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Mainstaffs first?

l. Introduction

In an artic le  on planning in runic inscriptions (M eijer 1992, 37-66) 
I w ro te  a short section about th e  possibility th a t in certa in  cases th e  
m ainstaffs o f an inscription were all m ade first, after w hich th e  branches 
w ere carved. I should add th a t in th e  presen t article I w ill show there  
are indications th a t runographers m ay have m ade all th e  m ainstaffs of 
e a c h  w o r d  f i r s t ,  upon  w hich followed th e  addition o f th e  branches 
in  th e  w ord  concerned, b u t there  are also inscriptions w hich suggest 
th a t th e  m ainstaffs-first m ethod  m eant carving th e  m ainstaffs o f runes 
belonging to  m ore than  one w ord (see e.g. Urnes xviii, N  335 in § 2). 
Since w riting  this article I have paid m ore a tten tion  to  th is  possible 
procedure . In answer to  my question to  give m e his opinion about the  
m ainstaffs-first idea, Erik Sandquist, a “m odern” D anish runographer, 
let m e know  that, w hen carving runes in w ood or bone, he always
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carves th e  m ainstaffs first because one holds one’s knife in a different 
position from  th a t used w hen carving th e  branches. W hen  one was 
used to cu tting  in wood, w hich we m ust suppose, he says, his col
leagues were, it m ay be im agined th a t one from  force of hab it applied 
th e  same m ethod  to  carving in stone. S andquist’s answ er caused m e to  
go m ore deeply in th e  m atter.

In th is article I shall first consider those cases w here there  is a m ain- 
s ta ff to  m any (2). A fte r th a t I shall study inscriptions w here th e  p u n c
tu a tion  m ark is in th e  w rong place (3). N ex t I shall consider shallow  or 
absent branches (4). I shall pay some atten tion  to th e  “collision” o f runes 
(5). Low, high, very short branches and short-branched  runes w ill n ex t 
be considered (6). A nother po in t is th a t w here branches are added to  
th e  wrong m ainstaff (7). I shall also study those instances w here th ere  is 
a m ainstaff or a whole rune  too  few (8). A no ther section w ill be devoted 
to  th e  “cha ir-s” (9), followed by one about branches on th e  “w rong” side 
of th e  m ainstaffs and about upside-dow n and reversed runes (10). I w ill 
also deal w ith  th e  question  of “w rong runes” (11). Finally I w ill discuss 
cases w here th e  m ainstaffs-first m eth o d  does no t apply (12). In th e  last 
section some general conclusions w ill be given (13).

T he num erous indications I shall give of th e  possibility  th a t th e  
m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, shall be seen as no m oe th an  p o s s i b l e  
ways to  account for certa in  phenom ena. So o ther ways to  account for 
them  should by no m eans be excluded. I th ink , however, th a t it w ill 
be useful to  consider th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure as one o f th e  ways 
to  solve difficulties in connection w ith  irregularities in inscriptions. By 
way of an exam ple I may refer to  th e  way Lena Peterson (1992, 91 f.) 
deals w ith  1-5 iiauR in th e  Hoga stone (Bohuslän), w here she sees 1-2 
ii as a possible h w ith  a missing connecting bar. She gives several sug
gestions for th is, one of th em  being th e  forgetting of th is bar, possible 
due to  th e  runographer carving th e  m ainstaffs first. T he to ta l num ber 
of cases th a t po in t to  th e  possibility th a t th e  procedure u nder d iscus
sion was applied, may seem  relatively small, b u t it should be realized 
th a t m any cases may be latent: w hen th e  m ainstaffs are regularly and 
am ply spread, th e  later addition o f th e  branches m ay for instance pass 
unnoticed.

As regards th e  m aterial and period  I have m ainly lim ited  m yself 
to  inscriptions from  th e  V iking Age and the  M iddle Ages, m ostly on 
stone, b u t because o f Sandqu ist’s com m ents inscriptions in o th e r m ate
rials w ill also get some atten tion . G enerally speaking I have n o t consid
ered  lost and very fragm entary  inscriptions. Besides I m u st po in t ou t
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th a t I have not aim ed at com pleteness. It w ill be seen th a t I frequently  
draw  a tten tion  to  th e  probability  th a t th e  addition of th e  branches was 
m ade e ither from  left to  righ t or from  right to left, since th is may be of 
im portance  in connection  w ith  th e  procedure under discussion. I th in k  
it is usefu l to  draw  a tten tion  to  th e  use of th e  term s “long-branched” 
and “sho rt-b ranched” w hich I use fore th e  lack of b e tte r  term inology; 
these term s do no t m ean th a t the  branches are long or short. It w ill be 
seen th a t I m ark inscriptions by giving bo th  nam e and num ber so th a t 
it w ill be easier to  look up th e  inscriptions concerned. As regards the  
arrangem ent of th e  inscriptions in each of th e  following sections, I w ill 
in each section first discuss cases th a t are m ost convincing, followed by 
m ore dubious cases and finally those th a t are unlikely.

2. Mainstaff(s) too many

A fter w hat was said in § 1, it w ill no t be surprising th a t th e  m ost 
convincing evidence o f th e  idea th a t m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, is 
fu rn ished  by an inscrip tion  m ade in wood. I am  referring to Urnes 
XVIII, N  335. M agnus O lsen (NIyR iv, 111) states th a t it happened  th a t 
a carver m ade his w ork easier by m aking th e  m ainstaffs first, after 
w hich he added th e  branches, adding th a t th is  p rocedure is shown 
in th e  inscrip tion  under discussion. In it we find tw o  runes (or) fol
lowed by tw elve m ainstaffs. A tten tion  should be draw n to  th e  six th  
staff w hich has a short crossing line in th e  m iddle; one w onders if  th is 
was m eant to  be th e  beginning of a new  word. It looks very m uch as if 
th e  carver for some reason or o ther gave up finishing his inscription. 
N idaros xv, N 843 is an inscription m ade on a pillar. Liestøl (NIyR v, 
50 f.) reads pilla follow ed by tw o m ainstaffs. O lsen suggests th a t pila 
(w ith one I) was in tended  b u t w hen 4 al got a branch too many, th e  
carver gave up. It seem s as if the  m ainstaffs w here m ade first and, in 
adding th e  branches, a m istake was m ade. Possibly th e  w ord was to  
have been pila grimr. A no ther inscrip tion in w ood is a m ost striking 
case of th e  m ainstaffs having been m ade first: Borgund vu, N  596. A t 
the  end of th e  inscription we find five m ainstaffs. According to  M agnus 
O lsen (NIyR v, 212) these are m ainstaffs to  w hich th e  branches were 
added. O f  course we cannot know  why th e  inscription was not fin
ished. Very in teresting  is th e  view th a t O lsen holds regarding ulnar in 
Vinje h, N  171. H is suggestion (NIyR 11, 275) is th a t th e  initial r of runar 
was forgotten so th a t th e  first rune was u. T hen, “for å le tte  arbeidet”,



i 8  J a n M e i j e r f

he carved the  rem aining m ainstaffs of the w ord runar, to  w hich th e  
branches w ere added. T he m ainstaff carved last, he provided w ith  the  
r-branch. T hus he w orked from  right to left now, b u t w hen he had 
carved th e  branch to  a, he found th a t th ere  was a m ainstaff too many. 
T he m istake could no t be m ended  so he left th e  w ord as it was. It is 
rem arkable th a t O lsen adds to  th is th a t since th e  m istake occurred  in 
such a com m on word, th e  carver seem s to  have been  w orried  about 
his m istake. In H illeshög, U 25 we find a case th a t is slightly m ore 
speculative as regards the  way th e  runographer w orked. 44-52 hilabi i 
ot clearly has a m ainstaff too  many. If th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, 
after w hich th e  branches w ere added from  left to  right, th e  runogra
pher w ill have found, w hen he was going to  w rite  th e  last w ord, th a t 
the  first m ainstaff a fter th e  ornam ental band was redundan t: he left 50 
i for w hat it was and w ro te  ot after it. Incidentally, th e  spelling o f th is 
w ord w ith o u t an n is o f course a com m on phenom enon so th a t ot can
not be looked upon as an orthographic m istake. In Nolby, M 1, 52-57 
faþuri we can see th e  superfluous i as the  resu lt o f the  runographer 
carving th e  m ainstaffs first if  we assum e th a t th e  following p u n c tu a 
tion  m ark was w ritten  im m ediately  after th e  w riting  of th e  m ainstaffs, 
th a t is, before th e  branches w ere added. If th is  assum ption is correct, 
th is m eans th a t th e  runographer, adding th e  branches from  left to 
right, found th e  redundan t m ainstaff and m u st have realized th a t he 
was forced to  leave things as they were. Klista, U 764, 52-56 kuþani: 
here we have another redundan t m ainstaff. T his m ight be explained by 
th e  runographer carving th e  m ainstaffs first, a fter w hich he added th e  
branches from  left to  right; in doing so, he p u t th e  n-branch on th e  a- 
m ainstaff, w hich left a m ainstaff (56 i) (cf. M eijer 1984, 48). A lthough 
there  are indications th a t th e  m aker of Lovö, U 50 was a poor speller 
or an illiterate who was a m ediocre copyist (cf. M eijer 1997, 100), his 
spelling of æftÍR as eftiri may be considered as th e  possible resu lt of 
the  m ainstaffs-first way of working, w ith  a redundan t final m ainstaff. 
I should add to  th is th a t Peterson (1994) gives th e  spelling w ith  an i 
following th e  final r/R as a unique phenom enon.

