om inskriften fran Sigtuna och dess tolkning, se Gustavson 1997, 18; 2012,
107; Palumbo 2020, 66 not 4; Martensson 2024, 92 f. Se daven Williams
2010, 199-204 for en diskussion om sambandet mellan skaldespridk och
svenska runstenar, inte minst personnamn.

Det finns dven en del fornvastnordiska huvudnamn som hor till samma
semantiska sfar (Lind 1905-15), varav en del ocksa forekommer som bi-
namn (jfr nedan); ndgra av namnen &r inte namn pa verkliga personer,
utan dr fingerade eller mytologiska: Brandr (till fvn. brandr m. ’stock,
stolpe’, ’eld, brand’, ’svéirdsklinga’ m.m.; &ven som efterled i ett dussintal
namn); Brennir, av fvn. brennir m. ’brannare’; Eimgeitir och Eimnir, till
fvn. eimr m. ’anga, rok, eld’; Eimyria, till fvn. eimyrja f. ’aska med glod’,
syster till Eisa, till fvn. eisa f. ’eld, bal’; Eldgrimr, forleden av fvn. eldr m.
‘eld’; Eldiarn, till fvn. eldjarn n. ’eldjarn (dvs. jarn att sla eld med)’; Eldir,
egentligen ’eldare’, till fvn. verbet elda ’elda, virma upp, brinna, tdnda
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m.m.’; Eldr, av fvn. eldr m. ’eld’; Eldridr, forleden av fvn. eldr m. ’eld’;
Gneisti, till fvn. gneisti m. ’gnista’; Hyrrokkin, av hyrhrokkin ’skrukket av
eld’ (Heggstad, Hadnebg och Simensen 1993, 216); Kolbeinn (forleden till
fvn. kol n. ’kol’; Kol- férekommer som forled i ett dussintal namn); Logi, av
fvn. logi m. ’laga, flamma’; dven i Svafrlogi); Soti, till fvn. sot n. ’sot’ samt
Sveid och Sveidi, sannolikt till fvn. verbet sveida ’sveda, branna’. Betraf-
fande namnet Eldiarn kan det namnas att Henrik Williams vid ett runrad
(kollokvium) den 19 september 2005 vid Uppsala universitet foreslog att
runféljden althrn i U 1022, med tvekan tolkad som namnet Halfdan av
Elias Wessén (i SRI, 9: 249), skulle kunna aterge detta namn. Se dven Kall-
strom 2010, 148.

Nagra exempel fran de fornvistnordiska binamnen ar (Lind 1920-21):
Brandareykr, till fvn. brandr m. ’stock, stolpe’, ’eld, brand’, ’svardsklinga’
m.m. och fvn. reykr m. ’rok; rykande eld; rykande kalla’, dvs. ’brandrok’;
Brennir (se ovan); Eldb6dungr och Eld-Grimr, forleden av fvn. eldr m. ’eld’;
Eldiarn (se ovan); Eldr (se ovan); Gneisti (se ovan); Kolskeggr, forleden till
fvn. kol n. ’kol’; Loga, av fvn. loga f. "fackla, ljus’; Logi (se ovan); Reykr, av
fvn. reykr m. ’rok; rykande eld; rykande kalla’; Sveela, av fvn. svaelaf. ’tjock,
kvavande rok’, ’svek, fusk, bedrigeri’ och Pnartr (?), forutsatt att Linds
antagande om att det &r fel for Snartr stimmer (d& [pn] annars inte fore-
kommer), vilket jamf6rs med nynorskans snart m. ’brand, tanne pa ljus’.

Aven i fornsvenskan finns exempel pa binamn med ett liknande seman-
tiskt innehall (Hellquist 1912; SMPs): Brand och Brande, till fsv. brander
m. ’brand, brinnande, brannande eld; eldbrand, brinnande tréstycke’;
Braennare brannare’ (forekommer annars bara som efterled i ord som kol-
braennare, morpbreennare m.Al.); Eld, till fsv. elder m. ’eld’; Glodh, till fsv.
gledh f. °glod’; Kol, till fsv. kol n. ’kol’; Kolbreenna ’kolbrannare’; jfr fvn.
kolbrenna, f. ’brannande av kol’; Rok, till fsv. roker m. 'rok, eldstad; hard,
hushall; rokelse m.m.” samt Sot och Sote, till fsv. sot n. ’sot’.

Av sarskilt stort intresse for tolkningen av runféljden tatr som ett namn
Tandr, bildat till en motsvarighet till fvn. tandr m. ’eld’, ar férekomsten av
ett fvn. binamn Tandri (Lind 1920-21, sp. 380 f.). Lind (sp. 381) skriver
att det "Snarast [4r] bildat av nyn. v. tandra 'grila, yppa kiv’”, men hos
exempelvis Fritzner (1886-96, 3: 677) och Heggstad, Hadnebg och Simen-
sen (1993, 433) sammanstills det i forsta hand med fvn. tandri m. ’eld’.
Det innebir saledes att vi skulle kunna ha tva likartade namn, Tandr och
Tandri, bada bildade till ord frén skaldespraket och med samma betydelse.

Som framgatt ovan forutsitter den foreslagna tolkningen av runféljden
tatr som ett namn Tandr att det r6r sig om en bildning till ett ord som
ar belagt fran skaldepoesin. Ett par uppldndska paralleller till detta fore-
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ligger sannolikt i namnen Sioli pa U 1085 och Fylkir pa U 8057 (se Larsson
2022, 147 med litteratur). Notera dven den ovan nidmnda tolkningen av
runféljden tusa (ack.) i Vg 33, som ocksa antas vara en bildning till ett ord
fran skaldepoesin, dartill med samma betydelse som det féreslagna Tandr,
dvs. ’eld’. Detsamma kan mycket vil gélla dven for den tidigmedeltida
runfoljden funi pa ett revben fran Sigtuna (U NOR1996;18E), som kan
sammanstillas med skaldespraksordet fvn. funi m. ’eld, laga’.

Det foreliggande tolkningsforslaget forutsatter ocksa att en nasal &r
obetecknad i runfdljden tatr, men det ar en valbekant och frekvent fore-
teelse i runskrift (Williams 1994; Dawel 2008, 92; Barnes 2012, 13, 25) och
utgor saledes inget hinder for att tolka den som Tandr. Exempelvis kan
namnas skrivningen lati for -landi land’ (dat.) i U 539 iutlati Iutlandi
och U 540 kriklati Grikklandi samt lats for -lands 'land’ (gen.) i U 978
iklats+fari £nglandsfari, liksom en méangd exempel pa skrivningarna at
och ot for and(u) (dat.) och and (ack.) ’ande, sjal’ samt bata, bota och buta
for bonda (ack. eller gen.) 'bonde’ (40 respektive 26 beldgg hos Peterson
2006). En skrivning med obetecknad nasal foljer ddrmed ett kiant monster
och ar darfor helt oproblematisk.

Forhallandet mellan runféljderna
tatr respektive tati/tata

Som framgatt ovan vill flera forskare se ett samband mellan & ena sidan
runféljden tatr (nom.) pa U 1070 och & andra sidan tati (nom.) och tata
(ack.) pa So 41 respektive U 1111. Exakt hur detta samband skulle se ut
ar dock oklart. Enligt Jansson (SRI, 9: 361) utgar namnet i de senare fran
“ett barnspraksord och [4r] darfor omojligt att hirleda ur nagon kénd
ordstam”. Om tatr siger Jansson endast att det "bor sammanstéllas med”
respektive dr ett med tata “jamférbart mansnamn” (SRI, 9: 361, 448). Aven
Sophus Bugge (i Brate och Bugge 1891, 315) ridknar med det finns ett
slaktskap mellan tatr och tati/tata, men ingen av dem nédmner uttryck-
ligen vilken form namnet atergivet som tatr skulle ha.

Eftersom jag ju foreslar att runfdljden tatr ska tolkas som Tandr kan
man Overviga om ett med det beslaktat namn ocksé kan doélja sig bakom
tati/tata. En sddan mojlighet r att tolka tati som en hypokoristisk bild-
ning *Tandi till Tandr. Det finns ocksa ett visst stod for att anta ett sam-
band mellan tatr (nom.) pa U 1070 och tata (ack.) pa U 1111: stenarna
star mindre &n en mil ifrdn varandra, de har troligen samma upphovsman,
Gudfast (se ovan for U 1070 och Brate 1925, 113 och Jansson i SRI, 9: 448
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for U 1111), och de &r ocksa, utifran den dateringsmetod som utvecklats av
Anne-Sofie Graslund, jamngamla (har den period som kallas Pr 4; metoden
utgar ifran zoomorf ornamentik och presenterades forst i Graslund 1991
och 1992). Det skulle ddarmed till och med kunna vara samma person som
avses i dessa bada inskrifter. Oavsett vilket bor det 4nda, med tanke pa de
andra omstandigheterna som hér patalats, vara mer sannolikt att det finns
ett samband mellan namnen bakom runféljderna tatr (nom.) pa U 1070
och tata (ack.) pa U 1111 4n att det skulle rora sig om tva olika namn,
med helt olika ursprung. Fragan ar da om samma sak galler ocksa for run-
foljden tati (nom.) pa S6 41. Har &r det ett betydligt storre avstand geo-
grafiskt, dd U 1070 och U 1111 &r runstenar resta nordviast om Uppsala och
S6 41 ar ristad i fast hall i sydostra Sodermanland. Aven tidsméssigt finns
det en skillnad: S6 41 kan klassas som Pr 3, dvs. nagot dldre 4n U 1070 och
U 1111, vilka som namnts hor till Pr 4. Enklast vore forstas att anta att
det dr beslidktade namn bakom alla tre runféljderna, men da det trots allt
forekommer ett fornsvenskt binamn Tate (SMPs) och man raknar med att
ett namn av sadant slag skulle kunna uppsta i barnsprak (se t.ex. Hellquist
1912, 86; Janzén 1947, 242, 246; Modéer 1964, 10) kan det inte uteslutas.
Lena Peterson (2007, 219) for saval tati som tata till en uppslagsform
Tati/ Tatti, med kommentaren: "Kanske urspr[ungligen] ett barnspraksord
for 'fader’.” Som framgatt ovan argumenterar jag for att runféljden tata
(ack.) pa U 1111 snarast bor representera ett namn *Tandi, medan det for
tati (nom.) pa S6 41 ar svarare att komma till ett avgorande: det skulle
mycket vl kunna rora sig om namnet *Tandi ocksa har, men alternativet
Tati/ Tatti framstar ocksa som fullt méjligt.

Sammanfattande kommentarer

Runfbljden tatr i inskriften U 1070 star uppenbarligen for ett person-
namn, men det dr oklart vilket och de tolkningsforslag som lagts fram
kan karakteriseras som antingen osannolika eller osékra. Syftet med fore-
liggande artikel ar darfor att presentera ett férslag som gar att férena med
inskriftens ortografi och att semantiskt knyta till kdnt ord- och namn-
material. Enligt min mening uppfyller den féreslagna tolkningen Tandr,
bildat till en motsvarighet till fvn. tandr m. ’eld’, dessa villkor, varfor
inskriften U 1070 borde kunna aterges pa foljande sétt:

tatr « auk « kamal : litu : rita « sti[n « ifti]s « porp : fapur sin
Tandr ok Gamall letu rétta staein aeftir Pord, fadur sinn.
"Tand och Gammal lit resa stenen till minne av Tord, sin far.’
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Avslutningsvis ska forhallandet mellan runféljderna tatr och tati/tata
kommenteras. Eftersom det finns ett flertal beroringspunkter mellan tatr
(nom.) pa U 1070 och tata (ack.) pa U 1111 menar jag att det senare skulle
kunna uppfattas som en hypokoristisk bildning *Tandi till Tandr. Det-
samma kan dven gélla for tati (nom.) pa S6 41, men héir framstar ocksa
alternativet Tati/Tatti som fullt mojligt.
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English Summary

The runic inscription from Kroksta in Uppland (U 1070) has been read, normalized
and translated by Sven B. F. Jansson (in SRI, 9: 360, with the English translation
from Samnordisk runtextdatabas) as follows:

tatr « auk + kamal : litu « rita « sti[n « ifti]r « porp « fapur sin

tatr ok Gamall létu rétta staein aeftir Pord, fadur sinn.

’tatr och Gammal lito resa stenen efter Tord, sin fader.’

‘tatr and Gamall had the stone erected in memory of Poror, their father.’

The inscription begins with an uninterpreted runic sequence, tatr, which
clearly denotes a male personal name. Sven B. F. Jansson (SRI, 9: 361,
448) and other scholars have compared this to the runic sequences tati
(nom.; S6 41) and tata (acc.; U 1111), interpreted as the name Tati/ Tatti,
originally derived from children’s language. The formation and form of
the name underlying tatr is not, however, disclosed. An alternative inter-
pretation is therefore presented here: the Runic Swedish name Tandr, de-
rived from Old West Norse tandr m. ‘fire’, a word known from skaldic
poetry and with counterparts in Icelandic tandur n. ‘fire; little spark; dust
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grains; small arrow’, Faroese tandur n. ‘dim candlelight; miserable person
or creature’, Norwegian Nynorsk tandr m. ‘spark’ and Danish tande m.
‘(the visible part of) a candle wick’, relating to a root tind-, tand-, tund-
(Hellquist 1948, 1265; de Vries 1962, 581; Asgeir Blondal Magnusson 1989,
1025; Kroonen 2013, 508 f.; Bjorvand and Lindeman 2019, 1288). Several
examples of names in runic inscriptions and in Old West Norse and Old
Swedish also express a meaning similar to tandr m. ‘fire’ (such as Glodi <
glod f. ‘glow’, Eldr < eldr m. ‘fire’, Gneisti < gneisti m. ‘spark’, Logi < logi
m. ‘flame’ and Brand and Brande < brander m. ‘fire, burning, burning fire;
burning piece of wood’, to name but a few), strengthening the suggested
interpretation. There is also good support for assuming a rendering of a
name Tandr without orthographic representation of the nasal, tatr (e.g.
some 40 occurrences of at and ot for and(u) (dat.) and and (acc.) ‘spirit,
soul’). Regarding the relationship between the runic sequences tatr
(U 1070), tati (S6 41) and tata (U 1111), it is argued that given the number
of correspondences between U 1070 and U 1111 (geographical proximity,
same carver and same age) tata in U 1111 could be seen as representing
a name *Tandi, related to Tandr; it could even be the same person who
is mentioned in these two inscriptions. tati in S6 41 could also represent
the name *Tandi, although in this case the interpretation Tati/ Tatti is also
entirely possible.
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Latin i runinskrifter och en
nytolkning av gravhillen fran
Skarvum (Vg 129)

Alessandro Palumbo (University of Oslo)

Abstract

A grave slab found at Skdrvum church in Vastergétland, Sweden (Vg 129),
bears a challenging inscription consisting of two lines of runes. Due to exten-
sive damage, almost all the runes are difficult to read, and in the latest edition
only the beginning and the end have been interpreted. This article proposes
a new reading for the second half of the inscription. This sequence is not in-
scribed in the vernacular, as previously thought, but in Latin, and it reads in
nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti. Vg 129 is the sole example of a runic fu-
nerary inscription containing the trinitarian formula, with only two parallels
in Roman alphabet funerary inscriptions from medieval Scandinavia. On the
basis of several parallels in runic amulets, however, a link between Vg 129
and amulet inscriptions is suggested here. An orthographic analysis of Vg 129
shows the inscriber’s familiarity with Latin writing conventions, displaying an
almost error-free Latin text. The use of a single p rune to abbreviate Latin et is
also notable, as its only parallel is a late medieval runic example from Gotland.
The use of an orthophonic spelling (aep or ep) to produce a Latin abbreviation,
together with other characteristics of this Latin text and observations based on
the wider runic corpus, challenge the perception of orthophonic spellings as
merely distorted representations of a Latin literate norm caused by unschooled
inscribers learning Latin by ear. Instead, they can in some instances be seen as
written conventions in their own right and a sign of literate awareness.

Keywords: medieval runes, Latin, bilingualism, epigraphy

Skara museum forvaras en trefasad gravsten som bar tva rader med
runor. Stenen kommer fran Skdrvums gamla kyrkogard vid Kyrkbol i
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Fig. 1. Foto av den runristade gravhéllen fran Skdrvum kyrka, Vg 129. Foto: H. Faith-Ell;
Antikvarisk-topografiska arkivet, Riksantikvarieambetet, Stockholm (Public Domain).

Grolanda socken i Vistergotland (se fig. 1). Enligt Elisabeth Svardstrom
(i SRI, 5: 247 {.) riddades gravhéllen av kyrkoherden nar Skarvum kyrkan
revs 1759 och stenarna skulle anvéindas till att bygga Grolanda kyrka.
Gravhiéllen ar av sandsten och dr 193 cm lang och 57 cm bred. Run-
inskriften l6per som namnts i tva rader placerade langs hallens langsidor.
Forutom runorna bér gravhillen en ornamentik som bestar av parallella
repstavar som lper i mitten av héllen och separerar inskriftens tva rader,
en ornamentlist pa bade kort- och langsidorna samt reliethuggna figurer
som troligen kan identifieras som Adam, Eva och ormen. Som andra kist-
lockformade gravhallar, daterar Svardstrom (i SRI, 5: lv) Skdrvumbhéllen
till ca 1200.

Redan vid forsta undersdkningen, som utférdes och publicerades av
P. A. Save samma ar (Sdve 1863, 39), var bade monumentet och sjilva
inskriften skadade (se fig. 2). Hallen &r dven idag avslagen i mitten, men
vid Sdves tid var dven en tredje mindre bit avslagen, vilken sedan dock
fogades ihop med en av de storre bitarna. Runorna ar mycket vittrade
och svarldsta. Den senaste lasningen och tolkningen har lagts fram av
Svérdstrom (i SRI, 5: 248), som dock endast foreslar en Gversittning av
boérjan och slutet av inskriften:!

!'T denna artikel translittereras runinskrifter i fetstil och féljande konventioner foljs:
osékert lasta runor markeras med en punkt under (t.ex. &), oldsbara runor markeras med
ett bindestreck (-), lakuner bestaende av ett ospecificerat antal runor markeras med tre
punkter (. ..), bindrunor markeras med en bage (t.ex. &T)), symbolen q markerar radbyte,
och | | markerar att samma runa ska lisas tvd ganger (t.ex. s| |s). Normaliserad text star i
kursiv.
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Fig. 2. Avritning av inskrifter fran Skdrvum (P. A. Save 1863, 39).

@skil : let stin : pae ---- pris --- isui purs --- rasi --- y ------ m - ioniprispfil
-- pisp--rpus -- tti pim : til ro :

Askell lzet sten pe[nnal ... [le]tti(?) pem til ro.

"Eskil 14t (gora) denna sten ... forlane honom (dem) ro.’

Inskriften fran Skarvum har vallat mycket huvudbry for alla som har
forsokt lasa och tolka den. De flesta runor ar skadade och vissa ar helt
olasliga. Detta verkar ha varit fallet alltsedan Saves undersokning. I sin
reseberittelse skriver han att "Runorna &ro mycket svérlasliga” (Save
1863, 39) och i hans anteckningar publicerade i Antigvarisk tidskrift for
Sverige 1873 beskriver han runorna som néstan olésliga (Save 1873, 120 f.).
Han lagger varken fram en translitterering eller ett tolkningsforslag. Pa
samma sitt anméarker dven Karl Torin (1888, 18) att inskriften bestar av
“nu mycket svarlasta, pa flera stillen néstan alldeles utplanade runor.”
I en kort kommentar om Sophus Bugges lasnings- och tolkningsforslag
(som redovisas nedan) skriver Sven Soderberg att Skarvuminskriften
“alltigenom innehaller 16nskrift” och "Afven lasningen af denna mycket
skadade inskrift 4r osdker” (Soderberg i SRI, 1: 31 not 2). Svardstrom (i
SRI, 5: 250) konkluderar ocksa: "Endast inskriftens borjan och slut kan
betraktas som nagorlunda sékert. Det mellanliggande partiet med ett
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Fig. 3. Utdrag ur Hugo Jungners faltprotokoll (1939, 94).

femtiotal mer eller mindre forstérda runor undandrager sig en kritisk
tolkning.” En viss frustration anas dven i Hugo Jungners faltprotokoll da
han, efter att ha undersokt inskriften vid ett tjugotal tillfdllen, i samband
med sin sista undersokning i augusti 1939 utbrister i ett talande ”Alltsa??!”
(Jungner 1939, 94; se fig. 3). I faltanteckningar fran juni 2017 konkluderar
dven jag mina lasningsforsok pa en foga forhoppningsfull not: "Mycket
svarlast, ingen vits att férsoka lasa mer” (Palumbo 2017).

Vid tva senare filtundersékningar under 2017 och 2022 har jag emeller-
tid lyckats komma fram till en enligt min uppfattning mer tillfredstéllande
lasning och tolkning av inskriftens andra halft. Syftet med denna artikel ar
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att ldgga fram denna nylasning och nytolkning samt att diskutera nagra
ortografiska och textuella sardrag som gor denna inskrift mycket ovanlig
i det skandinaviska medeltida runmaterialet.

Tidigare lasnings- och tolkningsforsok

Svérigheterna till trots har tidigare forskare foreslagit flera lasnings- och
tolkningsméjligheter. Det forsta forsoket till en komplett ldsning och
tolkning av Vg 129 verkar ha gjorts av Bugge, vars forslag baserar sig pa
en undersokning av ett pappersavtryck gjort av Torin, som ocksa &r den
som aterger Bugges lasning och tolkning i Westergotlands runinskrifter
(Torin 1888, 18-28). Till skillnad fran Svardstrom (i SRI, 5: 248; se nedan)
borjar Bugge lasa den 6vre raden forst och fortsétter sedan med den nedre
raden.?

: rap : as a(?)r kan : kenpnp am - i6n : i praesp falk tpis : bop @r ptu - sa
: at tipbum : til bana : sgal : raetsta(?)p : pit(?) u(?)pfarp : rispta(?) : asur :
purs:

rad sa ar kann!
kend eem Joni,
prast falk diss

béd, at do

sa at tioum.

til bana skal.
reetstad pitt upvarp!
rista Assurr Purs.

"Lees (Indskriften) den som kan! tilegnet er jeg Jon (d.e. jeg er Jons Ligsten).
Jeg denne Hytte skjulte Preesten, da han var déd ved Gudstjenesten. Til Dden
skal man. Frygt ikke din Begyndelse (d.e. frygt ikke din Ddd, det danner
Begyndelsen til dit evige Liv)! Assur Thurs (Son) ridsede (Runerne).’

Enligt Bugge utgors texten alltsd av en minnesinskrift 6ver prasten Jon, en
uppmaning till lasaren till att inte frukta déden och en ristarsignatur. Hela
inskriften ar enligt honom avfattad i metrisk form. Bugge kommenterar
sin lasning ingaende och garderar sig pa ett flertal punkter (manga fler
an dem han markerar med fragetecken i translittereringen) pa grund av
runornas daliga skick eller méjligtvis pa grund av Torins pappersavtryck.

2 Har foljer jag bade i translittereringen och normaliseringen de konventioner som Torin
(1888, 23, 26 f.) anvander. Bokstaven i i Pdrs i normaliseringen upptrader hos Torin som
ett vmed accent.
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Bugges tolkning aterkommer i senare litteratur (till exempel hos Hjérne
1946, 58 f. och delvis hos Lindquist 1940, 98) men den kritiseras ocksa,
fastdn bara hastigt i en fotnot, av Séderberg som anser den vara "Hogst
osaker” (SRI, 1: 31 not 2).

I sin avhandling om gravmonument fran Sveriges medeltid aterger
aven Solve Gardell (1937, 478) Bugges ldsning (utgavan av Gardells av-
handling fran 1945 &dr oférdndrad pa denna punkt), men han preciserar
att slutet av inskriften missuppfattades av Bugge och anger istillet en
6versattning som Assar Janzén hade meddelat till honom muntligt och
dar inskriftens avslutning uppfattas som en besvérjelseformel: *Tyd den
som kan! Tillagnad &r jag prasten Jon. Jag gdmmer hans bud. Nar du sa i
sinom tid skall dé, rides icke din himmelsfird. Rista runorna 1 och P (=
assur och purs)” (Janzén i Gardell 1937, 478).

Néagra ar senare publicerar Janzén (1941) sin studie om Skidrvum-
inskriften, dar han presenterar en delvis reviderad lasning och tolkning
samt en ortografisk, runtypologisk, spraklig och metrisk analys. Den las-
ning som Janzén lagger till grund {or alla analyser har han emellertid inte
astadkommit genom att sjalv undersoka inskriften, utan pa grundlag av
Bugges ldsning, Jungners ldsning (se nedan) och ett fotografi i Antikvarisk-
topografiska arkivet (Janzén 1941 s. 7 f.). Han medger att "Det ma synas
metodiskt oriktigt att behandla en runinskrift utan att sjalv ha haft den
under 6gonen”, men han gor det 4nda pa grund av att “inskriften numera
nappeligen ar lasbar” och att ”de tre killor som kunna laggas till grund for
en tolkning, fullt synas récka till” (s. 7). Han kommer fram till slutsatsen
att Bugges tolkning innehaller sprakliga och metriska felaktigheter, och
lagger fram foljande lasning, tolkning och 6versattning (s. 18, 31 f.):

rab sa - rkat knp em - ioni - presbfulktplsbobar ptu sa - at tipim : til
bana : skal : raetstabt pitupfarp - risti : asur : pturs :

Rad sa’r kann!
Kénd em Joni preest.
Fal’k pes béo:

»Ar pu sd at tidum
til bana skal,
réétstap pit uppvarp!
Risti Assur purs.

"Tyd den som kann [sic]! Tillignad ar jag Jon prast. Jag dolde (magiskt i
runorna) hans férkunnelse: »Néar du sé i sinom tid skall do, rades icke for din
hadanfird.» Assur Turs ristade (runorna).”

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Latin i runinskrifter « 137

Hugo Jungner undersokte som namnts Skarvuminskriften vid ett tjugo-
tal tillfallen men han stotte pa samma svarigheter i lasningen och tolk-
ningen som tidigare granskare, vilket framgar av hans faltprotokoll som
innehaller flera "tydningsforslag av gissningskaraktar, alla av hogst varie-
rande innehall” (Svardstrom i SRI, 5: 250). Intressant att papeka dr dock
att han verkar ha varit den ende, fram till nu, som antog att 4tminstone
en del av inskriften kunde vara avfattad pa latin, d& han l4ser ordet pateri
textens andra rad, som han antar ingick i uppmaning att bedja Paternoster.
Han kommer ocksa fram till ratt 14sordning och bérjar lasa inskriften fran
den nedre raden istéllet for den 6vre, som Bugge och Janzén gjorde. For
ovrigt innehaller hans transrunifieringar och ldsningar méanga osaker-
hetsmoment, vilket tyder pa att hans varierande tolkningsforslag base-
rades i hog grad pa formodningar om vad det kunde sta snarare dn pa
sakra lasningar.

Den senaste och hittills rddande lasningen och tolkningen av Vg 129
namnde jag inledningsvis och har publicerats av Svardstrom i Sveriges
runinskrifter 5. Dér forkastar hon mycket av Bugges och Janzéns forslag.
Som Jungner borjar hon ocksa ldsa inskriften fran den nedre raden men
samtidigt avvisar hon Jungners konjekturer och &r i allmédnhet mycket
forsiktigare i sina slutsatser 4n tidigare granskare (SRI, 5: 248):*

askil : lzet stin : pae ---- pris --- isui purs ---
5 10 15 20 25 30 35
rasi --- y ------ m - ioniprispfil -- pisp--rpus -- tti pim : til ro :
40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

Askell leet sten pe[nna] ... [le]tti(?) pem til ro.

"Eskil 14t (gora) denna sten ... forlane honom (dem) ro.’

Som synes anser sig Svardstréom bara kunna tolka borjan och slutet av
inskriften med en viss sikerhet. Om inskriftens slut konstaterar Svard-
strom att det i runmaterialet inte finns en direkt parallell, men att verbet
letta och formuleringen til ro forekommer i liknande sammanhang i andra
runinskrifter.

*1 translittereringen har delas inskriftens tva rader, vilket inte gors i Sveriges runinskrifter.
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Fig. 4. Foto av de tva fragmenten av gravhillen fran Skdrvum kyrka. Foto: Alessandro
Palumbo.

Nylasning och nytolkning av inskriftens andra halft

I det foljande vill jag presentera en nyldsning och nytolkning av in-
skriftens andra halft fran runan som i Svéardstréms lasning 4r nummer 46
(SRL 5: 248). Nylasningen omfattar alltsa nistan hela den 6vre raden. Jag
har undersokt Skarvuminskriften tre ganger, den 16 juni 2017, da mina
forsok till att komma nérmare en 16sning inte lyckades, samt den 22 sep-
tember 2017 och den 21 oktober 2022. Undersokningen genomfordes i
Vistergotlands museums stenmagasin och bestod bade av traditionella
metoder, d.v.s. med hjalp av slapljus, och med hjélp av 3D-skanningar som
Vistergotlands museum vanligt stallde till mitt forfogande. Resultatet av
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Fig. 5. Avritning av Skdrvuminskriftens 6vre rad. Avritning: Alessandro Palumbo.

faltundersokningarna aterges nedan och dérefter kommenteras liasningen
ingaende (fig. 4 och fig. 5).*

in niomini patris p filii p spiiritusaknti p im:tilb-
46 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

in nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti . ..

