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omraden. Varianten med stingningen placerad pa huvudstaven &r tidi-
gast belagd och ar d& endast knuten till Ostnorden. En rimlig tolkning &r
att den har uppkommit nagonstans i detta omrade, &ven om den exakta
platsen &r svar att utpeka. Kanske ar kéllan helt enkelt runorna pa Sven
Estridssons mynt praglade i Lund ca 1065-75, eftersom samtliga sten-
inskrifter dir d-runan forekommer antingen 4r samtida eller klart yngre
an dessa.

I de vikingatida exemplen har d-runan som namnts alltid dubbelsidiga
bistavar, medan den medeltida varianten vanligtvis bara har bistav till
vanster. Att man i Ostnorden behdll placeringen av stingningen pa
huvudstaven har kanske att géra med den tidiga etableringen av denna
teckenform i omradet, medan varianten med stingningen placerad under
bistaven (1) bor ses som en novation, som kan ha uppkommit nagon-
stans i vastnorden. Mdjligen har dven denna variant sina rétter i mynt-
inskrifterna fran Lund, eftersom det i dessa aven forekommer en d-runa
med stingningar placerade i vinklarna mellan bistavarna och huvud-
stavarna (T). Denna variant verkar dock ha laimnat fa spar utanfor dessa
inskrifter. Mig veterligen 4r den i 6vrigt bara kind fran ett runben fran
Starigard/Oldenburg (Lerche Nielsen et al. 2000, 261, nr 6), daterad till
forsta hilften av 1100-talet, samt fran en 1200-talsinskrift frAn Conishead i
Cumbria i Storbritannien (E 11). Betriffande den senare har dock en alter-
nativ tolkning av tecknet nyligen presenterats (Johannesson 2013) och
detta exempel skall darfor sannolikt utgd. En d-runa med stingning bade
pa huvudstaven och under bistavarna finns pa en tegelsten fran Ravnkilde
pa Nordjylland (DR 136). Denna variant har ocksa motsvarigheter i mynt-
inskrifterna.

Aven d-runan p& Uknahillen, Blddingefunten och gravhillen fran
Fornésa med stingningen placerad i dnden av bistaven maste uppfattas
som en novation, men denna gang pa ostnordiskt omrade. Ser man pa
runformen rent produktionsmaéssigt enligt den analysmetod som Staffan
Fridell (2011; 2016, 9f., 12) har prévat pa runorna inser man att den innebar
en sorts ekonomisering, eftersom skrivredskapet inte behover flyttas nér
stingningen skall produceras. Samma sak giller den ovan diskuterade
N-runan. Att dessa varianter (dtminstone av det nu kdnda materialet att
doma) har fatt en mycket begriansad spridning kan bero pa att de har
uppfattats som mindre tydliga.

Slutligen bor ocksa nagra ord dgnas at Fornasahallens originella v-runa.
Den ar som redan Brate (i SR 2: 35) har anmarkt stungen bade i vinkeln
ovanfor den 6vre bistaven och mellan de bada bistavarna, vilket sa vitt jag
har kunnat finna &r en unik utformning av denna runa. Har méaste dock
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aven erinras om den v-runa som forekommer pa Bladingefunten (Sm 4).
Enligt Kinander (i SR, 4: 37) har runan “en tydlig punkt mellan huvud-
staven och den inre bistaven”, men han har ocksi noterat att det mellan
bistavarna ocksa finns “en grop, som emellertid ej dr jamn utan ser ut
som en naturlig fordjupning i stenen”. Kinander tillagger att ”[iJngen har
ansett den vara huggen”. Vid en egen granskning av denna detalj den 26
juni 2012 kom jag fram till att den nedre punkten, som mater 5x 7 mm,
faktiskt verkar vara huggen och att det kan réra sig om en avsiktlig sting-
ning (fig. 7). I sa fall har vi hir ytterligare ett exempel p&4 samma variant
av v-runan som i Fornasa. Det maste dock ndmnas att det pa den vilvda
6verytan av dopfuntsfoten ovanf6r runristningen finns gott om runda
huggna punkter, som hérror fran tillhuggningen av funten. Dessa dr dock
inte lika stora som den hér diskuterade férdjupningen.

En sérskild beteckning for [v] dr mycket sillsynt i de medeltida run-
inskrifterna. Sammanlagt forekommer den i hela det nordiska materialet
bara i drygt ett 30-tal inskrifter, varav hélften harrér fran Gotland. Runans
séllsynthet hanger sidkert samman med att den egentligen var ganska
overflodig. Initialt /v/ tecknades traditionellt med u-runan och kan under
medeltiden fortfarande ha uttalats som en halvvokal [w], medan [v] i
andra stillningar var en allofon till /f/ och tecknades med f-runan. Nagon
sarskild markering av [v] var i detta fall inte n6dvindig, utan uttalet bor i
de flesta fall ha kunnat utldsas av sammanhanget.

Forutom Gotland forekommer v-runan i Ostergétland, Vistergotland,
Smaland och Sédermanland. Dessutom finns ett exempel i en efterrefor-
matorisk inskrift pa Oland (Ol 541 Lots kyrka). I den 6vriga Norden verkar
runan ha varit nastan helt okdnd. Fran Danmark finns endast tva beligg
fran Nordjylland respektive Sjalland (DR 74, DR Aarb1987;196; ett enstaka
exempel finns ocksé i handskriften av Mariaklagan, se Brendum-Nielsen
och Rohmann 1929, 36). Norge har ocksé ett par belagg, bada fran Oslo
(N 549, N A322).

Den medeltida v-runan utgérs vanligtvis av en stungen f-runa, men ett
fatal ganger har ocksa u-runan anvints som utgangspunkt. Resultatet blir
i det senare fallet N dvs. samma form som y-runan haft sedan vikingatid.
Denna variant forekommer i en eller tva véastgotska runinskrifter (tavipaer
Vg 200° och ave Vg 227) samt pa kalenderstickan fran Nykoping i Séder-

° Enligt en notering av Helmer Gustavson 12/6 1979 (i Runverkets filtexemplar C) &r den
punktformiga férdjupningen i u-runan i denna inskrift “ej avsiktlig” och han hanvisar till
att ”[t]va andra punktformiga fordjupningar” av samma typ finns till vanster om denna
runa. Lasningen bor i sa fall vara tauipaer och detta exempel bor utga. Vid min besiktning
av ristningen den 26 juni 2013 fick jag nidrmast intrycket av att det ror sig om en naturlig
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Fig. 7. Detalj av v-runan pa Sm 4 Bladinge kyrka. Till vénster skymtar dven den stungna
N-runan i inskriften. Foto: Magnus Kéllstrém, 2012.

manland, dar den ingar i en bindruna med a (quAvr; Svardstrom 1966,
20). Motsvarigheter till en sddan v-runa forekommer ockséa sparsamt pa
danskt omrade (se DR, Text, sp. 979f., dar den translittereras med w). Att
varianten P har kunnat anvindas med ljudvirdet [v] i Vistergétland kan
hianga samman med att /y/ i de véstgétska runinskrifterna under medel-
tiden vanligtvis aterges med A, dvs. den gamla R-runan.

férdjupning, men den lavpavixt som fanns pa stenytan gjorde det svart att gora en siker
bedomning. Helt omojligt 4r det vl inte att ristaren kan ha utnyttjat denna férdjupning
som en stingning.

12 P4 kvaderstenen Vg 201 Borstigs kyrka har man tidigare last ulfa, vilket med tvekan har
tolkats som namnet Ylva (SR, 5: 499), men enligt en undersékning av Helmer Gustavson
12/6 1979 ar u-runan “tydligt stungen” (anteckning i Runverkets filtexemplar C). Att den
stora narmast fyrkantiga férdjupningen ar huggen rader det ingen tvekan om, men det bor
noteras att den ar hogt placerad strax under toppen av bistaven, vilket méjligen kan ha en
sarskild betydelse. Tolkningen kompliceras av att det i den nuvarande uppmalningen ocksa
finns en halv stav uppifran (') markerad mellan | ochf. Hur den skall bedémas ér osikert.
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Att stinga en f-runa var alltsa det vanligaste sittet att skapa ett sarskilt
tecken for /v/ och stingningen har i de allra flesta fall sin plats i utrymmet
mellan den Gvre bistaven och huvudstaven (F). I nigra inskrifter har
dock punkten placerats mellan de bada bistavarna (Og Fv1986;88B, G 194,
N A322) eller mitt pa den nedre bistaven (Vg 94, Vg 144, DR 74). 1 ett enda
fall upptrader en v-runa dér stingningen sitter pa huvudstaven nedanfor
bistavarna (G 164). Fornasahillens (och Bladingefuntens) v-runa far vl i
forsta hand uppfattas som en sarskilt dekorativ form eller mojligen som
en kompromissform mellan tva varianter. Intressant i sammanhanget
ar att den sillsynta v-runan med stingningen placerad mellan de bada
bistavarna dr belagd just fran Ostergotland. Den upptriader pa en kniv-
slida fran Séderkoping (Og Fv1986;88B), som genom fyndférhéllandena
har daterats till 1200-talets mitt (Gustavson 1986, 89).

Den stungna n-runans anviandning

Teorin om att den stungna n-runan (translittererad N) markerar ett dentalt
/n/ bygger som nimnts pad Axel Kocks analys av Akerfuntens inskrift.
Enligt de av Kock uppstillda reglerna var /n/ dentalt i uddljud, nér ljudet
var langt, i direkt anslutning till dental samt som kort efter vokal i obetonad
stillning (se Kock 1902, 152). Samtliga dessa positioner tycktes da finnas
belagda i den langa inskriften pa funten, vilket var ett starkt argument for
teorin om de tva n-kvaliteterna. De exempel pa skrivningen N for kort /n/
som hade antagits efter obetonad vokal (sipan, piapan, ack. sg. drotin)
godkéindes dock inte i Danmarks runeindskrifter (DR, Tekst, sp. 429f.),
ddr man i stéllet laste ostungna n-runor (mojligen med undantag for det
andra ordet i upprakningen, diar N fortfarande anges som alternativ).
Nagot senare visade det sig att 4ven den inledande runan i inskriftens
enda ord med initialt /n/ (dar &ven Danmarks runeindskrifter har Nehldu)
var ostungen (Zetterholm 1947, 83-85). Enligt den nu radande ldsningen
av Akerfunten férekommer alltsi den stungna runan N endast nir /n/ dr
langt eller star intill dental konsonant. Detta visar sig ocksé vara fallet i de
6vriga runinskrifter, dar N forekommer.

P4 Pjedstedkistan (DR 38) och bennélen fran Lund (DR 307) &r det langt
/n/ som markeras (QuNi Gunni respektive tofaNa Tofa-Anna) och dessa
mycket korta inskrifter ger inget besked om hur ristarna har atergivit /n/
i andra stillningar. Samma sak géller Bladingefuntens (Sm 4) nyupptackta
finvipir Finnvidr. Pa Uknahéllen (Sm 145) anvands N for langt /n/ samt i
direkt anslutning till dental (guNmuNdae Gunnmunda(r), veentris ventris).
Nagot exempel pa /n/ i initial stallning eller efter obetonad vokal fore-
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kommer inte i denna inskrift. P4 Larbrohéllen (G 293) anvands N i anslut-
ning till dental i orden [puse|n|[d] pusend och hundra... , hundr-p hundrad.
Ordet pusend skall i inskriften dven féorekomma med skrivningen pusend,
men enligt beskrivningen ar runan “ytterst grund och av bistaven ar endast
ansittningen mot huvudstaven bevarad” (Gustavson och Sneedal, manus:
Larbro socken, 13). Inskriften innehaller 4ven ordet minna 'mindre’, som
har atergivits som mina (Gustavson och Sngedal, manus: Larbro socken,
10). Enligt ett fotografi av Helmer Gustavson taget fére uppmalningen av
runorna (se fig. 8) finns det nedtill p4 huvudstaven en tydlig rund fordjup-
ning, som verkar huggen. Lisningen ar alltsa av allt att doma miNa. Initialt
/n/ har férekommit i ordet [napi| nadi i ett nu férlorat avsnitt, men efter-
som de tidigare underskarna inte uppmérksammade att det fanns stungna
n-runorna i inskriften gar det inte att bygga nagot pa denna lasning.

Pa Fornasahillen anvinds N som namnts i forbindelse med dental:
and... And[res](?) och @Nda anda. I prepositionen ut@n iitan anvinds
daremot ostungen n-runa. Det senare &r inte i enlighet med Kocks regler,
eftersom kort /n/ i obetonad stéllning ocksa borde vara dentalt (och déar-
med aterges med N). Daremot stimmer beteckningen med den nuvarande
ldsningen av inskriften pad Akerfunten. P4 Forndsahillen forekommer
ocksa ordet napi nadi. Ordet &r visserligen i dag skadat, men lyckligtvis
har spetsen av bistaven i n-runan bevarats och den har en seriff, och inte
nagon punktformig avslutning. Av det material som vi kdnner i dag ser
det alltsd ut som om anvandningen av N pa ostnordiskt omrade har varit
begransad till 1ang konsonant samt /n/ i omedelbar anslutning till dental
konsonant.! Dessutom har N-runan tydligen ocksa kunnat anvandas for
forbindelsen /n/ + /n/, vilket antyds av inskriften pa Bjorkstadorren (Vs
14) och nagra av de norska exemplen.

Som namnts ovan finns dven exempel pa en stungen l-runa (translitte-
rarad L), som verkar upptrida i samma stéllningar som N. P4 Akerfunten
(DR 373) forekommer den i ordet skurdi skuldi, dar den star framfor dental
konsonant. Sa ar ocksa fallet med det tidigare omndmnda skiarLdolfor
SkialdulfriVg 219 samt kard kald(?) iN B190. I nagra gotlandska inskrifter

" Marklig ar forekomsten av en ostungen och en stungen n-runa i inskriften med jétun-
villur pa N B41, eftersom de teoretiskt sett kan svara mot den férdelning som Kock antog
pa Akerfunten. Runnamnet kaun har kort /n/ i betonad stavelse och skall enligt hans regler
aterge supradentalt /n/, medan runnamnet bjarkan har ett kort /n/ i obetonad stavelse
och bor vara dentalt. Den ostungna n-runan i den aktuella 16nnskriften borde da sta for
k, medan N markerar b. Om man tar hénsyn till vilka teckenkombinationer som ar fone-
matiskt mojliga sa kan de forsta fyra runorna i lonnskriften i s fall utlasas som skub, skab

eller skyb.
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Fig. 8. Detalj av inskriften pa gravhéllen G 293 i Larbro kyrka. Pa bilden ser man runféljden
43-63 : @inu : d... miNa : en : tu : hunNdra... ar : Foto: Helmer Gustavson, 1980 (i
Runverkets samlingar).

anvands denna runa for langt /1/: arum allum G 63, kiaLera kiallera G
163, aLlir allir G 192. Ytterligare ett mojligt exempel finns pa tennkannan
fran Helgeandsholmen i Stockholm (U STERIK2002;168), dér ett knivstick
i anden av bistaven pa |-runan i namnet baeseel kan vara avsiktligt, vilket
inte finns omndmnt i tidigare publiceringar av inskriften. Namnet bor i sa
fall dterges som baesaeL. Tolkningen 4r dock dnnu oviss.