I shall now discuss a few cases th a t are m ore dubious. T hus Bro- 
byholm , Sm 96, 31-34 sini m ight be a m ainstaffs-first case b u t 34 i 
m ight also be looked upon  as a k ind  of pu n c tu a tio n  mark. T he form er 
possibility finds som e support in th e  m istake I shall m ention  in § 8. 
It should be added th a t th e  inscrip tion  contains m any m istakes (see 
SRI 4, 225). In G ripsholm , Sö 178 raisa is w ritten  raiisa. It is unlikely 
th a t th e  m ainstaffs in  th is  case w ere w ritten  first since the  “em p ty ”
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m ainstaff occurs in th e  m iddle of th e  word. Yet I wish to  draw  a tte n 
tion to  th is  spelling in view of w hat w ill be said about ano ther word 
in th e  inscription (see § 4.2). H usby-Lyhundra, U 539 has a rem arkable 
m istake, viz. ukhurika (instead of uk><urik[i]a). It is possible th a t in uki 
th e  m ainstaifs w ere w ritten  first, followed by th e  punctu a tio n  mark, 
after w hich th e  branches w ere added, leaving a redundan t m ainstaff. 
A nother possibility, suggested by W essén (SRI 7, 421), is th a t 9 i got the  
w rong place, a fter 8 k instead o f after 13 k. T he form er idea is adhered 
to  by von Friesen (1913, 88, n. 2), w ho says th a t certa in  runographers 
m ade th e  m ainstaffs first “till ledning vid inskriftens d isponering”.

W hen  discussing G ripsholm , Sö 178 I m ade th e  rem ark th a t w hen 
a branchless m ainstaff occurs in th e  m iddle of a word, it is unlikely 
th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first. A few m ore exam ples w ill be 
given in w hich th is  occurs and w here the  m ainstaffs-first theo ry  th e re 
fore hardly  applies: Sundra, G 3, 35-42 haldiicmþu; M adia, N 248, 1-6 
mdrikus; Bällsta, U 225, 16-21 kariþu; M åsta, U 860, 56-59 [k]u[i]þ 
(cf. § 4.2); Örby, U 1011, 85 -90  afiri; Björklinge, U 1047, 23-27 keisl; 
A xlunda, U 1052, 21-28 anituitr.

See also § 4.2 for “absent branches”. — It w ill be seen th a t the  
num ber o f fairly certa in  cases of m ainstaffs-first discussed in this sec
tion  is relatively great. T hus th e  redundancy of a m ainstaff is an im por
ta n t factor in studying th e  subject.

3. Punctuation mark in the wrong place

In Fide, G  28 we find 9-18 kiarþ:istan, w here th e  p u nc tua tion  m ark 
follows þ instead o f i. I w ould  suggest th a t th e  runographer m ade the  
m ainstaffs of these  tw o w ords first, including th e  p unc tua tion  m ark 
(see also § 8). W hen  adding the  branches, from  left to right, he discov
ered his m istake, w hich could not be corrected . I w ish to draw  a tten 
tion  to  the  “G o tlan d ” s (P) w hich w ith  its fu ll-leng th  m ainstaff m ight 
be in support o f m y theory. It should be added th a t there  m ight be 
another way to account for th e  w rongly placed pu n c tu a tio n  mark: the  
runographer may have forgotten  14 i and discovered th is after he has 
m ade th e  pu n c tu a tio n  m ark so th a t he was forced to  p u t th e  i after th is 
m ark. He m ight o f course have p u t th e  forgotten  rune  outside th e  tex t-  
band, as was for exam ple done in K lem ensker 3, DR 401 and in Vible, 
U 92. In none o f th e  rec tangu lar G otlandic tom bstones in SRI 11, vols. 
1 and 2 one forgotten  rune  has been added outside th e  tex t-band . A



2 0  Jan Meijer f

sim ilar case is found in G rötlingbo, G  36, 108-116 hiak r:unir; in w hich 
th e  punctu a tio n  m ark after 111 k is significant. I suggest th a t th e  runo- 
grapher w orked as follows: he m ade five m ainstaffs (instead of four), 
nex t th e  p u n c tua tion  m ark (:) and finally four m ore m ainstaffs. W hen  
adding th e  branches, from  left to  right, he found th a t he had a m ain- 
staff too  m any for th e  first word. Since th e  w ord-dividing-m ark already 
was there, th e  only th ing  he could do was to  in sert ano ther dividing- 
m ark after 111 k. T his insertion  may account for th e  low position  of 
th is  mark, w hich looks as if  it had been “squeezed in”. For another 
argum ent in favour of th e  m ainstaffs-first theory  in th is inscrip tion , 
see § 7. Q u ite  instructive is th e  w rongly placed p unc tua tion  m ark in 
Å lum  1, D R  94, 21-25 ikaht:. If th e  m ainstaffs (one too  few) a n d  the  
punctuation  m ark after 24 I w ere carved first, th e  om ission was dis
covered w hen th e  branches w ere added. T he missing t was w ritten  
after th e  pu n c tu a tio n  m ark and ano ther pun c tu a tio n  m ark was carved 
after th is t. T he sam e procedure may have been used in th e  following 
inscriptions: U rnes ii, N  319, 32-35 ond:u:; Ivla, Sm 44, 46-52  urþ[l]uf: 
i: (It should be no ted  th a t th e  h igher dot o f th e  second pu n c tu a tio n  
m ark is in th e  m iddle of th e  h igher branch of 51 f; th is  m eans th a t the  
branch was m ade after th e  marks.); Berg, Sö 192, 40-44  kuþa*n*; Kynge, 
U 700, 44-50 hialubd*; Barne-Åsaka, Vg 122, 28-33 fîluksas. T here  are 
tw o m ore inscriptions o f th is type  b u t w ith o u t a p u n c tu a tio n  m ark 
after the  last rune: Botkyrka, Sö 283, 10-13 lit.'U and Snottsta , U 330, 
43-46 bontxa.

It w ill be seen from  th is section th a t th e  wrongly placed p u n c tu a 
tion  m arks are extrem ely  im p o rtan t b u t only if one starts from  the  
idea th a t th e  m ainstaffs o f a w ord w ere m ade first and im m ediately  
followed by th e  p u n c tua tion  marks, before th e  branches w ere added.

4. Shallow and absent branches

4.1. S h a llo w  b ra n c h e s

In only one instance th e  presence o f shallow branches seem s rather 
strongly to  po in t in th e  d irection  o f th e  m ainstaffs-first theory. I am 
referring to  Berga, Sm 28, 19-20 þr. These runes are th e  last tw o  of th e  
inscription and b o th  have shallow branches. It is specially th e  fact th a t 
they  are th e  last tw o runes th a t suggests th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade 
first and th a t th e ir  branches w ere forgotten w hen they were to  get the ir
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full dep th . H ere it is in teresting to  see w hat K inander (SRI 4, 93) says 
about th is . He m entions th e  possibility th a t th e  runographer had a less 
skilled assistant, to  w hom  he left th e  finishing work, or th a t th e  tw o 
shallow branches w ere qu ite  forgotten  and w ere first p u t in w hen the 
stone had  already been  erected .

4.2. A b s e n t  b ra n c h e s

T hree  of th e  very strik ing instances of th e  m ainstaffs having been 
m ade first w ere already dealt w ith  in § 2 (U rnes xviii, N 335; N idaros 
XV, N  83; Borgund vu, N  596), since these may be looked upon as cases 
w here th ere  are m ainstaffs too  many, although we m ight also see th em  
as instances of m ainstaffs th a t have no branches. Q u ite  in teresting is 
Bräkentorp, Sm 45, w here th e  noun v{é)gamóti is found as u-kfimuti, 
w ith  th e  tw o  elem ents divided by a punctu a tio n  m ark. My sugges
tion  is th a t the  m ainstaffs of th e  first elem ent w ere m ade first, after 
w hich th e  branches w ere added. In doing so, th e  runographer forgot 
one branch, w hich accounts for th e  i. A nother in teresting  instance is 
th a t provided by G rinda, Sö 165, 50-53 iuli (instead o f kuli). It looks 
as if  th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first and th a t n ex t th e  branches w ere 
added, possibly from  right to  left. T he branch o f 50 i may not have 
been carved because of th e  small distance betw een  th is rune  and th e  
following, 51 u. If  th e  runographer had finished each rune  in tu rn , he 
w ould have seen to  it th a t there  was room  for th e  branch of i. I have 
already m entioned  G ripsholm , Sö 178 (§ 2). A no ther word in th is 
inscrip tion points to th e  probability  th a t th e  m ainstaffs were m ade 
first, a fter w hich th e  branches, from  left to  right, w ere added and th a t 
of 86 i was om itted  (8 6 -9 0  iruni). T hus there  are tw o occurrences th a t 
po in t to  th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure in th is  inscription. Slightly less 
certa in  is th e  case o f M åsta, U 860, w here 78 m lacks its branches. It is 
not so very likely th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first since th e  m is th e  
first rune o f th e  word, unless the runographer added th e  branches from  
left, w hich w ould m ake th is  a case like th e  preceding one. My theory  is 
w eakened by w hat was said about th is  inscrip tion in § 2.

N ex t I w ill deal w ith  a num ber of inscriptions in w hich th e  
m ainstaffs-first idea is less likely. In Bergen v, N  291 (made in w ood) 
we find an i instead of s ( ')  in 17-23 iuaeinen. This may be a case in 
point: th e  runographer may have w ritten  all th e  m ainstaffs first and in 
doing so he may autom atically  have given all o f th em  th e ir fu ll length. 
O nce th is has been  done, correction  was m ore or less impossible.



2 2  Jan Meijer f

Incidentally, M agnus O lsen (N lyR  iv, 55) calls th is  a “feilristn ing”. In 
Ö rsta , U 211 th e  low er branch of 24 b is missing. T he  runographer m ay 
e ither have w ritten  all th e  m ainstaffs first and th en  o m itted  th e  lower 
branch of th is  rune  w hen adding th e  branches, or he m ay have finished 
each of th e  runes and forgotten th is  branch. In a nu m b er of inscrip 
tions a branch is absent in the  last rune  of a word: H addeby 2, DR 2; 
G underup  1, DR 143 (cf. DR, col. 181; see also § 7); T irsted, D R 216; 
Jäder, Sö 96; Aspa, Sö 137 (in th is  inscription tw o  m ore branches have 
been  om itted , though  in th e  m iddle o f words; see also below); Turinge, 
Sö 338; Dal, U 306; Enköping, U  759; H jälteberga, U 1156; Drävle, 
U 163. It is dubious w hether th e  m ainstaffs w here m ade first in these 
cases since one w ould expect th e  runographer to see qu ite  easily th a t 
he had forgotten  a branch. T his seem s also to  apply to  tw o  inscriptions 
in w hich th e  first rune  of a w ord is branchless, viz. Skresta, Sö 122 (see 
also § 7) and M åsta, U 860 (see also § 2). In V allentuna, U 212 a branch 
has been om itted  in th e  m iddle o f a word, b u t see also § 7, w here an 
argum ent in favour o f th e  m ainstaffs-first theo ry  is given. A sim ilar 
om ission occurs in H ansta, U 786 (25-31 þurkiis) b u t a tten tion  should 
be paid to  th e  ra ther great d istance betw een  30 i and 31 s: it looks as if 
som e space was left for th e  branch of ru n e  30; th is w ould  po in t to  th e  
m ainstaffs having been  m ade first.

