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FORORD

Det tredie i rekken af tvarfaglige vikingesymposier
afholdtes pA K@benhavns Universitet den 14. maj 1984.

I forordet tiI beretningen fra "Andet tvarfaglige
Vikingesymposium" legges der op til inddragelse af en

bredere emnekreds, geografisk set, end rel-ationerne
mellem Danmark og Engfand. Denne intention er ikke
blot opfyldt med EIse Roesdahls bidrag ti] forklarin-
gen af Aggersborgs rolle, men tillige ved udvidelsen

af synsfeltet til Man og lrland, og tiJ-med er et nyt
fag denne gang korunet ti1 orde p& symposiet, nemli'g

kunsthistorien. Den nordengelske skulptur fra vikinge-
tiden var rigt reprasenteret PA den udstiLl-ing, der

vistes pA bAde Brede og Moesgaard i 1981, og vi fandt
det meget frugtbart at fA to af Englands bedste ken-

derb af den til at delagtigg@re os I deres viden'
Vl takker de mange, der ved deres aktive deltagelse

bidrog ti1 symposiets afholdelse, og ikke mindst tak-

ker vj, Statens humanistiske ForskningsrAd for stotte
tiI vore udenlandske gasters deltagelse.

GiIIlan Fel-1ows-Jensen
Institut for Navneforskning
K@benhavns Univers itet

Niel-s Lund

Historisk Institut
K@benhavns Universitet
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IRISH SEA CONTACTS IN THE VIKINC PER10D ― THE

SCULPTURAL EVIDENCE

Richard N. Bailey

I

In a sense this paper was born as a result of a misconception'

This seemingly unlikely sequence began in a London saleroom in l98l

when an early medieval stone crucifixion plaque came onto the market'

The catalogue for the sale claimed that it originally came from

Penrith in cumbria and that it had once formed part of the large

collection of sculptures preserved at Lowther Castle' Its emergence

was so unexpecEed and its background of ownership so murky that I

initially suspected that it was a forgery' These suspicions were

sErengthened by the fact that its iconography (which involves

attendant angels, Stephaton, Longinus and a "sponge" of trumpet-1ike

shape) could not easily be natched in England but had numerous

parallels in Irish sculpture and metalwork, notably in a group of

material apparently emanacing from a Clonmacnoise workshop (Henry

1967, p1. 8; Harbison f98O)' My reluctant recognition that the

evidence of style, documentation and geology all pointed to its being

the work of a tenth-century Cumbrian artist then forced me to think

again about contacts across the Irish sea in the Viking period, not

least because the plaque's discovery in 1981 seemed to undermine

the case I had presented only a year earlier when denying thaL tenth-

century Engtish sculptors were influenced by their Irish

conEemporaries (Bailey 1980, 229-31). Though, ultimately, I do not
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eat my words (see Bailey 1985) the generous

at the Copenhagen Vikinge-symposium was

opportunity to chew over a current problem.

II

The area with which I am concerned embraces the lands around

the northern part of Ehe Irish sea reaching from the Scottish Clyde

to Ireland, to the norLh coast of Wales and back through Cheshire,

Lancashire and Cumbria to Galloway (see map). At the cenEre of this

circle is the Isle of Man, from uhich Galloway and Cumbria are both

easily visible from sea 1eve1; an energetic climb up Snaefell brings

Wales and Ireland into view. A11 of these countries were settled

by the Vikings, but the relationship between the native populations

and the incoming Scandinavian groups differed markedly from area

to area around this region (Morris 1982, 70-1).

Thus in Ireland the linguistic, documenLary, numismatic and

archaeological evidence all point to activity in the coastal towns

such as Dublin, Wexford, Waterford. These were the trading centres

developed by the Vikings and here they concentrated, even though

they were to be involved militarily and politically elsewhere in

the island. Essentially Ehe Scandinavian settlements in Ireland

were urban isolates; the Vikings did not settle there as farmers

(Morris 1982,71,73; de Paor 1976,32; Greene 1976,80-1; Graham-

Campbell 1976, 46:'ofredal 1976, 125).

In North Wales we have the odd Viking burial but little real

trace in the archaeology of any settlement, Nor does the onomastic
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or documentary evidence indicate that there was any heavy infiltration

of Scandinavian speakers into this Brythonic area (Rlchards 1962;

Loyn 1976, 10). South-western Scotland presents more of a probl-em'

Archaeology and place-names point to extensive Scandinavian setllement

in Dumfriesshire but further west into Galloway the Picture is more

complex. Here iE is the Gaelic element which dominates the place-

names and Ehis group may well have been established before the

settlement of Gaelic-Norse in the Solway area' How "Norse" was

Galloway renains a matter of debate (MacQueen 1956; Duncan 1975;

Nicolaisen f976, 98-136). Fortunately there is no such difficulty

in either Man or norEh-west England for here the evidence of

onomastics, archaeology and documentary history all point to a large-

scaleScandinavianandNorse-Gaelicsettlement(Wi1son1968;Bailey

1980,33-44; Morris 1981; Fel1 1983)'

We must therefore recognise that all of these areas differ from

each other in density and type of settlement in spite of the fact

that they are all so closely adjacent' Moreover their pre-Viking

linguistic situations were by no means identical; some were Brythonic-

speaking, others used Anglo-Saxon, others some form of Gaelic' The

social organisation also varied from region to region' And such

differencesUerenoEobliteratedbyScandinaviansetElementforone

of the characteristic features of Viking activity in Britain is a

chameleon-like ability to adapt to the socj-al, economic and linguistic

patterns of the areas in which they setEled - witness such diverse

evidence as the continuity of the old estate divisi'ons in Viking

Nort.humbria or the use of churchyards for equipped burials in Man
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and England (Morris 1981; Morris 1982, 85-6; Wilson 1967, 39). Often

indeed fresh distinctions were added to those already existing.

In Cumbria, for example, the disruption caused by the Scandinavian

raids indirectly contributed to further linguistic and cultural
complexity by ueakening Anglian power so as to allow an expansion

of the Strathcl-yde kingdom into the Carlisle plain (Jackson 1963;

Bailey 1980, 36-7).

Granted this variety what can the sculpture tell us about

contacts between these diverse communities? rt is not unreasonable

to expect some sculptural evidence for contact. We might anticipate

that the importance of the Dublin-York axis in the politics and

economic life of the early half of the tenth century would be

reflected in the sculpture (Smyth 1975-8). !,/e might hope to trace

on the crosses and slabs some hint of other movements like those

documented for rngimund who fled from Dublin to wales (or Man) before

reaching Chester in the first decade of the tenth century (Smyth

1975-8, I, 6l-6). We should, perhaps, expect ro find something

in the sculpture to support theories that the Goidelic names in
cumbria are the result of secondary settlement from Galloway (smyth

1975-8, I, 81). And is there anything on the stone carvings of the

area which might buttress the recent claim that viking settlers spread

westwards from Yorkshire across the pennines to the carlisle plain

and to Man, and from Man to the Wirral (Jensen 19g3a; 1993b)?

In raising these issues we ought first to be clear what the

sculpture cannot, by its very nature, tell us. It is not capable

of being exploited to help plot the detailed shifts in patterns of
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allegiances betueen the communities around the Irish Sea, that

kaleidoscope of ever-changing political and commercial links which

the numismatists and the metalvork scholars have laid before us

(Dolley 1976; 1981; Graham-Campbell 1975-6; 1976; f983). The reason

is that a fragment of sculpt.ure is not, in most cases' closely

dateable. When the potential date of a single stone carving floats

across half a century in our chronological schemes, then it is

apparent that sculpture provides a very crude instrument for

monltoring fluctuating relationships. I have dealt vith the reasons

for our problems uith chronology elsewhere (Bailey 1978' 173-6; 1980,

45-75); here it is sufficient to register the implications for our

present inquiry.

But if it is chronologically awkward as evidence, sculpture

is geographically precise. Few of these carvings were moved around,

the cuthbert community who carried a cross from Lindi.sfarne to

(eventually) Durham providing an eccentric and heroic exception to

the rule (Bailey 1980,22-3t Cramp 1984, 4,33). There is nothing

peripatetic about thi.s rnaterial. We can therefore be certain that

uhat is represented on the carvings is the taste of the irnmediate

locality. I^Je may argue about the precise origins of portable material

like the Heskett sword-guard found in cumberland, a Borre-style knife

found in canterbury or a gaming board found at Ballinderry in Ireland

(Graham-Campbell 1978; Wilson 7976a, 503). Similarly ue are not

too surprised to be told that a coin-hoard found in Ehe Isle of Man

was assembled in the 0rkneys (Graham-Campbell 1983' 60). But no

such locational uncertainty attaches to sculpLure. And in this
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localised art we can discern contacts betueen the various rrish Sea

corilnunities - as well as some import.ant indications of cultural
barriers between some of those comnunities.

III

In the pre-Viking period al1 of these Irish Sea areas had a

traditioo of scul-pture in stone which was expressed in architectural

decoration, on crosses and on srabs. This was a medium of which

the Scandinavian settlers in Britain (be they Norwegians or Danes)

had no previous experi-ence. where the evidence exists then it is
clear that this insular sculpture was essentially a monastic based

art. This is quite clear from Henry's work in freland (Henry 1965;

1967). In Anglo-Saxon England (which in rhis pre_Viking period

i'ncluded south-western scotland) all the evidence points in the same

direction: Ehe coincidence of the (relatively few) sites producing

sculpture wilh those of known monasteries; the esoteric and monkish

interests of the iconography of the monuments; the traces of literacy
in their inscriprions (Bailey l9gO, gl-4). 0n Man the posirion is
less certain because of problems in establishing the precise status

of the sites (and also because of difficulties in identifying exact

find-spots (Page 1980)) but here again sculptures vith any degree

of artistic pretension combine literacy with monkish iconography

(e.g., Cubbon 1977,7-12). In the course of the ninth century in
England admittedly this monastic stranglehold on the art may have

been relaxing - it could be argued that the "two gentlemen" stone from

York, wiEh its figures in secular dress, reflects this (Collingwood
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1927, fig.147) - but the general point stil1 hotds. With the advent

of the Vikings all of this changed. In England and south-western

Scotland the expiring monasteries (with a few exceptions) finally

died as active institutions. WiEh then went thaE network for the

movement of books, ideas and art which had flowed betueen them (Bailey

1980, 83-4). By contrast in Ireland that monastic rnilieu survived

with its monopoly on sculptural production' resistent to the Eastes

of the seEtlers establishing themselves in the developing trading

towns. But in England, south-western Scotland and in Man this once

monasEic arE was eagerly adopted by the neucomers (see Bailey 1980)

and represenEs one important aspect of their characteristic adaptation

to Ehe cultural patterns of the countries in which they found

themselves. As is well knom, Ehis new tenth-century sculpture of

England and Man draws on motifs and themes from lhe Scandinavian

homeland, the sculptors using models in metalwork and perishable

media like wood and fabric. In its most dramatic form we see the

end-result of such transmission in the Scandinavian mythology of

sculptures at Gosforth and Lowther in cumbria and the Sigurd carvings

of the Isle of Man (Bailey 1980, 125-32,136-7; Margeson 1983).