* Tyvérr har jag aven efter upprepade undersokningar inte lyckats dstadkomma en vasent-
ligt sakrare lasning av inskriftens nedre rad och av de f6rsta runorna i den 6vre raden,
varfor jag har har valt att endast behandla inskriftens slut, for vilken jag menar att jag har
kommit fram till en battre 16sning &n tidigare granskare. Detta innebér emellertid inte att
jag nodvindigtvis pa alla punkter dr enig med tidigare ldsningar av resten av inskriften.
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R. 45-50 beskriver Svirdstrom som “en sidker hst [huvudstav] med for-
djupningar t.v., vilka icke verkar huggna, varpa tydliga spar av ytterligare
fem runor” (SRI 5: 249), men hon anger ingen translitterering. Min lasning
av dessa fem runor &r innio. Av 46 i ser man huvudstaven tydligt, och det
finns inga spar av bistavar. Av 47-48 nn kan man se bade huvudstavarna
och de nidstan vagrita bistavarna ganska tydligt. Intressant att notera
ar att avstandet mellan dessa tva n-runor &r mirkbart storre 4n mellan
dessa och de foregaende och efterféljande runorna, vilket alltsa enligt min
tolkning sammanfaller med gransen mellan tva ord.> Av runa 49 i gar att
identifiera en tydlig huvudstav, som &r nagot skadad i den nedre delen.
Med tanke pa det korta avstaindet mellan 48 n och 49 j ar det mojligt att
49 j ursprungligen var tankt att vara huvudstaven till en o-runa, men att
ristaren pa grund av platsbrist var tvungen att rista ytterligare en runa,
alltsa 50, som 0. Runa 50 0 bestar av en huvudstav och spar av tva enkel-
sidiga, nistan vagrita bistavar till vinster om huvudstaven. Tva nedat
vinklade diagonala streck som korsar denna huvudstav ger inte intrycket
av att vara ristade. 51 m &r tydlig. En fordjupning i stenen mellan 51 m
och 52 i tolkar Svirdstrom (SRI, 5: 249) som ett ordskillnadstecken, men
min beddmning ar att det handlar om en naturlig fordjupning. 52 i ar
tydlig. P4 53 n ar de av Svardstrom (SRI, 5: 249) antagna bistavarna till
vénster om huvudstaven enligt min beddmning inte ristade. Daremot ar
n-bistaven till hoger tydlig. 54 i 4r ganska vittrad och det gar inte att iden-
tifiera nagra spar av en mojlig stingning. 55 p ar tydlig. Den 6vre 6glan
ar mindre dn den nedre. Den nedre 6glan ar tydligt stungen med en prick
och verkar inte utga fran huvudstaven utan fran den Gvre glan. 56 atr.
Svérdstrém (SRI 5: 249) laser endast r, men tva tydliga diagonala streck
finns till vinster om huvudstaven, utgdende fran dess mitt respektive
topp. a-bistaven ar ldngre &n t-bistaven. Den &vre delen av r-bistaven,
alltsa 6glan, ansluter inte till huvudstaven, utan till den nedre delen av
bistaven. 57-62 ispfil ar tydliga. 61 i har en repa till vanster som skulle

5 En annan mojlighet, for vilken jag tackar en av de anonyma granskarna, ir att in inte ska
uppfattas som prepositionen in utan som slutet pa ett foregaende ord och att niominj 4r en
felristning f6r inomini som ensamt kan sta for in nomine, alltsa med en omkastning av de
forsta tva runorna och en dubbelldsning av n-runan (jfr DR 410 och G 278). Felristningen
ni for in skulle kunna bero pa en felldsning av minimer i en handskriven kélla med latinska
bokstéver. Osakerhetsmoment ar dock ocksa forknippade med detta forslag. For det forsta
kan vi inte med sékerhet l4sa vad som foregar niomini. For det andra gér hypotesen om
att n-runan ska dubbellésas, att en omkastning av in till ni, enligt mig, blir mindre sanno-
lik, eftersom n-runan som skulle dubbelldsas da skulle forekomma initialt pa grund av
omkastningen.
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kunna tolkas som en a-bistav, men som alltsa enligt min bedémning inte
ar ristad. 63-64 ii utgdrs av tva sikra huvudstavar som ocksa ndmns av
Svardstrom (SRL 5: 249) som dock inte translittererar dem. 65 p ar tydlig.
66-67 identifierar Svardstrom (SRI 5: 249) som spar av tva runor och laser
denna sekvens som ett osékert i dir bara 6vre delen av huvudstaven &r
saker, och ett osdkert s, dir bara den hogra huvudstaven &r tydlig, medan
de forsta tva leden beskrivs som ytterst svaga spar. Istallet f6r tva runor
is laser jag hér ett relativt sékert rattvant langkvist-s, dar Svardstroms
(SRI 5: 249) runa 66 utgor forsta ledet (istallet for spar av en i-runa), och
hennes runa nr 67 utgdr resten av s-runan, alltsa: 66 s. Aven Save (1863, 39)
verkar av hans avritning att doma ha uppfattat sekvensen s&. 67 ar ett
ganska sékert p. Hela huvudstaven och nedre delen av bistaven, inklusive
en stingning i dess mitt, 4r bevarade. Dér de tva bagarna mots dr stenytan
nagot skadad. 68—69 ii. Svirdstrom (SRI, 5: 249) beskriver tva grunda
parallella lodrita linjer, vilka inte translittereras. Jungner, vars lasning pa
denna punkt redovisas av Svardstrom (SRI, 5: 249), laser hér ap. Enligt min
mening dr den vénstra staven ganska tydlig, medan den hogra staven ar
skadad i mitten. Till hger om denna finns nagra spar, vilka Jungner alltsa
betraktade som bistaven pa ett p, men som jag inte anser vara ristade. Den
vénstra staven verkar inte ha varit helt rak, da den nedtill bojer sig nagot
till vanster, och det 4r mojligt att vi hér har ett forsok till rattning av en
i-runa. Det minimala avstandet mellan stavarna talar ocksa mot att dessa
ristningsspéar var tinkta att utgdra tva separata runor. 70 r ir tydligt.
Oglan ansluter inte till huvudstaven utan till den nedre delen av bistaven.
71 i. Svardstrom (SR, 5: 249) laser hér en siker huvudstav och méjliga
spar av en p-bistav. Enligt min lasning ar de 6versta tva tredjedelar av en
huvudstav sikert bevarade, utan nagra spar pa bistavar. 72 €u. Den tydligt
bevarade u-runan, som adven Svardstrom (SRI, 5: 249) translittererar, har
en klar bistav som fran huvudstavens topp gar diagonalt ner till vénster.
73-74 sa ir tydliga. Bistaven pa a-runan ar nagot hogt ansatt. Svird-
strém (SRI, 5: 249) beskriver en tydlig huvudstav och spar av en bistav till
vanster om denna. Magnus Kallstrom vid Riksantikvarieambetet, Stock-
holm, noterar i opublicerade faltanteckningar utférda den 31 januari 2020
(e-brev till forf. 6 december 2022) att a-bistaven dr hogt ansatt, och att
det mojligtvis kan finnas spar av en n-bistav langre ned till hoger, alltsa
kanske an. 75-76 kn. Svirdstrom (SRI 5: 249) beskriver mojliga spar av
en a-bistav pa runa 75 (76 i hennes translitterering), vilken hon énd4 inte
translittererar, och anser 76 (77 i hennes translitterering) vara ett sikert
kortkvist-t. Bistaven pa denna t-runa ar dock tydligt konkav och utgor en
fortséttning av bistaven pa 75, som jag alltsa laser som k. Under k-bistaven
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finns mojligtvis spar av ett streck som gér nedét till héger om huvud-
staven och bildar en méjlig bindruna nk, vars identifiering dock maéste
betraktas som osdker. Av runa 76 ar huvudstaven tydligt bevarad och
man ser méjliga spar av en enkelsidig n-bistav. Kallstrém laser 76 som i.
Jag laser alltsd denna sekvens 75-76 med lite osdkerhet som kn eller nkn.
77-78 ti ar tydliga. 79-81 pim ar tydliga, &ven om i-runan inte nar upp
till samma hojd som 6vriga huvudstavar och ar nagot diagonal jamfort
med ovriga huvudstavar. Huvudstaven pa m ar skadad nedtill. Darefter
ett skiljetecken i form av tva vittrade punkter :. 82 t ar tydligt. 83 i bestar
av en vertikal stav som upptill 4r en tredjedel kortare &n de 6vriga huvud-
stavarna. 84 |. Huvudstaven ar tydlig. Spar av enkelsidig bistav upptill
till hoger. 85 b / n. Svéardstrom (SR, 5: 249) laser en sdker r-runa. Jag ar
daremot inte lika sidker. Den 6vre delen av bistaven ser ut att ha varit en
6gla men ar otydlig och av den nedre bistaven &r bara borjan tydlig, dar
den anknyter till huvudstavens mitt. Runan ser ut att kunna vara ett b,
vilket Kallstrom ocksa har foreslagit och dven Save (1863, 39) verkar ha
last s&. Hér tar min lasning slut, men Svardstrom (SR 5: 249) identifierar
ytterligare en runa (som skulle ha varit runa 86 i min numrering) som
hon translittererar 0 och dessutom ett skiljetecken :. Den hypotetiska
runan 86 ar enligt min mening for oséker for att kunna translittereras.
Mojligtvis kan man se spar av mitten av en huvudstav men inte nagra
sikra spér av bistavar. Kallstrom rapporterar om spar av en dubbelsidig
stigande bistav, mojligtvis rester av ett @. Sdve (1863, 39) har ritat ett h.
Till sist kan jag inte se det skiljetecken : som Svardstrom (SRI, 5: 249) laser
efter runa 86 (87 i hennes translitterering). Bugge (i Torin 1888, 21) hade
pa denna punkt foreslagit att lasa n (alltsa runa 87 enligt min numrering),
och Kallstrom fragar sig om det i sekvensen 85-87 kan ha statt bgn, dven
om han sjilv beddmer n-runan vara mycket tveksam. En mojlighet som
jag har vill lagga fram ar att ristningssparen som verkar ha utgjort runa 86
och 87 i sjalva verket kan vara spar av inskriftens ram. Pa den nedre delen
av gravhillen nér inskriften ndmligen inte hela vigen till kanten, utan
monumentet har en nedre ram fran vilken runorna bdrjar. I gravhéllens
ovre del kan det ha funnits en motsvarande ram. I inskriftens forsta linje
nar runorna inte heller fram till héllens kant och stéllet ddar de slutar
motsvarar ungefar punkten dér resten av den antagna o- eller @-runan
(runa 86) finns i textens andra rad.

Enligt den har foreslagna nylasningen bestar Skarvuminskriftens andra
halft alltsa av treenighetsformeln pa latin: in nomine patris et filii et spiritus
sancti. De avslutande runorna pim:tilb- &r svéarare att lasa och tolka med
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sakerhet. Losningen som Svardstrom (SRI 5: 248) foreslog, [le]tti(?) pem
til ro, kan i alla fall avskrivas pa grund av att hennes lasning --tti inte
langre kan uppritthallas. Dessutom anser jag som namnts att r-runan
(runa 86) i den antagna sekvensen ro ar mycket oséker och att ristnings-
sparen efter runa 86 kanske egentligen kan vara rester av inskriftens 6vre
ram. Slutligen vore det anmirkningsvart, om inte omojligt, om ett skilje-
tecken, det enda som enligt min mening med sékerhet kan identifieras i
inskriftens andra rad, skulle forekomma mitt i en sats, vilket alltsa ar fallet
i Svérdstroms tolkning: [le]tti(?) pem : til ro. Jag har emellertid ingen till-
fredsstillande 16sning for denna sekvens. Nar det galler pim skulle man
kunna tanka sig att p-runan kunde sta for den latinska konjunktionen et
precis som i resten av inskriften. Jag har ocksa funderat pa om det bakom
im kunde doljas en forkortning for amen, men en sadan férkortning ar
annars okiand i runmaterialet. Daremot forekommer AM, med eller utan
forkortningstecken ovanfér M, som forkortning for amen i inskrifter
med det latinska alfabetet, t.ex. nr 45, 77, 152 och 167 i Gardell (1937).
En parallell mellan dessa inskrifter och Skdrvuminskriften skulle dock
forutsatta att i-runan, som forvisso har en avvikande form jamfort med
de 6vriga runorna, ar ett felristat a eller har uppkommit genom en skada.
Det finns ocksa en méjlighet att pim:til fortfarande bor tolkas som pem til,
“dem/honom till”, &ven om det fortfarande ar oklart vad som foljer denna
sekvens. Dessutom ar skrivningen i for /e/ fran den aldre diftongen /ai/
ovanlig och, férutom i Vg 129, mig veterligt endast belagd i S6 286 och
U NOR1997;29F (Palumbo 2020, 116 tabell 5, 121 not 14). Om tolkningen
“dem/honom till” dnda skulle stimma, skulle treenighetsformeln kunna
ingé i en uppmaning att lasa eller siga den for den dode eller de déda.® En
sakrare lasning av de runor som foregér in nomine skulle eventuellt kunna
styrka eller forsvaga detta antagande, men tyvérr ar detta inskriftsparti
mycket svarlast. Svardstrom (SRI 5: 249) laser det som namnts rasi---u--.
Den forsta runan ar dock osiker. Det som enligt min uppfattning kvarstar
av bistaven ir ett streck som fran huvudstavens topp gar diagonalt ner
till hoger och kanske vaga spar till hoger om huvudstaven. Ser man dessa
spar som medvetet huggna ristningsspar, kan det vara fraga om r eller
b, men om det snarare handlar om naturliga férdjupningar kan runan
teoretiskt vara ett I. Om detta senare alternativ skulle stimma, skulle vi
har kunna ha bérjan av en imperativform av verbet lesa (jfr formuleringen
lzesin : idreer : banir pd Sm 145), men detta 4r bara en gissning.

¢ Jag tackar en av de anonyma granskarna for detta forslag.
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Tabell 1. Runinskrifter som innehaller hela eller delar av formeln In nomine patris et filii
et spiritus sancti. Translittereringar &r hamtade fran Samnordisk runtextdatabas men
ocksa kontrollerade mot sjélva kéllorna. Déar databasen har ett generiskt skiljetecken ~
anvands har de skiljetecken som faktiskt forekommer i inskrifterna. Dar databasen har *
for bindrunor anvinds har 6verskrivna bagar istéllet. Framhavningar i rott &r mina egna.

Signum Fyndplats  Datering  Foremal  Translitterering (utdrag)
1050— Silver- ei easusus kristus filuis tei fifi
DR 410 Okind 11007 mynt in| [nomina bYatris ep filfjius

(amulet)  ins ep shirituqs

susbiristae staeniesuae
nominae sbiri | mitiusaeoni
fibri amaen akla + maria +

DR . Blybleck
AUD1995:283 ' 1POTE 1050-1300 ulett)

: uicit leeo : dee tribu jufda

radi{X} : dauit : in nominze
DR . Blybleck  paftris zet filii : &t spirifus
Aarb1987:205  Diesinge 11001500 o oty sancti ameen =: ) crisfls

: uincit : cristus : raeknit :

cristus : impaeraet

Handtag  in nomine patris zep filii 22p

DR EM85;474B  Ribe 1250-1536 ..
av besman spiri... ...

x in| [nomini tomini nostri asu
kr-xqjxsti x kuploh x tomini
batris x 9 ip fili x kuploh

Koppar- - .
G278 Mojner  1100-1500 bleck biritus 1 x sakei kuploh
amin x kruks 9] x ti batar x
(amulett)

kruks ti filius x §B x kruks ti
sbiritus x 9] x sakti x kuploh x
amin x

§A gufrit { in nomine i patris i
Trapinne et fili { et §B spiriffitu ; santo

N 345 Ardal kirke  1100-1500 : : P L~
(amulett?) {amen : tominus iesus critus
ame
. §A -+ in nomne pafFic 2p
Trakavel e T o~ | o~ o~
N 632 Bergen 1332-1500 o avel il @®p cprituc| [canti amen :
(amulett) :
surraa
N A370 Hamar- 1100-1500 Blybleck §A .'.’.\Splr ...... §B...
kaupangen (amulett) ...-ituss...... 9...um--...
Blybleck  ...ussanctu...9q...-lfaet

UNOR1994;26B Uppsala 1200-1499 (amulett) o ...

Skirvum ... in niomini patris  filii p
Ve 129 kyrka ca 1200 Gravhall spiiritus| [saknti p im : tilb-
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Signum Fyndplats  Datering  Foremal  Translitterering (utdrag)

sik ' rekuieskat hik famula §B
doffimini : nosstri gesu : kristi
Blybleck  beediktze +: a morbo -ss{so
(amulett) kum obzt in nomine : patris
et filii et spiritus 1| sankti :

Og 248 Alvastra 1300-1399

amin
. §A...-alY...-liusq...-
Joolnsson2013'8 Skedstad ~ 1100-1500 2&%&% sbirif. .. §B ...kéus 7 . ..

nm-9...--

Paralleller till Skarvuminskriftens formulering

Att treenighetsformeln férekommer i en gravhallsinskrift &r ndgot mycket
sallsynt. In nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti, eller delar av den, fore-
kommer i tolv medeltida runinskrifter, varav fyra dr fragmentariskt be-
varade och darfor nagot osdkra, och pa det sittet ar denna formel inte
helt ovanlig i den medeltida runkorpusen (tabell 1).” Ett slaende faktum ar
emellertid att den, med undantag av just inskriften fran Skarvum, aldrig
anvinds i gravinskrifter. Andra kristna boner eller delar av boner anvinds
i gravinskrifter, fraimst Ave Maria, och vissa inskrifter uppmanar lasaren
att sdga Paternoster, men just treenighetsformeln belagd i Skadrvum-
inskriften ar ett unikum bland runristade gravhallar.

Inte heller bland de skandinaviska gravinskrifterna med latinska bok-
staver verkar denna formel ha anvénts sarskilt ofta. Gardell (1937, 153 .
namner endast ett gravmonument vars inskrift avslutas med treenighets-
formeln, ndmligen en gravhall fran Husaby som dateras till borjan av
1300-talet (Gardell 1937, 200 f.),® och enligt Lisbeth Imer (Nationalmuseet,
Képenhamn, pers. kommentar per e-post den 16 februari 2024) foreligger
endast ett sdidant exempel i Danmark, nimligen en gravinskrift Varpelev

7 Foérutom i inskrifterna i tabell 1 forekommer (delar av) treenighetsformeln i tva norska
opublicerade amulettinskrifter, ndmligen C63008 Brar, Tensberg, och C63014 Skeien
Nordre, Vestby (Zilmer manus).

8 Gravinskriften fran Husaby lyder: [Hic iacet] ...oar et uxor eius Helena. Req(ui)escant i(n)
pace. A(men). In nomine patris et filii et spiritus [sancti], "Har ligger ... och hans hustru
Helena. Ma de vila i frid. Amen. I Faderns och Sonens och den helige Andes namn.’
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(Dstsjeelland) daterad mellan 1200-talets slut och 1300-talets borjan.’ Inga
paralleller verkar finnas fran Norge (Syrett 2002; Bollaert 2022).

En kontroll i det medeltida epigrafiska materialet fran Frankrike som
dateras mellan 750-1300 visar att denna formel, atminstone i de inskrifter
som hittills har utgivits i Corpus des inscriptions de la France médiévale,
inte heller féorekommer pa gravmonument, men dock i andra typer av
inskrifter, exempelvis dedikationsinskrifter. Inte heller en sokning bland
medeltida och tidigmoderna inskrifter fran tysksprakiga omraden regis-
trerade i databasen Deutsche Inschriften Online ger nagra resultat av
gravinskrifter med denna formel. Anvandningen av treenighetsformeln i
gravinskrifter verkar alltsa inte bara ha varit ovanlig i Skandinavien, utan
aven i vissa epigrafiska traditioner pa kontinenten.

Om man igen ser pa det skandinaviska runmaterialet kan man
lagga mirke till att treenighetsformeln, med tva undantag, uteslutande
forekommer ristad pa foreméal som har tolkats som amuletter. Det forsta
undantaget ar allts Skarvuminskriften, medan det andra utgérs av ett run-
ristat handtag av ett besman som hittades i Ribe (DR EM85;474B). Hand-
taget skulle teoretiskt sett ocks& ha kunnat ateranviandas som amulett.
Amuletter kan namligen ha olika utformningar och besta av olika typer
av material, och de definitioner av amulett som har anvénts i litteraturen
utgar ofta fran deras inskrifters antagna skyddande eller helande funktion
(Steenholt Olesen 2010, 162; DR, Text, sp. 774 f.).

Treenighetsformeln ingér i en del boner, liturgiska riter och sakrament,
darunder sarskilt dopet, och den kopplas dven till valsignelser och uttalas
samtidigt som korstecknet utférs. Kopplingen mellan denna formel och
vélsignelser kan forklara dess anvdndning i runamuletter och samma
funktion, allts&d som valsignelse, kan ligga till grund {for dess bruk i grav-
inskriften fran Skdrvum. Den textuella parallellen mellan flera runamu-
letter och Skarvuminskriften, bruket av latin och dessutom forekomsten
av nagra ortografiska egenheter som ndmns i det foljande kan eventuellt
tyda pa att just en runamulett kan ha tjinat som forebild eller inspiration
for den som avfattade Skarvuminskriftens text.

? Gravinskriften fran Varpelev lyder: In nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti. Hic iacent [sic]
dominus Herlogus. Hic iacet d[omi]n[u]s Nicolu[s] quondam camerarius et d[omin]a Cecilia
uxor eius, dominus Petrus filius suus, domina Kathelug, 'l Faderns och Sonens och den helige
Andes namn. Har ligger herr Herlug. Har ligger herr Niels, tidigare kammarmaéstare och
fru Cecilia, hans hustru, herr Peder, hans son, fru Kathellug.’
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Runlatin och Skarvumristarens ortografi

Den skandinaviska runkorpusen omfattar flera hundra inskrifter som an-
tingen endast ar avfattade pa latin eller innehaller delar pa latin. Sattet
pa vilket dessa latinska texter &ar stavade med runor kan dock skilja sig
avsevirt fran inskrift till inskrift och spdnner fran felfritt latin som foljer
litterdra stavningskonventioner till ortofona atergivningar av latinska ord
och sekvenser som endast liknar latinska ord men som egentligen inte ger
nagon spraklig mening." Vilka slutsatser kan man dra om ristaren fran
Skdrvum, hans latinkunskaper och skriftnorm utifran de skrivsitt som
uppvisas?

En analys av ristarens ortografi och sprakkunskaper &r naturligt be-
hiftad med ménga osdkerhetsmoment. Vi vet exempelvis inget om den
exakta kontexten inom vilken inskriften producerades, om ristaren sjilv
komponerade texten eller om andra personer var involverade, t.ex. en
bestillare, en prast eller andra hantverkare, och om ristaren anviande
sig av en forlaga. Bruket av en ténkt forlaga har antagits i vissa fall dar
bestaimda ristningsfel kan skyllas just avskrivningsprocessen (se t.ex.
Liestol i NIyR, 6: 7, 58; Knirk 1998, 494), men vi kan i de allra flesta fall inte
veta sikert hur avskrivningen har foregatt, vem som ansvarade for for-
lagan, vilka latinkunskaper den personen besatt, pa vilket alfabet, runor
eller bokstéver, forlagan var avfattad och om den ocksé inneholl felaktiga
eller avvikande skrivningar till att bérja med. Dessutom vet vi lite om hur
ristarna tillignade sig sina latinkunskaper - t.ex. genom formell skolning
eller inte, genom muntlig formedling eller genom bruket av skrivna kallor
med bokstéver eller runor — och det empiriska underlag vi har till vart
forfogande &r ofta litet och inte alltid enkelt att tolka (se t.ex. Steenholt
Olesen 2021, 98-101; Palumbo 2022, 79-81).

Forutom dessa generella iakttagelser forsvaras en beddmning av
Skarvumtextens ortografi ytterligare av inskriftens déliga skick, som gor
att man inte alltid med sdkerhet kan uttala sig om de skrivningar som
forekommer. Exempelvis verkar ordet nomine ha ristats med en i-runa i
andelsen, men det gar inte att utesluta att en stingning har vittrat bort. Ett
ovantat i verkar dock felaktigt ha ristats i borjan av samma ord, niomini,
och pa samma satt har ordet spiritus ristats med en extra i-runa, d.v.s.
spiiritus. Snarare 4n tecken pa dalig latinkompetens kan det i bada fallen

* Manga studier har dgnats at ortografiska aspekter av latinet skrivet med runor, bland
annat Gustavson 1994a; 1994b; 1995; Knirk 1998; Steenholt Olesen 2007, 38—41; 2021; Kall-
strom 2018; Kleivane 2019; Tarsi 2019; Palumbo 2022; 2023.
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handla om ristningsfel. Som jag ndmnde i min lasningsrapport ovan ar
avstandet mellan det forsta n:et och i i niomini mycket knappt, och méj-
ligtvis har ristaren varit tvungen att rista ytterligare en runa for att bi-
stavarna pa o skulle fa plats. Pa ett liknande sitt 4r avstandet mellan de
tva i-runorna i spjirifas minimalt, och eftersom det forsta i:et inte ar helt
rakt, kan det efterfoljande i:et ses som en rattning. Andra forklaringar for
dessa avvikande skrivningar dr méjliga, som exempelvis felaktig avskriv-
ning fran en forlaga - felldsning av minimer i fallet niomini? - vilket da
skulle forutsatta mindre sakra latinkunskaper, men de ovan ndmnda epi-
grafiska observationerna gor att jag lutar at att tolka dessa skrivningar
som beroende pa ett mindre sékert utférande av runorna.

En skrivning som déaremot kan tolkas som ett avvikande fran férvantade
skrivkonventioner utgdrs av atergivningen av ordet sancti, vilket jag har
translittererat saknti. Sddana omvéanda skrivningar kan &terspegla ett
uttal av /kn/ som [1:], pa ett liknande sétt som omkastning av n och g kan
vara tecken pa att /gn/ uttalades [1:] i fall som (vang) istillet for (vagn)
(Wessén 1968, § 22) eller skrivningen ingi-... for ignibus (Vg 264; se
Palumbo 2020, 194). Stod for en sddan forklaring av skrivningen kn i sancti
gar att hitta i ortofona realiseringar av samma sekvens dar k-runan helt
har uteslutits, exempelvis santo (N 345), santi (N 614) och santafisetur
sanctificetur (N 615) med flera. Aven om sekvensen saknti inte kan be-
traktas som en ortofon skrivning, kan den alltsa &andéa vara betingad av
hur ordet sancti uttalades. Samtidigt 4r denna del av inskriften, som
manga andra, svarldst och det gar inte att helt utesluta andra lasningar,
till exempel sanknti, vilket kunde tolkas som rittning av en avvikande
skrivning, eller sankiti, som Killstrom (opublicerade filtanteckningar)
foreslar. I detta sistndmnda fall skulle vi inte langre ha att géra med en
fonetisk betingad skrivning, utan med en normenlig sidan med undantag
av en felristad i-runa efter k, mojligtvis menad som huvudstaven till ett t
som dock ristats for nara k-runan (jfr de ovannamnda fallen av niomini
och spiiritus). Alternativt skulle i-runan kunna tolkas som en epentetisk
vokal i konsonantklustret.

Intressant nog blandar Skarvumristaren skrivpraktiker som &r typiska
for runtraditionen med andra som helt tydligt har anknytningar till
latinska konventioner. Spar av traditionellt runska konventioner ser vi i
sekvensen spiiritus| |saknti, dar bara ett s har ristats mellan tva ord som
slutar resp. borjar med ett ljud som kan representeras av samma runa. Pa
helt motsatt sitt gor ristaren i sekvensen in niomini, dir han ristar tva
n-runor i ett fall dar bara ett n, enligt den ovan nimnda konventionen, hade
rackt. Det ar ocksa intressant att notera, som jag gjorde ovan i lasnings-
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rapporten, att ristaren verkar ha liamnat ett mellanrum mellan in och
nomine. Mellanrum som ett sétt att separera ord dr nagot mycket ovanligt
i runinskrifter och egentligen ocksé i inskrifter med latinska bokstaver
(se t.ex. Bollaert 2022, 140-144 om det norska materialet). I fall dar denna
praktik anses ha anvints medvetet, har den antagits ha sitt ursprung i
handskriftskonventioner (Knirk 1998, 493; Bollaert 2022, 140 f.)."!

Ytterligare en ortografisk praktik som Skdrvumristaren anvander och
som &r vard en kommentar ar dubbelskrivning, i detta fall av en vokal, i
ordet filii filii. Dubbelskrivning dr som bekant ett séllsynt fenomen i run-
inskrifter, men dubbelskrivning av langa konsonanter blir allt vanligare
under medeltiden, d&ven om den aldrig slog helt igenom (Palumbo
2020, 215 f.). Langa vokaler dubbelskrivs i princip aldrig i runinskrifter,
men genitivformen av latinska maskulina substantiv, for det mesta filius
samt ett par personnamn, uppvisar en viss variation, namligen i i sju
beldgg' och ii i sex beldgg.”® Det faktum att Skidrvumristaren anviander
sig av en sddan konvention tyder pa att han var vil fértrogen med (vissa)
latinska skrivnormer som han kan tankas ha tillignat sig genom bekant-
skap med handskriftsmaterial eller inskrifter, om det inte beror pa en
mojlig forlaga.

Slutligen utmérker sig Skdrvumristaren pa grund av ytterligare en
mycket séllsynt skrivkonvention, ndmligen att han anvander enskilda
p-runor som forkortning for den latinska konjunktionen et. Mig veterligt
forekommer detta skrivsétt med sékerhet i endast en annan inskrift i hela
runkorpusen, namligen i inskriften pa en runamulett fran Visby (G 345).
Amuletten har formen av ett kors, den dateras till 1300-talet och bar en
ganska lang inskrift med en invokation till sankta Maria, aposteln Jakobs
moder, sankta Maria Magdalena, sankta Salome och mojligtvis sankta
Katarina: intesede pro nobis semper : p : sancta maria mater iacobi
apostuli : p : sancta maria maggalena : p : salumee : p : sancta caeri,
Intercede pro nobis semper et sancta Maria, mater Jacobi apostuli, et sancta
Maria Magdalena et Salome et sancta Catarina(?). I inskriften fran Visby

' Som ndmnts i not 5 ovan kan in moéjligtvis tolkas som slutet av ett foregdende ord och
niomini som en felristning for in nomine med dubbelldsning av n. Oavsett tyder det stora
tomrummet mellan in och niomini pa att ristaren har anvant mellanrum mellan tva ord,
vilka dessa nu ma vara.

12 Sekvensen filii forekommer i DR Aarb1987;205, DR EM85;474B, DR NOR1999;21, GR 12,
S6 AA29;8 (dar dven ett fall en enkelskriven i-runa férekommer i edigi Egidii) och Og 248
samt ambrosii Ambrosiii G 194.

13 Sekvensen fili forekommer i DR 410, G 278, IS Runalslandi59, N 345 och N 632 samt egidi
Egidiii So AA29;8, som ocksa visar exempel pa dubbelskrivning av i i filii.
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omges varje p av tva skiljetecken, vilket inte &r fallet pa gravhéllen fran
Skarvum, men annars handlar det om samma forkortning. Ytterligare ett
mojligt fall aterfinns i en gronlandsk inskrift, GR 43 (Imer 2017, 296), i en
sekvens som Imer laser och tolkar iley : p : elon, Eloi(?) ... Elon. Runan p
skulle mojligtvis kunna tolkas pa samma sétt som pa Visbyamuletten och
Skarvuminskriften, ndmligen som en forkortning for et. Ett annat alter-
nativ ir att den ska tolkas som en forkortning f6r Dominus.

Ordet et forekommer i flera runinskrifter atergivet som aep, vilket ar
en ortofon skrivning betingad av en forsvagning av /t/ i slutljud (Stotz
1996, 228 £.; Knirk 1998, 490). Vid négra tillfallen aterges et som en bind-
runa, antingen éT), =t éB eller et." Bruket av b for et i Skdarvuminskriften
och i amuletten fran Visby kan mojligtvis ses som en relaterad praktik,
ddr man har gatt fran en ligatur till en forkortning. Nér det giller den
gotlandska amuletten har man antagit att bruket av forkortningstecken
for et i den latinska handskriften kan ha fungerat som modell fér denna
anvandning av p-runan (Gustavson i SRI, 12.2, s. 25 i den opublicerade
artikeln om runinskrifter fran Visby stad), vilket inte 4r en omojlighet,
och samma forklaring skulle kunna gélla Skarvuminskriften. Vart att dnda
papeka ar det faktum att et ocksa forekommer forkortat i inskrifter med
latinska bokstaver (se t.ex. Syrett 2002, 65) och att dessa ristare darfor kan
ha hamtat inspiration fran endera killtypen.