A no ther num ber o f inscriptions contain m ainstaffs w ith  th e ir  
branches om itted . T hus I can m ention  Vänge, G  123 (b u t cf. § 10); 
Djulefors, Sö 65; Sundby, Sö ii6; Skresta, Sö 122 (b u t see above and § 
7); Aspa, Sö 137 (see above); Löta, Sö 141; Kvistham ra, U 531; Lundby, 
U 645; Fiby, U  908; Bräcksta, Ü  1039; N orra H ärene, Vg 59. In all these 
cases it is qu ite  unlikely th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first.

See also § 2, for “m ainstaffs too  m any”.
In all th e  instances m entioned  in th is section it should be realized 

th a t ano ther possibility is th a t each of the  runes was com pleted  in 
its en tire ty  and in doing so, th e  runographer simply forgot to cu t one 
branch to its full d ep th  or om itted  it entirely  by m istake.

5 . The “collision” of runes

A lthough th e  num ber of collisions is only small, these “accidents” are 
qu ite  instructive. In Tornby, U 43, 11-12 km appear as fT. My idea is 
th a t w hen th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, th e  distance betw een  those 
of k and m was so sm all th a t a collision of th e  branches was unavoidable
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(see also § 9). T he collision in Karby, U 150, 36-37 í r  (IL) seem s to  be 
due to  th e  fact th a t 36 i was forgotten and afterw ards inserted . Sursta, 
U 251, 23-28 iftRfa is a com plicated case: th e  d istance betw een  24 f 
and 25 t is great, w hich m ight po in t to  each rune  having been finished 
in its entirety , bu t the  d istance betw een  25 t and 27 f is also great and 
in th e  la tte r case it looks as if 26 R was inserted  afterw ards. Possibly 
there  was originally a m ainstaff too  few. T he “alm ost collision” of the 
lower branch o f 27 f and th e  m ainstaff o f 28 a m ight also po in t to  the  
m ainstaffs-first way of working. Stora V ilunda, U 292, 10-11 tu (TH) is 
m ost probably a case w here th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first. N ote the 
unusual shape of th e  right-hand branch of th e  t.

Finally a m ore dubious case m ust be discussed. I am  referring to 
Torsåker, U 284, 21-25 ' k t i l .  Jansson (SRI 6, 461) suggests th ree  ways to  
account for th e  rem arkable “b in d -ru n e”: th e  sequence may be read as 
i t ,  kl or k t .  H e prefers th e  last-m entioned reading, un fortunate ly  w ith 
ou t giving his reasons for th is choice. I th in k  there  are tw o possibilities 
to  account for th e  sequence. O ne is th a t th e  runographer s ta rted  w rit
ing if tÍR and found his m istake as he was carving th e  f  so th a t th is rune  
only got th e  h igher branch. T he o ther possibility is th a t he first carved 
all th e  m ainstaffs o f th e  w ord b u t m ade one too few. W hen  adding th e  
branches, he discovered his om ission and inserted  b o th  th e  m ainstaff 
and th e  branches o f r .

In spite o f th e  small num ber of cases in th is section, they  seem  to  
be among the m ost convincing types.

6. Low, high, very short branches and 
short-branched runes

6.1. L ow  b ra n c h e s

O u t of 37 cases th a t I considered, 11 seem  to  show ra ther clearly th a t 
th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, 5 are dubious, and 21 yield negative 
results.

I shall s ta rt w ith  th e  first category. A bout Tjängvide, G n o , 16 t  
W essén (SRI 11, 195) says th a t its branch  is low “för a tt ej kollidera m ed 
bistavarna i 15 f ”. T his seem s to po in t to  th e  m ainstaffs having been 
m ade first. Asby, Nä 15, 19-21 ana (-H4 ): if  each rune  was finished in 
its entirety, th e  low branches of th e  a 's  (and th e  high branch of th e  n) 
w ould not have been  necessary so th a t I conclude th a t th e  m ainstaffs
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w ere m ade first, w hich accounts for the  low branches (and th e  high 
one). It should be added, though, th a t 17 n has a low branch although 
th ere  is no risk of collision. It should also be no ted  th a t all th e  o ther 
a s  (seven in all) have th e ir  branches in  th e  m iddle of th e  m ainstaffs; 
of th e  o ther (five) n s, four have th is  norm al position of th e  branches. 
Råby, U 661, 73 h has low branches; thus collision w ith  th e  p reced 
ing p unctua tion  m ark was avoided. N ote th a t th is is th e  only h in th e  
inscription so th ere  is no possibility to  com parison. Mysinge, U 821, 
71 t: the  branches s ta rt from  a po in t below th e  to p  of th e  m ainstaff in 
order to  avoid collision w ith  th e  preceding f. T h is seem s to  be a clear 
instance of th e  m ainstaffs-first procedure. Skogstibble, U 880, 7 t: th is 
is a case sim ilar to  th a t of th e  preceding inscription: a t w ith  lower 
branches, p receded by f (see also § 9). A no ther instance of th is  ty p e  is 
found in Högsta, U 1085, 23-24 ft. Väsby, U  FV ig5g;i88, 21 a has a low 
branch, clearly in order to  avoid collision w ith  th e  preceding t. So th is 
is m ost probably a m ainstaffs-first case. V arnhem , Vg 79: once m ore a t 
(22) has lower branches after 21 f. Råby, Vs 17 has an a (54) w ith  a low 
branch and is preceded  by 53 f. It should be added, though, th a t bo th  
t ’s have lower branches although th e re  is no risk of collision. Berga, Vs 
18 one m ore has an a w ith  a low branch, in th is case in order to  avoid 
collision w ith  th e  preceding p u n c tua tion  m ark. If th e  m ainstaffs in 
the  inscriptions m entioned  so far w ere m ade first, th is w ould  m ean 
th a t th e  addition of th e  branches was m ade from  left to  right, w ith  
th e  exception of Asby, N ä 15, w here th e  d irection  o f w riting  cannot 
be determ ined .

N ex t we m ust have a look at th e  cases w hich I called dubious. In 
N ordre G ullskoen, N 649 rune  4 is e ither a or t. If  it is t, it has a low 
branch, b u t low branches occur repeatedly in th is  inscription, not only 
in t b u t also in I, u and r. But if it is a, th e  branch  had to  be  high in 
order to  avoid collision w ith  3 n. In the  la tte r case it is possible th a t 
th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first (see also § 6.2). Viby, Nä 1 is a very 
fragm entary inscription, w here 2 t has very low branches, w hich may 
be due to  the  m ainstaffs having been m ade first and w here th e  runog- 
rapher added th e  branches, working from  left to  right. Ed, U 104 is a 
com plicated case. T he low branches o f 39 and 79 t suggests th e  m aking 
of th e  m ainstaffs first as they  are bo th  preceded by f, b u t these low 
branches are also found  in 65 and 66 t, w here th e re  is no risk o f col
lision. T he sm all t (21) after f m ight be a later insertion. It should be 
added th a t th e  rem aining t ’s (5, 10, 105) have th e ir  branches s ta r t from  
th e  tops of th e  m ainstaffs (cf. § 8). Ä ngvreta, U 1139, 40 n has a low
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(one-sided) branch, followed by 41 a, w ith  its (one-sided) branch in 
th e  “n o rm al” position. T his m ight be a case w here the  m ainstaffs were 
m ade first; if  so, the  branches were added from  right to  left. It should 
be no ted  th a t th e  m ainstaffs of 41 a and 42 f are very close together, 
probably th ro u g h  lack of space and/or lack o f planning (cf. M eijer 1992, 
49; see also § 6.3 and § 8). Hög, Vg 182, 46 a has a low branch, possibly 
to  avoid collision w ith th e  preceding k. It is rem arkable, though, th a t 
th is k has an extrem ely  large branch. N one of th e  rem aining five a ’s 
and four n ’s have low branches.

I have selected  a num ber of inscriptions in w hich one or m ore 
runes have low er branches although there  is no risk of collision. I have 
grouped toge ther cases w ith  a lower branch in t  and /o r I, in n and /o r
а, followed by a few special cases, t and I, and n and a have been taken  
together because th e  na tu re  of th e  shapes o f these runes is similar.

A ll t ’s and /o r I’s and all n’s and/or a ’s w ith  lower branches are found 
in Ljungby, Sm 170; U pp-N orrnby, Sö 272; Farsta, Sö 290; Ubby, U 504; 
V. Ledinge, U 518; Lena, U 1026; Sigtuna, S:t Lars, U FVi958;25o; Häg- 
gesled, Vg 26 (this inscrip tion  is only fragm entary).

Part o f th e  t ’s and/or I’s and o f th e  n ’s and/or a ’s has lower branches; 
these are found  in: Lovö, U 49; Lingsberg, U 241; Harg, U 318; Tibbie, 
U 611; Kålsta, U 668; N orsta, U 681 (see also § 6.2); Åkerby, U 1066 
(SRI 9, 348: th e  low branch  of 5 n is due to  th e  natu re  of th e  stone): 
G im o, U 1132 (SRI 9, 524: th e  low branch of 3 8 1 is due to  th e  natu re  of 
th e  stone; see also below); H ärlingstorp, Vg 61; R om fartuna, Vs 20.