IV

Let us begin our analysis in north-west England, focussing on

Cumbria. In the pre-Viking period Cumbrian sculptors had been able

to draw upon the same motifs and styles which vere available elsewhere

in England and were also heavily dependant on ideas Eenerated in

the great monas!ic houses of eastern Northunbria like Jarrow,
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Wearmouth and Hexham. Anglian Cumbria looked to Ehe east and to

the south. with the viking settlement of this area by Gaelic-Norse

groups the whole of the Cumbrian peninsular is culturally re-

orientated. It now faces west, artistically severed from the lands

of the cuthbert community to the north of the Tees and cut off also,

though to a lesser extent, from Anglo-Scandinavian Yorkshire. Thus

isolated, its sculptors, catering for a new lay market, developed

and then endlessly repeated a Sroup of distj-nctly 1oca1 motifs and

styles whose disEribution is largely limited to this area' So we

find strictly localised Eastes for setting out ornament in a series

of paralle1 vertical strips and for placing figures beneath simple

arches which are separate from the border moulding (calverley 1899'

fig. facing 127; Collingwood 1927, figs. 162' 191, 195)' As I have

shown elsewhere' we can also trace the existence of two prolific

schools in the area, one using a series of distinctive interlace

patterns including a Stafford knot, the other combining a peculiar

form of scroll with plait made up from short distinct units of strand

(Bailey 1980, 194-5; 196-206)'

There were, of course, sculptors in Viking-age Cumbria who

were not content wiEh such limited types of ornament and who were

sufficiently ambitious and well patronised to be able to draw on

styles and themes which were being exploited in other Parts of England

and as far away as Scandinavia. Such a sculptor was of course the

Gosforth naster (Bailey and Lang 1975; Bailey 1980, 125-32)' But

he was a 1one1y genius and the better measure of the cultural

orientation of cumbria comes from work which is not of this first
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rank. Among such carvings the break from the Anglian past is well

signalled by the distribution of the characteristic viking-period

form of cross-head in Northumbria: the ring-head (fLg. a), Whatever

its ultimate origins lt is clear that it entered the country from

the west and was not developed in the o1d inspirati-ona1 centres of

eastern Northumbria (Bailey 1978, 178; Collingwood 1921, 137_45).

whether it was introduced from Man, rreland or (as r believe) uestern

scotland it is important evidence for the fact that cumbria i-s now

to be seen as part of an frish Sea province, and no longer the uestern

annexe of an eastern-centred kingdom.

This highly parochial, western-looking ar! was clearly linked

with the sculpture produced for other groups of settleDents on the

east side of the rrish sea. The distribution of the circle-head

form of crosses for example (fig. b) shows cumbrian connections to

the area around Chester and, beyond, to Anglesey (Bailey lgg}, 177_

82). And northwards we find lhe characteristic ta11 and narrov

cumbrian hogback form reappearing as an isolated example at Govan

on the Clyde (Bailey 1980,98-9; Lang 1972-4,212_3). It is links
like these which we must now pursue but, before doing so, iE would

be opportune to draw attention to a significant conlrast within the

north-west of England revealed by the sculpture: a contrast between

Car1isle and Chester.

From the sculptural evidence Chester resembles york. At both

Chester and York there were clearly sufficiently large (and

sufficiently prosperous) populations in the tenth century to support

masonst workshops which turned out mass-produced grave-markers to
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a standard paEtern (Lang 1978a;1978b; Pattison 1973; Burlock 1958;

1972, 8L-4). And the relatively sophisticated art of Ehese centres

was copied in the surrounding countryside. Chesterrs impact can

be traced in the Wirral and along the North Wales coast to places

like Whitfield in just the same manner as York's tastes are reflecEed

northwards in the crosses and slabs of Ryedale and eastwards on the

carvings of Folkton and Sutton on Derwent (Lang 1978b; Bailey 1980'

figs. 41, 42; Nash-Wi1liams 1950, p1s. xxxii, xxxiii).

Carlislets Viking-age sculpture by contrast, gives no such

impression of population, wealth, innovative skills or cultural

leadership, Though the city had been a monastic centre in the pre-

Viking period, and had had some form of urban administration as early

as the seventh century, the evidence of the sculpture suggests that

it died in the Viking period. Whereas every other site in Cumbria

which produced Anglian sculpture can boast three times as many

carvings from the ensuing Viking period Carlisle actually has less

material from the later centuries than the earlier. Nor is there

any trace of any impact from Carlisle on the countryside around

comparable to that exercj-sed from York and chester. In the thirteenth

century Florence of worcester recorded that carlisle never recovered

from its sacking in 875 before its Norman fortification. 0n the

evidence of the sculPture he may well have been right - and its

continued prosperity (and very existence) cannot have been aided

by the fact that it fel1 under the political control of Strathclyde

at some point in the tenth century.

This contrast visible in the sculpture chimes happily with other
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evidence. rt is chester and not carlisle which has a mint in the

tenth century and the archaeological witness for trade between Dublin

and Northumbria points to Chester, not Carlisle, as the preferred

route to the markers of eastern England (Wilson 1976b, 9g, f10).

v

with the cumbrian evidence in mind let us now look across the

Solway to the viking settled area to the north of the estuary. Here

in Galloway we have a distinctive form of 1ocal sculpture in the

tenth and eleventh centuries which is characterised by a preference

for panels of neat rows of ring-encircled crossings and for cross_

heads with bosses filling the spandrels (Collingwood lgzj, figs.
82-5). Such tastes are quite different from those of Cumbria, onty

some 25-30 miles away across the water. But Lhere are also intriguing
signs of artistic contact between the two areas.

Both regions for example have carvings on which the ornament

is arranged in t.he same distinctive manner with a tal1 panel set

over a narrow one (Collingwood 1927, tigs, g5, f7g, 1g2). And I
have elsewhere poinled out Ehat both areas employ, j,n differing ways,

the so-cal1ed'rstopped-plaitrrmotif (fig. c) in which strands of

int.erlace do not pass over and under each other but are rstopped"

short of the crossing and treated as independent units (Bailey r9g0,

226 figs. s8, 59, 65).

Other links are more striking. The pair of slabs from

craignarget in Galloway and Aspatria in cumbria are so eccentric

in their choice of motifs and so similar in their arrangement of
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them that a direct connection must be assumed (Bailey 1980' fig'

67). So too the open knots of stones at Millom in Cumbria and

Craiglemine 1n Galloway betray another link (Bailey 1980' fig' 66)'

!\:rtler north, out of Galloway into Argy1l, a sEone from Fardenreoch,

colmonnel repeats the paralle1 vertical strips favoured in cumbria

(see Calverley 1899, plate facing 127(b); Anderson 1926' 268) whilst

into the Clyde va11ey we have a hogback which not only has the slim

ta1l proportions of its Curnbrian cousins but also sports the stopPed-

plait ornament of Cumbria (Lang 1972-4, pl. 14a).

In many cases it is, of course' difficult to be certain which

area r.ras the innovator and which the recipient of motifs and styles.

Colmonnelrs strip arrangement is, however, a form well established

in Cumbria but not attested elsewhere in that area of Argy1l'

Similarly the Govan hogback is an eccentric in shape within its

region. Such isolated occurrences suggest that at least some of

t.he influences flowed north from cunbria - and this must certainly

be the case also with the one example north of the Solway where

StopPed-plaitiscombinedwithspiral-scrollornamentinamanner

quite characteristic of Cumbria but entirely alien to Ehe taste of

Galloway (Collingwood 1927, 80).

Two important conclusions emerS,e from this search for evidence

of cumbrian contacts to the north. The first is that such evidence

should not be allowed to obscure the fact that there are great

differences in sculptural tastes between the two regions' And

secondly we should notice that such links as we have traced exclude

the area around the headwaters of the Solway. If one looks at a
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map showing the distribution of stopped-plait, or plot out the more

particular links which have been listed above, there is a blank around

the Carlisle plain (Bailey 1980, fig. 65). Norrhern Cumberland and

Dumfriesshire are cut off from a set of ldentities and conEacts

between Galloway and southern cumbria which must therefore have been

dependant upon seaborne passage. The reasons for this north/sofh

division in Cumbria and the east/west barrier in Scotland are

debatable though there is some correlation hrith place-name divisions

(see Nicolaisen L976, 99-103, 134; Bailey 1980, 228-9i Jensen

forthcoming). What is imporEant. however is that the sculpture re-

emphasises the fact that we must not treat all of the lands around

the Soluay basin as though they were a single unlform area of Viking

settlement.

VI

Within sight of Galloway and Cumbria lies the Isle of Man whose

Viking-age sculptures have long attracted attention (Kermode 1907;

I'/ilson 1971; f983). Problems which have already been encountered

in dealing with the English material are again present here. The

marked continuity of 1ocal traditions in monument forms and motifs,

which characterised Northumbrj-an Viking-age sculpture is a feature

also of Man and provokes similar problems in dating. Recent studies,

recognising this, have Eended to augment the Eal1y of Viki.ng-age

monuments by placing many of Kermoders tipre-Scandinaviantt 
monuments

into a tenth or eleventh-century context (Wilson 1971; t9g3). As

i.n England this results in the general run of Viking-period sculpture
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displaying less of a rtscandinavian" taste than uas earlier the case'

The first point to be made about this material j-s that it is

very distinctive. In part, no doubt, the fact that a Manx stone

could rarely be mistaken for a carving produced in cumbria or Galloway

is a function of the differing geology of the areas: Manx carvings

tendtorelyonalow,flatreliefstylewhichwaswellsuitedto

the slates of the island. But the choice of motifs and the shape

of the monuments of Man is also different and, though our concern

is with contacts, we should register the fact that Manx sculpture

in many ways is unlike the sculpture of its near neighbours' In

this context ue would do yell to remember Michael Dolleyrs

recognition, based upon the numisnatic evidence, that early Manx

Viking-period history was characterised by a rrlow profilett and non-

involvement in the affairs of surroundinS areas (Dolley 1976, 12-

17; 1981 , 178-9). The distinctive nature of the Manx sculpture tends

to reflect this.

ClearlyhoweverMandoessharesomemotifswithsurrounding

areas but before we plunge into the complex issues of deciding on

the direction of influences, it would be well to recognise one clear

fact: there are no links whatsoever betueen Galloway and Man. Though

Galloway and Man are less than 20 miles away from each other they

are exclusive zones as far as the evidence of the viking-a8,e sculPture

1s concerned. Nowhere on Man do we find knotwork patterns like'

orStylisticanaloguesfor,Gallowaysculpture.NowhereonGalloway

do we find patterns and motifs usgd en Man '

It is evident, however, that certain motifs are shared with
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areas of north-western England and, to a lesser extenE, with the

north Wales coast. There is, firsE, a set of patterns which were

clearly developed within the Manx/N.W. England area but whose precise

point of origin (and t.hus direction of influence) is now impossible

to establish, Promi.nenr in this group is the ring-chain (fig. d)

which appears on Gautrs cross aL Kirkmichael alongside the proud

boast in runes that "GauE rnade this cross and all on Manrr (Wilson

and Klindr-Jensen 1980, fig. 50, p1. XLIII b). In sculptural form

it reappears frequently on Man, in North Wales, in Cumbria and to

the east of the Pennines (Nash-triilliams 1950, no.38; Bailey 19g0,

p1s.2,3, fig.23; Bailey 1981, F7; Cramp 1984, p1s.130,132).

There is no doubt that this type of ornament represents an insular

development of a Borre-style motif (Wilson 1976a) but where that

original development occurred it is now impossible to establish,

particularly since Cumbria and Man arrange the motif in differing
ways (Bailey 1980,217, fig.60). A11 rhar is certain is rhar rhe

derivative nature of many of the examples to the east of the pennines

suggests that it was essentially a kind of ornament popular in the

eastern area of the Irish Sea and reflects a conmunality of t.aste

among Viking-age colonies in Man and Cumbria (and, to a lesser extent,

in Wales) - a communality of taste which noticeably excludes both

Galloway and (as we will see) Ireland. Similar conounality betueen

Man and the adjacent coastlands to the east is seen in the striking

para1le1 between the hump-shouldered figures from Klrkby Stephen

and Maughold (Bailey 1980, pl,40; Kermode 1907, no.5l). It is

apparent also in the distribution of the so-called flharE and hound"
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motif. This theme seems to originate in an abstraction from the

hunE scenes of Celtic (probably Pictish) art (Bailey l98O' 72,174,

pl. 47) and occurs in Man, in Cumbria and Lancashire and also in

Yorkshire. I,lhere the abstraction first took place is uncertain but

lts use once more binds Manx art to that of its eastern neighbours.

To the same category belong the so-called "free-style" animals which

characterise the narrative scenes on Man and which are well paralleled

at English sites like Lancaster and Dacre (Collingwood 1927, fig'

171; Bailey 1980, pl. 47). This is a widespread Viking-age style

which recurs also in Yorkshire (Lang 1978a, 18) but again it links

Man into an English orbit. Finally it has long been recognised that

Man and England share iconographic tastes in depicting mythological

scenes fron the Scandinavian past (Bai-ley 1980' 116-25; Margeson

1983). A11 of these scenes ultimately rely upon Scandioavian

representaEions which musE have been in perishable media like wood

or fabric but ve are nou hard Put to say in which area (Man or

England) they first found sculptural representation. Mants examples

look more archaic, and nearer to what Scandinavian representations

survive, but their seenj-ng stylistic precedence over the English

material may merely be the result of Englandts long-established

tradition of well-model1ed figure sculpture. Both areas could have

developed independently from a similar Scandinavian source'

The more inEeresting set of Manx-English links are, however,

those uhere some sense of precedence can be convincingly established.