Det som bland annat ar intressant med anvindningen av p for et ar
att det ror sig om en skriftspréklig konvention dar kopplingen till ordets
uttal forloras, samtidigt som forkortningen p hirstammar fran en ortofon
skrivning. Man har alltsd skapat ett rent skriftsprakligt skrivséatt som
innehaller en ortofon skrivning. Detta har relevans f6r den koppling som
man tidigare har gjort mellan ortofona skrivningar och hur ristare antas
ha lart sig latin samt nivan pa deras latinkunskaper.

I flera tidigare studier har man pa olika sitt forsokt dra slutsatser om
ristarnas latinkunskaper utifran stavningen av latinska ord. I denna fraga
har sérskilt ortofona skrivningar fatt uppmirksamhet och tolkats som
tecken pa brist pa formell skolning i latin och att ristarna férvarvade sina
sprakkunskaper muntligt, och att de alltsa atergav i skrift det latin de hade
hort upplast eller sjunget i kyrkan (se t.ex. Knirk 1998, 490 f.).

' Inget av dessa skrivsitt ar sarskilt vanligt, men a) ar i alla fall den oftast férekom-
mande och &r belagt i sex inskrifter (DR Aarb1987;196, DR NOR1999;21, N 142 ¥, N 632 och
N 633 samt en opublicerad amulettinskrift C63014 Skoien Nordre, Vestby), et upptrider
i tre inskrifter (N 248, N 306, N B619), medan &t och éT) forekommer i en inskrift var
(DR Aarb1987;205 resp. GR 56). Ytterligare ett mojligt fastan osikert beligg pa &t eller et
kan finnas i den skadade och &nnu opublicerade amulettinskriften C63008 Brar, Tonsberg.
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I andra sammanhang har jag (Palumbo 2022, 199-203) argumenterat
for att denna inte adr den enda moéjliga tolkningen av ortofona skrivningar
av latinska ord och att vissa inskrifter tyder pa helt andra forhallanden.
Bland annat kan ortofona skrivningar férekomma i inskrifter dar det
latin som aterges med runor ar felfritt, de kan férekomma tillsammans
med skrivkonventioner som ar tydligt influerade av latinska skriv-
konventioner (som dubbelskrivningen av langa konsonanter), och de
kan upptrada i inskrifter som aven innehéller delar pa latin och med
latinska bokstdver som, i motsats till runska ortofona skrivsatt, foljer den
forvantade litterdra skriftnormen. Vi vet lite om hur runristare skolades
i runskrift i allménhet (se Gustavson 2013) och i latin i synnerhet, men
pa en generell niva framstar det som rimligt att anta att professionella
ristare som ansvarade for monumentala inskrifter fick en formell skolning
i det latinska formelgods de hade behov for i sina arbetsuppgifter. Dessa
iakttagelser tyder pé att vissa ristare larde sig latin i formella kontexter
aven om de anvénde sig av ortofona skrivningar, och att dessa skrivningars
forekomst ocksa kan forklaras med att inlarningen skedde genom texter
som inte nodvandigtvis foljde den vedertagna latinska skriftnormen
utan en runsk skrivkonvention. Det dr ocks&d mojligt att dessa val bor
tolkas sociolingvistiskt, det vill siga att sociokulturella 6vervaganden
exempelvis knutna till identitet, kulturell tillhérighet och skrivpraktikers
symbolvirde gjorde att ristarna valde dessa konventioner istillet f6r den
latinska normen nér de producerade texter pa latin med runor (se ocksa
Palumbo 2022, 203).

Ortografin i inskriften fran Skdrvum pekar at samma hall. I forkort-
ningen av det latinska ordet et med p baserar sig ristaren pa en ortofon
atergivning av et samtidigt som han f6ljer en konvention som &r rent
skriftspraklig och som alltsa maste ha formedlats i en inlarningskontext
som hade skriften som medium. Dessutom é&r latinet i resten av inskriften
i stort sett felfritt och ett skrivsatt som filii for filii tyder pa fortrogenhet
med latinska skriftnormer snarare 4n pa en "muntlig” inldrning av latin.

15 Aven Spurkland (2004, 337) uttrycker en viss skepsis om slutsatsen att ristare som produ-
cerade ortofona skrivningar endast paverkades av det latin de hérde. Han argumenterar
dock annorlunda &n jag, namligen att skillnaderna i skrivsitten mellan olika runinskrifter
pa latin da hade varit storre. Variationen i stavningen inom korpusen av runinskrifter pa
latin skulle behova kartlaggas noggrannare for att kunna testa en sadan hypotes. Steenholt
Olesen (2021, 77) ar inne pa samma tankegangar: “The overall impression of ’orthophonic
spellings’, however, is that they are simply too homogeneous to be the result of random
individuals rendering something they knew only by ear.”
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Med Peter Kochs och Wulf Oesterreichers termer (1985) kunde man
sdga att vi hir inte har att géra med enkel Verschriftung, eller medial
skriftlighet (Mertzlufft 2006; Bianchi 2010, 32), alltsa ett byte av medium
fran det muntliga till det skriftliga, utan med Verschriftlichung, det vill
siaga konceptuell skriftlighet som bland annat innebar “utvecklingen
av skriftsprakliga idiom med skriftspecifika uttrycksmedel” (Bianchi
2010, 33, med hinvisning till Oesterreicher 1993, 272-280). Detta tyder
pa att det vi uppfattar som ortofona skrivningar kunde utgéra en runsk
skrivkonvention i sin egen ratt, istéllet for att endast vara en muntligt
praglad forvanskning av en litterar latinsk norm.

Slutord

Inskriften pa gravhillen fran Skdrvum har vallat manga svérigheter for
alla forskare som har arbetat med den, da dess daliga bevarandeskick for-
svarar lasningen och tolkningen avsevart. I denna artikel har jag presen-
terat en nyldsning och nytolkning av inskriftens andra halft. Till skillnad
fran tidigare forslag innebir denna nyldsning att denna del av inskriften
ar helt avfattad pa latin och bestar av treenighetsformeln in nomine patris
et filii et spiritus sancti.

Den medeltida runkorpusen har nu alltsa utékats med ytterligare en
runinskrift pé latin. Aven om resten av texten inte ar helt last eller tolkat
ar det dessutom sannolikt att inskriften &dr flersprakig, d&a dess borjan
verkar vara avfattad pa fornsvenska. I manga runinskrifter som innehaller
delar pa latin ar dessa mycket korta och formelartade, ibland begransade
till enstaka ord. Det nytolkade partiet pa Skarvumhallen ar forvisso ocksa
formelartat, men det ar langt nog for att vi ska kunna dra en del tentativa
slutsatser om datidens textkultur samt ristarens - eller hans miljos —
latinkunskaper och skrivkonventioner.

Skarvuminskriften utgér ocksa ytterligare ett exempel pa treenig-
hetsformeln i runinskrifter och ger oss dessutom ny kunskap om det
formelgods som anvéndes i gravinskrifter under svensk medeltid. Tre-
enighetsformeln férekommer namligen inte i nagra andra skandinaviska
gravinskrifter med runor. Den verkar inte heller ha varit vanligt férekom-
mande i gravinskrifter med latinska bokstéver, och Gardell (1937, 153 £,
200 f.) anger endast ett sadant exempel, en gravinskrift fran Husaby i
Vistergotland som ar daterad till 1300-talets borjan. Om det finns en kopp-
ling mellan dessa tva gravhillar 4r svart att sdga, bland annat eftersom
det gar hundra ar mellan deras antagna dateringar, men det ar i alla fall
anmarkningsvért att de enda tva exempel pa gravinskrifter som avslutas
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med treenighetsformeln har hittats i samma omrade. Vért att ndmna ar
att Skarvum dessutom befinner sig i ett omrade runt Falkoping som sedan
tidigare ar kant for en nistan unik tvasprakig och tvaskriftlig epigrafisk
tradition, dar fornsvenska, latin, runor och bokstaver anvindes flitigt vid
sidan av varandra och samtidigt i samma texter (Blennow och Palumbo
2021; 2022). Den nya tolkningen som presenterats hir gor att vi nu har
blivit varse om ytterligare en pusselbit av detta flersprakiga epigrafiska
omrade.

Nar det géller anvindningen av treenighetsformeln har Skérvum-
inskriften paralleller i runamuletter, dar denna formel férekommer flera
ganger. En mojlighet, som dock ar svar att bevisa, ar att just en runamulett
kan ha tjanat som forebild eller inspiration for den som avfattade Skarvum-
inskriftens text.

Aven om manga osikerhetsmoment dr kopplade till analyser av ristarnas
ortografi och sprakkunskaper, har jag argumenterat for att en studie av
denna texts ortografi visar att ristaren besatt tillrackligt goda fardigheter
ilatin att han kunde producera en i stort sett felfri latinsk text. Nagra av-
vikelser som forekommer i inskriften, niomini for nomine och spiiritus
for spiritus, har jag forklarat vara av epigrafisk natur och kan enligt min
mening skyllas ristningsfel snarare &n daliga sprakkunskaper. Eventuellt
kan saknti (alternativt sanknti eller sankiti) vara en skrivning paverkad
av ordets uttal. Daremot visar ett skrivsatt som filii for filii att ristaren var
vl fortrogen med (vissa) latinska skrivkonventioner. For 6vrigt anvander
Skarvumristaren en nastan unik atergivning av et med en enskild p-runa.
Pa denna punkt har denna inskrift ytterligare en parallell i en runamulett
fran Visby (G 345). Det handlar alltsa om en forkortning som baseras pa
en ortofon skrivning, det vill siga ep eller ap. Jag har tolkat denna for-
kortning som ett tecken pa konceptuell skriftlighet pa latin med runor
samt som ett motbevis till att ortofona skrivningar maste forklaras med
brist pa skolning i latin eller daliga sprakfardigheter. Daremot ser jag det
som ett ytterligare tecken péa att ortofona skrivningar kunde utgora en
runsk skrivkonvention som ristarna, sarskilt professionella sddana, har
kunnat tilldgna sig i en formell skolningskontext, och inte nédvandigtvis
som ett bevis pa en “muntlig” inldrning av latin.
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English summary

Latin in Runic Inscriptions
and a New Interpretation of the Grave Slab from Skdrvum (Vg 129)

A grave slab from Skdrvum church in Vistergétland, Sweden (Vg 129) bears a
runic inscription which has proved to be challenging to read and interpret satis-
factorily. The inscription consists of two lines of runes, most of which are severely
damaged. The most recent attempt at reading and interpretation was made by
Elisabeth Svérdstrom in the corpus edition Sveriges runinskrifter (SR 5: 248).
However, she only provides a transcription and a translation of the beginning
and the end of the text:

askil : lzet stin : pae ---- pris --- isui purs ---
5 10 15 20 25 30 35
rasi --- y ------ m - ioniprispfil -- pisp--rpus -- tti pim : til ro :
40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

Askell lzet sten pe[nna] ... [le]tti(?) pem til ro.

’Eskil had this stone (made) ... may give him (them) peace.’
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The present article proposes a new reading and interpretation of the inscription’s
second line. Contrary to previous assumptions that the sequence was inscribed
in the vernacular, a new examination of the text reveals that this part is in fact in
Latin and consists of the trinitarian formula:

in niomini patris p filii p spiiritusaknti p im:tilb-
46 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

in nomine patris et filii et spiritus sancti ...

The newly interpreted runic sequence on the grave slab from Skarvum reveals a
number of remarkable features that make this inscription valuable for our under-
standing of the runic textual culture of medieval Scandinavia and of the rendering
of Latin in runes.

Vg 129 represents a unique instance of a runic funerary inscription featuring
the trinitarian formula, with only two comparable examples found in Roman
alphabet funerary inscriptions from medieval Scandinavia: one in the vicinity of
Skarvum, namely from Husaby in Vastergotland, and a second one in Varpelev in
Ostsjeelland, Denmark. The use of in nomine patris ... in Scandinavian funerary
inscriptions is thus a rare phenomenon. Searches in the French and German epi-
graphic databases Corpus des inscriptions de la France médiévale and Deutsche
Inschriften Online reveal no further examples of funerary monuments with this
formula. By contrast, several runic amulets (and amulets bearing Roman letters)
feature the trinitarian formula. On the basis of these parallels, a connection be-
tween Vg 129 and amulet inscriptions is suggested, as a runic amulet may have
been the inspiration for the inscriber from Skédrvum to use that formula.

An orthographic analysis of Vg 129 reveals the inscriber’s adeptness with Latin
writing conventions, showcasing an almost error-free Latin text. Also the spel-
ling filii for filii, i.e. with a doubling of the final i-rune, reveals familiarity with
(at least some) Latin orthographic norms. An additional feature consistent with
this interpretation is the possible use of a space as word separator between in and
niomini.

Another distinctive feature of this inscriptions is the use of a single p-rune
to abbreviate the Latin word et, a practice with a single parallel found in a late
medieval runic amulet from Gotland (G 345, Visby). Equally noteworthy in this
context is the use of an orthophonic spelling (ap or ep) to create a Latin abbre-
viation, which is in itself a purely written convention detached from the word’s
pronunciation. It is here argued that this particular practice, along with other
features of the Latin text from Skarvum and observations derived from the wider
runic corpus, challenge conventional understanding of orthophonic spellings as
merely distorted representations of a Latin literate norm by unschooled inscribers
who had learnt Latin by ear. Instead, orthophonic spellings may in some cases
be seen as distinct conventions of runic writing, reflecting a heightened level of
literate awareness.
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Nils Mansson Mandelgren,
Carl Save och runorna
pa Gange-Rolfs horn

Magnus Kallstrom (Swedish National Heritage Board)

Abstract

This article investigates an ornate ivory horn of West Scandinavian origin with
runic inscriptions which is now in Museo Nazionale del Bargello in Florence,
Italy. The horn, known as “Rollo’s drinking horn”, originally belonged to Sainte-
Chapelle in Paris, France, but later came into the hands of an antique dealer who
donated the object to the museum in Italy upon his death. It has traditionally
been assumed that the runes were first read and interpreted by Sven Soderberg,
who reported on the rune-inscribed horn in 1890, but correspondence between
the artist and cultural historian Nils Mansson Mandelgren and Professor Carl
Save shows that Mandelgren had sent information on this object as early as
1860 and that Save was in fact the first to interpret its runic inscription. It
is also evident that the characters on the horn were recognized as runes in
France as early as the late eighteenth century.

Keywords: Medieval runic inscriptions, Florence, Rollo’s drinking horn, Nils
Mansson Mandelgren, Carl Save, Sainte-Chapelle in Paris

n av de markligaste historierna som har beréttats om ett runristat
foremals 6den 4r nog den om spisstolpen fran Kullans (G 78) i Gerums
socken pé Gotland. Spisstolpen forvarvades ar 1799 av Carl Gustav Gott-

fried Hilfeling for Pehr Thams pa Dagsnés rakning, men blev efter den se-
nares dod 1820 sald pa en auktion i Skara till den franske generalkonsuln
Chaumette des Fossés, som forde den ut ur landet. Hosten 1859 aterfanns

spisstolpen i en lumpbod i Paris av konstnéren och kulturhistorikern Nils

Mansson Mandelgren och den kom sa smaningom tillbaka till Sverige och

Gotland genom att den koptes av den da nyblivne professorn i nordiska
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sprak vid Uppsala universitet, Carl Save, som skinkte den till liroverket
i Visby. I dag har den sin hemvist i Gotlands museum. Hela handelse-
forloppet har malande beskrivits av Sdve i ett brev den 22 januari 1860 till
brodern Pehr Arvid Save i Visby, som i avskrift har bevarat det i sina Got-
landska samlingar (5: 595). Brevtexten citeras utforligt av Elias Wessén i
det forsta bandet av Gotlands runinskrifter (SRI, 11.1: 114).

Carl Sives gladje 6ver Mandelgrens fynd &r inte att ta miste pa och i ett
brev till honom den 23 augusti 1860 skriver han:

Run-jérnstolpen har nu af mig blifvit skankt till Visby laroverks museum, och
har han saledes dterkommit till sitt gamla hem, der jag hoppas att han allt jamnt
skall forblifva. Det dr hos HX Mandelgren som min fosterd star i skuld for att
detta dyrbara fornminne icke gatt forloradt, utan kunnat atervinnas till hem-
bygden, och vi stadna derfore alla hos HE M. uti den storsta tacksamhetsskuld.

Mandelgren och Sive tycks att doma av det som har bevarats i arkiven
annars inte ha haft ndgon sarskilt omfattande brevkontakt. I november
1856 hade de utvixlat ett par brev om inskriften pa Karlevistenen pa
Oland (Ol 1) och den 20 april 1860 sénde Mandelgren en kalkering av en
teckning som hade patraffats i ett arkiv i Paris och som antogs avbilda
runor. I det senare brevet, som enligt Séves egen paskrift kom till Uppsala
forst den 19 maj samma ar, bad han samtidigt Séve om hjilp att tyda nagra
inskrifter med latinsk skrift som fanns pa textband i viggméalningarna
i Kumla kyrka utanf6ér Sala i Védstmanland. Detta brev besvarade Save
inte forran den 23 augusti. Ett skél var att han ville se texterna med egna
6gon och som av en héndelse fick han ocksa moéjlighet att gora det. Hans
lakare hade ndmligen samma sommar ordinerat honom brunnsdrickning i
Sétra brunn utanfor Sala, alldeles i narheten av Kumla kyrka. P4 grund av
daligt vader blev det forst pa végen tillbaka till Uppsala den 7 juli som han
kunde avligga ett besok i kyrkan. Att Sdve sedan meddelade Mandelgren
sina resultat forst en och en halv méanad senare kan ha berott p4 att han i
mellantiden hade vistats en period pa Gotland.

Den 27 augusti 1860 och innan Mandelgren hade natts av Saves
mycket sena svarsbrev, skrev han dnnu ett brev fran Paris, dir han stillde
fragorna pa nytt. Brevet skickade han denna gang med "Magister Wister”,
som uppenbarligen skulle 6verlamna det till Sdve personligen (Save kallar
honom i sitt svarsbrev "Magister Wester”, troligen avses Marcus Wester
(1834-94), adjunkt vid Hogre Elementarldroverket i Hudiksvall). I brevet
erinrar Mandelgren om den ”Calk af en gravur med runer som de pasta,
fran M2 Cahier’, vilken han hade séint med brevet i april och di uppmanat
Séve att tyda. Postgangen till Paris méste denna gang ha varit snabbare
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Fig. 1. Nils Mansson Mandelgrens avbildning av runorna pa hornet i brevet tlll Carl Save.
Efter original i ATA.

for redan den 30 augusti skriver han och tackar f6r svaret, men paminner
ater om inskriften pa den “ritning” som han hade fatt av den ndmnde
monsieur Cahier.

Av brevet fran den 27 augusti framgar att Mandelgrens framgangar
med den runristade spisstolpen fran Kullans tydligen hade fatt honom att
soka efter fler runféremal i Paris och att han ocksa varit lyckosam. Han
skriver ndmligen (se fig. 1):

Jag har gjort ndgra nya fynd i Runvig. 12 fan jag afritat ett horn angifvitt hafva
Runskrifft] i Les Arts au Moyen age, publie par Sommerard fol pl. 42. och i
Histoir de la Saint Chapelle Royale du Palais, Enriche de Planch.. par M# Sau-
veur Jerome Morand Paris 1790 — 42 planschen ar timligen god, men sedan dess
har det kommit i Privat hand som jag slutligen fek reda pa

Runorna dro & ena sidan [teckning] och & andra [teckning] om det forra ar
Runer eller ornater torde Prof litt kunna tyda. (Saint Chapele, ar Ludvik den
heliges kapel ved, Palais Justis i Paris. nu ar hornet i en M# Carrand. 167. rue
Blomet a Vaugerard i Paris (efter forra rakningen en forstad utan for Paris,

Man igenkénner hir inget mindre dn avteckningar av inskrifterna pa det
rikt ornerade elfenbenshorn, som i dag finns i Florens i Italien, och som
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ibland har gatt under bendmningen “Gange-Rolfs horn” (se t.ex. Koht
1926, 344 f., NIyR 5: 236). Inskriften blev f6r den runologiska forskningen
forst bekant genom publiceringen av det fjarde bandet av George Stephens
The Old-Northern Runic Monuments, som utgavs postumt ar 1901, sex ar
efter forfattarens dod. Utgivaren Sven Soderberg, som dven han hade av-
lidit innan boken hunnit lamna trycket, var den som ursprungligen hade
fist Stephens uppmérksamhet pa denna inskrift. Han hade namligen
sjalv stiftat bekantskap med foremalet 1890 pa Museo Nazionale del Bar-
gello i Florens under en av sina utlandsresor. Hornet hade tidigare agts
av antikvitetshandlaren Louis-Claude Carrand (1827-88), som hade till-
bringat sin sista tid i Florens och testamenterat sin samling till museet.
Som synes ar detta samma person som Mandelgren hade varit kontakt
med i Paris och som redan da var dgare till hornet.

Det radde lidnge en viss forvirring bland runologerna hur runorna pa
det ndmnda elfenbenshornet skulle lisas, vilket beror pa att man hade
svart att avgora om inskriften borjade med tre sa kallade knutrunor eller
om det bara handlade om delar av ornamentiken, niarmare bestamt om
ytterligare ben till den odjursliknande figur som utgér hornets smalare
ande (se fig. 2). Soderberg hade uppenbarligen inte alls tvekat pa denna
punkt, utan aterger i ett brev till Hans Hildebrand den 28 augusti 1890
runorna i forenklad form som 1FRT PR Y. P4 ett liknande sitt ser
det ut i hans tryckta reseberittelse (S6derberg 1891, 129) med undantag
for att I-runan har en prick nedanfor bistaven (I') och att den avslutande
k-runan 4r ostungen. Soderberg ger hdr ocksd tolkningen ”Andrell
gjorde mig (hornet)”. Han tilligger samtidigt att "De tre f6rsta runorna
aro inristade pa ett eget sétt samt synas utgora del af hornets ornering”
och att inskriften "kommer att publiceras af professor Stephens i det 4:de
bandet af hans Runic Monuments”.

Sa blev ju ocksa fallet, &ven om det skedde postumt. Stephens (1866—
1901, 4: 99) har i stort sett f6ljt Soderberg och aterger inskriften som:

MR PR Y IV
ANDRELL GERTI MIK
ANDRELL GART (made) ME.

En annan uppfattning finner man hos Erik Brate (1925, 131), som aterger in-
skriften som andres gerti mik och markligt nog anf6ér denne ”Andres” som
runristare pa Gotland(!). Eftersom Brate bara hénvisar till Soderbergs rese-
berittelse i Manadsbladet och inte till Stephens, kan man missténka att han
bara har utgatt fran dennes atergivning av den sista runan i namnet som “i
den tryckta texten och dr sett en defekt s-runa av “gotlindsk typ” dvs. ['.
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Fig. 2. Avbildningen av hornet medan det &nnu befann sig i Sainte-Chapell i Paris. Efter
Morand 1790. Foto: gallica.bnf.fr / Bibliothéque nationale de France.

De som déarefter kom att granska inskriften — Haakon Shetelig ar 1920
och Halvdan Koht 1926 — underkande de tre forsta tecknen som runor
och niar Magnus Olsen 1960 publicerade inskriften i NIyR (5: 236) gav han
den formen res<gerdimik och antog (s. 237) att de forsta runorna res
var en forkortad skrivning for ett mansnamn, exempelvis R[agnvaldr]
Eliriks]s(on). Det var forst i samband med en jubileumsutstillning pa Old-
saksamlingen i Oslo 1972 dit hornet hade lanats, som Aslak Liestal fick
mojlighet att granska inskriften i original och kunde ge aterupprattelse
at de inledande knutrunorna. Det 4dr ocksa han som har svarat for den
nu gillande l4sningen och tolkningen av inskriften: andres gerdi mik
Andrés gerdi mik ”Andres gjorde meg” (Liestel 1979, 229).

Hur reagerade da Save pa den avritning av runorna som Mandelgren
hade skickat honom i augusti 1860? Uppenbarligen inte sérskilt snabbt.
Hans svar avsidndes namligen av nadgon anledning inte forrin drygt ett
ar senare, den 21 september 1861. Sdve borjar dar med att be om ursakt
for det sena svaret pa Mandelgrens bada augustibrev och med att besvara
frdgan om de “runor” som hade antagits i den ndmnda kalkeringen. Har
handlade det enligt Sdve inte om runor, men han kunde samtidigt inte
saga vilket skriftsystem det rérde sig om. Han uppger att han dven hade
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sant bilden till bibliotekarien pa Kungliga biblioteket, Gustaf Klemming,
som hade meddelat “att han alls icke kiande dessa bokstafstecken, men
trodde dock, att det méjligen kunde vara nagon forn-Rysk eller Forn-
Slavonsk skrift, eller kanske Czechiska (B6hmiska) eller Croatiska, m. e.
0. nagon gammal slavisk skrift. En férmodan, som ocksa jag redan forut
hyste; men som dock ar alldeles oséker. Sikert dr det deremot, att det
alldeles icke ar Runor.”

Betraffande den andra inskriften kunde Save ddremot ge ett definitivt
besked:

De 12 skrifttecknen p4 Mt Carrands Dryckeshorn (eller Krut-horn? — efter det

tyckes vara platt) dro ater tvivelsutan verkliga Runor: Jag kan dock icke ataga

mig att tyda dem, da jag icke sjelf sett hornet eller eger nagon afkalkering af

inskriften. Likvl skall jag gissningsvis férsoka ett slags uttydning, dock utan

ansprak pa nagot sikert. Efter Eder afskrift i brefvet synas runorna vara dessa,
%€ rader:

PAKREY 2) Po11Y 11/

Af dessa runor 4ro alla bekanta med undantag af tvinne, nimnl. den 24 runan

(i fall det icke skulle vara tva forbundna runor), samt den 4d¢ och 7 (), med
dessa undantag blir det hela salunda:

A KR L G&T(AD)I MIK

s 1N 14.

Hvad den 292 obekanta runan skall forestilla vet jag alls icke; den 44€ och 79¢

skulle deremot kunna betyda ett E, d. v. s. efter runskrift stunget | = 1, hvilket
jag ater sett hafva formen ¢. De forsta 5 runorna skulle da kunna innehalla
namnet pa hornets forfardigare: AR rel, hvarpa foljer Geti eller Gedi mik 1.
mig. Detta gedi skulle kunna sta for ge(r)di (med uteglomdt r), och inskriften
blefve da:

A..rel gerdi mig d.a. A..rel gjorde mig.

Det ar ndmnligen ganska vanligt, att man pa detta satt lat foremalet sjelft
berdtta om sig, talande i forsta personen. Sa t. ex. star det pa Handtagsringen
a kyrkodorren i Delsbo [Hs 19] i Helsingland: Saluk Maria. Sia ma pu a mik ai
ma pu fa mik Kunnar garpi mik kirkian a mik. D. 4. Salig Maria! Se ma du pa
mig, Ej ma du far mig, Gunnar gjorde mig, Kyrkan eger mig, Se Liljegrens Run-
urkunder. N2 1953. Nér jag &nnu en gang betraktar, den 292 runan, si synes
det mig vara en majlighet, att det i sjelfva verket ar tvdnne runor och kanske da
F och 14d. 4 noch teller d. Namnet blefve da 1M RIT d. 4. Antrel eller Andrel,
och hela inskriften blefve: Andrel ge(r)di mig d. 4. Andrel gjorde mig. Men, som
sagdt, det ar gissning.

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Nils Mansson Mandelgren « 165

Som synes har Save trots att han bara hade tillgang till Mandelgrens nagot
felaktiga avteckning genomskadat de flesta av runorna och innehéllet i
inskriften. Inte ens knutrunorna tycks ha bekymrat honom, kanske for att
han kénde igen dem genom den atergivning som finns i Liljegrens Run-
ldra (1832, plansch 1) eller for att han sjalv hade moétt denna typ av runor
pa runstenen Gs 15 vid Ovansjo kyrka i Gastrikland nio ar tidigare (se SRI
15.1: 156).

Carl Séve stod under storre delen av sitt liv i tdt brevkontakt med
professor George Stephens och deras brevvéxling, som i dag forvaras i
Kungliga biblioteket i Stockholm respektive Antikvarisk-topografiska
arkivet vid Riksantikvarieambetet, handlar inte ovantat mest om olika
runologiska &mnen. Vad jag har kunnat finna &r inte runorna pa hornet
namnda nagon gang i deras korrespondens. Det verkar som om denna in-
skrift pa nagot markligt sitt har fallit i glomska och forst aktualiserats nar
Sven Soderberg stotte pa hornet i Florens trettio ar senare.

En marklig omstandighet ar att det i Mandelgrens brev fran den 27
augusti 1860 ocksa figurerar ett annat ként runféremal av elfenben, som
denne hade hort talas om i Paris:

Samme herre [dvs. Carrand] medelade mig att hos konsthandlare Manheim
fans ett skrin af Elfenben. skulpterat och fult med Runinskrifter - da jag kom
till honom som bor & motsatta delen af Paris hade han salt det till en Engels-
man, som tankte fatt salt det till Britich[!] Museum i London; man mislyckats,
sa att det var 4nnu i hans 4go, Engelsmannen som gaf sig utfor att vara lard, och
kunna tydit skriften hade sagt att skriften var skandinavisk tunga - har Prof
nagon anledning formoda att denna lada skulle vara af intresse for Prof; forsk-
ningar skall jag vidare efterforska den. ock vill han silja henne kanske; men da
l4r den blifva dyr. ty konst-handlaren hade begért af M Carrand 1000 fr. - och
Engelsmannen lér vilja lamna den for billigare; men dess forinnan kan ju Prof:
fa den fotografierad for att kunna lassa[!] atminstone en del af inskriften.

Det handlar hér givetvis om det elfenbensskrin som senare har blivit kant
som Franks casket (eller “the Auzon casket”) och som i dag finns i British
Museum i London. Angaende detta foremal skriver Save i sitt svarsbrev
den 21 september 1861:

Ehuru jag ingalunda har rad att gifva 1000 Francs eller ens tiondedelen deraf
for det omtalade elfenbens-skrinet, sa skulle det dock vara bra intressant om
det late sig gora om att fa en fotografi af de derpa befintliga inskrifterna, NB.
om de blefve i sa stor skala, att man verkligen kan lasa skrift-tecknen. Skulle
det da befinnas, att det verkligen &r runor, sa vore det val mojligt, att man
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kunde fa ihop ett par hundra francs hir for att inkdpa det at nagon publik
samling hér i Sverige. Skulle saledes Ni kunna skaffa mig en fotografi (om den
ej kostar mer dn 10-20 Francs), sa stadnade jag i stor férbindelse, — liksom jag
stiadse stér uti en stor tacksamhetsskuld hos Eder for all mig visad vélvilja och
alla at fosterlandets antiqviteter gjorda varderika tjenster!

