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Foreword

Volume 4 of Futhark contains revised versions of (a) the keynote address,
by Michael P. Barnes, and (b) the other plenary lectures held at the Seventh
International Symposium on Runes and Runic Inscriptions (Oslo, 9-14
August 2010). It constitutes the first part of the conference proceedings.

The theme of the symposium was “Runes in Context”. The contributions
of six of the eight plenary speakers invited to the meeting appear in this
volume, each of them developing different aspects of the symposium
theme. A seventh speaker, Lisbeth Imer, has published a shorter Danish
version of her presentation “Defining Contexts”, namely “Fortidens
kalejdoskop —om definitionen af kontekster i runologien”, Arkaeologisk
Forum 24 (2011), 37-42. The eighth plenary talk, “Post-Reformation Runic
Inscriptions in Norway” by K. Jonas Nordby, was in essence a general
introduction to the exhibition of post-Reformation runic inscriptions
which he organised at the Norwegian Folk Museum, Oslo.

Also in the current issue are short notices, a debate and reviews. The
editors would once again especially like to encourage the submission of
short notices to the periodical.

The next volume of the journal will see publication of the second part
of the conference proceedings, encompassing selected papers from the
symposium which have not already appeared elsewhere. A list of such
papers as have been published separately will be found in the “Foreword”
to that issue.

Although the article section of Futhark volume 5 (2014) will in all
likelihood be filled by symposium papers, the editors are happy for other
articles to be submitted to the journal, which if accepted will be published
in the following issue, volume 6 (2015).

It is now possible for institutions and individuals to place a standing
order for the journal at the e-mail address acta@ub.uu.se. We urge those
interested to place their order.

James E. Knirk Henrik Williams



Correction to Futhark Volume 3

Last year’s issue, Futhark volume 3 (2012, publ. 2013), contained the con-
tribution “Runes about a Snow-White Woman: The Lund Gaming-Piece
Revisited” by Rikke Steenholt Olesen. Regrettably, there is an error in
the article on p. 94 which was introduced at the type-setting stage and
not spotted during proof reading. In the transliteration proposed by the
author a character in the fourth line was unfortunately deleted. Instead
of the published

(1) peta:reeist

(2) rolfr:porkissun

(3) honom:uar:pangar
(4) blandat:ump[p<h]asn
(5) huitu:snot

the transliteration should have read (with the correction underlined here):

(1) peta:reeist

(2) rolfr:porkissun

(3) honom:uar:pangar

(4) blandat:ump[p<h|asnz
(5) huitu:snot

The editors very much regret the mistake, for which the author was not
responsible, and urge the readers of Futhark to rectify the error in their
printed copies of the issue.



What Is Runology,
and Where Does It Stand Today?

Michael P. Barnes

Abstract

The purpose of this contribution is to offer a critical appraisal of runology
as currently practised. The article begins by asking what runology is, and
possible ways of defining the subject are discussed. Theory and methodology
are then considered. While there is much to be learnt from analysis of the
methods runologists employ, the search for runological theories turns out to
be an unrewarding exercise. Theories from other disciplines have on occasion
informed and guided runological procedures, however, and this is exemplified
through an examination of the role graphemics has played in recent discussion
of rune forms and how they may best be transliterated into the roman alphabet.
The article concludes with brief consideration of problems that have arisen in
the reading and interpretation of runic inscriptions, and a plea is entered for a
critical and dispassionate approach to runological endeavour.

Keywords: runology, theory, methodology, graphemes, transliteration, inter-
pretation

Introduction

n recent years several scholars have presented critical examinations of
the state of runology. They have offered varying views of the subject
and suggested different ways forward. Most recently James Knirk has
obtained funding for a project (Lesning og tolkning av runeinnskrifter:
runologiens teori og metode, ‘The reading and interpretation of runic
inscriptions: the theory and method of runology’) whose principal
objectives are: (i) to define runology as a subject or field of research; (ii)
to establish the theoretical (philological) basis for runological research;
(iii) to evaluate and develop the subject’s methodological tools. The most

Barnes, Michael P. “What Is Runology, and Where Does It Stand Today?”
Futhark: International Journal of Runic Studies 4 (2013), 7-30.
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8 « Michael P. Barnes

important outcome of the project is to be a Handbook of Runology. Such
a work will differ from previous introductions to the subject. Rather than
offer a general survey of runes and runic inscriptions, it will lay down a
methodological basis for the study of runic script and the examination,
reading and interpretation of inscriptions. For the first time a text-book
will be available for the student of runes, showing how things should,
or at least might, be done. This is a project of some significance. Runic
writing is of considerable linguistic, historical and cultural importance,
and the study of runic writing in all its aspects is badly in need of critical
reappraisal. Those working with runes require at the very least: (i) a
definition of the subject; (ii) a statement of accepted, or at least acceptable,
methodological procedures; (iii) a series of constraints within which they
can work. Without these minimum requirements “runology” is anything
and everything: it is unclear where it begins and ends, and there is no
obvious dividing line between the serious practitioner and the charlatan.

An individual scholar like myself clearly cannot anticipate the outcome
of an in-depth investigation into the theory and method of runology. One
elderly academic of modest talents is no substitute for the eminent team
who are to compile the proposed Handbook. I shall be unable, I fear, to
define runology, to establish a theoretical basis for runological research
or to develop the subject’s methodological tools—not least within the
confines of a symposium paper. My aims are rather to raise and discuss a
number of questions of the kind I imagine the compilers of the Handbook
will have to tackle.

I take as my starting point the critical examinations of runology I
alluded to at the outset. These include the following: Claiborne Thomp-
son, “On Transcribing Runic Inscriptions” (1981); Terje Spurkland,
“Runologi —arkeologi, historie eller sprakvitenskap?” (1987); Judith
Jesch, “Runic Inscriptions and Social History: Some Problems of Method”
(1994); Elmer Antonsen, “What Kind of Science is Runology?” (1995);
Lena Peterson, “Runologi: Forsok till ett aktuellt signalement” (1996);
Michael Lerche Nielsen, “Runologien mellem sprogvidenskaben og
arkeeologien —med et sideblik pa de forskellige tolkninger af Glaven-
drupindskriften” (1997); Kurt Braunmiiller, “Methodische Probleme in der
Runologie — einige Uberlegungen aus linguistischer Sicht” (1998); Karin
Seim, “Runologi” (2004, 2nd ed. 2013); Klaus Duwel, “Runic” (2004); Ray
Page, “Seeing and Observing” (2005); and Diiwel’s chapter “Vom Fund
zur Deutung” in Runenkunde (4th ed. 2008, 15-22). I shall also bear in
mind two contributions of my own: “On Types of Argumentation in Runic
Studies” (1994) and “Mé&l og metode i runeforskningen” (2011a).

Futhark 4 (2013)



What Is Runology, and Where Does It Stand Today? « 9

A definition of “runology”

Between them the authors referred to suggest or imply that runology
comprises elements of linguistics, philology, palacography, archaeology,
cultural, religious, legal, literary and art history, mythology, cryptology,
and occultism; others might want to add further fields of research,
onomastics for example. Many of the contributors stress approvingly the
interdisciplinary nature of runology (in part, perhaps, a genuflection to
the gods of our time).

Two important questions arise from a claim made by Spurkland in
his contribution: “Skal man operere med et vitenskapelig fagomrade
‘runologi’, méa det ha elementer av arkeologi, kulturhistorie og sprak-
vitenskap i seg” (‘If there is to be a discipline called “runology”, it must
contain elements of archaeology, cultural history and linguistics’; 1987,
56). But how obvious is it, I wonder, that runology should constitute a
discipline in its own right? And how can one define a discipline that
comprises so many disparate elements? Certainly, if a discipline cannot
be defined, it is hardly meaningful to treat it as such. Peterson (1996, 41)
argues for a narrow and a broad definition of runology. According to her
narrow definition, it is a branch of linguistics; more broadly defined it
includes analyses and evaluations of objects of study that bear witness
to all kinds of circumstances of the past other than the purely linguistic.
For my own part (Barnes 2011a, 147-49) I have questioned whether the
study of runes and runic inscriptions requires the establishment of an
independent discipline, noting that ogam, for example, does not seem
to have called forth generations of ogamologists. I further enquire how
much sense it makes to treat runic writing in comparative isolation from
writing in rival scripts. On the other hand, as Lerche Nielsen emphasises
(1997, 37), runic research is one of the oldest branches of scholarly
endeavour in Scandinavia, with roots stretching back to the Renaissance;
so it has the weight of tradition behind it. Also to be considered is the
need for a theoretical and methodological basis on which the study of
runes and runic inscriptions can be built, and that must surely start with
some attempt to define, or at least delimit, the field as an area of academic
activity?

Although I cannot offer a ready definition, I have a reasonably clear
view of what runological research essentially entails. Runes are an alpha-
betical system of writing, and for the most part they are used to record
language. An independent runological discipline, if it is to be established,
must therefore deal with the runic symbols themselves, individually and

Futhark 4 (2013)



10 « Michael P. Barnes

as systems, with their development, and their use to record language.
Runic inscriptions are sequences of runes placed on an object, and these
the runologist will attempt first to read and then to interpret. Reading
will involve examination of the inscription itself, since photographs are
subject to tricks of the light and drawings will always contain an element
of subjectivity. Interpretation will often require help from and some
knowledge of other disciplines, notably archaeology. But archaeology is
not runology, any more than are art history, mythology, or occultism.

Iam struck by how many of the authorslisted above approach “runology”
as though it were first and foremost concerned with the interpretation of
inscriptions. My view is rather different. Core aspects of the discipline
are to me: the origin of the runic alphabet; the change from the older
fupark to the Anglo-Saxon fuporc and the younger Scandinavian fupark;
the development of the additional runic characters of the Scandinavian
Middle Ages and their status; runes as graphemic systems; the distinction
between graphs, graph-types, graphemes and units of the fupark or rune-
row (see below); the principles and practice of transliteration. I would
also suggest that the reading of runic inscriptions is more central to
runology than their interpretation. The reading must be done first and
must be undertaken by someone with experience in the field. Thereafter
come attempts at interpretation, which may in some circumstances be
made by historians, archaeologists and others —provided they possess the
requisite linguistic knowledge, understand how the reading was arrived
at, and have a proper grasp of all the caveats the reader has expressed.

I thus disagree with Spurkland that runology must contain elements
of archaeology and cultural history. The runologist will almost certainly
need to consult archaeological and historical expertise, but archaeology
and history are not runology. Runology is to do with runes and runic
writing. There will of course be grey areas. Peterson asks (1996, 40)
whether an archaeologist who makes detailed analyses of the grooves of
runes and of the ornament of rune-stones is a runologist. On the whole, I
think not. Such a person is rather an archaeologist mapping the grooves
cut on stones. The results arrived at may assist the runologist, but the
endeavour is not strictly runological. This can be true, wholly or partly, of
a wide range of studies that take runic inscriptions as their subject matter.
Jesch (1994), for example, is a thoughtful and salutary contribution,
which discusses difficulties in undertaking quantitative analyses of the
information in runic inscriptions. However, many of the questions raised
concern the collection and sifting of data and as such apply to quantitative
analyses in general.

Futhark 4 (2013)



What Is Runology, and Where Does It Stand Today? . 11

I have approached the defining of runology chiefly as a theoretical
problem but I want to emphasise the practical aspect as well. As indicated
earlier, the more elements of other disciplines “runology” is to include, the
harder it becomes to define, and if we cannot define it, we can hardly map
out its methodology and practice. Which would take us back to square
one.

Runological theory

In his project description Knirk questions the use of the term “runology”
on the grounds that the lack of a fundamental theoretical and method-
ological apparatus is palpable enough to render the “-ology” suffix
inappropriate, suggesting as it does the existence of a well-established
discipline. I agree that “runology” can give false associations (though on
a practical level attempts to avoid “runology” and “runological” can lead
to some fairly tortuous English). What I am far less certain about is where
the theoretical basis of runology is to be found.

First, I suspect, we would need to agree what “theory” means. Much
in runic research that goes under this heading would be better called
“idea”, “suggestion” or “claim”. Consider, for example, “Theorien iiber die
Bildung des alteren Runenalphabets” (‘theories about the creation of the
older runic alphabet’; Grenvik 2001, 10-28); the “theory” that the total
number of runes in a rune-row had to correspond to a multiple of eight
(Spurkland 2005, 80); and the “mange teoriar” (‘many theories’) that have
been advanced to explain the relationship between the long-branch and
short-twig runes (Liestol 1969, 474). If, as the Oxford English Dictionary
suggests, and linguistic science endorses, a theory should be a statement
of general laws or principles and have explanatory power, it is not easy to
see where the theoretical basis of runology might lie.

Workers in the runic field have on occasion appealed to general
principles, but it has not always been clear what the principles were or
how they impinged on the argument. Erik Moltke, for example, would
refer to the laws of alphabet history (e.g. 1985, 68, 173 f.), but I cannot
see that he ever expounded these in detail so that the validity of his
assertions could be checked. Braunmiiller (1998, 16-20), attacking the idea
that the runes were invented and used in “splendid isolation” from other
cultures, appears to argue that language contact is the force behind almost
all linguistic innovation and change, and that explanations in runology
must, where relevant, take account of that circumstance. He instances
in particular the change from the older to the younger fupark. This has

Futhark 4 (2013)



12 « Michael P. Barnes

perhaps the makings of a theory, but I am not sure it is borne out by
the facts. There was undoubtedly contact (and thus presumably language
contact) between the Roman Empire and Scandinavia at the time most
people assume the runes to have been invented, and several runes look
very like roman capitals and have more or less the same sound values.
But how much contact was there with the Mediterranean world and its
languages in the period A.D. 550-700? Braunmiiller envisages a group of
rune-carvers at this time with “fundiertes linguistisches Wissen” (‘soundly
based linguistic understanding’), their insight gained from schooling of a
type inherited from the ancient world and maintained through contact
with the South. Only this, in his view, can explain the systematic nature
of the change from the older to the younger fupark. Michael Schulte,
on the other hand, argues that the younger fupark was the result not of
a reform but of a gradual process of evolution (see, e.g., 2006a; 2006b;
2009). He contrasts developments in Scandinavia with those in Anglo-
Saxon England: the relative cultural isolation of Scandinavia meant that
the impetus to bring the rune-row up-to-date was lacking there, while in
England the presence of the roman alphabet turned rune-carvers’ minds
to thoughts of reform. The loss of g and d from the Scandinavian rune-row,
which most have regarded as the result of a conscious decision, can only
be put down to natural wastage, according to Schulte, because general
“Verschriftungsprinzipien” (‘principles of rendering speech into writing’)
dictate that change in usage will happen first, to be confirmed later by
change in the system (2006a, 20). So here we have a possible theory that
language contact lies at the root of almost all language change challenged
(in this particular instance) by a possible theory that change in usage will
precede any change in the system. For my part I would like to see both
theories expounded in full with copious examples of how they work in
practice. Even with such explication, I suspect lack of data from the period
of transition between the older and younger fupark would make it difficult
to judge which theory, if either, had the greater explanatory power. And
we would then be little further on.

Of course theory has played its part in runic research. I have myself
appealed to phonemics and graphemics, and criticised those who write as
though “speech sound” and “phoneme” were interchangeable concepts. But
these are well-established linguistic theories used by certain runologists.
They are not runological theories.

Many problems in runology are simply not susceptible to explanation
by theory. The bulk of the Manx runic crosses are confidently assigned
to the period c. 930-1020 by art historians. This conclusion is based on

Futhark 4 (2013)
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observation and comparison. Some runologists (e.g. Holman 1998) have
pointed out that certain rune-forms on the crosses as well as aspects
of their language hint at a later date. That conclusion likewise derives
from experience. In a paper from 1998 Hagland and Page suggest that the
practice of dotting in runic writing may have arisen in the British Isles.
Knirk has recently argued against that view (2010). Neither party to the
debate appeals to theory, and with good reason. What we suffer from
both here and in the case of the Manx crosses is lack of data, not lack of
theory.

Finally: theory can often be so far removed from actual objects of
study that it becomes hard to discern its purpose. A recent book by
Piotr Chruszczewski (2006) summons up all manner of theories in an
attempt to analyse twenty-nine Viking-Age runic inscriptions on stone
from “North-Central Jutland”—the aim of the analysis being to show
how various formulaic expressions employed in the inscriptions can
shed light on discursive practices in the society from which the texts
spring. The journey to the twenty-nine inscriptions is long. It takes in
inter alia: anthropological linguistics, contact linguistics, language death,
the development of Germanic from Indo-European, pidgins, creoles and
mixed languages, Scandinavian invasions of the British Isles and their
linguistic aftermath, the creation of writing, literacy, and the origin
and development of the runic alphabet and runic writing —many of the
topics accompanied by a fearsome theoretical apparatus. But the brief
analysis of the texts of the twenty-nine inscriptions reveals very little.
The conclusion is —as one might expect —that they do not differ greatly
from the generality of Jutlandic or other Scandinavian commemorative
inscriptions of the Viking Age. The relevance of the extensive and diverse
theorising Chruszczewski brings to his task is to me wholly opaque.

Runological methodology

Methodology I find considerably easier to get to grips with than theory.
Where theory can be abstract and vague, often seemingly far removed
from immediate problems, methodology is at the heart of most serious
runological endeavour. There has nevertheless been a general lack of
thought about method and procedure — what might be deemed acceptable
and what unacceptable, for example — as Peterson recognises in her critical
1996 analysis. In an admonitory tone she notes (p. 39) that as well as a
definition of runology, a description of the aims of runological research,
and a critical self-examination of the discipline by its practitioners, we
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14 . Michael P. Barnes

need an account of its methodology —the clear implication being that up
to now there has been something of a methodological free-for-all.

Methods will of course vary, depending on the object of study. Field
runologists examine inscriptions with a view to reading and interpreting
them. Here, as Peterson avers (1996, 44), it is an essential part of runological
method to distinguish between reading and interpretation. The runologist
first attempts to read what s/he thinks to see. It is of course hard to do
this without bringing to bear preconceived notions of what particular
inscriptions might be expected to say, and that problem has to be freely
acknowledged. Nevertheless, the reading should be primarily the result of
observation. When it has been established to the runologist’s satisfaction,
and presented in the form of a drawing, an idealised runic representation
and/or a transliteration, an interpretation can be essayed. That will
usually involve an attempt to identify words and to mould them together
into an edited text, which can then be translated into a modern language
to help non-specialist readers. It is an essential part of this process that all
uncertainties in the reading and interpretation are made clear.

Methodological guidelines for the interpretation of inscriptions have
so far been conspicuous by their absence, and it is certain much detailed
work needs to be done in this area. Yet only if runologists indicate
what is and what is not permissible can purveyors of make-believe
such as Ole Landsverk and Alf Mongé (see, e.g., 1967) or Kjell Aartun
(1994) be kept at bay. The difficulties are considerable, as Braunmiiller’s
article “Mutmaflungen zum Maltstein” (1991) unwittingly makes clear.
Commendably, the author sets out to provide a set of interpretational
procedures that can be checked and replicated. He does not know, or
mind, he says, whether the interpretation of the Malt inscription he
arrives at is right or wrong — his aim is solely to initiate a discussion about
methodology and to indicate how things might be better done. The result,
alas, is not reassuring. Not only does Braunmiiller commit the cardinal
error of confusing reading and interpretation, as Peterson stresses (1996,
44); his interpretation involves considerable textual emendation and the
assumption that the Malt carver made widespread use of abbreviation.
And it does not end there: while Braunmiiller regards it as axiomatic that
the carver adhered to the most common syntactic patterns of Viking-Age
Scandinavian, he allows him where necessary for the interpretation to
deviate from them —for example by using the reflexive possessive sinni
where non-reflexive hans is to be expected.

Braunmiiller can be forgiven for getting himself in a tangle (though
perhaps not for the self-confident language in which his lesson in
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methodology is couched). The way forward is much more problematic
than he allows. By way of illustration I introduce the Reistad inscription
from Vest-Agder, Norway (KJ 74, to be dated probably some time before
A.D. 500). The inscription is in three lines and is normally read:

iupingaz
ekwakraz:unnam

wraita

The sequences iupingaz and wakraz are interpreted as personal names (of
disputed meaning); ek (or perhaps ik) is almost certainly the pronoun T.
So far there is a measure of agreement. Antonsen (2002, 5) reads idringaz
rather than iupingaz, but still recognises a personal name here (which he
“translates” ‘of memorable lineage’). The segment unnam wraita, on the
other hand, has been taken in two completely different ways: by many
as undnam wraita, meaning something like ‘undertook the writing’; by
Thoérhallur Eythorsson (1999) as ‘took Wraitaz’, where wraita (acc. sg.)
represents an earlier form of Old Norse reit ‘marked-out space’, and is the
name given to a farm (cf. the Rei- in modern Reistad). The first of the two
words has also been read unnamz (Antonsen 2002, 6 f.), whereupon it
metamorphoses into a by-name qualifying wakraz, and wraita becomes
a 1st person sg. past tense (strong) verb form: ‘I Wakraz, the untakeable,
wrote [this]’. The only point the three interpretations of this part of the
inscription agree on is that the sequence nam is somehow to be connected
with a verb meaning ‘take’.