There are, I believe, three examples vhere Man is clearly the donor

to the areas to its east. First there is a knotwork tendril motif
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(fig. e). This form has its Scandinavian origins - i-t occurs, for

example, on the SZllested horse collars (l'Iilson and (1indt-Jensen

1980, pl. XXXVIIb), and is found as an isolated element on trial-
pieces at both Dublin and York. But it is Gaut and his fellow Manx

sculptors uho translate it inro a fu11-length motif (Cubbon 1977,

19, 2l; Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, p1. XLIIIb). When rherefore

we find an isolated English example at Lowther in Cumbria (Bailey

1980, fig.6l) then we are justified in suspecting Manx influence.

And the stylistically evolved example from Spofforth in yorkshire

must fall into the same category (Collingwood 1915, 240). Similarly

an encircled right-angled crossj-ng of interlace strands on a cross-

head is the standard form on lfunx sculpture in the Viking period

but is very rare elsewhere (Bai1ey. 1980, fig. 62). When therefore

we find a similar crossing at Stanwix, near Car1isle, combined with

whaE looks like an imitation of the Manx arm-end motif then we are

once more justified in suspecting an input from the snaller island.

Further east, i,n the Wharfe val1ey of Yorkshire, a smal1 cluster

of such crossings probably has a similar explanation (Colli.ngwood

1915, 130, 160,2O5,206). Lastly rhere is a device which Kermode

christened "link-lockI (fig. f) which appears on Gautts cross and

many others on Man. IE seems to have a Scandinavian background as

one of a number of motifs dependant on split-bands (a treatment alien

to pre-Viking Bnglish art) and can be seen on a brooch from Gudhjem

on Bornholm (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, fig. 9). 0n1y once does

this motj.f figure on sculpture outside the island and that is on

the worn side of a cross fron Aspatria in Cumbria whose other faces
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were illusErated by Collingwood (1927, fig. 178).

English sculptors were thus aware of vhat was being produced

on the Isle of Man. Conversely some Manx carvings betray familiarity

uith the crosses and slabs being produced in Cumbria and'

intriSuingly, further away in York. one such reflex of Cumbrian

tastes can be seen on the Roolyer cross (Kermode 1907, no.72) which

combines several Cumbrian characteristics: the para1le1 rows of

vertical ornament, stopped-plait and Ehe spiralling shapes of the

Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (Bailey 1980' 196-206) '

It. is, houever, at Braddan near Douglas, on the east coast of

the island, that the English-linked sculptures are noticeably

concentrated. There is, first,a stone which was published by Kermode

some years after he had assembled his 1907 corpus of Manx sculptures

(Bailey 1980, fig. 63). Its knotwork patterns are eccentric when

viewed from Man but they are either identical Eo, or closely

associated uith' patterns employed by a sma1l school of sculptors

operating in the southern coastal plain of cumbria. The alien nature

of the carving is further emphasised by the fact that the proport.ions

of the cross-shaft are unlike the slab-shapes favoured on Man; it

has relatively broad sides analogous to English forms. what is more'

as Mr. Trench-Je1licoe kindly informs me, it is carved in a sandstone

which is not used elsewhere on the island and may even have been

imported.

The very English/cumbrian nature of Braddan is further attested by

a second monument (Kermode 1907, no. 56)' Here also the proportions

of the shaft are more English than Manx. In addition, unlike most
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Manx crosses, the head is shaped and stands free from the ground.

And the shape of that head is clearly linked to those of the circle-
heads of the Cumbrian coast, and even the knotwork pattern on the

shaft is one which 1s frequently employed in Cumbria but is otheruise

not used on the Isle of Man (see Collingwood L927, tig, 178).

Two more Braddan shafts reinforce the impression that this site

was uniquely open to English influences in the Viking age, though

in thi"s case the influences stem not from the opposing coast but

from across the Pennines in Yorkshire. These are Oddrs and Thorleifrs

crosses (Cubbon 1977, 38-9i Wilson and (lindt-Jensen 1980, pl. XLV,

figs. 52 and 55). Numerous writers have recognised that their Mammen

style ornament closely resembles that on the Skai11 brooches, and

on this basis a Manx origin for those brooches now seems highly

probable (Graham-Campbel1 1975-6, 119-21; 1983, 70-t). Certainty

Ehe deposition date of the Skail-l hoard in c. 950 cannot be far from

the date of the crosses themselves.

The zoomorphic ornament obviously reflects Mammen tastes and

it is not difficult to find parallels for the head lappets, the spiral

hips, the contouring and the pelleting in art of that style. But

the solid proportions and coherence of the animals are difficult

to match in Scandinavia, but equally do not seem to grow out of any

Manx traditon.

Yet a glance at the animal art of tenth-century York sculpture, and

the associated zoomorphic decoration of areas like Ryedale, present

us with many such beasts (Lang 1978a; 1978b; Pattison 1973). I,Ihar

is more, as Lang has demonstrated, these Yorkshire animals develop
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from an earlier pre-Viking English tradition. Here we find beasts

with solidity, with round rumps and a tucked-in back 1eg, a profile

head thrown back, fanged jaws and legs which grow from the centre

of the body vithout spiral joints. Most telling of all is the way

in which the upper jaws of the Braddan animals have a triple rwrinkle'

for this is obviously linked to the York development of the triple

fold on the nose (fig. g). 0utside York other elements of Braddanrs

ornament can be traced, as Lang has noted, in the erupting scrolls

of Levisham and in the pellet-bodied animals at Folkton and SuEton

on Deruent (Lang 1978a, fig. 3). Braddanrs beasts, in other words,

are transplants from York where they belong to a menagerie with a

long English ancest-;ry. That it is to England that we should look

for these fine (but, in l,lanx terms, eccentric) animals, is further

confirmed by the fact that Thorleifrs cross is a true ring-head,

and not enclosed within a slab in Manx fashion whilst the proportions

of the shafts also approximate closely to those of English crosses.

Where the evidence survives therefore the sculpture of Viking

Man shows that Man was in firm contact with Anglo-Scandinavian

England. Within England the adjacent coast of Cunbria offers the

most evidence for such contacts but clearly the island did not remain

irilnune to the seminal art of the capital at York. 0n presenE evidence

however Lancashire, Cheshire and the Wirra.l show little sign of such

links and, emphatically, Galloway is excluded from any connection.

Further north a slab from Barra in the Outer Hebrides must be seen

as a far-f1ung reflex of trade by the western sea routes, and perhaps

also of Manrs political allignment with the Scottish Isles in the
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later years of the tenth century (Fel1 1983, 90).

Given the position of Man in relation to Dublin, and its central
point on the axis of east-uest and north-south trade in the rrish
Sea, one might have expected Irish links to be apparent in the

sculpture. In the pre-Viking period there is no doubt of their
existence: the Calf of Man crucifix, for example, would have

occasi-oned no surprise had it been found in rreland (cubbon 1977,

16-771' Wilson 1983,177). But I can see tirEle rrace of any

sculptural impact from rreland on Man until we reach the ultimate

phase of Manx carvings represented by the Sigurd slab from Ramsey

and another carving fron Kirkmichael (Kermode 1907, nos. g9,96).

Wilson (1983, 181, 183) has righrly pointed !o Ringerike elemenrs

in the beasls on these stones but what is more inportant for our

immediate purposes is to recognise that the closest para11e1s for
these balanced sweeping compositions 1i.e in Ireland (Henry 1970,

plate C, pls. 3, f5, 57). Both of rhese siLes are in the geographical

north of the island' in an area in which onomastic studies have

recognised a strong Gaelic presence. It is also the area in which

Dolley, on the basis of numismatic evidence, hazarded the possibility
of a secondary rrish settlement in the years after 1025. These two

stones from Ramsey and Michael, stylistically of eleventh-century

date and apparently linked to Irish art, could be held to support

that contention.

VII

I come now finally to Ireland. Here, at first sight, we have
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something of a paradox. Dublin and the other coasEal settlements

were polj-ticalty and economi.cally involved vith Ehe rest of Viking

Britain. Yet, as I believe, there is no clear sign of the sculptural

art of tenth-century Ireland having any impact further east. Those

claims for Irish influence on English sculpEure which have been

advanced in the past I have argued to be i11 fonded (see I'Iilson and

Klindt-Jensen 1980, 706-7; Bailey 1980, 229-31). There may be

marginally more impact than I have been prepared to admit in the

past but I have yet to be convinced that Irish scul-ptors had anything

more than a marginal impact on tenth-century art elsewhere in the

British Is1es.

But should we expect more? Because Irish sculpLure is two Ehings

which English and Manx sculpture is noE: it is monastic and it is

not found in towns. Irish sculpture remained a monastic art in the

tenth century untouched by Ehe tastes of the Scandinavian settlers

in the coastal trading Eo\rns. Sculptor and trader belonged to

exclusive groups. Irish crosses consequently show none of that tenth-

century adaptation of Scandinavian motifs which is so evident in

the 1ay art of England or Man. As a result Gaelic-Norse groups from

Dublin could have played a major part in the commercial and political

life of Man, England and York but, since they brought no sculptural

addiction with them, their presence would not show on the crosses

or slabs of those areas. 0n1y in the eleventh century, with the

development of the Irish Ringerike style do Irish and Scandinavian

tastes fuse in the art of the sculptor in Ireland. And is it sheer

coincidence that it is just at this time that Irish influences are
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apparen! on Manx carvings? But by this date Dublinrs links to York

and Northumbria have long been severed, as the north of England fell

back reluctantly under the political and cultural domination of

Wessex.

These reflections bring me back to my starting point, the

crucifixion plaque from Cumbria, Because of certain stylistic links

to Gosforth I have argued that it belongs to the tenth century (Bailey

I985) but equally it is clearly linked Eo Irish iconography. At

first sight therefore we seem to have evidence for what I have denied

to exist: Irish influence on Northumbrian art in the tenth century.

Closer examination, however, allows me to escape with only minor

damage to my posfr.ion. For the model on uhich the Penrith sculptor

depended is betrayed by the manner in which the scene is arranged

on the plaque. The sculplor has blindly copied those features of

his model which are proper to openwork metalwork but which have no

raLionale in sculpture. His inspiration came no! from a piece of

Irish ggLp.lLgre but a metal bookcover or pax. The influence of

Ireland on this English carving from Penrith is not from its sculptors

but, indirectly, from Irish material in another redirm brought by trade,

loot or piety to England.

VIII

It will now be evident that sculpture is not rea1ly well suited

Eo giving us the Eypes of information which we might hope to extract

from it. We have to take account of so nany variant controls and

so much uncertainty: the differing nature of production in various
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regions; the often parochial naiure of an art vhich closed its eyes

to external impulses; the chronological uncertainties. But what

has been shown is Ehat we cannot Ereat even these near-adjacent areas

of the Viking-settled Irish sea as in any way identical. And if

there are links then there are also exclusions - and those exclusions

have not always been apparent in studies dependent on other kinds

of evldence.
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FINE I\4EASUREMENT ANALYSIS OF' VIKING AGE ORNAMENT

By Jane6 Lang

Tbe groundwork for tbe aaalyeis and tlefinition of Viking Age

art styles was laid ttown by tbe pione€r Soa.ndinavian scholars

of tbe turn of the centuly. fbei.r olassifications together witb

their associated labe1s, such ae Borrer Jellinge, Ringerike and

Urnes, stil1 provicle a very useful framenork for students in

their recognition aad attTilrutioa of decorative artefaots from a

Viking milieu. Despite recent heart-cries (fuglesang I9?Br2O5)t

it hae beea the rootif which has served. as the principal defining

faotor of a style, be it a rJellinge half+oon nickr or a

tRi.ngerike voluted tendrilt. Too often tbe style bas been

legaraletl ag tbe deterninaot for the date of the object and in

strictly archaeological terns such a chronological metbotl is

sufficiently subjective (a^nd therefore unscientific) to render

stylistic dating if not suspect theu at leaet only approxinatc.