Johannes Brgndum-Nielsen (1927-28, 154-160) har framhallit att det i
ett antal forndanska handskrifter frain omkring ar 1300 finns exempel pa
att bokstaverna n och [ upptrader med genomstrukna former (n respek-
tive 1) enligt vissa monster. I handskriften B 74 av Skanelagen i Kung-
liga biblioteket i Stockholm anvinds exempelvis ett genomstruket n () i
huvudsak framfor g och d samt for ursprungligt langt n oavsett om detta
ar enkelskrivet eller dubbelskrivet i texten (Brendum-Nielsen 1927-28,
156f.). Daremot markeras aldrig initialt n pa detta satt. Bruket svarar full-
standigt till hur den stungna n-runan har anvénts i de runinskrifter som
har diskuterats ovan. Detta giller 4ven genomstruket [ (1), som i samma
handskrift forst och framst forekommer som beteckning for ursprungligt
langt I, men ocksa anvands framfor d. Paralleller finns dessutom i de tva
forndanska runhandskrifterna, Codex Runicus och den sa kallade Maria-
klagan, dir en stungen I-runa (f) i huvudsak upptrider i motsvarande
fonetiska omgivningar (se Brendum-Nielsen 1926-27, 158-160).

Givetvis maste det finnas ett samband mellan de genomstrukna formerna
av n och /i de ovan ndmnda danska handskrifterna och bruket av stungna
n- och l-runor i runinskrifterna. Att avgora inom vilket av systemen som
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dessa beteckningar forst har uppkommit ligger utanfor syftet med denna
artikel, &ven om det ser ut som om de tidigaste beldggen skulle finnas i run-
inskrifterna (DR 373 och Sm 4). Har krévs dock ytterligare undersokningar.

Det ar tydligt att Fornésahillen tillsammans med gravhillen fran Ukna
kyrka och dopfunten fran Bladinge kyrka i Smaland ar skapade av personer
som har besuttit en mycket avancerad runkunskap. Samtidigt uppvisar
de tre ristningarna sa pass stora olikheter att de knappast kan antas vara
utfoérda av en och samma person. Det 4r exempelvis bara pa Fornasahallen
som runorna #r forsedda med seriffer, vilket uppenbarligen &r inspirerat
av gravhallar med det latinska alfabetet. Uknahéllen Sm 145 inleds & andra
sidan med en inskrift med majuskler pa latin: HIC : IACET : TURGILLUS
: "Har vilar Torkel’, vilket —inte helt ovantat - visar att ristaren ocksa har
varit fortrogen med latinskrift. Denne har &ven gjort skillnad mellan [p]
och [0] genom att anvinda stunget p (P) for det senare ljudet, vilket ir
relativt ovanligt. Dessutom har han dven markerat /r/ i form av en stungen
r-runa, nagot som ar dnnu mera sillsynt (se Larsson 2002, 181).

Allt detta antyder en mycket avancerad skriftmiljo med en tydlig pa-
verkan fran bruket av latinskrift. Aven de sillsynta varianterna av d-
och N-runan med stingningen placerad i bistavens dnde kan ses som
ett utslag av en sddan milj6. Visserligen ar alla de tre ndmnda inskrif-
terna huggna i sten, men sjalva runformerna kan ha skapats i ett annat
sammanhang och da ristats med kniv eller kanske t.o.m. skrivits med
penna pa pergament.

Dateringsfragan

Med tanke pa de ovanliga runformer som upptrader pa Fornasahallen ar
det av stort intresse att forsoka tidsfasta denna inskrift ndrmare. Brate
noterar i inledningen till Ostergétlands runinskrifter (SR 2: xvi) att de 6st-
gotska gravhillar som ar smalare i den ena anden (Og 35, Og 39 och Og
49) anvinder “det stungna runalfabetet” med medeltida runformer och
“utan skillnad mellan r och ®°. Han ndmner ocksa att Hans Hildebrand
tidigare har fort “ornerade gravhéllar av denna form till senare delen av
1100-talet eller forsta borjan av 1200-talet”. Eftersom de aktuella run-
gravhéllarna saknar ornamentik anser Brate att de "mé&hénda” hor till
denna gravhallstyps tidigaste skede och kunna kanske dateras till c. 1150”.
Denna datering gar igen hos Gardell (1945-46, 1: 475), som placerar de tre
gravhillarna i 1100-talet.

Denna forhéllandevis tidiga datering av Fornésahillen avviker fran
Ragnar Kinanders tidfastning av Bladingefunten och Uknahéllen. Genom
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att vaga samman sprakliga, runografiska och framfor allt konsthistoriska
argument (SR, 4: 39-41) kommer han fram till att Blddingefunten bor
tillhora tiden omkring 1250 (SR, 4: 24), medan Uknahillen av framfor allt
sprakliga skl fors “till slutet av 1200-talet eller borjan av 1300-talet” (SR,
4: 298). Betriffande Blddingefunten ndmner dock Kinander att Ragnar
Blomgqyvist pa konsthistoriska grunder har féreslagit en tidigare datering,
namligen till omkring 1150-75 (se SRI 4: 41 med hinvisningar). Aven i
modernare konsthistorisk litteratur har den placerats i den senare delen
av 1100-talet (se t.ex. Ullén 2008, 88—91). Det kan 4ven vara intressant att
jamfora med de 6vriga inskrifter som anviander den stungna N-runan for
att aterge dentalt /n/. Tva av dessa (DR 38 och DR 307) kan inte dateras
ndrmare 4n till medeltid. Akerfuntens datering har diskuterats och den
fors i Danmarks runeinskrifter (DR, Text, sp. 429) till 1100-talet. Funten ar
som bekant utférd av stenméstaren Sigraf, som antas ha verkat i perioden
ca 1190-1225 (Svanberg 1995, 205). Bést daterad ar gravhillen G 293 fran
Larbro kyrka. Den daterar sig namligen sjalv till aret 1350.

Att runorna pa Fornasahillen &r forsedda med seriffer dr ett tydligt
tecken pa att stenméstaren bakom denna ristning har varit vil fortrogen
med latinsk skrift och formodligen dven utfort gravhallar med majuskler.
Runor med seriffer 4r annars mycket ovanliga pa svenskt omrade. Har
kan dock nadmnas tre gotldndska gravhéllar (G 122, G 173 och G 313), dar
G 122 enligt Sneedal (2002, 140£.) knappast ar yngre an ca 1400, medan G
173 har daterats till tiden omkring 1300 (SRI, 12: 98). G 313 4r mycket frag-
mentarisk och kan tyvérr inte dateras narmare 4n till medeltiden (Gustav-
son och Snaedal, manus: Halls socken, 10). P4 fastlandet finns runor med
seriffer pa en dopfunt fran Blidsbergs kyrka (Vg 246) i Vastergotland samt
(i viss utstrackning) pa en dopfunt fran Hossmo kyrka (Sm 164) i Sméaland.
Den forstnamnda antas tillhora 1100-talet (SRI 5: 470f.), medan Hoss-
mofunten har forts till 1200-talets forsta halft (SR, 4: 322). Slutligen bor
ndmnas guldringen fran Vila i Viby socken, Narke (Na 2), som pa konst-
historiska grunder har daterats till 1200-talets mitt eller senare del (SRI,
14.1: 10). Om dateringen av Blidsbergsfunten héller streck ar det mojligt
serifferade runor har forekommit i Sverige redan pa 1100-talet, men den
elegans som runorna ar utforda med pa Fornasahéllen gor att man snarare
vill tro att de hér tillhér en nagot senare period.

Fornasahéllen har som namnts trapetsoid form, vilket enligt Gardell
(1945-46, 1: 123) var vanligt under 1100- och 1200-talen, men som aven
kunde férekomma under 1300- och 1400-tal. Serifferna pa runorna ar ju ett
tydligt tecken pa att stenméstaren maste ha varit val fortrogen med latinsk
epigrafik, men markligt nog &r det varit svart att hitta direkta paralleller
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till Fornasahéllen bland medeltida gravmonument med latinsk skrift. Till
skillnad mot de runristade gravhillarna Og 39 och Og 49 star exempelvis
runorna pa Fornasahillen fritt utan omgivande ramlinjer. Att doma av det
material som finns avbildat hos Gardell (1945-46, vol. 2) ar detta séllsynt
bland de gravhillar som bér latinska bokstéver. De narmaste parallellerna
ar en gravhill fran Sandby kyrka p& Oland (Gardell 1945-46, 1: 192, nr 29,
2: 87), som har daterats till 1200-talet, samt ett par gravhéllar fran Vreta
kloster i Ostergotland (Gardell 1945-46, 1: 201, nr 47, 2: 92; 1: 257f,, nr
186, 2: 137), bada daterade till 1300-tal. Dessa tre hallar har alla trapetsoid
form. Ett idgonenfallande drag 4r ocksé att Fornasahillen i varje horn har
haft ett kors omgivet av fyra borrade punkter. Nagon direkt motsvarighet
till dessa kors har jag dnnu inte lyckats uppspéara, men det kan ndmnas att
en gravhall fran Skollersta kyrka i Nérke (Gardell 1945-46, 1: 226, nr 131,
2: 89) har liknande kors i hérnen. I detta fall saknas dock de omgivande
punkterna och i tre fall 4r korsen inskrivna i cirklar (se Gardell 1945-46,
2: 89). Héllen i Skollersta har rektangulér form och &r daterad till 1300-tal.
Fragmentet fran Torneby visar att Fornasahillen har haft ytterligare
en ornamental detalj som inte ar synlig pa det tidigare kénda fragmentet,
namligen ett storre kors pa den 6vre delen av ristningsytan. Endast den
véanstra hilften av den 6vre korsarmen aterstar visserligen, men formen
talar for att det kan ha rort sig om ett sa kallade kryckkors, dér korsarmarna
har haft T-formad avslutning. Varianter av sadana kryckkors finns bl.a.
pa ett par runristade gravhallar fran Viastergotland (Vg 93 och Vg 131),
som pa konsthistoriska grunder har daterats till 1100-talet respektive till
“tiden omkring sekelskiftet 1200” (SR 5: 1v). P& Fornasahillen kan detta
kors inte girna ha haft ndgon liangre fot, utan bor snarast varit likarmat.
Slutligen kan det vara vart att notera en spraklig detalj. Fornasahillen
och gravhillen fran Skeppsés kyrka (Og 39) inleds badda med frasen Her
liggr..., som dock upptrader i helt olika skepnad: hieer - ligeer gentemot
[ehr : ligr]. Markeringen av svarabhaktivokalen pa Fornasahéllen gor
denna typologiskt yngre dn Skeppsashéllen. Skrivningar som kan tolkas
som svarabhaktivokaler finns visserligen redan pa enstaka vikingatida
runstenar (se Larsson 2002, 43-54), men annars ar detta som bekant ett
typiskt medeltida drag. Enligt Ragnar Kinander (i SR, 4: 267 med hénvis-
ning till Olsson Nordberg 1926, 226 ) saknas exempel pa svarabhaktivokal
i smalandska, ostgotska och vistgotska diplom fére ar 1200. De éldsta
exemplen i diplommaterialet fran Smaland harror fran perioden 1216-20,
medan de i Ostergétland och Vistergotland skall vara dnnu yngre. I ost-
gotska runinskrifter finns det tidigaste daterade beldgget i méstarsigna-
turen pa kyrkdérren i Vaversunda (Og 57), dir namnet Asmundr aterges
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som asmuteer. Samma person dr dven kind fran tva signerade kyrk-
dorrar fran Smaland (Sm 123) och Vistergotland (Vg 220), ddr namnet
forekommer med samma skrivning. De ndmnda kyrkddrrarna har i dldre
litteratur pa konsthistoriska grunder daterats till 1100-talets senare del
eller slut (SR, 4: 267, 5: 420), men brukar i dag dateras till tiden omkring
1200 (Karlsson 1988, 1: 427, 2: 491, 553, 576). Samtidigt kan det erinras
om att former utan svarabhaktivokal ocksa férekommer i runinskrifter i
Ostergétland under samma period. Exempelvis finner man pa den ovan
ndmnda knivslidan fran Séderkoping (Og Fv1986;88B), som ar daterad
till 1200-talets mitt, skrivningarna olavr i -midr Olafr [S]midr, dir bada
orden saknar inskottsvokaler.

Att ge en definitiv datering av Fornasahillen utifran de olika drag och
paralleller som har diskuterats ovan ar inte helt enkelt. Det &r val inte
uteslutet att stenen kan hirrora fran 1100-talet, men utformningen av
runorna tillsammans med den markerade svarabhaktivokalen i presens
av liggia talar nog for att den bor skjutas framat i tiden. En datering till
1200-tal verkar mera rimlig och det 4r nog inte heller omgjligt att den till
och med kan tillh6ra 1300-talet.

Slutord

Med medeltidens intrdde omskapades den yngre runraden genom infly-
tande fran latinskriften, men omformningen skedde med olika hastighet i
olika omraden och med nagot olika resultat. I sodra Sverige och da sarskilt
i Vastergotland tycks vad vi i dag identifierar som det medeltida run-
systemet ha varit etablerat redan under den senare halften av 1100-talet,
medan det i Uppland sannolikt dréjde till efter tiden 1200 innan detta
slog helt igenom (se Kéllstrom 2013b, 117-119). Hur Ostergétland skall
placeras i sammanhanget ar vil dnnu inte riktigt utrett, men redan en
flyktig blick pa det ganska sparsamma medeltida materialet (ett 25-tal
inskrifter) ger vid handen att runtraditionen i omradet ligger ndrmare
utvecklingen i de sydligare delarna av landet. Exemplen pa anvéndningen
av den stungna N-runan samt de ovanligare utformningarna av runorna
for d och v visar tydliga foérbindelser med framfér allt Smaland och
Gotland, men ocksad med Danmark. Vi har alltsa har att géra med ett antal
sarutvecklingar i det medeltida runsystemet, som tycks ha haft sin tyngd-
punkt pa ostnordiskt omréade.

Tornbyfragmentet innehéaller inte ens tjugo runor, men satt i sitt sam-
manhang ger det ett mycket viktigt tillskott till var kunskap om de medel-
tida runorna. Detta &r ocksa en paminnelse om hur viktigt det &r att varje
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runinskrift som kommer i dagen publiceras pa ett tillfredsstallande sétt
for att komma forskningen till godo.
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English summary

“The grave-slab fragment from Tornby in Forndsa parish, Ostergétland,
and the development of some medieval rune-forms”

In 1980 a fragment of a rune-inscribed grave-slab was observed in the porch of a
building at Tornby farm in Fornésa parish, Ostergétland. The fragment was in-
spected by the staff of Runverket in the beginning of the 1980s and subsequently
moved to the county museum in LinkOping, but it was never published. The
reading of the inscription in the Scandinavian runic text database is based on a
drawing made in the course of the investigation of ancient monuments the same
year. As shown in this article, some of the runic characters have not been identi-
fied properly, which is hardly surprising since they are of a very uncommon type.
According to the present author, the inscription can be read as follows:

# hieer - ligeer - and... utan - nda
Hieer ligger And[res)(?) ... dtan enda.
‘Her lies Andreas(?) ... without end.’

The personal name beginning with and... might have been Andres or Andor, but
the geographical distribution of records of these names in the Middle Ages speaks
in favour of the first alternative. The two last words must have belonged to the
end of a prayer.

The carver has employed two different types of n-runes. Both have single-sided
branches slanting to the right, but in the rune rendered as N the branch terminates
with a dot formed by a drilled hole. The distribution of the two characters in the
inscription shows that the carver discriminated between dental and supra-dental
pronunciation of /n/, with the dotted variant used for dental /n/. The d-rune is
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formed in a similar way with a dot placed in the end of the branch to the left
of the short-twig #-rune. These two variants were previously recorded only in
a single runic inscription, a grave-slab from Ukna church in Smaland (Sm 145).
Both characters also occur, however, on the baptismal font from Bliddinge church
(Sm 4) in the same province, which has not been noted earlier. In this inscription
the d-rune can be found in the place name diura : bizerh : e (formerly often
read as tiura : biaerh : e), while N occurs in the personal name Finnvidr (written
finvipir) where it denotes a long dental /n/.