Om Sive nagonsin fick nagot fotografi av skrinet fortiljer inte historien.
Den namnde engelsmannen maste givetvis ha varit Sir Augustus W.
Franks, vilken senare skankte skrinet till British museum. Franks ska en-
ligt uppgift ha kopt det i Paris redan 1857 och hade dessutom hallit ett
foredrag om det pa en arkeologisk kongress i Carlisle 1859 (Becker 1973,
13 med not 18). Om Mandelgrens uppgifter ar riktiga skulle han 1860 ha
varit beredd att avyttra det for en ldgre summa 4n han ursprungligen hade
gett for det. Vi ska nog inte tro att Sdve hir genom sitt sena brevsvar gick
miste om att forvarva detta foremal och att det skulle ha kunnat hamna
i svenskt museum. Den summa som antikvitetshandlaren tidigare hade
begart var ju uppenbarligen alldeles f6r hog for honom, som ju dessutom
ett par ar tidigare med viss anstringning hade betalat 40 francs ur egen
ficka for att kopa den mirkliga spisstolpen fran Kullans.

Mandelgren och Séve tycks som nidmnts inte ha haft ndgon mer om-
fattande korrespondens och néstabevarade brevdem emellan ér dateratden
24 oktober 1864 pa Svartensgatan i Stockholm. Mandelgren &r avsidndaren
och det handlar d& om nagra teckningar av svenska runinskrifter som han
sander till Sive. Denna gang kom svaret lite snabbare och redan den 6
november skriver Save fran Uppsala och tackar for brevet och de ndmnda
teckningarna, dér tva av inskrifterna ska ha varit nya for honom.

Det bor avslutningsvis ndmnas att man i Frankrike tydligen lange hade varit
medveten om att det var runor som fanns ristade pa det naimnda elfenbens-
hornet. I den éldsta av de tva skrifter som Mandelgren héanvisar till (Morand
1790, 49) omtalas det som "Une Dent de Morse, sculptée & cizelée sur trois
faces, & garnie de caractéres Runiques vers I'extrémité”. Hornet finns ocksa
avbildat pa en av planscherna (framfor s. 49, se fig. 2), dar dock inte alla
detaljer i runorna &r helt korrekt atergivna. I registret 6ver planscherna
i slutet av verket namns att det forvarades i skattkammaren i Sainte-
Chapelle ("DENT de morse gardée dans le trésor”). Samma uppgifter moter
aven i den andra referensen som Mandelgren ger (Du Sommerard 1846,
110). Har beskrivs féreméalet som “une dent de morse sculptée a caractéres
runiques, provenant du trésor de la Sainte-Chapelle de Paris, et taillée en
form d’olifant”. Dessutom namns att foremalet d& var i Carrands ago.
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Tydligt ar att den aldsta kénda platsen for foremalet &r just kyrkan
Sainte-Chapelle i Paris, som uppfordes 1242-48 av den franske kungen
Ludvig IX ("Ludvig den helige”) 6ver de reliker — tjugotva taggar fran
Jesu tornekrona och ett stycke av korset — som han 1239 hade kopt av den
kejsaren i Konstantinopel, Balduin II.

Halvdan Koht (1926, 352-354) har framhallit att det ror sig om ett
kungligt kapell och att hornet féljaktligen maste ha tillhort den franske
kungen. Han erinrar ocksa om flera kanda kontakter mellan de norska
och franska regenterna under den senare delen av 1200-talet och borjan
av 1300-talet, och ndmner bland annat att Ludvig den heliges son Filip III
1274 sande en av taggarna fran Jesu térnekrona som gava till den norske
kungen Magnus Lagabéter, som lat uppfora Apostlakyrkan i Bergen for
denna relik. Koht (1926, 354) menar att det 4r mycket sannolikt att hornet
har varit en gava fran nagon av de norska medeltidskungarna, vilka hade
en forkirlek for exklusiva gavor fran de arktiska breddgraderna som jakt-
falkar, valrossbetar och isbjornar.

Martin Blindheim (1972, 24) har sérskilt betonat mojligheten att det kan
rora sig om en gengava fran just Magnus Lagabéter till Filip IIT och ndmner
att Apostlakyrkan i Bergen ar uppford efter monster fran just Sainte-
Chapelle, vilket ju kan styrka ett sddant antagande. Samma mening har
senare framforts av Danielle Gaborit-Chopin (1978, 113 f.), som dessutom
(s. 200) pekar pa att hornet sannolikt finns omtalat i ett inventarium for
Sainte-Chapelle fran 1368-77, vilket visar att det har funnits dar redan pa
1300-talet.

Att hornet ska ges proveniensen Sainte-Chapelle i Paris, Frankrike,
rader det alltsa ingen tvekan om. Det vore darfor rimligt att i framtiden
fundera pa att dven korrigera det signum som inskriften har tilldelats i
Samnordisk runtextdatabas och soktjansten Runor — IT UOA1979;229 -
genom att byta det inledande IT mot F.
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Summary

Nils Mansson Mandelgren, Carl Sive,
and the Runes on Rolf’s Drinking Horn

The artist and cultural historian Nils Mansson Mandelgren’s greatest runological
achievement is undoubtedly his discovery, in 1859 in an antique shop in Paris,
of the lost rune-inscribed fireplace iron-pole from Kullans on Gotland (G 78).
Mandelgren contacted Professor Carl Séve in Uppsala, who with Mandelgren’s
assistance bought the item and later repatriated it to Gotland. On 13 August 1860,
Séve sent a grateful letter to Mandelgren thanking him for his efforts.

Only a few days later, Mandelgren reported that he had come across another
runic object in Paris: a rune-inscribed and richly ornamented ivory horn. He sent
Séve a letter containing some sketches and asked him to interpret the runes. The
object in question is the so-called “Rolf’s drinking horn” (IT UOA1979;229), which
is kept at the Museo Nazionale del Bargello in Florence, Italy. This carries a runic
inscription that was first published at length by George Stephens (posthumously)
in 1901. Much of Stephens’s information came from the runologist and archaeolo-
gist Sven Soderberg, who saw the object in Florence during one of his study tours
on the Continent as early as 1890. At that time, it had recently been bequeathed to
the museum by the French antique dealer Louis-Claude Carrand (1827-88), who
spent his last years in Florence.

For some reason, Save did not respond to Mandelgren’s letter until more than a
year later, 21 September 1861, but he was then able to provide an almost correct
interpretation of the runes based on Mandelgren’s not entirely flawless depiction.
This is somewhat surprising since the inscription includes three knot-runes
which have caused some difficulties for later archaeologists and runologists. It
is not known why George Stephens, who was a good friend of Séve, received
no information on the runic inscription on the ivory horn from him, but instead
from Soderberg three decades later.

The ivory horn is said to have come from the chapel of Sainte-Chapelle in Paris,
as Mandelgren knew when he wrote to Save. He refers, for instance, to a 1790
church publication which included a plate depicting the object with its runes. The
latter were also identified as such in this publication, indicating that the runic
character of this inscription was known in France as early as the late eighteenth
century. Since Sainte-Chapelle is a royal chapel, the horn is believed to have been
a gift from one of the medieval Norwegian kings to the French king at the end of
the thirteenth or the beginning of the fourteenth century.

In his 1860 letter, Mandelgren also mentioned a second runic object in Paris,
namely an ivory box recently sold by another antique dealer to an Englishman,
who in turn was willing to sell it for less than 1000 francs. This is of course the
renowned runic box commonly known as the Frank’s (or Auzon) casket. In his
later reply, Save writes that he did not have the funds to buy the object but asked
for photographs if they were not too expensive. It is unknown how the corre-
spondence on this issue ended.
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Efterskrift

Sedan denna artikel hade genomgatt det sista korrekturet stotte jag (den
19 december 2025) av en tillfallighet pa en kalla som bekréaftar mina for-
modanden om bakgrunden till Erik Brates ldsning och tolkning av person-
namnet pa hornet (s. 162 ovan). I det register 6ver runinskrifter som
ingar i hans samling finns under Gotland en lapp som visar att han har
uppfattat Séderbergs | som en defekt s-runa av gotlandsk typ (Erik Brates
samling, F 2 "Runinskrifter, vol. 27, ATA, se fig. 3). Detta verkar vara det
enda skaélet till hans antagande om en gotlandsk runinskrift. Det ar oklart
om Brate har kant till hornets utseende, men den sista raden i de steno-
grafiska anteckningarna (som jag inte kan lasa) ser ut att kunna innehalla
en hanvisning till Stephens utgava.
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Fig. 3. Erik Brates anteckningar om inskriften pa Gange-Rolfs horn. Efter original i ATA.
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The Use of Runic Hashtags on
Instagram

Burgert Senekal (University of the Free State)

Abstract

The runic script was used by the Germanic peoples for around 1500 years,
until superseded by the Latin script. From the 1600s, runes have been studied
extensively, and in the digital age, they have found a new use on social media
platforms. This study investigates the use of runes on the popular social media
platform Instagram, focusing on hashtags written in runes. It shows which
futharks are the most popular, how extensively runes are used, and the kind of
content associated with runic hashtags. In addition to uses linked to Norse and
Germanic history and mythology, several everyday uses are also highlighted.
The article also argues that the increased popularity of the runes on social
media platforms will create new avenues for research into their contemporary
functions.

Keywords: Norse, Germanic, runes, futharks, Instagram, hashtags, folksonomy,

digital age

Introduction

general revival in interest in Norse and Germanic history, culture, and
religion has taken place over the last few decades (Von Schnurbein
2016; Rudgley 2018; Forssling 2020; Flowers 2021). In popular culture,

this interest is reflected in the release of popular television series such as

Vikings (aired 2013-21), The Last Kingdom (aired 2015-20) and Barbarians
(aired 2020 and 2022), the formation of music groups such as Faun in
1998, Wardruna in 2003, Nytt Land in 2013 and Heilung in 2014, and the

release of films such as Valhalla Rising (released in 2009), Northmen: A

Viking Saga (released in 2014), Pagan Warrior (released in 2019) and The

Northman (released in 2022). In addition to this popular interest, academic
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interest has also been rekindled (Simek 2004, 73), alongside a revival of the
old Norse/Germanic religion itself (Von Schnurbein 2016, 54). A central
focus of this revival has been the runes (Flowers 2021).

Runic characters themselves, introduced in Unicode 3.0 in 1999, with an
additional eight characters added in Unicode 7.0 in 2014, are now readable
in the digital age. Word processing software such as Microsoft Word, Apple
Pages and Google Docs now support runes, and online tools such as the
multilingual keyboard of Lexilogos (2025), Valhyr’s rune converter tool
(2025) and Fontvilla’s runic translator (2025) allow users to type in runes,
both in the elder and younger futhark, and sometimes in the Anglo-Saxon
futhark as well. Smartphone apps such as Rune Keyboard (Orlovsky 2025)
and Anglo-Saxon Futhorc Keyboard (Osaka Red 2025) bring this ability
to mobile phones, with the former specially geared toward social media
posts. This greater accessibility of runes has resulted in their use on digital
platforms, including on social media, as investigated in this study.

A popular platform for sharing Norse/Germanic content, Instagram is
one of the world’s most popular social media platforms, after Facebook,
YouTube and WhatsApp. Norse and/or Germanic content has been studied
on Instagram by Bennett and Wilkins (2020), Downing (2020), Hanssen
(2020) and Senekal (2021). The current study also focuses on Instagram
but focusses specifically on the use of runic hashtags, investigating the
scale of the use of the runes on this platform, including the content and
use of hashtags, and comparing the popularity of the elder and younger
futharks. A comprehensive list of runic hashtags is compiled and analysed,
and the following questions in particular are addressed:

1 How popular are runic hashtags on Instagram compared with the
Roman script?

2 Which futhark is the most popular for hashtag use on Instagram?

3  To what extent are runes used ideographically and which runic
ideographs are most popular?

4 Have runic hashtags been taken up by the Instagram community,
or used only by individual users?

5  Are runic hashtags used to denote the correct Latin letters, sug-
gesting knowledge of the runes, or incorrectly?

6  What is the content and function of runic hashtags?

7  What are the most popular uses of runic hashtags?

The article is structured as follows: First, a short background to the con-
temporary use of the runes is provided in order to place the study in its
greater context. This is followed by an overview of the use of hashtags on
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social media and Instagram in particular. The third section discusses the
methods employed to collect and analyse runic hashtags. The results are
then discussed. The article concludes with final remarks and suggestions
for further research.

The contemporary use of the runes

At the end of the twentieth century, runes entered the digital age. After
initiatives in the early 1990s, the ISO Runes Project (Nordisk Ministerrad
1997) made recommendations on standardising runes with a view
towards creating digital versions of them. Runic symbols were introduced
in Unicode 3.0 in 1999 and expanded in Unicode 7.0 in 2014, and currently
include the elder and younger futharks, the Anglo-Saxon runes, and the
mediaeval futhark. As already mentioned, various online transliteration
tools are currently available, as well as smartphone applications that
allow the user to transliterate Latin to runic script. In addition, numerous
runic fonts and keyboards can be installed on various operating systems,
as listed by Webb (2017). Like all handwriting, there is considerable
variation between the forms of different runes, and hence the Unicode
renderings of the runes are to be considered idealised versions (Nordisk
Ministerrad 1997, 18).

Runes today are often used in contemporary Pagan religious contexts
and a large number of books discuss esoteric rune uses, such as those
by Thorsson (2018) or Aswynn (2002). Runes also feature prominently at
Pagan festivals, as Dahmer (2019) discusses in terms of the Pagan Edin-
burgh’s Beltane Fire Festival, and it might be noted that the Midgardsblot
festival in Norway also makes extensive use of runes. Closely related to
Pagan festivals is the rise of Dark Nordic Folk bands such as Wardruna
and Heilung, who straddle the divide between folk music and black metal.
Both Wardruna and Heilung, along with numerous black metal bands,
make extensive use of runes, including on album covers, marketing
material and even in their lyrics.

Another major contemporary use of runes is in tattoos, as studied on
Instagram by Bennett and Wilkins (2020). The authors discuss posts with
the hashtags #rune and #tattoo and emphasise how runic tattoos are used
for self-expression and self-identification with various communities.
Taylor (2022) also discusses Viking tattoos, albeit against the backdrop of
the Vikings television series.

Runes are often used for decoration, with numerous sellers on Etsy
offering jewellery, clothing, home and garden decor and stickers that
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showcase runes. Taylor (2022, 154) mentions that some Etsy shops even
sell temporary Viking tattoos, often related to the Vikings television series.

Runes have been adopted by the far right since before World War II,
and the contemporary association between runes and the far right is well
established. On its list of frequently used hate symbols, the Anti-Defa-
mation League for instance includes runic writing alongside symbols
such as the swastika and the apartheid-era South African flag (Dahmer
2019, 142). In 2019, there was a rumour that the Swedish government
was considering a ban on the use of runes, which turned out to be false
(Juridikfronten 2019). Rune use in the contemporary far right is discussed
in Schuppener (2022).

Despite all these contemporary uses of the runes, no attempt has yet
been made to study the actual use of runes as a writing system to organise
content on social media platforms. The following section discusses the use
of hashtags on Instagram.

Background to folksonomy

In order to categorise content on social media platforms, users employ the
hashtag (#) to classify posts. Hashtags are a form of folksonomy, a term
coined by Van der Wal (2007) to denote labelling that is carried out by
ordinary people rather than experts in a particular field. Hashtags origi-
nated on Twitter in 2007 when Chris Messina suggested that conversations
could be grouped around a topic if a # was put in front of a word. Hashtags
were officially recognised by Twitter in 2009, and in 2011, hashtags were
added to Instagram functionality (Giannoulakis and Tsapatsoulis 2016, 115;
Dorsch 2018, 47). Since then, hashtags have become integral to Instagram,
which currently allows 30 hashtags per post (Dorsch 2018, 48; Instagram
2024). In fact, research by Sheldon, Herzfeldt, and Rauschnabel (2020, 763)
showed that among Facebook, Twitter and Instagram, hashtags are most
often used on Instagram, making it a particularly valuable platform for
research on hashtag use.

In line with the initial purpose, namely organising content, hashtags
enable users to build networks based on common interests, find others
who are discussing related issues, and share information using hashtags
(Sheldon, Herzfeldt, and Rauschnabel 2020, 759). Hashtags, in other words,
serve to indicate the topic of a post. Hashtags are also emergent and col-
lective (Bennett and Wilkins 2020, 1304), meaning that they develop spon-
taneously within online communities, and operate socially by linking
content to communities through their adoption by users. Users are free to
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choose or create whatever hashtags they like, which means that a delib-
erate choice to use runic hashtags implies that the user is in some way
familiar with runes.

Although hashtags were initially introduced to help users arrange and
organise their content, they have evolved into a much more complicated
form of social media communication (Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt
2019; Zappavigna 2018). Sheldon et al. (2017) identify five factors that
influence Instagram use: self-promotion, social interaction, diversion, docu-
menting, and creativity. Building upon this framework, Rauschnabel,
Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019, 483-85) identify ten motivations for using
hashtags on Instagram. Firstly, amusing involves attempting to entertain
others through humour. Secondly, organising refers to the traditional
goal of hashtagging, organising content, by linking it to relevant content.
Thirdly, designing refers to crafting unique and creative posts that are
visually appealing, original and interesting. Fourthly, confirming relates
to the desire to adhere to the norms of the social media platform or those
of the user’s friends, meaning that if others are using hashtags, the user
wants to follow this convention and use them as well. The fifth moti-
vation, trendgaging, derived from trend and engaging, encompasses the
drive to participate in and align with trending dialogue and issues. The
sixth motivation, bonding, refers to the desire to use hashtags with insider
content to connect with and demonstrate membership in a close-knit
group of friends; “bonding through hashtagging becomes possible by
means of an ‘internal’ language that only members of an insider group
would understand and from having shared experiences that inspire
bonding-motivated hashtags” (Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt 2019,
484). The seventh motivation, inspiring, entails motivating readers to con-
sider the implications of one’s posts. The eighth motivation, reaching,
refers to addressing those who are interested in a particular topic and
spreading a message or perspective. The ninth motivation, summarising,
involves not only summarising but considering and emphasising the
primary message of the post. The last motivation, endorsing, refers to
promoting subjects or concepts that one finds compelling, such as other
individuals, organisations, or events. These motivations are not mutually
exclusive and may overlap when hashtags are used.

Hashtagging behaviour also varies across cultures (Sheldon et al. 2017;
Sheldon, Herzfeldt, and Rauschnabel 2020). Since no data is available on
users in the current study, this aspect is not investigated here.

Hashtags related to Norse or Germanic content on Instagram were
studied by Bennett and Wilkins (2020), Downing (2020), and Senekal
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(2021), while Hanssen (2020) focused on specific Instagram users. As
earlier mentioned, Bennett and Wilkins (2020) studied posts with the
hashtags #rune and #tattoo investigating how people use tattoos to
identify with their heritage, specifically in terms of the use of runes in
a New Age, Norse Pagan and white nationalist setting. Downing (2020)
studied Instagram posts with the hashtags #norsewitch, #heathengirl,
#seidr, #volva, #galdr, #norsepagan, #heathensofinstagram, #witch, #runes,
#viking, #shamanism and #witchesofinstagram. His focus was on female
Instagram users with an explicit Pagan outlook and he discussed how
they marketed themselves and their message on this platform. Senekal
(2021) studied hashtags related to #germanic and found a wide range of
historical, mythological, and popular culture references that describe the
milieu surrounding this culture. Focusing on users rather than hashtags,
Hanssen (2020) found that men who identify as Norse Pagans occupy
more traditional male roles than is the case with men who identify as
Wiccans, while Wiccans deal with gender roles more flexibly.

None of these previous studies has however investigated how runes are
used as a script in hashtags on Instagram, even though most studies illus-
trate the importance of runes in discussing Norse/Germanic content. The
following section discusses the methods used in the current study.

Methods

Bennett and Wilkins (2020, 1305) began their study of runic tattoos with
the hashtag #rune, which at the time delivered 153,000 hits on Instagram.
A cursory review of posts marked with the hashtag #rune however showed
that very few posts marked with this hashtag actually included runic hash-
tags (most posts were about uses of runes, using the Roman script). In order
to gather runic hashtags, #rune could not therefore be used as a departure
point, since a large number of irrelevant posts would have been collected,
while simultaneously a large number of runic hashtags would be missed,
as Instagram users do not necessarily include #rune with runic hashtags.
Bennett and Wilkins (2020, 1306) selected only 100 Instagram posts for
their study, which was qualitative with no attempt to be comprehensive.
The current study aims to provide a more comprehensive overview of the
use of the runes on Instagram, and hence all posts made with runic hash-
tags from the elder and younger futharks were counted. These posts were
found by individually searching for hashtags with every rune that occurs
in the elder and younger futhark, with a total of 30 runes. The search was
conducted on 3 January 2022. Only hashtags that consisted exclusively of
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Fig. 1. The classification of runic hashtags

runes were considered, although some users combined runes with Latin
and other scripts, e.g. #[1ehwaz.

After hashtags and their occurrences were identified and listed, the
runes used in hashtags were classified as using the elder or younger
futhark if they contained at least one rune unique to that system. Some
runes of course occur in both futharks and hashtags were classified ac-
cordingly as both. If a hashtag included runes from both the elder and
younger futharks, using at least one rune unique to either, it was classified
as mixed. While the use of Anglo-Saxon runes was not investigated in the
current study, some runes of course occur in both the elder or younger
futharks and the Anglo-Saxon futhork; hashtags that used Anglo-Saxon
runes were removed from the analysis. In addition, hashtags that used
a single rune were classified as ideographic. The classification of runic
hashtags occurred as in figure 1.

Apart from identifying which futhark was used in runic hashtags, it
was also important to identify the hashtag themes. A variety of studies
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have analysed the content of hashtags and Instagram posts by grouping
hashtags and posts into categories (Hu, Manikonda, and Kambhampati
2014; Dorsch 2018; Ichau, Frissen, and d’Haenens 2019; Senekal 2021). Hu,
Manikonda, and Kambhampati (2014) used image recognition and anno-
tators to develop categories for Instagram posts based on the data itself,
identifying eight categories, namely self-portraits, friends, activities, cap-
tioned photos, food, gadgets, fashion, and pets. Dorsch (2018) used the cat-
egories identified by Hu, Manikonda, and Kambhampati (2014) to group
hashtags. These were not considered useful in the current study because
it was expected that runes would be used in historical and mythological
contexts whereas Hu, Manikonda, and Kambhampati’s (2014) categories
were based on more popular contemporary Instagram hashtag use. Dorsch
(2018) also found these categories too restrictive, adding architecture, art
and landscape and removing the category gadgets. Hu, Manikonda, and
Kambhampati’s (2014) categories were the result of a grounded approach
which developed categories based on the data itself, an approach also fol-
lowed by Ichau, Frissen, and d’Haenens (2019) and Senekal (2021). Ichau,
Frissen, and d’Haenens’s (2019) grounded approach led to 16 content-
relevant categories relating to Jewish content while Senekal’s (2021)
grounded approach led to the use of 10 categories relevant to discourse
on Germanic content. I follow the grounded approach of these studies
here by classifying hashtags into categories that emerged from the data.
These categories are as follows:

1  Hashtags related to runes, including the runes themselves;
Mythological references, such as Odin or Midgard,;

3  Personal names and hashtags specifically related to Instagram
accounts;

4  Hashtags that form sentences, such as #tRXTITTPNRPF+XIMR
FRMTRET (#notallwhowanderarelost);

5  Abbreviations, such as #[{MH (#pdm);

6  References to popular culture, e.g. to bands or television shows;

7  References to history, such as the Vikings, Celts or Germanic
tribes;

8  References to animals such as wolves and ravens;

9  References to nature such as seasons or scenery;

10 Meta hashtags, such as #[XMPM+TNRM (#adventure) or #fRT
(#art);

10  Other hashtags that do not belong to the above categories.
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Hashtags were grouped under these categories to provide an overview of
the runic hashtag content. The consideration was that while the extent of
runic use and the choice of futharks could shed some light on the use of
runes on Instagram, the type of use could further illuminate how runes
are used on this platform. Hashtags were assigned a single category
based on their primary group. Huginn and Muninn would for instance be
classified as mythological even though they both are ravens, just as ravens
themselves would be classified as animals, although specific instances of
ravens could be mythological creatures. It sometimes proved a challenge
when hashtags could be classified into more than one category, such
as #RFXHFR (#ragnar), which could be a personal name, a reference to
the historical figure or to the main character in in the television show,
Vikings. The small size of the dataset allowed the use of the caption and
the picture in the post to determine which category was most appropriate.

A note is required on the ethical use of social media data. It is generally
more acceptable to use public profiles than private ones (Senekal 2021,
142), and in the current study, only public posts were considered. Further-
more, the discussion below does not refer to any particular users by
name, although the small number of occurrences of hashtags may make
it possible to identify users that employed specific hashtags. When user-
names were transliterated into runes, these are not mentioned below.
Highfield and Leaver (2016, 57) argue that it may be beneficial to shift
from the dichotomy of public versus private and instead examine whether
conducting research brings to light overlooked material and whether
disseminating this material through research and reporting could pose
any risks. In my view, none of the uses of hashtags has the potential to
cause harm to users, since in most cases users post only about runes or
about Norse or Germanic mythology, or they use runes to market their
content, and they do so publicly. The exception would be if racist posts
were highlighted in the current study but this is not the case. Where it is
noted that the use of a hashtag is primarily limited to single users, these
post only on innocuous subjects such as book reviews or otherwise may
state their opposition to racism.

Results and discussion

Table 1 shows the number of posts that utilise the elder and younger
futharks, as well as both or mixed. The majority of posts, 6,912 (65.92 %),
used hashtags consisting of runes belonging to the elder futhark, 105 (1 %)
posts used hashtags belonging to the younger futhark, 1,621 (15.46 %)
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Table 1. The number of posts by futhark

Elder Younger Both  Mixed Total

Number of posts 6912 105 1621 1847 10485
Number of ideographic posts 1764 30 1496 - 3290

Table 2. The 10 most popular runes used ideographically

Hashtag Futhark Posts % of total
#R elder 675 20.52%
#Y elder 651 19.79%
#B both 271 8.24%
#H elder 218 6.63%
#f elder 179 5.44%
#l elder 166 5.05%
#M elder 115 3.50%
#l elder 106 3.22%
#T both 103 3.13%
#h younger 80 2.43%

posts used runes found in both the younger and the elder futhark, and
1,847 (17.62 %) posts used hashtags in a mixed manner. The elder futhark is
therefore the most popular in terms of the number of posts on Instagram
with runic hashtags, along with the number of hashtags noted above.

In terms of ideographic use, 1764 (16.82 %) posts used runes belonging
to the elder futhark ideographically, 30 (0.29 %) posts used runes belonging
to the younger futhark ideographically, and 1496 (14.27 %) posts used
runes found in both the younger and the older futhark ideographically.
The elder futhark is therefore also the most popular for ideographic use in
runic hashtags, making it the most popular futhark on Instagram overall.
Table 2 shows the most popular runes that were used ideographically.
Note that while the elder futhark Y and younger Y are almost identical,
Unicode distinguishes between the two, following the recommendations
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Table 3. The distribution of runes per hashtag across the elder and younger futharks

Elder Younger Both Mixed Total

Number of hashtags 378 34 41 62 515
Ideographic use 15 4 11 - 30

of Nordisk Ministerrad (1997, 30). These characters are encoded as 16C9
ALGIZ EOLHX and 16D8 LONG-BRANCH-MADR M in Unicode respectively.

All rune types are used ideographically as hashtags on Instagram, but
as is the case with other runic hashtags, their use varies greatly. While
#R is used 675 times, #% is used only once. Note that #% and # Y together
constitute over 40% of ideographic use, which makes these two runes
significantly more popular for ideographic use in hashtags than the other
runes. Their popularity may respectively be due to the contemporary asso-
ciation in mythical runelore between R (6pila) and heritage and Y (elhaz)
and the connection with the divine. The popularity of #Y is of particular
interest since the use of this rune in contemporary Pagan festivals such as
those held by Edinburgh’s Beltane Fire Society is well attested (Dahmer
2019, 142), showing that this is one of the most popular runes amongst
modern day Pagans. However, it should also be noted that these two runes
have a far right association and that both were used by the Nazi regime
(Schuppener 2022, 111-18). The examination of individual posts during
the course of this study showed that these two runes were predominantly
used in a Norse Pagan context and never in a far right one.

Table 3 shows the distribution of runes per unique hashtag across the
elder and younger futharks. In total, 515 runic hashtags were found on
Instagram, occurring in a total of 10,489 posts. Of these hashtags, 378
(73.4%) used the elder futhark, 34 (6.6 %) used the younger one, 41 (7.96 %)
used runes found in both the younger and the elder futhark, and 62
(12.04 %) used hashtags in a mixed manner, incorporating runes exclusive
to either futhark. It is therefore clear that the elder futhark is the most
popular in terms of hashtag frequency on Instagram.

The popularity of the elder futhark over the younger, whether in con-
sideration of the number of posts, number of unique hashtags, or ideo-
graphic use, may be due to the closer resemblance of the elder futhark
to the Roman script, making the elder futhark somehow more familiar.
The 24 runes in the elder futhark are also more easily comparable to the
26 letters in the modern English alphabet, with the notable examples R,
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N, |, T, and B while the younger futhark’s 16 runes, along with their
ambiguity, may make it more difficult for modern social media users to
transliterate their hashtags into runes. The popularity of the elder futhark
may also be due to its original use over a wider geographical area, which
means that a larger contemporary population regards the elder futhark
rather than the younger one as part of their heritage.

The majority of runic hashtags, even the most popular ones as listed
in table 4, do not occur often: 282 hashtags (54.86 %) occur only once and
426 (82.88 %) occur less than ten times. The most commonly found runic
hashtags thus represent a minority and most have not been adopted by
the greater Instagram community. This phenomenon is not unique to
runic hashtags but is characteristic of folksonomy, where the use of tags
generally follows a power law distribution (Lux, Granitzer, and Kern
2007; Munk and Merk 2007), meaning that a very small number of tags
are used frequently while the overwhelming majority of tags rarely occur.
However, the small number — 14 hashtags or 2.72% of hashtags — that
occur more than 100 times shows that runic hashtags, when created,
are very seldom adopted by other users. In the light of research findings
by Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019), particularly in terms of
the motivations they call trendgaging, reaching and endorsing, the runes
therefore have a very limited capacity to promote content and align users
with trending issues but are instead used as a form of self-expression,
creating unique content and engaging with close-knit communities with
insider knowledge. The use of runic hashtags therefore is more relevant
to what Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) refer to as designing
and bonding.