'0n1y recently have the li.nee of the ilesiga or tbe totality of

the compositioD been accortlect an equally definitive role butr ae

Letrnart Karlsson has pointed outr to make tbese features elclusive

in the definition of a style iE quite a6 subjective (Karlsson 1983,

101, LBB-9). This paper aloes not seek to upset tbe estatlished

typologies, multitudinous as they arer laid down ty Miiller ancl

his followers, thougb tbe tide seems to be gently' on the turn.

James Gratram{ampbel1, for example, in $!!q4.!g!g!9g!g (}9801

6-J) employeit the terme Ea.lyr ltiddle and Late Viking Period
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aLongsicle the style labe1s in an attempt to ease the rigitt
chronological. restraints of the typologr. Then in two recent

publications Lennart Karlsson bas bordry challengeal tbe methods

of art historians a^nd., with a sharp eye turneal to a much broader

slectrum soanning the l{igration periocl and. the Romaaesque,

rlemonstrated. tbe confusion of stylistic nomenclature by listing
over one hundred current termg. (Karlssoa l97Bt 243_rL; 1983, 1oI,

J.88-!) Xarlssonrs recent work marks a ratershecl in the etud5r of
Viking Age art for in rlrawing attention to principles such as

archaism and. Tevivalism, taken for granted in Later periorls,

through pointing to tbe recurrence of notifs in Scaidinavian

orna,ment over several centuries he bas rnatte us cautious about

attributing a date to a particular stylistic rletail.
Xarlasoa concludes bis 1983 book with tbe followiag jud.gement:

In a wider perepective and fron the standpoint of
art history the unusual, continual d.evelopmeat of
style in Scaldiuavia has beea artificially divided.
into an all too large number of too stlictly
separateil stylel.

Perhaps a reasoa for tbie Liee in the peliod iluring wbich

r/rirr"r and his forlowers were working. Tbe interrectual climate

of Europeau echol.arsbip at the end of the lgth century was to a

rarge extent coloureil ty the giants in the field of natural ecience.

A century before Llnnaeus had estabrisbetl a mode of clasdfication
whicb beoame the crassic model fon mantrr other fierd.s of study. Bie

principles stiLr underLie tbe watertight compartments impried by the

style labers Bo"rer Jerringer Ringelike and u"nea. Even so-carreir
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rove?lapr pieoes are used. to reinforce the diecrete nature of
each classified sfyle and iDaleeal reaffirm a chronological sequence

based on a typological clevelopment.

Tbie ie wbere Darwinisn prevails, as Davitl l{i1son notea (1966,

21). The evolutionarTr theory has been applied to typological

development. Not only tbat : the progr€ssion has been macle to

proceetl at an artificially regular rate, with a Btyle cbange

occurring obealiently oD the qua"ter century. Tbe conjuction of

chronology and typologr witb its consequent assunptions that 6ty1e

degenerates iato d.ebaseal forms at the entt of ite sequence was nost

strdDgly aEseltoat by Brfnitsteit (1924) and',{.c.Co1litrguood (I92?).

Tbe evolutionary premise is perhaps quite reliablc in sometbing

like a courit scbool. but rben the artefact iB founal ove? a very wide

a?ea atral i.ts ilecoration diffors Dot o[1y ir ttesign ]ut in quality

then it is hazardous to scheuatize tbe randon exta,nt pieces into

a datetl tirpolory. To add to thc dange!.a, thc notion of a rmother-

sourcer for the stylc bas led to the vier tbat Viliing art in it6
purest forn has to be Sca,ncliDavian and anJr marifeEtatioa of it in
tbe Viking colonies, such ae the IsIe of lrlarr or Northumbria, must

be a refler o! a r€Bponae to an r inpactt .

I have arguetl elserbere fo" the alistirctiveness of Viking

colonial a"t (Lang, forthcoming) but h€rc it is enough to make a

pIea. for a method of analysing oruament whicb eschews tbe veaerable

principles just enumerated. the conparison of like wi.th 1ike, the

method rrbich unde"liee the traditionaL approach, often depends too

much on the memory of the obserrrer and incleed upon tbe range of
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comparable material actually erperienceil tf hin. Ad.tl to this the

chauvinism antl working hypotbcscc e:ercised ty most of us and. the

basis for the typology and its sou?ce6 leans toward.s the

unreliable.

To demonstrate the latent tlangers lurking rrj.thin the comparative

methoil, let us crplore a definition of the Jelliuge styIe. The

zoomorphic frieze Hhicb TunB round the small cup from ttre Jelling

mound is the eponJrmous erample of a style wbiob is witlespread

througbout both Scandi,navia and the Vi.king territories of Britain

anal lrelanal. The well worn definition of this type of animal

ornanent depende heavily upon diagaostic motifB : the cxtended

tailE and ears rhich fetter the torso with slend.er straJrds, the

Bclol1ed leg-joint, the semioircular ind.entation in the profiLe

anil the double outline (WiLson 19561 97). It ie also possible to

adil features whiob pertain to the form and disposition of the

animale : the parallel lines of the ribbon body, the filling of

the spaces with the trai.ling appendages (horror vacui) and the

symmetrical, or at least axial, rhytbmic grouping of the beasts itt

a cbain. The ani.mals of the Jelling cup provide nearly all of

tbese indicators of the style.

Tbe animals of Figure 1 also conform to the definition in

precise terms : all the decorative d.etaiLs are there as well as

tbe use of body appenrlages aB trails anct the undulating rhythm of

the symmetrical d-esign. Rven the contouretl outline and the 6pi"a1

joint conspire to include the animals within the definition of the

Jellinge styl,e, yet this animal strip in reality is highly colou"ed.
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and forms a decorative border in the llaoregol Gospels, an Irish

book of the end of the 8th century which was in England during

the loth (MS Auct. D.II.19). llotbing could be mo"e Insular in

its artistic tradition yet the format and. the embellishments

correspond so markedly to the Jellinge definition. lle must a6k

vrhat makes it lg! Jel.Iinge if we are to keep to the labels.

Such a close resemblance naturally brings us back to the

arguments of Shetelig, Bry'nttsted ancl even Irlrilter that Insular

features wer6 the inspiration for tbe growth of the Jellinge

style (e.g. Shetelig 1954t L34), but as soon a6 the hunt for

stylistic sou?ces begine then evolutionary typologf,r irunedj.ately

fo1lows. Tbe ldacregoL beast-chain, however, can be considered

in a synchronio or purely descriptive way without reference to

its styli,stic roota.

It will be noticed how perfectly symmetricaL the pattern is :

its axes are botb vertical and hori.zontalrand the diagonals are

parallel and evenly apaceal. Then the prominent spirals on the leg

joints are seen to be pailed in line, just as the crossing points

of tbe bodies are anil the snouts and rruape of tbe inverted beasts.

Hhen the distances between these vertica). aLigaments are measured

we find that the patte"n is baseil on a series of equal registers

controlled by an underlying gritl clrawn out in dry-point on the

page. This is a well known technique in lliberno-Saxon book

painting anrl the observable evidence surviv€B in a measurable

form in many manuscripts (3ruce-liitforrl, 1960, 221.-31).

Anglo-Scandinavia.a sculpture in Northern &rgland offers new
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opporturitieE for analysing Viking Age colotlial alesigns in tbe

nanner that the earlier roanuscript art has been scrutiniseal 3 fine

BeasulemoDt is begilaing to reveal the principle8 of laying out

the design on the stone. In recent years Ricbard Bailey has been

able to group certaiD ca"vingB into recogaisable workshops not

because of their general resenbla.nce but their exact correspond.ence

in size and shape of elements of tbe design. He postulatedl on the

strength of this evialence, whicb is ueasurable througb bis rubbings,

tbat tbe sculptors rere using tenpLates (Uaifey 19?8? lBO ff.).

Tbese templates, he demonstratetlr rrere not so much stencils

for particular naturalistic elements, such as helmets, Limbe or

heacts, but besic shapos of conetant size. The recognition of the

particlla! element on a nu.mber of carvings in a given area

enabled tbe establisbment of an atelier antt, important for tlatiag,

brougbt the group a tight internal chronological franework.

Instead of a linear evol,utiouary development the sequence of

productiou wae probably a series of bectic bursts of activity

within a single lifetime intersparscd witb period.s when nothing

was produced.. Naturally it follows tbat these surgea of produotion

would occur at ttifferat time6 in different places.

Tbe implications of Baileyro template tbeory for chronology

are exciting and. baeed upon recording of the altefactrs details

ratber than an art historical convention. Ilevertheless, when it

comes to a study of tbe ornament itself anrl an eramination of how

far the template contolled sty1e, difficulties remain. For example,

in the Ryedale area of Yorkshire, a regi.on fu}l of l0th-eentury



James Lang

An€lo-Scandinavian sculpture, there is evi-dence of an atelier

which d.ecorated its cross shafts with single profile dragons

whose ornamental details are remini.scent of Jelllnge style

animals. The well knowa Mialdleton bountl d.ragons are elumsy

eramples, the botter ones being at Sinnington (Coltingwood I9O?,

395-6). At this eite the aaimals are disposed j.n an S form

with the head. thrown back, antl have the contoured outline,

fettering and appended scrolls often a6Bociated with Je11inge.

There are several examples and measurement shows thenr to be

identical in size and shape, even in the minor detailst pLacing.

The close correspond.enoe poi.nts towa?als tbe use of templates,

yet such is the complexity of the desiga tbat one wonders at

how much informatj,on was contained in the template and what

stra^nge shapes it was capable of producing (naiLey 19?8, pl.

e.r) .

I,Iith this problem in mind, a re-eramination of another

atelierrs pieces lraE unale"taken : the Alle"tonshire workshop of

!{orth Yorkshire. This group speci.alises in figure carving,

especially of warriorg ; their heacls, heLnets and spears all

confotm so that Richard Bailey convincingly uniteal shafts from

three vilLages because they were from the same template. Fine

measurement of the warrior Do"trait from Sockburn, however,

revealecl another principle in the lay-out technique of the design.

The figure is alepicteal in profile holrting a cir:rlar shield and

$IealIDg a domed helmet and kilt; a spear is heLd uDrigtrt. l,lben tbe

diameter of the shield was measured it was found to be identical
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with the distance between the top of the sbieldl and the helmetrs

crest, antl also with that between the base of the shield amd the

feet. ThiE divided the portrait i.nto thtee equal registers. It

was tben fouail that the 
"aalius 

of tbe shielal prorvialeal a unit of

measure whj,cb could be founal elaewhere ia the clesiga. hrrther

measureoent revealed tbat the ealges of the portrait and cruci.al

turning points in the line, sucb as the point of the ki1t, uere

contained by a gritt of squares of uniform size. This gricl proved

to be a very fine o[e, each sgua"€ being 2.! cm : that i6, exactly

one inch. The cliscovery of the grial doeB not necessarily preclude

the use of templates 6i!c6 the lines could have been employed as

guitlelines for the placing of the stencil. Figure 2 sbowe hor the

unclerlying constructional geometTy affects tbe proportions of the

tlesigrl.

The most convincing evidence for the use of gritts ty thiE

workshop is found on a relateal monumetrt at Brompton where the

surface of the 6tone stiLl retaj.[s tbe clrilled. fir-pointe anal

aligned scratctres macle in tbe initial stages of cutting the stoneo

They were left becauee tbe surface woukl originally bave been

coatecl witb gesso and painted, therebSr concealing tbe oonstruotion

lines. A minute search of the topography of the stonets surface

is likely to reveal such evidence in othe" Viking colonies, in

particular the Isle of Man where tbe larninated slate is harcl

enough to weatber very slowly. Indeed, it is on Man that the gritl

system has a bea"ing on the concept of style with regard to the

Viking Age crosE slabs.
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Fie.2. Tbe Socktura tlalrior.
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The Viking contert of the l{anr stones is asserteal cbiefly by

thej-" runic inscriptions and in some eases ty the signature of

the carver, notabLy Gaut Bj'6rnsoa. Tbe orna,mental repertoire of

Caut is entiTely abstract, coDsi.sting of interlace patterus. Two

of tbese are distinctive : the ring-cbaia and the tendril. Bailey

has suggested that the former al€rives fron Borre style and the

Iatte" from pre-Viking art in Scandinavia (1980, 21?-18).