One area of disagreement in this case concerns the reading. Before
embarking on an interpretation the runologist must be confident s/he can
recognise the runic graphs. I have not examined the Reistad stone closely
myself and so can offer no firm opinion on its runes. But as a general rule,
uncertainty about what is actually carved on an object should give pause
for thought. The radically differing interpretations, too, ought to act as a
warning signal. None is unproblematic. The difficulty with unnam as a
verb form (stressed by Antonsen, 2002, 6 f.) is that un is a highly unlikely
runic spelling of und- at the relevant period (an assimilation /und-/
> /un:/, as envisaged by Eythoérsson 1999, 191, is not to be expected so
early). The understanding of wraita as ‘writing’ suffers from an absence
of corroborative evidence from later Scandinavian or other Germanic
languages, while as a past tense verb form it has been criticised as too
archaic. If it is a noun meaning something like ‘marked-out piece of
land’, it renders the Reistad stone typologically odd by turning it into
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a proclamation of ownership, for which there seem to be no parallels
among the inscriptions in the older fupark.

The problem here, as commonly where runic inscriptions are subject to
rival interpretations, is to identify grounds for preferring one interpretation
to another. Is it possible to establish some “hierarchy of doubt”? Can the
lack of parallels to putative wraita ‘writing’ be said to weigh more heavily
than the dearth of older-fupark rune-stones documenting claims to land?
Is it as certain as some assert that a North-West Germanic or Scandinavian
strong past tense verb form would have lost its end vowel by the fifth or
sixth century? And is the conviction that ‘(I) wrote’ could have taken the
form /wraita/ at this period more, or less, surely grounded than the claim
that /nd/ in und- could have assimilated to /n:/ (or that /nd/ could have
been written n)? On the evidence so far adduced I do not see how we are
to rank these rival interpretations and assertions in terms of plausibility,
and my conclusion would therefore be that the sense of the Reistad stone
still eludes us. Given our tenuous grasp of language in Scandinavia in the
pre-syncope period and our relative ignorance of early Germanic society,
not least in the first six or seven centuries of the Christian era— with
the resulting uncertainty about how rune-writers might have expressed
themselves and what they might have thought it important to record —1
have no high hopes that future interpretations of the Reistad inscription
will prove any more persuasive.

We may wonder where this leaves runological methodology. In fact
the only purely runological question in the various attempts to get to
grips with Reistad concerns the reading. Here one might suggest that a
group of experienced readers of runes examine the stone and try to agree
on what they think to see. The interpretations, on the other hand (aside,
perhaps, from the disagreement about whether un can be a way of writing
und-), owe little to runology. They follow traditional philological practice,
where educated guesswork —supported by parallels (or not, as the case
may be) —is the order of the day.

My overall conclusion is thus, I fear, that the interpretation procedures
we are looking for may prove hard or well-nigh impossible to establish.
Scarcity of data will often be an insurmountable obstacle —the lack of
enough information on which to base an interpretation that will satisfy
the majority. One consequence of this, as Ray Page and I have both
argued, should be a cultivation of the subjunctive. It will not do for
runologists to plug their own interpretations to the exclusion of others
of equal validity — or non-validity —in the manner of politicians seeking
to convince a sceptical public that only their policies can save the nation.
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Theory and method —
graphemics and transliteration practice

I now turn to an area in which linguistic theory and runological method-
ology meet. My aim is to show how a well-established theory from a
related discipline can inform and guide runological procedures. I first
present a highly simplified sketch of the theory (for a detailed exposition,
cf. Spurkland 1991).

Graphemicsisabranch oflinguistics that seeks to identify the contrastive
units in the writing system of a language —just as phonemics aims to
establish the contrastive units of a sound system. Both are identified by
function. The contrastive units of a writing system are called graphemes.
Like phonemes, these are an abstraction. You cannot see a grapheme any
more than you can hear a phoneme. What you see are graphs, which are
the individual realisations of graphemes. Take Viking-Age 1, T, T. Each of
these runic characters may vary in a multitude of ways: the vertical may
be of different lengths, it may be absolutely upright, slightly or notably
slanting, or it may curve, for example. But if you place any variant of 1,
T, T between Pl and 1 you have the word petta ‘this [nom./acc. n.]’. If
instead you substitute bfor1, T,0r T, you have penna ‘this [acc. m.]’”. The
characters 1, T, T with all their varieties of form can thus be classified
as realisations of a single grapheme, whereas a rune with a descending
right branch extending from roughly midway on the vertical is a different
grapheme. Substitution tests of this kind would show that t, a rune with a
descending crossing branch about midway on the vertical, is a variant of }.
Variants of a grapheme are called allographs, on the model of allophones,
which are variants of phonemes. The characters 1, T, T are thus allographs
of a runic grapheme we can portray as t, while I,  are allographs of n.
The choice of roman transliterations to represent runic graphemes means
we are able to bring a degree of abstraction to the process, which accords
with the abstract status of the grapheme: we do not have to make an
arbitrary selection from among the myriad of realisations of each rune.
It is possible, of course, to use runes to denote runic graphemes, but they
must then be marked in some way to indicate their status: we could, for
example, place the chosen symbol between angular brackets, as (1), (}).

The difference between 1, T, and T is often considered to be of a different
order from that between, say, 1 and variants thereof with slanting, curved
or wiggly verticals. In recognition of this, the concept “graph-type” is
used. A graph-type is a variant of a grapheme clearly distinguishable from
other variants by one or more features. Unlike a grapheme, however, it
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is not an abstract concept: it is classified on the basis of observation, not
function. This leaves a great deal of discretion to the observer, and the
classification of graphs into graph-types can therefore vary according
to the judgements of the investigator and the purposes for which the
classification is made.

Some writing carries no linguistic message. Runic inscriptions recording
partial or complete fuparks are examples of such. These cannot be used to
establish graphemic oppositions since there is no linguistic function that
would make a substitution test possible. What we have in the rune-row
is not a graphemic inventory, but rather the raw material from which a
graphemic inventory can be built. A clear distinction has thus to be made
between a runic grapheme and a fupark unit (cf. Dyvik 1996, 13).

The upshot of these considerations is that a rune can be analysed on
four different levels: as a graph (an individual realisation), a graph-type, a
grapheme and a unit of the fupark.

So much for the theory. What of its implications for runological
methodology? As a general point, I would argue for a heightened
awareness of precisely what we have in mind when we write about runic
characters. As a concrete example, I take the matter of transliteration.

The conversion of the characters of one script into those of another
is not a simple process, and there can be differing views on how it
should be undertaken. It is to say the least surprising that Thompson’s
paper on transliteration given to the First International Symposium on
Runes and Runic Inscriptions does not consider the process at all, but is
concerned solely with “the establishment of a unified system of notation
for transcribing runic inscriptions” (1981, 89). When transliterating from
runic to roman we ought at least to be able to agree that we cannot invoke
sound value: if speech sound were to be the guiding principle the end
result would be a phonetic transcription rather than a transliteration.
The alternative is a system based on shape—the form of the written
symbols to be transliterated. But are the roman equivalents of the
runic characters to represent graphs, graph-types, graphemes or fupark
units —or some combination? Graphs, as will readily be acknowledged,
are wholly unsuited to the purpose. The accuracy of observation required
would be beyond the reach of mere mortals and the complexity of the
roman equivalents mind-boggling —with no practical gain at the end of
the process. Much the same can be said of transliteration by graph-type.
Even if one could find a satisfactory basis for determining which features
were typologically significant, it would be difficult to build a system
of transliteration on the result that was easier to read than the runes
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themselves (cf. Barnes 2000, 148 f.). Transliteration based on graphemes
presupposes a graphemic analysis, which requires a clearly identifiable
system of writing. In spite of the considerable complexities involved,
this does seem to offer a feasible way forward. Transliteration according
to position in the fupark also presents possibilities, but is hampered by
the fact that additional medieval characters (such as dotted runes) one
might want to distinguish —on the grounds that they have, or can have,
contrastive function —appear not to have been regarded by rune-writers
as part of the row.

Transliteration practice has up to now seldom reflected the theoretical
and methodological considerations I have outlined here. Shape has been
the chief determinant, though there has also been phonological input.
Because transliteration serves a practical purpose, roman equivalents
have been chosen that will suggest to the reader the approximate sounds
different runes (however conceived) are thought to have denoted. There
is no harm in this, but the tendency can be taken too far, as when #
is transliterated now @, now @, or A now R, now E, depending on the
phonetic value attributed to the character in different contexts (cf.
respectively NIyR, 3: 155; DR, Text, cols. 952, 968-71). Such a procedure
involves subjective judgement; it also introduces uncertainty, because
the transliteration suggests the existence of two distinct runic characters,
whereas only one is in fact involved. Phonetic considerations aside, what
most transliterators of runes have done is to reproduce in roman what
they considered to be the distinctive units of a given system of runic
writing —however they came to that conception.

Some might argue that the transliteration of runes to roman hitherto
has not thrown up major problems, even if it has mostly lacked an explicit
theoretical basis. There are, though, many oddities to be found. The fourth
rune appears in several different guises (F, k, 4, for example); it is also
transliterated in different ways (a, @, o). However, although shape is for
most transliterators the guiding principle, there is no correlation in this
case between shape and roman equivalent; rather it is presumed phonetic
value that determines whether a, @ or o is used. To add to the uncertainty,
1 may in some contexts also be transliterated b. A way around these
problems lies in the positing of discrete systems of runic writing, for
which different systems of transliteration are employed. Awareness of
this as a possible expedient appears—as indicated above —to underlie
some of the varying transliteration practices we find, though few have
attempted to make explicit the processes they followed.

More serious difficulties affect the transliteration of the additional
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characters of medieval Scandinavian runic writing. Traditionally, for
example, P has been transliterated y, I’ g, t e. As a purely practical device
this is perhaps acceptable: when we come across e, we know that the runic
character concerned is a dotted |, and so on. However, the impression can
easily be gained that e is an “e-rune”, whereas in reality t (in the tenth and
eleventh century, at least) is a marked form of |, which may denote [e(:)]
but can also stand for other sounds, notably [e(:)], and sometimes even
[i(:)] (cf. Lagman 1990, 78). There are two problems here, a practical and
a theoretical. The practical problem is: how does one transliterate dotted
characters in a way that alerts the reader to their status? Before a solution
can be proposed, however, that status must first be elucidated, which is a
theoretical problem.

Dotted runic characters can hardly be classified as fupark units,
because they are very seldom included in rune-row inscriptions, and
when they are, appear to be randomly selected and ordered. They might
be considered graph-types—clearly recognisable variants of particular
graphemes. Yet the pair |/1, for example, differ from the trio 1, T, T in that
t often has a different function from |. This suggests graphemic status,
but the fact that | and t are not always clearly distinguished by function
renders that a slightly tricky analysis. In the Middle Ages, where 1 is very
often used to denote [e(:)], and t does not normally denote other sounds,
it is perhaps unproblematic to analyse it as a grapheme. But in the late
Viking Age, where dotting seems to be used “for att markera ett ljudvérde
som ristarna fann det angeldget att markera i forhallande till andra ljud
som den ostungna runan kunde sta for” (‘to mark a sound value which the
carvers considered it important to mark relative to other sounds which the
undotted rune could stand for’; Lagman 1990, 153), the graphemic status
of t and other dotted runes is less clear. At what point does a variant
marked for an indeterminate function turn into a grapheme?

Whatever else, these theoretical deliberations make clear that t in its
initial incarnation is not an “e-rune”, nor is P a “y-rune” or f" a “g-rune”.
A soundly based system of transliteration, it seems to me, should
try to capture what it can of the essence of the dotted runes (and the
other additional characters of medieval Scandinavian runic writing). In
The Runic Inscriptions of Viking Age Dublin (1997) and The Scandinavian
Runic Inscriptions of Britain (2006) my co-author(s) and I sought to
put this desideratum into practice by making the transliterations of
dotted runes approximate as closely as possible to the runic characters
themselves. To render 1, for example, we applied diacritic dots to roman
i, giving V—a variant of i distinguished by dotting. Dots above consonant

Futhark 4 (2013)



What Is Runology, and Where Does It Stand Today? . 21

letters present typographical obstacles, but these can be overcome.
An alternative is to use small capitals, thus 1 for {, but that moves the
transliteration equivalent further from actual runic practice. From a
more purely theoretical perspective, we reasoned, ¥ for t takes account
of the fact that the character is neither a free variant of i (if it were we
would transliterate it i) nor—in its early life, at least —an independent
grapheme (in which case some other letter than i would be appropriate),
but rather a variant —dotted to distinguish it for one purpose or another
from its undotted counterpart. Here, it seems to me, consideration of the
theoretical basis of transliteration has pointed the way to a principled and
practical solution.

In this brief exposition I have only been able to examine the basics of
what is a fairly complex topic. The issues are given much fuller discussion
in Barnes (2011b).

Further considerations

The critical examinations of the state of runology enumerated at the
beginning of this paper deal with a number of different issues. Certain
questions recur, while others are raised more sparingly. Peterson’s 1996
article is the most wide-ranging of the contributions, and I have found it
helpful to structure my remaining comments on what I consider the more
important of the points she makes.

Peterson begins by asking what runology is and offering various
answers. That is a question I have discussed at some length already. She
moves on to theory and methodology, matters to which T have also devoted
considerable attention. Yet there are additional methodological questions
raised by her and others that deserve scrutiny. I consider first approaches
to interpretation as envisaged by Diiwel (2004) and Lerche Nielsen (1997).

Duwel’s contribution appeared in a volume entitled Early Germanic
Literature and Culture. As befits such a work, the perspective from which
he views runes and runic writing is almost exclusively that of the older
fupark. Although something is said of the essential features of early
runic writing, the emphasis is very much on problems encountered in
the reading and interpretation of individual older-fupark inscriptions.
By way of illustration widely differing interpretations of the Tune and
Eggja stones (KJ 72, KJ 101) are presented, and reasons for the differences
of understanding analysed. Apart from disagreement on readings
and the expansion of lacunae, there are the “varied assumptions and
presuppositions” scholars bring to the task (2004, 130). Diiwel shows in
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considerable detail how these have affected the interpretation of Eggja, and
sums up as follows (2004, 131): “Thus the enigma of the Eggja inscription,
despite all the efforts of leading runologists ... is still unsolved and will
probably remain so.” This conclusion surely rather misses the point. It
is not because of the “varied assumptions and presuppositions” that no
interpretation of Eggja has so far satisfied the scholarly community;
rather it is because there is no agreed way of measuring the validity of
competing interpretations. And this stems from the extreme paucity of
linguistic and cultural data from Scandinavia in the period concerned. In
such circumstances a Handbook of Runology might require a measure of
self-criticism and restraint from would-be interpreters —beginning with
a frank admission of any preconceived views with which they approach
an inscription, backed up by a pledge to keep such views in check or at
least to acknowledge freely the part they play in the exposition. That way
non-runologists would have a better understanding of the degree of trust
they could place in individual interpretations.

The approach suggested here is not far removed from that espoused by
Lerche Nielsen (1997), who uses the Viking-Age Glavendrup stone (DR 209)
to show what a dispassionate examination of an enigmatic inscription
might look like. First he castigates a number of procedures that in his view
have brought runology into disrepute: recourse to textual emendation,
particularly the assumption of omissions and abbreviations that have no
obvious parallels; reliance on reconstructed forms of otherwise unknown
words, or on undocumented semantic developments of recorded words;
interpretations based on cult or magical practices for which we otherwise
have no evidence. Turning to the Glavendrup inscription Lerche Nielsen
points out what he considers to be the advantages and disadvantages of
earlier interpretations, but refrains from promoting any particular view
himself because he finds the evidence insufficiently persuasive. He warns
against basing conclusions on too sparse a knowledge of other disciplines
and against allowing academic fashion to influence interpretations, citing
the rush to embrace “magic” in the inter-war years, and the sudden
discovery of “power structures” in more recent times. If future interpreters
of runic inscriptions would follow Lerche Nielsen’s practice, scholars in
other disciplines—and the general public too—would at the very least
have a clearer idea of what was reasonably well established and what
mere conjecture.

As an example of “en fin demonstration av metod” (‘an excellent dem-
onstration of method’) Peterson cites Lagman’s 1989 article on regularities
and irregularities in the orthography of Swedish Viking-Age memorial
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inscriptions. His piece concludes with a “tolkningsschema” —recommen-
dations for the step-by-step interpretation of inscriptions. This is a
thoughtful and innovative contribution. Its impact is lessened, however,
by a weakness in the basic premise on which it is founded. Lagman holds
that the most natural spelling rule for rune-carvers was: “Skriv som det
later!” (“Write as it sounds!’; 1989, 28). But as Dyvik points out (1996, 20 f.),
experience in trying to establish alphabetic writing systems for hitherto
unwritten languages has shown what a demanding and complicated task
speech-sound analysis is, even of one’s native language. Dyvik thinks, in
contrast to Lagman, that the regularities we find in runic orthography
have to do with a written tradition passed on from teacher to pupil. He
invites comparison with the first attempts at writing by a five-year-old
who has just mastered the alphabet, or the orthography of a dyslexic: in
comparison runic writing appears far too “velordnet” (‘well organised’) to
be the product of spontaneous sound analysis. I am in full agreement with
Dyvik, and have myself argued that those learning to write with runes
tried to memorise a particular spelling of the more common words — often
without complete success, as attested by the considerable orthographic
variety encountered. However, while I do not have complete faith in
Lagman’s methodology, for the reasons here given, I applaud his attempt
to get to grips with a fundamental question in runology. It is by advancing
hypotheses and testing them that we take the subject forward.

Antonsen, it could be argued, has performed a similar service. He has
urged a “rigorous linguistic approach” both to the history of runic writing
and the interpretation of inscriptions. This has led him to the view that
the runes are much older than most have thought and that the language of
the inscriptions in the older fupark is closer to Common Germanic than to
later Scandinavian (cf., e.g., 2002, 3—13, 93-117). He gets short shrift from
Peterson, however (1996, 44). She praises his stubborn insistence that the
runes are linguistic, not magic, symbols, but otherwise dismisses him as
a “desk runologist” on the grounds that many of his linguistic arguments
are based on idiosyncratic readings: “Han ser —eller latsas se? —runor
som ingen annan kan se” (‘He sees —or affects to see —runes that no one
else can see’). Diiwel, too, finds Antonsen’s approach rather far removed
from reality. “The impression sometimes arises”, he writes, “that linguistic
analyses strain the linguistic record and become an artistic game” (2004,
137). It is clear the scholar he has chiefly in his sights is Antonsen.

Linguistic argumentation leads to improbability when the phonemic system
that the oldest futhark inscriptions are based upon is traced back to the middle
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of the first millennium B.C., thereby establishing the origin of runic writing in
a pre-classical Greek alphabet.

For my part I would suggest that both Peterson and Diiwel dismiss Anton-
sen too summarily. To establish the plausibility or otherwise of his new
readings a group of experienced field runologists should examine the
inscriptions concerned and report on their findings—in the way I have
already suggested. The case that leads Antonsen (and his pupil Morris — cf.
Morris 1988) to move the origin of runic writing back to near the middle
of the first millennium B.C. is cogently argued and by no means without
interest. It founders not because of its artificiality but because of the
dearth of runic inscriptions between the supposed period of origin and
AD. c. 160, and the lack of a trail of such inscriptions leading from the
Mediterranean northwards towards Scandinavia. My complaint against
Antonsen and Morris is rather that they have been unwilling to engage
with the reasonable criticisms their proposal about the high age of the
fupark has attracted. Antonsen regularly substituted confident assertion
for reasoned argument in an area where there is little we can be confident
about. Indeed, over-confidence characterised much of his scholarship.
Not only did he urge his own views to the exclusion of all others, he
seemed at times to elevate subjectivity to a virtue. In his examination
of the “science” of runology, he goes so far as to claim that the minds of
those who do not see what he sees are “out of focus” (1995, 127; a revised
version of this paper is Antonsen 2002, 1-15). He comments on:

the problem that has faced so many a runologist trying to read and interpret
the oldest runic inscriptions ... WE CANNOT ALWAYS DEPEND ON THE EYES
OF THESE INVESTIGATORS, BECAUSE THEIR MINDS WERE NOT IN PROPER
FOCUS. They often could not recognize what was actually before their eyes, or
correctly identify and emend errors in the text.

This assertion prefaces a restatement of the view that the language of the
oldest runic inscriptions is much closer to Proto-Germanic than it is to Old
Norse and a claim that the minds of scholars who failed to recognise that
“basic fact” were not focused on “the proper language”. Over fifty years
previously Gustav Indrebe had opined of the oldest runic inscriptions as
linguistic remnants: “Dei kann ikkje sta so sers langt fra samgermansk”
(“They cannot be so very far removed from Common Germanic’; 1951,
41), and there is much to suggest he and Antonsen are right about their
linguistic status. But the way to show that is through the deploying of
evidence. The bald claim: “I can see things others cannot see” is unlikely to
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convince anyone with a modicum of critical sense. As a general conclusion
and recommendation in this instance I can do no better than reiterate one
of the suggestions I made in my paper “On Types of Argumentation in
Runic Studies” (1994, 26).

We must ask ourselves not just: “What evidence is there in support of my
theory?” but also (and preferably more often than the former): “What evidence
is there against it?”

In other words, we must not become missionaries trying to convert others
to our point of view. We must learn to sift and weigh evidence dispas-
sionately.