The most popular runic hashtag was #[ FRUN T X (#larshald; 1314 posts),
followed by #BREXI (#bragi; 861 posts), #[M N (#pdm; 727 posts), #R (#0;
675 posts), and #Y (#z; 651 posts). The hashtag #[ TRUNFTN (#larshald)
refers to a photographer who is strongly associated with The Bearded
Villains, a global charity and association formed around bearded men of
any culture, and therefore is not restricted to Norse-themed content. The
use of this hashtag can be considered to promote unique content within this
community, i.e. what Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) refer to
as bonding, reaching and endorsing, although the limited number of posts
indicate that this endorsement is confined to a close-knit community. The
hashtag #B RFX| (#bragi) is mostly limited to a single user and seems to be
an attempt to craft unique posts relating to the user’s own profile, in other
words the use of this hashtag is primarily focused on what Rauschnabel,
Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) call designing. The hashtag #XM (#pdm)
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Table 4. The most popular runic hashtags

Hashtag Futhark Posts Latin transliteration
#MTRUNFT X mixed 1314 #larshald
#BREXI elder 861 #bragi
#IMH elder 727 #pdm
#R elder 675 #0
#Y elder 651 #z
#PoRR elder 619 #pyrr
#RNTF elder 406 #runa
#B both 271 #b
#RN1MY mixed 266 #runes
#M elder 218 #m

is strongly associated with people that wear clothes from the brand
Thor Steinar, a Viking-themed clothing brand tied to the far right. The
use of this hashtag seems similar to that of #I FRUNFTX, namely its use
relates to what Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) call bonding,
reaching and endorsing, with the caveat that this hashtag is used in a small
community. This clothing brand, accused of having ties to the far right
in Europe and Russia (Rekawek, Ritzmann, and Schindler 2020, 22), has
been banned from the German Bundestag (Radke 2008), and one user
employs this hashtag in an anti-racist context, apparently targeting what
he perceives as a racist hashtag. In any case, the hashtag #KM N seems
to be employed to market content within this community. The hashtag
#PORR (#pyrr) is a mistransliteration of #PXRR (#porr) and is not the
only mistransliteration in this dataset: others include #R M|+ (#omin) for
#XM It (#odin), sMV XY (#dfgfz) for #MIXEY (#dagaz), #*¥MIT* M4
(#heatheans) for #¥MET*Mth (#heathens) and #MTXXIRN (#mldgard)
for #MIMXFRX (#midgard). The first mistransliteration is nevertheless of
most interest: © closely resembles the Latin o0 and was likely chosen as the
elder futhark symbol most visually similar to the Latin character. Other
mistransliterations follow a similar pattern, employing similar looking
runes or runes resembling Latin characters. Lastly, the hashtag #RN1f
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Table 5. The most popular categories for runic hashtag use

Classification Count Posts
Runes 66 3994
Mythology 119 2455
Names and Instagram accounts 90 2370
Abbreviation 42 824
Sentence 10 220
Meta 32 209
Other 107 155
History 22 73
Popular culture 13 69
Animals 9 29
Nature 8 14

(#runa) usually refers to the name of a particular Czechoslovakian wolf-
dog, which might be considered an attempt to create unique content, or
what Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) call designing. Note that
runa is not a mistransliteration of rune; the dog is referred to as Runa
using the Roman script as well.

The categories of runic hashtag are shown in table 5. In the interest of
brevity, only the largest three categories are discussed below.

Firstly, as might be expected, the largest number of posts using runic
hashtags relates to the use of the runes themselves. Examples of the most
common runic hashtags using runes, aside from those shown in table 2,
include #RNHF (#runa), #RNHMY (#runes), #F NPIR< (#fupark), #RNTM
(#rune), #RNHME (#runes), #RNHEE (#runas), #RNIMR #runer), #F TTNN
(#fehu), #fTXIY (#algiz), and #NRNY (#uruz). The names of runes are
often spelled out, with fehu being the most frequent example of this,
although opila (R) occurs most often in ideographic form. In most cases,
runic hashtags that refer to the runes are accompanied by a runic image,
whether an artwork, tattoo, or an engraving on an item such as an axe.
Like the use of runic hashtags with mythological content (see below),
the use of runic hashtags referencing runes can be interpreted in terms
of what Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt (2019) call bonding and
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Table 6. Gods most frequently referenced

God Hashtags Posts
Bragi 1 861
Thor 7 667
Odin 9 264
Heimdall 2 46
Tyr 4 17
Loki 2 17
Freyja 3 11
Ostara 1 3
Idunn 2 2
Hel 1 2
Balder 1 1
Forseti 1 1
Ing 1 1
Skadi 1 1
Frigg 1 0

reaching, although their limited use suggests that a very small, close-knit
community is targeted.

Examples of the most common runic hashtags relating to mythology
include #BRFXI (#bragi), #PoRR (#pprr; sic), #XN [+ (#odin), #V RMoF
(#freja), #MIMXIRM  (#midgard), #kMIT*MItU  (#heatheans; sic),
#NMINMITY  (#heimdalz), #[TPTXMNIR (#alfadhin, #tXRMI<UEIRIT
(#nordikspirit) and #PRXR (#por). Although runic hashtags refer to other
mythological creatures, such as #F MIRIR (#fenrir), #NNXIt (#hugin),
#MNHY (Emunin), #V RM<| (#freki), #XMRI (#geri), and #tIMNRKXX
(#nidhogg), the most common ones refer primarily to gods. Various
spellings (and mistransliterations as discussed above) and variations
on divine names occur; these were therefore standardised to determine
which gods were most commonly referenced in the dataset. In total, 15
gods were referenced, as shown in table 6. Thor is referred to by seven
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different hashtags, namely #PORR (#pnrr), #PRR (#por), #PNR (#pon),
#PRHR (#ponar), #PXRR (#porr), #T KR (#tor), and #TNKR (#thor) while
Odin is referred to by nine different hashtags, namely #NPI+ (#opin),
#ITPTXNNIR (#alfadhir), #ITPEXMNIRNFITI (#alfadhirhaiti), #PRXTFt
(#wotan), #F KMMY (#woden), #XN It (#odin), #XXNMt (#oden), #XN [+
(#omin), and #RXP|1 (#0pin). Considering that posts relating to Bragi are
largely limited to a single user and no other hashtags are associated with
him, it is clear that Thor and Odin are the most popular gods, followed
by Heimdall and Tyr. The images that accompany these posts vary from
artworks, tattoos, shrines and jewellery to memes, motivational posts,
and information on Norse religion. Using the framework established by
Rauschnabel, Sheldon and Herzfeldt (2019), the runic hashtags can here
be considered attempts to design unique and creative posts and link to
other users using inside knowledge (bonding and reaching).

The third largest category is names and Instagram accounts although
for the sake of privacy, examples are not mentioned here. It is however
noteworthy that this category ranks third for runic hashtags on Instagram
since it shows an unexpected runic use: linking posts to a specific Insta-
gram profile. In the framework established by Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and
Herzfeldt (2019), this category can be considered an attempt to design
unique and engaging posts as well as to link to small communities with
insider knowledge (bonding) and promote unique content (reaching). Using
runic hashtags allows users to ensure that posts are linked to their profiles
rather than an unrelated topic. The runes’ relative lack of popularity (com-
pared with the Roman script) therefore becomes an advantage while the
very use of runes implies an interest in Norse and Germanic topics, which
becomes an additional marker of identity.

The remaining categories have far fewer posts with predictable con-
tent: references to Vikings and the characters from the eponymous tele-
vision series or the historical figures that it was based on, references to
wolves, ravens and rivers, references to berserkers, warriors and mead,
and references to bands such as Heilung and Nytt Land. An interesting
outlier consists of two runic hashtags referencing a song by the South
Korean boy band SF9, #TIMIRMRRL (#teardrop) and #TMFR_MRKL
(#tear_drop). Since the song does not reference specifically Norse or Ger-
manic topics, it appears that the band followed the example of the above-
mentioned Instagram accounts, creating a unique hashtag with the elder
futhark runes.

With only 10,489 posts, runic hashtags are considerably less popular
on Instagram than hashtags that use the Roman script to refer to the
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same concepts, e.g. #odin (1,634,011 posts), #thor (11,292,039 posts), #runes
(922,838 posts), #vikings (5,733,489 posts) and #germanic (62,544 posts; as
on 3 January 2022). This small number of hashtags and posts show that
the Roman script is by far the preferred one for discourse on Norse and
Germanic historical and mythological topics although a total of 10,489
posts is hardly insignificant. Less common spelling variants on the themes
of Norse and Germanic history and mythology, such as the hashtags
#00inn (5,840 posts), #porr (2,064 posts), #rinar (232 posts), and #vikingr
(889 posts; as on 3 January 2022), are not commonly employed. It is worth
remembering that hashtags such as #thor — with over 11 million posts -
often refer to the Marvel films, which have only a superficial connection
with Norse mythology, while #vikings may refer to the popular television
series. Using runic hashtags suggests a more informed social media user
as it requires an understanding of Norse and Germanic history which
goes beyond a cursory knowledge of figures like Thor or Vikings. If this
higher threshold for background knowledge is taken into account, the use
of runic hashtags can be considered modest but nevertheless noteworthy.

Other interesting uses

Beyond their popular uses, some interesting outliers were also found.
Users sometimes employed the runes in a playful manner far removed
from topics related to Norse and Germanic heritage and mythology. For
instance, one user employed a hashtag transliterated as fuck it while
another referred to friendship with a runic hashtag. Another user tagged
a picture with his girlfriend with unique runic hashtags describing her as
his dream woman and suggesting that they would be together forever.
Posts also referenced animals including, apart from the previously men-
tioned Czechoslovakian wolfdog, hashtags such as #NN+MXMTIT1BM
(#hundeliebe), #I.N X¢ (#pugs) and #.NXT K P (#puglove) along with posts
about #<f T (#kats). This shows that while the runes were mostly used
in the context of Norse and Germanic history, culture and mythology on
Instagram, some users incorporated them into their everyday lives. The
use of runes in such a humorous, playful manner is particularly striking
when set against the framework established by Rauschnabel, Sheldon,
and Herzfeldt (2019) and might link to their conclusion that hashtags are
often used to amuse, although the insider knowledge required to interpret
runic hashtags also connects these hashtags to a very small community.
As already mentioned, runes have an association with the far right and
racism, and a small number of such posts did occur. One hashtag, #PNITHM
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(#white; 165 posts), was blocked by Instagram at the time of writing, with
Instagram noting that “the community has reported some content that
may not meet Instagram’s community guidelines”. While this statement
did not specify the reason, the hashtag itself suggests that some of the
posts may have involved what was considered to be racist content. The
blocked content meant I could not investigate the extent to which to
this hashtag was used in a racist manner. The well-known Nazi use of
the runes also occurred in hashtag form, #hh (#ss; 5 times), although the
context made clear that posts using these runes were either denouncing
racism or not referencing it at all. Nor was opila (X), which has had a racist
connotation since World War II, used in any overtly racist posts with the
rune’s corresponding hashtag. Similarly, the use of #[X M (#pdm) noted
earlier as linked to people wearing clothes made by a company sometimes
considered to have ties with the far right also involved no racist posts.
The racist connotations of the runes are therefore very slight in terms
of runic hashtags on Instagram. One user however used the hashtag
#BIH (#blm; 4 posts; black lives matter), thereby bringing the runes
into contemporary political discussions. This might recall Rauschnabel,
Sheldon, and Herzfeldt’s (2019) finding that one of the motivations for
using hashtags is connecting with trending issues: the transliteration into
runes of a contemporary issue (#blm) shows that, despite their perceived
ties to racism, they could be used for any purpose.

Conclusion

Runes have been in almost continuous use for the past two millennia,
continuing into the digital age. This study, investigating the use of
runic hashtags on Instagram, showed that while runic hashtags are not
comparable in popularity to hashtags in Roman script, they are never-
theless used to a significant extent. It also showed the elder futhark to be
significantly more popular than the younger, although both are repre-
sented, sometimes even in combination. The runic script’s strong historical
association with Norse and Germanic religion is reflected on Instagram as
well, indicating that most Instagram users regard runes as inextricably
bound to their original cultural context. Nevertheless, other uses of the
runes were also highlighted, including linking hashtags to profiles and
further unique uses. As shown in Rauschnabel, Sheldon, and Herzfeldt’s
research (2019), hashtags are used for many more purposes than simply
organising content, and the current study showed that runes are used in
particular to create unique social media content and engage with small

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)


https://sciwheel.com/work/citation?ids=14175267&pre=&suf=&sa=1

The Use of Runic Hashtags on Instagram « 189

communities that have insider knowledge. The runic association with the
far right was also confirmed, although this was limited to a hashtag asso-
ciated with a clothing company.

While runic hashtags remain less popular than Roman script equivalents,
the increasing popularity of Instagram and a renewed interest in the Norse
and Germanic past will in all likelihood mean an increased use of runic
hashtags in the near future. The huge increase in the number of posts
marked with the hashtag #rune since the study by Bennett and Wilkins
(2020) suggests that runes are fast increasing in popularity. This will create
the opportunity for future research to investigate new contemporary uses
of the runes, such as for expressing identity, promoting religious ideas,
and engaging in new ways with history.
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Yggr on the Rok Runestone

Henrik Williams and Staffan Fridell (Uppsala University)

he highly problematic sequence sakumukmini in the runic inscription
on the Rok runestone has been interpreted in over a dozen different
ways (Williams 2021, 119 £.), with its explanation affecting understanding
of the entire text. Fridell and Williams (2022) have defended the interpre-
tation of sakum as sagum, literally ‘I say’, and Ottar Grenvik (1990, 31;
cf. Williams 2021, 238 f.) has shown that mini represents minni ‘divine
myths’. As regards the intermediate uk, Holmberg et al. (2020, 18) and
Williams (2021, 239 f.) revive a proposal by Rolf Nordenstreng (1912) that
this represents an oblique form Ygg of a name for Odin corresponding to
Old West Norse Yggr.
Jackie Nordstrom, however, in her own article on the Rok inscription
(2023, 13), identifies a serious problem with this solution:

Rorande Holmberg et al:s tolkning av uk som Ygg, en dativform av i-stammen
Yggr motsags detta av dativformen traki dreengi pa rad 24. I fornisldndskan
foll ofta dativ-i bort hos i-stammar som slutade pa langt g, k eller ng (Noreen
[1923]: § 389). Pa Rokstenen fran 800-talet star dock i:et kvar [...], likt wet i
ualraubu valraubu, sunu sunu och strantu strgndu. Det hade behovt sta uki
Yggi for att Holmberg et al.:s (2020) tolkning skulle kunna stimma.

‘As regards the interpretation by Holmberg et al. of uk as Ygg, a dative form of the
i-stem Yggr, this is contradicted by the dative form traki dreengi in line 24. In Old
Icelandic, dative -i often disappeared in i-stems ending in long g, k or ng (Noreen
[1923]: § 389). On the ninth-century Rok stone the i remains, however, just like
the u in ualraubu valraubu, sunu sunu and strantu strgndu. For the interpre-
tation of Holmberg et al. (2020) to be correct, it should have been uki Yggi.

Noreen (1923, § 389) lists Yggr among i-stems and in Note 2 remarks that
the dative ending -i very seldom occurs among these; it was upon this
statement that Williams uncritically built his interpretation. He also failed
to recognize the parallel to the declensional suffix in draengi.
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Jackie Nordstrom and Henrik Williams have engaged in intense discus-
sion of this problem, with her solution (2023, 13) being the interpretation
of ukmini as ungmeaenni ‘youth, young man’. Williams (2021, 290 f.) argued
against this solution. For a while they both considered a suggestion by
Niels Age Nielsen (1969, 26) to interpret uk as ok ‘and, also’. This would be
orthographically and syntactically acceptable but appears, to our minds at
least, less convincing. A construction ‘I/We say also the minni’ following
the memorial formula seems curiously lacking in content and obscures
any direct recipient of the runic text, while a Runic Swedish Yggr fulfills
that function admirably. Let us therefore re-examine whether this inter-
pretation may, after all, be possible.

Nordenstreng (1912, 3) convincingly argues that sakumukmini should
be interpreted as “Vi siga Ygg den hiagkomsten” ("We say Ygg that recol-
lection’) or more precisely “Vi pAminna Ygg om det” (‘We remind Ygg of
it’). He also remarks on (p. 2) the lack of any other viable alternative — the
common people could not possibly have grasped the content as it stands
— and he continues (p. 3):

Nej, det kan aldrig ha varit meningen, att ndgon méanniska skulle lista ut Rok-
stenens innehall. S& konstfullt 4r detta dolt i de forvirrande runtecknen, att
endast runornas herre och skapare kunnat utleta det.

Men han bor ocksa ha kunnat det, och han bor ha funnit sérskilt behag i
att gora det. Just en saddan inskrift bor ha varit langt mera i hans, den store
gatgissarens smak, &n en vanlig enkel klar inskrift, som kunnat med latthet
lasas av bade migr [= folkets breda lager] och ungmenni [= ungdomen]. Och
till honom var givetvis den unge kdmpe gangen, till vars dra Rokstenen ar rest.
Vad mera dr, om jag inte tar fel, &r han t.o.m. ndmnd vid namn, inte en, utan
flere ganger pa stenen. Ty detta obegripliga sakumukmini kan ju lasas sagum
Ygg minni, och jag tror att det bor lasas sa.

‘No, it can never have been the intention that any human should work out the
content of the Rok stone. So artfully is it concealed in the bewildering runic
characters that only the lord and creator of the runes could find it out.

But he should also have been able to, and he should have found particular
pleasure in doing so. An inscription like that should have been much more to
his taste than an ordinary, simple, clear inscription which could have been
read with ease by both muigr [= the broad mass of the people] and ungmenni [=
the youth]. And it was to him, of course, that the young man in whose honor
the Rok stone is erected had gone. Furthermore, if I am not mistaken, he is
mentioned by name, not once, but several times on the stone. Because this
incomprehensible sakumukmini may of course be read as sagum Ygg minni,
and I believe it should be read in such a way.’
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Not only did Nordenstreng come up with this constructive interpretation
that no one to our knowledge had considered prior to its adoption by
Holmberg et al. but he also beat them to the realization that the dead son
was bound for a sojourn with Odin (vide supra): ‘And it was to him, of
course, that the young man in whose honor the Rok stone is erected had
gone.” Nor do we think that Rok scholars have given his argument about
the true audience for the runic text enough consideration. The fact that
the inscription must, at least in part, have had a supernatural recipient
is indicated by the incredible complexity of the textual features of the
written characters themselves as well as the fact that it cannot even be
read in its entirety by a person less than seven feet tall (Williams 2021,
227).
Nordenstreng continues (1912, 4):

Vidare reser sig den fragan, varfor Odin icke ar kallad vid sitt vanliga namn,
utan vid det mindre vanliga Yggr. Ja, orsaken &r svar att veta. Att Odins-
namnet Yggr nyttjades i sammanhang med strid och dod var likval ratt vanligt
pa viastnordisk sprakbotten (t.ex. Grimnismal v. 53: Eggmddan val nii mun Yggr
hafa); och att detta namn icke eljes ar uppvisat pa dstnordiskt omrade bevisar
ingalunda, att det icke férekommit, ja talar icke ens i nAmnvard man emot min
gissning. Det var ju icke ett namn, som kunde ingé i ortnamn. Nagon skriven
litteratur fran hednatiden har vi icke i Sverge, och i den muntliga traditionen
kunde namnet icke gérna i kristen tid kvarleva for att sedan upptecknas. Var
skulle vi d& kunna finna det annat &n i runinskrifter? Och det 4r mycket begért,
att det ska finnas i mer 4n en sadan. Jag tror, att man i allménhet bor vara
forsiktig med att pasta, att ett ord eller ett namn &r specifikt véstnordiskt,
darfor att det dnnu inte har blivit uppvisat i dstnordiskt sprak.

‘Further, the question arises why Odin is not called by his usual name but
by the less common Yggr. Well, it’s difficult to know the reason. The use of
the name Yggr for Odin in connection with battle and death was nevertheless
quite common in the West Norse dialect (e.g. Grimnismal stanza 53: Eggmaodan
val nii mun Yggr hafa [“A corpse wearied by the edge of a sword Yggr will
now have’]); and the fact that this name is not shown elsewhere in the East
Nordic area in no way proves that it did not occur, indeed does not even
speak to a significant extent against my guess. It was not a name that could
be included in a place name. We have no written literature from pagan times
in Sweden, and in the oral tradition the name could not easily have remained
in Christian times to be recorded later. Where then could we find it except in
runic inscriptions? And it is a lot to ask it to be in more than one such example.
I think that in general one should be careful about claiming that a word or a
name is specifically West Norse because it has not yet been attested in an East
Norse language.’
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In place names, we find only the element Odin-, never any of the nearly
170 heiti for Odin (cf. Falk 1924). The reason is that these heiti (many with
an origin in Sweden according to Falk, p. 38) belong to the literary tradi-
tion, just as the Rok stone text does.

So, does the criticism by Nordstrém preclude uk representing Ygg with
no dative case marker? She is perfectly correct in pointing out the parallel
between Yggr and dreengr. But did these really need to follow the same
declension pattern in the ninth century?

The word drdng was probably originally an ija-stem, i.e. *drangijar
(Bjorvand and Lindeman 2019, 201) featuring a combination of short vowel
+ consonants (velar nasal + voiced velar stop) in the stressed syllable. An
alternative view suggests it was instead an i-stem *drangir (Kroonen 2013,
100). The dative singular traki draengi on the Rok stone is however a strong
argument in favour of an original ija-declension. During the Early Viking
Age, the Old West Norse word conformed to the declension pattern of
i-stems (Bjorvand and Lindeman 2019, 201). In East Norse the plural re-
tained the ja-declension earlier allotted to ija-stems with a root ending
in a velar consonant (Fulk 2018, 51), while in West Norse the nominative
plural became drengir, accusative drengi (attested on the Piraeus lion as
trikir, probably the work of a West Norse carver; Sneedal 2014, 25).

The dative singular tréki dreengi on the Rok stone should be regarded
as an example of the retainment in Old East Norse of the old regular
declension, while a dative lacking an ending in Old West Norse is the
result of influence from the i-stem declension (cf. Boutkan 1995, 214).

There was also, during the Viking Age, a clear later tendency in East
Norse for plurals to conform to the pattern of the a-stems: nominative
dreengar, accusative draenga (Sm 93, Vg 184, U 767, U 808, Vs 3, Vs 22,
DR 295, DR 330). The inscriptions which retain plural ja-declensions
- nominative dreengiar, accusative draeengia — are usually somewhat older
(S6 155, S6 163, U 802, Og 64, DR 1). At the same time, a geographical pat-
tern is suggested, as the innovation appears more common and is earlier
in the south.

Yggr is a ja-stem *ugjar where g is regularly lengthened (geminated)
early on before jto *uggjar. This word in Old East Norse would regularly
develop as follows:

N “uggjar > *yggir > "yggr

G “uggjas > “yggis > *yggs

D *uggjai > *yggje > “yggji > *yggi
A *uggja > “yggi> “ygg
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It is in the genitive, where the word can be declined as either yggs or
yggjar, that its alignment with the i-stems in Old West Norse can most
clearly be seen. The ending -ar is borrowed from the i-stem declension
(cf. Syrett 1994, 102 f.; Boutkan 1995, 214, 245; Fulk 2018, 160) but realized
after velar consonants as -jar.

We might expect either Yggi (ja-stem form) or Ygg (i-stem form) as the
dative form on the Rok stone: both are possible. There is no compelling
reason to assume that the words dreengr and Yggr must follow the same
pattern in this respect, even if one might argue that a uniform declension
would be more expected.

However, Bengt Hesselman (1913, 54) offers a reasonable explanation
to the retained dative-i of dreengr while Yggr simultaneously exhibits a
form without an ending:

de gamla andelserna -e och -o upptrada sarskilt ymnigt vid sadana enkla
stammar, som tillhora sprikets allmdnnaste och oftast brukade ordférrad [...].
Det 4r ju ett allmént bekant och erkint faktum, att ofta brukade ord lidnge
behéalla ovanliga béjningsformer.

‘The old endings -e [by which Hesselman refers to the ending -i/-e of the
a-stems in the dative singular] and -o [the corresponding ending -u/-o of the
o-stems] appear especially abundant at such simple stems that belong to the
commonest and most often used vocabulary of the language [...]. It is, as you
know, a generally noted and recognized fact that words that are often used
retain unusual forms of declension for a long time.’

Draengr is indeed a more frequently used word than Yggr.

In conclusion, we may ask whether there is any real evidence that Yggr
and dreengr could have been declined with different dative case endings.
In Old West Norse poetic language, drengr may be declined in the dative
case as both dreng and drengi (Jonsson 1901, 34). In the genitive the word
is unfailingly declined as drengs (p. 33 f.). Yggr is not attested in the dative
case but is in the genitive case declined both as Yggs and Yggjar, with
approximately 24 instances of each. This could indicate that Yggr should
also tend more towards i-stem declension in the dative as well, i.e. more
often show a form without an ending.
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De aldre runornas bildning

Staffan Fridell (Uppsala University)

Abstract

In this article an attempt is made to outline the principles underlying the for-
mation of the runes of the 24-type futhark — based on the assumption that the
Latin alphabet was the sole model for the creation of the runes. The starting
point is the five rules for the construction of runes that were formulated by
Henrik Williams in 2004 - rules that remain valid but call for certain additions
and exceptions. The principles of this article are tendential rather than absolute
and sometimes competing or even contradictory. Basic formation principles
include the replacement of horizontal lines by diagonal ones, the hasta + coda
rule, the replacement of bows by angles, and the replacement of angles by
bows. New explanations are offered for certain runes, notably [ and H.

Keywords: 24-type futhark, principles of grapheme formation, Latin alphabet,
tendential rules

Féljande analys av de aldre, 24-typiga runornas bildning utgar fran an-
tagandet att runorna bildades med bokstaverna i det latinska alfabetet
som direkta forebilder.

Henrik Williams (2004, 267) har formulerat ett slags principer — “certain
graphematic rules” — fo6r de aldre runornas bildningssatt. Han utgar da
fran det fardiga resultatet, dvs. den 24-typiga futharken, och ger fem
regler for hur dessa runor ar uppbyggda (har nagot forkortade utan att
inneborden forandrats):

(1) A runic grapheme is made up of a full-length vertical line and/or
lines of various length that are [...] diagonal.

(2) The diagonal lines may not proceed further up nor lower down
than the verticals.

(3) The diagonal lines never issue exclusively from the bottom of the
verticals [...]

(4) Two diagonal lines may be combined to form angles [...]; three
joined diagonal lines form a diagonal “crook”.
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(5) Runes made up of angles only reach full height if stacked on top of
each other [...]

I nagra avseenden kan reglerna skérpas. Regel 1 borde kompletteras till
“one or two full vertical lines” men ticker dnda inte runorna [l och 8 och
det far val formuleras som undantag. Iregel 1 borde man ha en formulering
om att diagonaler kan motsvaras av bagar (t.ex. i ), och i regel 4 borde
man ha en formulering om att vinklar kan motsvaras av bagar. Slutligen
kan regel 5 géras mer heltickande i en annan version som Williams (2004,
273) sjélv har formulerat: ”[S]ingle angles are never allowed to be of full
height” (se vidare nedan). Men 4ven i denna version finns undantaget A.

I denna artikel kommer jag att ge en kompletterande analys som listar
principer for processen nar runorna bildades fran respektive latinska bok-
staver. Williams (2004, 267) beskriver sina regler som “simple and abso-
lute”. Eftersom jag vill kunna inkludera &ven den variation i runornas ut-
seende som faktiskt forekommer redan fran borjan, raknar jag i stéllet med
tendentiella regler, som ibland kan vara konkurrerande och till och med
motverkande. Exemplen [1, @ och A talar for att det kan vara mer anda-
malsenligt att beskriva reglerna som tendenser 4n som absoluta lagar. Sa-
dana regler eller monster kan dven beskriva runornas fortsatta utveckling.

Tva runor ar oforéndrat 6vertagna fran latinska alfabetet eftersom de
inte har nagot av de fonematiska drag som efterfoljande regler férdndrar.

I— i

X—Xg

En tydlig bildningsprincip ar att horisontella linjer byts ut mot diagonala.
Huvudskalet &r att det ar l4ttare att forma runor genom att dra ristnings-
verktyget mot sig. Man far battre kontroll 6ver ristningsarbetet. Det géller
de flesta vardagliga ristningsmaterial: i synnerhet trd och ben, och sanno-
likt aven metall. Dessutom tillkommer for tra att, eftersom man brukar
rista over trdets adringar, syns sadana linjer béttre dn horisontella. Detta
ar alltsa en typ av facilitering eftersom den underlattar och snabbar pa
ristningen. Samtidigt fir man pa kopet en homogenisering genom att
runorna far diagonala linjer och vinklar. Hit hor foljande runor:

F—Ff

H—Nh
Dessutom finns motsvarande runa med uppatgaende diagonal liksom &ven
med horisontell mittlinje (Imer 2015b, 32).
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L—T1
Har galler aven Williams princip 3 om att enkla bistavar inte ska utga fran
huvudstavens nedre avslutning.

T—>Tt
Ett t med en horisontell 6vre bistav, dvs. identisk med latinskt T, pa lansspetsen
fran Kowel ar osdkert och har dven lasts som ett e (Imer 2015a, 149).

Z — 1 Ovisst ljudvirde

Aven spegelvind [, som verkar vara den vanligaste formen, vilket kan bero pa
att den Ovre bistaven uppfattas som riktningsangivande i hogre grad an den
nedre (i hogerriktade inskrifter). Att den 6vre bistaven i viss mening 4r priméar
och viktigare 4dn den nedre understdds aven av Williams regel 3.

Samma tendens till att undvika horisontella linjer gor sig ocksa gillande
for e-runan (Fridell 2011, 74 f.; 2016, 12; jfr Robertson 2012, 18):

E—MN>MNe

Upptiackten av Svingerudsristningen har konsekvenser f6r hur man ska se
pa forhallandet mellan de tvé varianterna av den dldre e-runan. Fram till
dess hade det varit mojligt att f6lja Lisbeth Imers (2015b, 45, 47) datering,
dir 1 enbart horde till tiden efter o. 375. Men nu framstar det som klart
~ att doma av 1 i den tidiga Svingerudsinskriften — att bada varianterna
av e-runan férekommit samtidigt 4nda fran runskriftens uppkomst fram
till 0. 375 da [l slutar anvindas i nordiska inskrifter (Imer 2015b, 36; ett
sydgermanskt exempel fran 500-talet: Nedoma 2020, lxxxii). Detta har
direkta implikationer for ett antal runinskrifter for vilka [1 har anvints
som dateringskriterium: Belland KJ 83, Lauvasen N A350, Nordhuglo
KJ 65, Skarkind KJ 87, Skaang KJ 85, Veblungsnes KJ 56 (Imer 2015a, 15,
162, 192, 241, 249, 316). For alla dessa maste man forskjuta den tidigast
mojliga dateringen bakat fran o. 375 till o. 160.