Nevertheless, the form of the monw0ent and its superimposed. clG6s

are native to the Insula" traditi,on.

The loose trailing tendril with tbe half-nooD nick in the eclge

is very like thoee of tbe Sfllested horse collar, as David Wilson

bas indicated (19561109, fig.Jo, Pl.3?b), and migbt easily serve

as a Scand.inavian inalicator. Horever, on Gautrs slab these semi-

circuLar indentations are without erception placed on the outer

eclge of the pattern , never witbin the bocly of the desigr. If tbe

distance between them is measuretl vertically it is fountl that they

are equidistant : they ma"k out the registers of the repeating

pattern. Then if horizontal li,nes are extended froo the

indentations, it becones apparent that lateral alignnents of the

eilges of motifs and crossiag points, such as the junction of tbe

ri.ng-chai.n elements, are fixed ty the nick, which is in fact no

mote than a fir-point for a grid embellished d.ecorativeLy in

o"aler to conceal it.

If the original function of the semicircular nick was really

concerned witb the lay-out, its importance as a stylistic

indicator must faile. Having once given the units of measure for
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Fig。 3  Sketch of Gautis cFoss― S■ab

Kirk MiChae■ , Isle Of Mane



Viking Age 0rnament

the vertical and horizontal control of the alssig,n, the grid tben

allows for diagonaLs to be drawn from corner to corner of various

squares. The usual drawings of Cautrs elab tend to sbow the ring-

chain consisting of circleB a^Ild arca, ce"tainly very curvilinear,

but !'rhen the stone itself is scrutinisecl the cuttj.ng ie seen to

be in etraight lines, probably on account of the obdurate slate

and the difficulty in modelling it. Tbe upper arcs of tbe rings

are in fact diagonals, as are the T formations of the central

elements ; all these cliagonals conform to the unclerlying grid..

l,linor ootifs like the ring<hain anil tbe nick, oertainly in

the case of CautrE work, may w€I1 be the result of constructiouaL

technigues rather than inherited fasbioas from Scandinavia. It

is perhaps significant too that planning ctesig.as o! a grid through

constructional geometry i6 an Insular traditioa, as we see froll

the manuscripts, and future enquiTy into the DriDciples which

govern mainstream Scatrdigevia[ art may open the way to

tlisti.nguishing between boroeland and colonial styles on tbe basis

of 1a37-out technigues which nay be quite different from each

other. It is perbaps superficial to compare Gautfs slab in Figure

3 with the }larnmen are, though in terms of s;rnmetry and ariality

their d.ifferenceg are very telling, Itto"eover tbe method is precise

when one measu?ea the artefact and does not depend sole1y upon

the eye anal tbe memory.

Hhat, then, of the semicircular nicks in the tendrils of the

Sfllested horse co1lar ? How far are they stylistic and how far

functional ? 0n the large strip wlth the interlocketl beast and
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bird (l'lilson 1966, pl.3?b), the indentationE are for the most

part also on the outer ed.ges of tbe desigr. The panel is cast so

the tecbnioues app"opriate for cutting stone do not apply to this

form of working metal. They are unlikely to be grid fix-poi.nts

too because the object is curveal antl tapering to accommoclate to

the crest of the yoke. Cast metal, however, sometimes regui"es

sprigs for the mould anal these would natu?aIly be pLaced on the

oute" ed"ges rather than in the mialalle. The nicks on the Sfllesteal

col1ar may simply be accomrnodating to the intrusive sprigs and,

in Gautrs manner, dieguised aB aleco"ative flourishes.

tbe Jeltinge style is p?imarily an animal style.One of the

purest examples ad.orns a stone cross shaft fouad under york

l,linster (tane 19?8, Pl.Ib, Fig.2d). In every respect the animals

conform to the Jellinge clefinition, both in d.isposition and. form

ae well as in minor alecorative detaiL. Compared with the incised

beasts of the Jelling cup there is something atistinctive about them.

The d.ensity of the composition is especially noticeable compared.

vrith the freed.om and space of the cupts clesign. In any analysis of

the relationship betreen motif ancl background in Viking styles

the medium of the artefact must be borne in minal. Fine etch5,ng on

silver anal use of the hammer and punch oa sandstone will not

produce the same Jellinge beasts. Fine measu"ement of the york

Minster shaft has brougbt out yet again tbe "elationship between

the finished clecoration and the mode of its construction, and

in addition the way in which the gritlding system lenals itself to

econonry of cutting.
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Measurement quickly showed tbat the large spiral scrolls on

the a^nimalsr 1eg joints we"e tlisposed at regular int€rvala. i'lhea

the scrolls are aligaed in sequence from tbe baBe upwarals it

becomes clear ttrat the di,agonal lines between tbem actually govern

the line of the ribbon boalies of tbe beasts. Hben a horizoutal liae

is extended across the stoae througb the scrolls in two caseE i,t

aligns witb tbe animalrs eye and elselrhere with tbe tip of tbe

foot. The leg joint ecrolls are indeetl another erample of tbe

decorative diegrr.ising of fir-points. The crarnpeil packiug of tbe

iaterLocketl a*iBeIB is brougbt about by their formE Iying ertremely

cLo6e to the uniterlying grid and the eculptor bae saveil bimself

the problem and effort of cutting backgtoturd space c.Iear.

I{€ ale iDtteed left rith surface detailE like the uoee-folil

an<t the contoured outline rbicb clo aeen to be Jellinge d.ecoration

pure and simpleo One could go further and poiat to the choice of

palticular decorative notif in the oonoealoeut of the f,ir-point:

out of manJr dlevices the sculptor baE cbosen a scroll from tbe

known repertoire of aninal otnament. Ee is working in bis

traclition.

Fig.d York Minster ehaft.
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At first it may appear that this lay-out technique ie one only

atlopted \r craftsmen working on stone or vellum. Certainly the trick

is particularly suited to two-dimensional art forms and evideace of

its use would be difficult to identify on, say, cbip carved. metal

objects. There a?e, however, engraved. silver artefacte which might

Iend themselves to tbis kind of eramination.

Tbe ball-te"minals of the penannular brooches from SkaiII in

Orkney are d.ecorateil with single profile beasts in a very fulL

blotrn version of tle Jellinge style, even verging as Eore woulal

have it on }lammen (Grahau-Camplel1 19?5-751 119-21, fig.3 i 1980,

nos. 19? &, 492). They are finely englavetl with embellishmeute

which are typical of Jellinge : tle scrolled Leg-joints, ertenclecl

ears and. tails, oontoured edge and half-moon niok. Unlike their

oousins on the Jelling eup, they are tightly disposed in contorted

positions well suitecl to the spherical terminal wbicb they aalorn.

Close scrutiny of the eng"aving has resulted in more accurate

<lrawings (Craham-4ampbe11 19?5-?5) rhich show in atldition to the

firm decorative lines many tiny actatches, aI1 of them

uncompromisingly straight despite their very short length. Uhen

tbese are aligrretl and ertenilecl it comes as no surprise after

analysi.ng the sculpture that they pass th"ougb the oentles of tbe

spiral scrolls and bisect the balf-rnoon nicks. Indeed the indenta

and sorolls are di.sguised fix-points for a gritl acting in eractly

the manner of tbe I''lanr anat Yorkshire stone carvingg. Figure 5

demonstrates how the shape and angles of the beaster bodies are

contolled \r the grid.
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Fig.ぅ Beasts from the Skaill brooches (after

Crahan―C ampbe11).
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The sma1l size of the Skaill ornament antl ite position on the

curving surfaces of the ball-terminal make fine measureuBrrt

awkward. but not impossible. The grids on which the animals are

imposed are baseal on 9 mm squares, whictr corresponcl fairly

closely to one tbirtl of an inch ; that is, one tbird of the unit

found on the sculpture of tbe Viking Age. l,teasurements taken oa

some bossed pena[nular Bilver broocbes in lrelantl have yielded

the sarne unit of measure whicb eeems to bave been a sta,ndarcl one

amongst metalworkers operating in the Bri.tish Is1es anal Ireland

during the Scandinavian colonisation. Dr. Robert Steveneon has

very kindly informed me that he has independently discovereal a

! mm module on a Scottish brooch eo it i6 likely the standard

applied throughout the insular world at that time.

At this stage in the reseach that material eramined has been

confined to colonlal Vikin6 artefacts ancl it will be revealing to

subject homeland Scanclinavian pieces to fine measurement analysi.s.

Engraved metalwork is a promising soulce and Iater Urnes woodwork

too. If the sc"olleal joints and indentatioas cio not aligrr with

crucial points in the ilecorative pattern, ancl no grid is apparent,

then we may have found a dispassionate methocl of diagaosing Viking

colonial art as opposed to its Sca^nd.inavian counterpart. With tbe

memory of nanuscript paintingrs lay-out technigues lying behinil

the 1Otb-century designe it is tempting to Eugg:est that tbe methotl

which reli.es upon the grid. is a purely Insular manifestation.

Further work will tell.

The approach cloes challenge tbe use of minor motifs by some
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art hietorians in their clefinitions of styles, and corsequently

the stylistic clating tecbniques of sone archaeologists in

establishing tbe chToDology of their artefacts. Beaeatb tbe art

of Viking Age antiquities, or indeed antiquities of anJr peTiod,

Iitl the technolory and restraints of the mediun in whioh the

craftsnan $ras Horking. Horking practices wben provea ase like1y

to endure, c"eating the kintl. of conservatism of style that we

can see in the relationsbip between Hiberno-Saroa painti.ug and

Anglo-Scandinavianr sculpture. It is not recessarily a ca6e of

rinflueucet or tinpactr, either ethaie or stylisti,c. It is rather

tbe cortinuity of a m€thod whicb cannot be improvecl.

The tantalising question is how craftsmen in Viking colonies

in tbe 10tb century learned the tecbnique, and where. As to rben

they learned it, it mu6t bave been di"ectly acquiTed. from practising

ca"vela and smiths, suggestiag a coltemporaneity among Anglo-

Scandinaviatl and Irisb and ldallr piece8 whicb must be talen into

account in any attempt at fixing a chronolory. Tbe racial ori.gir!

of the craftsmalr may be something of an inelcvaaco in a context

where Scantlinavian settler of aeve"al generationst staniling bas

integ?ated. with Celt or Anglian neigbbour.

Finally, tbe gtidding may not necessarily be the simp).e basis

for desigrr but a mears of scaLing up the size of a pattern from a

trial piece. Bon6 Eotif piecee abouncl from the Viking towns of

York and Dublin, thougb not from Scand.inavia. l{e bave no idea of

what a trial piece for a large stone cross Lookecl like, but it is

poesible tbat a gritl of half-unit squareEi could have been made on
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a plank of wooal and the clesign traasferred, to a doubled up grid.

of fu1l unit squares on the stone itself. Tbis woulal have ersured

that much time antl erpenBe would not be wasted because as tbe

patte"n neared the termination of the paneJ. it was found not to

fit after a1l. Tbe praoticalities of manufacture of both sculpture

ard metalvork must be the starting point for any stylistic analysis

fo" thcy were the preoccupationE of the craftsnen who produced

the material. [hey bad not reacl ltii]l"*.
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ACGERSBORCPROBLEMER
― st¢ rrelse og beliggenhed′  formal og funktion

af E■se Roesdahl

Ind■ edningsvis vil jeg gerne udtrykke taknemme■ ighed for
denne lej■ ighed til en diskussion om de s“ r■ ige Aggers―

borgproblemer′  for mine tanker derom kommer pa tryk i den
endelige Aggersborg― publikation′  som er under udarbejdelse
med et dusin bidragydere. Mine tolkningsfors¢ g vi■  derfor
blive fremsat i en ■idt provOkerende form′  i habet om at
fa god respOns.