Runes and magic is a subject Peterson touches on only briefly, and I
will follow her example. Serious runologists have, I think, abandoned the
epigraphical maxim “that whatever cannot be readily understood must
be sorcery” (Page 1999, 100), although in a highly speculative section of
his paper to the Fourth International Symposium on Runes and Runic
Inscriptions in Gottingen Braunmiiller appears to be making valiant
efforts to reinstate the general principle (1998, 7-13). Crucial in the
context of runes and magic is the distinction between runes as magical
symbols in themselves and their use to write incantations. Clearly, any
script can be used in an attempt to invoke the supernatural. To determine
whether a given runic inscription has that aim, one needs a definition
of magic as well as close study of the object bearing the inscription and
its likely context. It is quite a different proposition to claim that people
believed the mere employment of runes was enough to harness magic
powers. The evidence for the existence of such belief among rune-carvers
is in my view slight.

Page (1999, 106-16) surveys the field. Having discussed the etymology
of Old English run and cognates in other Germanic languages, and
possible “magical” contexts of certain inscriptions, he concludes: “it
is the literary evidence that bears the burden of the theory of rune
magic” This evidence comes chiefly from medieval Iceland, a society
clearly familiar with traditions that associated runes and supernatural
powers —not, however, a society much given to writing in runes, to
judge from the paucity of inscriptions it produced and their largely post-
1200 date. Indeed, some have considered runic writing in Iceland to have
been inspired by a renaissance of the art in medieval Norway (Beaeksted
1942, 20). It is not hard to imagine that people with little or no everyday
experience of runic script could come to view it as esoteric and shrouded
in mystery. On the other hand, it seems improbable in the extreme that
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the inhabitants of medieval Scandinavian towns such as Bergen could
have shared the Icelanders’ conceptions. I would thus find it problematic
to join Braunmiiller (1998, 8) in citing the procedure described in Egils
saga ch. 44 of inscribing runes on a drinking horn containing a poisonous
concoction and smearing them with blood (whereupon the horn burst
asunder) as evidence of actual practice among rune-carvers.

With the association of runes and magic apparently still widespread in
many circles it is important that a Handbook of Runology enable students
to approach the topic without preconceptions. The evidential basis for
runes as magical symbols, and for their use in writing spells, should be
laid out as clearly and dispassionately as possible.

The impingement of national or political considerations on runic
studies is arguably no longer a serious problem. Peterson, I note, does not
address the matter in her examination of runology. Debate about whether
the fifteenth rune of the older fupark, Y, should be transliterated R or z
now concerns the relative weight to be attached to (assumed) phonetic as
opposed to phonemic status, where previously it centred on R as evidence
for the existence of a specifically Scandinavian linguistic entity before
the transitional period (Antonsen 2002, 73-91). The perversion of runic
studies in the Third Reich has been thoroughly documented in all its
absurdity (Hunger 1984), and the use of runes by neo-Nazi organisations
can likewise easily be recognised for the nonsense it is. Erik Moltke’s belief
that all important innovations in runic writing took place in Denmark
may now safely be ascribed to an excess of patriotic zeal. Yet political
ghosts still seem on occasion to haunt runic research. I have at least the
suspicion that Braunmiiller’s dismissal of significant Germanic input into
runic writing stems in part from a desire to exorcise the demons of the
past (1998, 17 £.).

Conclusion

Peterson (1996) draws attention to several encouraging developments in
runic research. I concur in her positive assessment, but will refrain from
singling out specific trends, works or scholars. My aim here has rather
been to raise questions about runology, specifically about how it might be
defined and how most efficiently and rewardingly pursued in the future.
I have drawn a number of conclusions along the way, and I do not want
to invite the charge of repetitiousness by rehearsing them here. I will,
however, offer a few final observations by way of summary.
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A meaningful definition of runology must, I think, be narrow. If it
is to include archaeology, mythology and all kinds of history there
might as well be no definition at all.

Runological theory can only come from the application to specific
runological problems of theories from other disciplines. It is hard
to identify the basis on which a purely runological theory could be
built.

In certain areas there is scope for the elaboration of runological
methodology, but probably not in all. The interpretation of
inscriptions is a case in point. Lack of knowledge hampers our
understanding of many inscriptions and it seems unlikely a general
interpretation procedure could be devised that all or most runol-
ogists would accept.

Whatever methods and procedures we adopt, we must strive for
transparency. Everything must be laid bare so the reader can follow
our deductive processes and thus gain a fuller understanding of
how our conclusions have been reached.

Transparency requires the use of plain language: we must avoid
as far as possible expressing ourselves “in the rather forbidding
format that specialists adopt to convince their colleagues of their
scholarship” (Page 1993, 155).

We must be willing to give up attempts to interpret inscriptions
where the evidence is insufficient (cf. Seim 1991, 84 f.). A charge
of defeatism may well be levelled or the cry go up: “the reader has
a right to know what you believe!” But if you believe you do not
know what an inscription means because the evidence is too slight,
the honest thing is to say so.

Bibliography

Aartun, Kjell. 1994. Runer i kulturhistorisk sammenheng: En fruktbarhetskultisk
tradisjon. Oslo.

Antonsen, Elmer H. 1995. “What Kind of Science Is Runology?” Det Kgl. Norske
Videnskabers Selskabs Forhandlinger 1995, 125-39.

—.2002. Runes and Germanic Linguistics. Trends in Linguistics: Studies and
Monographs 140. Berlin and New York.

Barnes, Michael P. 1994. “On Types of Argumentation in Runic Studies” In
Proceedings of the Third International Symposium on Runes and Runic Inscriptions,
Grindaheim, Norway, 8—12 August 1990, ed. James E. Knirk, 11-29. Runrén 9.
Uppsala.

Futhark 4 (2013)



28 « Michael P. Barnes

—.2000. “Karin Fjellhammer Seims doktordisputas: Ferste opponent, Michael
Barnes.” Maal og Minne 2000, 141-53.

—.2011a. “Mal og metode i runeforskningen.” In Nordiskfaget—tradisjon og for-
nying: Maal og Minne 100 ar, ed. Jon Gunnar Jergensen and Lars S. Viker, 143-
61. Oslo.

—.2011b. “On the Status and Transliteration of the Additional Characters of
Medieval Scandinavian Runic Writing” In Thi Timit Lof: Festschrift fiir Arend
Quak zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Guus Kroonen et al. (Amsterdam and New York)
= Amsterdamer Beitrdge zur dlteren Germanistik 67, 9-21.

Barnes, Michael P., Jan Ragnar Hagland, and R. I. Page. 1997. The Runic Inscriptions
of Viking Age Dublin. Medieval Dublin Excavations 1962-81, ser. B, 5. Dublin.

Barnes, Michael P., and R. I. Page. 2006. The Scandinavian Runic Inscriptions of
Britain. Runrén 19. Uppsala.

Beeksted, Anders. 1942. Islands runeindskrifter. Bibliotheca Arnamagneeana 2.
Kebenhavn.

Braunmiiller, Kurt. 1991. “Mutmafiungen zum Maltstein.” In Festskrift til Ottar
Gronvik pa 75-darsdagen den 21. oktober 1991, ed. John Ole Askedal, Harald Bjor-
vand, and Eyvind Fjeld Halvorsen, 110-23. Oslo.

—.1998. “Methodische Probleme in der Runologie—einige Uberlegungen
aus linguistischer Sicht” In Runeninschriften als Quellen interdisziplindrer
Forschung: Abhandlungen des Vierten Internationalen Symposiums iiber Runen
und Runeninschriften in Goéttingen vom 4.-9. August 1995, ed. Klaus Diwel,
3-23. Ergidnzungsbinde zum Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde
15. Berlin and New York.

Chruszczewski, Piotr P. 2006. Cultural Patterns in Discursive Practices of Scandi-
navian Speech Communities in the Viking Age— on the Basis of Runic Inscriptions
of North-Central Jutland. Jezyk a komunikacja 11. Krakow.

DR + number = inscription published in Danmarks runeindskrifter, i.e. DR.

DR = Danmarks runeindskrifter. By Lis Jacobsen and Erik Moltke. 3 vols.: Text;
Atlas; Registre. Kebenhavn 1941-42.

Diiwel, Klaus. 2004. “Runic” In Early Germanic Literature and Culture, ed. Brian
Murdoch and Malcolm Read, 121-47. Vol. 1 of Camden House History of German
Literature. Rochester and Woodbridge.

—.2008. Runenkunde. 4th ed. Stuttgart and Weimar.

Dyvik, Helge. 1996. “Terje Spurklands doktordisputas: Ferste opponent, Helge
Dyvik” Maal og Minne 1996, 3-21.

Eythorsson, Thérhallur. 1990. “The Runic Inscription on the Reistad Stone: The
Earliest Landnamabok” In Pforzen und Bergakker: Neue Untersuchungen zu
Runeninschriften, ed. Alfred Bammesberger and Gaby Waxenberger, 189-202.
Historische Sprachforschung, Ergénzungsheft 41. Gottingen.

Grenvik, Ottar. 2001. Uber die Bildung des dlteren und des jiingeren Runenalphabets.
Osloer Beitrige zur Germanistik 29. Frankfurt am Main.

Futhark 4 (2013)



What Is Runology, and Where Does It Stand Today? « 29

Holman, Katherine. 1998. “The Dating of Scandinavian Runic Inscriptions from
the Isle of Man.” In Innskrifter og datering/Dating Inscriptions, ed. Audun Dyb-
dahl and Jan Ragnar Hagland, 43-54. Senter for middelalderstudier, Skrifter 8.
Trondheim.

Hunger, Ulrich. 1984. Die Runenkunde im Dritten Reich: Ein Beitrag zur Wissen-
schafts- und Ideologiegeschichte des Nationalsozialismus. Europaische Hoch-
schulschriften, ser. 3, 227. Frankfurt am Main.

Indrebe, Gustav. 1951. Norsk malsoga. Ed. Per Hovda and Per Thorson. Bergen.

Jesch, Judith. 1994. “Runic Inscriptions and Social History: Some Problems of
Method” In Proceedings of the Third International Symposium on Runes and
Runic Inscriptions, Grindaheim, Norway, 8—12 August 1990, ed. James E. Knirk,
149-62. Runron 9. Uppsala.

KJ + number = inscription published in Wolfgang Krause and Herbert Jankuhn.
Die Runeninschriften im dlteren Futhark. 2 vols.: Text; Tafeln. Abhandlungen
der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Géttingen, Philol.-hist. K1, 3rd ser., 65.
Gottingen.

Knirk, James E. 2010. “Dotted Runes: Where Did They Come From?” In The
Viking Age: Ireland and the West; Papers from the Proceedings of the Fifteenth
Viking Congress, Cork, 18—27 August 2005, ed. John Sheehan and Donnchadh 0]
Corrain, 188-98. Dublin.

Lagman, Svante. 1989. “Till férsvar for runristarnas ortografi” In Projektet De
vikingatida runinskrifternas kronologi: En presentation och nagra forsknings-
resultat, 27-37. Runron 1. Uppsala.

—.1990. De stungna runorna: Anvindning och ljudvirden i runsvenska steninskrifter.
Runroén 4. Uppsala.

Landsverk, Ole G., and Alf Mongé. 1967. Norse Medieval Cryptography in Runic
Carvings. Rushford.

Lerche Nielsen, Michael. 1997. “Runologien mellem sprogvidenskaben og arkeeo-
logien —med et sideblik pa de forskellige tolkninger af Glavendrupindskriften.”
In Beretning fra sekstende tveerfaglige vikingesymposium, ed. Hans Bekker-
Nielsen and Hans Frede Nielsen, 37-51. Hgjbjerg.

Liestol, Aslak. 1969. “Runer” In Kulturhistorisk leksikon for nordisk middelalder,
vol. 14, cols. 471-78. Kebenhavn etc.

Moltke, Erik. 1985. Runes and Their Origin: Denmark and Elsewhere. Copenhagen.

Morris, Richard L. 1988. Runic and Mediterranean Epigraphy. NOWELE: North-
Western European Language Evolution, Supplement 4. Odense.

NIyR = Norges innskrifter med de yngre runer. By Magnus Olsen et al. 6 vols. to
date. Oslo 1941-.

Page, R. L. 1993. “Scandinavian Society, 800-1100: The Contribution of Runic
Studies” In Viking Revaluations: Viking Society Centenary Symposium 14—15
May 1992, ed. Anthony Faulkes and Richard Perkins, 145-59. London.

—.1999 An Introduction to English Runes. 2nd ed. Woodbridge.

Futhark 4 (2013)



30 « Michael P. Barnes

—.2005. “Seeing and Observing” In Papers on Scandinavian and Germanic
Language and Culture, Published in Honour of Michael Barnes on his Sixty-
Fifth Birthday 28 June 2005, ed. Hans Frede Nielsen = NOWELE: North-Western
European Language Evolution 46/47, 211-25.

Page, R. L, and Jan Ragnar Hagland. 1998. “Runica Manuscripta and Runic
Dating: The Expansion of the Younger Fupark.” In Innskrifter og datering/Dating
Inscriptions, ed. Audun Dybdahl and Jan Ragnar Hagland, 55-71. Senter for
middelalderstudier, Skrifter 8. Trondheim.

Peterson, Lena. 1996. “Runologi: Forsok till ett aktuellt signalement.” Saga och Sed:
Kungl. Gustav Adolfs Akademiens arsbok 1995, 39-54.

Schulte, Michael. 2006a. “Die Bedeutung des Schidelfragments von Ribe fiir die
Kiirzung der alteren Runenreihe” Amsterdamer Beitrdge zur dlteren Germanistik
62, 3-24.

—.2006b. “The Transformation of the Older Fupark: Number Magic, Runographic
or Linguistic Principles?” Arkiv for nordisk filologi 121, 41-74.

—.2009. “Neue Uberlegungen zum Aufkommen des jiingeren Fuparks.” Beitrdge
zur Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und Literatur 131, 229-51.

Seim, Karin Fjellhammer. 1991. “En spennende dansk runeinnskrift —fakta og
fiksjon” Review of Maltstenen: En runologisk undersogelse af den sydjyske
Maltindskrift, by Karen Thuesen (1990). Edda 78, 81-85.

—.2013. “Runologi” In Handbok i norren filologi, ed. Odd Einar Haugen, 128-93.
Bergen; 1st ed. 2004, 119-74.

Spurkland, Terje. 1987. “Runologi—arkeologi, historie eller sprakvitenskap?”
Norskrift 52, 46-58.

—.1991. “En fonografematisk analyse av runematerialet fra Bryggen i Bergen.
University of Oslo doctoral thesis, 1993.

—.2005. Norwegian Runes and Runic Inscriptions. Woodbridge.

Thompson, Claiborne W. 1981. “On Transcribing Runic Inscriptions” In
“Proceedings of the First International Symposium on Runes and Runic
Inscriptions”, ed. Claiborne W. Thompson = Michigan Germanic Studies 7.1
[1-213], 89-97.

Futhark 4 (2013)



,Keine Denkmaler
werden grofler sein ...
Was ist ein Runendenkmal?

Klaus Diiwel

Fred Wulf (1929-2005)
zur Erinnerung

Abstract

‘What is a runic monument?’ is the main question discussed in this
contribution. Reflections are offered on the relationship between the German
word Denkmal and Latin monumentum. An overview is then provided of the
terms used in the inscriptions themselves to denote a runic monument, be
it inscribed with the older or younger futhark. References in the runic texts
to the aesthetic appearance of Viking Age memorials are examined, and
the various characteristics mentioned are categorized under the following
headings: beauty and stateliness, magnitude and monumentality, publicity
and renown, insurpassability and uniqueness, colour and multicolouredness,
poeticism and alliteration (verse design). Additional features are identified
as characterizing such memorials, in particular impressive outer or physical
appearance including artistic decoration. Runic monuments are comparable to
Horace’s monumentum aere perennius ‘a monument more lasting than bronze’.
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lexikon der germanischen Altertumskunde die Artikel ,Runen und Runen-
denkmaler®, aber auch ,Runeninschriften schreiben sollte (Diiwel 2003b,
2003c),? begann ich, dariiber nachzudenken: Was ist eigentlich ein ,Runen-
denkmal‘? Natiirlich kann jedes ausgegrabene Vorzeitobjekt ein Boden-
denkmal heiflen und entsprechend jeder Altertumsfund mit Runen ein
Runendenkmal. Fasst man aber den Begriff Denkmal® enger und beriick-
sichtigt die mit seinen Elementen Denk- und -mal verbundenen Bedeu-
tungen, erfolgt Eingrenzung der Vielfalt und Ausschluss der Randphéano-
mene, z. B. lose Gegenstiande. Denken, gedenken, also ,sich erinnern’ ist
das Hauptmerkmal, das Mal dazu bildet ein ,Zeichen’, eine ,Markierung’;
das Denkmal erweist sich damit als ,Erinnerungs-Zeichen“, als Memorial-
objekt. ,Seine Funktion ist es, bemerkenswerte lebende oder tote Per-
sonen, Institutionen oder Fakten zu vergegenwirtigen [und dadurch]
Zeitgenossen und kommenden Generationen in Erinnerung zu rufen®
(Lexikon des Mittelalters, 3: Sp. 697). Beziehungen zur lat. memoria und zum
griech. mnémoésynon (danach die deutsche Lehnpragung Denkmal) fithren
in das weite Feld der Gedenk- und Gedéchtniskultur. Ein frither Zeuge
ist Isidor von Sevilla mit seinen Etymologiae (Anfang 7. Jahrhundert):
Historia und memoria hangen zusammen (Historia est narratio rei gestae
... Historiae autem ideo monumenta dicuntur, eo quod memoriam tribuant
rerum gestarum, Etym. 1, 41, 1 f.). Der Memoria dient ,die Anfertigung von
Denkmalern, Erinnerungen bzw. historischen Werken (monumenta). Es
sind ,die Verstorbenen, zu deren Erinnerung man Monumente errichtet®
(Monumentum ideo nuncupatur eo quod mentem moneat ad defuncti
memoriam, Etym. XV, 11, 1, vgl. Simek 2000, 257). Runendenkmaler sind in
erster Linie Memorial-Monumente®, ob nun Grabmaler oder Kenotaphe.

of Scandinavia and England (Stephens 1866-1901) oder ,De tyske Runemindesmaerker®
bzw. De danske Runemindesmaerker (Wimmer 1894, 1893-1908). In den norwegischen
und schwedischen Editionen heift es von Anfang an durchgehend Runeindskrifter bzw.
runinskrifler.

* Im ersten Artikel habe ich alle Materialien zusammengestellt, auf denen Runen vor-
kommen, und dazu die Grundgedanken fiir die hier ausgefithrten Merkmalkategorien dar-
gestellt.

* Ich habe mich an den einschlagigen Lexika orientiert, besonders am Deutschen Worter-
buch der Briidder Grimm (2: 941 f,, s.v. denkmal). Den historischen Denkmalbegriff bestimmt
Johann Gustav Droysen in seiner Historik (1971, § 23; zuerst 1858).

* So in Zedlers Universal-Lexikon (1732-1750, 7: Sp. 557 s.v. Denckmabhl).

5 Monument ,grofles Denkmal’, ebenfalls im 16. Jahrhundert aus dem gleichlautenden lat.
monumentum Erinnerungszeichen, Denkzeichen, Denkmal® (zu lat. monére ,jemanden an
etwas denken lassen, erinnern, mahnen°) entlehnt, wird im Deutschen durchaus als Fremd-
wort empfunden und fehlt bezeichnenderweise im Grimmschen Worterbuch (Bd. 6, 1885).
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Damit ist aber auch festgelegt, dass es sich um Runensteine handelt, kaum
um runenbeschriftete lose Gegenstande.

Inschriftenterminologie

Was besagen die Inschriften solcher Runensteine aus der &lteren Periode,
die seit dem 4. Jahrhundert auftreten? Wird iiberhaupt die Einheit
von Inschriftentrager und Inschrift (sozusagen Epitaph und Epigraph)
bezeichnet? Das trifft vielleicht fiir die komplizierte Inschrift auf dem
norwegischen Stein von KJ 72 Tune zu. Hier ist der Stein (stainar)
fiir Woduridar bestimmt; auf KJ 80 Ravsal (Bohusldn) steht der Plural
haripulfs - stainArR und umfasst den Runenstein und eine Steinsetzung.
Daneben gibt es halar ,(besonders flacher oder runder) Stein®, so auf KJ
81 Stenstad ,Ingijos Stein®, der eine rundliche Form hat, oder arina in
,Hrorar ... bearbeitete diese Steinplatte® (KJ 71 By), einer Inschrift, die
tatsachlich in eine lange, diinne Steinplatte eingeritzt ist. Weiter gibt es
warur ,Steinhegung® (,N.N.s Steinhegung®) auf KJ 79 Tomstad, einem
Steinfragment, das zu einem aufrecht in einer Steinsetzung stehenden Stein
gehort haben dirfte. Die wenigen Belege zeigen einen bemerkenswerten
Befund: Die Bezeichnung eines Denkmals entspricht in etwa seiner Form
bzw. seiner Vergesellschaftung mit anderen Steinobjekten.