The fragment from Tornby shares many features with the better-known grave-
slab Og 35 from Fornéasa church, and it is very likely that they were originally
parts of the same stone. If this assumption is correct, the full inscription can be
read as follows:

# hjeer - liger - and... [bipeom - vara - patar | ...zer - ha[ns - sial - til -
ro - ok - til -] napi [#] ok - rapborh(a]r [-] sial # gup - gaevi - pera - sial -
himiriki ... utan - &nda

Hizer ligger And[res](?) ... Bidium vara Pater [nost]er hans sial til ro ok til nada
ok Radborgar sial. Gud gefi pera sial himiriki(s?) ... dtan anda.

‘Here lies Andreas(?) ... Let us pray our paternoster for the peace and mercy
of his soul and Radborg’s soul. May God give their soul heaven (or: heaven’s)
... without end.’

The dotted rune for dental /n/ (transliterated as N) with the dot terminating the
single-sided branch to the right is only attested in this inscription and in Sm 4
and Sm 145 as mentioned above. There are only a few medieval runic inscriptions
known where the carver used a special variant of the n-rune to denote dental
/n/. The inscriptions in question are on the baptismal font from Aker (formerly
Akirkeby) in Bornholm (DR 373; executed by the Gotlandic stone-master Sigraf),
the lid of an oak coffin from Pjedsted (DR 38) in North Jutland, a bone needle
from Lund (DR 307) and a grave-slab from Larbro church in Gotland (G 293).
As can be seen, the inscriptions are restricted to eastern Scandinavia (Sweden
and Denmark). There are also some records of dotted n-runes in the Norwegian
material, but they are not used in the same way.

The d-rune with the dot placed at the end of the branch is only recorded in this
and two other mediaeval runic inscriptions from Sweden (Sm 4 and Sm 145) and
probably one inscription from Norway (N 651). The closest parallel in Scandinavia
is the d-rune on a grave-slab from Tisted (DR 156) in north Jutland, which is
dotted with a short diagonal stroke (1). Dotted d-runes occur sporadically on
some late Viking Age rune-stones from Sweden and Denmark (Bornholm) as
well as on coins struck in Lund by the Danish king Sven Estridsen c. 1065-75.
On the Viking Age rune-stones the dot is consistently placed on the vertical of
the rune. As Marie Stoklund (1987) has pointed out, there is a clear difference
in the mediaeval period between east and west Scandinavia in which variant is
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chosen. In Sweden the rune-carvers preferred a d-rune dotted on the vertical (1),
while the dot in Norwegian inscriptions was almost exclusively placed beneath
the branch descending to the left (1). In this respect Denmark seems to be a kind
of transitional area with the “Norwegian” variant prevailing in the west and
the “Swedish” variant in the east. It is tempting to construe the adoption of the
variant with the dot on the vertical in Sweden as a continuation of the late Viking
Age tradition, since this variant of the d-rune (T) was first established in this area.

Some attention is also given to the v-rune, which in the Fornasa inscription has
a unique form with double dots. One is placed in the space between the top of
the vertical and the upper branch of the rune f while the second one has its place
between the branches. A special rune denoting /v/ is otherwise very rare and
occurs in only about thirty inscriptions in Sweden, half of them found in Gotland.
Only a few oddities are known from Denmark and Norway, which might indicate
this character was an innovation made somewhere in present-day Sweden.

The article concludes with an attempt to offer a more accurate dating of the
grave-slab from Fornasa. In previous research it was often dated to the twelfth
century, but the way the runes are executed and some orthographic features
speak in favour of a later date, probably the thirteenth century or even later.
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Two Recent Runic Finds
from Orkney

Michael P. Barnes (University College London)

Abstract

This article provides accounts of OR 22 Quoys and OR 23 Naversdale, two runic
inscriptions recently found in Orkney. There is discussion of the find circum-
stances, followed by a description of the object bearing the runes (the former a
folded lead plaque, the latter an irregular stone fragment), a transrunification,
transliteration, and commentary on the reading. Thereafter comes an inter-
pretation of the text. In the case of OR 23 this is straightforward enough since
the text consists of a sequence from the Pater Noster, the first instance of a
Latin-language runic inscription from Orkney. OR 22 provides more of a chal-
lenge, and various suggestions are offered.

Keywords: Scandinavian runes, Orkney, lead plaques, rune-stones, magic
formulas, Pater Noster, inscriptions in Latin

Since the publication of The Scandinavian Runic Inscriptions of Britain
(Barnes and Page 2006), the corpus has been augmented by a number of
new discoveries. From England we have a second graffito on the walls of
Carlisle Cathedral, E 17 Carlisle II (found 2008; cf. Barnes 2010), E 18, a lead
spindle-whorl from Saltfleetby, Lincolnshire (unearthed 2010; cf. Hines
forthcoming; the authenticity of this inscription has been questioned),
and E 19, a stone cross fragment from Sockburn Hall, Durham (found
2014; publication planned by Eleanor Rye and others). No new discoveries
have been reported from Shetland or Scotland. Orkney, on the other hand,
like England, can boast three: OR 21-23. OR 22-23 are presented here;
the earliest of the three finds, OR 21 Brough of Deerness (on a copper-
alloy strip unearthed during archaeological excavations in 2009), appears
to consist of rune-like characters rather than actual runes, although at
a “Rune Rede” meeting held in Orkney in May 2015, Sonia Pereswetoff-
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Morath made a valiant attempt to find a text among its confused collection
of vertical and oblique lines.

OR 22 Quoys

This lead-plaque inscription was unearthed at Quoys farm on the Deer-
ness peninsula of the Orkney Mainland. It was discovered in May 2011
by a metal detectorist close to the surface of the ground. Nearby and
at roughly the same depth was found a fragment of a metal (bronze?)
seal, possibly of ecclesiastical provenance. The plaque is 18 mm long and
12 high (maximum measurements); it is folded once, bent over in the
middle of its original c. 25 mm height, and in that state has a thickness
of some 2% mm. It is currently in the keeping of the Orkney Museum,
Kirkwall.

Both the exposed faces of the plaque bear a sequence of runes covering
virtually the whole of the surface; the length of each sequence and the
height of the characters therefore correspond closely with the length
and height of the plaque. The bases of rr. 1-7 are adjacent to the tops of
rr. 8—14, so the plaque has to be flipped over in order to position each
sequence the right way up. The graphs are in the main clearly cut and well
preserved, but a few details are unclear (fig. 1). There is no indication of
the order in which the two sequences should be read, so the choice made
here is arbitrary. The fold is above the first line and thus below the second.

(HRA 4Bl

(Y)rasab(i)

INGIRARG:

8 10 14

y(n)ipiks=

A faint line as of the branch of I runs between rr. 1 and 2, connecting
with both, but it is unclear whether or not this is part of the inscription.
A similar line, slightly more definite, rises towards r. 7, connecting with it
at about mid-height; conceivably this character should be read as a. The
branch of r. 9 appears to cross the vertical, though the left side is weaker
than the right; the height of this line could indicate either n or I, but if a
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Fig. 1. The two sides of the OR 22 Quoys lead plaque. Enlarged c. 2.5:1. © Orkney Library
and Archive/Orkney Museum.

crossing branch was intended, n would, of course, be the only possible
reading. A nick left of the centre of r.12 seems to stem from a slip of the
tool, perhaps while the carver was working on the bow of r. 11. Rune 14 is
a half-length vertical, but placed rather low down for s; nor is it dotted as
r. 4. This could be a line signalling the end of a sentence or word division,
but it could also be an incomplete rune.

Interpretation

Neither sequence of writing makes obvious sense. It may be there are
further runes in the fold that would cast light on the meaning of the text
as a whole, but so far no attempt has been made to open the plaque up for
fear the object could be irreparably damaged.

Runes 8-14 look slightly more susceptible of interpretation than rr.
1-7. In pik it is possible to recognise the accusative of the 2nd singular
Old Norse personal pronoun ‘you’, which suggests that y(n)i could be
a Norse verb governing the accusative. Conceivably we have here the
past subjunctive of vinna ‘[to] master; [to] overcome’, but what could
have motivated the past subjunctive ‘[that X might] overcome you’ is
impossible to say. Formally y(n)i could also be past subjunctive of unna
‘[to] love’, but that verb governs the dative, which should give pér ‘you’
rather than pik.

On the other side of the plaque we have the sequence (i)rasa, which
could be taken as Old Norse er Asa ‘Asa is’ or ‘which/whom Asa...’.
But there is also the Norse noun rds f., meaning ‘race, running; course;
channel’. If we read kras rather than iras we have another feminine
noun: ‘[edible] delicacy’. But it is also possible that rr. 4-5 contain the
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Fig. 2. Runic narrow edge of the OR 23 Naversdale irregular stone fragment. © Frank
Bradford, Orkney.

are one or two dots that might be taken as such, as between rr. 2 and 3
or rr. 5 and 6, but these are hard to distinguish from the pock marks that
abound on this surface.

Interpretation

The inscription reveals itself to be in Latin, part of the opening of the
Lord’s Prayer:

... es in caelis, sanctificetur ...
‘... art in heaven, hallowed be ...’

We may surmise that the lost beginning of the text ran: Pater noster, qui
‘Our Father, which’, but it is unclear whether the carver ever got as far
as the nomen tuum ‘thy name’ we would expect to follow sanctificetur.
There is room on the surviving surface for a continuation, but no sign of
any carving. If the writer did add more, it seems likely to have been on a
different stone. Some thirty-five Pater noster inscriptions are known from
Scandinavia, and commonly these contain only the opening words (though
some are complete, cf. N 53 Ulstad, inscribed on a lead plaque, and A 123
Osen in Gaular, on a lead cross). A partial parallel to OR 23 is A 173 (N
816), a runic stick from Trondheim dated c. 1150-1200, on which can be
read: bater-nuster-kuiesinseli:santibisetur together with a rune carver’s
signature and the first seven runes of the fupark. (On vernacular and Latin
Christian prayers in Scandinavian runic inscriptions, see Zilmer 2013.)
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Fig. 3. The OR 23 Naversdale runic inscription. © Frank Bradford, Orkney.

There are a couple of indications that OR 23 may belong in the early
part of the Middle Ages. There are no dotted runes, as one might have
expected in a later medieval inscription (e.g. t rather than | in r. 6), and
the whole text seems to be written without word separation —indeed, r. 9
marks both the final sound of caelis and the opening of sanctificetur.

Runes 16-17 ts imply a [ts] pronunciation of original Latin /k/, in con-
trast tor. 5 s, which presumably indicates simplification of [ts] to [s] (both
instances of course occur in palatal environment). If by any chance r. 18
is to be read k, we have to assume that the writer was trying to render
both medieval pronunciation and Latin spelling: ts gives the former while
k renders Latin ‘c’. But the [e] of sanctificetur is then left undenoted. That
the expected [u] towards the end of the same word appears as 1 0 may
indicate a lowering in the pronunciation of this unstressed vowel.

The Naversdale find gives us our first runic inscription from Orkney
in Latin. The appearance of this language should occasion no surprise:
it is widely used in medieval Scandinavian runic writing (cf. Gustavson
1994; Ertl 1994; Knirk 1998). Written prayers, especially in Latin, are often
associated with ecclesiastical sites, but that is by no means always the
case. OR 23 has a fairly informal appearance, and may have been carved
for a variety of reasons and in a variety of places. Naversdale is not
associated with any ecclesiastical building, but the primary context of the
inscription is wholly unclear. The runic edge does not appear to have
suffered weathering, so it is a reasonable supposition that the stone was
not exposed to the elements for long after the carving of the inscription.
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Possibly it was kept indoors or built into a wall; indeed, it could already
have been part of some structure at the time the inscription was made.
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The Portormin (Dunbeath)
Runestone
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Abstract

A stone with a short runic inscription was discovered on the beach at Portormin
Harbour in Dunbeath, Caithness, in 1996. The find attracted some press
attention at the time, but has been largely ignored by the runological commu-
nity amid doubts over its authenticity. There has, however, been no detailed
discussion of the stone in a public arena. A description of the inscription is
followed by discussion of several interpretations. There are good reasons for
suspecting that the carvings are of modern origin, but the matter cannot be
settled with certainty; the case invites comparison with the controversies sur-
rounding runic inscriptions in North America.

Keywords: older runes, Caithness, Scotland, modern runic inscriptions, suspect
runic inscriptions, methodology, find report

The find and subsequent examinations

In September 1996 four local schoolchildren found an inscribed boulder
on the beach at Portormin Harbour in Dunbeath, Caithness. Having
studied the Vikings at school in the previous year, the children were able
to recognise the carvings as runic writing. The stone was removed and
stored temporarily in a bothy, and is now on display in the Dunbeath
Heritage Centre.

The find was reported in the John O’Groat Journal (Donaldson 1997)
and in the Caithness Courier (further information unavailable), with sub-
sequent articles in the former and in the Northern Times when the stone
was displayed in the Heritage Centre (Mackay 2007; Northern Times, 28
December 2007).

Soon after its discovery, the stone was sent away for examination by
two research students at the University of Glasgow, Kenneth Brophy
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Fig. 1. The Portormin runestone. Photo by the author.

(now a lecturer at the same university) and Andrew Baines (Donaldson
1997). These two were involved in archaeological research in Caithness,
though neither was a specialist on the early medieval period. No report on
their examination has been published.

The inscription was examined by Prof. Mike MacMahon, also of the
University of Glasgow, who has suggested a number of possible inter-
pretations (see below); and by Prof. Ian Kirby (University of Lausanne).
To date, the only references to the stone in any academic publication are
a brief entry in Blackie and Macaulay (1998, 21 f.), to which Robertson
takes exception in his review (Robertson n.d.); and a mention by Kirby
(2001). The stone was also examined by Barnes and Page, who regarded it
as probably modern (and in any case certainly not Scandinavian) and did
not mention it in their published works.

In 2008 Prof. Judith Jesch brought the Portormin find to my attention,
knowing my interest in modern uses of runes. I eventually inspected and
photographed the stone at the Dunbeath Heritage Centre on 15 August
2011. The following discussion is informed by my conversation with Meg
Sinclair, the current head of the Centre, and discussion with fellow runol-
ogists —in particular, Prof. John Hines and Dr. Peter Pieper. I am grateful
to all of these people, as well as to Prof. Mike MacMahon and to Annette
Jones (whose contribution is discussed below), for their time, assistance
and insight.

Futhark 6 (2015)



The Portormin (Dunbeath) Runestone « 155

Fig. 2. The inscription. Photo by the author.

Description

The stone is a slab of sandstone, approximately rectangular in shape,
measuring c¢. 95 x 52 x 30 cm (Blackie and Macaulay 1998, 21; see fig. 1).
Its edges are rounded by natural weathering, and I see no indications that
the stone’s surface has been deliberately worked or dressed.

The inscription consists of eight characters, deeply and quite precisely
incised, probably with a chisel or other suitable tool. The staves are con-
sistent in size, with a height of approximately 2 cm. The runes form a line
slanting down and to the right relative to the top edge of the stone, with
the final character slightly lower than the notional line of the inscription
(fig. 2). No guide marks or framing lines are visible.

Transrunification and transliteration

The runes are well preserved and present few difficulties to discrimination
and transliteration:

1. Double-barred N h. This graph-type is normal in Anglo-Saxon in-
scriptions by the end of the seventh century (Parsons 1999, 85-87),
but is not found in earlier inscriptions in England (Waxenberger
2010, 552). The earliest securely datable example in England is on
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St. Cuthbert’s coffin (A.D. 698). It is also the usual form of h in the
“South Germanic” inscriptions of the sixth and seventh centuries.

2. T 1. An uneven area near the top of the stave could conceivably
obscure the additional twig of F; but this is unlikely. The irregularity
is almost certainly a natural feature of the stone surface.