T he special cases referred  to above are: G im o, U 1132: 23 þ has a 
low branch; six þ ’s have “no rm al” shapes (see also above); Ham m arby, 
U FVi959, i96: all f ’s are shaped thus: f; Lingsberg, U 240: 6 9 1 has low 
branches: th ere  is a slight risk of collision, b u t all th e  o ther t ’s have low 
branches, too, as have all four I’s.

б.2. H ig h  b ra n c h e s

T here  are seven inscriptions in w hich a high branch seem s clearly to 
po in t to  efforts to  avoid collision. For th e  first —  Åsby, Nä 15 —  I refer 
to  w hat was said in § 6.1. In S tensta, U 322 24 a has an extrem ely  
high branch, w hereas th e  o ther th ree  a ’s and all th ree  n’s are “n o rm al”. 
L insunda, U 734 shows a high branch in 16 n; th e  rem aining tw o n’s 
are norm al, as are all th ree  a ’s. In H indsberg, Vg 12 th e  branch o f 7 
n is high, as against th ree  norm al n’s; all six a ’s are norm al. It should 
be added th a t th e  branch o f 8 a is slightly lower th an  norm al (bu t
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see § 6.3). Ryda, Vg 124 contains an a  th a t has a highly placed branch 
(rune 17); th e  o th er a is norm al, as are all th ree  n’s. Lödöse, Vg 273 (an 
inscription m ade in w ood) has one a w ith  a high branch. T here  are no 
o ther a ’s and no n’s. T he inscription consists o f only four runes. T he 
last inscription —  Lödöse, Vg 280 —  was also m ade in wood: 12 a has 
a high branch; th e  o th er a is norm al, as are all five n’s.

Four inscriptions possibly contain  indications th a t branches w ere 
placed high in order to  avoid collisions b u t they  are m ore dubious. 
N ordre Søstergården, N 675 (wood): 4 a may be a case in po in t. Cf. 
NIyR V, 152: “Kvisten er p lassert høyt, vel for å unngå å krysse den 
foregående runens kvist.” It may be added th a t 8 a has a slightly higher 
branch, w hereas th e  only n is norm al. T he high branch of 5 a in N ordre 
G ullskoen, N  701 is accounted for in th e  sam e way as in th e  preceding 
inscription (see NIyR V, 171). In V allentuna, U 214 36 and 41 h have 
high branches, possibly in order to  avoid collision w ith  th e  preceding 
punctuation  m arks. O n  th e  o th er hand all th ree  þ ’s have high branches 
although there  is no risk o f collision; th is holds also good for 37 o (the 
o ther tw o o ’s are norm al) (see also above). In H årdnacka, U 580 15 a 
has a high branch, w hich m ay be due to  the  danger o f collision.

As in § 6.1 I shall give a selection of inscriptions w hich contain  one 
or m ore runes w ith  high branches although th ere  is no risk of collision. 
C om pared w ith  th e  occurrence o f low branches m entioned  in § 6.1 
it is rem arkable th a t th e re  are no inscriptions in w hich a 11 th e  runes 
concerned have high branches. It is also strik ing to see th a t w hen  com 
paring th e  n ’s and a ’s, th e re  are 10 instances o f only one or m ore n ’s 
w ith  high branches (Lilla Lundby, Sö 202; Lingsberg, U 40 (cf. § 6.1); 
Villberga, U 738; N orsta, U  861 (cf. § 6.1); O lsta, U 871; Uppsala, U 929; 
Nyvla, U 1092; Stora Salfors, U 1158 (cf. § 9); Bogård, U FVg86;84; 
Tang, Vg 108 (cf. § 6.3)) as against one of only a w ith  a high branch 
(Västerås, Vs 13) and one w ith  bo th  n and a w ith  high branches in þ 
(Råberga, U 684). Besides there  are five cases w ith  high branches in 
þ: V allentuna, U 214 (see also above); M arm a, U 485; Söderby, U 1134; 
T ierp, U 1144; Fotsby, U 1154.

6.3. S h o r t b ra n c h e s

In 10 inscriptions I found instances of rune-shapes th a t seem  to  po in t 
to th e  m ainstaffs having been m ade first. W h a t is strik ing is th a t they 
are all b u t one f ’s, w hich  are all shaped thus: \ , according to  my idea 
in order to  avoid collision o f th e  lower branch w ith  p a rt o f th e  follow-
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ing rune. In seven cases th e  f is followed by a t, w hich is no t surprising 
since ceftiR  is a w ord o f frequen t occurrence (Åsby, Nä 15 (cf. § 6.1); 
Urvalla, N ä 32; U ppgränna, Sm 122; Arm eneby, Vg 3; Strö, Vg 47; Syn- 
nerby, Vg 73; Väby, Vg 160). Besides I found fr (H indsberg, Vg 12 (cf. § 
6.2); G ölingstorp, Vg 192; cf. § 6.8) and fa (Armeneby, Vg 3; Synnerby, 
Vg 73) tw ice each, and ÍR once (Össeby, U FVig72;i72). T he rem aining 
inscription is Salna, U 323, w here th e  h igher branch o f 84 o is short, 
probably in order to  avoid collision w ith  th e  left-hand branch o f the  
following n. It looks very m uch as if, provided th e  m ainstaffs w here 
m ade first, th e  addition of th e  branches took place from  right to left. 
T he num ber of inscriptions from  V ästergötland in th is paragraph is 
rem arkably great, a lthough I should po in t to th e  last p a r t of th e  presen t 
sub-section, w here inscriptions are referred  to  in w hich there  are no 
indications th a t th e  m ainstaffs w here m ade first: only tw o of these are 
from  V ästergötland.

N ex t I shall deal w ith  a num ber of inscriptions in w hich th e  
m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is less convincingly dem onstrated . O nce 
m ore the  m ajority  contains a \-shaped  f. I shall deal w ith  these inscrip
tions individually as some com m ents seem  required . H ansta, U 72: 
th e re  is a danger of collision w ith  th e  left-hand branch of th e  following 
t. It is th e  only f in th e  inscription. It should be noted, though, th a t it 
a ttr ib u ted  to  Visäte, w ho favoured the  f-shaped  f. Lindö, U 236: there  
is a risk of collision b etw een  7 f and th e  m ainstaff of th e  following a, 
and betw een  37 f and th e  left-hand  branch  of 38 t. But it should be 
added firstly th a t in th e  case of th e  tw o rem aining f ’s there  is no risk 
of collision, and secondly th a t the  inscription was signed by Visäte (bu t 
cf. § 6.4). Som ething sim ilar is found  in  Granby, U 337: 12 f m ight have 
collided w ith  13 i if  th e  lower branch had been longer. T here  could also 
have been a risk o f collision, this tim e  w ith  a following punctuation  
m ark, in th e  case of 100 f. However, th is inscription contains five f ’s 
w ith  no such risks. Besides all th ir ty  a ’s, all ten  n’s and all th ree  o ’s 
have short branches although there  is no risk of collision. This inscrip
tion, too, was signed by Visäte. In tw o V ästergötland inscriptions we 
also come across th e  f -shaped f, w here there  m ight have been risk of 
collision w ith  th e  following t. T he inscriptions concerned are Stora Ek, 
Vg 4 and Läckö, Vg 35. In b o th  there  is only one f. This m akes it im pos
sible to  say w hether th e  runographer norm ally gave his f ’s th e  f -sh a p e .  

Collision w ith  th e  following p unc tua tion  m ark m ight have occurred  
if th e  right-hand branch  of 5 a in  Sigtuna, U 379 had been  longer. 
Incidentally, the  inscrip tion  contains seven a ’s w ith  long branches. In
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Ä ngvreta, U 1139 68 a has a very short onde-sided branch so th a t it 
does no t collide w ith  th e  preceding s (h). In th is case, if  it is an instance 
o f m ainstaffs-first, th e  addition o f th e  branches w ould  have been  p e r
form ed from  left to  right (cf. § 6.1 and § 8).

In a m uch greater num ber of instances th an  those  m entioned  so far 
in th is  sub-section short branches cannot be show n to  be th e  resu lt 
of th e  avoidance of collision as th ere  is plenty o f space. H ere, too, we 
find the  f-shaped  f. O u t of 15 inscriptions in w hich  th is  occurs, te n  are 
signed by (S) or a ttrib u ted  to  (A) Visäte; A: H ansta , U 73; K ista, U 
75; Råcksta, U  207; Lindö, U 238 (b u t cf. § 7); Solsta, U 350; M almby, 
U 503; M ålsta, U  511; Torsätra, U 613; S: Säva, U 862 (the runographer’s 
nam e is dam aged). O f  th e  rem aining “ f-cases” one is found in U p p 
land (Vible, U 92; cf. § 8), tw o in V ästergötland (H äggestad, Vg 22 
and Täng, Vg 108; cf. § 6.2) and tw o in V ästm anland  (G rällsta, Vs 27 
and Ö sterbännbäck, Vs 31). ”Riskless” short branches were found  m ost 
frequently  in n’s and a ’s. I did no t d istinguish betw een  long- and short- 
branched rune-types; ne ither did I m ake a d istinction  betw een  inscrip 
tions in w hich it is only th e  n’s or only th e  a ’s th a t have abnorm ally 
short branches as these d istinctions are irrelevant for th e  p resen t study. 
Incidentally, it is no t surprising th a t n and a show th is  phenom enon 
in a great m ajority  (35 ou t of 54 inscriptions) since th e  frequency of 
these tw o runes is high in a general way (over 22% of all runes; a count 
I m ade from  Peterson 1994). Finally I m ust m ention  som e inscrip tions 
containing runes w ith  abnorm ally short branches o ther th an  f, n and
а. Funbo, U 987 (b u t cf. § 9), w ith  one ^-shaped þ (as against eight 
“norm ally’-shaped þ ’s) and A ltuna, U 1161, w here all eleven þ ’s are 
^-shaped. Snottsta, U 330, w here b o th  o ’s have a short lower branch. 
Gådi, U 739, w here all th ree  m ’s have a short left-hand  branch.