Gedenksteine der altenglischen Uberlieferung liegen spater und kennen
nur bekun ,(erhéhtes, weithin scheinendes) Zeichen; Denkmal® (neuengl.
beacon, vgl. deutsch Bake), z. B. Thornhill ITI (Yorkshire): ,,Gilswith errich-
tete nach Berhtswith ein Denkmal auf einem Erdhiigel. Betet fiir ihre
Seele®— becun on bergi / gebiddap peer saule.®

Gegeniiber dieser eher spirlich vorkommenden Terminologie bietet
sich ein reiches Tableau in den Runensteininschriften der Wikingerzeit in
Skandinavien (Schweden 2681; Danemark 237; Norwegen 89). Das recht
stereotype Formular der Totengedenkinschriften besteht im Kern aus
der obligatorischen Gedenk- und Errichterformel, die in der Regel einen

Im Englischen heif3t es mit diesem Wort The Old-Northern Runic Monuments ... (Stephens
1866-1901), im Franzosischen entsprechend Les monuments runiques de I’Allemagne (1895,
allerdings Ubersetzung von Wimmer 1894).

¢ In der Ubersetzung wechselt Page (1999, 141 f.) zwischen ,monument” und ,memorial®.
Auch in den Inschriften von Falstone (Northumberland) und Overchurch (Cheshire)
begegnet becun, zur Semantik s. Page 1999, 154 f. Ferner kommen noch auf Fragmenten von
Kreuzen vor: licheecun ,,corpse-monument’, that is, ‘memorial stone’ (Crowl, Lincolnshire,
ibd., 142) sowie sigb[e]c[n] (Bewcastle, Cumberland, ibd., 145).

7 Die Zahl der Steinmonumente mit Runeninschriften nach Palm 2004, 477 f.
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Terminus oder eine ndhere Angabe zum Denkmal enthalt. Die runenskan-
dinavische (vor allem 10.-12. Jahrhundert) Terminologie der Denkmal-
markierer® umfasst stainn (allein in Schweden 1424), kum(b)! (insgesamt
127), maerki (92), minni (3), heell (14), hvalf (5)°, viti (1), vitring (5), stafr
(6), skaid (1), haugr (2) in je spezifischer Auspragung des bezeichneten
,Denkmals’. Vereinzelt kommen verstirkende Komposita vor mit staein-:
bei -kumbl, -maerki, -hvalf, auch tautologisch -heaell, sowie durch Stabreim
verbundene Zwillingsformeln wie stzeinn ok stafar ,Stein und Stibe* (S6 56
Fyrby). Von Interesse ist auch die Kumulation solcher Termini in einer In-
schrift: skaeid, staeinn und haugr (DR 230 Tryggeveelde) oder stzinar, bro,
haugr (U 135 Broby). Inhaltlich erstreckt sich die Terminologie 1.) auf
das Material und seine Verwendung (stainn, haell, hvalf) und 2.) auf die
Funktion als Zeichen im weitesten Sinne (kum(b)l, maerki, minni, viti).
Unter den zahlreichen, nimlich 1424 mit ,Stein‘ bezeichneten schwe-
dischen Runensteinen zeigen 114 Inschriften die Pluralform. ,Dies deutet
darauf hin, dass neben dem Runenstein noch weitere Steine errichtet
wurden, beispielsweise weitere Runensteine, aber auch Bild- oder Bauta-
steine, die mit dem Runenstein ein Ensemble bildeten® (Klos 2009, 193).
Das gilt etwa fiir die drei Steine von Sjonhem (G 134-G 136), die gesamt
und einzeln (,der zweite’, ,der dritte‘) in den Inschriften genannt werden.
Dieses Steinmonument {iberbietet Iarlabanki mit vier, allerdings unge-
zdhlten Runensteinen (U 127, U 164, U 212, U 261), die urspriinglich die
Iarlabanki-Briicke markierten. Der Plural staeinarkann sich auf umgebende
Steinsetzungen (Steinreihen oder -kreise bzw. Schiffssetzungen, z. B.
DR 329-DR 331, DR 314) beziehen, von denen — wenn tiberhaupt — oft nur
Reste erhalten sind. Bei Vs 13 Badelunda konnte man die in der Inschrift
erwihnten staina x pasi x ala, 14 an der Zahl, wieder auffinden und hat
sie mit anderen erneut in einer Steinsetzung aufgestellt (Jansson 1987,
125). Bei anderen Bezeichnungen mag der Gebrauch von Singular und
Plural ohne Bedeutungsunterschied sein, wie es Jansson und Wessén

8 Die folgenden (wohl nicht vollstdndigen) Zahlenangaben habe ich, sofern vorhanden,
aus Klos 2009 gezogen. Des Weiteren habe ich die dénische Runenausgabe sowie Lena
Petersons Svenskt runordsregister (2006) benutzt. Fiir die allgemeine Darstellung wurden
hier runenschwedische Sprachformen gewahlt, so dass steinn auch runendan. stéen
umfasst. (Sonst werden im Artikel runenschwedische, altgutnische, runendénische und
altnordische Normalisierungen verwendet.) Eine erste zusammenfassende Behandlung
bietet Else Ebel (1963, Kap. 5), eine jingere Darstellung findet sich bei Palm (1992, 177-200:
Wikingerzeit; 233-237: Mittelalter). Der hier verwandte Ausdruck ,Denkmalmarkierer’
iibersetzt schwedisch monumentmarkérer (Palm 1992, 177 und passim).

° Vgl. dazu Ljung (2010).
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(zu G 113 Ardre 3, SRI, 11: 208) fiir maerki in uppléndischen Inschriften
angeben.

Inschriftencharakteristika zur dsthetischen
Erscheinung eines Runendenkmals™

Stattlichkeit und Schonheit

In einem néchsten Schritt soll gepriift werden, ob durch schmiickende
Beiworter, epitheta ornantia, eine bestimmte Betonung und Besonderung
beabsichtigtist, die ein Denkmal gegeniiber anderen auszeichnet. Da ist vor
allem das Adjektiv godr,gut’ und zwar in dem denkmalcharakterisierenden
Sinne von ,stattlich, eindrucksvoll, herausragend’. Es kennzeichnet eine
asthetische Qualitdt, wihrend es auf Personen bezogen in ethischer
Hinsicht gebraucht wird (boni homines).

In der Kirche von Ardre auf Gotland fand man im Boden neben dem
bekannten und berithmten Bildstein (Ardre 8) andere Steine mit Runen-
inschriften. Den einen setzten Sohne nach ihrem Vater Liknhvatr, zwei
Ménner machten das ,gute/stattliche Denkmal® (G 113 merki god, Plural,
hier in altgutnischer Normalisierung). Die Sohne Liknhvatrs machten ein
(weiteres) ,stattliches Denkmal® (G 114 merki gutt), das ,[grofite] Denk-
mal, das man sehen kann® (merki m[est] ... ar menn sia, s. Snaedal 2002,
73). Es war ein Steinkistengrab, von dem die vier Wande erhalten blieben.
Ein weiteres Adjektiv dieser Art, fagr ,schon’, kommt ebenfalls vor. Auf
einem Stein aus Gistrikland (Gs 19 Ockelbo) steht: ,Blesa lie3 diese
schonen Steindenkmaéler (staeinkumbl pessa fagru) errichten nach ihrem
Sohn Svarthofdi ...“ (vgl. U 219 Vallentuna-Fragment). Blesas Denkmal ist
verloren gegangen, aber alte Zeichnungen zeigen das reich geschmiickte
Bildfeld, in dem einige Szenen (Drachenstich) den Sigurddarstellungen
zugewiesen wurden.

Zu Stattlichkeit und Schoénheit gehort auch das Adjektiv meerkilikr
,denkwiirdig, bemerkenswert’ und ,stattlich, prachtvoll’, allerdings nur
zweimal belegt. Einer der Belege findet sich auf U 773 Enképing-Nés
(meerki meer[k]ili[k]t), einem Stein, der allerdings nur 1,55 m hoch und

1 Die folgenden Gesichtspunkte entsprechen einer neuzeitlichen Asthetik und stehen
unter der Voraussetzung, dass auch die mittelalterliche Sicht- und Betrachtungsweise
nicht vollig abweichend gewesen sein wird. In Tatarkiewic (1979-1987) findet sich keine
einschlagige Passage. Viele der im Folgenden angefithrten Runeninschriften sind auch in
Marold 2010 behandelt, besonders im Abschnitt ,Das gepriesene Denkmal®.
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0,72 m breit ist. Offenbar hiangen solche Kennzeichnungen auch vom
subjektiven Empfinden der Auftraggeber ab.

Der zweite Beleg findet sich in G 188 Mésterby, dessen verlorene Partie,
mirki mirlakt, aus alten Zeichnungen erganzt werden kann und als runen-
schwed. maerki meer[k]ili[k]t ,stattliches Denkmal® normalisiert wird.
Thorgunn Sneedal (2002, 77) nimmt Anstofy an dem zweimal ergénzten k
und an der Tatsache, dass in einem alliterierenden Komplex das gleiche
Wort zweimal angewendet wird. Stattdessen schlégt sie eine altgutnische
Normalisierung zu merki mer[i]lekt vor. Das erste Glied stellt sie zum
Adjektiv altschwed. maer ,berithmt, wert zu erwihnen, rithmenswert’
und erhilt so die Bedeutung ,rithmenswertes Denkmal’, eine passende
Beschreibung dieses Steins, der, ausgehend von dem erhaltenen Fragment,
sehr schon gewesen sein muss, wie sie schreibt. Snsedal normalisiert G 188
Masterby: ... auk Botaidr paun litu raisa stain ... haitu(?) merki merlekt"
eftir mann godan ... und Botaidr, die lielen den Stein errichten [und]
nannten(?) (ihn) ein rithmenswertes? Denkmal®. Obwohl Sneaedal die
Moglichkeit nicht erwiagt, kann der nun verbleibende einzige Beleg merki
merilit auf U 773 Enk6ping-Nias mit einem geringfugigen Eingriff eben-
falls als maerki merili[k]t ,rithmenswertes Denkmal® aufgefasst werden.
Dadurch wiirde auch die Diskrepanz zwischen Bezeichnung und natiir-
licher Grof3e des Steins aufgehoben.

Grifle und Monumentalitit

Auch Grofle und Monumentalitit, die mit dem Adjektiv mikill/mykill
,grofl’ angezeigt werden, spielen in diesem Zusammenhang eine Rolle.
Ein Beispiel bietet der nicht erhalten gebliebene Steinblock (1,50 x 1,30 m)
von U 300 Skéanela, mit dem eine Pyrvi ,ein grof3es Denkmal nach einem
,guten’ Mann® (maerki mykit / zeftir mann godan) namens Halfdan setzen
lieB. Entsprechend heif}t es in einem neueren Fund einer Runenstein-
Inschrift ... Hier [steht] ein grofles/machtiges Denkmal (meaerki mikit)
nach einem ,guten’ Mann® (U Fv1986;84 Bo Hof, Gemeinde Lidingo,
Uppland®), vgl. U 102 Viby (meerki mykit). Dazu ein weiteres Beispiel:

" Diesmal fehlt die i-Ergédnzung in der Fuge.

12 Merkwiirdigerweise greift Sneedal (2002, 78) in ihrer neuschwedischen Ubersetzung
wieder auf das alte statligt ,stattlich® zuriick, das sie doch gerade durch ihre Neudeutung
ersetzt hatte. Im Ubrigen mochte sie ein im weiteren Verlauf der Inschrift vorkommendes
miu[k] tyrlak (Pl. Akk. n.?) als miuk dyrlek (,mycket praktfulla“) auf das Denkmal selbst
beziehen, wenn auch der genaue Zusammenhang unklar bleibt.

' Gustavson (1986, 84) erklart den Ausdruck maerki mykit als wohlbekannte Formulierung,
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ylati hieb im Gedenken an seinen Vater Skagi dieses grofie Denkmal
(meerki it mikla) zurecht, von dem man immer erzidhlen/hoéren soll® (So 41
Bjorke).

Verstarkt wird das Adjektiv mikill ,gro3‘ durch all- ,sehr® zu allr ,all,
ganz, vollstandig’, z. B.: Ein Mann lie§ einen sehr méchtigen Stein (steeinn
allmikinn), knapp zwei Meter im Quadrat, von einem anderen Ort herbei-
fihren und liefl mit seiner Frau das Denkmal (kumbl pessa, Plural) nach
ihrem Sohn errichten (U 735 Langarnd). Die Wendung steinn allmikinn
kann Balli nach Meinung Wulfs (2003, 987) auf einer heute verlorenen
Partie des Steins U 437 Broby gesehen haben.

Verstirkende Funktion kann auch der Komparativ itbernehmen, so in
der zusammenhéingenden Inschrift auf den beiden upplandischen Steinen
von Béllsta: Drei Méanner, Ulfrs S6hne, machten hier einen Thingplatz.
,Keine Denkmaler / werden grofier sein / als jene, die Ulfrs Schne, /
tapfere Ménner, / nach ihrem Vater machten®—im Original in rhyth-
mischer Form mit Stabreim (U 225, Abb. 1):

Munu eigi meerki meeiri verda,
pan Ulfs synir aftir gaerou,
sniallir svaeinar, at sinn fadur.

Entsprechend die Fortsetzung (U 226): ,Sie errichteten Steine / und
machten / den grof3en Stab / zu Wahrzeichen [des Ruhms]®,

Raistu steeina ok staf unnu
ok inn mikla at iarteknum.

Die Denkmaler von Ballsta sind monumental: zwei Runensteine auf
dem Thingplatz mit dem michtigen Stab als Ruhmeszeichen. Man sollte
meinen, solch eine Formulierung miisse einmalig sein. Doch erscheint der
Anfang Munu aeigi maerki/ meeiri verda, wie ein Zitat wirkend (Wulf 2003,
979), noch in einer anderen Inschrift aus Uppland (U 69 Eggeby), in der
eine Mutter ihres einzigen Sohnes mit einem Briickenbau gedenkt.™

als stabende Formel, die vielleicht auch (so Wulf 2003, 980) auf U Fv1974;203 Aby, Gemeinde
Bjorklinge, Uppland vorliegt.

* Moglicherweise enthalt die Inschrift, wie Wulf (ibd.,980) erwagt, zwei Langzeilen: Munu
eeigi maerki maeiri verda / modur geerdi // eeftir sun / sinn ainiga.
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Abb. 1. Das schwedische Runendenkmal U 225 Béllsta aus Uppland mit dem ersten Teil der
Gedenkinschrift in rhythmischer Form mit Stabreim: ,Keine Denkmaéler / werden grofier
sein ... Foto: Bengt A. Lundberg (1985), © Riksantikvarieimbetet, Stockholm/Visby.

Offentlichkeit und Bekanntheit

Aus den bisher besprochenen Inschriften wurde bereits deutlich, dass
auch andere Aspekte als die herausgehobenen — Stattlichkeit und Schon-
heit sowie Gréfle und Monumentalitit — vorhanden sind, nimlich Offent-
lichkeit und Bekanntheit, wenn es in U 102 Viby z. B. heif3t: ,ein grofies
Denkmal / fiir viele Menschen® (mykit meerki / fyrir [m]argum manni).
Fur die Emendation [m]arkum mani sprechen mehrere Grinde, nicht
zuletzt die Alliteration.

Unsicherer ist dagegen ein zweites Beispiel (S6 41 Bjorke): ,,das grof3e
Denkmal, von dem man immer (erzdhlen) horen soll” (maerki it mikla /
man 1 (h)oyrn), denn Lesung und Deutung sind problematisch (s. Kallstrom
2007, 159 Anm. 167).
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Uniiberbietbarkeit und Einmaligkeit

Untiberbietbarkeit und Einmaligkeit zeigt beim Béllsta-Denkmal bereits
die erste Stabreimzeile ,Keine Denkmaler / werden grofier sein ..." (Munu
aigi meerki/ meeiri verda ..., U 225), die auf U 69 Eggeby noch ein weiteres
Mal vorkommt. Es ist vor allem das Adverb eigi ,nicht’, im Sinne von
,nie’, hier ibersetzt mit ,keine‘, das diesen Eindruck vermittelt. So auch in
der alliterierenden Schlusszeile des Weg-Monumentes von U 323 Salna:
,Nie kann ein Weg-Denkmal / besser sein” (Ma eigi brautarkuml / baetra
verda). In der Kombination von Adverb und Komparativ kommt die beab-
sichtigte Vorstellung der Einmaligkeit zum Ausdruck.

Die vollstandige Strophe des gut 3 m hohen Steins von Silna bietet da-
ritber hinaus einen weiteren denkmalcharakterisierenden Aspekt, der im
folgenden Abschnitt besprochen wird.

Dauer und Ewigkeit

Dauer und Ewigkeit werden ebenfalls meist mit einem Adverb ausge-
drickt, namlich @i ,immer’, der genaue Gegensatz zu eigi im Sinne von
,nie’. Dies kann mit dem Eingang der Strophe von Silna illustriert werden,
wo die beiden Adverbien die Aussage umschliefen. Die Strophe folgt auf
die Gedenkinschrift dreier S6hne fiir ihren Vater und die Fiirbittformel:
LJmmer wird liegen / solange die Menschheit lebt / die fest gefiigte Briicke
/ breit nach dem trefflichen (Mann). / Junge Manner machten sie / nach
ihrem Vater. / Nie kann ein Weg-Denkmal / besser sein®,

i mun liggia med aldr lifir
bro hardslagin, breeid aft godan.
Sveeinar gaerou at sinn fadur.

Ma eeigi brautarkuml  baetra verda.

In einmaliger’® Weise zeigt diese strophisch gestaltete Inschrift neben-
einander die denkmalcharakterisierenden Elemente der Uniiberbietbarkeit
(aeigi + Komparativ) und der Dauer, des Ewigwahrenden (i). Klos (2009,
154) meint, unter Berufung auf Beck (1978, 559), dass mit ,Weg-Denkmal’
nicht der machtige Runenstein, sondern die Briicke gemeint sei. Es spricht

5 Hibler 1996, 146 macht in seiner Interpretation auf zwei Phdnomene aufmerksam, die
nur in dieser Inschrift auftreten: die Verwendung von aldr ,Zeitalter, Leben’ in temporalem
Zusammenhang und das einmalige, wegen der Alliteration gebildete Kompositum
brautarkuml. Zur Kritik von Hiiblers Arbeit s. Wulf 1998, 95-97.
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jedoch einiges dafiir, das Ensemble von Runenstein am Wege und dessen
Befestigung durch die Briicke zusammen als Weg-Denkmal aufzufassen,
auch wenn der Stein selbst nur in der Errichterformel genannt wird.
Die metrisch-stilistische Struktur der Vollstrophe hat Naumann (1998,
709) analysiert: Das ,Adynaton®, die Umschreibung von ,niemals‘ durch
Berufung auf das Eintreten eines unmoglichen Ereignisses, ,als typische
[rhetorische] Ubertreibungs- und Verfremdungsfigur® ziele dem Sinn
nach darauf, ,daf} der Nachruf des Toten die Lebensdauer des Steins selbst
... oder die der Briicke ... iberdauern moge.” Dieser Sinn ,wird jedoch klar,
wenn man statt der ,immer‘-Formel das implizierte adynatische ,niemals’
unterlegt: ,Eher gehe die Briicke, der Stein, die Menschheit unter, als dafy
<16

Zwei Vorstellungsbereiche begegnen dabei: Der Bezug auf die Lebens-
dauer von Runenstein und Runenstdben sowie der Bezug auf die Existenz
von Menschheit und Welt. Von ersterem stehen beispielhaft beide Teile
auf dem Stein von Sm 16 Nobbele nebeneinander: ,Deshalb wird des
tiichtigen Mannes / gedacht werden, / solange der Stein lebt [= existiert] /
und die Stibe der Runen®

by mun go[0s manns  u]m getit verda
med steeinn lifir ok stafir run[a].”

Auf dinischer Seite entspricht dem ,Ewig wird stehen, / solange der
Stein lebt [= existiert], / diese Gedenkschrift, / die ZAskil machte® (DR 212
Tillitse):

E mun standa meep sten lifir
witrind [fur vitring] su aer wan Askil.

Dies ist tibrigens der einzige Selbsterrichterstein aus Danemark.

Ahnlich, allerdings unsicher hergestellt aus einer defekten Inschrift:
~Ewig wird stehen, / solange der Stein am Leben ist, / diese Gedenkschrift,
/ die Sylfa(?) ausfithrte® (DR 229 Sandby 3):

E mun s[t]an[da maep sten aj lif
witring susi ar wan Sylfa.

¢ Nach Naumann (ibd.) lasst sich das Adynaton in Nachrufgedichten ,angemessen aus
den affektiven und expressiven Ausdrucksbediirfnissen der Panegyrik erkliren®. Runische
Belege sind ihm auflerdem noch folgende Inschriften: Sm 16 Nobbele, U 69 Eggeby, U 225-
U 226 Béllsta, G 343 St. Hans, Visby, DR 212 Tillitse und DR 229 Sandby.

7 Sneedal 2002, 70 f. weist auf eine Parallele, den Runenstein von G 80 Linde, hin, bei
der allerdings der Text nach &lterer Dokumentation ergénzt wird: Stain lit Bot[ul]f(r)
stafa[merki] ... ,Den Stein lief Botulfr als ein (Runen)Stab-Denkmal® [sc. errichten].
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Hier ,ist nicht der Stein allein gemeint, sondern das ganze Denkmal®
(Wulf 2003, 978). Eine dritte dénische Inschrift gehort ebenfalls
hierher: ,Diese Stiabe / werden fiir Porgunnr/ sehr lange leben® (DR 40
Randbgl):

Deér stafar munu borgunni
migk laengi lifa.