3. [ a (or @ if the runes are treated as Anglo-Saxon). The orientation of
the twigs is parallel to that of the twig in the previous character, and
they are of a similar length (c. 13 mm).

4. ¥V f. The twigs are straight and parallel to one another, and do not
quite meet the vertical.

5. This character could be either X g, or t n with a strongly overcut
cross-stroke. The two lines are similar in length (21 and 18 mm) and
cross at the midpoint. The shorter of them is close to vertical, being
approximately parallel to the stave of no. 4. Ambiguity between the
graphemes g and n is not uncommon in inscriptions using older
runes (compare, e.g., Dischingen bow fibula A, KJ 155; Weimar bow
fibula II, KJ 147).

6. < k, with full character height (17 mm). The bottom stroke is slightly
overcut, and slightly curved. “Full-height” forms of < are attested on
the Belland runestone (KJ 83); on one of the rune-inscribed bones
from the lower Weser (Pieper 1989, 116 f.; Nedoma 2004, 325); and
on the Charnay fibula (KJ 6). In the “pre-Old English” inscriptions
(i.e., those dated before c. 650), k is represented by the graph-types A
(Chessell Down pail and scabbard mount; Waxenberger 2010, 49-55)
and ~ (Watchfield purse mount; Waxenberger 2010, 119-22), while
<is not certainly attested at all (it might possibly be present on the
Loveden Hill urn—see below). In Anglo-Saxon inscriptions after c.
700 (Parsons’s “post-reform” period), all of these have been displaced
by K ¢ (although A does appear as a cipher character in the cryptic
text on the Franks Casket). On the Continent, < is the dominant form
throughout the period of use of the script, with the “roof” form *
also attested. The older form may have been known to some scholars
after it fell out of use, but there is no evidence for this. It does not
appear in any of the manuscript lists of runes compiled by Derolez
(1954); the nearest examples I have been able to find in the runica
manuscripta are forms of t resembling a reversed number 7 in the
“Arabic” alphabet of Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Lat. MS
14436 (early eleventh century) and Vienna Nationalbibliothek MS
751 (mid-ninth century; Derolez 1954, 201, 257, 260). Neither of these

Futhark 6 (2015)



The Portormin (Dunbeath) Runestone « 157

alphabets bears much resemblance to any known set of epigraphical
runes. One of the alphabets in De Inventione Litterarum (recorded in
anumber of manuscripts and possibly representing a text originating
in the eighth century) has » as the third letter, with the value gand the
Hebrew letter-name gimel (so the character is perhaps supposed to
represent the Hebrew letter 3). Throughout the manuscript tradition,
runes equivalent to the roman letters <c, k> are variants of Nand/l.
Annette Jones at the University of Nottingham suggested a

possible alternative reading of this character, noting Bammes-
berger’s interpretation of a similar form on the Loveden Hill urn as
a symmetrical form of the u-rune cut at an oblique angle (Bammes-
berger 1991, 125-28; Jones, unpublished notes). This character in the
Loveden Hill inscription has also been read as < k/c (Odenstedt 1980,
30; Page 1999, 180; Parsons 1999, 55, 57). If we are dealing with u
on Loveden Hill, perhaps the similar form on Portormin might be
u as well. However, whereas the Loveden Hill example —whether
interpreted as k or as u—is at an oblique angle relative to the
neighbouring signs, Portormin 1 is not: it seems most reasonable,
therefore, to transliterate it as k.

7. I . The stave is inclined more to the right than that of the previous |
(no. 2).

8. o (or ce if the runes are to be classified as Anglo-Saxon). The left “leg”
is slightly shorter than the right, but the identity of the character is
unambiguous.

The full sequence, then, could be transliterated as hlafgklo or hlafnklo
(older runes) or hlaefgclee or hlaefncloe (Anglo-Saxon runes). The combi-
nation of graph-types favours the former: the inscription contains both
double-barred N and the older form of k, < in its full-height variant ¢
These co-occur on the Continent (e.g., in the futhark on the Charnay
fibula, KJ 6), but not in England. The text does not contain any of the
diagnostically “Anglo-Frisian” or Anglo-Saxon runes (e.g., ' F T).

In an unpublished set of notes on the inscription, MacMahon identifies
a number of circular marks which might be text dividers, and accordingly
he proposes a transliteration :h:lafn-klo. To me it seems more likely that
these marks result from natural weathering: the surface of the stone is
pitted and contains numerous circular depressions of similar size and
shape to those observed between the characters (see fig. 2).
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Interpretation

MacMahon (unpublished notes) advances a number of interpretations, all of
which require some emendation of the text (since it does not appear to be
meaningful without some such emendation), and all of which link the text
with Viking Age Old Norse language. The interpretation which drew most
attention in press reports is based on the suggestion that the second charac-
ter should be R r (ie., that | is the result of carver error; MacMahon does not
claim that the additional strokes necessary to produce r were ever present).
If this is the case, and if no. 5 is n, then the whole sequence could be trans-
literated h{r)afnklo and interpreted as Old Norse (hereafter ON) Hrafn kl6,
a personal name plus byname ‘Hrafn Claw’ (or as a compound ‘raven claw’,
with hrafn taken literally). It is this which led to the “Harry Potter and the
Viking Rune-stone” headline in the Northern Times (Ravenclaw being the
name of one of the four houses in the fictional Hogwarts School of Witchcraft
and Wizardry in J. K. Rowling’s Harry Potter books). This connection must be
coincidental, even if the inscription is modern (the find predates the publi-
cation of Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone in 1997; on the question of
authenticity, see below). The popularity of this interpretation in the press is
no doubt influenced by the Harry Potter resemblance; and also perhaps by
the use of a raven as a county emblem of Caithness (used in the emblem of
Caithness County Council before its incorporation into Highland in 1975).

Hrafn klo is certainly a plausible piece of Old Norse. Hrafn is a common
element in Scandinavian names, and MacMahon notes that Orkneyinga
saga mentions an individual named Hdakon kl6 ‘Hakon Claw’ (Finnbogi
Guomundsson 1965, ch. 33, 54, 56, 104; cf. the translation in, e.g., Palsson
and Edwards 1978).

If the language of the text is Old Norse, then the use of older runes
(including double-barred h, a graph-type unattested in Scandinavian
inscriptions of any period) is unusual: a Norse personal name written by a
non-Scandinavian carver using Anglo-Saxon or Continental characters is
certainly not an impossibility, but it is a curious phenomenon. If the text
belongs to the sixth or seventh centuries, which would be consistent with
the set of characters, the contemporary Scandinavian form of the ‘raven’
word would be *hrab(a)nar < Proto-Germanic (hereafter PGmc) *xrabnaz
(cf. Jarsberg, KJ 70, harabanar, with an additional epenthetic vowel);
a form like Viking Age hrafn would not be expected in this period. The
Jarsberg stone, which does not show syncope, cannot be dated archaeo-
logically (Runenprojekt Kiel database); Krause and Jankuhn (1966, 158)
dated it c. 50050, but on questionable grounds.
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Another possibility is that the language of the inscription might be Old
English (or, if it was made before c. 650/700, pre-Old English). If we allow
the emendation of the second character to r, then the sequence could re-
present Old English (hereafter OF) hraefn ‘raven’ as easily as ON hrafn.
The unemended sequence hlaf calls to mind OE hlaf ‘bread’, although the
vowel in this word is OE /a:/ (< PGmc */ai/), which would normally be
written using the rune F. There is certainly some variation between <a>
and <ee> spellings in Old English manuscripts, and there is at least one
apparent case of a where we would expect @ in an Anglo-Saxon runic
inscription (Mote of Mark apili; Waxenberger 2010, 88). A sequence on
the Loveden Hill urn, hlae* (Waxenberger uses a mixed transliteration and
transrunification, hlf[.]), has been interpreted as hlaf (Odenstedt 1980, 30;
for more detail and other interpretations, see Waxenberger 2010, 156).

There are no instances of hlaf spelled with <ae> in the Dictionary of
Old English online corpus, except in the compound hl&fdige ‘lady’, where
<ze> represents the i-umlaut of /a:/ > /a:/. This clearly does not apply
in the present inscription: the spelling hleef would be irregular, perhaps
simply the result of carver error, and I find it extremely unlikely (though
not completely impossible) that hlaf was intended.

The spelling klo ~ clee is very unlikely to represent OE cla ~ clawu ~ cléo
‘claw’ < PGmce “klewo; although if the final rune is allowed to stand for
(pre-)OE /o(:)/, the sequence could represent an unattested cognate of ON
ki6 (< PGme “klowo); if this existed in Old English, we would expect the
form *clo ~ *clowu. No word *clee (regular West Saxon *cle) is attested in
Old English.

If hlaf and klo (or hlzef and clee) are words, the character between them
(n or g) remains unaccounted for. However we read the ambiguous fifth
character, it does not yield a plausible Germanic word of any kind without
emendation.

None of the interpretations discussed here is entirely satisfactory. It
should be added that MacMahon also considers an interpretation based on
a right-to-left direction of reading (olknfalh) or olkgfalh); however, since
all of the asymmetrical characters face to the right, it is more likely that a
left-to-right reading was intended.

Context and the question of authenticity

Perhaps the most pressing question surrounding this inscription is that
of whether or not the inscription is “genuine” —or better, the question
of whether or not it is modern (we should refrain from labelling an
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inscription as a fake or a forgery unless there is some indication that the
carver’s intention was to deceive). Following the example set by Prof.
Henrik Williams in his studies of the American runestones, I endeavour
to view the evidence as dispassionately as possible. It should be stated at
the outset that there is at present no known scientific method for dating
carvings on stone, and other types of evidence must therefore be relied
on.

Location of Dunbeath

The most immediate cause for suspicion is the location of the find: Dun-
beath is in the far north of Scotland, far outside Northumbrian territory,
and much further north than any other known find-site in Britain of an
inscription using older runes or Anglo-Saxon runes, so the appearance of
an apparently early runic text in Caithness is surprising. This strangeness,
taken together with the lack of any archaeological context for the find, led
Barnes and Page to the view that the inscription was likely to be modern
(Barnes, email 9 September 2011).

In defence of a non-modern origin, it is worth recalling that although
the location seems rather remote and isolated now, Dunbeath in the early
Middle Ages was connected with larger networks of religious communities
and intellectual culture. Excavations close to Dunbeath at Chapel Hill,
Ballachly (National Grid Reference ND 1138 3295) indicate the probable
presence of a monastic community as early as the seventh century (Banks
and Hooper 1998; Laing 2007; 2009a; 2009b; 2010; RCAHMS online;
Saunders 2009); and some 50—-60 miles down the coast is the ecclesiastical
centre of Portmahomack, which by the eighth century had connections
with Northumbria, and possibly with Continental Europe as well (Laing
2006, 323; Woolf 2007, 36 f.; Carver 2004, 2008). That some member of
this or another Pictish religious community might have learned the runic
alphabet through contact with Northumbrian monks—or that a North-
umbrian who knew the script might have travelled to northern Pict-
land —is not inconceivable. The fondness of early medieval scholars for
archaic and exotic alphabets is well known, and exemplified in the in-
scriptions on the Hackness cross: as well as inscriptions in roman letters
and ordinary Anglo-Saxon runes, this monument bears what appears to
be a text using a variant form of “twig-runes”, and possibly another using
an alphabet based on or inspired by ogham. Neither of them has been
satisfactorily read or interpreted (see Derolez 1954, 140-42; R. I. Page in
Lang 1991, 136, 139).
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All of this is pure speculation, however; we have no positive evidence to
support such a hypothesis, given the absence of other non-Scandinavian
runic inscriptions in this region (the closest site associated with Anglo-
Saxon runes is Lindisfarne). Roman and ogham script were both known
in the area in the early Middle Ages; the Celtic Inscribed Stones Project
database includes two ogham inscriptions from Caithness, one of them at
Latheron (about 4 miles from Dunbeath).

Type of runes

As noted above, the combination of graph-types present in the inscription
is most consistent with the Continental or “South Germanic” inscriptions,
although we could be dealing with Anglo-Saxon runes with a curiously
archaic or foreign L. This set of characters is probably sufficient reason to
rule out the possibility of a Viking Age or medieval Scandinavian origin:
some Scandinavians were able to read the older runes during the Viking
period (older runes are found on the ninth-century Rok stone, Og 136), but
it is unlikely that knowledge of this type of script was widespread. The
two known runic inscriptions in Caithness (Sc 11 Thurso I; Sc 15 Thurso II)
were both produced in the late Viking period, most likely in the eleventh
century (Barnes and Page 2006, 243, 251) and — as one would expect —use
younger Scandinavian runes. If the Portormin inscription were made by
a Scandinavian during this period, it would be extraordinary for him or
her to have used archaic runes rather than contemporary ones. Robertson
(n.d.) makes a similar point, and goes so far as to assert that the Portormin
inscription is “a fake, written perhaps by a fan of The Hobbit”.V

The reference to The Hobbit is not particularly helpful, and if the inscrip-
tion is modern, I see no reason to point to Tolkien as a source of inspiration:
in The Hobbit (1937), the author transliterates modern English text with
consistent use of F for <o>, while X is used for <ee> (e.g. ¥ T = feet). He
distinguishes between <c> and <k>, using the normal Anglo-Saxon form k
for the former, and a variant of this form for the latter. The older < does not
appear in this work in either half-height or full-height forms. The system of
runes (Cirth) used for the writings of the Dwarves in The Lord of the Rings
is Tolkien’s own invention; although many of the characters have familiar
shapes (and the system does contain a grapheme | with full character
height), the relations between grapheme and sound are unconnected
with any historical form of runic writing. If the Portormin inscription is
transliterated using Cirth values, it reads étdgzstu (if no. 5 is X), étdglstu
(if no. 5 is 1) or etdglhstu (if no. 5 is 1; Tolkien 1954-55, Appendix E,
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represents it as lh, presumably a voiceless /1/, hence the transliteration |).
None of these is meaningful in any modern European language, nor (I sus-
pect, though I am not certain) in any of Tolkien’s languages.

Content and execution of the inscription

The difficulties of interpreting the text do not in themselves argue for
or against a modern origin. The runological community is familiar with
“genuine” inscriptions which defy interpretation and which may not be
linguistically meaningful, and on the other hand with modern inscrip-
tions both meaningful (e.g., Waukegan horn) and meaningless (e.g., Maria
Saaler Berg bone). A useful parallel is the Heavener runestone in Okla-
homa, a large sandstone slab bearing a short inscription in older runes
(eight characters, coincidentally the same length as the Portormin inscrip-
tion) which is almost certainly modern. The Heavener inscription, like
the Portormin one, is quite easy to read, apart from a single ambiguous
character (it can be transliterated gnomedal or glomedal), but not easy to
interpret (Farley 1993, 217-45). The Heavener characters are much larger
(ranging from 16 to 24 cm in height) and more widely spaced (Tompsen
2011, 10-16): the inscription was clearly made to be visible to the passer-
by. The same cannot be said for Portormin.

The execution of the inscription must also be considered. The characters
are carefully incised, well formed and regular in height: this inscription
appears to have been done by someone with appropriate stone-cutting
tools and some competence in their use. This being the case, even if the in-
scription is modern I think it unlikely that it is the work of its discoverers,
who were aged between 9 and 11 years at the time (Donaldson 1997). That
said, it is worth noting the recent claim by Everett Brown of Providence,
Rhode Island, that he carved the Narragansett inscription in 1964 at the
age of 13, a claim which has however been disputed (Church 2014a; 2014b).

Condition and location of the stone

When I visited Dunbeath to inspect the stone, my first impression was that
the edges of the cuts were surprisingly sharp. MacMahon (unpublished
notes), on the other hand, is of the opinion that the weathering on the
carvings is comparable to that elsewhere on the stone (with the implication
that it is not modern).