б .4 . S h o r t-b ra n c h e d  ru n e s

Am ong th e  inscriptions containing one or m ore short-branched  runes 
th ere  are only tw o in w hich th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is ra ther evi
dent. Thus in Lindö, U 236 rune  28 s (I) has its u p p er half m ore deeply 
cu t than  th e  lower half. T his m ight m ean th a t th e  runographer m ade a 
kind of sketch of all the  m ain staffs, a fter w hich he found th a t th e  lower 
half of th e  s in question should no t be cu t to  its fu ll dep th . T he  use of 
th e  tw o s-types —  long-branched and short-branched  — is rem arkable 
in th e  Visäte inscriptions. In U 236 there  are five '-shaped s ’s and only 
one h -shaped s. If we look at all his signed inscriptions, w e find th a t
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there  are 29 h /^-shapes (21 H; 8 H) and 29 '-shapes. B yw ay of com pari
son I can give dates from  Å sm und Kåreson (31 H; 14 H; o '); Balle (99 
h; 9 H; o '); Ö p ir (150 h; 4 H; o ') (cf. § 6.3). T he o ther inscription th a t 
seems to  show  the  m aking of the  m ainstaffs first is H årdnacka, U 580, 
w here 2 a has th is  rem arkable shape: X , as against th e  rem aining four 
a’s o f th e  long-branched rune-type. It should be added th a t th e  shape 
2 a is qu ite  exceptional. T hus it occurs ne ither in th e  signed Balle nor 
in th e  signed Å sm und K åreson inscriptions (for Å sm und Kåreson, see 
T hom pson 1975, 96); V isäte uses it only once and Ö p ir tw ice (for Öpir, 
see Å hlén 1997, 74) (cf. § 6.2).

As regards th e  cases w here the  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is dubious, 
I cam e across six instances. H anning, D R 48 has one short-branched 
t (rune 24), w ith  a relatively sm all d istance betw een  th is rune and 25 
u, w hereas th e  o ther tw o t ’s as w ell as all th ree  n’s and all th ree  a ’s 
are of the  long-branched type. If th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, th is 
w ould m ean th e  branches w ere added from  right to  left. Riala, U  179, 
has tw o  runes (4 n and 38 n) th a t m ight have collided w ith  th e  preced
ing runes (3 a and 37 i) if  they  had been  of th e  long-branched type. 
T he rem aining n is also short-branched  although th e re  w ould  not have 
been any risk o f collision if it had been  long-branched. N either is there  
any risk in th e  case of th e  one short-branched  a; th e  rem aining six 
a’s are long-branched. T hus it looks as the  runographer used a m ix of 
b o th  types. T he  sam e holds good for Stora Benham ra, U 200, w here 
in th e  short-branched  93 a a collision w ould not have been im pos
sible if it had been a long-branched rune, though  short-branched 98 
a w ould not have caused collision. N ote th a t th e  rem aining seven a’s 
are long-branched, as are all eight n’s (cf. § 8). T he only n (rune 22) in 
Sigtuna, U 384 is short-branched  though  apparently  no t to  avoid col
lision. 2 a on th e  o ther hand  m ight have been short-branched  w ith  a 
view of the  following t, w hich has its branches low on th e  m ainstaff. 
Sigtuna, U 391 has tw o short-branched  n’s and one short-branched a 
b u t there  w ould not have been any risk of collision if they  had been 
long-branched. It should be rem arked th a t in th e  rem aining n’s and 
a’s th e  branches on one side of th e  m ainstaffs are often  very short, 
especially tow ards th e  end of th e  inscription, w here th e  runes are close 
together. 32 a has a rem arkably low branch, possibly because of the  
preceding þ. Norby, U 898: there  w ould  have been  no risk of collision 
if 44 n had been  long-branched b u t it is rem arkable th a t th e  o ther four 
n’s and all ten  a ’s are long-branched. In no less th an  47 inscriptions I 
found a m ix tu re  of long-branched and short-branched  runes w ithou t



3 0  Jan Meijer f

there  apparently  being any risk of collision if th e  short-branched  ones 
had  been long-branched. T here  are tw o m ore inscrip tions th a t deserve 
some special a tten tion  here: H usby-Lyhundra, U 541, w here b o th  a ’s 
and the  only t are short-branched. A nd Flasta, U  FVi968;276 (which 
is only a fragm ent): 8 a is a short-branched  ru n e  and no o ther a ’s nor 
any n’s occur.

In the  cases m entioned  in th is section it is im p o rtan t to  consider 
th e  idiosyncracies of some runographers as regards th e  shapes of cer
ta in  runes; a very telling exam ple is fu rn ished  by th e  P-shaped f in 
th e  Visäte inscriptions. Besides it should be m en tioned  th a t th e  use of 
short-branched runes hardly offers any con tribu tion  to  th e  m ainstaffs- 
first theory.

7. Branch on the wrong mainstaff

A num ber of inscriptions in th is section contains ra ther clear indica
tions th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first. W h en  m entioning G u nderup  
l, D R 143 before (§ 4.2), I drew  a tten tion  to  th e  branchless m ainstaff 
15, suggesting th a t th is is no t a m ainstaffs-first case. But if we look at 
th e  whole w ord-group 11-20 stini þoisi, it does look as if th e  m ainstaffs 
w ere m ade first, after w hich th e  runographer m ade a m uddle  of the  
addition of the  branches. In G rötlingbo, G  36 we find 31-37 [bo] taaþi 
instead of [bo] taiþi. I suggest th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, after 
w hich th e  branches were added from  right to  le ft and tha t, in doing so, 
th e  runographer gave 35 i a branch by m istake; a fter th is th e  a -b ranch  
was also added to  th e  m ainstaff of rune 34 (cf. § 3). In Hade, GS 6 we 
find the  w ord moþur w ith  a curiously shaped þ: f). T his is com m ented  
upon by Jansson (SRI 15, 56) as follows: “över huvudstaven har . . .  
nedtill en sne tt u ppå t höger gående bistav ristats. Tydligen h ar ristaren  
tän k t rista en o-runa; han har av tank löshet börja t upprepa föregående 
runa (7 o) m en u p p täck t sitt m isstag, innan runan  var färd igristad .” My 
idea is th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first; w hen adding th e  branches, 
from  right to  left, the  runographer at first forgot th e  þ-branch, starting  
w ith  th e  lower o-branch. W hen  discovering his m istake after th a t one 
branch, he “co rrec ted ” it by carving th e  þ-branch. T he “m ysterious” 
nam e fiatr in Ljungby, Sm 169 seem s to  represen t Fæitr (K ällström  
!997, 35); if  so, th e  spelling should have been *faitr. In th a t case I w ould 
suggest th a t th e  branches, after th e  m ainstaffs had been  carved, were 
added from  right to left and th a t, in doing so, th e  runographer p u t the
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branch on rune 3, th a t is, one m ainstaff too early. In Skresta, Sö 122, 
54-59 runs: kaarþ i w ith  55-56 shaped thus: \ f. (In SRI 3, 92 the  w ord is 
rendered k iarþil) This m ight m ean th a t the  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, 
a fter w hich, in adding th e  branches from  left to  right, the  runographer 
sta rted  on th e  branch of a  on th e  m ainstaff of rune 55; on discovering 
his m istake, he gave th is up  and n ex t gave rune  56 th e  branch  th a t was 
due to  it (cf. § 4.2). In V allentuna, U 212 we find a curiously shaped 
p unc tua tion  m ark (f) after 18-21 s tan . My idea is th a t the  m ainstaffs 
w ere m ade first, after w hich th e  branches w ere added from  left to  
right, b u t ru n e  21 got a b ranch  w hile i was m eant; th e  result was an n 
and a m ainstaff too  many; from  th is  redundan t m ainstaff a p u n c tu a 
tion m ark was m ade. It should be added th a t th e  o ther tw o p u n c tu a 
tion m arks are considerably sm aller (cf. § 4.2). Lindö, U 238 contains a 
rem arkable f (rune 25): ? . It looks very m uch as if th e  m ainstaffs were 
m ade first. W hen  th e  m ainstaff o f rune  25 was provided w ith  a branch, 
th e  runographer seem s to have s ta rted  on th e  left-hand  branch of 26 
t  and w hen discovering his m istake, he also provided th e  m ainstaff 
w ith  its f-branches (cf. § 6.3). In Ingla, U 886 æftÍR is spelled fitiR (4-8). 
T he m ainstaffs may have been m ade first and by m istake th e  branches 
th a t should have been  p u t on rune  5 w ere added to  th e  first m ainstaff 
of th e  word. T his resu lted  in a m etathesis-like form  (cf. M eijer 1995, 
31). In Ramsjö, U 1056 we find sinn spelled sai (44-46). Possible the  
m ainstaffs w ere m ade first and n ex t th e  branches w ere added from  left 
to  right. T he  runographer m ade a mess of things, giving th e  m ainstaff 
o f rune  45 an a-b ranch  instead of an n-branch, w hich besides should 
have been added to  th e  m ainstaff o f rune 46.

Two cases are m ore dubious. T he first, 36-38 bloþ in Bergen, N 633 
has 37 I provided w ith  a branch on th e  left side of th e  m ainstaff (! ) . 
A ccording to  Liestøl (N IyR vi, 63) th is is probably th e  lower branch of 
th e  following rune. T here  is a possibility th a t th is  is an instance of the  
m ainstaffs having been m ade first, after w hich th e  branches were added 
from  left to  right. By th e  way, th is inscription was m ade in wood. In 
Holm , U 824 we find th e  spelling of stcein as stian (22-26). T his m ight 
be a m ainstaffs-first case w ith  th e  branches added from  right to  left 
and th e  a-b ranch  having been p u t on a m ainstaff too  early.

T his section presents us w ith  a relatively great num ber of fairly 
clear indications th a t th e  procedure under discussion was applied. 
T here  is not a single instance w here th is p rocedure had  to  be definitely 
refuted .



3 2  Jan Meijer 1'

8 . Mainstaff or whole rune too few

In th is  section I w ill not only deal w ith  cases in w hich a m ainstaff or a 
whole rune is missing b u t also w ith  those in w hich th is  om ission was 
righted.