[ &r typologiskt dldst eftersom den till formen utgar fran E (annorlunda
Williams 1996, 215; 2004, 267), men I har sannolikt omedelbart bildats som
variant enligt principen att undvika horisontella linjer. Att [1 éver huvud
taget har kunnat finnas kvar sa lange, som enda runa med en horisontell
linje, beror troligen pa att man velat undvika att [1 sammanblandas med
M m (Odenstedt 1990, 100). Det ér for 6vrigt ingen slump att ' tidigast
aterfinns i Svingerudsinskriften som uppvisar alla tecken pa att vara
enkel, vardaglig skriftpraktik. Det 4r just en sddan texttyp dar man kan
vénta sig faciliterade runor.

Ett annat monster dr att man ombildar en bokstav sa att den f6ljer
principen om hasta + coda, dvs. att ett skrifttecken konstrueras som en
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huvudstav med en eller flera bistavar (Fridell 2016, 11). Denna princip
forstarks senare i den 16-typiga runraden.

A—fa
Se Askeberg 1944, 48. Har f6ljs dven samtidigt principen om att ersétta hori-
sontella linjer med diagonala.

N—+tn
I nagot senare skeden finns 4ven en spegelvind variant t (Imer 2015b, 33).

V—A>NochNu

Det #r rimligt att se A som den éldsta formen eftersom den liknar forebilden
V mest och att darfor N och N uppkommit som en anpassning till hasta +
coda-principen (Odenstedt 1990, 30). Dessa runvarianter f6ljer ocksa Williams
principer 1 och 3.

Y—>Yr

Ytterligare en bildningsprincip ar att ersétta bagar/rundlar med vinklar.

B—Bb
Senare 6vergar man till rundade former B o.d. vilka under vikingatid helt tar over.

C—<k
En eller kanske tva ganger i tidiga inskrifter 4r en rundad variant med fullaingd
belagd (Imer 2015b, 33).

D — b p, aven D
Forutom P ar rundade former P o.d. lika vanliga och blir senare under vikingatid
helt dominerande.

D + spegelvant D — M d (Williams 1996, 216)

I nagra inskrifter har runan formen av D + spegelvint D, men formen med tyd-
liga vinklar, som kan ses bade som en stilisering och en facilitering, &r domi-
nerande och tar senare helt over. Ett antaget d med formen av en stiende
rektangel pé lansspetsen fran Kowel ar lattare att harleda som ett p (jfr p-runan
pa inristningen fran Breza).

G — 9 eller spegelvint @ j

De rundade formerna dominerar starkt men &ven vinklade motsvarigheter
forekommer. Det verkar inte ske nagon daterbar utveckling av runans form
forrén de tva bagarna/vinklarna férenas (Imer 2015b, 33, 35).

O — < eller 0 ng
Den sistndmnda har pa grund av sina horisontella linjer sannolikt tidigt und-
vikits.

P—Pochlw
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Den rundade formen &r relativt sett vanligare i steninskrifter medan den vink-
lade varianten dominerar bland inskrifter pa metallféremal.

Q—RochRo

Det &r hér (och bara har) som Williams regel 2 trader in. Den rundade formen
ir ovanlig redan fran borjan och forsvinner si smaningom da R helt tar ver
(Imer 2015, 36, 47).

R— Rod ochRodr

Den typiska urnordiska r-runan har rundad bistav med 6ppning mot huvud-
staven men aven vinklade former forekommer, sarskilt i1 inskrifter i metall dar
de bada varianterna dr ungefir lika ofta forekommande.

S—5,¢fods

Formen $ finns nagot senare i nordiska inskrifter, men tidigt i kontinentala
(Imer 2015, 334). &, § o.d. far vil ses som en generalisering av principen bakom
S, dvs. en linje som bojer fram och tillbaka.

Adaptationerna B — B.C—><D—b D+ spegelvant D — M, 0 — oeller
o PP, Q— R, R—Rod,S— S, ¢ och § innebir att bagar/rundlar
ersitts med vinklar. Jag har tidigare (Fridell 2011, 74) argumenterat for att det
ar tendensen att byta horisontella linjer mot diagonala som ar startpunkten
och inspirationskallan till denna utveckling. Bada processerna leder ju till
liknande resultat och bidrar till att ge runorna deras karakteristiska kantiga
utseende med diagonaler och vinklar, sdlunda en homogenisering. Men sna-
rare ar det ristningsmaterialet som ar en forklarande faktor (jfr Imer 2015b,
33, 35). I de &ldsta skedena dr runristande pa metallféremal relativt sett
viktigare dn senare. Imer (2015b, 32) skriver: "I yngre romersk jernalder
findes runeindskrifterne forst og fremmest pa vabenudstyr samt pa person-
ligt udstyr, sasom smykker af forskellig art.” Det hanger samman med att
runkédnnedomen tidigast var socialt begransat till ett elitskikt i samhaéllet,
dar metallféremal som smycken och vapen var viktiga som statussym-
boler. Det &r lattare att rista vinklar 4n bagar/rundlar i metall. Senare nar
runkunskapen sprids till vidare samhallsskikt blir ristande i trd, som alltid
forekommit, dominerande vilket gynnar rundade former som B och P som
alltsa &r exempel pa facilitering eftersom runorna med dessa former gar
snabbare och lattare att rista i trd. Det finns alltsa tva konkurrerande, mot-
satta tendenser: att bagar ersatts av vinklar och att vinklar ersatts av bagar.

Flera ovan namnda runformer f6ljer Williams princip 5. "Runes made up
of angles only reach full height if stacked on top of each other”: A ena sidan
<09 gandrasidan B X $ ¢ §. Ytterligare tre runor kan anslutas, men da
maste principen omformuleras — for att tdcka in dven dessa - till: *[S]ingle
angles are never allowed to be of full height” (Williams 2004, 273):
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K—Lp

En runa motsvarande latinskt K skulle bryta med denna princip men inte om
den stora vinkeln delas upp i tva sma (Williams 2004, 273). En inte belagd
logisk “felande lank” mellan K och [ skulle vara en runa som sag ut som ett X
utan den hogra vertikalen.

D + spegelvant D — X d
Har finns tva vinklar men inte ovanpa varandra.

M—HNm

Aven denna runa kan forklaras med den utvidgade regeln. Att dra ner vinkeln
till baslinjen som i latinskt M skulle strida mot principen. Tva moéjligheter att
folja principen — att antingen minska vinkelns hojd 1 eller fordubbla vinkeln
med bibehallen hsjd M - skulle sammanfalla med redan upptagna runformer.

Det aterstaende narmaste alternativet ar da att bade minska vinkelns héjd och
férdubbla vinkeln, alltsa M.
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A Misidentified Separator in U 924

Eric T. Lander (Uppsala University)

Abstract

In this short notice I comment on the reading of U 924, a Viking Age runic
inscription in Uppsala Cathedral. Most importantly, I point out that U 924
does not contain the sequence auk, as published in Upplands runinskrifter,
but rather + uk. A handwritten note from Helmer Gustavson proves that the
correct reading has been known with some certainty since at least 1976, but
this information has apparently never been published. I also provide some
brief comments concerning the use of a and n in the inscription.

Keywords: Helmer Gustavson, separator, U 924, Uppsala Cathedral, Elias
Wessén, word divider

mbedded in the floor to the left of Charles De Geer’s tomb in Uppsala

Cathedral is a Viking Age runestone, with siglum U 924. Only part of
the runestone is accessible for study, resting as it does underneath a load-
bearing pillar structure. Elias Wessén’s transliteration in the Swedish
corpus edition (SRI, 9: 15) of the visible section of the text band is given
here, though the bracketing of characters 1, 34, and 35 is my own. Both
runes and separators have been numbered, for reasons that will become
clear shortly.

.. .[a]istin + fnpur - sia auk stia + brupur sin [+ k]. ..
5 10 15 20 25 30 35

As indicated by my brackets, two runes and a separator are illegible in
the runestone’s current state. Wessén’s examination of U 924 in the fall
of 1951 seems to have benefited from the removal of mortar where the
wall/pillar meets the runestone, mortar which has been replenished in the
intervening years. Figure 1 and figure 2 show the inscription as it looked
in 1951.
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i i
Fig. 1. U 924, Broderna Ostlings foto AB, Upplandsmuseet, 1951. Accessible at
Digitaltmuseum.se (Identifier 0000900; CC BY-NC-ND 4.0).

Fig. 2. U 924, C.-E. Claesson, Uppsala-bild, 1951. Photo from the original negative (Neg
2439-16; ATA; Public Domain).
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Fig. 3. Separator between a and u. Photo: Eric Lander, 2025.

U 924 has not attracted a great deal of attention in the literature. Treat-
ments have been cursory (Gustavson 1986a, 21; 1986b, 35; Bengtsson 2010,
395; Ahlén 2010, 82). Aside from my brief comments above on the current
condition of the runestone, I have two observations to make about this
inscription.

The first is that character 17 is not a long-branch a at all, but rather a
separator + (as seen elsewhere in the inscription). There are two short
intersecting perpendicular lines, both deeply carved. There is no doubt
that the vertical of these two lines does not reach up to the border lines of
the text band, as seen in figure 3.

Thus instead of auk ok we have the less common but nevertheless
abundantly attested uk ok. While it was not uncommon for photographs
like the one in figure 2 to be retouched before publication in Sveriges
runinskrifter, it is worth mentioning that this does not appear to be the
source of the error in question. The original photograph published in
Upplands runinskrifter (SRI, 9: plate 2), available in Antikvarisk-topo-
grafiska arkivet (hereafter ATA) at Riksantikvarieimbetet, has indeed
been retouched in various spots (perhaps most notably the upper and
lower parts of the damaged n-rune’s main stave), but character 17 is not
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one of them. This is also clear from the a-rune in figure 2, developed
from the original negative.

I am not the first to make this observation. The separator immediately
preceding uk was properly identified as such already in the woodcut signed
by Hadorph and Helgonius that appears in Peringskiold’s Monumenta
Ullerakerensia cum Upsalia (1719, 43) and in Goransson’s Bautil (B 425),
even though various other elements of U 924 are not accurately depicted
there. Moreover, Magnus Kéllstrom (pers. comm.) informs me that there
is a handwritten note about U 924 in Helmer Gustavson’s personal copy of
Upplands runinskrifter at Runverket which reads: “Av 15 a syns inga spar
av nedre och 6vre delarna av h[uvud]st[av]; 15 a bor darfor tecknas - eller
lasas som ett sk[iljetecken].” The note is signed with Gustavson’s initials
and the date 3/6-76, i.e. 3 June 1976, which is when Helmer Gustavson
(along with Carl Magnus Rosell and Frey Bark) was on site to paint this
and other cathedral inscriptions (according to a document in ATA dated
1976-09-23 and with Dnr 005187). Gustavson’s observation from 1976
appears to have gone unpublished. Even his later writings mentioning
this inscription (cited above) do not amend the transliteration published
in Upplands runinskrifter (SRIL, 6-9).

This brings me to my second observation. Contrary to Wessén’s claim
in Upplands runinskrifter (SRI, 9: 15; repeated by Bengtsson [2010, 395])
that the carver of U 924 could not keep his a and n apart, there does
appear to be a certain regularity in his use of these runes (see also the brief
comment by Thompson [1975, 39]): a is a short-twig rune with its branch
to the left side of the main stave (characters 9 and probably 1), while n is
either (i) a short-twig rune with its branch to the right side of the main
stave (characters 16 and 23) or (ii) a long-branch rune (with a downward-
slanting branch, as with character 6 and probably also character 33). Put
differently, as far as the short-twig runes are concerned, the slope of the
branch is irrelevant; the important feature is whether the branch is on the
left or the right side of the vertical stave. For long-branch runes the slope
of the branch surely does make a difference, but reading character 17 as +
removes the one potential long-branch a from this text, and thus we have
nothing to compare with long-branch n.

While the transliteration above — apart from the misidentified separator
- may be suitable and even preferable for descriptive purposes, it would
not be out of the question to entertain the following transliteration:

.. .[a]istin + fapur - sin + uk stin + brupur sin [+ k]. ..
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None of the above changes what has long been understood to be the cor-
rect transcription of U 924, given below (where the first component of the
father’s name could well be Froy-, as pointed out by Wessén, or even Ai-,
according to Lagman 1990, 46—49).

... Qysteein(?), fadur sinn, ok Steein, brodur sinn ...

The commas setting off the appositive phrases fadur sinn and brodur sinn
from the rest of the sentence are an editorial decision, of course, but they
represent a reasonable assumption about the prosody of apposition. With
this in mind, it is tempting to speculate that the separator + signals the
kind of noticeable pause and shift in intonation typically associated with
commas. This is, however, highly uncertain. To mention just one issue,
we do not know if (alleged) [K]. . . is (i) the start of godan (in which case +
interrupts an appositive phrase brodur sinn godan), (ii) the beginning of an
intercessory prayer Gud hialpi ... (which may or may not be compatible
with a comma-intonational analysis of +), or (iii) something else entirely.

Many questions about U 924 remain, but hopefully these notes bring
some more order to the runography of the unknown carver whose handi-
work came to make up one small yet integral part of the very constitution
of Uppsala’s cathedral.
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Namnet Boir

Henrik Williams (Uppsala University)

Abstract

The name Boi is attested eight times in Runic Swedish inscriptions. Twice,
however, it is found as a prepositional object, in Og 183 Kairrsjo bui and
S6 Fv1986;218 Harby bui. This could represent an irregular case of a nominative
instead of the expected accusative in a prepositional object, or else a simple
miscarving, but in consideration of forms like Ballir ~ Balli, Sneerrir ~ Snaerri,
Sveeinir ~ Sveeni and Porir ~ Pori, we could be dealing with a known variation
between name forms formed according to both ia-stems and an-stems.

Keywords: Runic inscriptions, Viking Age, personal name variation, Og 183
Karrsjo, S6 Fv1986;218 Harby

amnet Boi forekommer i minst fem runsvenska inskrifter fran Oland,
Smaland, Ostergétland, Sodermanland och Uppland (dar ocksa Dros-
Boi) samt i hela medeltida Norden, ocks& som binamn; formen Bo blir da
dominerande (Peterson 2007, sub voce). Tva av de beldgg Lena Peterson
anfor star dock nagot ovéntat i nominativform som prepositionsobjekt.
Det ena forekommer pa Og 183 Kirrsjo som enligt Samnordisk runtext-
databas lists som antingen - aki - uruni - risti - ifti - bui - [brupur] ...
eller som - aki - u runi - risti - ifti - bui - [brupur] ..., vilket har tolkats
som Aki runir risti sftir Boi(?), brodur [sinn] respektive Aki ok(?) Runi(?)
reeistu/ristu eeftir Boa(?), brodur ... Det senare &r en tolkning av Magnus
Kallstrom (2007, 353 f.) som allts& har normaliserat bui som Boa.
Det andra beldgget aterfinns i S6 Fv1986;218 Harby som enligt en 14s-
ning, tolkning och 6verséttning av Michael Lerche Nielsen (1997, 78)
lyder pa foljande satt:

x kar : repisin : eti : bui : uiburk - uar : mupr : snun: fatrip :
Geeirr reei[s)pi s[t]aein e(f)ti(r) Boa. Viborg var mod[i]r. [Var] snor Fal[s]trid.
Geir rejste stenen efter Bo. Viborg var moderen. Var svigerdatteren Fastrid.
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Skrivningarna bui respektive bui dir man férvantat sig bua kan utgéra
fall av nominativ i objektsstallning (jfr Salberger 1966, 66 f., 69), sarskilt
som de bada inskrifterna utmarker sig for till synes mindre god ortografi
och kanske kan vara mer benédgna for irreguljar kongruens. Emellertid
gar det att foresla en annan l9sning, namligen att vi har att gora med en
variant Boir.

Enligt Lena Peterson (2007, 46) 4r etymologin till Boi ”Av (florn]v[4st]-
n[ordiska]) bii m. ’boende’, nomen agentis till vb. (fvn.) bua *vara bofast’
m.m.” Nomina agentis-bildningar inom an-stamsord som Boi &ar vanliga,
ursprungligen endast bildade till starka verb (Wessén 1971, 44 f.). Aven
ia-stammar ar vanliga nomina agentis-bildningar (Krahe och Meid 1967,
70). Bland runnordiska personnamn terfinns Birgir och Opir hos Wessén
(1971, 38) samt i Peterson (2007) som ocksd ndmner Sveerrir. Antalet namn
som har dndelsen -ir av olika ursprung ar dock betydligt storre (Peterson
2007, 295). L ett hypotetiskt Boir ’boende, bebyggare’ kan darfor lika garna
inga ett tillhorighetssuffix "horande till ett bo/en bebyggelse’ (jfr Wessén
1971, 38).

Vad som ér intressant i detta sammanhang &r att bildningar till an-
stammar och ig-stammar kan variera, till och med p& samma person.
Salunda kan den hilsingske He-Gylfir uppenbarligen ocksa kallas He-
Gylfi (jfr Peterson 2007, 109 f.) och av samma verk framgéar att det dven
forekommer varianter som Ballir ~ Balli, Snzerrir ~ Sneerri, Svainir ~
Svaeni och Porir ~ Pori.' Beaktas bor aven Tolir ~ Toli samt namnet Ofzeigr
(s. 171 £.) vilket av belagg som ufaka (nom.?) och ofahi (ack.) verkar ha en
svag variationsform Ofzigi. Det finns sikert fler exempel, inte minst om
man skulle ga till den fornvastnordiska namnskatten.

Det rader saledes ingen tvekan om att en variant Boir ar fullt tankbar,
men vi far vinta pa fler belagg som inte kan bortférklaras som nominativ i
objektsstillning eller ondjaktig ortografi innan vi kan vara helt sékra. Jag
vill i alla fall aktualisera denna namnvariation.
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Dalrunornas utveckling

Staffan Fridell (Uppsala University)

Abstract

The Dalecarlian runes appear to represent an unbroken tradition from the Vi-
king Age until the beginning of the 20th century. During this entire period,
runes were continuously known and used in Upper Dalecarlia. Some archaic
features that were lost in other parts of Sweden in the Middle Ages remained
in use in runic inscriptions in Upper Dalecarlia. Firstly, the Viking Age ortho-
graphic practice of using the same rune for both voiced and voiceless con-
sonants with the same place and manner of articulation was maintained in
Dalecarlian inscriptions until the late 16th century. This accords well with the
fact that the dotted k-rune was not used during the Viking Age across a large
northern area comprising central and northern Vistmanland, Géstrikland,
Halsingland and Jamtland. Dalecarlia was probably also a part of that area.
Secondly, the use of dotted u for ¢ that is known from Viking Age runic in-
scriptions in eastern Vastmanland and western Uppland can also be found
in Dalecarlian inscriptions from the Middle Ages and the early 16th century.
Since there is a clear similarity between the medieval and the 16th century
runes in Dalecarlia, the term Dalecarlian runes (Swedish dalrunor) ought to be
used for runes from c. 1200 onwards.

Keywords: Dalecarlian runes, orthography, archaisms, Viking Age, Middle
Ages, 16th century

Dalrunorna fullféljer enligt min mening en obruten tradition som gar
tillbaka till vikingatiden. Anda sedan dess har man kontinuerligt an-
vant runor i Ovre Dalarna och det finns inga perioder med avbrott dd man
har upphort att kénna till och bruka runor. Som framgar nedan finns det

vikingatida ristningar i sddra Dalarna och det ar ocksa hogst sannolikt att

man under samma period ristat runor dven i delar av Ovre Dalarna, diar
det finns vikingatida gravfilt i Leksand, Réttvik och pa Sollerén och dar
det atminstone i Leksand finns ortnamn typiska for en fast jarnalders-

Fridell, Staffan. “Dalrunornas utveckling.”
Futhark: International Journal of Runic Studies 14-15 (2023-2024, publ. 2025): 217-23.
DOI: 10.33063/futhark.14.1089

© 2025 Staffan Fridell (CC BY)


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.33063/futhark.14.1089

218 « Staffan Fridell

bosittning som Ullvi och Tibble. De éldsta kdnda runristningarna i Alv-
dalen och Mora ar fran 1200-talet. Jag antar dnda att runkunskapen har
spritts soderifran inom landskapet under sen vikingatid till stora delar av
Ovansiljan och att darefter vissa alderdomliga drag har kommit att be-
varas langre i runskriften déar 4n i 6vriga Norden.

Fragan om det finns en kontinuitet mellan vikingatid och medeltid &r
omstridd. Jag menar att det finns tva starka sprakliga argument for en sa-
dan kontinuitet. For det forsta tillampas i dalruneinskrifter fran medeltid
och tidigt 1500-tal samma konvention betraffande konsonantrunor som ar
vanlig under vikingatid, dvs. att man anvidnder samma runa fo6r tonande
och tonlds konsonant med samma artikulationssiatt och artikulations-
stille: Bb for b och D 1t for doch t, ¥ k for goch k, Xh for 3 och h samt
Dp for d (den tonlésa motsvarigheten finns inte kvar i spraket i Dalarna
vid 1500-talets borjan; se utforligare Fridell 2022, 180). Tva inskrifter som
kan illustrera alla dessa variationer ar féljande:

iah : tak&r : hdrrannum : fér-1 : hn er kuop : oh : hans : kuophiéit : uarrar
: Guiniliha

Jasz takkdr hdarranum fir att han er guod 93 hans guodhidt warar dwinniliza.
‘Jag tackar herren for att han ar god och hans godhet varar evinnerligen.’
(D Rv244)

kristin : haf : skérifap : bapé : bérdim oh : runér : um : nikulasér
mdsutahin

Kristin hav skrivad badd prdim 93 rundr um Nikulasdr mdssudasin.

’Kristin har skrivit bade prim och runor pa Niklasméassodagen.” (D Rv243)

Eftersom det 4r osannolikt att denna konvention uppstatt oberoende sa
betraktar jag den som en direkt fortsattning pa den vikingatida praktiken.

Under vikingatid ar ju k-runan praktiskt taget den enda konsonantruna
som upptrader stungen (som g-runa) i svenska runinskrifter.! Man kan da
notera att det i Vistmanland endast &r i sydligaste delen av landskapet
som g-runor alls féorekommer i vikingatida ristningar (i Vs 5, Vs 12, Vs 15
och Vs 17). Norr om en linje Lillharad-Skerike-Tillberga-Sevalla har man
i stallet k-runor for g (i Vs 18, Vs 19, Vs 22, Vs 24, Vs 27, Vs 29 och Vs 31).
Detta staimmer dven med att avsaknad av g-runor 6ver huvud taget ar ett
nordligt drag eftersom sadana helt saknas i vikingatida ristningar i Gast-

! Stungen t-runa (d-runa) férekommer i fem tydligt sena vikingatida inskrifter, tre pa Oland
och tva i Uppland (Kéllstrém 2016, 124): Ol Fv1911;274B, Ol ATA4684/43A, Ol ATA411-
4568-1998D, U 216 och U 572.
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rikland, Halsingland, Medelpad och Jamtland. Det ar sannolikt att dven
Dalarna hort till detta omrade utan g-runa under vikingatid. Det ar forst
fran omkring 1575 som en g-runa aterfinns bland dalrunorna.

Det andra argumentet f6r dalrunornas vikingatida rétter — som klart
pekar pa inflytande soderifran fran Milardalen — &r att stunget u (P)
ar belagt for @ bade i medeltida och tidiga 1500-talsinskrifter fran Da-
larna (Fridell 2022, 178 f.). Det ar ett drag som har kontinuitet tillbaka till
vikingatida inskrifter fran 6stra Vdstmanland och vistra Uppland (sam-
manlagt 13 inskrifter), alltsa i ett till Dalarna angriansande omrade (Strid
1989, 17; Lagman 1990, 90, 117). Ocksa i detta fall ar det osannolikt att det
ar fraga om en oberoende medeltida novation utan det bor i stéllet vara
en kvarvarande arkaism.

Detfinnstvakéindavikingatidarunstenarfran Dalarna (D TUNUM1972;25
och D Fv1993;174), bada endast fragment varav ett forsvunnet. Dessutom
foreligger ett runbleck av koppar med runor av samma vikingatida typ
(Pereswetoff-Morath 2019, 216). Att dessa inskrifter forekommer visar
att runkunskapen funnits i landskapet. De runor som é&r belagda i dessa
inskrifter ar:

PfNu#o Rr Fk ¥h tn ta Ym I Ar

Sju medeltida runinskrifter ar kdnda fran Dalarna: fyra i trd dendrokrono-
logiskt daterade till ar 1286 (D Fv2013;282C Alvdalen), 1299 (D Fv2013;282B
Mora), 1333 (D Fv2013;282A Mora) och 1495 (D Fv2013;283 Vamhus), samt
tva blybleck fran Leksand, dar det ena (D Fv1980;230) har en lang inskrift
pa latin och ddrmed ingar i en helt annan tradition och kontext och det
andra (D Fv1979;229) har en dunkel otolkad inskrift, mojligen &ven den
pa latin. Den sjunde inskriften fran Bergkarlas i Mora har egendomliga
runformer och en otolkad text. De runor som forekommer i de fyra forst-
namnda inskrifterna ar:

PfNu Rr ¥h tn li ta 's 1t Bb No {a

Av dessa har som péapekats P @ anknytning bade bakat till vikingatid (i
Viastmanland och Uppland) och framat till tidigt femtonhundratal (i Da-
larna). Aven 1z fortsitter att anvindas under 1500-talet i nagot andrad
form. Distinktionen mellan & ena sidan kortkvist-n och & andra sidan
langkvist-a ar typisk ocksa for de senare dalrunorna.

Att det finns en kontinuitet mellan de medeltida dalska runorna och det
tidiga 1500-talets dalrunor 4r ingen kontroversiell stindpunkt. Helmer
Gustavson (2003, 263; 2004, 71; 2010, 5) anser uttryckligen och bestamt
att sa ar fallet. Samtidigt begrénsar han alltid bendmningen dalrunor till
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runor fran 1500-talet och framéat. S& skriver han (2003, 262) till exempel:
"Det forefaller alltsa som om vi férutom en medeltida runtradition i Da-
larna har haft tre skeden av en langlivad dalruntradition i Ovansiljan.” Jag
menar att detta dr inkonsekvent och anser att man just pa grund av den
tydliga kontinuiteten fran medeltid till 1500-tal ocksa bor kalla de medel-
tida runorna i Ovre Dalarna (med undantag for runorna pa de tva bly-
blecken som f6ljer en annan tradition och kanske har en proveniens utan-
for Dalarna) for dalrunor. Dalrunornas forsta skede borde darfor dateras
till 1200-1575.

Inskrifter med dalrunor fran perioden omkring 1500-75 har jag forut
gatt igenom och atergett utifran vad som finns publicerat och tillgangligt,
totalt tio inskrifter (Fridell 2022), men har nu upptéickt att Helmer Gus-
tavson (2010, 4) till denna period for ytterligare en inskrift som inte ar
registrerad i Samnordisk runtextdatabas. Det 4r fraga om en inskrift pa en
runstav fran Mora med inskriften ita : ristéinisé : um : santé : hitérihs
: tah [ta ristd Nissd um Santd Hindrizs daz 'Detta ristade Nisse pa Sankt
Hindriks dag (Hindersmissodagen)’. Dessutom bor hit riknas dven de
otolkade inskrifterna 1 och 2 fran Sparrladan i Indor i Vamhus som har
samma typ av runor (D Rv189; varom se Gustavson 1984, 34-36; Fridell,
manus). De dr dendrokronologiskt daterade till 1574-75.

De dalrunor som aterfinns under denna period &r f6ljande:

PfNuDp #¥a@ Rr Fk kh kn i Ya 's 1t Bb Ym [l R de A& do

Man kan konstatera att de flesta runor fortfarande har vikingatida former.
Det galler samtliga konsonantrunor som alltsa inte bara har samma fone-
tiska innebo6rd som under vikingatid (dvs. star for bade tonande och tonldsa
motsvarigheter) utan ocksa samma utseende. Observera ocksa att D inte ar
en d-runa utan en p-runa - bade genetiskt som tecken och till sitt ljudvirde.
Bland vokalrunorna kvarstar Nu, #4&, li, fYa och N 0. Ae ir till formen ett
kortkvist-a men med annat innehall. De runor som saknar vikingatida mot-
svarigheter ar £'@ och A& som dock vil egentligen ar stungna A a resp.
Ae. Helt ny ar ®o som ar en ursprunglig kalenderruna (Gustavson och
Hallongvist 1994, 161). Om man staller upp vokalrunorna i en fyrsiding ser
man att o-runan verkar fylla en lucka for att fa symmetri i vokalsystemet:

li Nu
e e  ¢o
A6 #Xé

ta
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Omkring 1575 sker en medveten férdndring av dalrunorna. Den brukar
beskrivas som en anpassning till det latinska alfabetet i sa méatto att man
far en runa som motsvarande varje bokstav i alfabetet. Men det &r sam-
tidigt och minst lika grundldggande ett brott med principen fér konso-
nantrunornas fonologi. I stillet for denna grovt fonetiska princip dar
tonande och tonlésa motsvarigheter betecknas med samma runa — oavsett
att de avser olika fonem — fir man nu en mer fonematisk uppdelning.

Att det sker en reform av dalrunorna vid 1500-talets slut och vad den
konkret innebar ar alla ense om, men det finns olika satt att beskriva den-
na reform. Det ar snarast en fraga om ordval. Det &r forvisso en radikal
reform och initiativet till den har val sannolikt tagits “uppifran” av en
lard person, troligast en prast, men det kan, menar jag, inte ses som ett
avbrott i kontinuiteten (annorlunda Gustavson 2004, 71). Det 4r i grunden
samma runrad som fortsétter att anvindas och inskrifterna blir inte
mindre folkliga till sin karaktir utan har samma anvandningsomraden
som tidigare.

Det typiska dalrunealfabetet under tidigt 1600-tal far i och med re-
formen f6ljande utseende:

Xa Bb Mc Dd de Pf &g kh i Yk T1 Ym kn 0 Tp Rr's 1t
Nu Ty #&4 da To

Den kinnetecknande a-dalrunan uppstar genom att A “tippats Gver” till
X. Forandringen betriffande konsonanternas fonologi innebér att man
infor tva nya runor g och T'p. Den forsta 4r sannolikt en faciliterad
form av en stungen k-runa ¥ (som Bureus 1599 rapporterar som g-dalruna;
Gustavson 2010, 2) som kan utféras med endast tre kinem, till skillnad
fran sin forebild som kraver fem. p-runan &r en kalenderruna. Den gamla
p-runan D, som fram tills nu har betecknat endast d (efter det att den ton-
l6sa motsvarigheten férsvann i spraket, sannolikt omkring 1400) blir nu i
stallet en d-runa som star f6r /d/-fonemet (med allofonerna d och d). For
att f4 en motsvarighet till ¢ tar man till langkvist-s som varit kdnt inom
den larda runtraditionen och nu ar "ledigt”. P4 motsvarande sétt har den
“lediga” formvarianten T av t (eftersom dalrune-t tidigare alltid varit 1)
utnyttjats for att bli den gemensamma runan f6r y och 6 (rundade framre
vokaler). I och med att initialt 4 senare under 1600-talet bortfaller i dia-
lekten antar h-runan ljudvirdet d och dirmed blir runan # ledig” for att
i stillet beteckna d. Genom denna kedjeforskjutning Xh > X& — #a >
#d — A& > @ “slipper” man stungna runor i alfabetet.