Nan Bethune, head of the Dunbeath Preservation Trust at the time of
the discovery, noted the likelihood that the stone had fallen to the beach,
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having formerly been on top of the cliffs (Bethune, unpublished notes).
Her reasons for thinking that this is the case were, primarily, the fact that
several blocks of polystyrene were found below the stone when it was
removed from the beach. The cliffs are known to be unstable, and there are
historical records of landslides in the area. A block of similar size to the
runestone was monitored, and within six months had been undermined
by the sea and fallen to a spot close to that where the runestone was
found. If it is the case that the stone had originally been located on top
of the cliff, this does not really help us to determine whether or not it is
modern. It is, however, consistent with a hypothetical scenario in which
the inscribed surface was protected from the elements and only uncovered
when the stone fell from above; and the purpose of this speculation seems
to have been to explain the surprisingly good physical condition of the
inscription.

Whether this scenario is correct or not, impressionistic assessments
of weathering are not at all reliable for assessing the age of carvings on
stone. Despite my initial impression, I am not satisfied that the edges of
the runes on the Portormin stone are obviously sharper than, for example,
those on the Hogganvik runestone, which has been dated to A.D. c. 350—
400 (Knirk 2011, 30 f., 37 £.). This stone seems to have lain for a long period
with the inscribed surface facing down, which would have protected the
carvings from the elements and may explain their remarkably good con-
dition. Then again, the Hogganvik stone is composed of augen gneiss, a
much harder stone than that of Portormin. A better comparison would be
the Pictish carved slab found at Ballachly (see above), which is on display
in the Dunbeath Heritage Centre. It appears to be made from the same,
or a similar, type of sandstone, and when I examined it, the edges of the
carvings seemed to me to be smoother than those on the runestone; but
I am far from convinced that my impressions are accurate, or that the
apparent differences imply that the Portormin runestone must be modern.

As a cautionary note, it is remarkable how often weathering is invoked
in defence of stone carvings whose authenticity is disputed. Arguments
of this sort have been presented as evidence against a modern origin for
many of the North American runestones; the Kleines Schulerloch cave
inscription, which remains controversial (see the series of five contribu-
tions to Bammesberger and Waxenberger 2006); and a runestone in Sma-
land (Sm NOR1994;25 Markaryd), which is almost certainly modern and
was probably made as recently as 1960 or 1961 (Knutsson 1996; Ogemark
1996). Impressionistic observations about such things as erosion, flaking or
lichen growth would appear to have limited value as evidence for or against
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the authenticity of an inscription. Genuinely scientific investigations may
be more trustworthy, if they are properly carried out and their findings
presented in sufficient detail to be repeatable and falsifiable. In the famous
case of the Kensington runestone, the geological examination by Scott F.
Wolter in the early 2000s concludes that the carvings must be more than
200 years old (and infers, since there were no Scandinavian migrants in
Minnesota in the eighteenth century, that they must be medieval); but
neither Wolter’s report nor the responses to it by professional geologists
have been published (Williams 2012, 11 f.). As stressed at the beginning
of this discussion, there exists no reliable scientific method for dating
carvings on stone, or for authenticating them.

We could obtain more trustworthy data on the sharpness or otherwise
of carvings by laser scanning or other objective measurements; but these
would not necessarily resolve the issue. They would enable us to compare
the relative degree of weathering between, say, the Portormin runestone
and Pictish carved stones from the same area, but the results of any such
measurement could still be interpreted in different ways. As far as I am
aware, the only physical test conducted on the stone is an ultraviolet
fluorescence test performed by Kirby in 2000 and mentioned in several
publications (Kirby 2001; 2003, 539). Although he gives no details of the
procedure in these articles, it is the same technique used by Pieper during
his and Kirby’s investigations of American runestones (Kirby 2007; Pieper
2007). This type of test depends on the premise that stone which has been
worked recently will fluoresce brightly under ultraviolet light; according
to Kirby (2007, 95), fluorescence will be seen with inscriptions made as
long ago as the early twentieth century, but not if they are older. Pieper
has pointed out that the results can vary depending on the type of stone
(pers. comm., 16 March 2012). His earlier use of this technique on subfossil
bone found that artificial markings ceased to fluoresce after two weeks or
so (Pieper 1989, 90 f.). Kirby’s reporting of his methodology and findings is
far from satisfactory. An examination of this sort can only be considered
reliable evidence if it is conducted by someone with appropriate expertise,
and is published in a proper scientific manner with a detailed account of
the methods used.

Summary and conclusion

For an inscription like this, which cannot be (or, at any rate, has not been)
dated in any independent or objective way, it is impossible to come to a
firm conclusion about whether or not it is modern. The investigator must
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instead make a “best guess” using the available evidence, and it seems to
me that the balance of probabilities favours a modern origin. For the in-
scription to have been made in the early medieval period, it would have to
be exceptional with respect to both the location and the set of characters
used.

We cannot absolutely rule out the possibility that the inscription is
“genuine” — that is to say, one can devise a scenario in which some indi-
vidual who knew this particular version of the script, with its unusual
form of k, was living in the Dunbeath area in the early Middle Ages (per-
haps in the seventh or early eighth century) and made the inscription,
which may then have been covered until relatively recently. This scenario,
however, requires a substantial degree of special pleading, whereas a
modern origin is much more easily accounted for. The proficiency of
the carving makes it seem unlikely (though not necessarily impossible)
that the children who discovered the inscription made it. Bearing this
in mind, and taking Kirby’s fluorescence test at face value, it would be
reasonable to speculate —although it must be stressed that this is mere
speculation — that the inscription may have been made in the second half
of the nineteenth century, when there seems to have been something of a
fashion for creating “ancient” inscriptions (whether as deliberate hoaxes,
out of antiquarian interest or for simple amusement). Barnes and Page
mention two inscriptions in Scotland from this period, at Glamis (Angus)
and Oykel Bridge (Ross and Cromarty), which were erroneously reported
as genuine for some time after their discovery. The Ring of Brodgar, a
prehistoric stone circle on Orkney, also bears nineteenth- and twentieth-
century graffiti (mostly non-runic), and it is possible that the “twig-rune”
inscriptions on two of the stones—one of which is now lost —are also
modern (Barnes and Page 2006, 28, 40-43, 161-66).

As has been remarked by some of the colleagues with whom I have dis-
cussed the Portormin inscription, it is prudent to exercise especial caution
when dealing with an inscription in older runes, particularly when the
inscription is on a stone with no decoration or other carvings, and lacking
any archaeological context. Modern pagans and amateur enthusiasts tend
to focus their attention on the older futhark as the “original” or most ancient
form of runic script; and it is not uncommon for amateurs to mistakenly
associate these runes with the Vikings. A recent example, shown to me
by Profs. Michael Barnes and Judith Jesch, is a rock inscription reported
in north-east Caithness by the journalist Noel Donaldson, which bears
the name of Sveinn Asleifarson (who lived in the twelfth century, and
is mentioned in Orkneyinga saga as owning land in Caithness) in older
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runes: swinaslifarson. The use of { T for ON ei might have been inspired
by the hypothesis that the original value of this rune was early PGmc
*/ei/ > */i:/ (Krause and Jankuhn 1966, 5, citing Jungandreas 1935, 106;
Mees 2011). Far from being an obscure idea known only to philologists,
anyone acquainted with modern popular and pagan literature on runes
(e.g., Blum 1982; Thorsson 1984) will know this rune by the name eihwaz
or eiwaz (also iwaz in some places).  must add that, despite the scepticism
expressed above about arguments based on weathering, in this case the
cuts look so extraordinarily sharp and fresh that there can be little doubt
that they are not only modern but very recent.

Bearing this last point in mind, we should perhaps be a little more sus-
picious of the full-height k in the Portormin inscription: although this
graph-type is attested in a few older inscriptions, it is very natural for a
modern carver with limited knowledge of the script to make the character
the same size as the other runes. We can see this phenomenon on another
American runestone, found at Shawnee, Oklahoma, which is probably a
nineteenth- or twentieth-century production. It is a small piece of reddish
sandstone bearing a short inscription in older runes, midok, with full-
height k (Farley 1993, 234-36).

The runological community has in general been dismissive of sus-
pected modern inscriptions, for various reasons. In the first place, most
runologists are interested principally in the languages and cultures of
pre-modern periods, to which more recent texts obviously have little rele-
vance. Secondly, academics are understandably wary of being taken in
by a deliberate hoax, and often wish to avoid drawing attention to an
inscription which is fdlschungsverddchtig (suspected of being a forgery).
Thirdly, the prudent academic may prefer to avoid becoming entangled
in controversy which can be extremely vitriolic, as a casual web search
for material on the Kensington runestone will illustrate; and academic
scepticism may well meet with suspicion or even outright hostility (see
Williams 2012, 9).

Despite these concerns, modern inscriptions — or inscriptions suspected
of being modern — deserve serious study by scholars with specialist skills,
so that the evidence for or against a modern origin can be evaluated with
care and rigour. The practical and methodological challenges of estab-
lishing whether or not an inscription is modern are instructive in them-
selves, and can help us to develop more critical approaches to dating and
the assignment of provenance when studying older inscriptions.

If the Portormin inscription was made in the nineteenth or twentieth
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century, it nonetheless remains a valuable part of the local history of
Caithness and a proper object of study for runologists. Modern runic
writing is still runic writing, after all, and is of particular value to those
of us interested in medievalism and the modern performance of ethnic/
national identity and heritage. A modern inscription invites the same
general historical questions as a medieval one: Who made it, when, how,
and for what purpose? What was the creator trying to communicate, and
to whom?
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Till tolkningen av ristarsignaturen
pa G 343 fran S:t Hans ruin i Visby

Magnus Kallstrom (Swedish National Heritage Board)

Inskriften pa den markliga senvikingatida gravhall som 1982 patraffades
vid S:t Hans ruin i Visby (G 343) avslutas med en ristarsignatur, som har
lasts och tolkats pa f6ljande sétt (Gustavson och Snzedal, manus: Visby
stad, 14, runorna 99-122; skiljetecknet mellan ristu och stain infort efter
Gustavson 1982, 87):

... auk : porlaifr : pau : ristu : stain
... auk Porlaifr, pau ristu stain.
»... och Torlaiv, de ristade stenen.»

Det som sarskilt har vackt uppméarksamhet ar att denna sten &r ristad
av tva personer, varav den ena maste ha varit en kvinna. Namnet saknas
visserligen, men av formen péa pronomenet (neutrum plural) framgéar att
ristarna maste ha haft olika kon. Detta fastslogs av Helmer Gustavson
redan vid den forsta publiceringen av fyndet (Gustavson 1982, 88) och
har sedan upprepats i flera olika sammanhang. De som har yttrat sig om
denna inskrift har vad jag vet alla godkant denna slutsats inklusive jag
sjalv (se t.ex. Snzedal 2002, 84; Lundin 2003, 16; Kallstrom 2007, 214).

Att kvinnor har upptratt som runristare i sten under vikingatid &r
mycket sallsynt, men atminstone ett par nagorlunda sakra fall finns i det
svenska runmaterialet, bada av nigon anledning fran Norrland (Hs 21
samt M 2, se Kallstrom 2007, 214 med hénvisningar).

Ingen har vad jag vet ifragasatt lasningen av ordet pau. Betraffande
den sista runan skriver ocksad Gustavson: "I 112 u ar toppen bortvittrad,
runan dock sikert u” (Gustavson, Sneedal Brink och Strid 1983, 226), nagot
som dven upprepas i manuset till den avslutande delen av Gotlands run-
inskrifter (Gustavson och Sneedal, manus: Visby stad, 15). I den forsta pub-
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$(pa E X -
Fig. 1. Detalj av den aktuella runféljden pa stenen fran S:t Hans ruin. Foto: Magnus
Kallstrom, 2013.

liceringen (Gustavson 1982, 90, not 3) har han dock ett lite utférligare
resonemang, som kan vara vart att citera:

Pronominet har ristats pau, dvs det star i neutrum pluralis. Toppen av u-runan

ar visserligen forsliten, men lasningen méste anses saker. En lisning pair, d v s i
maskulinum pluralis, skulle forutsitta en R-runa med en tidigare inte kind form |.

Férmodligen tanker Gustavson i det senare fallet pa en R-runa av kort-
kvisttyp (1), som har getts full runhéjd och pa satt formmaéssigt kommit att
sammanfalla med runan f6r i. Samma sak har ju genom felristning emel-
lanat skett med den snarlika kortkvistrunan s (t.ex. runa 28 s pa U 236, se
vidare kommentaren i SRI, 6: 392).

I samband med ett par besok i Gotlands museums magasin den 10-11
december 2014 fick jag anledning att titta lite ndrmare pa den aktuella
runfoljden och gjorde da nagra iakttagelser, som jag tror ar av stor vikt
for forstaelsen av denna del av texten.

Den antagna u-runan bestar av tva lodrata stavar, som nedtill ar paral-
lella, men dar den hogra 20 mm ovanfor basen svagt bojer av at vénster.
Avstandet mellan de bada stavarna dr nedtill 10mm, upptill 5mm. Sta-
varna ar alltsa inte forenade och tvart emot vad Gustavson skriver finns
inget som tyder pa nagot har skulle ha férsvunnit genom vittring. De tva
stavarna kan alltsa lika girna uppfattas som tva separata runor, en mojlig-
het som att doma av citatet ovan ocksé har foresvavat Gustavson.

Givetvis ar det fortfarande mojligt att hér lasa en u-runa, men man
maste i sa fall anta att huvudstav och bistav aldrig har varit forenade,
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Fig. 2. Den aktuella runfoljden medan stenen lag in situ. Foto: Eric Swanstrom, 1982
(Runverkets handarkiv).

vilket 4r nagot ovéntat i en rad av runor som &r ristade utan nagon 6vre
begransningslinje. Dessutom har inskriftens u-runor i 6vrigt en helt
annan form. Bistaven ansluter hér alltid till toppen eller strax nedanfor
denna. Samma sak géller samtliga r-runor i inskriften.

Dessutom kan man notera ytterligare en liten detalj pa den antagna
bistaven i runa 112, som markligt nog inte har omnamnts i tidigare be-
skrivningar av inskriften. Strax ovanfor basen finns en tydlig borrad
punkt, som méter 3 mm i diameter (fig. 1). Punkten &r inte markerad i den
nuvarande uppmalningen men é&r fullt synlig pa ett fotografi som togs i
januari 1982, da stenen dnnu lag in situ (fig. 2), och den kan dérfor inte
ha tillkommit senare. Tecknet har alltsa egentligen formen |. Liknande
borrade punkter forekommer i andra delar av inskriften, bl.a. i de kolon-
formade skiljetecknen, som stingningar i runorna t e och P y samt i &nd-
avslutningen av bistavarna i vissa runor som h, n och a. I det senare fallet
anvands dock inte dessa punktavslutningar sarskilt konsekvent utan bara
i enstaka fall. Dessutom har tre av de kortkvist-s som férekommer i in-
skriften en borrad punkt i den nedre anden (*). Daremot finns vad jag har
kunnat se inga fler exempel i inskriften pa att huvudstavar med full run-
héjd avslutas med borrade punkter.

Punkten vid basen péa den andra staven i runa 112 &r djup och tydlig.
Den maste darfor vara avsiktligt tillkommen och férmodligen ocksa bety-
delsebarande. Fragan &r hur den skall bedomas.