I w ish to  s ta rt w ith  a phenom enon of w hich I found only one 
instance th a t can be used in connection  w ith  m y subject. I am  referring 
to  a b ind-rune in Ed, U 106, 20 ta, shaped thus: t . T here is a possibil
ity th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first and th a t th e  om ission o f one of 
these was discovered w hen th e  runographer had finished th e  t, after 
w hich he solved th e  problem  by creating a b ind-rune. T he a-b ranch  
was added last as can be seen from  its low position  on th e  m ainstaff. 
It should be added th a t four ou t of th e  five rem ain ing  a s  have th e ir  
branches m ore or less in th e  m iddle of th e  m ainstaffs (cf. § 6.1). It is not 
unim aginable th a t runographers m ade th e  m ainstaffs first and, doing 
so, m ade one too  few and, w hen adding th e  branches, may th en  have 
discovered th e  om ission, righting th is  by adding th e  rune  concerned 
outside th e  tex t-band . T hus in Vible, U 92 11 u is in  such a position 
and may therefore  illustrate  w hat I suggested as a possibility (b u t cf. 
§ 6.3). A nother way to  right th e  om ission may, provided th ere  is room  
for it, be th a t o f squeezing th e  m issing rune  in betw een  its tw o  neigh
bours. T hus in A lstad  11, N  62 we see th a t in 5-15 reisti stein 10 i has 
been  squeezed in betw een  9 t and 11 s ( ') . M agnus O lsen (N IyR 1, 152) 
th inks 10 i was “visst først u teg lem t og senere innføiet". This may m ean 
th a t w hen th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade, there  was — as appeared la ter — 
one too  few. In Tu, N  228 O lsen (N IyR hi, 159) sees tw o possibilities to  
account for 23 t, w hich is shaped thus: T and has a height th a t is about 
h a lf th a t o f th e  adjacent runes. H e th inks th a t it was e ither forgotten 
and added afterw ards or m ade so small in order to  save space. I suggest 
th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first b u t there  was one too  few; w hen add
ing the  branches, th is  om ission was discovered, upon  w hich 23 t was 
inserted. In Alby, U 19, 38-40 þur is shaped as follows: MU, w ith  a u- 
m ainstaff originally om itted  and afterw ards, together w ith  its branch, 
squeezed in. It m ust be rem arked th a t th e  m ainstaffs of 38 þ and 40 
r are ra ther w ide apart b u t th e  distances betw een  th e  m ainstaffs in 
th e  whole of th is  inscription vary considerably. In Ä lvsunda, U 117, 
34-35 ÍR appear as follows: Ik; th e  i-m ainstaff may have been squeezed 
in after th e  om ission was discovered. 26 t squeezed in afterw ards in 
Sanda, U 685 is a possibility  after th e  m ainstaffs-m inus-one had  been 
carved. A n originally forgotten m ainstaff m ay account for th e  curious
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branch of k (T) in Viggby, U 751. A nother instance is to be found in 
D anm ark, U 945: 56 n, w hich is so small th a t in B 410 it is rendered 
as a cross-shaped punctu a tio n  m ark (see SRI 9, 52, fig. 26). It is m en
tioned  as “l i te t” and “in träng t m ellen 55 a  och 57 t ” (ib., 53), b u t cu ri
ously enough it is no t visible in th e  photograph (ib., pi. 12), to  w hich 
atten tion  w as also draw n by T hom pson (1975, 183, n. 60) and C rocker 
(1982, 166, n. 13). In Ä ngvreta, U  1139, 42 f has its lower branch coa
lesce w ith  th e  left-hand  branch of 43 t. Besides th e  distance betw een  
th e  m ainstaffs o f 41 a and 42 f is strikingly small, w hich also suggests 
th a t th e  m ainstaff o f th e  la tte r rune  was originally forgotten  (cf. § 6.1 
and § 6.3). In H elenelund, U FVi953;263 we find 25-26 a r t  shaped as 
follows: W, w hich looks very m uch as if th ere  had  been  a m uddle w ith  
th e  m ainstaffs. I suggest th a t th e  r-m ainstaff was forgotten, w hich was 
discovered w hen th e  branches w ere added. In Silarps bro, Vg 175 th e  
five runes o f 39-43 fiþur are close together. T his is a m ore dubious 
case: th e  sta ff of 40 i may have been  forgotten and afterw ards added, 
b u t th en  one m ight w onder why 39 f got a short lower branch, w hich is 
however no t uncom m on in V ästergötland. Finally we find an indication 
of th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure in another V ästergötland inscription: 
G ölingstorp, Vg 192. In 18-22 eftiR 21 i touches th e  left-hand  branch 
o f 22 R, and besides th e  distances betw een  th e  m ainstaffs of 20 t  and 
21 i and be tw een  those of 21 i and 22 R are small. I suggest tha t, w hen 
adding th e  branches, th e  runographer discovered th e  om ission of 21 i: 
it could no t be m oved fa rth er to  th e  left since it w ould  th en  touch  the  
right-hand branch  o f t  (cf. § 6.3).

In a num ber of inscriptions th e  absence of a m ainstaff m ight be 
accounted for if th e  m ainstaffs o f a w ord a n d  th e  following pu n c
tuation  m ark w ere m ade first, w hich w ould m ean th a t there  was no 
room  for th e  final m ainstaff w hen th e  branches w ere added from  left 
to right (see also § 3). G enerally speaking th is  is not a very likely cat
egory o f th e  m ainstaffs-first procedure, perhaps w ith  th e  exception of 
th e  om ission of final i, as e.g. in G rensten , DR 91 (10-13 risþ); Mejlby, 
DR 117 (4-7 risþ); Brobyholm , Sm 96 (8-11 rist) (cf. § 2); Kumlaby, Sm 
124 (34-37 halb); B ettna, Sö 52 (44-45 at); Vrena, Sö 75 (9-14 tiþkum); 
Hassm yra, Vs 24 (74-77 betr). (I discussed ano ther way to  account for 
”missing" i ’s —  ”h idden  runes” — in M eijer 1984, 20 ff.) A part from  th e  
cases ju st m en tioned  I do not th in k  it is m uch use discussing all th e  
o ther words in w hich one —  and som etim es tw o or m ore — final runes 
have been “o m itte d ” since m any of these so-called om issions seem  to  
have been in ten tional. Besides th e ir  num ber is ex trem ely  great so th a t
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the  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is m ost unlikely unless th is is thou g h t 
to  have occurred  very often, w hich is im probable. T h e  m ost evident of 
these omissions is th a t of final R in ceftiR, w hich I w ill deal w ith  below. 
O n  the  whole om ission of final r (as well as o f final or) is o f qu ite  fre 
quen t occurrence. O ne very special case should be m entioned  here. I 
am referring to  Hassla, U  667, 21-23 >tu  (instead o f litu), in w hich  it is 
th e  initial rune th a t is lacking. It is no t im possible th a t the  runogra- 
pher m ade one m ainstaff too  few and had his m ainstaffs preceded by a 
p u n c tua tion  m ark. In th a t case he w ould  not have had  room  for the  I, 
w hich was discovered w hen he added th e  branches from  right to  left. A 
curious case deserves som e atten tion  here: in Stora Benham ra, U 200 
we find 30-31 ur shaped thus: NT It looks as if in carving the  m ainstaffs 
th e  distance betw een  those of these tw o runes was m ade too sm all (cf. 
§ 6.4). A fu rth e r  po in t to be considered is th a t in w hich a m ainstaff is 
p a rt of a line in th e  ornam entation . This is a very com m on phenom 
enon. It is only occasionally th a t one m ight consider th e  possibility of 
th e  m ainstaffs having been m ade first. T hus in Tensta, U 1035, 12 a has 
its m ainstaff in com m on w ith  an o rnam entation  line. It is no tew orthy  
th a t the  preceding rune, 111, is very close to 10 i, w hereas th e  distances 
betw een  th e  o ther m ainstaffs in th is inscription are qu ite great. O n  
th e  whole, however, th e  p rocedure under discussion does not apply in 
those cases w here p arts  o f the  ornam entation  are used as m ainstaffs, 
m ainly because of w hat was said above about th e  h igh frequency of th e  
use of o rnam entation  lines as m ainstaffs.

O m ission of a rune  in th e  m iddle of a w ord is no t likely to  be due to 
the  m ainstaffs having been  m ade first and in doing so, one was forgot
ten, for w hen adding th e  branches, th e  runographer w ould probably 
discover th e  om ission at th e  end of the  w ord or, if  he w orked from  
right to  left, at its beginning. O ne case should be m entioned  here, viz. 
Sävsta, U 749, 84-91 halfanar, w hich should be halftanar. W hat is 
rem arkable here is th e  fact th a t 87  f stands before th e  rune-band  and 88  

a after it. T he runographer may have looked upon  p a rt of th is band as a 
t. T hus it seem s to  appear th a t th e  o rnam entation  was m ade before th e  
inscription, a p rocedure th a t is generally looked upon  as th e  com m on 
one. This was confirm ed by Erik Sandquist (cf. § 1) in a private com 
m unication (4-3-2001), w here he inform ed th a t he “plejer . . .  at s ta rte  
m ed selve ornam entikken”.

Runes may simply have been  om itted  as th e re  was no room  for 
them , so th e  m ainstaffs-first idea does no t apply here. A very clear 
exam ple is fu rn ished  by K orpbron, Sö 139, w here th e  last "w ord” runs:
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ru (instead of runar); th e re  is simply no room  for m ore. Besides it 
should be no ted  th a t th e  last six runes of th e  inscription are crow ded 
(cf. M eijer 1992, 40). As in th e  case discussed above, there  can be no 
question o f the  m ainstaffs having been  cu t first w hen a rune has been 
om itted  a lthough there  was p lenty  o f room  fore it in th e  inscription. 
This applies to  num erous cases, o f w hich I shall only m ention one by 
way of exam ple. In Tensta, U 1036 the  last word, antuita, has no final 
R although after 97 a (in w hich th e  m ainstaff is p a r t o f th e  ornam enta
tion) th e re  is plenty of room  in th e  rune-band  after a crossing band. 
As I m en tioned  before, som ething m ust be said about th e  omission of 
final R in œ f t i R .  A t first sight th is m ight look as if a m ainstaff too  few 
was m ade. B ut th e  num ber of instances of spellings such as afti, efti, 
ifti is so great th a t o th er ways should be found (and have been  found) 
to account for th e  “om ission”. I need only add here th a t according to 
Peterson (1994) th e  w ord in d ifferent spellings b u t all o f th em  w ithou t 
final R occurs no less th an  51 tim es.