Det har papekats (Gustavson och Hallongvist 1994, 163) att det just
vid tiden for runreformen dyker upp ett antal inskrifter med runor i alfa-
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betets ordning. Han tanker sig att dessa kan ha haft som syfte att bidra
till att sprida det nya. Att nyordningen orsakat viss forvirring kan ses i en
av dessa alfabetsinskrifter frin Ona i Mora (D Rv251; avritning hos Gus-
tavson och Hallonqvist 1994, 163): apdefgdiklmnubcrstohdd. Som synes
har man bytt plats pa ett antal runor: p och b, & och h, u och o. De ar alla
runor som pa ett eller annat sétt paverkats av férandringarna.

Den &ldsta medeltida ristningen i landskapet, dendrokronologiskt
daterad till 1286, innehéller endast ordet arfrunir (D Fv2013;282C). Den
finns inskuren i en dérrkarm i kyrkharbret pa Priastgirden i Alvdalens
socken. Det ar alltsa inte fraga om den lart skapade formen runa, utan den
nedarvda och folkligt traderade nordiska run. Det ar ocksa endast en av
tva ganger som ordet forekommer i runinskrifter i Dalarna. Den andra ar
den tidiga 1500-talsinskriften frain Méansta i Alvdalen (D Rv243): kdristin
: haf : skdrifap : bapd : bardim oh : rundr : um : nikulasér masutahin
Kristin hav skrivad badd prdim o3 rundr um Nikulasdr mdssudazin Kristin
har skrivit bade prim och runor pa Niklasméssodagen.” Tyvarr gar det
inte av formen att se om det héir ar ackusativ pluralis av run eller runa (jfr
Levander 1909, 11, 25, 30), kanske troligast det férstndmnda.

Man kan fundera 6ver vad arvrunir betyder. En mojlighet &r ’runor
som ristas for att fa 4rva’ men det verkar egendomligt. Kanske det i stallet
betyder ’runor som gatt i arv, nedarvda runor’?
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The Early Runic Mini-Symposia:
Some Personal Reflections

By Michael P. Barnes

For reasons I can no longer recall, I was invited in 1986 to join a group
of Swedish runologists from Runverket (then based in Stockholm) on
one of their spring and summer rune-stone painting forays. Participating,
apart from me, were Marit Ahlén, Helmer Gustavson, Jan Paul Strid, a
stone conservator whose name eludes me, and, I think, Riksantikvariets
photographer, Bengt Lundberg, recording the progress of our work for
posterity. The whole exercise on this occasion was centred on the Rok
stone in Ostergétland. For several days we were quartered in Ombergs
Turisthotell, which lay nearby, seemingly run by a chap who doubled up
as gardener, waiter, and, for all I know, chef as well. The hotel boasted
an extensive menu, but it rapidly became clear that we were expected to
follow the waiter’s recommendation, which on most evenings directed us
to vidtternroding. For our midday repast we bought in some variety of sik,
which we ate encamped round the R6k monument. Conversation at one
point turned to a possible reunion the following year, and before we left
we had resolved to meet again in Orkney and the Isle of Man in 1987. I was
at the time working on the runic inscriptions of Maeshowe, and reckoned
the input of fellow runologists could only benefit my endeavours. For
the Manx leg of the trip, Ray Page had kindly agreed to come over and
share with us his extensive knowledge of the island’s rune-stones. The
core group on this occasion consisted once again of Marit Ahlén, Helmer
Gustavson, Jan Paul Strid and me, augmented by Thorgunn Sneedal, and
with Terje Spurkland representing Norway. James Knirk had been invited
to join us as an honorary Norwegian but for practical reasons was unable
to take part, and offered Terje as a replacement. In Orkney we stayed at
the Kirkwall Hotel, some distance from Maeshowe. Our transport was
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an antique van, to which Marit had to apply all her considerable driving
skills, were we to get safely to and from Maeshowe each day. While in
Man (where transport was altogether smoother) we decided to put such
runological get-togethers on a firmer and slightly more formal footing.
Thus it was that Helmer came to issue invitations to the first runic mini-
symposium, to be held on Gotland in 1988. (This and subsequent meetings
up to and including No. 16, held in Eichstitt, Germany, in 2003, are more
fully and soberly documented — year by year — in Nytt om runer 4-19).

It was a smallish group that foregathered in Visby, but about twice as
large as the Rok and Orkney/Man cohorts. I can no longer recall with
certainty all who were there, but seasoned runologists such as Ray Page
and Marie Stoklund had been added to the mix. The idea was, I think,
to bring together the foremost experts from such countries as engaged
in field-runological activity (German participation was lacking, though
it appeared at later symposia in the person of Klaus Diiwel). Desk-bound
runologists were definitely not included, and although the rising genera-
tion was represented by Henrik Williams and Svante Lagman, there was
no talk in this era of involving PhD students and the like as a matter of
policy. Short papers were read and discussed, but the bulk of the time was
spent travelling to, examining, and offering opinions on runic carvings
- as became the norm at these gatherings. My abiding memory of the
Gotland symposium is the three-page document I had to carry with me,
signed by Major L-O Pettersson, “Sékerhetschef”, allowing me as an alien
to enter restricted areas of northern Gotland and Far6. And prominent
along the roads were signs in several languages, including Russian, warn-
ing travellers against proceeding without such permission. Protected by
our documentation, however, we were able to visit and examine runic
carvings over the whole of Gotland, as also on Faré.

The 1989 mini-symposium - No. 2 in the series — was arranged by Marie
Stoklund on Bornholm. Again, I cannot now call to mind all of those who
took part, but I am fairly sure it was much the same group as the year
before, with certain additions. I remember a hungry Ray Page, aided by
Christine Fell, consuming bowls of very reasonably priced chips, and
Jan Ragnar Hagland arguing at a discussion session in favour of nynorsk
signage of runic inscriptions in Norway; Borje Westlund, too, had begun
to lend his eloquence to our throng — indeed he may well have been one of
the many vehemently disputing the necessity of nynorsk signage. A norm
for the transliteration of runes — that evergreen topic — was also on the
agenda, but as previously and since, no useful conclusion was reached. Of
prime importance: large numbers of Bornholm’s stone inscriptions were
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visited, studied and discussed in what became the usual manner; that is to
say, participants crowded round the objects, often shielding the view from
others, and offered their opinions on matters great and small.

1990 saw the mini-symposium move to England, with Ray Page and
Chris Fell as the organisers, and with the then Anglo-Saxon runologist,
David Parsons, as a welcome addition. This gathering — the third — became
known as the “Northumbrian symposium”, since the sites visited were
chiefly in the North of England, though by no means all were within the
confines of Northumbria. The symposium in fact began in Corpus Christi
College, Cambridge, of which Ray was a fellow, where the damp, spartan
student accommodation seemed to come as something of a surprise to
certain of the participants. In Corpus, Ray showed us items of runic inter-
est, in particular an inscription (if that is the right term) executed in dry-
point in the margin of a medieval manuscript. And the numismatist, Mark
Blackburn, made it possible for participants to examine the Anglo-Saxon
runic coins of the Fitzwilliam Museum. From Cambridge the assembled
runologists were whisked away by mini-bus to Slingsby Hall, near York,
where we were put up in the most congenial surroundings and extremely
well fed by Chris Fell’s brother and family. From there, two separate
parties set out on long journeys to visit the most notable Anglo-Saxon
and Scandinavian runic inscriptions of the North (almost entirely stone).
Most people went in the mini-bus, but for the ease and comfort of all
Marit Ahlén was put in charge of Chris Fell’s small camper van, popularly
known as the “Praguemobile”; she was joined by Jan Paul Strid, who
found space to lie flat and nurse his bad back, and by me, whose job was
to act as map reader and thus ensure that we did not lose sight of the
mini-bus for any lengthy period of time. The Praguemobile had several
notable features. Most remarkable was the tap affixed to the wash basin:
when turned on it dispensed not water, but real ale. Distances between
runic inscriptions are often considerable in the North of England, and
one night was spent at a hotel in Armathwaite, Cumbria. Here the more
discerning participants seized the opportunity to inspect Armathwaite
station on the legendary Settle and Carlisle Railway (saved from closure
by a vigorous local and national campaign and now once again a thriving
part of Britain’s rail network).

In 1991 mini-symposium participants met in Hélsingland for the fourth
gathering. Foremost on the agenda were the staveless runes, with visits to
all the relevant rune-stones (as of course to others as well). Lena Peterson
was in attendance, demonstrating the clear distinction in length between
staveless f and h, for which she had argued cogently in her paper “The
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graphemic system of the staveless runes’ given at the Third International
Symposium on Runes and Runic Inscriptions, Grindaheim, Norway, 1990.
A half day was dedicated to various presentations by members of the
symposium. Memories of this event cannot easily exclude the accommo-
dation. Our quarters were in Forsa folkhogskola and proved to be, with one
exception, the worst mini-symposium participants have had to suffer. The
food was sparse and could border on the inedible, while the rooms were
decorated with large notices informing guests that the consumption of
alcohol was strictly forbidden, and threatening anyone foolhardy enough
to break this decree with spine-chilling consequences.

In 1992 Jan Ragnar Hagland (in cooperation with Aud Beverfjord)
invited a by now somewhat larger core group to the fifth meeting in
Trondheim. This proved to be one of the busier symposia, with a couple
of lectures thrown in, visits to museums as well as to Nidaros cathedral
(with its many runic carvings), and an excursion to inner-Trendelag.
Participants were able to examine, inter alia, some of the loose objects
discovered during excavations at the Trondheim site known as Folke-
bibliotekstomta, the Kuli stone (insofar as the painting of the runes allows
one to see clearly anything runic on this much worn artefact), and the
agglomeration of runic graffiti at “Skrivarberget”, Ystines.

The sixth meeting, held in Copenhagen at the invitation of Marie Stok-
lund, was also action-packed. It included a lengthy visit to the Danish
National Museum where many Danish and some Greenlandic runic
inscriptions have found a home. There were also trips to the older-fupark
Stenstad stone (of Norwegian provenance) and to some important early
Viking-Age inscriptions, all located in the vicinity of Copenhagen. I note
that Michael Lerche Nielsen, then a PhD student at Copenhagen’s Institut
for navneforskning, was invited for the first time. He was there principally
to act as guide on the excursion, but his inclusion shows that the mini-
symposium was gradually widening its horizons.

German participation seems to have become well-established at this
stage, for in 1994 we were invited by Edith Marold to Schleswig for the
seventh gathering. Although a range of inscriptions from the Schleswig
area were examined (a great many loose objects and not least the Hedeby
stones), this proved to be a very different kind of meeting from those par-
ticipants had become used to: more formal and involving the delivery of a
great many papers, to be gathered and published in one of the impressive
Ergédnzungsbinde zum Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde
(No. 25 in the event). Perusal of this volume will indicate more or less who
was present and what they were all up to (though Tineke Looijenga, the
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first Dutch representative, is invisible since her paper was not included).
For those who took part it is instructive to study the 21-page ‘Diskussion
zum Thema Handelssprachen und Runeninschriften in Haithabu und
vergleichbaren Handelszentren’ led by Helmer Gustavson and featuring
“Diskussionsbeitrage” by Jan Ragnar Hagland, Karin Fjellhammer Seim
and Marit Ahlén. I think I can state with confidence that the printed ver-
sion bears absolutely no relation to what was actually said on the day.
My firm recollection is that all four participants were anxious to abandon
the venture (most people at this stage were more than ready for a drink),
and only rose to the challenge when cajoled by Klaus Diiwel, keener than
most to hear what they had to say. In the event this proved to be next to
nothing: the audience listened inattentively to some fifteen minutes of
walffle, which gradually petered out. Possibly too much was being asked
of participants. Certainly the excursion to the Dannevirke and other
places of interest proved a strenuous exercise: anyone lagging behind
on our extensive wanderings was geed on by two formidable ladies who
would brook no backsliding or delay. By the evening many had trouble
summoning up enough energy to eat the delicious spread that awaited us
in Schleswig.

The eighth runic mini-symposium took place in 1995 in Oslo and Fred-
rikstad. It was arranged jointly by Universitetets oldsaksamling, Oslo, and
Runearkivet, in the person of James Knirk. After a morning in Oslo visit-
ing Runearkivet and the rune-stone store on Bygdey, where many of the
important inscriptions in the older fupark had found temporary accommo-
dation, participants were bussed to Isegran (Universitetets arkeologiske
stasjon) in Frederikstad, where they were to stay for the duration of the
symposium. On the first full day, runic inscriptions and rock carvings
in Qstfold were examined, followed after lunch by the delivery of short
presentations. The highlight of the symposium was an excursion through
Bohuslén all the way to Lodose, taking in, inter alia, the Kalleby, Hoga
and Révsal stones, and ending with an examination of many of the loose
objects discovered during the Loddse excavations. The weather on the
day of the excursion was distinctly rainy, and the path from the bus to
the Hoga stone led through muddy fields. In order to spare participants’
footwear and nether garments, the organisers kindly issued everyone
with large white plastic bags, the overall effect of which was to make
a gathering of bedraggled field runologists look like a group of intrepid
scientists entering the site of a nuclear disaster.

The ninth runic mini-symposium (1996) was arranged by Borje West-
lund in collaboration with Svante Lagman. Participants were invited
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to Linkoping, and the main object of the meeting was to offer hands-
on experience of the many notable rune-stones of Ostergotland. Hogby,
Ingelstad, Kélvesten, Ledberg, Oklunda and Rok were all examined, to
name but a few. There was also a visit to Vadstena, and a brief lecture
and discussion session. A precious memory from this symposium is of
James Knirk up on high (possibly on someone’s shoulders) taking shots
for himself and others of the runes on the top of the Rok stone.

In 1997 the symposium moved to Jutland for its tenth gathering, more
precisely to Hald near Viborg. Marie Stoklund was the organiser, ably
assisted by others, including Michael Lerche Nielsen. This was a meeting
very much in the mould of the previous year’s gathering in Ostergétland,
with visits to notable rune-stones in the forefront. Time was, however,
also set aside for discussion of runic corpus editions, and the presentation
of new finds. Nytt om runer 13: 33 informs us further that during the meet-
ing an informal runological e-mail network was established. Whatever
became of that, I wonder?

The eleventh symposium took place in the Isle of Man in 1998. It had
many organisers: As well as me, there was Judith Jesch, David Parsons,
Ray Page and Sir David Wilson. With so many stalwarts in charge, it is
remarkable that no better accommodation than the boys’ dormitories in
King William’s College, Castletown, could be found. Participants were
offered iron bedsteads with lumpy mattresses in rooms of four or five; the
dormitories otherwise were almost bare, save for pictures of scantily clad
females which decorated most of the available wall space. Such meals as
the College provided were hardly in the five-star category (though the
symposium “banquet” showed promise). Without doubt, these lodgings
were the worst mini-symposium-goers have had to put up with. In fair-
ness it should be pointed out that things seem to have improved greatly in
the intervening years. The current King William’s College web-site shows
modern (if still largely dormitory) accommodation and speaks of “sump-
tuous catering”. The symposium otherwise was a great success. Virtually
all of the Manx rune-stones were inspected, including those in the Manx
Museum; and the Iron-Age hill fort and Viking ship burial site at Balla-
doole — complete with interpretation by Sir David Wilson - was thrown
in for good measure. On the second evening of the symposium, Sir David
and Lady Eva provided participants with a delicious home-cooked meal at
their home in the Old Lifeboat House, Castletown.

These personal reminiscences of the early runic mini-symposia have
grown rather more extensive than Iintended. Since meetings closer in time
will be more familiar to many of today’s participants, I will content myself
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with listing them, interspersing odd comments as seems appropriate. The
most recent meetings (from 2004 onwards) I will simply enumerate.

The twelfth meeting took place in Groningen in the Netherlands in 1999,
and was organised by Tineke Looijenga. I was not myself present, so can
offer no insights (but see Nytt om runer 15: 38-9). For reasons that escape
me, it had been decided not to hold a symposium at all in the following
year. This I thought a shame, since it had up to that point been an annual
get-together. I therefore took it upon myself to issue invitations to the
usual suspects, urging them to undertake the hazardous journey to Ork-
ney and Shetland. Virtually everything of runic interest in the islands was
examined - even Eshaness II, though this Shetland gravestone is so worn
its inscriptions can only be seen under cover with the help of artificial
light. T still treasure the pictures I have of participants lying flat on the
ground, covered with blankets, trying to make out something of what was
once there. For anyone ignorant of the context, these images must sug-
gest a comedy sketch rather than serious runological investigation. Ork-
ney and Shetland 2000, then, became the thirteenth annual runic mini-
symposium.

Three excellent meetings were arranged in the immediately following
years: by Per Stille in Lund (2001, the fourteenth); by Henrik Williams,
Jan Paul Strid, and Mindy MacLeod - Kalmar, Oland and Blekinge (2002,
the fifteenth); and by Klaus Duwel, Edith Marold, Alfred Bammesberger,
and Gaby Waxenberger in Eichstétt, Germany (2003, the sixteenth). These
gatherings are fully described in the relevant numbers of Nytt om runer:
Lund in vol. 17: 41; Kalmar, Oland and Blekinge in vol. 18: 28; Eichstatt
in vol. 19: 31-3. As the three pages dedicated to the Eichstitt meeting
indicate, this was a symposium with a difference. In the manner of the
Schleswig gathering in 1994, it was more of a general workshop, with
emphasis on the exchange of ideas and in particular the presentation
of papers, culminating in publication - again in one of de Gruyter’s
unaffordable Erginzungsbande (No. 51). Time was, however, also set
aside for the examination of inscriptions, thus honouring the spirit of the
mini-symposia.

With Eichstétt regular written reports on the annual gatherings of
field runologists come to an end, for with volume 19 of Nytt om runer
(2004; publ. 2006) publication of this most useful bulletin of runic research
regrettably ceased. For knowledge of subsequent runic mini-symposia, we
must rely on our memories and such pre-prints, hand-outs, etc. as have
survived attempts to de-clutter our offices, homes and computers. Fortu-
nately, symposia nos 17-29 will be present in the minds of many or most
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of today’s participants, and details of academic and social interest can be
sought from those who attended. I was present at some of the meetings,
but by no means all, and my recollections are therefore patchy. The most
sensible thing I can thus do is to end with a simple list, giving (1) the year
of each meeting after 2003, (2) the number of the meeting in the series,
and (3) the venue. It is sincerely to be hoped that someone at a future date
will consider adding their personal recollections of the post-2003 meet-
ings to the remarks I have made here.

2004:
2005:
2006:
2007:
2008:
2009:
2010:
2011:
2012:
2013:
2014:
2015:
2016:
2017:
2018:
2019:
2022:
2023:
2024:
2025:

17, Bergen

18, Copenhagen
19, Ostergétland/Sméaland
20, Gotland

21, Paris

22, Sigtuna

23, Schleswig
24, Uppsala

25, Stavanger
26, Mora

27, Oslo

28, Bornholm
29, Isle of Man
30, Skara

31, Trondheim
32, Sundsvall
33, Uppsala

34, Copenhagen
35, Oslo

36, Orkney
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Reviewed by Martin Dewey-Findell

Introduction

Corpus editions are one of the most vital tools for the researcher into
any aspect of runology and have an enduring legacy as reference
works many years after their publication. It is partly for this reason that
Futhark dedicated a full issue to them (Futhark 12, 2021 [publ. 2022]), and
the publication of new corpus editions has been one of the aims of the long-
running German project Runische Schriftlichkeit in den germanischen
Sprachen (RuneS). To date, project participants have published or are
preparing editions of the Frisian inscriptions (Kaiser 2021); Nordic runica
manuscripta outside Scandinavia (Bauer and Heizmann 2026); and the Old
English (and pre-Old English) inscriptions (Waxenberger, forthcoming).
The corpus edition of the South Germanic inscriptions precedes all of
these and is a work of formidable size and scope. The production of this
work was a long-standing ambition of the late Professor Klaus Diiwel and
it should be seen as part of his legacy.

The South Germanic corpus is more modest in size than some others,
although the inclusion of recent finds has expanded it significantly from
earlier editions: Arntz and Zeiss (1939) covered 28 South Germanic inscrip-
tions (although they did not use this term, and their larger corpus was
defined as “continental” rather than “South Germanic” — see below); the
chapter of Krause and Jankuhn (1966) covering this material had 35; and
Opitz (1977) had 56. The new edition has 141 entries, including a number
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of objects which are lost, and a number of inscriptions about which there
is some degree of doubt in regard to authenticity and/or runic character.
Some 56 of the entries fall into one or both of these categories although this
is not to be taken as an argument for exclusion. Many of the uncertain cases
have been included in older corpus editions as worthy of consideration and
discussion, and it would have been remiss of the editors to leave them out.

Structure

The edition is a hefty work in two volumes: Part 1 contains the prefatory
material and analysis together with the corpus entries while the slimmer
Part 2 consists of the bibliography, indexes, high quality colour plates and
other helpful information such as handlists of the inscriptions subdivided
by object type, relative chronology and so on. Placing this reference mate-
rial in a separate volume benefits the user by saving a great deal of flip-
ping back and forth that would otherwise have taxed both the brain and
the forearms of the reader.

The introductory sections take up about 220 pages, almost a quarter of
Part 1. As well as the apparatus about abbreviations and notation used in
the edition, there are accounts of the history of research on the South Ger-
manic inscriptions; the history of runic writing in the South Germanic area;
Sauer’s chronological discussion (which establishes a relative chronology
and periodisation, where much of the earlier literature concerned itself
primarily or exclusively with absolute dating); and Nedoma’s extensive
analysis of the script and language of the inscriptions, which could form a
short book in itself and will be discussed in more detail below. This is fol-
lowed by several shorter commentaries on the matters of magic, authentic-
ity, paratextual signs and the use of technology such as microscopy for the
first-hand study of inscriptions. After two appendices by Nedoma (the first
a short summary listing the inscribed objects and the contents of the in-
scriptions, and the second a breakdown of the corpus into categories based
on legibility and levels of confidence about their authenticity and/or runic
character), the main corpus entries take up the remainder of the volume.

One of the notable ways in which the edition aids the reader is by
presenting inscriptions at three levels of detail: the short summary
in Appendix 1; an expanded summary with key information about the
object, the find context and its dating at the start of each corpus entry; and
the more detailed description and analysis in the remainder of the entry.
This makes referencing and comparison much easier than if one had to
dig through the full entry in detail to extract basic information.
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Definitions and inclusion/exclusion of inscriptions

One of the first problems that any corpus edition needs to address is how
to define the corpus and how to deal with borderline cases for inclusion
in or exclusion from the corpus. The classification of this group of inscrip-
tions as “South Germanic” defines the corpus on linguistic criteria and
consequently excludes material that was included in some earlier publi-
cations (notably Arntz/Zeiss) which used geographical criteria. This is not
to say that the location and geographical distribution of finds has been
ignored, and when deciding on whether an item belongs in the corpus,
other criteria must also be taken into account (such as dating, archaeo-
logical context, and the extent to which we can be certain that we are
dealing with runic writing rather than script imitation or other marks that
formally resemble runes). It is worth noting how this edition deals with the
problematic or uncertain cases. In some earlier works, these problematic
cases were removed from the main corpus and placed in an annex (Opitz,
for instance, includes in an annex those inscriptions which are suspected
of being modern or which are doubtfully runic). The new edition, instead
of separating these items, adds tags to the sigla. With respect to questions
of authenticity, items such as the Kérlich fibula are marked with a star:
*SG-61 indicating Authentizitdt [...] zweifelhaft oder nicht gegeben,
“authenticity [...] doubtful or not given” (p. xxviii). An intermediate
confidence level is also marked: for cases like the much debated Kleines
Schulerloch cave inscription (see contributions to Bammesberger and
Waxenberger 2006), the asterisk is placed in parentheses, ¥SG-65, which
is glossed as Authentizitdt nicht gesichert, “Authenticity not confirmed”.
These categories naturally include various degrees of uncertainty or sus-
picion, and the boundary between zweifelhaft and nicht gesichert is a
matter of judgement on each item. In the case of Kérlich, the fibula is
probably authentic, and while there are strong grounds for regarding the
inscription as modern, this cannot be determined beyond doubt (pp. 329 f.);
but the same classification is also used for the Maria Saal bone (*SG-76),
which is certainly a modern forgery (pp. 400 f.). The difficulties of ascer-
taining authenticity and the varying degrees of evidence and confidence
are addressed and clarified in Diiwel’s commentary (pp. cxlii-cxIvi).
Another question that must be addressed in relation to “authenticity” is
how it should be referred to. There is a long tradition of labelling modern
inscriptions as forgeries or fakes (gefdlscht, fialschungsverddchtig etc.), but
these terms ascribe to the maker a conscious intention to deceive, which
can be demonstrated in some instances (like Maria Saal), but usually cannot,
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since even if we are confident that the inscription is of modern origin, we
do not know who made it or why. This matter has been discussed, e.g., by
Williams (2012), who favours the more neutral term “modern” in general.
With regard to the entries in the South Germanic corpus, however,
there are perhaps stronger grounds for using the more loaded terms
(although the editors do not set out their reasons explicitly). Many of the
suspect items appeared in the early twentieth century, particularly in the
1920s-40s in the context of widespread popular interest in “Germanic” or
“German” antiquities, an interest which was appropriated and amplified
by the Nazis (see, e.g., Hunger 1984; Goodrick-Clarke 1992). Leaving aside
the Weser bones (SG-134) whose authenticity is now accepted despite
disputes in the past, the corpus contains ten items marked as doubtful
(*SG-nn) and four marked as not confirmed (¥SG-nn). Of these 14, nine
came to light between 1920 and 1945. Naturally, the timing alone should
not count against their authenticity, but we should note that the appeal
(and financial value) of antiquities in this period did inspire an industry
in archaeological forgeries such as the Maria Saal bone and the supposed
discovery of “Attila’s grave” (Eichner 2006).

A further cause for caution or suspicion is that some of the inscriptions
are associated with individuals who are known to have been involved
in archaeological forgeries. The connection with these individuals is
not necessarily probative: they include Ludwig Ahrens, who sold the
(genuine) Weser bones to the Staatliches Naturhistorisches Museum in
Oldenburg in 1927/28 but also sold them a number of carved bones which
he had made himself (Pieper 1989);' and Otto Rieger, the discoverer of
the Kleines Schulerloch inscription in 1937, who was also involved in the
reporting of a “prehistoric” carving at the nearby Kastlhanghéhle which is
certainly of modern origin (Diuwel 2006, 324 f.; cf. Eichner 2006).

Linguistic analysis

The edition devotes a good deal of space to Nedoma’s extensive and com-
prehensive discussion of the linguistic issues, including the difficulties
of defining the term siidgermanisch. In practice, disentangling linguistic
labels (e.g., langobardisch) from ethnic or political ones is no simple matter.

! Pieper notes the poor quality of Ahrens’ forgeries, which corroborates his scientific find-
ings in favour of the rune-inscribed bones, since if the latter had been made in the modern
period their manufacture would have required a much greater degree of sophistication
(Pieper 1989, 225-33).
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The examples on pp. Ixi f. are instructive. In order to assign an inscription
to a language group, various nonlinguistic factors must be taken into ac-
count, such as the geographical location of the find, its archaeological
context (e.g., the inventory of finds from the same grave and from the
same cemetery), and the style of the object. None of these factors can be
decisive but this type of approach does raise important questions: if we
are defining the corpus linguistically, and assigning objects to linguistic
groupings (pre-OHG, pre-OS etc.) based largely on nonlinguistic criteria,
how do we avoid projecting onto the past dialect differences which are
only attested in later written records, or leaning on outdated assumptions
about ethnicity and language? One of the examples highlighted in this
section is the (Gy6r-)Ménf6csanak fibula (OG-7), which is classed as East
Germanic (and accordingly excluded from the South Germanic corpus)
on the basis of its location and the style of the brooch; the inscription is
only partly legible (transliterated xxx(x)ai[---? by Nedoma 2009, 123),
so it obviously cannot be classified linguistically. From the limited evi-
dence available, the classification is entirely reasonable, but we must be
sensitive to the potential confusion that can arise from using a term like
“East Germanic” (or “South Germanic”) as both a linguistic label and a
geographical or stylistic one.

The linguistic analysis is thorough, covering phonology, morphology
and syntax (to the extent that the latter is reconstructible from the very
short texts). This section of the edition provides a valuable synthesis of,
and a gateway to, the body of more detailed literature on these topics
(notably Nedoma’s own extensive work on personal names). Especially
welcome is the substantial treatment of graphematics and paratextual
signs, which owes a considerable debt to the work of Graf (2010) and
Waldispiihl (2013).

Concerning pragmatics, a taxonomic system of text types (maker in-
scriptions, owner inscriptions and so on) is set out in the edition. The types
are identified largely on the basis of the syntactic constructions found in
the corpus (e.g., the group of inscriptions with the structure Adressantyoym
+ ‘lieb, angenehm’ + Adressatpat, exemplified by SG-10 Bad Krozingen
Boba leub Agirike (p. cxxvi)). Kaiser used a similar approach in the Frisian
corpus edition (2021). Other possible analyses of these texts are considered,
but the edition does not venture further into the field of pragmatics, which
has been gaining more attention in runology, with some recent research
showing possible paths to a more complete understanding of how the pro-
duction and reading of runic inscriptions can be viewed as social acts (see,
for example, Higgs 2025 on the pre-OEF inscriptions).
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Corpus entries

The articles on each inscription contain comprehensive, up to date descrip-
tions of the inscription, the object and its context (dating, manufacture,
archaeological context etc.), with a literature section covering the older
corpus editions and wider literature relating to the inscription. Within this
framework, individual entries inevitably vary in their length and focus. To
illustrate some of the ways the edition handles the problems associated
with individual entries, it is worth examining one in closer detail.

SG-88 NordendorfI

The larger fibula from Nordendorf is one of the best known and earliest
recorded South Germanic inscription-bearing objects and has attracted
a great deal of attention and discussion, not least due to its mention of
heathen gods. The earliest published description of the inscription is
by Hofmann (1866), and the fibula continues to stimulate debate in the
literature over 150 years later (see, e.g., Mees 2024). Its inscription, as
presented in the edition, reads:

o _logapore "'wodan Mwigiponar; p = awaleubwinis
o logapore Wodan Wigiponar; p Awa Leubwini (or Awa leub Wini?)

“o arglistig(e) [sind] Wodan [und] Kampf-Donar (oder: Weihe-Donar?);
Awa [und] Leubwini (oder: Awa [ist] lieb (angenehm) dem Wini bzw. Awa
[wiinscht] Liebes dem Wini?)”