Som titlen angiver′  vi■  jeg fors¢ ge at adski■ ■e formal
og funktiOn′  idet jeg opfatter formalet som hensigten med
borgen,  den ree■ ■e  funktion beh¢ver  ■kke at have v“ ret
identisk hermed. Det skal straks g¢ res klart′  at det arkao―
logiske mater■ ale fra Aggersborg kun fortal■er meget lidt
om funktionen  ―  ■ mods“ tn■ ng  til  fOrh。 ■dene pa Fyrkat.
Men formalet kan vurderes′  b■ .a. ud fra borgens st¢ rrelse
og beliggenhed. og bade Aggersborgs st¢ rrelse og beliggen―

hed afv■ ger  sa afg¢ rende  fra de andre trelleborges′  at
Aggersborgs formal ma have v“ ret ialtfa■ d delv■ s et andet.
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Der kendes ■ dag fire geometr■ ske v■ kingeborge ■ Danmark,
om der har v“ret flere er uvisto som bekendt er der stadig

nogen uenighed om tolkn■ ngen af dem′  men med den efterhan―
den ganske gode datering af Tre■ ■eborg′  Fyrkat Og Nonnebak―
ken til o. ar 980′  og med de nyere ana■ yser af disse borges
beliggenhed′  kan svend Tvesk“ gs og Knud den stores Eng―

■andstogter′  der f¢rst tog fart fra 99oerne′  ia■ tfa■ d ude―

lukkes som forma■ et med dem. Forma■ et ma f¢ rst og fremmest
have varet indenrigspo■ itisk′  og al■e er enige om′  at byg―
herren for alle borgene var kongen.

Dateringsgrundlaget.  Tre■ leborgs  opf¢ re■ se  blev  i  ■979

dendrokrono■ o9■ sk dateret til efteraret 980 el■ er foraret
98■ .  For ny■ ig er Fyrkats opf¢ relse′  pa et ganske vist
langt  mindre  mater■ ale′  bestemt  ti■  tiden  lige omkring
980 (en he■ t pracis datering var ikke mulig), dette svarer

smukt til dateringen ud fra det traditiOnel■ e ark“ ologiske
mater■ a■ e′   isar  m¢ ntdaterede  smykker.   For  Nonnebakken

er  dateringsgrund■ aget  m¢nter og smykker.  De  33  fundne
m¢nter  har  nordiske  slutm¢ nter′  som iflg.  Brita Malmer
er praget ca.  975/80.  Smykkerne passer smukt dermed′   og
jeg vi■  fastholde min gamle konk■ usion′  at der var akti―
vitet pa Nonnebakke― borgens omrade ml.  ca.  975 o9 990′
og netop denle datering sammen med ringvo■ dens form g¢ r

::i3 

とSten he■ t s■ kkert′  at borgen var af tre■ leborg― ty―

Aggersborg kan ■kke dateres ■soleret. Den store borgs
alder ma fortsat bedommes ud fra det tatte arkitektoniske

og konstruktive sl“ gtskab med de ¢vrige bOrge′  som repra―
senterer en distinkt og isO■ eret type ■ndenfor b&de dansk
og europ“ ■sk bOrgbygger■ . Med Fyrkat er sl“ gtskabet s“ r―

lig nart.  Borgpladsens  diameter pa Aggersborg er prac■ s

l N.  Bonde:  Tre■ leborg dateret! Nyt fra Nationa■ museet.
Dec. 1979′  」an. og Febr. 1980′  nr. 5, s.ll-13.
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dobbe■ t sa stor som Fyrkats: 240 m. Husene er bygget n¢
]―

agtigt sOm pa Fyrkat′  men lidt st¢ rre′  og den komp■ icerede
voldkonstruktion ― Ogsa de e■ ementer′  sOm la skju■t inden
■ vo■ d■ ivet ― var he■t ens.  Det ser s■ mpelthen ud′   sOm
om samme  l:tegnestue"  var ansvar■ ig fOr de to borge.  Pa
Tre■ leborg var  detaljerne  ■idt anderledes′   ve■  Pa grund
af sar■ ige sj“■■andske byggetraditioner′   。g om konstruk―
tive deta■ jer pa Nonnebakken ved man faktisk intet.4

0g da Aggersborg er sa nart bes■
“
gtet med Fyrkat′  sOm

er opf¢ rt o. 980′  mens ogsa Trelleborg var under opf¢ relse
(og  formentlig  Ravning  Enge― broen)′   o9  da  Nonnebakkens
datering passer helt dertil′   sa vil jeg i det f¢■gende
ga ud fra′  at Ogsa AggersbOrg er pabegyndt o. 980. Hele
den f¢ ■gende argumentation er baseret pa denne vurdering.
For fu■ dstandighedens skyld ma det n“ vnes, at tra ti■  den―
drokrono■ ogi n“ppe v■ l kunne findes pa Aggersborg′  og at
et par m¢nter pr“get 。. ar looo er for uklart ind■ e]rede
■ forhold ti■  borgen ti■ at kunne datere den.

rplkninger. Det er umu■ igt her at komme ind Pa alle fors¢ g
pa t。 ■kning af de geOmetriske borges fOrma1 0g funktion,
en del er ogsa m■ ndre aktue■ ■e′  efter at der nu er nogen―
lunde enighed Om dateringen. Men et par t。 ■kninger skal
navnes som baggrund for min egen′  for den indeholder ele―
menter fra f■ ere af dem。

Tage E. Christiansen fores■ og i ■970′  og Aksel E. Chri―
stensen aret  f¢ r′  at ringborgene kunne v“ re tvangsborge
i rigssamlingens tjeneste.  Formalet skul■ e have varet at
holde nyerobrede omrader af Danmark under kOntrOl, if¢ lge
」el■ ingstenen  vandt  Harald Blatand sig  j。   "Danmark  al"
(hvad det sa end betyder)。 6

」eg har  se■ v 1977  fremh“vet  de  civi■ e aspekter′   sOm
afspejles  i  fundene  fra Fyrkat og Tre■ leborg′  og peget
pa borgenes anvendelighed som regiona■ e magtcentre′  hvor―

4 o. o■ sen og Ho schmidt: 。Pocito i note 3′  s.86 ff.
5:iu盤

琵
dttLl器

gimtttl)r′
S・・67(Om datering pa

6滅
:A鮮薔 耽 Lri嶽ぷ:枇桑理誕龍

°
視謂 :



EIse Roesdahl

fra ogsa kongens mere normale rettigheder 。9 p■ igter kunne
ud¢ves′  og ]eg har af■ ast a■ minde■ ige kongsgardsfunktioner

af Fyrkatfundene. 」eg har ogsa set bOrgene som prestigebe―

tonede projekter.  I ■980 og senere′  efter at Trel■ eborgs
datering var k■ ar′  har jeg videre peget pa′  at de kunne
vare bygget som regionale magtcentre ― tvangsborge om man
v■ l ― ■ lyset af de vanske■ ige politiske forhold′  der endte
med det af Svend Tvesk“ g st¢ ttede e■■er ■edede opr¢ r mod
Hara■ d Blatand′   traditione■ t dateret ti■  ca.  985/86/87′

samt at Aggersborg kunne vare bygget b■ 。a. med henblik
pa Norge og med kontrol over den vigtige vandvej Limfjor―

den.

Olaf 01sen foretrak i 1980 fortsat at se Svend Tvesk“ g

som borgenes ree■ ■e bygherrer idet han argumenterede for′

at Hara■ d B■ atand matte vare d¢ d i slutningen af 970erne:

"... den unge Svend var f¢ rst og fremmest samlingsmarket
for  stormandss¢ nnerne′   den  unge  kampivrige  generation′
der  vil■ e  genoplive  fortidens  vikingetraditioner′   j age
tyskerne pa porten og v■ nde guld og h“der pa havene ....
De vikinger′   der i 980 pr¢ vede deres friske kr“ fter ved
den engelske kyst′  og som samme efterar bistod deres konge
ved rejsningen  af  den store mi■ itarle」 r Trelleborg′   var
kong Svends :drengel. 1 983 befriede de granse■ andet (mod
tyskerne′  der havde sejret ved Danevirke 974′  mit indskud).
1 1013 vandt deres s¢ nner Eng■ and til kong Svend ....‖ .8

Forma■ et med borgene er saledes ■f¢ ■ge denne tolkn■ ng rent
m■ litart′  v■ kingeborge i ordets egentligste forstand.

Niels Peter stil■ ing har i sin oversigt Over trelleborg―

forskningen  ■981  sluttet sig til Tage Eo Christiansens
tvangsborgsteori′   og har v■ dere peget pa′   at borgene ma
anskues  ikke  alene  i  lyset  af tidens politiske forhold

og tidens ¢vrige monumenter′  men ogsa pa baggrund af de

7 E. Roesdahl: op.cit. i note 2′  s.172 ff., samme: Dan―
marks  Vikingetid.  K¢ benhavn  1980′   s.166  ff.,  samme:

祝近甘認gi:sξ le蹴龍 智ξり7≒響理震轟謂畢評学
Foote & 0. o■ sen eds。 ). odense 198■ , s.■ 07-■ 22.

8 0. olsen: Tanker i tusindaret. ska■ k ■980 nr。  3′  s.18-
26.                            ~~~~~
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¢konomiske forho■ d i a■ minde■ ighed.  Han betegner Trel■ e―

bor9-tiden som en ¢konom■ sk b■ omstringstid.

I det f¢■gende vi■  jeg kort gennemga Aggersborgs st¢ rre■ se

i  forho■ d ti■  de ¢vrige borges′   diskutere be■iggenheden
og redeg¢re for et par andre vigtige forhold omkring denne
borg′  og derefter s¢ ge at tolke den ― og de andre borge ―

i lyset af o9sa tidens ¢konomiske forho■ d′  der modsat Stil―

lings  ■ige navnte  opfattelse ma have v“ ret meget m¢ rke

omkring 980.

Aggersborg blev udgravet i arene me■ ■em 1945 og 1952
af C.Go Schu■ tz fra Nationa■ museet. Ca. ha■vdelen af borg―

。mradet foruden forskel■ige omrader bade ¢st og vest for
borgen og andetsteds er unders¢ gt. udgravningen b■ ev kom―

p■ iceret′   og  det  fore■ iggende dokumentationsmater■ ale er
meget kompliceret′  isar fordi ringborgen d“kkede over en
a■ dre civil vikingetidsbebyggelse′  der tyde■ igvis var b■ e―

vet ned■ agt for at give plads til borgen′  og fordi C.G.
Schultz efter de f¢ rste s“ soner kun s]“ ldent var til stede
pa udgravn.ngen′  der blev ledet af skiftende folk.  Des―
uden var borgen sa kolossa■ t stor!10

St¢rre■ se

Borgpladsens diameter er pa Aggersborg 240 meter mod Tre■―

■eborgs 136 og Fyrkats og Nonnebakkens ■20 meter. Aggers―

borgs vo■ d b■ iver dermed cao trekvart km lang og var som
navnt  fyldt  med  indre′   komplicerede  trakonstruktioner.
Borgpladsen bliver af st¢ rrelsesorden som vikingernes vo■ d―

omkransede Arhus.

Husenes anta■  pa Aggersborg var 48 mod Tre■ ■eborgs ■6

■nden for r■ ngvolden og ■5 udenfor′  ialt 3■ . Fyrkat havde

■6 og Nonnebakken sandsynligvis det samme. Husenes l“ ngde

pa Aggersborg var 32 meter mod Trelleborgs 29′ 4 og Fyrkats

28′ 4 meter.