To conclude th is  section I wish to  m ention a qu ite  unusual feature, 
found in K ungshållet, Sö 106. H ere 105 n consists of a branch  only. 
For some reason or o ther th e  runographer never carved th e  m ainstaff, 
thus w orking — at least in th is one instance —  in a way th a t is th e  very 
opposite o f w hat is m ost probably th e  com m on one.

T he cases in th is  section may of course generally speaking also be 
due to  sim ple forgetfulness, in w hich each of th e  runes was finished in 
its entirety.

9. Chair-s

T he type  of s th a t I w ill deal w ith  in th is  section may conveniently be 
called the “ch a ir-s” (Swedish “sto lsruna”). It occurs in different shapes, 
of which h and H are th e  m ost com m on. For th e  possible reason why h 
is th e  m ost frequen t one, see M eijer 2000, 25, w here a short com m ent 
is given on th e  chair-s  and w here th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is also 
briefly m entioned.

In th is paragraph I shall discuss a num ber of inscriptions w here th e  
procedure ju s t m en tioned  is fairly evident. In Näsby, U 455 we find 18 
s shaped thus: H, w hich is a fairly uncom m on form  (6.1% of all chair
s ’s). It is im p o rtan t to  look at its surrounding runes: fxHÎ. I w ould 
suggest th a t the  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first and th a t th e  branches w ere 
nex t added from  righ t to  left; if  th e  m ost frequently  used chair-s (h:
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81.2%) had been used, it w ould have touched  the  left-hand branch  of 
19 t ;  nex t th e  pun c tu a tio n  m ark had to be p u t qu ite  low and a fte r th a t 
the  branch of 17 a  had to  be placed ra ther high on th e  m ainstaff. It 
should be added th a t th e  inscriptions contains four “no rm al” s’s. In 
Burunge, U 1140, 11 s has th e  not very com m on shape of H (9.6%). 
Seeing th a t th e  distances b etw een  th e  m ainstaffs show only few 
differences, th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is by no m eans unlikely. 
This inscription also contains th ree  “no rm al” s’s. In Törnby, U 43, 63 
s has a curious shape: h. Since the  d istance betw een  th e  left-hand  
vertical and th e  following m ainstaff is qu ite  like th e  o ther distances 
in th e  inscription, it is qu ite  possible th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade 
first. T here  are four “n o rm al” s’s in th e  inscription. A  m ost in stru c 
tive case is th a t of 15 s in Kragsta, U  572. T his is th e  com m onest type 
o f chair-s b u t th e  lower h a lf of th e  fu ll-leng th  vertical is shallower 
than  th e  rest o f th e  rune  (cf. SRI 7, 454). T his points to  th e  m aking 
o f a p relim inary  sketch, in w hich all th e  m ainstaffs w ere given full 
length. O n  finishing th e  inscription, it was found th a t th e re  was ha lf a 
m ainstaff too  m any so th a t was not carved to  its fu ll dep th . It should 
be no ted  th a t th e  d istances b etw een  th e  m ainstaffs are qu ite  regular. 
A sim ilar case is found in Funbo, U 987, w here th e  lower p a r t o f the 
fu ll-length  vertical looks only “sketched” in th e  chair-s 38 (h) (cf. SRI 
9, 148). T he o ther s ’s in th e  inscrip tion are “n o rm al”. T he runes d is
cussed here are ex trem ely  im p o rtan t and in teresting as they give us 
a glim pse of th e  way th e  runographer worked. N ex t we can consider 
tw o cases w here th e  s is shaped H and H respectively, viz. Stav, Sö 58, 
4 s and Klippinge, Sö 210, 82 s. H ere it m ight be suggested th a t in 
carving th e  m ainstaffs first, one too  m any was m ade. W h en  th is was 
discovered, it was solved by giving th e  runes th e ir  exceptional shapes. 
By the  way, H also occurs in Skyberg, Vg 133, b u t as th is inscription 
contains four m ore ch a ir-s’s of th e  h-type  and th e  H -shape is found 
th ree  tim es, th is is m ost probably not a m ainstaffs-first case because it 
is very unlikely th a t a m ainstaff too  m any was carved so m any tim es. 
Finally atten tion  m ust be draw n to  th e  occurrence of th e  “G o tland ic” 
s (T) in H am m arby, U 1053. Both s’s in the  inscription are of th is  type, 
the  only cases in the  Viking-age inscriptions in U ppland. As th e  d is
tances betw een  th e  m ainstaffs are qu ite  regular, th is  looks very m uch 
like a case of m ainstaffs first.

In a great num ber o f cases th ere  are less d istinc t indications o f the  
m ainstaffs-first procedure, am ong o thers because the  inscriptions also 
contain one or m ore “no rm al” s’s and because th e  d istances betw een
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the  s ’s and the  adjacent runes are so great th a t it looks as if each rune 
was finished in its entirety . In th e  la tte r group a num ber of inscriptions 
also contain  one “no rm al” s or m ore. A special case is th a t o f Vickeby, 
U 474, 14 s (H), w hich is a fairly rare shape (see above). Use of th e  m ost 
com m on chair-s (h) w ould  have been im possible w ith o u t colliding 
w ith  15 a. T hat is possibly why we find 4 But it should be added th a t 
th e  runes of th is inscription are generally close together, w hich w ould 
also account for th e  short branches of o, h, n, a, t, I and r .

Finally there  is a great num ber o f inscriptions containing one or m ore 
cha ir-s’s w here th e  distances b etw een  th e  surrounding m ainstaffs are 
too great for us to  suppose th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first. In one 
instance th e  criterion  o f th e  distances is very dubious since th e  runes 
concerned occur in a bend  of th e  rune-band: Snottsta, U 331, 10 s.

It w ill be clear from  th e  above th a t th e  instances m entioned  in th is 
section are of great im portance  in connection  w ith  th e  m ainstaffs-first 
p rocedure although th e  num ber of ch a ir-s’s w here th is  m ethod  does 
no t apply, is great.

10. Branch on the wrong side of the mainstaff, upside- 
down runes and reversed runes

T here are only few instances of th e  branch on th e  w rong side of th e  
m ainstaff and no m ore th an  one w here th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure 
m ight be seriously considered. I am  referring to  Fittja, U 828, 69 n (f). 
It is clear th a t th e re  was no room  on th e  right-hand side o f th e  m ain 
staff, w hich m ight m ean th a t the  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first, upon 
w hich th e  branches w ere added from  right to  left.

A lthough 25 and 78 b (3) in Järvsta, Gs 11 m ight have been given 
th is shape as th ere  was little  or no room  to th e  right o f th e  m ainstaffs, 
th is does not apply to  52 b, w hich has th e  sam e shape. But th is unusual 
shape m ight also refer to  th e  fact th a t there  are indications th a t the  
runographer, Å sm und  Kåreson, was dyslexic, although be as a reversed 
rune does not occur in th e  o th er inscriptions by Å sm und, ne ither in 
those signed by h im  nor in those a ttr ib u ted  to h im  (about Å sm u n d ’s 
possible dyslexia, see O lsen (1953) and M eijer (1997, 94 f.)). In Transjö, 
Sm 5, 1 k is a reversed rune  (^1). If we look at 1-4 kotr (VHTR), we w ill 
see th a t if 1 k had had its b ranch  on th e  right side, it w ould  have collided 
w ith  th e  upper branch o f 2 o. T his m ight suggest th a t th e  m ainstaffs
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w ere m ade first after w hich th e  branches w ere added from  right to  left. 
Besides th e  branches of 2 o may have been carved on the  left side of 
th e  m ainstaff since they  w ould have collided w ith  th e  left-hand  branch 
o f 3 t if they  had  been  on th e  right side. It should be noted, however, 
th a t th e  o ther k ’s are also reversed, w here 21 k m ight have th is  shape 
in order to  avoid collision. N ote also th a t 46 o has its branches on the 
left side, too, and besides th e  l’s are reversed as well. T he reversed o 
is o f fairly frequent occurrence in Sm åland (cf. SRI 4, 14). 32.3% of 
all Sm åland o ’s have th is  shape. It is a shape th a t is ex trem ely  rare in 
U ppland (5.9%) and in Söderm anland (3.1%). In Enet, Sm 7 we may 
account for th e  shape of 11 n (H) as a way to avoid collision w ith  th e  
b ranch o f 12 a. T here  is a possibility th a t each rune was finished in its 
entirety, in w hich th e  runographer seems to have w orked from  right to  
left. (T his d irection  could be qu ite  likely especially if th e  runographer 
was an illiterate.) But m aking th e  m ainstaffs first and after th a t adding 
th e  branches from  right to  left should also be considered. T he later 
procedure is im probable because o f th e  varying distances betw een  the  
m ainstaffs in general.

T here are four m ore inscriptions th a t m ust be discussed here in 
connection w ith  th e  use of reversed runes because of th e  risk o f colli
sion. T hus in Bösarp, DR 258, 2-4 uki we see a reversed k because of 
the  following i; th is w ould m ean th e  branches w ere added from  right to 
left. In Vänge, G  123 we find 18 as a reversed rune; thus its b ranch  does 
not collide w ith  th e  following p u nctua tion  mark. If th is  is an instance 
of th e  m ainstaffs-first procedure, it w ould m ean th a t th e  punctuation  
m ark was already th ere  w hen th e  branches w ere added, from  right to 
left (cf. § 4.2). Rycksta, Sö 163, 2-4 ruR (dflÅ) shows a reversed u so 
th a t its b ranch does not collide w ith  th e  left-hand  branch o f 4 r ; once 
m ore th e  branches w ere added from  right to left. Finally we find a 
reversed g in Sund, Sö 318, 119-120 gu (1H); th e  avoidance o f collision 
w ith  120 u is evident and here, too, the  addition o f the  branches m ust 
have taken place from  right to  left.