Teckenformen som sadan ar inte okdnd i runmaterialet, men den fore-
kommer bara i ritt speciella sammanhang. I de medeltida runinskrifterna
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palsland dr exempelvis | den normala formen for s dven om punkten ocksa
kan ha formen av en ring eller romb. Enligt Beeksted (1942, 51) har denna
runform utvecklats fran !,”idet man af skenhedshensyn har foretrukket
runer af fuld hejde”. En liknande variant férekommer dven sporadiskt pa
svenskt omrade under medeltiden, men punkten ar da vad jag har kunnat
se alltid ersatt med ett litet tvarstreck eller ring och runan anvands som en
motsvarighet till det latinska alfabetets c och z. Pa Gotland upptrader den
forra varianten i namnen iacobus och laurencius i ett par putsinskrifter
i Fide kyrka (G 31). Den senare forekommer i en alfabetinskrift ristad pa
vaggen i Gardslosa kyrka pa Oland (Ol NOR1997;31).

Pa en runpinne fran Bergen (N 648) fran borjan av 1300-talet finns ett
enstaka exempel dér | har anvints som tecken for s. Det ar dock tydligt att
det héar ror sig om en korrigerad felristning. Ristaren har rakat dra staven
hela vdgen ned och pa sa sitt fatt en i-runa, men genom punkten nedtill
har han markerat att den bor uppfattas som s (se Spurkland 1991, 73f.).

Nu tillhor gravhéllen fran S:t Hans av allt att doma den senare hélften
av 1000-talet (Gustavson och Sneedal, manus: Visby stad, 19), men moj-
ligheten att det ror sig om en i-runa som genom den borrade punkten
har korrigerats till s kan inte uteslutas. Runf6ljden skall i sa fall aterges
som pais, en skrivning foér pronomenet peir som faktiskt finns belagd i
runmaterialet, ndmligen pa runstenen U 61 vid Spanga kyrka i Uppland.
Beldgget pa U 61 utgor ett av flera vikingatida beldgg pa att s-runan har
anvants istéllet for vintat R och de ha forklarats med att /s/ och /r/ uttals-
maéssigt 1ag nira varandra (se vidare Larsson 2002, 84-87). Det ar vl inte
helt otdnkbart att samma fenomen kan foreligga pa gravhillen pa S:t
Hans, 4ven om de kénda exemplen pa skrivningen s for /r/ framst verkar
forekomma 1 inskrifter fran 1000-talets forsta hélft (Larsson 2002, 86f.),
medan gravhillen fran S:t Hans bor tillhora den senare delen av detta
arhundrade. Nagot exempel pa forvixlingen av R och s dr dessutom inte
tidigare ként fran Gotland.

Det finns dock &nnu en méjlighet, namligen att det handlar om en tidigare
okdnd variant av runan R. Fragan ar varfor den i sa fall har fatt denna form.
En tanke ér att den kan ha bildats i anslutning till kortkvistvarianten [ mi
analogi med teckenparet T m: A Ribland lingkvistrunorna. En sadan idé
motsdgs dock av att det saknas sidkra exempel pa att kortkvistvarianten av
m har varit i bruk pa Gotland under 1000-talet, &ven om den férekommer
pa en del dldre monument, som vid denna tid fortfarande kan ha statt ute
i landskapet och som man bor ha kunnat lasa. Ett sadant dr den berémda
Pilgardsstenen i Boge (G 280).
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En betydligt rimligare tanke &r att punkten har tillkommit som en ersétt-
ning for bistavarnai A utan att ristaren har haft kortkvistrunradens m-runa
i tankarna. Kanske kom huvudstaven for nara den féregiende runan, vilket
har gjort utrymmet lite for trangt for att ge runan den traditionella formen.
Att R-runan skulle férekomma i tva skilda varianter utgdr ingen invénd-
ning, eftersom inskriften i évrigt uppvisar en viss variation i runformerna.
Runan s upptriader exempelvis bade som 4 och ! och just i ristarsignaturen
finns vid sidan av langkvistrunan T t aven kortkvistvarianten 1.

Atttidigare inte patraffade runformer kan dyka upp i materialet 4r egent-
ligen inget konstigt. Man kan hér erinra om den avslutande runféljden
[} pa Sc 11 Thurso I, dir den férsta runan formmassigt svarar mot kort-
kvistrunan m, men dér bade sammanhanget och andra omstandigheter
visar att det maste handla om en s-runa. Ordet bor ndmligen tolkas som
pronomenet sinn. Hur denna variant av s har uppkommit &r dock mindre
klart, men det a4r mojligt att bade felhuggningar och stenytans struktur
kan ha inverkat (se diskussion i Barnes och Page 2006, 241).

Jag vill alltsa hivda att det finns goda skil att uppfatta | pa gravhillen
fran S:t Hans ruin som en R-runa. Pronomenet i ristarsignaturen lyder i
sa fall pair, vilket betyder att det forlorade namnet i bérjan av signaturen
bor ha varit ett mansnamn. Den som forsiktigtvis vill limna runan oiden-
tifierad kan givetvis i stéllet vélja translittereringen pai- (efter Futhark-
systemet paix), men tolkningen blir &nd4 densamma.

Naturligtvis ar det mycket trakigt att behéva avskriva en visserligen
anonym kvinnlig runristare till forman for en lika anonym manlig, men i
runologisk forskning maste ldsningen alltid séttas i forsta rummet. Istéllet
far vi gladja oss at att med ratt stor sannolikhet ha identifierat en tidigare
okdnd variant av runan R. Huruvida denna har skapats rent ad hoc eller
om den dven har férekommit i andra sammanhang far vil framtida forsk-
ning utvisa.
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Den malade runtexten
i Torpa kyrka (Og 218)

Magnus Kallstrom (Swedish National Heritage Board)

I Torpa kyrka fanns pa 1700- och 1800-talen en runinskrift, som i Oster-
gotlands runinskrifter (SR, 2) r upptagen som Og 218. Den ildsta kinda
uppgiften om denna inskrift harrér fran C. F. Broocman (1760, 2: 80), som
skriver: P4 muren wid Pradikstolen star med Rune-Bokstafwer namnet
Sven Nilss. Gotus, dock wet man ej for hwilken orsak skul thet &r ditsatt.”
Nastan hundra ar senare noterade L. F. Raaf (1865, 238) foljande om
inskriften i sin beskrivning av Torpa kyrka:

De malningar, som utan tvifvel hir funnits pa hvalf och vaggar, dro langesedan
undangémda af den hvitkalk, hvarmed kyrkan ofta blifvit bestruken. Vid ett af
dessa tillfallen har en pa muren vid uppgangen till predikstolen med svart ritad
runeinskrift, hvilken Broocman férmodligen riktigt last till: "Sven Nils. Gotus”,
blifvit till sina férsta mynder oriktigt fornyad. Att denna person varit nagon
af de manga pastorer under medeltiden, om hvilka vara urkunder lemna oss
i fullkomlig okunnighet, b6r anforas endast sasom en gissning, stddd pa den
plats, detta namn erhallit.

Nar Erik Brate publicerade inskriften i det sista hiftet av Ostergétlands
runinskrifter (SRI, 2) 1918, gick den inte langre att aterfinna. Brate har
formodligen inte sjilv varit pa platsen, men namner (s. 206) att "[e]nligt
meddelande fran lektor O. Klockhoff 1904 har en son till kyrkoh[erden]
Villner i Torpa forgives letat efter inskriften”. I Runverkets filtexemplar
C har nagon antecknat i marginalen att den “6vermalades 1892 (enl[igt]
hovpred[ikant] Bo Giertz).” Om detta stimmer har inskriften férsvunnit
i samband med de omfattande reparationsarbeten som utférdes 1891-92,
da bland annat de nuvarande vagg- och valvmalningarna i kyrkan tillkom
(Cnattingius 1981, 6). Nagra runor iakttogs inte vid den mer varsamma
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Fig. 1. Uppteckningen av runorna i "Kyrkoinventarium” 1829 (fér Torpa kyrka, Ostergot-
land). ATA.

renovering som genomférdes 1939 och inte heller Arthur Nordén kunde
uppticka nagra spar av dem vid sitt besok 1947 (Nordén 1948, 288d).

Brate namner inget om aldern pa runorna i Torpa kyrka, men eftersom
han har upptagit inskriften under ett eget nummer maste han ha uppfattat
den som medeltida. S& har ocksé skett i Samnordisk runtextdatabas, 4ven
om dateringen har forsetts med ett fragetecken samt anmérkningen "even-
tuellt eftermedeltida”. En sddan misstanke har tydligen funnits redan hos
J. G. Liljegren. I sin Run-Ldra (1832, 213 noten) omtalar han ndmligen den
som ett exempel pa det allra yngsta runbruket tillsammans med efter-
reformatoriska inskrifter som Ol 34 och Ol 54 i Runstens respektive Lots
kyrkor. Det bor ocksé noteras att den saknas i hans Run-urkunder, som
utkom aret efter. Texten aterger han 1832 som Swen Nils Gothus.

Nagon avbildning av sjdlva runorna forekommer inte i de ovan naimnda
kallorna utan inskriften aterges genomgéende med latinska bokstaver.
Dessa atergivningar ar inte heller helt samstdmmiga. Enligt Broocman
ska exempelvis det andra namnet ha varit "Nilss.”, medan Liljegren och
R&af har ”Nils” respektive "Nils.”.

Lyckligtvis finns det nagra forbisedda kéllor dar runorna faktiskt &r
avbildade. Den é&ldsta finns i "Kyrkoinventarium” 1829. Har redogors
bland annat for de texter som da fanns mélade pa olika platser i Torpa
kyrka och som nummer 4 anfors: "Pa pelaren, vid hvilken Predikstolen ar
fastad, synas ristade dessa runska bokstéafver:”, varefter inskriften aterges
med runor (se fig. 1).

Man igenkdnner har texten hos Broocman och Raaf dven om vissa
runor har en ganska marklig form. Det géller bland annat den runa som
maste avse s och som nirmast liknar en t-runa med ensidig bistav (7).
Intressantast 4r dock u-runans symmetriska husgavellika form, som tyd-
ligt visar att det inte kan handla om en medeltida inskrift, utan att den
maste ha tillkommit i nyare tid. Denna variant forekommer namligen
aldrig i medeltida runinskrifter (jfr Nordby 2001, 53). I samma riktning
talar n-runan med en ensidig bistav som har dragits hela viagen ned till
baslinjen, liksom t-runan med tvé bistavar (T). Ocksa o-runan, som har
tecknats med vagrita dubbelsidiga bistavar, ar vérd att notera.
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Fig. 2. Inskriften i Torpa kyrka i brevet fran J. H. Wallman till J. Adlerberth 1834. Efter ori-
ginal i Linkdpings Stiftsbibliotek.

Inskriften i Torpa kyrka har nagot senare dven granskats av forn-
forskaren J. H. Wallman, som 1i ett brev till Jacob Adlerbeth den 16 april
1834, meddelar foljande:

I Torpa aftecknade jag den i Broocman omnadmnda, korta runinscriptionen,
pa en pelare upp till Predikstolen, malad med oljefarg ganska sorgfilligt, och
vid kyrkans hvitmenande bibehallen, dock ej utan all skada. Den ar f6ljande:
Sven : Nils(son?) Gotus.

Darefter aterges inskriften med runor (fig. 2). En blyertsteckning, som
formodligen utgér Wallmans originalteckning (fig. 3), finns bevarad i
Wallmans samling i Nordiska museets arkiv, men &r dar placerad under
”Anteckningar rérande Smaland [och] Kalmar lan”, vilket kan forklara
varfor den hittills har blivit férbisedd. Enligt teckningarna har inskriften
varit fordelad pa tva rader och haft foljande lydelse:’

suen : nils
- kotus :

Ovanfor har Wallman pé blyertsteckningen (fig. 3) skrivit ”2 % tum” dvs.
6,5 cm, vilket rimligtvis bor avse langden pa den dvre raden i inskriften.
Wallmans teckning ar mycket viktig, eftersom den visar att runorna
varit férsedda med seriffer. Det framgar ocksa att teckenuppsattningen ar
sa gott som identisk med den som férekommer i ”Alphabetum Gothicum”
av Johannes och Olaus Magnus i Gothorum Sveonumgque Historia fran 1554

!Framfor runan k finns en hogt placerad punkt. Den kan verka tillfallig pa blyertsteckningen,
men eftersom den ocksa finns med i bldckteckningen i brevet maste den vara avsiktlig och
tas darfor med i translittereringen.
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Fig. 3.]J. H. Wallmans uppteckning av runorna i Torpa kyrka. Efter original i Nordiska
museets arkiv.

respektive Historia de Gentibus Septentrionalibus fran 1555 (fig. 4). Man
kanner igen den karakteristiska s-runan, den symmetriska u-runan och
e-runan med en stingning i form av ett langt vagratt tvarstreck. Broderna
Magnus’ runalfabet ger ocksa en forklaring till den méarkliga o-runan hos
Wallman, som mest liknar en bakvind p-runa (9). P4 trasnittet har nam-
ligen serifferna pa bistavarna i 4 flutit samman och det ar formodligen
detta som reflekteras i o-runan i Torpa kyrka. En annan mojlighet &r att
det har skett en forvixling med runan fér q som har just denna form.
Att Wallman forvanats 6ver runans utseende framgar av att han gjort en
sarskild teckning av den. Markligt ar att samma runa i "Kyrkoinventarium”
1829 har tecknats med dubbelsidiga bistavar, men férmodligen beror det
pa en oriktig normalisering. Den enda avvikelsen fran broderna Magnus’
runalfabet ar egentligen n-runan, dér bistaven i Torpainskriften nar 4nda
ned till baslinjen. Detta &r samtidigt en mycket typisk variant av n-runan
under efterreformatorisk tid (se t.ex. Nordby 2001, 47).

Det finns alltsa ingen som helst anledning att rakna med Torpainskriften
som medeltida, utan den kan tidigast ha tillkommit under den senare
halften av 1500-talet, men givetvis ocksa senare. Inskriften har dock
sitt intresse som dnnu ett exempel pa hur Johannes och Olaus Magnus’
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Fig. 4. Johannes och Olaus Magnus’ “Alphabetum Gothicum” fran 1554-55. Efter von
Friesen 1933, 241.

”Alphabetum Gothicum” har tjdnat som en direkt forlaga for det larda
runbruket under nyare tid (om detta se vidare Nordby 2001, 33-37). Vem
den runkunnige Sven Nils(son) Gothus har varit ar oklart, men det kan
inte ha handlat om en medeltida pastor som Raaf antog. Inte heller ater-
finns detta namn bland de praster som vi vet har verkat i Torpa fran
mitten av 1500-talet fram till 1760, d& inskriften forsta gangen omtalas (se
Westerlund, Setterdahl och Meurling 1914-43, 4: 297-305).

Wallmans teckning visar att runorna har varit omsorgsfullt utférda och
inskriften kan darfér knappast ha tillkommit av en tillfallighet. Om hans
mattuppgift avser inskriftens langd har den dessutom varit mycket liten
och diskret. En mojlighet dr att det helt enkelt handlar om en méstar-
signatur fran nagon konstnir som har utfort arbeten i kyrkan. Svenskt
konstndrslexikon upptar en Sven malare, som var verksam som deko-
rationsméalare under den senare halften av 1500-talet och som 1577 utférde
valvmalningar i Uppsala slott (Roosval, Lilja och Andersson 1952-67, 5:
341). I artikeln finns dessutom denna intressanta uppgift:

Moijligen &r han identisk med en Sven malare, som var verksam i Linkdping
1580 (enligt C. A. Odelbergs anteckningar skall denne ha hetat Sven Nilsson
och varit verksam till 1590).
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Det ar kanske inte alltfor langsokt att tinka sig att det faktiskt 4r denne
Sven malare som har ldmnat sitt namn i runor i Torpa kyrka. Tidsméssigt
och geografiskt skulle det mycket val kunna stimma.
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Runestudiar: Festskrift til Jan Ragnar Hagland. Eds. Ivar Berg, Arnold Dalen, and
Karin Fjellhammer Seim. Trondheim: Akademika forlag [now: Fagbokforlaget
Vigmostad & Bjerke], 2013. 285 pp. ISBN 978-82321-0215-0. NOK 319.