“a. devious, mendacious [are] Wodan [and] Battle-Donar (or Consecration-
Donar); f Awa [and] Leubwini (or: Awa [is] dear (pleasing) to Wini, or:
Awa [wishes] something dear for Wini?)” (p. 459; English translation by the
reviewer).

This summary presentation (which is fleshed out in more detail in the
corpus entry) illustrates a number of points about the edition’s approach.
The use of diacritics and special characters to mark epigraphical features
— such as the change in orientation between the two complexes (or two
inscriptions?) o and B, indicated by ® — makes these visual features
explicit, where they have often been neglected or subordinated. Likewise,
the paratextual sign marked as = (which is glossed in the description as
“ein eibenrunendhnlicher Texttrenner”, “a text divider resembling a yew-
rune”) is recorded alongside the runes (fig. 1). The attention to paratextual

signs and other aspects of presentation is reflected throughout the edition
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Fig. 1. SG-88 Nordendorf I, (above) back of headplate (Henning 1889, fig. 7), (below) detail
of the runic inscription with the sequence leubwini= (photo: Michelle Waldispiihl).

and indicative of the greater interest in these matters in more recent
research (as discussed above).

Like all transliterations, this involves decisions about what is and is not
salient for the runologist. One element which is not represented in the
transliteration is the marking above the o of wigiponar (line o III) which
resembles an | rune, and has been treated as such in some of the literature
(e.g., by Arntz/Zeiss 1939, 281). The detailed description of the inscription
(pp- 462-64) makes the reasons for this clear: this mark is, in the view of
the compilers, the carver’s first — and subsequently corrected — attempt
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to form the “roof” of 0. In this case, it is to be treated as part of the rune
itself and therefore not to be marked in the transliteration.

While the edition does not have a section dedicated to the principles
of transliteration, the matters of what is to be represented, and how, are
explained in depth in the introductory material as part of Nedoma’s treat-
ment of script and language (pp. lix—cxxviii).

This summary is followed by a brief presentation of key information
about the object, the context of the find, dating, its current location, and
a comprehensive set of references. The literature list includes the first
mention of the brooch in the report of an academic assembly in 1865 where
Prof. Lindenschmidt of the Romisch-Germanisches Zentralmuseum in
Mainz presented it to the gathering (VdPh 1866, 125). This report does not
include any information about the content of the inscription (which was
first detailed by Hofmann in 1866). Not included in this overview of the
literature is the treatment of Nordendorf in Stephens’ Old-Northern Runic
Monuments (Stephens 1867-1901, 2: 574-81). This reviewer is not sure
whether this was an inadvertent omission, or whether Stephens’ contri-
bution was rejected as unhelpful for a modern audience. His account of
the inscription does not add significantly to that of Hofmann, contains
some rather odd readings, and must be read with an awareness of his
anti-German sentiments. Since he was adamant that Germany had no
native tradition of runic writing,? he placed the Nordendorf brooch in his
group of “wanderers” (along with SG-95 Osthofen) and speculated that it
had come to Germany from the “Northmen” (i.e., Scandinavians). Rather
more usefully for the modern reader, Stephens does give a more detailed
account of the discovery and presentation of the brooch by “Dr. L. Linden-
smit [sic]”, albeit accompanied by some rather scathing remarks about
Hofmann’s analysis. His work is certainly worthy of inclusion for the
modern reader interested in the history of runology, but less so for those
interested in the linguistic analysis of the inscription or in its historical,
archaeological and art-historical context.

With its long history and numerous different approaches to reading
and interpretation, Nordendorf I presents editors with the challenge of
synthesising a very large volume of literature and evaluating many differ-
ent interpretations. The interpretation favoured by the compilers is fore-
grounded in the summary, so the reader is not made to wait until the

% In his entry on Nordendorf, Stephens leaves the reader in no doubt about his position,
as he rails at some length against “the modern German mania for making everything in
Heaven on Earth and under the Earth ‘German’” (1867-1901, 2: 576).
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end of the corpus entry for the conclusions to be revealed in the manner
of a murder mystery. The detailed linguistic analysis in the body of the
entry covers and evaluates the various interpretations both thoroughly
and concisely. The first element of the compound wigiponar, for example,
has been the subject of much debate. The corpus entry deals with different
interpretations in more or less chronological order, beginning with the
proposal in some of the early literature that wigi represents a verbal
imperative, wigi ‘consecrate’ (< PGme. *weihija-). The treatment of line III
as a compound is attributed to Krause (1927, 273 £.; cf. Krause and Jankuhn
1966, 293), who still connected the first element with the same root, and
saw in the compound an epithet “Consecration-Ponar”, comparable to ON
Vingporr (although we might note that the etymology of the latter is by
no means certain and, like Nordendorf wigi-, has been etymologically
associated both with ON vé ‘house; holy place, temple, sanctuary’ and
with vega ‘to fight’ (de Vries 2000 [1957-60], sv.; cf. Cleasby/Vigfusson
1874, sv.)). The edition’s preference for the latter is partly phonological: g
for pre-OHG /h/ < PGmec. *h (cf. OHG wihen) is unexplained, and no such
difficulties are presented by a reflex of *wig- ‘fight’.

From a semantic and pragmatic point of view, logapore has also proven
problematic. Again, the treatment of different interpretations is organised
chronologically, starting with the early suggestions that it was a third
theonym cognate with ON Ldodurr — the etymology of which is (again)
uncertain — and that the inscription attested to the persistence of heathen
religion among the Alamanni in the sixth century. The alternative (and now
generally accepted) connection is with OE logpor ‘wily, crafty’ and logeper
‘enchanters, snake-charmers’ (Bosworth and Toller 1898-1921, sv.); and
Diiwel (1979) interpreted it as a plural adjective ‘devious, mendacious’ or a
noun ‘deceivers, liars’, modifying the theonyms Wodan and Wigiponar and
thereby indicating not an expression but an abnegation of pagan religion.
The possibility of a third theonym has recently been revived by Mees, who
suggests it may be a byname for Loki and disputes the syntactic analysis
of Diiwel (Mees 2024, 8). One of the difficulties we face with the South
Germanic inscriptions in general is that they are so short and syntactic
relations are often ambiguous: a good number of the texts contain a series
of personal names, and while there may be general agreement about the
identification of grammatical case, the corpus contains very few verbs or
adpositions that might clarify the function of the cases. The treatment of
syntax in the general introduction is correspondingly very brief (pp. cxix f.).

The translations of inscription P in the corpus entry exemplify this
problem. The idea that awa represents a nominative feminine personal
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name Awa is not disputed; but leubwini is more difficult: it could be a
dithematic name Leubwini (most likely nominative), or leub could be
an adjective (or substantive) and wini a monothematic name (probably
dative). There are certainly parallels in the corpus for the former (e.g., SG-
126 Weimar II contains what appears to be a list of three nominative per-
sonal names: ida:bigina:hahwar:, [da Bigina Hahwdr . The first is taken
to be the owner of the brooch and the others the donors, although these
relations have to be inferred contextually and are not made explicit in any
part of the inscription; see pp. 686—89).

If we follow the latter interpretation, then the inscription would
be structurally parallel to that of SG-10 Bad Krozingen, _'boba:leub
w Uagirike Boba leub Agirike (transliteration and transcription from the
edition, p. 62). The Bad Krozingen entry offers several different transla-
tions (the layout and English translations are the reviewer’s, based on the
German text presented with the transliteration):

1. Bobanowm. leubnom. Agirikepat

a. Boba, dear/pleasing to Agirik

b. Boba [is] dear/pleasing to Agirik
2. Bobanow, leubpcc, Agirikepar.

Boba [wishes] something pleasing/dear [for?/to?] Agirik

In the first two, the analysis of case is identical, but it is unclear whether
the adjective leub is to be understood as attributive (modifying Boba) or
predicative (the complement of an unexpressed copula). If we are dealing
with a type of epigraphic culture in which syntactic cues that we might
expect in the spoken language or in a manuscript text are suppressed, and
the structure of the text is implicit, then it is obviously more difficult for
modern readers to infer structures and sociocultural meanings that may
have been evident to the makers and contemporary readers of the in-
scriptions. Some of Mees’ objections to the interpretation of Nordendorf1
favoured by Diiwel et al. centre on the question of what types of syntactic
structure can reasonably be inferred. Whatever our assessment, much of
the information that would help us to understand the pragmatic function
of the text is unavailable, or at best implicit.

The entry concludes with a short section on the function(s) of the in-
scription, which in this instance acts as a summary of the foregoing lin-
guistic analysis and of how the text is to be classified in terms of formulae:
inscription « as either an invocation of three gods or (as preferred in

Futhark 14-15 (2023-2024)



Review Article « 243

more recent scholarship) a Christian renunciation of two pagan gods; and
inscription P as either a donor formula or an expression of affection (cf.
the classification of text formulae in the introduction, pp. cxx—cxxviii).

Conclusion

With Dawel’s passing we lost one of the giants of runology. The fulfil-
ment of his ambition for a full corpus edition of the South Germanic
inscriptions seems a fitting tribute to him, not least in the ways it leads
the reader into the substantial and far-reaching research of his colleagues.
All those of us who have worked on this material have been guided and
supported by Diwel, and this edition is a testament to his influence, his
intellectual rigour and his generosity. It is immaculately compiled and
covers often difficult and complex material in remarkable detail and with
remarkable clarity.
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Kaiser, Livia. Runes Across the North Sea from the Migration Period and Beyond:
An Annotated Edition of the Old Frisian Runic Corpus. Reallexikon der Germa-
nischen Altertumskunde, Erganzungsbande, 126; Runische Schriftlichkeit in
den Germanischen Sprachen, 2. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 2021. 465 pp. DOI
10.1515/9783110728224. ISBN: 9783119723281; e-ISBN 9783110728224. € 230.00.

Reviewed by Jasmin Higgs

Livia Kaiser’s Runes Across the North Sea from the Migration Period and Beyond:
An Annotated Edition of the Old Frisian Runic Corpus is the newest major contri-
bution to the discussion of the Old Frisian runic corpus. It was produced as part
of the RuneS project, “Runische Schriftlichkeit in den Germanischen Sprachen”,
which is an undertaking that aims to describe and analyse runic writing compre-
hensively with a particular focus on graphemic and text-pragmatic aspects. The
goal of the book is to produce an edition of the Frisian material that uniformly
and systematically records all inscriptions thought to belong to the corpus. This
aim necessarily entails a reassessment of the definition of the Frisian corpus,
especially in relation to the Old English runic corpus, asking whether these
are separate runic traditions, or whether we should speak of a North Sea runic
tradition.

This book builds upon a small number of previous themed contributions; whilst
the work of Tineke Looijenga (“Checklist Frisian Runic Inscriptions” and “On the
Origin of the Anglo-Frisian Runic Innovations”, both in Frisian Runes and Neigh-
bouring Traditions, pp. 91-108, 109-22 [Amsterdam, 1996]; Texts & Contexts of
the Oldest Runic Inscriptions [Leiden, 2003]; and “Runic Literacy in North-West
Europe, with a Focus on Frisia” in Frisians of the Early Middle Ages, pp. 375~
400 [Woodbridge, 2021] ) is the backbone of discussion of the Frisian material,
Looijenga’s chapter in Texts & Contexts (2003, 299-328) was, until Kaiser in
2021, the closest we had to a corpus edition. Thus, Kaiser’s work is very wel-
come in providing the first comprehensive critical edition. The book is separated
into three parts: “1. Preliminaries”, “2. Linguistic Analyses”, and “3. The OFRC
[Kaiser’s abbreviation for ‘Old Frisian Runic Corpus’] Edition”. Each part is then
subdivided into chapters, each with a clear heading and supportive visual design
which includes clear tables, diagrams and additional images which aid in the
comprehension of the chapter.

“Part 1. Preliminaries” deals with all the information needed to comprehend
Kaiser’s study of the Old Frisian corpus, including previous editions and their meth-
odological issues, an understanding of how Old Frisian relates to other Germanic
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languages, and the archaeological context of Frisia and discovery of the inscrip-
tions. The first chapter in “Preliminaries” is titled “The Old Frisian Runic Corpus
Edition” and has three main aims: to define runology and provide an overview of
the methods used in the discipline; to detail the previous editions of the material;
and to state the methodological problems with working with the present edition.
What stands out in this chapter is the outline of runological methodologies and
the subsequent “uncertainty factors”. Kaiser provides an outline of each step in
the traditional runological methodology and lists factors which may contribute
to the reading of the inscription and cause variety in interpretation. This then
explains to the reader why certain readings of inscriptions are different, and how
each runic inscription can be influenced by the “uncertainty factors” impacting
the interpretations. “Uncertainty factors” are wide-ranging and inform both the
viewing of the inscription by the runologist and the subsequent philological
and linguistic analysis. They include, for example, dependence on technology
and equipment such as cameras and 3D scans to record the inscription, validity
and accuracy of archaeological dating methods, or reliability of descriptive
grammars. Transparency in research is provided by pointing to “uncertainty
factors” which may arise during the process of runological interpretation; this
is a welcome discussion of the difficulties in runology, though no solution to
the “uncertainty factors” is offered. The second chapter, “Germanic Language
Models and Periodization”, is divided into two sections, focusing firstly on the
Germanic language models and secondly on the periodisation of the Old Frisian
runic corpus. Kaiser reviews the different language models which position Old
Frisian in relation to other Germanic languages; she considers the traditional
“Anglo-Frisian model”, the “Ingvaeonic or North Sea Germanic model”, and the
“Convergence model”. This is followed by a section on the development of the
Old English fuporc, which leads to a discussion of North Sea Germanic inno-
vations. The final part of the chapter is a discussion of the periodisation of Old
Frisian, comparing periodisation attempts by different scholars such as Bo Sjélin
(Einfithrung in das Friesische [Stuttgart, 1969]), Thomas L. Markey (Frisian [Berlin,
1980]), Hans Frede Nielsen (“Ante Old-Frisian: A Review”, NOWELE 24 [1994]:
91-136), Germen J. De Haan (“Why Old-Frisian is Really Middle-Frisian”, Folia
Linguistica Historica 22 [2001]: 179-206) and Arjen P. Versloot (“Why Old Frisian
is Still Quite Old”, Folia Linguistica Historica 25 [2004]: 253-98). Kaiser con-
cludes that Waxenberger’s periodisation of Old Frisian (“How ‘English’ is the
Early Frisian Runic Corpus”, in Frisians and their North Sea Neighbours [Wood-
bridge, 2017], pp. 93—-124), which is modelled after Old English, is the best fit for
Old Frisian. This results in the following periodisation: c. 400-600 CE Pre-Old
Frisian, c. 600-900 CE Early Runic Frisian, and c. 1200-1550 CE Old Frisian. It
should be noted that Waxenberger’s model has the period of 900-1200 CE mis-
sing. This periodisation is preferred by Kaiser because it uses contemporary
runic evidence in its formation. The final chapter of this section is “Historical
and Archaeological Framework”, which provides an overview of the history
and archaeology of the area around the find spots of the items in the corpus.
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In discussing the archaeological chronology and periodisation, there is a critical
overview of the use of archaeological evidence when discussing the Old Frisian
corpus, noting in particular challenges posed for the dating of these objects due
to the archaeological conditions, most of them being stray finds or found during
commercial digging of terpen (‘artificial dwelling mounds’).

“Part 2. Linguistic Analyses” takes a three-fold approach to the corpus, with
phonological, graphemic and pragmatic discussions. The chapter on the phono-
logical discussion opens by outlining why only some of the runic inscriptions
from the corpus are analysed phonologically, citing issues with uncertainty in
interpretation due to incomplete or insufficient evidence, uncertain readings and
segmentations, and attribution to different corpora. She goes on to discuss the
representation of vowels in both stressed and unstressed syllables, comparing
the Old Frisian corpus with the Early Old English and Old English runic corpus.
The graphemic study of the corpus follows this section, aiming to reconstruct the
Frisian fuporc. This chapter again, like that of “Germanic Language Models and
Periodization”, provides an account of definitions frequently used in the discus-
sion of the topic; for her graphemic analysis, Kaiser follows Michelle Waldispiithl’s
model (Schreibpraktiken und Schriftwissen in siidgermanischen Runeninschriften
[Ziirich, 2013, 70-78]).

The third and final chapter of Part 2 is that of the “Pragmatic Discussion of
the OFRC”, where the author presents original concepts in terms of dealing with
runology and the discipline of pragmatics. The chapter starts with an overview
of the previous approaches to the pragmatic interpretation of runic inscriptions.
The discussion of the communicative potential of runic inscriptions started with
the “imaginative” vs. “sceptical” runological approaches to the communicative
functions of inscriptions, as outlined by R. I. Page in An Introduction to English
Runes (pp. 12 f. [Woodbridge, 21999]). Pragmatic analyses expanded beyond
this dichotomy, and Kaiser provides a detailed discussion of previous literature
related to pragmatics and runology, primarily citing Stephen E. Flowers, “How to
Do Things with Runes: A Semiotic Approach to Operative Communication” (in
Runes and their Secrets: Studies in Runology, pp. 65-82 [Copenhagen, 2006]) and
Christiane Zimmermann, “Runeninschriften als Sprechakte? Voriiberlegungen
zu einer pragmalinguistischen Untersuchung der Runeninschriften im &lteren
Futhark” (in Das Futhark und seine einzelsprachlichen Weiterentwicklungen, pp.
434-52 [Berlin, 2006]). She discusses especially Zimmermann’s use of John L.
Austin’s How to Do Things with Words (Oxford, 1962) and John R. Searle’s Speech
Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language (Cambridge, 1969), and in particular
Dieter Wunderlich’s application of speech act theory to the Danish fibulae
inscriptions in his Studien zur Sprechakttheorie (Frankfurt, 1976, 77). Speech act
theory aims to investigate the communicative intentions of the speech producer
through the study of their utterances; all utterances have three parts: locution
(physical, phonetic realisation), illocution (i.e. communicative intention delivered
by the locution) and perlocution (i.e. effect of the illocution and consequences),
with speech act theory focusing on the illocutionary part of the utterance. After
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outlining Zimmermann’s (pp. 441-43) conditions for the successful application
of speech act theory to runic data, which include that the inscription must not
be deficient (fragmentary, non-lexical, etc.) and that it must be within the con-
ventionalized linguistic framework, Kaiser notes that despite speech act theory
appearing to be a suitable model for the interpretation of communicative inten-
tion for Zimmermann’s work, it is not applicable to the Old Frisian runic corpus.
Specifically, the material does not meet the relevant preconditions: verb forms
are necessary as illocutionary indicators, but the corpus has only one confirmed
verb form as attested in the Oostum comb inscription [OFRC6, deda]; multiple
inscriptions lack “satisfactory interpretation” (p. 121); and there are also fragmen-
tary inscriptions. Kaiser concludes that a different approach to pragmatic analysis
is needed. She places the focus on a structural, syntactic description of the inscrip-
tions with the aim of tracing underlying text formulae. The formulae-focused
approach follows Gaby Waxenberger’s “Text Types and Formulas on Display:
The Old English Rune Stone Monuments in England” (in Vindeerinne wunderbaerer
meere: Gedenkschrift fiir Ute Schwab, pp. 495-528 [Wien, 2013]), a work tracing
Old English formulae which concentrated on identifying formulae for loco-mobile
inscriptions. This textual analysis is accompanied by both an extra-linguistic and
wider socio-cultural context framework as outlined by Klaus Diiwel (Runenkunde
[Stuttgart, 42008], pp. 16 f.) and Waldispiihl (Schreibpraktiken und Schriftwissen
[2013, see above], pp. 106-10), creating a comprehensive pragmatic model. The
chapter is completed by a brief discussion and a table featuring the Old Frisian
runic corpus formulae assigned to each inscription, which forms a useful guide
to the pragmatic analysis of the material. It appears that the corpus attests
primarily single-word inscriptions, usually personal names, which may serve as
name tags, and self-referential inscriptions, whose function is still debatable and
requires further research. Nonetheless, there are non-lexical inscriptions which
are not assigned functions via Kaiser’s formulae approach. It was specified in the
detailed discussion of speech act theory referenced above that the theory was
unsuitable for the Frisian corpus, largely due to the high number of non-lexical
and fragmentary inscriptions, as well as single-word inscriptions lacking verbs.
These characteristics similarly limit the new pragmatic model for the corpus
created by Kaiser, the suitability of which declines when textual functions are
not assigned to non-lexical inscriptions, which comprise a notable part of the
material. Perhaps more consideration could have been given to how to remedy
the lack of functions assigned to the non-lexical data. Despite this shortcoming,
the use of the formulaic approach in the pragmatic analysis is suitable for much
of the Old Frisian corpus due to the occurrence of large numbers of personal
names and nouns. For the first time in runology, the pragmatic analysis has been
wholly tailored to the data, i.e. the Old Frisian runic corpus, and exemplifies the
use of pragmatics with runological data, which hopefully the RuneS project will
further expand upon.

The final section of the book is “Part 3: The OFRC Edition”. The corpus is
broken down into smaller sub-corpora based on the rune-bearing objects; the
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groupings are combs, coins and bracteates, other metal objects, yew objects, and
bone objects. These objects are assigned to separate archaeological (site-specific
and typological), linguistic (etymological, phonological, morphological) and
runological (graphemic) categories and evaluated to determine their attribution
to a Frisian corpus. Corpus entries include pictures and additional drawings and
images to facilitate discussion of each inscription, and well-laid-out tables orga-
nise information clearly and concisely.

Kaiser’s final chapter, “Conclusions: A Frisian or North-Sea Corpus?”, pro-
vides summaries of all three parts of the book and then details the results of
each analysis. Whilst noting the issues involved in clearly separating the Old
Frisian and Old English corpora, she concludes that from her reassessment of
archaeological and linguistic criteria, there are only five inscriptions which can
be definitely determined to be Old Frisian: Oostum [OFRC6], Arum [OFRC16],
Britsum [OFRC17], Westeremden A [OFRC18], and Hantum [OFRC23]. The re-
maining inscriptions are categorised differently: nine can be placed within a wider
“North Sea Germanic context”, whilst the other six “elude reliable interpretations”
(p. 405). Furthermore, she excludes several inscriptions by assigning them to
different runic corpora. She concludes that by considering a “North Sea Germanic
Runic Corpus” instead of an Old Frisian one, all twenty-four inscriptions could be
looked at in their wider mobile world of exchange and cultural interaction.

Kaiser’s Runes Across the North Sea from the Migration Period and Beyond: An
Annotated Edition of the Old Frisian Runic Corpus achieves its goal of providing
a critical edition of the Old Frisian runic inscriptions. It not only considers new
research in the area of Frisian studies but also challenges conceptions of the
existence of a Frisian corpus through a thorough archaeological and linguistic
analysis, dealing with the corpus systematically and with originality. Highlights
include the discussion of uncertainty factors in runology and the specialised
pragmatic methodology. This edition indeed provides, as Kaiser hopes (p. 406), “a
comprehensive resource and starting-point for future exploration of runic writ-
ing traditions”, and is suitable for those making a first acquaintance with the
material and well-read runologists alike.
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i Finland, 875. Runron, 26. Helsingfors: Svenska litteratursallskapet i Finland.
Stockholm: Appell forlag, 2024. 264 pp. ISBN 978-951-583-608-3 (Finland), 978-
91-989128-0-7 (Sverige). € 25.00.

Reviewed by Staffan Fridell

Det finns inte manga runinskrifter i Finland men de f4 som finns, bade gamla
och nya, har givits en utforlig behandling i antologin Runes in Finland. 1 det
forsta bidraget, "In search of Finnish runes”, ger Heikki Oja en Oversikt over
de inskrifter han bedémer som gamla. Han nidmner till en borjan tre identiska
mynt eller brakteater fran 1100-talet som hittades i Janakkala 1832 som en del
av en silverskatt. De uppges innehalla runtecken och en tolkning av George
Stephens citeras. Oja kallar brakteaterna for the oldest written documents found
in Finland” (s. 19). Samma brakteater bedémer Ulla Moilanen (s. 31) emellertid
vara “Byzantine bracteate imitations with legends resembling runes”. Det ar
darmed knappast riktigt att kalla tecknen for runor och de kan inte heller sigas
bilda nagon text eller utgora skriftliga dokument. Stephens lasning och tolkning
ar som néstan alltid fantasifull och inget att stodja sig pa. En liknande brakteat
har ocksa hittats i Masku (s. 20; jfr s. 144). Riktiga runor finns daremot pa ett
danskt mynt fran o. 1065 som ocksé det var en del av en silverskatt, denna géng
funnen i Kuusamo (s. 20). Likasa bor tre amuletter med Tyr-runan, som var del
av ett skattfynd fran yngre jarnéalder i Vora 1981 (s. 21 £; jfr s. 31, 144), anses for
- intressanta — runristade foremal, trots att Oja skriver “perhaps such amulets
should not be regarded as fully runic objects”.

Ulla Moilanen beskriver i sitt bidrag den runristade silverbroschen fran Tuukkala
som hittades i ett tidigmedeltida gravfalt 1886. Hon daterar broschen till "the
twelfth or thirteenth century” (s. 30, 35) vilket stimmer med dateringsspannet hos
Helmer Gustavson och Evert Salberger i Studia Archaeologica Ostrobotninensia
(1987, 38): "1100-talets senare del och 1200-talet”. Man kan notera att inskriften
i Samnordisk runtextdatabas liksom i soktjansten Runor och i Lena Petersons
Nordiskt runnamnslexikon (2007, 49, 126) samt av Thorgunn Sneedal i Medan
virlden vakar (2002, 88) i stéllet dateras till vikingatid (s& &ven s. 7 och 74 i denna
antologi) — ovisst varfér. Moilanen ger en intressant analys av inskriftens till-
komsthistoria (s. 36 f.) dar den ursprungliga inskriften torde ha varit heui a mik,
men ddr man senare forsokt radera bort det inledande namnet och ristat namnet
botui pa ett annat stélle pa broschen. Det tolkas tilltalande som att broschen
bytt dgare, kanske fran mor till dotter. De tva kvinnonamnen Haegvi och Botvi
pekar pa Gotland och det anses troligt att broschen tillverkats p4 Gotland och
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importerats till Finland (s. 32, 40). Daremot stdmmer inte pastaendet (s. 35) att
namnet Haegvi skulle vara belagt i inskriften G 33 som hehuipa (gen.). Det ar
naturligtvis friga om mansnamnet Haegvidher.

Magnus Kallstrom ger ett grundligt och kunnigt svar pa fragan "Who carved
the runestone from Hitis?”. Han erkdnner att han fran bérjan varit skeptisk till
inskriftens datering till vikingatid men genom sin undersdkning och analys 6ver-
tygats om stenens #dkthet, 4&ven om vissa egendomligheter fortfarande forbryllar.
Svaret pa fragan ges: Balle, vilket motiveras utforligt och kianns 6vertygande.

Alessandro Palumbo och Janne Harjula presenterar och diskuterar fyra korta
medeltida latinska inskrifter pa triféremal funna vid utgrdvningar i Abo. En
av dessa lyder Bualee och kombinerar alltsa en inledande latinsk bokstav med
runor. Forfattarna ger en tilltalande nytolkning bene vale ’lev val’. De tre 6vriga
inskrifterna 4r mer eller mindre korta Ave Maria-inledningar. Har jamfér man
stavningen i motsvarande ord i svenska inskrifter med slutsatsen att de finska
liknar mer sydvéstsvenska an gotlandska.

Per Olof Sjostrand skriver mycket utforligt om det omdiskuterade stenkorset
fran Sund och dess kontext. Han menar att det verkligen finns runor pa korset
men att dessa dr “secondary runic graffiti”, troligen fran 1400-talet. Han laser
texten som ett latinskt venialis "forlatlig’. Vissa tecken pa korset ser faktiskt ut
som runor men andra verkar bara vara vertikala férdjupningar och det ar svart
att se hur man kan lasa ut ndgon som helst meningsfull text ur helheten. Den an-
tagna kontext i vilken ordet venialis skulle passa in — en férmodad konflikt mellan
arbetare vid ett kyrkobygge och deras uppdragsgivare — verkar mycket langsokt
och konstruerad.

Kendra Willson gor en nyttig genomgang av turerna kring de sa kallade Vora-
inskrifterna: deras upptéckt, debatterna, tidningsartiklarna. Hennes eget stall-
ningstagande 4r pafallande forsiktigt. Hon séger sig — férvanande nog - inte
kunna ge "a definitive judgment regarding their age” men menar dnda att det ar
sannolikare att de ar fran 1800- eller 1900-talet (s. 231).

Sist i antologin finns en artikel av arkeologerna Antti Lahelma, Jouko Pukkila
och Tapani Rostedt, ddr de presenterar och resonerar kring tre runinskrifter. Tva
av dessa ar uppenbart moderna och ingen skulle komma péa tanken att betrakta
dem som forntida. Den tredje, som finns pa en runhéll vid Luonnonmaa, nira
Nadendal, translittererar forfattarna:

astripr - risti - runor - pisar - aftar - karl - fapir - sin - kupon

De citerar ett skriftligt utlatande av Magnus Kéllstrom om inskriften dar han ger
argument for att inskriften ar sentida och inte vikingatida: r-runans form, stav-
ningen med R i astripr och den egendomliga utformningen av ornamentiken.
Artikelforfattarna vill trots detta 1dmna en mojlighet dppen for att inskriften
skulle kunna vara vikingatida. Det finns dock ytterligare starka skél som talar f6r
Kéllstroms bedémning. Formen pa p-runan, med bistaven som en vinkel i stéllet
for en bage, ar extremt ovanlig under vikingatid men daremot relativt ofta fore-
kommande i tidiga urnordiska inskrifter. Stavningen av prepositionen som aftar
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har savitt jag har kunnat se ingen motsvarighet ndgon annanstans. Slutligen ar det
misstankt att det sista adjektivet enligt bilderna pa s. 249 ristats kupn. Tanken hos
inskriftens sentida ristare (som artikelforfattarna verkar ansluta sig till genom att
emot all praxis for translitterering aterge den saknade, vintade runan som 0) ar
uppenbarligen att runan o dr dold under den korsande runslingan. Men sé utfors
aldrig en ristning under vikingatid. Man skulle antingen fortsatta inskriften efter
den korsande slingan eller méjligen anvinda slingan som huvudstav f6r en runa.
Det rader sammantaget ingen tvekan om att inskriften ar sentida.

I det radande ldget, med vildigt fa kdnda runristade objekt och egentligen
inget som talar for att runor ristats i Finland under vikingatiden, &r det viktigt
att tillampa en strikt kallkritik. Magnus Kallstroms infallsvinkel - att starta med
ett tvivel pa alder och autenticitet men bli 6vertygad om motsatsen genom en
grundlig analys - &r i sa matto forebildlig. Likasa ar artiklarna av Moilanen och
av Palumbo och Harjula gott vetenskapligt hantverk. Men flera andra bidrag i
antologin visar en tendens att, trots att det finns starka argument om motsatsen,
ge uttryck for ett slags utomvetenskapligt hopp om att det trots allt &r mojligt att
det har funnits en gammal runtradition i Finland.
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