In four inscriptions we find upside-dow n runes th a t may be 
accounted for as a way to  avoid collision. Björkö, Sö 92, 46-47 at ( !4): 
th e  branches seem  to  have been added from  left to  right. In Frölunda, 
Sö 222, 24-25 ft ( k t )  and U pp-N orrnby, Sö 272, 27-28 and 34-35 ft 
( k t )  the  addition of th e  branches m ust have been perfo rm ed  from  
right to  left (for Sö 272, cf. § 6.1). Åby, U FVi974;203, 32-33 Im (Dk): 
here th e  branches seem  to  have been added from  left to right.

This section offers an in teresting  view o f reversed and upside-dow n
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runes and may in a num ber of cases account for th e  use of these rune  
types.

11. “Wrong” runes

In Töfta, Vg 113 we find a curious and unique m istake in 36-40  kuþih 
(instead o f kuþan). M y idea is th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first. 
N ex t th e  branches w ere added from  right to  left. I suggest th a t th e  
m ainstaff of ru n e  40 was provided w ith  an a-branch; by way of "cor
rec tion” an n-branch  was added, w hich thus produced  an h. This could 
not be m ended  so th e  runographer continued  w ith  rune 38, w here th e  
m ainstaff was given its þ-branch. I should add th a t th e  m istakes could 
be cam ouflaged w hen or if  th e  runes w ere pain ted  afterw ards. I can 
here refer to  Peterson (1992, 92), w here th e  m ainstaffs-first idea is also 
m entioned. In G ry ta , U 867 we find 26 R instead of r. W essén (SRI 8, 
532) accounts for th is as follows: “r  står nära in till föregående runa; 
m an kan förm oda, a tt  r  h ar valts fram för r m ed  hänsyn till u trym m et, 
för a tt  ej kollidera m ed den redan  huggna bst i 4 I.” I th in k  it probable 
th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ade first; if  not, th e  runographer could have 
placed 26 R (and 25 u) fa rth e r to  th e  left.

A lthough  th e  num ber o f inscriptions in th is  section is very small, 
we can find here  fairly certa in  sup p o rt of th e  m ainstaffs-first theory.

12. The mainstaffs not made first

T he idea of th is  section is to  po in t to  cases w here it can be shown th a t 
th e  m ainstaffs w ere n o t  m ade first. In general we can say th a t the  use 
of th e  (half-length) short-branched  s ( '/  l) shows th a t th e  m ainstaffs 
w ere m ost probably no t m ade first. O ne case deserves some a tten tion  
here, viz. 27 s in V indlaus, N 169, w hich is shaped thus: \. This m ight 
po in t to  th e  m ainstaffs having been  m ade first after w hich th e  runog
rapher, w hen adding th e  branches, discovered th a t th e  m ainstaff of 
27 s was too  long (cf. NIyR 11, 263). In Oslo v, N  19 we see th a t 31 i 
has no t got its fu ll length . T his m ight be a m eans to  avoid collision 
w ith  th e  branch  of 30 k. (It should be added th a t th e  inscription is in 
reversed runes; cf. NIyR 1, 46.) T his im plies th a t 30 k was com pleted 
before 31 i was m ade, in o ther w ords th e  m ainstaffs w ere not m ade 
first. D ynna, N  68 has five long-branched s ’s and one short-branched
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one. T h e  space for th e  h / H-shaped s ’s m ust have been  fixed before
hand  so th e  m ainstaffs w ere m ost probably no t m ade first. In A pel- 
boda, N ä 29 we find a small t in th e  com bination 16-17 ft (^ ) -  In view 
o f th e  short m ainstaff of 17 t it is im possible th a t th e  m ainstaffs w ere 
m ade first. Finally we find som e runes th a t do not have th e ir  fu ll height 
in Ängby, U 478, probably in order to save space (62 t, 66 a, 74 i). 85 a 
has its branch  low on th e  m ainstaff in order to  avoid collision w ith  84 h 
and 86 n (cf. SRI 7, 297). In view of th e  m u tual distances b etw een  the  
m ainstaffs, th e  m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is practically  excluded.

Finally I w ould suggest th a t th e  occurrence of abnorm ally long 
branches is a plea against th e  m aking o f th e  m ainstaffs first.

13. Conclusion

A  concluding rem ark is hardly necessary because in my in troduction  
I have already stressed th e  speculative character o f th is  study. Still, in 
m y opinion, th e  procedure discussed cannot be neglected. T his can be 
seen from  th e  following data. T he m ainstaffs-first p rocedure is very 
probable in 107 instances, as against 82 dubious cases and 97 w here th e  
p rocedure  is m ost unlikely. It should be added th a t there  are inscrip 
tions w hich  are discussed in m ore th an  one section of the  p resen t a r ti
cle. T hus four inscriptions can be ranged tw ice in  th e  “very p robable” 
category. Five inscriptions show tra its  of w hich one ranges th em  in th e  
“very p robable” category and th e  o ther in th e  “dubious” one. Two inscrip
tions are according to  tw o  different tra its to  be ranged as “dubious”. 
Seven inscriptions have one tra it th a t makes th em  “m ost un likely”, b u t 
ano th er ranges th em  among th e  “very probable” ones. In tw o inscrip
tions one tra it m arks th em  as “dubious” and one as “m ost un likely”. In 
th ree  inscriptions we find tw o tra its  from  th e  “m ost unlikely” category, 
so th a t th e  unlikeliness is em phasized. Finally there  are th ree  inscrip
tions w hich occur in th ree  sections: one w ith  tw o “very probable” tra its 
and one “dubious” one; one w ith  one “very probable” and tw o “dubious” 
traits; and finally one w ith  tra its from  all th ree  categories. In all these 
cases I have decided in w hich of th e  th ree  categories they  w ere to  be 
ranged. G enerally  speaking I p u t th em  am ong th e  “dubious” inscrip
tions although those w ith  tw o tra its  th a t bo th  p u t them  in th e  same 
category, w ere naturally  placed in th a t category.

As I said in my in troduction , th e  num ber of m ainstaffs-first instances 
is relatively sm all b u t yet it seem s to  m e th a t we have to  do w ith  a pro-
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cedure th a t should  no t be ignored w hen one is try ing to  account for 
certa in  irregularities.

Bibliography
Crocker, Kyle R obert, 1982: 'Fotr r is t i’: A  runographer’s sty le  in th e  co n tex t o f  

11th cen tu ry  U p pland ic  m em orial art. A n n  Arbor, M ichigan.
D R  = D anm arks runeindskrifter. V ed  L. Jacobsen & E. M oltke under m ed 

virkning a f  A . B æ ksted  & K. M . N ie lsen . T ext. K øbenhavn.
Friesen, O tto  von , 1913: U pplands runstenar. En a llm än fattlig  öfversik t. U p p 

sala.
FV  -  Fornvännen. T idskrift för svensk antikvarisk forskning 1-. 1906 if.
G  = G otlan d s run in skrifter  granskade och  tolkade av S. B. F. Jansson. 1981.

S tock h o lm  (SRI 15:1).
K ällström , M agnus, 1997: R unstenen  Sö 204 i Ö verse lö  kyrka. E tt rekonstruk

tionsforslag , e t t  n am nproblem  o ch  en  ristarattribuering. In: B landade run- 
studier 2. U p psala  (R unrön  11), 13-58.

M  = M ed elpad s runstenar av A . F lellbom . 1979. Sundsvall.
M eijer, Jan, 1984: B indrunes. In: A m sterdam er Beiträge zur ä lteren G erm a

n istik  21, 9 -6 2 .
—  1992: P lanning in runic inscrip tions. In: B landade runstud ier  1. U ppsala  

(R unrön 6), 3 7 -6 6 .
—  1997: L iteracy in th e  V ik in g  A ge. In: Blandade runstud ier  2. U ppsala  

(R unrön 11), 83-110.
—  2000: T h e  s-ru n e  in th e  V iking A ge and after. In: Arkiv för nordisk filologi

115. 2 3 - 3 1 -
N  (im m ed ia te ly  fo llo w ed  by a num ber) = see: NIyR.
NIyR = N orges in n sk rifter  m ed de yngre runer. U tg. for K jeldesk riftfond et 1-.

1944 ff. O slo  (N orges innskrifter  inn til reform asjonen 2).
N ä = Närkes run in skrifter  granskade o ch  tolkade av S. B. F. Jansson. 1975.

S tock h o lm  (SR I 14:1).
O lsen , M agnus, 1953: O rd b lin de runristere. In: Fornvännen 48, 3 2 7 -9 . 
Peterson, Lena, 1992: H ogastenen  på O ru st. In: Blandade runstud ier 1. U p p 

sala (R u nrön  6), 81-111.
—  1994 Svenskt runordsregister, 2. rev. uppl. U ppsala (R unrön 2).
Sandquist, Erik: Personal com m u n ication . 2001.
Sm  = Sm ålands run in skrifter  granskade och  to lkade av R. Kinander. 1936-61. 

Stock h o lm  (SRI 4).
SRI = Sveriges runinskrifter. U tg . av K ungl. V itterh ets F listorie och  A n tik v i

te ts  A k a d em ien  1-. 1900 ff. S tockh olm .



42 Jan M eijer 7

Sö = Söderm anlands runinskrifter granskade och  to lkade av E. Brate & E.
W essén . 1924-36 . S tockh olm  (SRI 3).

T hom p son , C laiborne W ., 1975: S tudies in U p pland ic  runography. A u s t in -  
L ondon.

U  = U pplands runinskrifter granskade och  to lkade av E. W essén  & S. B. F.
Jansson. 1-4. 1 9 4 0 -5 8 . S tockh olm  (SRI 6 -g ) .

Vg = V ästergötlands runinskrifter granskade och  to lkade av H . Jungner & E.
Svärdström . 1 9 4 0 -7 0 . S tock h o lm  (SRI 5).

Vs = V ästm anland s runinskrifter granskade och  tolkade av S. B. F. Jansson.
1964. S tock h o lm  (SRI 13).

Å h lén , M arit, 1997: R unristaren Ö pir. En m onografi. U ppsala (R unrön  15).