Ganz ahnlich kann auch die Inschrift auf dem Stein von DR 119 Spentrup
(s. Moltke 1985, 541) erganzt werden.

Versuchsweise mochte ich S6 61 Osby einbeziehen. In der Inschrift
heiflt es in eigentiimlicher Konstruktion steeinn &fila standr ,ewiglich
steht der Stein“.'®

Der zweite Vorstellungsbereich bezieht sich auf die Existenz von
Menschheit und Welt. Zwei Inschriften stehen auf dem Felsblock U 114
Runby, die erste (A) erwahnt das Behauen des Steins und den Bau einer
gepflasterten Steinbriicke (s. dazu Klos 2009, 175), die zweite (B) besagt:
,Dies [= die Steinbriicke und die runenbeschriebenen Felswinde] soll
als Erinnerung an die [in A namentlich genannten drei] Manner stehen,
/ solange Menschen leben® (Pat skal at minnum manna, / medan meenn
lifa).”

Ob solche Inschriften giiltige Voraussagen enthalten, mag man mit
Blick auf das interessanteste Runendenkmal dieser Gruppe bezweifeln.
Im Jahre 1982 wurde bei archdologischen Ausgrabungen in der St. Hans
Kirchenruine in Visby eine unvollstdndige, in vier verschieden grofie Teile
zerbrochene Grabplatte mit einer am Rand entlanglaufenden Inschrift
gefunden (G 343, Sneedal 2002, 84). Anfang und Ende zeigen Liicken auf
diesem maltratierten kumbl, doch erhalten blieben die stabenden Zeilen:
Jmmer, solange die Welt wacht [= besteht], / liegt dieses Denkmal hier /
iiber dem Manne, / nach dem es der Erbe / gemacht hat®,

18 Den Deutungsvorschlag &fila ,ewiglich’ fir S6 61 e(f)ila hatte bereits Bugge vorgelegt.
Im Editionsartikel zu dieser Inschrift (SRI, 3: 47) lehnte Brate jedoch diesen Vorschlag
ab unter Verweis auf S6 207 Overselé und U 792 Ulunda hefila ,tiichtig, mannhaft'mit
der eigens aufgestellten Bedeutung ,stattlich® (so auch Peterson 2006, s.v. h&fila). Zu den
Einzelheiten der Forschungsgeschichte s. Hiibler 1996, 44 f. Die Belege fiir altnord. afiliga
(Stjorn) und altschwed. @vinnelika (s. Soderwall 1884-1918, 2.2: 1157) liegen spit.

1 Eindrucksvoll schliet Jansson (1987, 161) seine Ubersicht iiber die wikingerzeitlichen
schwedischen Runensteine mit diesen Worten und kommentiert: ,, The anticipation of the
carver of the Runby block ... has—so far at least— proved true: his runes will remain, he
says, ‘in memory of the men as long as mankind lives’
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Ey midan vereld vakir®®
liggr merki hier yfir manni paim

ar erfingi eftir [g]ierdi.

Diese Inschriften bewegen sich in einem christlichen Kontext, und die
darin fixierten Vorstellungen mégen als Hybris, ja als Todstinde superbia
erscheinen. Doch lagen wohl solche Gedanken den Angehérigen und
Auftraggebern aus der selbstbewussten Oberschicht recht fern.

Auf der anderen Seite gibt es zwei sérmlandische Runensteine, die in
der Runenschlinge einen groflen Hammer zeigen (S6 86 Aby und S6 111
Stenkvista). ,Auffalligerweise wird das Runendenkmal hier nicht mit dem
gewohnlichen Terminus stzinn ... bezeichnet, sondern mit dem Ausdruck
meerki sirun®, der, nur hier belegt, ,ein mit immerwidhrenden Runen
geschmiicktes Denkmal® bedeuten kann.?! ,In der Hoffnung darauf, daf3
die Gottheit dafiir sorgen wird, dafl das Denkmal lange Zeit bestehen
bleibt, wird das Denkmal durch das géttliche Symbol des Hammers unter
den Schutz Thors gestellt” (Hultgard 1998, 733).%

Erkennbarkeit und Sichtbarkeit

Wihrend die Rubriken Offentlichkeit und Bekanntheit, Uniiberbietbarkeit
und Einmaligkeit sowie Dauer und Ewigkeit aus den vorgingigen
Inschriften unter Beachtung von @i ,immer’ entwickelt worden sind,
gehe ich nun wieder einen Schritt zuriick und wende mich erneut einem
Adjektiv zu, das ein weiteres Element von Denkmalkennzeichnung
darstellt: keennilikr ,erkennbar’. Die insgesamt rhythmisch angelegte
Inschrift des schon herangezogenen Steins von Sm 16 Nobbele besagt,
dass vier Sohne zum Gedenken an ihren Vater Kali ein gut erkennbares,
ein ins Auge springendes (,eye-catching“®®) Denkmal errichtet haben:

* Diese poetische Formulierung ist einzigartig, weder Substantiv noch Verb sind sonst in
Runeninschriften belegt® (Hiibler 1996, 145)— schlieBlich ist ,verald hier authentisch die
fritheste nordische Wiedergabe von christlich-lateinisch saeculum® (freundlicher Hinweis
von Hans-Peter Naumann), und das macht die Wahl als Titel Medan vdrlden vakar durch
Thorgunn Snzedal (2002) gut verstandlich.

! Unter Annahme der temporalen statt der lokalen Bedeutung des Prifixes si-, wie sie in
simalugr ,stets redend’ (Konungs skuggsja, 50,1) und siskelfir ,stindig sich Bewegender (=
Krieger)® (Egill Skallagrimsson, Lausavisur, Nr. 24,5) vorkommt.

# Diesen paganen Zeugnissen hat Hultgard (1998, 732 f.) christliche gegentuibergestellt,
ebenfalls in Sédermanland, in deren Maskendarstellungen er den neuen Gott Christus
abgebildet sieht (S6 112 Kolunda, S6 167 Landshammar, S6 367 Slébro).

% So die treffende Ubersetzung von Peter Foote (Jansson 1987, 137).
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reeispu peeir svaeinar  aeftir sinn fadur
kumbl keennilikt eftir Kala daudan.

Erkennbarkeit und Sichtbarkeit sind wichtige Merkmale eines Denk-
mals, wenn es denn wahrgenommen werden soll. Schon bei Ardre 4
(G 114) hie} es ,das [grofite] Denkmal, das man sehen kann® (Merki

. ar menn sia). Damit man Denkmiler gut sehen kann, werden sie
oft an Wegen aufgestellt, wie die beiden Steine von Tjuvstigen, deren
Inschriften in drei metrischen Halbstrophen (Fornyrdislag) festhalten:
Zwei Manner errichteten die Steine nach ihren Brudern ,nachst dem
Wege*“ (at brgdr sina / brautu nésta, S6 34). Sie starben im ,Osten®. Auf
dem anderen (S6 35) steht: ,Ingigeerdr lie3 einen zweiten Stein errichten
nach ihren Sohnen, ein sichtbares (Denkmal)®** machte sie® oder auch:
,machte sichtbare (Steine)“, wenn die schwierige Stelle so gedeutet
werden darf:

Let Ingigaerdr annan reeisa steein
at syni sina syna gaeroi.

,Hier soll stehen / der Stein nahe dem Wege* (Her mun standa / staeinn
néer brautu) heifdt es anderwirts (U 838 Ryda). Die sichtbare Aufstellung
von Steinen ,ndchst dem Wege“ entspricht der Feststellung aus den
Havamal (Str. 72) der Edda: ,Selten stehen Gedenksteine nahe dem Wege,
setzt sie nicht ein Verwandter dem Verwandten®,

sialdan bautasteinar standa brauto neer,
nema reisi nior at nio.

Der Standort ist wichtig fir die Sichtbarkeit, die ein ,Denkzeichen®
besonders ,an einer Wegkreuzung® hat (vitring pessa / a vegamaoti), wie
es gleichlautend fur das kumbl (so bezeichnet in der Errichterformel) bei
Sm 45 Brikentorp und Sm 60 Skaftarp heif}t; ,in beiden Inschriften ist
witring Apposition zu kumbl, bezeichnet also das ganze Denkmal® (Wulf
2003, 978).2 Es kann aber auch die Aufstellung eines Runensteins zwischen
zwei Hofen diesen in besonderer Weise sichtbar machen (dazu Jesch 1998,
468-470), wie es auf U 729 Agersta festgehalten wird: ,Hier wird stehen /
der Stein zwischen Hoéfen. / Es rate der Mann, / der runenkundig ist, / die
Runen, / die Balli ritzte [= schrieb],

2 Peter Foote (ibd., 139): ,a visible cenotaph®.
% So auch Marold 2010, 7 (im Abschnitt ,Die syntaktische Beziehung von Vers und Prosa®).
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Higer mun standa® steeinn midli byia
Radi draengr bar rynn se
runum peeim sum Balli risti.”’

Mit Salberger (2003, 684 f.) ist tekr nicht mit dreengr, sondern mit tgkr
Jfindig, ziigig* zu deuten; dann heifit die Zeile: ,Es lese/rate findig/ztgig,
der runenkundig ist ... (s. Duwel 2008, 133).

In besonderer Weise sind Erkennbarkeit und Sichtbarkeit gegeben,
wenn ein Runenstein auf einer natiirlichen Anhéhe, einem Hiigel oder
Berg steht. Dafiir gibt es bemerkenswerte Zeugnisse, zwei davon auf den
Steinen von Hillestad 1 und 2: ,Krieger errichteten / nach ihrem Bruder /
den Stein auf einer Anhohe / fest stehend mit Runen® (DR 295):

Sattu dreengiar eftir sin bropur
sten a biargi stgpan runum.

Und mit Ubernahme der Anzeile in Zeile 2 und Vervollstindigung zu einer
neuen Langzeile (DR 296): ,Nun soll stehen / der Stein auf dem Huigel (nu
skal standa / stén a biargi).

Den gotlandischen Stein von G 203 Hogréan hat ein Sigmundr samt
einem Briickenbau zum Gedenken an Vater und Brider errichten lassen.
Schlangenwindungen wurden entworfen und in den Stein gehauen.
LSigmundr hat auf diese Weise ein Gedenkzeichen/Denkmal geschaffen®
(Sigmundr hefir sliku unnit kuml ..). In rhythmisch geformten stab-
reimenden Zeilen schliefit die Inschrift: ,Hier soll stehen / der Stein als
Denkmal/Gedenkzeichen / leuchtend auf der Anhohe / und die Briicke
davor. / Rodbiern ritzte [= schrieb] / diese Runen, / einige doch Gairlaifg,
/ er kennt sie gut® (vgl. Snaedal 2002, 79):

Hier mun standa stainn at merki
bie(r)tr a biergi en bro fyrir.

% Marold 2010, 7 (im Abschnitt ,Das gepriesene Denkmal“) weist auf die Erinnerungsfunktion
am Ende einiger Inschriften hin, zu denen in ,abgeschwéachter Form ... auch Versinschriften
zu zahlen [seien], die mit der Formel Hiar mun standa steeinn... (G 203, U 707, U 729, U 838),
Nu skal standa [sten]... (DR 296), Her skal standa staeina[r]... (S6 206, vgl. U Fv1983;228)
beginnen.” Nach Wulf (2003, 977) handelt es sich bei dieser Wendung um ,umlaufendes
Formelgut®, fiir das er neben den Balli-Belegen (U 707, U 729, U 838) weitere Beispiele
bringt. Bei DR 295 und DR 296 sowie bei Sm 45 und Sm 60 rechnet er ,mit einem Zitat*
(S. 978).

*7 Balli spielt im Vergleich mit Fotr bei Wulf (2003, 970) eine besondere Rolle fiir die These,
,daf die Formulierung der Inschrift weitgehend das Werk des Ritzers war® bzw. ,daf} die
Mehrzahl der Runenverse von den Runenmeistern stammt® (S. 1004).
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Rodbiern risti runir pessa(r).
Gairlaifr sumar ar gerla kann.

Das adverbial verwendete Adjektiv biertr ,leuchtend, bunt® weist auf
eine farbige Gestaltung, eine Ausmalung, womdoglich in grellen, schrei-
enden Farben, wie schwedisch bjdrt ,grell, schreiend, auffallend® anzeigt.
Was fillt auch mehr ins Auge als ein bunt bemalter Stein, noch dazu
auf einem Hiigel oder Berg? Damit ist ein weiteres Merkmal aus einer
Inschrift benannt, mit dem Erkennbarkeit und Sichtbarkeit noch verstarkt
werden konnen.

Farbigkeit und Buntheit

Durch Farbigkeit und Buntheit kénnen auch relativ kleine Steine, wie der
von G 280 Pilgards, zumal wenn sie auf einem Hiigel gestanden haben
(Gustavson 2001, 17 £, 31), ein eindrucksvolles Runendenkmal darstellen.
,Hellbemalt stellten diesen Stein auf® (Biar(t)fann steddu / siso stain,
Sneaedal 2002, 53; Diwel 2003a, 160) Briidder zum Gedenken an einen Rafn,
der bei der Uberwindung der Dnjepr-Stromschnellen zu Tode gekommen
war (Krause 1952; Duwel 2003a, 161 f.).

Ein zweites Adjektiv weist in dieselbe Richtung: In der rhythmisch
abgefassten Inschrift auf dem Stein von S6 213 Nybble heifit es: ,Den Stein
hieb Asbiorn (zurecht) / bemalt zum Denkmal / (er) umband [= beschrieb]
mit Runen / Gylla errichtete ihn nach Geeirbigrn ...

Staein hiogg Asbigrn  steeindan at vitum [Plural],
bant med runum reeisti Gylla at Geeirbigrn ...

Nach dieser Gedenkinschrift lautet der Schluss: ,Rate (die Runen), wer
kann® (Radi sar kunni). Das hier adjektivisch verwendete Partizipium
Praeteriti Sing. mask. Akk. stazindan gehort zum zweimal belegten
Verbum stazina ,malen’, dem fa ,malen, fiarben, (Runen) ritzen® als
terminus technicus (Ebel 1963, 30-35) zur Seite steht. Eine Inschrift (S6
347 Gerstaberg) bezeugt sogar die arbeitsteilige Herstellung von Runen-
beschriftung und Ausmalung von Schlangenband und Runen: ,,£sbigrn
schrieb (die Runen) und Ulfr malte” (Zsbigrn risti / ok Ulfr staeindi).

% Die Belege sind hier nicht im Einzelnen aufgefiihrt, da unsicher ist, ob nicht durchgehend
schon allein das Verfertigen der Runen die Bedeutung bestimmt, wie bei den Brakteaten
IK 11 Asum-C, IK 241,1 Askatorp-F und IK 241,2 Visby(?)-F. Die urspriingliche Bedeutung
,malen (die Runen mit roter Farbe)® diirfte noch in KJ 60 Vetteland, KJ 63 Einang, KJ 67
Noleby im Ubergang zur Bedeutung ,schreiben‘ mitschwingen.
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Ahnlich auch S6 205 Overseld, allerdings mit problematischer Konjektur
steeindi aus stkink. Runensteine sind also ausgemalt gewesen. Die Farben
haben dem Zahn der Zeit nicht standhalten kénnen. Doch sind unter
ginstigen Bedingungen Spuren der urspriinglichen Bemalung erhalten
geblieben. Der Stein aus der St. Paul’s Kathedrale in London hatte dem
Fundbericht nach dunkle Reliefornamente auf naturfarbenem Grund. Auf
dieser Grundlage basiert ein Rekonstruktionsversuch.

Bei den Farbbefunden hat sich vor allem rot und schwarz, aber auch
braun und weifl ergeben. Entsprechend hat man die farbige Bemalung
einiger Steine zu rekonstruieren versucht, z. B. in der Kirche in Resmo
(Ol 6; Jansson 1987, 153), ebenso in der Kirche von Képing auf Oland, wo
zahlreiche Fragmente mit originalen Farbresten entdeckt wurden (Owe
2002). Noch heute ist es tiblich, die Runen der schwedischen Steine meist
rot auszumalen.”” Bemerkenswert ist dabei, dass offenbar urspriinglich
die Runen verschiedenfarbig ausgemalt wurden, aber nicht jeweils jede
Rune oder jedes Wort in wechselnder Farbe, sondern nach syntaktischen
Einheiten, z. B. eine zusammengehorige Verbalphrase (lét raeisa ,lied
errichten®, s. Owe 2002, Nr. 69, Pl. 10) oder eine Sinneinheit wie Name
und Beiname oder dhnlich, z. B. Si(g)ridr mar ,Sigridr, das Madchen*®.
Jedenfalls gilt fiir die Runensteine auch wie fiir viele antike Hinter-
lassenschaften, dass unser von den erhaltenen Uberresten geprigter
,einfarbiger’ Blick nicht der mehrfarbigen, bunten einstigen Wirklichkeit
entspricht.*

Bisjetzt haben wir aus den Runeninschriften eine Reihe von Kennzeichen
entnommen, die ein Runendenkmal markieren. Es sind Stattlichkeit und
Schonheit, Grole und Monumentalitat, Offentlichkeit und Bekanntheit,
Uniiberbietbarkeit und Einmaligkeit, Dauer und Ewigkeit, Erkennbarkeit
und Sichtbarkeit sowie Farbigkeit und Buntheit.

Schlief}lich und auflerhalb der sprachlich-lexikalischen Charakteri-
sierungen und Bezeichnungen als Merkmal fiir ein Runendenkmal kann
auch der bisher bereits 6fter bemerkte poetische Schmuck, der sich in

# Als Vorbild kénnte die Inschrift auf dem Stein von S6 206 Overseld gedient haben: ,Hier
sollen stehen / diese Steine / gerétet [= rot] mit Runen, / Gudlaug errichtete sie ...“ (Her skal
standa / staeinar pessir, / runum rudnir / reeisti Gudlaug ...). Die ist der einzige Beleg fiir das
Verbum rizida (Ebel 1963, 36, so auch bei Peterson 2006).

3% Auf einem Stein in der St. Lars Kirche in Linkdping (Og Fv1958;252), Abb. bei Lietoff
1999, 27.

*! Graepler 2011. Dass eine rekonstruierende Farbgebung nach heutiger asthetischer Auf-
fassung auch verfehlt, ja kitschig sein kann, zeigt der Versuch einer Ausmalung des grofien
Jellingsteins im Besuchszentrum Kongernes Jelling.
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Alliterationen, regelrecht gebauten Stabreimzeilen, iiberhaupt in einer
Versgestaltung darbietet und sich in dichterischer Uberhéhung prisen-
tiert, den Denkmalaspekt einer Inschrift und ihres Tréigers ausmachen.

Alliteration und Versgestaltung

Schonheit, Grofle und Farbigkeit werden, wie die bisher angefithrten
Belege zeigen, in der Runeninschrift direkt angesprochen. Der poetische
Schmuck dagegen, der eine Inschrift auszeichnet, ist beim Lesen eher tiber
das Ohr als iiber das Auge wahrnehmbar und somit von einer anderen
Qualitat. Alliteration/Stabreim und Versgestaltung zeigen sich in unter-
schiedlicher Weise von einer einzigen stabenden Langzeile tiber mehr-
zeilige Stabreimverse und Strophen bis hin zu komplizierten skaldischen
Formen. Wie es Hans-Peter Naumann ausdriickt (1998, 697):

Als héufigste runische Représentationsform des fornyrdislag erscheint ...
das einfache Kurzverspaar (visufjordungr), das in den prosaeingeleiteten
Memorialinschriften des 11. Jahrhunderts vielfach Hohepunkt und Aus-
klang des Epitaphs bildet. Die zweithaufigsten Kategorien sind der Zweizeiler
(visuhelmingr) und der Dreizeiler, den man—wohl ritzflichenbedingt —als
,sreduzierte’ Vollstrophe betrachten darf. Steininschriftlich ist die voll ausge-
bildete Strophe zu vier Verszeilen seltener vertreten als in den spatmittel-
alterlichen Dichtungsbelegen, die aus dem losen Fundgut stammen. Welche
Restriktionen der metrischen Durchformung ldngerer Textgebilde im Rahmen
der Runenmemoria entgegenstehen, zeigen eindricklich die schwedischen
Inschriften von Tjuvstigen und Béllsta, die ihre sechs bzw. sieben Kurzvers-
paare auf jeweils zwei Steine verteilen (S6 34, S6 35 bzw. U 225, U 226).

Es folgen Beispiele fiir die verschiedenartigen Realisierungen, zuerst
eine Langzeile (U 838 Ryda, s. S. 43 oben) und dann zwei Langzeilen*
(S6 206 Overseld. s. S. 46, Anm. 29 oben):

Hér mun standa steeinn nar brautu;
Her skal standa steeinar pessir
runum rudnir reeisti Gudlaug.

Drei Zeilen bietet G 343 St. Hans, Visby (s. S. 41 f. oben):

Ey midan vereld vakir

113

2 Nach Marold (2010, 1, im Abschnitt ,Das Corpus der ,runischen Dichtung™) bilden
mindestens zwei Langzeilen eine Strophe.
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liggr merki hier Yfir manni paim
ar erfingi eftir [glierdi®

Ein anderes Beispiel bietet der Runenmeister Balli, ,dessen Inschriften
den hochsten Anteil an Versen aufweisen® (Wulf 2003, 986), mit U 729
Agersta (s. S. 43 f. oben):

Higer mun standa steeinn midli byia.
Radi tokr par rynn se
runum paeim sum Balli risti.