9 N.P.  Stil■ ing:  Trelleborg― hypoteser. Om de danske vi―
kingeborges  funktion og historiske betydningo  Scandia
47 hft. 1′  ■98■ ′ s.29-65。

10 C.G. Schu■ tz: Aggersborg. Vikingele]ren ved Limfjorden.

。l:4ζち ]」LLl138:E.° ko::I
dah■ : op.cit。  (198■ )i note 7.
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Voldens o9 gravens bredde pa Aggersborg var ti■
 9eng“ld

m■ ndre end bade pa Trel■ eborg Og Fyrkat′  。g ogsa Nonnebak―
ken′  sa vidt man da kan bed¢mme malene pa denne borg. A9-
gersborgs vo■ d var ■■ meter bred mod Tre■ ■ebOrgs ■9′  Fyr―
kats  ■2  og Nonnebakkens ?■ 7 meter. Aggersborgs vO■ dgrav
var kun fire meter bred mod Tre■ ■eborgs ■8′  Fyrkats 7 og
Nonnebakkens  ?7 meter.  Dette ma videre ses i lyset af′

at Aggersborg ikke var naturligt beskyttet som bade Trelle―

bOrg og Fyrkat′  der ■a pa n“ s omgivet af vand ti■  tO sider.
Konk■ uderende kan siges′  at AggersbOrg er betragte■ igt

st¢ rre end nogen af de andre borge′  men svagere befastet.
Der er lige sa mange huse her ― og st¢ rre ― end de tre
andre  bOrge  havde  tilsammen  inden  fOr  deres  respektive

ringvolde. og der er flere huse pa Aggersborg end pa hele

Tre■ leborg ink■ us■ ve forborg og Fyrkat tilsammen.

Hvad selve husene angar kan ogsa benlerkes′  at det Fyr―
kathus′   sOm nu er under rekOnstruktiOn i fu■ d st¢ rrelse
pa Fyrkat′ ll har hensat arbejdsformanden d6r i fOrundring

over det v“ ldige mater■ ale―  Og tidsfOrbrug ti■  blot et
enkelt hus′  og en deraf f¢ lgende beundring af vikingetidens
formaen. Han har brugt det billede′  at hvis det bearbej―
dede t¢ mmer ti■ 6t Fyrkathus l“ gges op ved s■ den af hinan―
den′  sa vi■ det d“kke en halv fOdbOldbane. sammenlignings―
V■ S v■ l Aggersborgs  48  huse krave over 24 fodbOldbaner
fulde af bearbejdet t¢ mmer!  Der ma have veret specie■ le
formal med en bOrg af sa v。 ldsomme og fra de andre bOrge
sa afvigende dimens■ 。ner.

Be■ iggenhed

Ogsa Aggersborgs beliggenhed afv■ ger k■ art fra det m¢ nster′
som er f“lles for de ¢vrige borge. Det ma efterhanden sta
klart′  at  hverken  Fyrkat′   Nonnebakken  eller  Trelleborg
la centralt for s¢ trafikken, de var uegnede som baser for
krigsflader. Fyrkat la ved Ons.ld a i bunden af den lange

og stedvis meget sma■ le Mariager fjOrd′  der tilmed er ka―
rakter■ seret af skiftende str¢mretn■ ngero Man har sku■ ■et

1l- H. Schmidt: Trel"l-eborghuset og Fyrkathuset.
museets arbejdsmark 198f, s.132-143.

National-



AggersbOrgproblemer

ro meget for at komme ind og ud af fjOrden′  og om Onsild
a var sej■bar op ti■  Fyrkat′  er uvist. Nonnebakken la ved
Odense a i bunden af den dybt indskarne Odense fjOrd′  der
ogsa bese]■ es ad smalle se]l■ φb. Til Tre■ ■eborg kunne man
abenbart slet ikke sej■ e. Men al■ e tre borge ■a ved eller
ganske nar ved vigtige vejlinier og havde et stOrt op■ and.

::n」
jlr::::.」

 
・

 k°ntr。■ af ■andevejstrafik og af vigtige

Aggersborg  la 。9sa ved en vigtig vejlinie:  et af de
v■gtige overfartssteder over Limfjorden,  et andet la n“ r

Lindho■m H¢je. Aggersborg la lige som Lindho■ m H¢ je yder―

■igere pa bredden af vel Danmarks vigtigste sej■ ■ed pa
den tid′  Limfjorden′  sOm ma have varet den s¢ gaende tra―
fiks bindeled ntellem ostdanmark og osters¢ omradet pa den
ene s■de og vestdanmark′  vestnorge Og vesteuropa pa den
anden s■ de. og  fra netop bakken′  hvOr AggersbOrg ■igger′

er der milevidt udsyn og′  sOm det skal g¢ res n“rmere rede
for  ■ige  neden  for′   helt sarlige kontrolmuligheder over
fjorden。

Naturforholdene har mange steder ■ Danmark 
“
ndret sig

radikalt siden vikingetiden′  og det g“ lder i s“rlig grad
Aggersborg― omradet med sandflugt′   landhavning′  haveros■ on
og havets omlejring af materialer m.mo Netop her har der
imidlertid v“ ret grundige unders¢ gelser  af de  fOrtidige
naturforho■ d′  helt uafhangig  af′  at bOrgen ■a her. Men

i:]i::]I:rili :[:〕 l:lleaiff『

jeitilllti:::[S):[°

Ig::l:b:I::
Det er nemlig pavist′  at der engang efter Kristi f¢ dsel′

men uvist hvornar′  har varet fri passage me■ lem Limfjorden
lige  vest  for Aggersborg (L¢ gst¢r Bredning) ad Bygholm
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Fig. I. Udsnit af videnskabernes Selskabs kort 1795. passagen til
havet fulgte muligvis det Iange smaLle bugtede vandIOb, der
pa kortet ender omtrent mellem Fjerrislev og KIim.
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Aggersborgproblemer

Ve]ler der nu er udtφ rret′  og ud til vesterhavet′  sandsyn―
■igvis  i 」ammerbugteno  Passagen  forl¢ b mu■ igvis  omtrent
som angivet ved kortet fig。  1. Fra b■ .ao skjaldekvad vides′
at Limfjorden var aben mod vest i begyndelsen af looOarene,

Knud den store sejlede hjα n ti■ Danmark den vej. Her sigtes
der ve■   ti■  Limfjordens ud■ ¢b omkring Thybor¢ n′  o9 ■a■ t―

fa■ d ma placeringen af bispes“ det i vestervig 。. ■o60 vare
udtryk for′  at fjOrden ved den tid var aben vestpa i dette
omradeo Senere sandede den til her′  hv■ lket ve■ er arsagen
ti■ ′ at bispes“ det blev forlagt ti■  B¢rglum.14

Pa borgenes tid′  。mkr■ ng 980′  har der altsa v“ ret to
og fOrmentlig tre udl¢ b pa Limfjorden: et mod ¢st ved Hals
som i dag′  et mod vest Omkring ThybOr¢ n ogsa sOm ■ dag′

hvor det ho■ des kunstigt abent′  。g et mod nord ved 」ammer―

bugten. At det sidste var tilfaldet Omkring 980′  er Aggers―
borgs  placering et starkt indicium fOr.  Hvorfor skulle
man e■ lers  l“ gge den kolossa■e borg her, pracis midt i
fjorden?  Den  ligger  nemlig lige netOp pa det ene sted′

hvor alle sejlleder m¢ dtes′  og hvOr der var mi■ evidt udsyn
over dem′  og hvOr der var et overfartssted. Hele trafikken
kunne kontrolleres herfra. Og de topografiske forho■ d tyder
pa′  at der lige over for Aggersborg′  i netop det Orbak′
hvor man mener Knud den store og Hardeknud ■Od s■ a deres
¢rb“km¢nter′  5 har v“ ret en naturhavn. Her har ■ sa fald
handelsskibe′  der ■kke sa ■et som krigsskibe kunne trak―
kes pa ■and′  kunnet ligge sikkert i uroligt vejr.・ 6 Med

Aggersborgs  centrale  placering  midt  i  Limfjorden′   har
krigsskibe herfra ogsa se■ v kunnet na ud til abent farvand
mod bade ¢st o9 vest pa h¢ jest et d¢ gns tid.

14 9m A7gersb9FFF_peliqg?nhed se ogsa E. Roesdah■ : op.c■ t._

lgtt lmllll])F letti鳥 ■ld:::硫 vqglrgne gmkring den i vikingetiden. HoveEfafispeEfeT6r hrstorl-e ved Aarhus Universitet 1982 (m.bI.a. gennem-
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Aggersborgs st¢ rrelse og s“ regne sobetingede beliggenhed

betyder′  at man b¢ r operere med de■ vis andre anvende■ ses―

muligheder end for de ¢vrige borgeo Som tvangsborg i rigs―

samlingens tjeneste′  regionalt magtcenter′  kongsgard e■ ■er

s¢ r¢ verrede for Limfjorden er og bliver Aggersborg en ana―
kron■ sme. Ellers ma den magtfu■ de bygherre ■a■ tfa■d have
m■ stet  enhver  realitetssans′   hv■ lket  naturligv■ s  er  en

mu■ ighed。

Forma■

For jeg pr¢ ver at indkredse et rationelt formal med Aggers―

borg′   skal borgens  kontekst kort gennemgas:  dels tidens
andre storanl“ g og dels de politiske og ¢konomiske forhold

op ti■  ar 980。

Hv■ s man  f¢ ■ger  den traditionelle datering af Harald

Blatands kongetid (ca。  950-985/86/87)′・
7 er netop den re―

geringsperiode karakter■ seret af en enorm og ganske velda―

teret  kongelig byggeaktivitet. 8 Her skal n“ vnes de to
」e■ ■ingh¢ je′  ■andets st¢rste oldtidsh¢ je (et stykke t¢ mmer

fra  sydh¢ jen er  for nylig dendrokronologisk dateret til

lige omkring ar 960): 」ellings usadvanligt store′  f¢ rste

kirke og den store 」el■ ingsten′  utv■ vlsomt fra Kristendom―

mens allertid■ igste tid:  960erne, de a■ dste bybef“ stn■ n―

ger i lanoet:  VOldene omkring Hedeby og Arhus (kan ikke

dateres pracist), den store udvidelse af Danevirke (if19.

dendrokronologi sandsynligv■ s fra o. 968 og i sa fa■ d u―

tv■ v■somt bygget under indtryk af trusler fra det tyske
kejserrige), den Store bro over Ravning Enge (dendrOkrono―

logisk dateret til lige omkring 980),  de fire ringborge

(dateringsgrundlag gennemgaet ovenfor). B&de broen og bor―
gene kom kun ti■  at fungere ■ meget kort tid.

Efter denne mass■ ve ■ndsats var det′  sa v■ dt man ved′

for en lang tid s■ut med store byggeprogrammer′  og konge―
lige by9geprogrammer af en st¢ rrelsesorden som i disse 30-

■7 F.ex. A.E. Christensen: op.cito  i note 6′   s.226′   240
f。 , N. P. Stilling: op.cit. i note 9, s.39 f.

18 De n“ vnte monumenter er ofte sammenstillet′   se f.ex.
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Viking― Age Monuments at 」elling in the Light Of Recent
Archaeo■ ogical Excavation.  A pre■ iminary RepOrt. Acta
Archaeologica 53′  ■982′  s。 183-216。                   ~~~~
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40 ar af 900_ta■ let skal man vel helt op ti■  valdemarstiden
for at finde mage til′   ialtfald op ti■  kirkebyggeriet i
2. ha■ vde■ af 1000arene.

Po■ itisk og ¢konomisk ma situationen op ti1 0g omkring
980 have varet yderst vanske■ ig for den danske konge. TrOds
et ttu■ igt  symbo■ sk kn“ fald for den tyske kejser i form
af omvendelse ti■  kr■ stendommen omkr■ ng ar 960′  og trods
den  store udbygning af Danev■ rke′  sandsyn■ igv■ s o.  968′

blev Danev■ rke og dermed vel ogsa granse■ andet med Hedeby
jo erobret 974′  og der byggedes en tysk borg i granseegne―
ne.  Hermed m■ stede den danske konge formentlig ogsa ■nd―

t“gter fra bade selve Hedebyhandelen og fra den ost― vest―

lige transithandel over 」yllands rod. Dertil kom kort ef―

ter tabet af overh¢ jheden over Norge′  som utviv■ somt be―

t¢ d′  at ogsa store skatteindt“ gter og h“ rf●19e derfra gik
tabt.・

9 0g for konger sPillede mi■
itar prestige′  herf¢■9e

og gavegivning′  hvis forudsatning var letoms“ tte■ ige ind―

tagter′  en afg¢ rende rolle.