Reviewed by James E. Knirk

When Jan Ragnar Hagland, professor of Old Norse philology at the Norwegian
University of Science and Technology (NTNU = Noregs teknisk-naturvitskaplege
universitet), retired at the age of 70 in March 2013, his colleagues and friends in
Trondheim decided to honour him with a Festschrift consisting of a selection
of his own articles. It was the celebrant’s desire that the theme for collection be
runology.

The book begins with a nine-page sketch of Hagland’s scholarly profile, includ-
ing a concise summary of his academic career, a general presentation of his di-
verse scholarly contributions, and in particular a discussion of his runological
studies. There follows a table of contents and then twenty-three articles presented
chronologically, starting in 1984 and ending in 2010. The collection is completed
by a twenty-one page chronological, numbered bibliography with 256 items and
finally a three-page Tabula Gratulatoria.

The editors’ overview provides sound insights into the areas of greatest schol-
arly interest for Hagland, areas which go far beyond Old Norse philology includ-
ing runology. In addition to manuscript studies of kings’ saga material and char-
ters, he has examined dialects and the question of an Old Norwegian writing
norm, personal and place names, and language history, and has even ventured
into more purely historical studies. As a popular mediator, he has translated into
modern Norwegian several Icelandic family sagas and (together with Jern Sand-
nes) the Law of the Frostaping, and written numerous popular-scientific presen-
tations for inter alia the periodical publication of NTNU University Museum
(Vitenskapsmuseet in Trondheim), Spor. Interest in more “modern” times has
resulted in the publication of several collections of Norwegian words from the
1700s as well as articles concerning the reception of Old Norse literature during
that century and the works of leading intellectuals of the day. More recently there
have appeared contributions to literacy studies, in particular runic literacy.

Knirk, James E. “Review of Runestudiar: Festskrift til Jan Ragnar Hagland. Eds. Ivar Berg, Arnold Dalen, and
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Hagland’s runological production began with a Festschrift article in 1984 con-
cerning the newly found inscription on a soapstone rock wall (A 232 Eseya;
reprinted as no. 1 in the collection here under review). As the editors note, already
in this first runic article Hagland shows himself to be an imaginative and daring
interpreter. They observe, however, that the reading and interpretation have
recently been contested by Jonas Nordby (as yet unpublished). Hagland’s next
major runological work, appearing in 1986 under the title Runefunna, presented
the corpus of runic inscriptions that had been unearthed in Trondheim during the
archaeological excavations from 1972 onward. His continued research on these
inscriptions resulted in a large number of further publications during the following
decades, including both popular presentations and scholarly articles examining
specific problems with individual inscriptions. Several articles from the late 1980s
argue that an entire sub-corpus, comprising some twenty ownership tags, could
represent Icelandic material, as could all the ownership tags from Bryggen in
Bergen. A fierce debate ensued, and consensus has modified the claim, or as
the editors conclude: it is beyond doubt that some of the tags are Icelandic. The
ultimate result of the work with the recently discovered Trondheim inscriptions
was a preliminary manuscript for their publication in the next volume of Norges
innskrifter med de yngre runer (vol. 7, still under production; the preliminary
manuscript available on the Internet). Hagland’s publications on the N 449 Kuli
inscription have had implications for basic understanding of the inscription as
well as for the history of the conversion of Norway. In 1998 he presented the
first documentation of a Norwegian runestone based on laser technology and a
new reading of parts of the Kuli inscription. As the editors comment, although
the new interpretations of short sequences have not convinced many, the
work demonstrates Hagland’s dedication to applying new technologies to old
problems. Interest in the dating of inscriptions led to his taking the initiative for
an international conference in Trondheim in 1997 on that topic, with publication
of the proceedings (Dating Inscriptions) in 1998. There Hagland co-authored with
R. L Page a piece on Scandinavian runes in an English manuscript from around
1100 and the implications the runes there had for understanding the development
of medieval runes in Scandinavia. Fruitful co-operation with English scholars
led during these years to the publication together with Michael Barnes and R.
L. Page of The Runic Inscriptions of Viking Age Dublin (1997). Hagland has in
addition authored several publications on post-Reformation runic inscriptions in
Norway. The editors’ presentation of the main lines of Hagland’s runic research is
informative and provides a good framework for viewing the collection of articles.

The articles in the collection are printed as photographic facsimiles of the
original publications. Thus the original page numbers are preserved, whereas
page numbers for the Festschrift are placed in the outer margin somewhat below
the top of the text area. Reference to where and when the contributions appeared
can be found by using the table of contents on pp. 15-16 where the individual
items are identified with their respective numbers in the compiled bibliography
at the back of the Festschrift.
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The following articles are included: (1) “Ljoédahattr og landlege: Runeinnskrift
i verseform fra Eseya i Vevelstad” (1984), (2) “Runer pa tabloidformat” (1984), (3)
“Eit runefunn fra Trondheim og strengeinstrument i norsk mellomalder” (1987),
(4) “Nokre onomastiske sider ved runematerialet frd bygrunnen i Trondheim og
Bryggen i Bergen” (1988), (5) “Islands eldste runetradisjon i lys av nye funn fra
Trondheim og Bergen” (1989), (6) “Dei yngste runene’ i ein variant frad Karm-
sund” (1989), (7) “Kulisteinen—enda ein gong” (1991), (8) “Mete mellom to
skriftsprakkulturar? Til spersmalet om runeskrift har noko & seia for lingvistisk
analyse i Forste grammatiske avhandling” (1993), (9) “Two Runic Inscriptions
from Orphir, Orkney” (1993), (10) “Note om namn pé to runesteinar: Fra Gran pa
Hadeland og Nidaros domkyrkje” (1994), (11) “Runer fra bygrunnen i Trondheim
og mangelen pa daterte innskrifter fra ca. 1050-1150” (1994), (12) “Ingimundr
prestr Porgeirsson and Icelandic Runic Literacy in the Twelfth Century” (1996),
(13) “Skrift i mellomalderen: Om bruk av runer og bokstavar i det gamle bysam-
funnet ved Nidelva” (1997), (14) “Innleiing: Litt om datering pa runologisk og
sprakleg grunnlag” (1998), (15) “Runes as Sources for the Middle Ages” (1998),
(16) “Note on Two Runic Inscriptions relating to the Christianization of Norway
and Sweden” (1999), (17) “Hogmellomalderens bruk av runer—ekte tradisjon
frd nordisk fortid, eller kyrkjeleg inspirert renessansefenomen?” (2000), (18)
“Om eddadikting og runer —end4 ein merknad” (2003), (19) “Om runer og runde
vokalar: Runemateriale som evidens for datering av samanfallet mellom lange
bakre lage vokalar i norsk” (2004), (20) “On Scalds and Runes” (2005), (21) “Runic
Writing and Latin Literacy at the End of the Middle Ages: A Case Study” (2006),
(22) “Les inscriptions runiques d’Irlande” (2009), (23) “Two Scripts in an Evolving
Urban Setting: The Case of Medieval Nidaros Once Again” (2010).

The selection is in general good, and more or less all areas of Hagland’s runo-
logical interest are represented. The items include two popular-scientific presen-
tations, nos. 2 and 13, the latter of which is so elementary that it probably should
have been omitted. Of special interest are the contributions relating to Iceland
and runic literacy there, namely nos. 5 (controversial), 12, 18 and 20, and in par-
ticular the one concerning the First Grammatical Treatise, no. 8. Norwegian runic
literacy, particularly in Trondheim, is somewhat overrepresented, with nos. 13,
17, 21 and 23. The examples of more purely linguistic treatments are judiciously
chosen, nos. 11 and 19, and also the onomastic choices are illustrative, nos. 4
(controversial) and 10, as is the entertaining article on post-Reformation in-
scriptions from Hagland’s home district, no. 6. Other onomastic contributions
would, however, have been more illustrative of his good scholarly groundwork,
specifically for example “Kva tid vart Porgisl til Porgils i nordiske sprak?” (1990,
no. 83 in the compiled bibliography). The editors evidently felt that they could not
include any co-authored articles, and thus the best article about the inscription
on the bridge of a stringed instrument (written together with the music historian
Bjern Aksdal, no. 57 in the compiled bibliography) was passed over, and a shorter
and less exciting work included as the representation of Hagland’s fascinating
cultural-historical research on this particular item (no. 3).
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This is not the place to make extensive comments on articles that were originally
published between five and thirty years ago. But a few observations are perhaps
in order, in addition to the editors’ comments referred to above in the review of
their presentation. It must be mentioned that the inclusion of no. 9 concerning
two inscriptions from Orphir, Orkney, is baffling. The presentation of the second
of these simply summarizes the first publication of the runic bone by John
McKinnell in Nytt om runer (but with a photograph), and both inscriptions have
since been published by Michael Barnes in The Scandinavian Runic Inscriptions of
Britain (2006), where neither of Hagland’s interpretations was accepted.

There are, unfortunately, many errors in the compiled bibliography of Hag-
land’s works. For instance, his first publication of the newly found inscriptions
from Trondheim, Runefunna, is given the subtitle of the second edition (1990:
handelshistoria instead of handelen si historie) and an incorrect year of appearance
(1987 for 1986). Regarding the twenty-three articles reprinted in the Festschrift,
the following mistakes were noted: (2) the title is not “Runer i tabloidform” but
“pa tabloidformat”, (5) the title is not finds from “Bergen og Trondheim” but
“Trondheim og Bergen”, (8) there is a question mark after the title/before the
subtitle, not a period, (12) “Porgeirsson” in the title has a capital P, not p (this is
also incorrect in the table of contents for the Festschrift), (18) the last word in the
title reads “merknad” not “randmerknad”. In addition, in ten instances the final
page number of an article is incorrect, being increased by one, and no. 23 extends
only to p. 187, not p. 189 as listed in the compiled bibliography. Random checks
revealed similar problems in many other items. Mistakes in the wording of titles,
the year of publication, and page numbers greatly impair the usefulness of the
bibliography. In the Tabula Gratulatoria the Oslo Runic Archives is listed as being
at the “Kunsthistorisk museum”, not “Kulturhistorisk museum”.

The publisher’s work also deserves comment. The cover illustration consists of
an Anglo-Saxon runic alphabet taken from an encyclopedic lexicon of the English
language published in 1889 and available on the Internet. It has nothing to do
with Hagland’s runic production. Finally, after only brief use of the volume, the
last pages have already partially loosened from the binding.

One can only lament that Jan Ragnar Hagland did not receive a Festschrift with
better workmanship on the part of the publisher —and with a bibliography that
was not so ridden with mistakes. He definitely deserved something better.
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Lars Magnar Enoksen. Runor: Mdstarens handbok. Lund: Historiska media, 2015.
220 pp. ISBN 978-91-7545-317-0. SEK 198.

Reviewed by Henrik Williams

Lars Magnar Enoksen dr en mycket produktiv forfattare med ett stort intresse
inte minst f6r runor. Om detta d&mne har han skrivit en rad boécker: Lilla run-
boken: Introduktion till vikingatidens runor (1995), Runor: Historia, tydning, tolk-
ning (1998), Skanska runstenar (1999), Vikingarnas egna ord (2003), The History
of Runic Lore (2011) och nu alltsd Runor: Mdastarens handbok. Av dessa har jag
sjalv tidigare bara last Runor: Historia, tydning, tolkning, se min recension i Rig:
Kulturhistorisk tidskrift 1999.4: 247-249 (http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:
uu:diva-24171). Den boken ger trots vissa brister en god orientering i runkunskap
och trycks ocksa om med oregelbundna mellanrum. Faktum ar att nagon béttre
svensk grundbok i &mnet inte finns. Sven B. F. Janssons Runinskrifter i Sverige (3
uppl., 1984; engelsk oversitining av Peter Foote, Runes in Sweden, 2 uppl., 1987)
ar mindre anpassad som populédrvetenskaplig presentation och finns dessutom
sedan lidnge inte i bokhandeln. Att Runor: Historia, tydning, tolkning blev sa pass
bra som den &r beror i hog grad pé att boken fackgranskades av kopenhamns-
runologen Marie Stoklund. Sddan fackhjalp har Enoksen sedan dess synbarligen
ansett sig kunna avsta fran. Det ar i sa fall ett mycket olyckligt beslut.

Runor: Mdstarens handbok inleds med korta avsnitt om runornas alder, sprak och
historiska utveckling. Foljer gor andra korta avsnitt om urnordiska, vikingatida
och medeltida runor vilka sedan férdjupas i lingre, exemplifierade avdelningar
om respektive period.

Darefter foljer en avdelning om det som kallas trolldomsrunor. Har ges ett par
sidor introduktion innan den antaget magiska betydelsen for yngre futharkens
olika runor beskrivs. Det 4r uppenbart att Enoksen i férsta hand bygger pa de be-
teckningar runorna gesi olika rundikter, kombinerat med runtecknens "trolldoms-
varianter” hdmtade fran annat hall, ovisst vilket eftersom inga kéllhdnvisningar
ges. Sedan kommer bokens ldngsta avdelning om "Moderna spréak i runskrift”
dar olika ord pa modern svenska aterges med de olika runraderna, till exempel
“.sentrum-i-kaparina-’(CentrumiCatharina,s.166),”-uksan-aR-uas-”
(yxan drwvass,s. 175f.) och”-zebran-stoppade-polisen-” (zebran stoppade
polisen, s. 195), for att ta ett prov fran varje period. De nagot mérkliga exemplen
ar valda for att visa olika ortografiska moéjligheter. Nyttan med framstéllningen
ar enligt min mening begrénsad, men visst underhallningsvéarde har detta och
informationen hér 4r i stort sett korrekt.

Avslutningsvis ges nagra mycket korta litteraturhénvisningar dar bara Nordisk
Kulturs Runorna (1933, red. Otto von Friesen), Johan Liljegrens Run-Idra (1832)
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och Enoksens egen bok fran 1998 (se ovan) omnédmns bland ”Allménna &versikter”
samt Ludvig Wimmers Die Runenschrift (1887), Finn Magnusens Runamo og
Runerne (1841), Enver Makaevs The Language of the Oldest Runic Inscriptions
(1996) och Enoksens egen bok fran 2011 (se ovan) bland ”Specialinriktade verk”.
Som jag papekade i min recension av hans tidigare bok ar urvalet excentriskt och
missriktat. Modern fackrunologisk litteratur saknas helt, och att kalla Makaevs
bok “den bésta orienteringen 6ver det urnordiska tungomalet” (s. 204) ar att for-
tiga Wolfgang Krauses och andras insatser. Att Finn Magnusens egensinniga bok
beskrivs som “en runologisk visdomskélla av sallan skadat slag” (s. 203) under-
skattar runologins landvinningar. Boken avslutas med ett ordregister och ett
amnesregister.

I denna recension kommer jag att begransa mig till avsnitten som rér runornas
anvandning till och med medeltiden. Varje period inleds med ett resonemang om
de begrepp som Enoksen anser centrala. Fér exempelvis den vikingatida perioden
anges de vara forvandlingsprocess, stavningssystem, vett och visdom, samman-
slagning, talare, gudavigning, gudomlig karlek, kraftdjur, viking, stridshem (om
krigsrelaterade begrepp) samt progression (ortografisk reform). Det ror sig som
synes om ett ratt osystematiskt urval.

Under till exempel kraftdjur meddelas (s. 77) att:

Av rovdjuren var ulv och bjérn eller rittare sagt -ulfR- respektive -biarnaR- de
mest frejdade i aldre tider. Dessa kraftuttryck tjanade som personnamn och uttalades
ulfR och biarnaR.