Zur Metrik bemerkt Wulf (ibd.): ,Es gibt keine tiberzahligen Hebungen,
die Stdbe stehen auf den stéirkstbetonten Silben (radi in Zeile zwei kann
den Stab tragen ...), es steht lediglich in Zeile 3 der Hauptstab auf der
vierten Hebung statt auf der dritten***

Eine vierzeilige Strophe begegnet auf dem Stein U 323 Silna (s. S. 39 f.

oben):

i mun liggia med aldr lifir
bro hardslagin, braeid aeft godan.
Sveeinar gaerdu at sinn fadur.

Ma eeigi brautarkuml  baetra verda.

Naumann bemerkt dazu (1998, 709): ,Die Vollstrophe verschrinkt in
ihrem ersten Helming auf elaborierte Weise eine metrische Figur®® mit
einer semantischen. Gekreuzte Alliteration (& : [ : a : [) hebt ein implizites
Adynaton [s. dazu oben S. 39 f.] hervor (i mun liggia / med aldr
lifir)“. Diese Strophe im Fornyrdislag ,gehort zu den gelungensten der
Runendichtung® urteilt Wulf (2003, 1003), der ausfithrlich kommentiert
und resumiert: ,Dieser Autor hat tiefere Einsichten in die Gesetze stab-
reimender Dichtung als viele andere Verfasser von Runenversen.” Da in

' Wulf (2003, 1003) kommentiert: ,Die erste Zeile ist keine Langzeile, auch wenn beabsichtigt
gewesen sein sollte, Vokal mit /v/ staben zu lassen—es fehlt eine Hebung. Vielleicht war
dem Verfasser eine Vollzeile aus einer Ljédahattr-Strophe in den Sinn gekommen?“ (Vgl.
Fjolsvinnsmal, Str. 12,6: & medan ¢ld lifir, ohne a auch Voluspd, Str. 16,6, Gripisspa, Str.
23,6 und 41,6, Innsteinslied, Str. 18,6, Edda-Bruchstiicke, 11, Str. 3,4). Problematisch ist die
Auffassung von Marold (2010, 7, im Abschnitt ,Leseaufforderung®): Drei Vollzeilen mit
jeweils drei Hebungen.

* Wahrend zu Beginn einwandfreie, stabende Langzeilen vorliegen (Wulf 2003, 986, 988),
kommen bei Balli auch ,Verstof3[e] gegen die Technik des Alliterationsverses® vor, die
nebst anderen ,Fehlern® Wulf (S. 987) bespricht.

» Zuvor heiflt es: ,Als zusétzlicher metrischer Schmuck tritt relativ haufig die gekreuzte
und umschlieBende Alliteration hinzu (ab/ab bzw. ba/ab) .. (Naumann 1998, 708).

Futhark 4 (2013)



,Keine Denkmaéler werden grofler sein ... « 49

der vorausgehenden Fiirbittformel die Zwillingsformeln and ok sélu ,Geist
und Seele® und sakar ok syndir Vergehen und Stinden’ mit jeweils zwei
betonten Silben auf die Strophe vorbereiten (mit Hinweis auf von See
1967, 22 f.), bedeute das: Die Prosa der Eingangsformeln und die Verse
haben einen Urheber. ,Der Runenmeister hat nicht einen Poeten, einen
Liederdichter beauftragt, eine Strophe fiir den Stein zu verfassen, sondern
das hat er selber geleistet” (Wulf 2003, 1003).

Sven B. F. Jansson sagt einmal (1987, 139): ,,The inscription on the rune
stones at Tjuvstigen (piuidstigr? “public path’) in S6dermanland [S6 34 und
S6 35] consists of twelve lines*, making three half-strophes in fornyrdis-
lag® (vgl. S. 43 und 47 oben):

Styrlaugr ok Holmbr  steeina reeistu

at brgdr sina brautu naesta.
bzeir sendadus 1 austrvegi,
borkeell ok Styrbigrn,  piagnar gooir.
Let Ingigaerdr annan reeisa steein
at syni sina, syna gaeroi.

,Styrlaugr und Holmbgr / errichteten die Steine / zum Gedenken an ihre Briider
/ dem Weg am néchsten. / Sie endeten / auf Ostfahrt, / Porkell und Styrbigrn,
/ vortreffliche piagnar. / Es lief Ingigeeirr bzw. Ingigeerdr / den anderen Stein
errichten / zum Gedenken an seine bzw. ihre S6hne / er bzw. sie machte diese
(d. h. die beiden Ritzungen) sichtbar" (Naumann, in Vorbereitung, Nr. 57-58,
leicht abweichend von der bisherigen Ubersetzung.)

Auch begegnet eine Ljodahattr-Halbstrophe® (DR 40 Randbel, s. S. 41
oben):

Der stafar munu borgunni
migk leengi lifa.

In den bisher angefithrten Inschriften hiel es Radi sar kunni (S6 213)
oder Radi tgkr / par rynn sé (U 729). Die Tétigkeit des rada, zu der ein
Betrachter der Inschrift aufgefordert wird, umfasst einen Prozess fol-
gender Schritte: sehen, lesen, deuten und damit verstehen und zwar nicht
nur dem Wortsinn nach, sondern auch die metrische-poetische Gestaltung
erfassend. Das aber setzt wohl ein lautes Lesen voraus, bei dem erst die
artikulierten Hebungen und Alliterationen die Struktur einer Langzeile
und die einer Strophe oder Halbstrophe horbar werden lassen. Fred

* Hier in Langzeilen geboten.
3 Naumann 1998, 699 mit Hinweis auf Kabell 1978, 186.
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Wulf (2003, 997 f.) hat das am Beispiel der Inschrift von S6 320 Stiringe
verdeutlicht: ,Der war ostwirts / mit Ingvarr, / ein tiichtiger Mann, / Sohn
der Lifoy",

Sar var austr med Ingvari,
dreeng sniallan, sun Lifoyar.

Einheimische wussten iiber die Verse Bescheid, Wulf schreibt:

Voriiberziehende, jedenfalls solche, die haufiger Gelegenheit gehabt hatten,
Inschriften auf Gedenksteinen zu lesen, konnen, als sie austr lasen, hellhorig
geworden sein und gegen Ende der Inschrift waren die unmittelbar aufeinander
folgenden Stébe in sniallan und sun uniiberhorbar. ,Uniiberhérbar’, denn die
Inschrift wurde laut gelesen, und diese lange Inschrift (93 Runen) mit Sicherheit
zweimal.

Einmalig und daher uniiberbietbar ist nach einer konventionellen
Gedenkinschrift der Totenpreis in einer runenepigraphischen Drottkvaett-
Strophe, dem vornehmsten und schwierigsten Strophenmafd der Skalden,
auf dem Karlevi-Stein, iiber den Hans-Peter Naumann schreibt (1998, 701):

Der um das Jahr 1000 von Leuten vermutlich westnordischer Herkunft ge-
setzte 6landische Stein von Karlevi (Ol 1; DR 411) fithrt das Metrum in einer
klassisch durchgebildeten Nachrufstrophe vor. Vergleicht man sie mit dem
ersten iberlieferten normgerechten drottkvaett-Gedicht, Porbjorn hornklofis
fragmentarischer Glymdrapa vom Ende des 9. Jahrhunderts, so lassen sich rein
formal gesehen weder Unterschiede in der Hendingtechnik noch im Kenning-
gebrauch feststellen.

Im Prosaabschnitt am Anfang der Inschrift steht: ,Dieser Stein ist gesetzt
nach Sibbi, (dem) trefflichen/guten, Sohn Foldarrs. Und seine Kriegerschar
setzte auf der Insel (diese) Toten-[Erinnerung].” Die folgende Strophe
besagt: ,Verborgen liegt, dem folgten /—die meisten wussten das—die
grofiten / Taten, der Krieger, / in diesem Hiigel. / Es wird nicht herrschen /
ein kampfstarker, / rechtschaffener Krieger / iiber das Land in Danemark.”
In altnordischer Sprache hergestellt lautet die Strophe (der Stabreim ist
durch Fettdruck, die skaldischen Binnenreime werden durch Kursive ge-
kennzeichnet):

Folginn liggr hinn’s fylgdu
(flestr vissi pat) mestar
daedir dolga Prudar

draugr 1 peimsi haugi.
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Munat reid-Vidurr rada
rogstarkr i Danmarku
Endils iarmungrundar
orgrandari landi

In die Strophe sind zahlreiche Kenningar eingebettet.*®

Der Karlevi-Stein steht heute auf einem kleinen, kiinstlich aufge-
worfenen Hiigel etwa 300 m vom Inselufer entfernt am Kalmarsund.
Noch im 17. Jahrhundert war er wohl am urspriinglichen Ort zwischen
zwei Grabhiigeln aufgestellt (SRI, 1: 16). Ob einer davon der in der
Strophe erwihnte ist, kann nicht mehr geklart werden. Die Runen-
und Sprachformen datieren die Inschrift auf etwa 1000. Eine eindeutige
geographisch-kulturelle Zuordnung ist nicht méglich, Stil und Sprache
der Strophe vergleichen sich der zeitgleichen norwegisch-islindischen
Skaldik, aber es gibt auch eine Reihe ostskandinavischer Sprachmerkmale,
wie auch die boustrophedon-Anordnung der Inschriftzeilen an danische
Muster ankniipft.*

Inbesonderem Maf3e gilt fiir die Karlevi-Inschrift, dass die ,Runenmetrik®
vorwiegend ,Nachrufdichtung® ist und als solche zweierlei Funktionen er-
fullt: ,Die versféormigen Nekrologe dienen enkomiastischen Zwecken, und
sie realisieren iiber die metrisch-rhetorische Gestaltung Dekormoglich-
keiten, die als exzeptionelle Stilcharakteristika gewollt Abstand zur Masse
der prosaischen Gedenkinschriften schaffen® (Naumann 1998, 708).

Nach Marold (1998, 671) ist das Karlevi-Denkmal ,ein Stein fiir einen
Herrscher®. Zwar werden wie in anderen Inschriften auch seine kriege-
rischen Taten erwéhnt, ,aber gerithmt wird seine Herrschertugend. Auch
hier finden wir den Unvergleichlichkeitstopos® —kein kampfstarkerer
Furst wird in Danemark herrschen, keiner der ,in hoherem Maf3[e]

* Vgl. den umfassenden Artikel von Marold (2003), Diiwel 2008, 134 f., ferner Andrén 2007.
% Zu den verschiedenen Beziigen s. Andrén 2007, der sie als ,patchwork® bezeichnet und
die Inschrift insgesamt in die frithe Geschichte Olands einzubetten versucht.

% Zum rhetorischen Repertoire“ zihlt Hans-Peter Naumann (1998, 708) ,Wiederholungs-
und Abwandlungsfiguren, aber auch semantische Tropen wie Litotes, Hyperbel und das
Adynaton®, wie bei U 323 Sélna (s. oben S. 39 f.). Der Unvergleichlichkeitstopos kann
auch mit Hilfe einer letzten Endes gemeingermanischen Formel dargeboten werden, wie
auf dem Stein von S6 154 Skarpaker, der besagt: ,Gunnarr errichtete diesen Stein nach
Lyobiorn, seinem Sohn® (Langzweigrunen). Es folgt in stablosen Runen: Jard skal rifna
/ ok upphiminn ,Die Erde wird zerreiflen / und der Himmel dariiber" Der Sinn: Erde und
Himmel werden vergehen, bevor ein Mensch wie Lydbiorn wiederkommen wird (Marold
1998, 669 f.; Wulf 2003, 1002; Diiwel 2008, 137).
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Schaden abwehrt vom Land.” Einzigartig bleibt dieses Runendenkmal fiir
einen herausragenden Vertreter der Oberschicht jener Zeit.

Auf dem mit 1,37 m Hohe keineswegs auffalligen rundlichen (Durch-
messer 0,68—0,72m) und schmucklosen Stein entspricht der poetische
Schmuck in Wort und Vers in der Inschrift-Strophe dem ornamentalen
und figiirlichen Schmuck anderer Runensteine, genauer: Runen-Bild-
Steine, die ebensogut als Runendenkmaler bezeichnet werden kénnen.

Auf dem norwegischen Alstad-Stein sind zwei Inschriften eingetragen,
auflerdem bietet der 2,50 m hohe, aber schmale Stein auf der Vorderseite
reichen figiirlichen Bildschmuck. Die éltere Inschrift (N 61) gehort zum
Typ der Gedenkinschrift. Die Runen auf der Vorderseite sind stark be-
schidigt und werden von Magnus Olsen (NIyR, 1: 150) als ok mynda-stein
(meet)ir pausi hergestellt. Inschriftliches (m)unta hat schon Bugge wegen
des reichen Bildschmucks auf dem Stein mit altnord. mynd ,Gestalt, Figur,
Bild* verbunden. Damit wird der Alstad-Stein (um das Jahr 1000 datiert
nach Spurkland 2005, 101) als mynda-steinn, d. h. ,Bildstein® bezeichnet.
Gerade die nur hier vorkommende Bezeichnung mynda-steinn ,Bildstein’
macht den Denkmalcharakter aus.

Auflere Erscheinung
und epigraphische Besonderheiten als
Kennzeichen von Runendenkmailern

Meine Darlegung versucht, Kriterien fiir ein Runendenkmal aus den
Inschriften selbst zu gewinnen, und zwar aus solchen Inschriften, die auf
sich selbst und ihren Kontext verweisen. Runendenkmaler sind jedoch
dariiber hinaus sehr viele andere, in deren Inschriften Grofle, Farbigkeit
usw. nicht eigens ausgedriickt sind. Diese weisen die entsprechenden
Merkmale jedoch bereits in ihrer dufleren Erscheinung auf, wie die fol-
gende Beispiele zeigen: KJ 97/DR 360 Bjorketorp, DR 42 Jelling 2, DR 282-
DR 286 Hunnestad, DR 334 und DR 335 Vistra Stro, Og 136 Rok, Vg 119
Sparlésa, S6 101 Ramsund, U 1161 Altuna, N 449 Kuli, N 84 Vang, N 68
Dynna.

Dartiber hinaus wire zu erwégen, ob nicht im damaligen zeitge-
nossischen Verstindnis auch runenepigraphische Besonderheiten wie
nicht-lexikalische Inschriften, vor allem in Uppland und S6dermanland (s.
zuletzt Bianchi 2010, 165-222), oder der Wechsel von Runenschriftarten
(Langzweigrunen, stablosen Runen, wie auf S6 154 Skarpéker, s. dazu
Anm. 40) einschliefilich der gebundenen Runen (schwed. samstavsrunor)
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und der Geheimrunen, besser Runenchiffren, fiir die Charakterisierung
als Runendenkmal eine Rolle spielten.

Summa

Die zuletzt angedeuteten Moglichkeiten zur Bestimmung eines Runen-
denkmals lassen sich wohl kaum verbindlich festlegen und bediirfen
weiterer Untersuchungen. Auf die sichere Seite kommen wir —jedenfalls
ist es die einzige wissenschaftliche, d. h. intersubjektiv tberpriifbare
Vorgehensweise—, wenn wir die Inschriftenterminologie zugrunde
legen, die uns als Denkmalmarkierer eine Reihe von Bezeichnungen und
Epitheta bereitstellt, zu denen die spezifische Poetizitat der Totenmemoria
in einigen Inschriften hinzutritt.

Unter den Tausenden von Runeninschriften der Wikingerzeit sind es
freilich nur wenige, die diese Merkmale ausdriicklich nennen oder hervor-
heben. Sie konnen daher im strengen Sinn als die auch im Verstandnis
der Zeit genuinen ,Runendenkmaler® bezeichnet werden. Und sie sind
einmalige originale Dokumente, authentische Selbstzeugnisse, kostbare
Traditionen, die dem Horazischen monumentum aere perennius nahe
kommen: ,Ein Denkmal, fester, ewiger als Erz*.
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English summary

“No monuments will be greater ...": What is a runic monument?”

German Denkmal (cf. Latin monumentum) in its narrow sense designates,
according to Grimm: “preserved written works; testimonies of former times;
relics”. Thus also in titles of books concerning runic inscriptions: Die deutschen
Runendenkmidler (‘The German runic monuments’) or Die einheimischen Runen-
denkmdiler des Festlandes (“The native runic monuments of the Continent’), corre-
sponding to titles in other languages such as The Old-Northern Runic Monuments
or De danske Runemindesmaerker (“The Danish runic monuments’). Denk-mal
in the sense of German “Gedenk-Zeichen” (literally ‘thought-mark’) is linked
to German words such as Geddchtnismal, Erinnerungszeichen ‘memorial sign’,
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meaning the everlasting memory of a person or an event. A Denkmal ‘monument’
is thus a phenomenon of memory or remembrance culture. “Making monuments
or historical works (monumenta)” serves memory (memoria), and it is the deceased
“in whose memory monuments are erected” according to Isidor of Sevilla.

Memorial inscriptions in the older futhark contain as designations for the
monument itself the following terms: stainar ‘stone’ (also plural); halar ‘flat
or round stone’; arina ‘flat stone’; and warur ‘stone enclosure’ as on the stone
fragment from Tomstad, which probably originally stood in an upright position in
a stone setting. The terms in which a monument is described correspond roughly
to its shape or its association with other objects. Anglo-Saxon runic inscriptions
witness only becun ‘sign, mark’ (cf. English beacon).

Viking Age runic commemorative inscriptions in Scandinavia abound with
words for the memorial itself: staeinn ‘stone, monument’; kum(b)! ‘sign, stone
heap, monument’; merki ‘landmark, monument’; minni ‘memento, memory,
commemoration’; hell ‘flat stone, rock face, boulder’; viti ‘marker’; vitring
‘proclamation, memorial’; stafr ‘stave, pole’; hvalf ‘vault, coffin’; skaeid ‘ship-
setting’; haugr ‘burial mound’. There are also augmentative compounds in which
steein- is combined with -kumbl, -meerki, -hvalf, and tautologically with -heell; and
further the twin formula steeinn ok stafar. The designations refer to the material
and its use or design (steeinn, heell, hvalf) or to the monument’s function as a
sign in the broadest sense (kumbl, maerki, minni, viti). Adjectives characterising
monuments are godr ‘good, stately, impressive, exceptional’; fagr ‘beautiful’;
maerkilikr ‘noteworthy, remarkable’; mikill ‘big’; keennilikr ‘recognizable, visible’;
synn ‘visible’; steeindr ‘painted’; biartr ‘coloured, glaring’. There are also scattered
instances of augmentation with all- ‘very’ or the comparatives mairi ‘bigger’ or
baetri ‘better’ as well as the adverbs @i ‘always’ and @fila ‘for ever’.

Several features to do with the aesthetic appearance of runic monuments are
mentioned or commented on in the inscriptions themselves. An examination of
what the texts say about the monuments can help to define their characteristics.
Beauty and stateliness are proclaimed by Gs 197 ‘these fair stone-monuments’
and G 114 ‘the good marker’. Magnitude and monumentality are referred to in
S6 41 ‘the great marker’ (cf. U 102, U 300), U 735 ‘the very great stone brought
from (its) place out of Langgarn’ and U 225 ‘no mark will be greater’ (cf. U 69).
Publicity and prominence are suggested by U 102 ‘a great landmark for many(?)
men’, insurpassability and uniqueness by U 225 (see above) and U 323 ‘no wayside
monument will be better’, preceded by ‘ever will (it) lie, while mankind lives on,
the firm-founded broad bridge’. Duration and eternity are mentioned in U 323
(above); U 114 ‘it shall stand in memory of the man as long as mankind lives’;
G 343 ‘ever while the world wakes lies here over the man the marker which his
heir made in his memory’; DR 40 ‘very long will these staves live for Porgunnr’;
DR 212 ‘ever will stand, while the stone lives [= exists], this proclamation’ (cf.
DR 229); S6 61 ‘it forever stands in memory of Porbigrn’; Sm 16 ‘so the good man
will be commemorated while the stone and the rune-staves live’. Recognizability
and visibility are indicated by Sm 16 ‘raised the recognizable monument’; S6 35
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‘had another stone raised ... made them visible’; S6 34 ‘stones next to the road’
(cf. U 838); Sm 45 ‘this memorial at the cross-roads’ (cf. Sm 60); DR 295, DR 296
‘the stone on the hill’; G 203 ‘here may the stone stand as a marker, clearly, on the
hill’. Colour and multicolouredness are exemplified by G 280 ‘raised this stone,
bright and shining’; S6 347 ‘Asbiorn carved and Ulfr painted’; S6 213 ‘Asbigrn cut
the stone, painted as a marker’; S6 206 ‘here shall these stones stand, reddened
with runes’.

A linguistic feature of the inscriptions not commented on in the texts themselves
is poetic form, i.e. alliteration and verse structure. Examples may be found in for
instance U 225, S6 34, DR 40 (see all above). Ol 1/DR 411 Karlevi even presents
a skaldic strophe complete with the prescribed alliteration, internal rhymes, and
complicated kennings: ‘He lies concealed, / who (most men knew that) / was
attended by the greatest / deeds, a warrior in this mound. / Never will there rule
/ a more honest, / hard-fighting warrior / over land in Denmark.

