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Table 4. The most popular runic hashtags

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Other interesting uses

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

Conclusion

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

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

Henrik Williams and Staffan Fridell (Uppsala University)

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

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

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

Noreen (1923, § 389) lists Yggr among i-stems and in Note 2 remarks that
the dative ending -i very seldom occurs among these; it was upon this
statement that Williams uncritically built his interpretation. He also failed
to recognize the parallel to the declensional suffix in draengi.

Williams, Henrik, and Staffan Fridell. “Yggr on the Rok Runestone.”
Futhark: International Journal of Runic Studies 14-15 (2023-2024, publ. 2025): 193-99.
DOI: 10.33063/futhark.14.1073
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Jackie Nordstrom and Henrik Williams have engaged in intense discus-
sion of this problem, with her solution (2023, 13) being the interpretation
of ukmini as ungmeaenni ‘youth, young man’. Williams (2021, 290 f.) argued
against this solution. For a while they both considered a suggestion by
Niels Age Nielsen (1969, 26) to interpret uk as ok ‘and, also’. This would be
orthographically and syntactically acceptable but appears, to our minds at
least, less convincing. A construction ‘I/We say also the minni’ following
the memorial formula seems curiously lacking in content and obscures
any direct recipient of the runic text, while a Runic Swedish Yggr fulfills
that function admirably. Let us therefore re-examine whether this inter-
pretation may, after all, be possible.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

N “uggjar > *yggir > "yggr

G “uggjas > “yggis > *yggs

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

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

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

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

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

Draengr is indeed a more frequently used word than Yggr.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I— i

X—Xg

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

F—Ff

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

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

Z — 1 Ovisst ljudvirde

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

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

E—MN>MNe

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

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

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

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

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

V—A>NochNu

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

Y—>Yr

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

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

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

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

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

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

G — 9 eller spegelvint @ j

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

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

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

Q—RochRo

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

R— Rod ochRodr

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

S—5,¢fods

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

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

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

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

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

M—HNm

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

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

Eric T. Lander (Uppsala University)

Abstract

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

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

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

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

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

As indicated by my brackets, two runes and a separator are illegible in
the runestone’s current state. Wessén’s examination of U 924 in the fall
of 1951 seems to have benefited from the removal of mortar where the
wall/pillar meets the runestone, mortar which has been replenished in the
intervening years. Figure 1 and figure 2 show the inscription as it looked
in 1951.

Lander, Eric T. “A Misidentified Separator in U 924.”
Futhark: International Journal of Runic Studies 14-15 (2023-2024, publ. 2025): 207-12.
DOI: 10.33063/futhark.14.1090

© 2025 Eric T. Lander (CC BY)


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.33063/futhark.14.1090

208 « Eric T. Lander

i i
Fig. 1. U 924, Broderna Ostlings foto AB, Upplandsmuseet, 1951. Accessible at
Digitaltmuseum.se (Identifier 0000900; CC BY-NC-ND 4.0).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Henrik Williams (Uppsala University)

Abstract

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Staffan Fridell (Uppsala University)

Abstract

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

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

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

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

man under samma period ristat runor dven i delar av Ovre Dalarna, diar
det finns vikingatida gravfilt i Leksand, Réttvik och pa Sollerén och dar
det atminstone i Leksand finns ortnamn typiska for en fast jarnalders-
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bosittning som Ullvi och Tibble. De éldsta kdnda runristningarna i Alv-
dalen och Mora ar fran 1200-talet. Jag antar dnda att runkunskapen har
spritts soderifran inom landskapet under sen vikingatid till stora delar av
Ovansiljan och att darefter vissa alderdomliga drag har kommit att be-
varas langre i runskriften déar 4n i 6vriga Norden.

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

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

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

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

Kristin hav skrivad badd prdim 93 rundr um Nikulasdr mdssudasin.

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

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

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

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

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

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

PfNu#o Rr Fk ¥h tn ta Ym I Ar

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

PfNu Rr ¥h tn li ta 's 1t Bb No {a

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

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

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

De dalrunor som aterfinns under denna period &r f6ljande:

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

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

li Nu
e e  ¢o
A6 #Xé

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

By Michael P. Barnes

For reasons I can no longer recall, I was invited in 1986 to join a group
of Swedish runologists from Runverket (then based in Stockholm) on
one of their spring and summer rune-stone painting forays. Participating,
apart from me, were Marit Ahlén, Helmer Gustavson, Jan Paul Strid, a
stone conservator whose name eludes me, and, I think, Riksantikvariets
photographer, Bengt Lundberg, recording the progress of our work for
posterity. The whole exercise on this occasion was centred on the Rok
stone in Ostergétland. For several days we were quartered in Ombergs
Turisthotell, which lay nearby, seemingly run by a chap who doubled up
as gardener, waiter, and, for all I know, chef as well. The hotel boasted
an extensive menu, but it rapidly became clear that we were expected to
follow the waiter’s recommendation, which on most evenings directed us
to vidtternroding. For our midday repast we bought in some variety of sik,
which we ate encamped round the R6k monument. Conversation at one
point turned to a possible reunion the following year, and before we left
we had resolved to meet again in Orkney and the Isle of Man in 1987. I was
at the time working on the runic inscriptions of Maeshowe, and reckoned
the input of fellow runologists could only benefit my endeavours. For
the Manx leg of the trip, Ray Page had kindly agreed to come over and
share with us his extensive knowledge of the island’s rune-stones. The
core group on this occasion consisted once again of Marit Ahlén, Helmer
Gustavson, Jan Paul Strid and me, augmented by Thorgunn Sneedal, and
with Terje Spurkland representing Norway. James Knirk had been invited
to join us as an honorary Norwegian but for practical reasons was unable
to take part, and offered Terje as a replacement. In Orkney we stayed at
the Kirkwall Hotel, some distance from Maeshowe. Our transport was
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