Yder■ igere ma de store′  ovenfor n“vnte byggeprogrammer
have  ■agt kolossale byrder pa befolkningen ― heriblandt
Danevirke′  som ikke havde virket i 974′  og de dynastiske
og de■ v■ s kr■ stne 」ellingmonumenter. Det kan let have for―

arsaget uro. Og se■ v om omvende■ sen til kr■ stendommen til―

syneladende foregik lempe■ igt′  kan den vi■  ikke have vakt
udelt begejstring i alle kredseo Men maske var det st¢rste

problem′   at arabers¢ lvet brat var ho■ dt op at tilflyde
Norden o. 965 - ■f¢■ge peter sawyer var det isar erhvervet

ved  s¢ r¢veri′  skatteopkravning og p■ yndring ¢stpa  ― 。g

de vesteurop“ ■ske s¢■vforsyninger var endnu ■kke organise―

rede o. 980.20 Danmark ma lige som det ¢vrige Osters¢ omrade

have haft voldsomme ¢konom■ ske problemer med st“ rke absti―

nenssymptomer. Kongen og mange andre ma have haft et stort

finansieringsbehov.

Dette  finansieringsbehov blev senere  ■¢st  i England′

19 0m de polistiske forhold′  se A.E. Christensen: op.cit.

:el°爵lLttil槙雲」
S∬
ず7芦ギ実翼裁轟雲署署譜話妾■詩需鵠

og vikingetid. Gyldendals Danmarks Historie ■. Kobenhavn
1977: N.P. Stilling: op.cito i note 9.

20 P. Sawyer: Kings and Vikings. London og New York 1982′
s.■ ■7 ff.
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men det var f¢ rst en halv snes ar efter′  at borgene var
bygget. De b■ ev p■ anlagt og pabegyndt′  da kr■ sen var er―

kendt som noget langvarigt′  og mens den var pa sit h¢ jeste′

og de kan meget vel v“ re de■ af et fors¢ g pa at ■¢se denne

kr■ se, natur■ igv■ s ud fra den aktue■■e s■ tuation ca. 978/

79/80_ Prob■eIIlerne var i korthed l. politisk uro′  der sku■ ―

■e ho■ des ■ ave, 2. milit“ r prestige′  der sku■ ■e genopret―

tes efter Danevirkeneder■ aget og  tabet  af Norge,  3.  et

finansieringsbehov  efter  bortfa■ det  af  arabers¢ ■vet  o.

970′  tabet af Hedebyindt“ gterne 974 og NorgeSindt∝ gterne

kort tid derefter.  Borgene synes tilsarlmen velegnede til

■¢sn■ ng af disse problemer=

Tre■ leborg′  Nonnebakken og Fyrkat blev bygget fortrins―

V■ S SCIm tVangsboFge′   kOnge■ ige regionale magtcentre,  der

Skulle kunne holde befolkningen i ave ― ikke n¢ dvendigvis

pa grund af ny regional udv■ delse af kongemagten fra 」e■―

■ingomradet (en sadan udvide■ se er i¢vrigt et postu■ at)′

men pa grund af a■m■ ndelig uro′  der b■ .a. kan have haft

de ovenfor fores■ aede arsager.  Til daglig vi■ le man fra
de  tre borge kunne ud¢ ve kongens  norma■ e funktioner og
kongsgardes normale funktioner. De samme elementer ma have

v“ret en del af Aggersborgs formal.

Borgenes ejendommelige′  regelrette udseende′  deres st¢ r―

re■ se′   deres  milit“ rbesatninger′  deres kontrolfunktioner
ma have forlenet dem og kongen med prestige af b■ .a. m■ ■i―

tart ti■ snit. Borgene var st¢ rre′  flottere og ander■ edes′

end hvad f¢ r var set i Danmark. Det ga■ der i s“rlig grad
Aggersborg′   der havde sa eminente kontrolmuligheder.  Den
■a som n¢ g■ en ti■  riget′  kunne se alle og ses af alle.
Til den militare prestige h¢ rer ogsa′  at borgenes besatnin―
ger hurtigt ville kunne rykke ud til l¢ sning af militare
opgaver.

Det er ve■ umuligt at have en fast mening om′  hvorv■ dt

Tre■ leborg′   Nonnebakken  og Fyrkat ogsa var tilt“ nkt en
ro■ ■e til ■¢sning af kongens finansieringsbehov. Men nar

Trel■ebor9 0g Nonnebakken′  i henholdsvis S■ agelse o9 0den―

se′  voksede  der  ■altfald stabile  kirkelige o9 vel ogsa
merkantile centre  op  i l¢ bet af 1000arene′   。g der blev
s■ aet m¢ nt her. Maske har kongen ― i lighed med uden■ and―

ske kol■ eger  ―  kunnet tr∝ kke ■ndt“gter af markedshande■
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■ disse omrader a■ ■erede pa bOrgenes tid. Ia■ tfa■d menes
Odense  at have haft re■ igi● se centerfunktiOner  a■ ■erede
■ hedensk tid med et odins vi′  。g der oprettedes bispes∝ de
her a■ lerede ■ 988.  om Fyrkat―Omradet skal beFlerkes′   at
sognenavnet Onsild betyder Odins he■ ■igdom′  samt at odin―
dyrkelsen menes at have v“ ret den eneste offic■ el■e gude―

::l:21 Danmark i hedensk tid′
 med n“ r ti■knytn■ ng til kOn―

For Aggersborg synes sagen ■m■ d■ ertid Op■ agt. 2 Kontrol―
mu■ ighederne over for den gennemsejlende trafik′  bade han_
delsskibe og vikingeskibe i egentligste fOrstand′  har gjort
kongelig opkr“vning af afgifter herfra mulig Og ― set pa
europ“ ■sk baggrund ― sandsyn■ ig. Derti■  kunne kOmme afgif―
ter  af  den  langsgaende  landevejstrafik  gennem  

」yl■ and:
fra dem′   der sku■ ■e Over Limfjorden Og eventuelt videre
ti■  Norgeo Man kan efter min men■ ng meget vel have kalku―
leret med endog meget stOre indtagter′  sOm en delvis er―
statning fOr de indt“ gter fra Hedebyhandelen Og ost― vest―
trafikken  over  Hedeby  i¢ vrigt′  der  formentlig var gaet
tabt ti1 0ttonerne i 974.

Den a■ dre  c■ v■ le bebygge■se pa Aggersborg′   sOm blev
ned■agt for at give plads til borgen netop pa bakken med
det vide udsyn′  var formentlig en handelsp■ ads.23 Hvor den
flyttede hen v■ des ■kke. Maske var det ti■  orb“k stik Over
fOr Aggersborg′  hvor der som Ovenfor navnt synes at have
varet en naturhavn′  。g hvOr der ■ begyndelsen af loooarene
efter alt at d¢ mme foregik en meget stOr udm¢ ntning. Der

Samtidens kilder har. mange spredte oplysninger om konge_magtens interesser i byer og handel, se f.ex. I. Skov_gaard-Petersen: op.cit. i note 19; n. Roesdahl: op.cit.(1980) i note 7. JE;lom udenlandske forhold f 
=-Sawyer: Fairs and markets in early Medieval england.

Palis! Medigval History. New Currents. (N. Sfyum-Uiefsen&N. Lund@3-168.
E. Roesdahl: op,cit. (198]) i note ?.



Fig. 2.

er  aldrig foretaget udgravninger  i ¢rb“ k′  men hvis her
var en hendelsp■ ads pa ringbOrgens tid′  sa kan der ogsa
vare regnet med kongelige afgifter herfra.

Maske var Aggersborg desuden tankt sOm en rigtig v■ kin―

gelejr′  base for kongens private "lid‖ ′ der skulle skaffe
kontrol■ en over Norge tilbage samt indtagter ved kaperv■ rk―

somhed pa havene′  som der var let adgang til′  。g ved uden―

■ands plyndringer i¢ vrigto Man kan tanke sig en art sy―
stematiseret vikingevirksomhed:  en art afl¢ ser for lidt

RaV‖ ng‐enge brOen、
・ 理型亀
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“
■dre ba■ tisk―russiske togter og en art fOrl¢ ber for de

■idt senere Englandstogteri en plan■ agt ― maske overplan―

lagt ― foregribelse af den metode konger′   kongsemner og
andre anvendte fra ia■ tfa■ d 990erne ti1 losning af finan―

s■ er■ngsprob■ emer. 4 Da skete det ved plyndring og pengeaf―
presn■ ng i Eng■ and. Svend Tvesk“g benyttede sig af metoden

i 994′  O■ af Tryggvason bade 99■  。9 994′  og der var mange
andre. Man kan i denne forbinde■ se ogsa betanke′  at sj“ 1-

■
“
nderne i svend Estr■ dsens tid if¢ ■ge Adam af Bremen drev

s¢roveri pa konge■ ig ■icens.25

Mit forslag er a■ tsa i korthed′  at Aggersborg er plan―
lagt dels som Harald Blatands tvangsborg for Limfjordsom―

radet i en tid med opr¢ rstendenser′  dels ogsa med henb■ ik

pa magten . Norge′  v■ dere som prestige betonet pragtborg

ved indgangen til riget′  og endelig for at l¢se et akut

kongeligt finansieringsbehov:  Ved afgifter for almindelig
pa,sage Og for hande■  i omradet′   og sOm kongelig pr■ vat

v■kingebase.

Funktion

Om funktionen kom til at svare til formalet er en anden
sag. Faktisk v■ des ■kke engang med s■ kkerhed′  om Aggersborg
nogens■nde blev bygget fardig. Det ma desuden v“re en for―

udsatning for realiser■ ng af de foreslaede formal′  at Lim―

fjorden var konstant aben mod nord og he■ st ogsa mod vest.

Men ia■ tfa■d i historisk tid har naturforholdene omkring
fjordens vest■ ige udl¢b varet konstant ustabile.

Og allerede 983 var de udenrigsPolitiske forhold totalt

andrede.26 Kejser Otto II havde 982 1idt et stort neder■ ag

ti■  muslimerne i Syditalien og var d¢ d 983. Hans efterf¢ ■―

ger Otto III var da kun 3 ar gamme■ . samme ar udbr¢ d en
stor  s■ av■ sk  opstand′   og  danskerne  ti■ bageerobrede  det

danske granseomrade. Safremt nogen af de geometr■ ske ring―

borge var fardige i 983′  har bes“tningerne sikkert deltaget

i disse kampe. Retableringen af indt“ gterne fra Hedeby―om―

radet ma i nogen grad have afhjulpet kongens ¢konomiske

24 Se f.ex. Po sawyer: op.cit. i note 20′  s.■ 44 ff.

25 Adam af Bremen IV:6.

26 0p.cito i note 19.



Else Roesdahl

prob■emer  og  ve■  ogsa reduceret mulighederne  fOr  store
hande■ safgifter i Limfjordsomradet.

Den indre po■ itiske uro fOrsvandt heller ikke med de
bedrede  udenrigspolitiske  forhOld  〈hvis  man  f¢ ■ger  den
traditione■ le kronologi). Kort tid efter se」 ren i 983 kom
det til abent opr¢ r mod kong Harald′  maske bl.ao Pa grund
af de byrder hans uendelige bygger■ er ■agde pa befolkn■ n―

gen ― der synes at v“ re efterk■ ange heraf hOs bade svend
Aggesen og saxo. 7 Men borgene kunne ■kke ho■de befo■ kn■ n―

gen i ave. De ark“ ologiske iagttage■ ser fort∝ ■ler entydigt′

at de kun ■evede‐  ■ kort tid′  Og sporene af kamp pa Trelle―
borg kan meget vё l stamme fra dette opr¢ r.

Efter ovenstaende tolkning kom ringborgene a■ tsa n“ ppe
t,l at fungere efter deres formal ― ■a■ tfald ikke ret lan―
ge.  De h¢rer til i en tid med mange og store problemer′

Og de er udtryk for fors¢ g pl at 10se disse problemer.
De er vel ogsa vidnesbyrd om det f¢ rste fOrs¢g pa storsti―

let lanα sPlanlagn■ ngo Men som sa megen anden planl“gn■ ng
b■ev de overhalet af udv■ klingen. De b■ev hurtigt fOr■ adt
og snart ti■  ru■ ner og totalt g■ emt。

fra runestenen Lund 1, Sktne, efter iloItke.

E. Roesdahl:
J.ing: op.cit.

op.cit.
i note

(1981) i note 7′
9′  s.50.

S.119, N.Po Stil―
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