Poetical ornamentation corresponds to ornamental or figurative decoration.
Poetry and decoration are found together on very many Viking Ages stones.
On one of them, S6 154, there are in addition to otherwise long-branch runes,
staveless runes in the poetic formula: ‘Earth shall be riven / and the heavens
above’. Discussion would be required to determine how many features are
necessary for one to able to “identify” a runic monument. Note the discrepancy
between real size (c. 1.50 x 1 m) and high status term in the case of Sm 16 (‘the
remarkable monument’; cf. U 773 ‘the monumental/praiseworthy landmark’).
Does this represent a different aesthetic view from what one imagines to have
been the norm? Or did the stone originally stand on a hill? Or is the choice of
wording simply due to a desire to achieve alliteration kumbl kaennilikt — maerki
maerkilikt?

There are several monuments with runic inscriptions which do not contain
comments on the commemorative object itself, but which due to their outward
appearance must nevertheless be considered self-evident ‘runic monuments’.
These include: KJ 97/DR 360 Bjorketorp, DR 42 Jelling 2, DR 282-DR 286 Hunne-
stad, DR 335 Vistra Stré, Og 136 Rk, S6 101 Ramsund, N 84 Vang, N 68 Dynna —all
of them impressive runic monuments. Even the mixture of different runic writing
systems (long-branch and staveless runes, same-stave runes and coded runes)
may be an indicator of a special kind of memorial.

Runic monuments as described in this article are comparable to Horace’s
monumentum aere perennius ‘a monument more lasting than bronze’.
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Konkordanz der hier angefithrten und
bei Naumann (in Vorbereitung) behandelten
metrischen Inschriften

DR 40 Randbel Nr. 11
DR 212 Tillitse Nr. 16
DR 295 Hillestad 1 Nr. 23
DR 296 Hillestad 2 Nr. 24
Ol1 Karlevi Nr. 26
G113 Ardre 3 Nr. 31
G 188 Misterby Nr. 32
G 203 Hogran Nr. 33
G 343 St. Hans, Visby Nr. 36
Sm 16 Nobbele Nr. 38
Sm 45 Bréakentorp Nr. 44
Sm 60 Skaftarp Nr. 45
S6 34-S6 35 Tjuvstigen Nr. 57-58
S6 41 Bjorke Nr. 59
S6 61 Osby Nr. 64
S6 154 Skarpaker Nr. 79
S6 213 Nybble Nr. 92
S6 320 Staringe Nr. 94
U 102 Viby Nr. 99
U 225-U 226 Billsta Nr. 106-107
U 300 Skanela Nr. 108
U 323 Sélna Nr. 109
U 729 Agersta Nr. 122
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Runstenarnas sociala dimension

Henrik Williams

Abstract

A case is made for defining runology as runic philology, the ultimate goal of
which is to arrive at a “basic” interpretation of rune-texts. Scandinavian rune-
stones from the Viking Age are not, however, only sources for old languages
and writing practices. They may tell us much about contemporary cultures and
the social role played therein by runic monuments, information which may in
turn be used to understand better the texts themselves. A discussion is offered
of the different angles from which the social aspects might be studied: stone
types, monument location, carving technique and ornamentation, monument
status levels, runic usage, phonology, morphology, as well as lexemes, including
names.

Keywords: Runestones, social status, runic monuments, Viking Age culture

Runologi, runfilologi och runska studier

Detta ar en uppsats som kommer att stdlla manga fragor men svara pa
néstan inga. Den ar inte heller inventerande i ndgon egentlig mening utan
mest exemplifierande. Dessutom dr den mycket kortfattad i forhallande
till de stora fragor som har bara antyds och den detaljerade diskussion
som jag skulle behova fora. Slutligen vill jag inte hidvda att de faktorer
som berors nedan med nédvéndighet beldgger vissa sociala monster bara
att de ar lampliga objekt for att undersoka om det kan forhalla sig sa.
Manga komplikationer har stillatigande forbigatts, vilket med ratta har
papekats av de vetenskapliga beddmarna av uppsatsen.

Min utgangspunkt dr en belysning av ett delsyfte med forskningen
rérande vikingatida runstenar i Norden. Runologins mal ar att med framst
lingvistiska metoder tolka runinskrifter. Men lingvistiken ar har ett medel,
inte ett primart mal. Oavsett hur rigordst vi tillampar sprakvetenskapliga
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teorier och metoder, och det bor vi gora (Barnes 1994, Braunmiller 1998),
och oavsett vilka landvinningar som sker inom utforskningen av runin-
skrifternas sprékliga dimensioner, vilka férvisso ar av storsta vikt, ar det
tolkningen som enligt min mening &dr runologins yttersta mal. Utan en
tolkning finns inget underlag for de flesta typer av lingvistiska under-
s6kningar. Lingvistik utgdende fran runtexter a ena sidan och runologi &
den andra forutsatter pa sa vis varandra.

Att tolka texter ar en uppgift inom omradet filologi och enligt denna
anvandning av ordet kan runologi ddrmed forstas som runfilologi. Det bor
papekas att den runfilologiska tolkningen inte &r vare sig fullstindig eller
slutgiltig i det avseendet att den skulle forklara och sitta i perspektiv all
information texten innehéaller och implicerar. Det ror sig snarast om en
identifikation av de lexikala enheterna och deras syntaktiska samband,
vilket bildar underlag for en 6versattning av textens basala mening. Men
min uppsats skall inte priméart handla om runologi i detta avseende utan
om de resultat som kan vinnas i en utvidgad tolkning i andra samman-
hang, sasom historiska, litteraturvetenskapliga, arkeologiska och reli-
gionsvetenskapliga. Dessa discipliners inriktning pa studiet av runin-
skrifters innehall och de inskriftsbiarande féremalen som artefakter samt
deras kontext definierar jag som del av runska studier (engelska runic
studies, tyska runische Studien). Pa detta sétt blir runologi en (del)disciplin
inom ett storre, 6vergripande omrade.

Adjektivet runsk ar mycket sallsynt i svenska och har frimst anvénts
i dldre tid. Ordet &r mojligen vanligare i danska och norska men dess
motsvarigheter ar fullkomligt accepterade i engelska och tyska. Jag anser
att det ar dags att ateruppliva det i fastlandsnordiska sprak. Att resultaten
frén runska studier sedan i hogsta grad paverkar aven runfilologin 4r nagot
som ocksa skulle behdva behandlas ingéende. Tolkningen av inskrifterna
kan dels paverka nya tolkningsforsok, dels bilda basen for vidare studier
som i sin tur influerar hur vi tolkar inskrifter.

Monumentalitet

Jag formodar att ett runmonument som utmaérks av en storre investering
inagot avseende och av en hogre ambition att vara manifesterande ocksa
ar forknippat med hogre status. Hogstatusgrupper i samhaéllet kunde i och
for sig astadkomma mindre ambitiésa monument men knappast tvirtom.
For en person som tillhorde en lagstatusgrupp var troligen resandet av en
runsten, hur dalig den &n var, en prestation i sig.

Runstenarnas sociala dimension handlar om hur sociala faktorer som
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bland annat gruppers och individers status, samhilleliga funktioner och
relationer mellan personer avspeglas i de vikingatida runtexterna och de
monument pa vilka de aterfinns. Detta ar enligt min mening en viktig
om an nagot eftersatt forskningsfraga inom runska studier och den &r av
storsta vikt for beddmningen av hur monumenten passar in i datidens
sambhille, ndgot som har fatt en viss uppmaéarksambhet i tidigare forskning
framst fran arkeologiskt och i viss man historiskt hall (se bland annat M.
G. Larsson 1990, 129, dens. 1997, 179-81; Zachrisson 1998, 159; Hikuin
32; Qeby Nielsen 2007, 109-17). En 6vergripande diskussion saknas dock
annu. En sadan skall heller inte erbjudas i detta sammanhang, jag vill
dock berora ett antal av de synvinklar, ur vilka man skulle kunna studera
fragan. Jag begrinsar mig ocksa i princip till sjilva runmonumenten
och deras ristningar och ndmner i detta sammanhang i stort sett bara
kontextuella faktorer som exempelvis samband med andra fornldmningar
och bebyggelsegranser.

Stenmaterial

I sin moénstergilla genomgang av Jarlabanke-sliaktens runmonument
skriver Helmer Gustavson och Klas-Goran Selinge (1988, 49): "Vid ett
studium av det svenska runverket far man understundom intrycket, att
manga slutsatser och viarderingar bygger pa ganska intuitiva eller subjek-
tiva stallningstaganden.” P4 sistone har dock geologisk och petrografisk
information blivit mycket béttre, inte minst genom undersdkningar av
Karl Eric Hagstrom (2002, 2008) och i synnerhet genom Stefan Hagenfeldt
och Rune Palms viktiga bok om runmonument av sandsten (1996).

Valet av runstensmaterial var rimligen viktigt. Ett intuitivt intryck ar
att for hogstatusmonument verkar ristaren vélja en sten av god kvalitet.
Men typ av sten (gnejs/granit, sandsten, kalksten o.s.v.) kan ocksa vara
av betydelse, och kanske &r stenmaterialets utseende relevant, eller 4r det
en tillfallighet att den oornamenterade Sm 35 Replosa (fig. 1) utmirks av
séllsynt attraktiva skiftningar i stenytan?

Storlek och eventuellt form har rimligen betydelse, men det &r om-
debatterat om det dr monumentets storlek eller sjdlva ristningsytans
storlek som &r viktigast. Gustavson och Selinge (1988, 54) talar om
“proportionselement”iform avbredden och héjden paristningsytan, vilket
de foredrar att ta hansyn till hellre &n till matten for hela den tillgédngliga
stenytan. De skriver: Vi tror att den forstnidmnda [= ristningsytan] ar
ett battre matt pa intentionerna med ristningen, medan sjalva blockets
storlek ocksa kan vara beroende av andra faktorer vid stenfangsten sdsom
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Fig. 1. Sm 35 Replosa. Foto: Bengt A. Lundberg (1985), © Riksantikvarieambetet, Stockholm.

brytningsteknik ... etc” Att bade stenstorlek och ristningsyta kan vara
av betydelse papekar de emellertid. Det forra bor da undersékas under
material, det senare under ristning.

Ocksa antalet ristade ytor bor vara signifikant och det 4r knappast en
tillfallighet att runstenarnas runsten, Og 136 ROk, ar ristad pa hela fem
sidor. Generellt skulle man kunna gissa att monument bestaende av mer
an en ristningsyta har en forhojd status.

Aven om man i forsta hand har anvint vad som star till buds pa
platsen for runstensresandet antyder transport av en sten att resaren
hade storre resurser och att vissa rddmnen var mer attraktiva an andra.
En del uppenbara hogstatusmonument meddelar uttryckligen att de har
transporterats, t.ex. NIyR 61 Alstad och Hs 14 Malsta, men ocksa andra av
mer blygsam utformning, t.ex. DR 201} Allerup, U 414+ Norrsunda kyrka
och eventuellt Vg 33 Stommen (Harris 2006, 11 not 7). I fallet U 414+
anger den forlorade inskriften sjilv att den helt uppenbart i Uppland
ristade runstenen hade forslats fran Gotland, och bevarade avbildningar
visar att den hade typisk gotlandsk svampform. Man riknar ocksa med
att den har varit av kalk- eller sandsten (Sven B. F. Jansson i SRI, 7:
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192). Tva kalkstensrunstenar fran Uppland, U 300+ Skanela kyrka och
U 1028 Lena kyrka, kan naturligtvis ocksa ha gotldndskt ursprung. For
vissa hogstatusmonument har stenfangsten diskuterats, t.ex. for NIyR 61
Alstad (Victor Moritz Goldschmidt i NIyR, 1: 157-59) som har forslats fran
en 6 6ver 100 kilometer fran monumentets placering (s. 159), de sa kallade
Jarlabanke-stenarna (Gustavson och Selinge 1988, 52-54) och Ol 1 Karlevi
(Williams 1996, 436 not 3). For att vélja ett norskt runmonument, NIyR 68
Dynna, utmirker det sig inte endast fér sin “eiendommelige, skenne
form” (Magnus Olsen i NIyR, 1: 193) och sin unika och fangslande bild-
utsmyckning. Den nistan tre meter hoga och smala stenen har liksom
Alstadstenen och NIyR 66 Gran kirke 4 inte hamtats lokalt (jfr Gold-
schmidt i NIyR, 1: 157-59).

Lokalitet

Placeringen av ett monument kan antyda social status. Det kan rora sig om
lage vid bro eller vadstalle, bygrans, gravfalt, hamn, kyrka, tingsplats, vag
och or (vagbank). Alla dessa lagen namns uttryckligen i inskrifter, utom
gravfilt (ddaremot en gang kyrkogard), trots att placering dar uppenbarligen
ar mycket vanlig (Klos 2009, 341, jfr dock Kallstréom 2010, 261, och M. G.
Larsson 2010, 250 f.). Kan det bero pa att en gravfiltsplacering ar neutral
och saledes inget att omnémna, om nu antagandet verkligen stimmer?
For att bara ta ett exempel verkar runstenar som ndmner braut 'vig’ alla
utmairkas av vad som skulle kunna férmodas vara hogstatusmarkoérer. Av
nagon anledning 4r monumenten begransade till S6dermanland och Upp-
land och férdelar sig mellan att ndmna att de star vid viagen och att resarna
har latit bygga densamma (tabell 1). Fyra av dessa runstenar ingar i par-
monument (S6 34 + S6 35 Tjuvstigen, S6 311 + S6 312 vid gamla Turinge-
vigen), tre dr signerade (S6 34, S6 312, U 707 Kungs-Husby kyrka) och
minst fyra innehaller vers (S6 34, U 323 Silna, U 707, U 838 Ryda kungs-
gard; Hiibler 1996, 160, 163).! S6 311 och U 149+ Hagby ér sa skadade att
vi inte kan avgodra deras ursprungliga langd. Alla de 6vriga inskrifterna ar
6ver medellangd eller till och med mycket langa; séarskilt U 323 med sina

! Under symposiet i Oslo fragade prof. em. Edith Marold, Kiel, efter mitt féredrag om vers
ar en statusmarkor. Jag missforstod hennes fraga och gav ett oklart svar. Sjalvklart bor man
anse att poetiska inslag bidrar till en hogre status. Alla tillagg till eller utbroderingar av
den basala minnesformeln pa en runsten innebér en extra investering i tid och tankemdda
och antyder stérre omsorg om inskriftens innehall och textens paverkan pa lasarna. Hogre
status far definieras som en fraga om ambition snarast &n effekt, det ar avsikten inte
resultatet som ar avgorande.
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Table 1. Runmonument som namner ordet braut 'vig’

Parmonument Signerad  Vers Ord/runor Lang text
S6 34 + S6 35 X x x +x  19/103 + 16/68 X + X
S6 311 + S6 312 X x - 12/57 + 19/85 -+ X
U 101 - - - 25/119 x
U 1497 - - - 9/42 -
U 323 - - x 44/192 x
U 707 - x ? 22/89 x
U 838 - - x 26/112 x

192 runor (trots skada) utmarker sig. Vikingatida texter pa sten omfattar
i snitt cirka 10 ord och 43 runor, inréknat alla runmonument samt knappt
14 ord och drygt 62 runor om man bara riknar inskrifter utan lakuner.

Fornminneskontexten ar naturligtvis ocksa viktig. Hit rdknas néra-
liggande fornlamningar och stormannagardar samt det férhallande huru-
vida runstenen sjdlv uppger sig inga i kluster tillsammans med bauta-
stenar, en hog eller stav, eller om den ingar i ett flerstensmonument med
ytterligare en eller fler ristade stenar. Ocksd omndmnandet av ortnamn
kan foras hit (F. Larsson 2007, 26, 29 f.).

Ristningsteknik

Tekniken ar en viktig aspekt, skicklighet eller bristen darpa kommenteras
ofta i korpusutgavorna. Noggrannhet kan ocksa vara relevant, vilket
adagalaggs genom tillvigagingssittet vid arbetets utférande, troligen
slingorna forst (U 393, Meijer 1992, 55 f.) och eventuellt skissning av
runorna foére djuphuggning (s. 57 f.; se ocksa U 884) samt mdjligheten av
att alla huvudstavarna hoggs fore bistavarna (Meijer 2007). Ristningens
allmédnna karaktéristika ar absolut av vikt: “rakhet”, elegans, bredd och
djup. Aven bemélning kan niamnas (Anderson 1954, Prainsson 1999,
Tronner, Nord och Gustavson 2002).

Storst roll spelar nog dnda ornamentiken med bland annat slingupp-
laggning, djurornamentik, figurframstallning och kors. Grundforskningen
ar har ovanligt omfattande, men veterligen har dnnu inget riktigt forsok
gjorts att relatera observationerna till sociala faktorer.
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Status

Jag har ovan talat om hogstatusmonument, skikten darunder bor i kon-
sekvensens namn kallas mellanstatusmonument och lagstatusmonument.
En del av de aspekter som har ndmnts tycks ocksa osokt kunna ldnkas
in i ett statusresonemang. I storlek och utseende ovanligt imponerande
monument med en framtridande placering och med en koppling till andra
fenomen som har inneburit ytterligare en investering fran stenresarens
sida innebér rimligen att det handlar om bestillarens resursstyrka och
ddarmed hoga status. Av naturliga skal befinner sig de flesta runmonument
i mellanskiktet, men kanske har man 6verdrivit "medelklass”-aspekten av
runstensristandet. I varje fall finns det en hel del monument som héjer sig
6ver mingden i nagot avseende och inte sa fa som & andra sidan utmérks
av olika lagstatusmarkorer. Sarskilt de senare anser jag har fatt for litet
uppmaérksamhet.

Det ar dock viktigt att statusfragan relateras till olika tiders och olika
regioners forutsittningar och preferenser. Runstenarna i exempelvis
Uppland skiljer ut sig genom sin mycket elaborerade djurornamentik och
inte séllan ocksa genom storlek, medan monumenten i t.ex. Soderman-
land vid en férsta anblick kan se mindre imponerande ut. En ndrmare
studie av runtexternas innehall och utformning ger dock vid handen att
hogstatusristningar ar vl sa rikligt foretrddda i det senare landskapet.
Hir forekommer t.ex. runpoesi och avancerat skriftbruk i langt hogre
grad. Diarmed kommer man osokt in pa fragor om sprak och runsystem.

Det finns en méngd runologiska foreteelser som kan relateras till ett
resonemang om runmonuments statusrelation. Jag vill diskutera vissa av
dem, hierarkiskt med borjan nedifran.

Runbruk

Anviandningen av runformer ur den aldre futharken for chifferandamal pa
Og 136 Rok dr exempel pa avancerat skriftbruk och maste rimligen vara
ytterligare en hogstatusmarkor for detta monument. Daremot &r det inte
sagt att dldre runformer generellt har denna funktion, utom méjligen pa
Og 43 Ingelstad med sitt urnordiska M, hir rimligen en begreppsruna for
att beteckna ristarnamnet Dagr. Annars ar dldre runformer nog att betrakta
mer som ett 6vergangsfenomen #n direkt statusrelaterade. Fragan ar dock
om anvindningen av till exempel maskros-m, ?, bara representerar ett
utvecklingsstadium eller ocksa en statusmarkor. Daremot kan t.ex. stol-s,
h, mojligen men langt ifran sikert vara en lagstatusmarkor eftersom
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Fig. 2. S6 133 Varinge. Foto: Thorgunn Sneedal (1993), © Riksantikvarieambetet, Stockholm.

runformen i férsta hand verkar anviandas som en rittelse (Meijer 2007,
35 f.). Rattelser i sig innebar dock omsorg och en viss noggrannhet,
atminstone sekundért (jfr MacLeod 2002, 132-38). Det visar hur svart det
ar att statusbestdimma runformer.

Fragan om kortkvistrunornas anvindning har diskuterats livligt,
inte minst pa sistone. I debatten har namnts méjligheten av att kort-
kvistrunformer som mindre “utsmyckade” har en generellt lagre status,
atminstone under senvikingatid (Wessén 1969, 28). Detta &r enligt min
mening tveksamt. Diremot 4r det mojligt att de dnnu enklare stavlosa
runorna snarast indikerar avancerat runbruk och darmed hogre status,
senast antytt av Marco Bianchi (2010, 161, 163), atminstone i inskrifter
med blandad anvandning av runsystem.

Slutligen borde diskuteras om vissa runformer inte skall ses som enbart
misslyckade utan méjligen som en variant av lagre status. Ett exempel kan
vara den mirkliga R-runan med formen N pa bland annat S6 133 Viringe.
dir i kontrast med formen A for r, vilken kan uppfattas som att ett
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redundant drag har strukits (fast férdelningen rimligen bor vara tvéirtom:
A for A och N for R). Att denna runsten tillhér lagstatusmonumenten
framgar med all 6nskvird tydlighet av dess klumpiga komposition (fig. 2).

Att avvikande runformer inte entydigt maste tolkas som lagstatus-
markorer framgar klart av exempelvis Sm 39 Ryssby kyrka dér den forsta
runan, k, 1, “har en sallsynt och karaktaristisk form: ... bistaven utgar at
vdnster” (Jansson 1964, 228). Att detta inte &r en tillfallighet utan denna
ristares medvetna val framgar av att: “Samma originella form ... har
inskriftens andra k-runa”. Stenen har ansenliga dimensioner, totalt 250
x 95 x 25 cm och runorna 4r som minst 13, som mest hela 21 cm hoga (s.
226). Monumentet gor pa mig till och med i sitt nuvarande, svart skadade
skick ett imponerande intryck; detta till trots beskriver Sven B. F. Jansson
ristaren som “ej ... nagon framstdende runmaéstare” (s. 230). Det &ar en
smakfraga, och jag kan inte dela hans asikt.