I ordet ulfR ligger fljudet ndrmare v &dn fda det befinner sig i slutet av en stavelse,
medan i-ljudet narmar sig ji biarnar eftersom det star fore en vokal. Utseendemdssigt ar
b -runan det tecken som uppvisade storst variation under fornnordisk tid.

Som det framgar av citatet har Enoksen trots sin langa verksamhet som forfattare
av runkunskapsbocker inte lyckats tilligna sig ens de mest rudimentéra kun-
skaperna om runsvensk fonologi eller formlara. Att /f/ realiseras tonande i vissa
stallningar beror pa den fonetiska omgivningen, inte automatiskt av positionen
i stavelseslut, och av nagon anledning har Enoksen valt genitivformen av run-
svenskans bigrn. Forklaringarna ar missledande och pastiendet om b-runans
variation obevisat och felaktigt. Dessutom undrar jag hur Enoksen vet att just
varg och bjorn var de mest “frejdade” rovdjuren och pa vilket satt detta ar "kraft-
uttryck”. Aven érnen och andra rovfaglar aterfinns i runinskrifternas ordférrad,
inte minst i personnamn.

Citatet ar representativt for Enoksens framstéllningssatt och bokens sakinne-
hall. Varje avsnitt av denna typ foljs av en illustration bestaende av de ord som
har valts ut i fyra versioner av runskrift: langkvistrunor, stavlésa runor av sérm-
landsk typ (utformade av langkvistrunor”, s. 25, det vill sdga utan huvudstavar
men med bibehéllna bistavar), kortkvistrunor och stavlsa runor av hélsingetyp
(Putformade av kortkvistrunor”, s. 26). Sarskilt den forsta versionen av stavlosa
runor ar forvanande, och genomgéende galler att vissa runtyper ar hypotetiska
snarare 4n belagda och att de ord som viljs oftast aldrig har skrivits som Enoksen

Futhark 6 (2015)



Runor: Mistarens handbok - 189

aterger dem. Kritiken géller ocksa de sammanstéllningar av runformer under de
olika perioderna s. 18-30. Hér forvanar det varfor vissa former har tagits med,
till exempel en f-runa med nagot trubbigare vinklar pa bistavarna, medan andra
varianter inte ndmns, exempelvis samma runa med nagot langre bistavar (s. 18).
Av nagon anledning ges (pa samma sida) tva X-runor och tva IM-runor som ser
nistan identiska ut medan kiinda varianter av andra runor som D, $ och © saknas.
En urnordisk k-runa med formen ¢ och en stavlgs runa med formen ©, vilka ingar
i uppstéllningar (s. 18 respektive 25), har i alla fall jag aldrig traffat pa.

Generellt giller att det 4r omojligt att genomskada principen for vilka run-
former som aterges och for vilka det anges vénda varianter. Mycket litet hjélp ges
till lekmannaldsaren vad géller runors ljudvérden, och nir sedan under genom-
gangen av olika runbeldgg det ges fran tva upp till fyra varianter av hur de skrivs
blir det fér en runolog forvirrande och for en lekman rimligen dnnu vérre. Jag
antar att syftet ar att ldra ldsaren kidnna igen olika runformer, och i sa fall 4r det
inte helt misslyckat. Men det kunde ha 16sts pa ett enklare siatt genom att strate-
giskt vilja faktiska exempel pa olika ords skrivning.

Som det bor ha framgatt av denna recension ar Enoksens bok full av faktafel,
orimligheter, rent nonsens och obevisade pastaenden. Bara pa de 119 sma och ratt
glest satta sidorna som omfattar urnordiska, vikingatida och medeltida runor har
jag rdknat runt 250 felaktigheter, och da har jag inte kontrollerat en stor méangd
tveksamma pastaenden. Detta hdpnadsvackande konstaterande kraver naturligt-
vis bevis och jag vill hiar ocksa ge ytterligare exempel fran nagra av de allra mest
problematiska sidorna.

Under rubriken “seglivat tecken” behandlas p-runan i dldre runtexter. Vi far
bland annat veta (s. 47) att:

Bland de genuina bokstéverna hade p -runan langst bestédndighet och var det enda alder-
domliga tecken som senare integrerades i nordbornas latinska alfabet. Dess ljudvarde ar
D/th, ett laspande late som fortfarande kdnnetecknar nordvastskandinaviska sprak och
forekommer i ordet skipa eller “skida’.

Mojligen kan man bortse fran det missledande pastaendet om p-runan; exempel-
vis i-runan bestar lika linge och striangt taget lanar nordborna <p> fran anglo-
saxisk bokstavsskrift, inte direkt fran sin egen runrad. Att /6/ behallits i nord-
vastskandinaviska (egentligen bara isldndska) &r ju korrekt men varfér namns
inte engelska som nog dr mer bekant for de allra flesta av bokens lasare? Det
visar sig att detta fortigande av engelska spraket ar systematiskt. Pa s. 78 pastas
att “w-latet [ar] ett vanligt v, men skrivs *w’ for att betona dess slaktskap med
den urnordiska epokens sitt att tala”. Att /w/ kan vara ett fonem dven under den
aktuella perioden, vikingatiden, verkar vara forfattaren okunnigt och att /w/ i
moderna germanska standardsprak bara bibehéllits i engelskan utelamnas.
Sannolikt beror férsummelsen pa en viss chauvinism. P4 s. 83 pastas det:

De vikingatida runorna kannetecknades av en nedkortad futhark som var fullkomligt
anpassad till tungomalet den brukades f6r. Den vikingatida munarten hade lamnat den
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konsekventa vokal- och konsonantvixlingen. Faltet blev darmed fritt f6r ett modernare
och mindre harmoniskt uttal, som med latthet accepterade sammanhopningar av tre
konsonanter i foljd. Spraket var likval rent och klangrikt. Det var ocksa fritt fran laneord.

Det avslutande pastaendet ar oriktigt, vilket ocksa framgar pa s. 117. De inle-
dande forklaringarna bygger delvis pa det i och for sig riktiga konstaterandet
att urnordiska innehaller osynkoperade vokaler och fler uttalslattnadsvokaler an
vikingatida nordiska, men resonemanget ar icke desto mindre mérkligt, och hur
vet for 6vrigt Enoksen nagot om sprakets klang?

Framstéllningen ar typisk for boken i sin helhet och den naiva tankegangen
aterkommer pa s. 100 dir det om “Vikingapoesi” heter:

Runinskrifter formedlas ibland pa vers, dér allitteration och harmoniserande &nd-
rim ger dem en lyrisk rytm. Pa ett kdrnfullt vis formedlas dramatiska manniskodden
utan ett uns av forskoénande omskrivningar. Med sin fullkomliga acceptans av livets
outgrundliga och férédande skiften ger den fornnordiska skaldekonsten en utmarkt
inblick i vikingatidens osentimentala synsétt.

Allitteration och &ndrim férekommer veterligen bara i en inskrift, U214 Vallen-
tuna kyrka, vilken behandlas pa s. 102. Dér péstas att &ndrimmet ar det dldsta
exemplet i fornnordiska kvéaden, vilket ar fel eftersom Egill Skallagrimssons
Hofudlausn ar tidigare. Och visst finns det savil “forskonande omskrivningar”
som sentimentala “synsétt”, jfr bara S6 179 Gripsholms austarla aerni gafu’sterut
matade ornen’ (det vill siga ’slaktade fiender’) och G111 Ardre kyrkas Do ung
fran oformagum ’(Hon) dog ung, efterlamnande omyndiga barn’.

Lat oss dock ga tillbaka till behandlingen av p-runan. Beldgget i skipa tar
Enoksen opakallat som utgangspunkt for det féljande:

Betréffande sprakljudet uttalas p-runan hér d/dh eftersom det ar ett andlate. Ordet
forknippas med ordet ’lopare’ eller leubaR som det forr uttalades eftersom p-ljudet
inte anvéands i dldre runskrift och samtliga diftongljud har tva vokalrunor.

Enoksen hinner bega anméarkningsvart manga misstag i det korta textstycket,
faktiskt 4r varje pastaende har direkt felaktigt. Om p-runan hér realiseras tonande
(vilket ar tveksamt sa tidigt och bygger pa en mindre etablerad tolkning av ordet)
skulle det beror pa att den star intervokaliskt och medialt, alltsa inte finalt. Ordet
“forknippas” inte alls med leubaz, det rakar helt enkelt forekomma i samma run-
foljd som detta ord pa Skarkindsstenen (vilken inte ndmns i sammanhanget).
Ingen har savitt jag vet sammanstallt leubaz med ’l6pare’ och Enoksens tolk-
ning ar for ovrigt av flera skél omojlig, inte minst for att ett urnordiskt ord mot-
svarande fornisldndskans hlaupari naturligtvis skulle ha skrivits hlau- i borjan.
Att p-ljudet inte forkommer i runskrift skall vil tolkas som att p-runan inte gor
det, men att fonemet /p/ 4r ovanligt 4r inte samma sak som att det inte finns
alls (jfr Bjorketorpsstenens sba spa, vilket Enoksen s. 63 dock tror markerar ett
“mjukare p-late”). Sjélva p-runan forekommer ocksa i Norden, om &n inte i lexi-
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kala ord (jfr Hogganviksstenens aarpaa). Slutligen skrivs inte alla diftonger med
tva vokalrunor, jfr Stentoftenstenens lasaz lausaxr.

Pa samma sida skriver Enoksen: "Nordborna é&r vilkdnda for sina
skipaleubaR (’skidlopare’) och ordet visar att detta transportsitt var veder-
taget bland datidens runkunniga nordbor.” Tolkningen saknar som redan pa-
pekats all grund och citatet visar dessutom att Enoksen tror att det ror sig om en
pluralform. Varfor ett ord med betydelsen ’skidlopare’ i flertal skulle ristas pa en
runsten fran folkvandringstid ar for 6vrigt inget han forklarar.

Det ar uppenbart att Enoksen tar sig ratten att lansera nya tolkningar av ord i
fornspraket, nagot som i samtliga fall blir missvisande eller fullkomligt fel. Ytter-
ligare exempel kan ges. Runféljden ladawarijar (Tervika A), tolkar han (s. 51)
som 'laduviktare’ trots att ordet lada skulle ha lytt hlado-/hladu- som forled. Kar-
stadsstenens aljamarkiz tolkar han (s. 46) som ‘omfattar alla markomraden’ och
detta ”i betydelsen ’granslos’ [vilket formedlar] viktiga ledtradar om datidens upp-
tdckaranda och allménna livsaskadning”. Hur det sistndmnda skulle vara mojligt
inser jag inte. Pa s. 49 upplyses vi om att "Runmalets langsta kdnda samman-
satta ord 4r runofahiraginakudo, som kan delas upp i orden runo-fahi-
raginaku-do”. Nolebystenens runfoljd ar naturligtvis ingen sammansattning utan
en sats, och nagot ord raginaku finns inte hér. Slutet av -kundo uppfattar Enoksen
dessutom som en dndelse -do som markerar “att det &r nagot som slutférs”. Han
verkar tanka pa det verbala preteritumsuffixet som kan ha formen -do. Enoksen
tror dessutom att rinor “ar det enda numera existerande ordet som 6verlevt intakt
fran urnordisk tid, &ven om dndelsevokalen vacklade under mellanperioden” (s.
43). Med det senare syftar han rimligen pa runsvenskans runar, vilket utgar fran
singularformen run till skillnad mot nusvenskans runor som utgar fran runa. Dar-
emot finns det andra ord som har “6verlevt” oférandrade, t.ex. prepositionen i.

Av dessa fa bland en uppsjo mojliga exempel bor det framga att Enoksen saknar
nodvandiga sprakhistoriska kunskaper for att ge sig pa att skriva en handbok om
runinskrifter. Darmed blir ocksa ordregistret (s. 207-218) oanvéandbart pa grund
av dess opalitlighet. Over huvud taget saknar boken runologiskt virde. Forskaren
kan inte ens latt folja upp Enoksens pastaenden eftersom inga runinskrifter iden-
tifieras i bokens borjan, nagra signum aldrig ges och inskriftsregister saknas. Jag
aterkommer nedan till den eventuella nyttan f6r lekmannaldsaren.

Vem mastaren dr som nadmns i undertiteln Mdstarens handbok framgar av s. 202
dar Enoksen tillskriver sig detta epitet och av pressmeddelandet fran forlaget His-
toriska media dér det star: "Nér vi gav ut Lars Magnar Enoksens tidigare bocker
om runor som e-bocker sd hamnade de snabbt —och nagot ovantat —i saljtoppen
for var e-boksforséljning. Vi beslot oss da for att lata denna runméstare skriva
en helt ny runbok, eftersom de svenska lasarna tycktes langta efter att tyda forn-
nordiska tecken.”

Av denna reklamtext kan runologer dra flera lairdomar, bade dystra och en mer
uppmuntrande. Den senare handlar om det oerhért stora och otillfredsstéllda
intresset for populédrvetenskapliga framstallningar och handbécker om runor och
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om runtexternas innehall. Det ar pa intet satt Enoksens fel att runologerna inte
kunnat eller orkat fylla detta behov. Han har forhoppningsvis gjort sitt basta och
vill sékert bara dela med sig av sitt stora runintresse, vilket ar ytterst véllovligt.
Men den som gor ansprak pa att upplysa allmdnheten har ocksa ett ansvar for
att informationen &r korrekt d4ven nar den ar férenklad och i alla fall att den inte
ar direkt missledande. Anda vill jag inte i férsta hand lasta forfattaren for den
bristande kvaliteten.

Runor: Mastarens handbok &r utgiven pa ett kommersiellt forlag, och av allt
att doma, ett framgangsrikt sddant. Det maste ligga nagot ansvar pa detta forlag
for vilka produkter man slépper ifran sig. Om forlaget bland sina redaktorer inte
har nadgon med vare sig fackkunskaper eller ens tillracklig allmanbildning for att
bedoma rimligheten av den information som aterfinns i ett bokmanus, bjuder
anstandigheten att forlaget anlitar en fackgranskare. Historiska media anser tyd-
ligen inte att detta behdvs och gor sig darmed gravt medskyldigt till fordum-
ningen av Sverige

Ar 1994 gav Kjell Aartun ut Runer i kulturhistorisk sammenheng: En fruktbar-
hetskultisk tradisjon. Boken véckte uppméarksamhet, men berattigade stark kritik
fran runologiskt hall. Aartun lyckades fora sina ovetenskapliga tokerier till torgs
pa ett etablerat forlag, Pax, vilket atminstone idag skryter med att publicera
“akademisk litteratur med hey kvalitet”. Han hade ocksa finansiella bidrag fran
norska staten och stéttades aven akademiskt. Savitt jag vet har inget beklagande
fran finansiérer eller férlag kommit 6ver hur man kunde lata detta ske. Jag finner
att i Sverige ar det 6ver 20 ar senare fritt fram for att sprida samma typ av vilda
spekulationer, och jag fruktar att Enoksens bok kan gora storre skada dn Aartuns
eftersom den dr mer l4ttldst och popular samt har battre forlagsstod. Det ar bara
att beklaga.

Man kan avslutningsvis stélla sig fragan om det ar vart att lagga tid och kraft pa
att s& pass ingaende som jag har gjort kritiskt granska en oserids bok. Sjalv tror
jag det, om inte av nagot annat skil 4n att jag inte kdnner till ndgon annan metod
att motarbeta desinformation dn genom att papeka att den ar just desinformation.
Men vi maste ocksa alla bli battre pa att skriva och publicera god popularveten-
skap. Annars ldmnar vi filtet fritt at charlatanforlagens inkompetens och profit-
hunger.
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