Fonologi och morfologi

Man skulle kunna argumentera for att ristare med lagre status, och dirmed
mojligen mindre rutin, kan ha varit mer bendgna for att lata foreteelser
som t.ex. inskottsvokaler och assimilationer och andra kommunikations-
forsvarande skriftliga representationer komma till uttryck. Det ar dock
langt ifran sikert. Och nir man kommer till markerade, mindre vintade
omljudsformer dels 6kar informationsvardet, dels verkar de inte vara
begransade till lagstatusmonument. Salunda kan en runféljd som rietr
for rétta [r'e:t:ee] pa N& 12 Stora Mellosa kyrka antyda ett genuint uttal
(Williams 2007, 19) men ocksa att den ovéntade skrivningen av slut-
vokalismen kan vara kommunikationsforsvarande och darmed moéjligen
en lagstatusmarkor. Dock kan beteckningen for rotvokalen har i stallet
antyda en forbindelse med den s.k. birkasvenskan/hedebynordiskan
(se Elmevik 2010 med litt.) vilket i sa fall skulle kunna innebéra en hog
status. Nagot som daremot verkar ha en klarare koppling till ett lagstatus-
perspektiv ar beteckningen av initialt /s/ med ett slags vokalisk upptakt,
t.ex. isiin stein (ack.) pa DR 394 @ster Marie 5, dar férenat med skrivningen
rupur for brodur.

Den runnordiska morfologin genomgar en gradvis foérandring. Ett
exempel ar de sekundira runsvenska genitivformerna Ingur for dldre Ingu
och fadurs for fadur. 1 vissa inskrifter forekommer singulara verbformer
dédr man av syntaktiska skil har férvintat sig plurala, t.ex. U 519 Salmunge
riti for forvantat réttu, Sm 36 Bolmaryd sat for settu och Vs 27 Gréllsta
lit for létu. Foreteelsen har vanligtvis tolkats som tydande pé utelimnade
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runor, men en alternativ forklaring &r att ristaren tankte i moduler och
alltfor formelartat, vilket mojligen kan lénkas till lagstatusmonument.
Sannolikt dr dock ocksa att (méjligen konsekvent) singulara former av
verb har sitt ursprung i grupper av lagre status, fragan ér bara hur tidigt
man kan riakna med denna foreteelse.

Lexem

Pa ett litet antal nordiska runstenar aterfinns en runféljd rit. Pa NIyR
160 Fyresdal (och pa runsdnket NIyR 230 Reve) har detta tolkats som
reit, preteritum av verbet rita 'risse, streke; skrive’ men pa DR 397 Oster
Larsker 1 och Og 91 Jarstads kyrkogard som felristning eller “férkortning”
av reisti. Borde inte dven de tva sistnamnda runféljderna kunna tolkas som
reit, trots att verbet inte verkar vara belagt pa forngstnordiskt omrade?
Man kan tidnka sig att ordet har bevarats sociolektiskt i Danmark och
Sverige, det har trots allt bevisligen funnits dér fére vikingatiden (DR 359
Istaby warait wrait).

Det &r bland personbeteckningarna som vi har det rikaste faltet for
sociologiska resonemang. Har finns lexem som tydligt markerar hog status,
som drottinn "herre’, drottning ’drottning, husfru, fru’, forungi ’hovding’,
godi *gode’, hersir *hévding’, hyfreya *hushallets harskarinna’, jarl jarl’,
konungr ’kung’, landmadr ’landsman’, skati ’hovding, furste’, stallari
“stallare’, stillir "hovding’, styrimadr ’skeppsforare, skeppshévding’, pegn
‘tegn, man, kdmpe’, pulr ’thul’ och visi "ledare, hovding’. Det finns ocksa
en méngd till synes statusmissigt mer neutrala beteckningar, 4&ven om
jag tror att en del eller kanske till och med de flesta av dem nog dnda &r
statusmarkerande i nagon utstrackning. Jag utelamnar tills vidare slakt-
skaps-, relations- och folkslagsbeteckningar dven om sarskilt de forra
skulle kunna vara av intresse. Bland 6vriga ord kan namnas bémadr
‘jordagare’, bondi ’bonde, make, dkta man, husbonde’, drengr’(ung) man’,
félagi ’bolagsman, kamrat’, floti ’sjokrigare’, gengr 'foljesman’, halr 'man’,
heimpegi "hirdman, huskarl’, hiskarl huskarl’, karl ’karl, man’, kona
’kvinna, hustru’, lagsmadr *f6ljesman’, madr 'man, ménniska’, maer ‘'mo,
flicka’, matunautr 'matlagskamrat, foljeslagare’, 6nidingr ’icke niding,
aktad man, frikostig person’, radkona "hushéallerska’, sinni 'foljeslagare’,
skipari ’skeppsman, skeppskamrat’, smidr ’smed’, sveinn ’sven, yngling’
och vikingr’viking’. En del av dessa ord férekommer endast i poesi, vilket
i sig kan vara signifikant (se fotnot 1).

Nagra ord kan kopplas till en ofri stillning i samhallet, sdsom leysi *fri-
given’, &ven om det i sig inte behover betyda lag status, vilket visas av bryti
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‘bryte, forvaltare’ som betecknar en dmbetsinnehavare med betydande
stillning (Brink 2008, 5 f.). Man maste ocksa resa ett varningens finger for
att vissa ord som betecknar medlemmar av familjen eller hushéallet har
tolkats som neutrala medan de i sjilva verket kan ténkas avse personer av
ofri status, sa fostra hemma (f6dd och) uppfostrad kvinnlig tral” och fostri
’hemma (f6dd och) uppfostrad manlig tral’.

Inte bara appellativ ar av intresse, manga adjektiv har en uppenbar
statusladdning, s& exempelvis godr 'god’, hannarr handig’, hollr "huld,
nadig’, malspakr ’valtalig, talfor’, mildr 'mild, givmild, frikostig’, nytr
"duglig, rask, duktig’, radspakr ’radig’, rynn ‘runkunnig’ och sleegr ’skick-
lig, konstforfaren’.

Bland lexemen intar personnamnen en sirstallning. Vissa namn, sar-
skilt vissa tvaledade och enledade utgérande primara substantiv, har
forknippats med mellanstatus, exempelvis Sveinn och Geirhjalmr; andra
namn som Eirikr, Hakon och Ragnhildr anses ha en hogre status (se Elias
Wessén i SRI, 7: 427). Namngivning utifran variationsprincipen, dar
elementen i tvidledade namn véxlar ritt fritt, kan under senvikingatid
snarast knytas till mellanstatusgruppen. Allitterationsprincipen déremot,
ddr namn bérjar med samma konsonant eller skilda vokaler, forknippas i
forsta hand med hogstatusgruppen. Lagstatusnamn &r svarare att urskilja,
och delvis verkar det som om de ofria i det fornnordiska samhallet bar
samma namn som mellanskiktet. Men bland namnen pa manliga tralar i
Rigspula aterfinns nagra ocksa i runmaterialet och skulle vara viarda att
undersoka, ndmligen Drumbr, Fulnir och Hosvir. Ett namn som Kulbeinn
(se Fridell 2006, 51-53) ar ocksa synnerligen suggestivt, och pekar i sin
tur mot binamnen som rimligen bor utgora en rik kalla till studier av
social variation. Slutligen kan man spekulera i om kortformer som Atti
och Etti utan sdker etymologi kan vara statusmarkerande (Williams 2008,
14 f. med litt.).

Slutsatser

Det bor papekas att runstenarnas sociala dimension inte bara ar av
betydelse for forskningen inom omradet runska studier utan ocksa i
hégsta grad for disciplinen runologi i sndvare mening. En klarare uppfatt-
ning av i vilken social kontext en runristning har tillkommit och avser att
fungera aterverkar ocksa i hog grad pé tolkningen av inskriftens spréakliga
budskap. Om man kan faststélla att ett monument utmirks av tydliga
statusmarkorer 6ppnar detta for att tillimpa sociolingvistiska aspekter
vid texttolkningen.
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Ett studium av runstenarnas sociala dimension kan ha konstruktiva
resultat med bade interna och externa implikationer. Det avgorande ar
om man kan etablera objektiva kriterier for att sérskilja runmonumenten
statusmaéssigt. Monumentets och ristningsytans storlek samt inskriftens
langd, vilken dock inte &r en oberoende faktor, kan vara foreteelser att
méta. Man far diskutera vilka andra som borde inga. Det viktiga &r att nir
vi vl har etablerat ett antal inskrifter som sannolikt tillhérande nagon
av de tre statusgrupperna hog, mellan och lag kan en undersokning av
runologiska och sprakliga fenomen representerade inom respektive
grupp bli ett effektivt redskap for att peka ut ytterligare faktorer som ar
relevanta vid undersokningen av social variation.
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English summary
“The social dimension of runestones”

The goal of runology cannot only be to decipher runic texts; the ultimate goal
must also be philological, to produce a “basic” interpretation (an edited text)
of the inscriptions, once read. In this respect runology may be defined as runic
philology. But the results of this endeavour must be put to use by people working
in areas of runic studies dealing with different facets of historical research. Their
findings, as well as the philological results themselves, can be reapplied within
runology to gain greater insight into the texts.

One aspect which has not been studied sufficiently is that of the social dimension
of runic monuments. The degree of monumentality is presumably related to
social status. The relationship of runestones to other cultural phenomena may
be investigated on many levels, some of which are discussed briefly under the
following themes: stone types, monument location, carving technique and orna-
mentation, monument status levels, runic usage, phonology, morphology, as well
as lexemes, including names.

Choice of stone type was important in selecting surfaces suitable for carving,
resistant to environmental forces and of fitting shape and size. Monuments with
more than one writing surface probably had higher status, and so perhaps did
stones transported to a site rather than taken from close by.

The location of a monument is probably significant and sites are mentioned in
many inscriptions; only the very popular placement on or by grave fields is not,
maybe because this is a “default value”. It seems as if most of the seven runic
inscriptions that mention roads (braut), either the positioning of the stone by the
roadway or the construction thereof, evidence high-status indicators; they may
for example be signed, be part of a multiple monument and have long texts, and
as often as not incorporating verse.

The quality of the carving and ornamentation may say something about the
status of a monument. No comprehensive study of such features has been made.

The status levels of monuments obviously vary. Previously, almost all runestones
were ascribed to the “upper-middle class” of society. There are, however, some
memorials from a yet higher stratum and even more from lower strata, including
newly freed slaves. This is evident from the various features mentioned above as

Futhark 4 (2013)



76 « Henrik Williams

well as the linguistic and runological aspects of the stones, discussion of which
follows.

Variation in runic usage encompasses the presence of runes from the older
futhark, certain Viking Age graph-types such as ¥ (m) and h (s), staveless runes,
coded runes and short-twig runes. With the probable exception of the latter, these
variants may be indicative of status. Certain seemingly degraded allographs may
be typical of low-status monuments, but not all deviant forms should be regarded
as of sub-standard quality.

Certain phonological traits may have had a sociological basis. The secondary
diphthongization of /e:/ to [ie] may be an example, but its social standing is
uncertain. Difficulties in analyzing consonant clusters or initial /s/ are more likely
evidence of lower status carvers.

Morphological changes are attested in Viking Age inscriptions, which is to be
expected. Some, however, seem to predate the regular development by centuries.
One instance is the use of verbs in singular form after a plural subject. It is
possible that these early examples are not miscarvings as has previously been
assumed, but rather indicative of a tendency to simplify personal verb inflection
among lower-status carvers.

Considerable social diversity is indicated by the lexemes and especially the
names appearing in runestone texts. The sequence rit in some apparently lower-
status East Norse inscriptions has been explained as a miscarving for reisti ‘raised’.
The word rita did, however, exist in pre-Viking times, and it is conceivable that
a form reit could have been preserved as an archaic feature in certain sociolects.

Many personal designations (such as dréttning ‘queen’ and godi ‘priest’) indicate
high-status positions and a few (such as leysi ‘freedman’) lower standing. Most
words designating types of people seem neutral (karl ‘man’ and meer ‘maiden’)
but may in fact indicate social status, as may many adjectives such as godr ‘good’
and hannarr ‘handy’.

Names such as Eirikr and Ragnhildr have been said to indicate high status,
whereas Sveinn and Geirhjalmr would perhaps be middle-of-the-road names.
Low-status candidates might be Kolbeinn and Atti.

If we could establish objective criteria for determining the status level of
runic monuments it would lead to a deeper understanding of how runes and the
language in runic texts express status. That might in turn become a tool for deter-
mining the social status of monuments where other evidence is unavailable. In
this way we could gain an insight into facets of Viking Age society we have not
had before.
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Runes and Words:
Runic Lexicography in Context

Fudith Fesch

Abstract

The paper begins by noting the lack of a comprehensive dictionary of Scandi-
navian runic inscriptions, as well as the absence of the runic evidence from
most dictionaries of the early Scandinavian languages, and considers possible
reasons for this. Runic inscriptions may need a different kind of dictionary,
because they require a different kind of reading that takes extra-linguistic as
well as linguistic contexts into account (a process that has been called “inter-
disciplinary semantics”). Using the examples of the words bondi and pegn in
Viking Age inscriptions, the paper shows how the variety of available contexts
enables a richer definition of these and other words, which might facilitate a
different type of dictionary, based on discursive definitions.

Keywords: Viking Age, runestones, lexicography, semantics, bondi, pegn

Runes and lexicography

he latest version of the Scandinavian Runic Text Database (Samnordisk

runtextdatabas, published in 2008) records 6578 inscriptions: 270 in
the older futhark, 3619 from the Viking Age, 2673 labelled “medieval”,
and 16 judged to be post-medieval.! This is a substantial corpus of the
Scandinavian languages through well over a millennium that is frequently
ignored by dictionaries, which overwhelmingly draw their material from
manuscript sources. For example, the “Einleitung” to the Altnordisches
etymologisches Worterbuch (first published 1957-60) begins by claiming
that “Wir kennen die altwestnordische sprache ausschliesslich aus lite-

! The numbers are slightly higher in all categories in version 3, to be published soon.
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rarischen quellen” (“We know the Old West Norse language exclusively
from literary sources’; de Vries 1977, vii). This attitude is shared by some
historians who feel able to claim that the medieval Scandinavian laws “are
the oldest surviving texts in the vernacular in all Scandinavian countries”
(Nedkvitne 2005, 290).

Some dictionaries do include runic evidence, though rarely thoroughly
or systematically. An Icelandic-English Dictionary focuses on “the words
used in this old classical literature”, as one would expect from the title, but
does list “Runic inscriptions” in the “Classification of works and authors
cited in this dictionary” (Cleasby et al. 1957, xii). However, the number of
examples actually cited is very small, even the entry on rin does not make
use of any runic inscriptions. Other dictionaries of Old West Norse tend to
exclude runic inscriptions. I have not found any runic material in Fritzner
(1883-1972), while the Ordbog over det norrene prosasprog explicitly re-
stricts itself to “the vocabulary of the prose writings of Old Norse, as
transmitted in Norwegian and Icelandic manuscripts” (ONP, Registre, 15).
Finnur Joénsson’s Lexicon Poeticum (1931) cites runic vocabulary from the
Karlevi inscription because it is included in his edition of skaldic poetry,
but not I think otherwise. On the East Norse side, Soderwall’s Ordbok
dfver svenska medeltids-spraket (1884-1918) and its Supplement (1925-73)
both explicitly exclude runic inscriptions, while the ongoing Gammel-
dansk ordbog does include runic inscriptions, but only later ones that are
contemporary with its manuscript sources, i.e. from c. 1100.

Most dictionary-makers, whether dealing with living or dead languages,
have an enormous body of material on which to base their definitions,
and have to be selective. These examples show how this selection is
done according to a particular understanding of the source language,
which can be defined both geographically and chronologically. Historical
dictionaries can further restrict the material through the sources they use,
thus Soderwall excludes the Swedish laws, while Fritzner and ONP do use
the Norwegian and Icelandic ones.

There is no dictionary of all runic inscriptions as such, but there are a
variety of lexical aids. Most of the volumes of the national corpus editions
(DR, NIyR, SRI) include glossaries, or word-lists. Lena Peterson’s Svenskt
runordsregister (1989 and subsequent editions) covers the inscriptions of
Viking Age Sweden, while her Nordiskt runnamnslexikon (2007) covers
the proper names in all Scandinavian Viking Age inscriptions. While
the “Ord- og navneforrad” of Danmarks runeindskrifter is ambitious, fre-
quently providing notes on etymology, interpretation or cognates, the
other lists mostly give only minimal grammatical information and simple,
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if any, definitions, in the modern national languages. Presumably there is
no dictionary of runic inscriptions because dictionaries tend to be based
on a particular language, and there is no “runic” language as such. A
“runic” dictionary would be one that selected its evidence based on the
alphabet, rather than on the language, in which its source material was
written. Although this would be a departure from usual lexicographical
practice, there are several reasons why such a dictionary would make
sense, not least because the runic material is largely ignored by other
dictionaries and still needs fully to be recorded.

However, a dictionary based on the whole runic corpus would be awk-
ward. The corpus extends over a wide geographical area covering (albeit
unevenly) a substantial portion of Europe. Even leaving aside those
inscriptions in which runes are used to write a non-Germanic language,
such as Latin, it is clear that the corpus is not all in one language and is
therefore unlikely to be neatly encompassed in one dictionary. It could be
argued that it would be better to split the runic corpus into its constituent
languages and incorporate the material into the respective dictionaries. And
indeed the ongoing Dictionary of Old English includes Anglo-Saxon runic
inscriptions in its source material. The majority of these inscriptions are
earlier than the majority of Old English manuscripts, though there is some
overlap, providing a useful parallel to the Scandinavian situation, where
there is a similarly uneven, but overlapping, chronological distribution
of inscriptions and manuscripts. But the corpora of both Anglo-Saxon
runic inscriptions and Old English manuscripts are substantially smaller
than their Scandinavian equivalents, enabling them to be encompassed
in one dictionary. One could conclude that, since runic inscriptions are
just another way of writing languages for which we generally also have
other sorts of evidence, it would be artificial to split them off on the basis
of alphabet for the purposes of lexicography. Yet that is exactly what has
on the whole been done for the Viking Age and medieval Scandinavian
vernaculars. The relatively small number of inscriptions in the older
futhark present further problems to lexicographers, as well as having no
equivalent manuscript-based corpus for comparison, and it is hard to see
how best to incorporate them into a dictionary.

A dictionary restricted to the Scandinavian corpus (without the older
futhark inscriptions), would however have its own coherence, both geo-
graphical and linguistic, and would have several benefits. Since this
corpus is relatively small, it would be possible to take all of it into account,
recording every occurrence of every word, in a way that is not possible
with the manuscript material that forms the basis of other dictionaries of
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the early Scandinavian languages. Inscriptions in Latin would present a
challenge, but they are relatively few, and since some expressions such as
Ave Maria are arguably also in the vernacular, and since the runic spelling
of Latin words provides information about Scandinavian pronunciation,
there are good grounds for including these too. The runic corpus also
usefully covers those parts of the Scandinavian-speaking world with no
medieval manuscripts in that vernacular (e.g. Greenland, or Britain and
Ireland). Over half of the Scandinavian runic corpus records the respective
languages before they were written in manuscripts, and thereby provides
evidence for the antecedent languages. Even those runic inscriptions
that overlap chronologically and geographically with manuscript writing
usually emanate from different socio-cultural circumstances and so give
insights into different registers and usages. Thus, there are many good
reasons to isolate the vocabulary of runic inscriptions from that recorded
in the chronologically partially overlapping manuscript record, and a runic
dictionary would have much to contribute to our understanding of both the
diachronic and the diatopic development of the Scandinavian languages.
Because of the smallness of the corpus (relative to manuscript sources),
and because of the materiality of the inscriptions, it would also be
possible to make a runic dictionary in a distinctive way. Dictionary-
makers distinguish between different kinds of definitions. Among others,
synthetic (basically synonyms), analytical (essentially explanatory)
and encyclopedic (reflecting real-world knowledge) definitions can be
ranked on an increasing scale of richness of information (Geeraerts 2003,
89 f.). The runic corpus is particularly suitable for what might be called
“discursive” definitions, somewhere between the analytical and the ency-
clopedic. An example of such definitions from a rather different type of
corpus are the entries in the ongoing Vocabulary of English Place-Names
(Parsons et al. 1997-) which are, essentially, short word-studies. These can
include discussions of etymology, attestations in other sources, linguistic
development, semantic range, figurative or metaphorical usages, and
relationships with other words in the same or similar semantic fields,
as well as providing modern meaning equivalents. More detailed word-
studies are, of course, a well-established field of research in Scandinavian
philology, and have been applied to runic vocabulary items too (e.g. most
recently Williams 2012). But a dictionary containing such shorter word-
studies of the complete lexicon, and not just the more exciting words,
would be singularly appropriate to the runic corpus. This paper will
explore what it is that is so 