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the inscription, but rather an appeal to other scholars to
give it the study it deserves. He writes:

He [Holand] has actually succeeded in producing some linguistic ma-
terial not easily refuted in support of the inscriptions, as for instance
parallels to show that the singular of verbs could be used for the
plural, or that the old dative plural was supplanted by the accusative.

In view of this circumstance and of the many other facts speak-
ing for the genuineness of the stone, the well-documented story of
its origin, its weathered appearance, the plausible connection with
fourteenth-century Scandinavian history, etc.—it is my conviction
that linguists and runologists would do well to take the matter under
renewed consideration before rendering their final verdict.??

10. Oppagelsefarp. Larson cites Dr. Einarsson to show
that I am in error in deriving oppage from the Old Norse
dagar uppi, which according to Vigfusson means ‘‘ day dawns
upon one.” Johan Fritzner and Einarsson translate it en
overraskes af Dagens Frembrud, that is, *‘ one is overtaken
by the dawn.” This seems to have a cognate meaning
to “reveal,” ‘‘disclose,” or ‘‘discover,” but perhaps I am
wrong in seeking the derivation there; I am not an etymolo-
gist. It was Gustav Indrebd, professor of Old Norse in
Bergen University, who proposed the derivation to me in
writing. Inasmuch as two such eminent philologists as In-
dreb6 and Einarsson disagree on this, I am willing to drop
this attempt at derivation and, like Dr. Einarsson, be con-
tent to say that the word is a loan from the German or
Frisian. As Dr. Einarsson says: ‘“ There is no reason to
object to this special word.” 23

11. Mans and man. Professor Larson does not state
the criticism correctly when he says that I confuse the nomi-
native singular mapr, meaning ‘‘man,” with man, meaning
‘“slaves.”” My error was that I confused the collective
genitive mans (called artens genetiv), meaning ““ folk” or
“people,” with the collective neuter man, meaning * people

= Speculum: A Journal of Mediaeval Studies, 8: 407 (July, 1933).

g :bgleasby and Vigfusson, Icelandic-English Dictionary; Speculum,
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of one’s household ” and, most commonly, ‘“slave or slaves.”
This collective genetive was also used in the nominative in
the fourteenth century, as appears in a letter of West Goth-
land of 1349: twer gother mans siggia. My mistake was
in trying to be too explicit. This mistake does not, how-
ever, in the least affect the propriety of the use of mans in
the inscription, as I have given many illustrations of its simi-
lar use both in Old Norse and in modern Icelandic, and also
one from West Gothland, the home of one of the two groups
mentioned in the inscription. Dr. Einarsson calls this last
‘““an excellent example in proof of his [Holand’s] conten-
tion.” 24

12. I acknowledge with thanks Professor Larson’s cor-
rection that ¢ was not the last letter of the Danish-Latin
alphabet in the fourteenth century. While it appears as a
separate letter variously marked to indicate different sounds
between ¢ and o, it was considered as a form of o until much
later. I have given numerous examples from the four-
teenth century showing a close similarity in form to the ¢
in the inscription, as Professor Larson admits.2®

13. The inscription contains seven strange characters
which are not true runes. I have shown that five of these
strange signs are found in manuscripts of the fourteenth
century and that they must have been borrowed there. Lar-
son admits this, but objects that this explanation is of no
help, ““since it does not prove that they ever were used in
runic inscriptions.” 26 The answer is that it is quite imma-
terial whether or not these seven characters were ever used
in another runic inscription. The pertinent question is
whether there is a good and sufficient reason for their use
in the Kensington inscription. There are only three rea-
sonable explanations for the presence of these strange sym-
bols, and these three possibilities will here be discussed.

* Svensk diplomatarium, vol. 1, no. 4503; Speculum, 8:407.

® Holand, Kensington Stone, 112—-117; Larson, ante, p. 33.
* See ante, p. 34.
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First, the inscription was written by a modern but unlet-
tered forger who, without access to books, had learned his
runes from runic inscriptions in his home vicinity. This
theory will scarcely commend itself, for the inscription
shows that its alleged modern author was a man of much
learning in philology and history. Nor would this theory
explain why he did not use the proper runes for 4, k, u, and
y, which may be seen on almost any rune stone. The simi-
larity of the Dalecarlian rune for 4 does not prove that it
is the work of an immigrant from that part of Sweden for,
while there is a similarity, there is one important diver-
gence —the hook on the upper right arm. Moreover, it
does not explain the signs for a, ¢, g, i, k, ], n, 0, p, 5, , u
(v), y, 2, and 6, whose equivalents are all very different
in the Dalecarlian runes. Moreover, the language of the
inscription makes a Dalecarlian origin impossible. I have
elsewhere compared a dozen words in the inscription with
their Dalecarlian equivalents, and shown that there is wide
dissimilarity between the two dialects.?” Both in runic signs
and dialectic terms, Dalecarlian usage shows less similarity
to the Kensington inscription than does that of practically
any other district in the Scandinavian north.

Second, the inscription was written by a forger who got
his information from books. This theory is no better than
the former, for if the author of the inscription got his in-
formation from books on runes, there is no reason for the
presence of the seven strange symbols. A forger would
naturally follow a standard runic model as closely as pos-
sible, for any divergence from it would create suspicion.
The theory of a forgery can give no reasonable explanation
for the absence of the proper runic forms for a, u, k, and y,
as they are very common, while «#, 6, and j are rare. Nor
would a forger of 1884 (the latest possible date, according
to Larson) know anything of the peculiar Latin script forms

# See Adolph Noreen’s complete table of Dalecarlian runes, in Forn-
vinnen, 1906. 1t is reprinted in Holand, Kensington Stone, 120-124.
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used in the fourteenth century unless he had gained access
to unpublished documents stored in the big libraries, for
these documents were not published in facsimile until after
this date.2®

The third alternative is that the inscription was written
approximately at the time it purports to have been, and upon
that assumption all these runic irregularities can be satisfac-
torily explained. The use of runes had by 1362 become in-
frequent because the Latin alphabet had become the means
of expression in writing. Probably only one or two of the
explorers had any knowledge of these obsolete signs, and
only the fact that runes were much easier to carve, as they
are nearly all made up of straight lines, could have recom-
mended their use. For seven years these men had toiled
amid strange scenes, and their runic expert had no means of
refreshing his knowledge, as there was then no existing book
on runes. In such circumstances it would not be strange if
he could not recall the true form of all his runic symbols. I
should not be surprised if a keenly intelligent man of to-
day would be unable to reproduce all the signs of the Greek
alphabet seven years after he had studied them.

In such a dilemma the rune master would necessarily have
to replace the missing characters with equivalents from the
Latin script. Personally, he may have been ignorant of
such scripts, but this deficiency possibly could be supplied by
someone among his nineteen associates. The substitution
of Latin script letters for runic signs in an inscription as late
as 1362 is therefore a perfectly reasonable thing to find.

14. Battle axes. Professor Larson now turns to a re-
view of the “corroborative finds” described by me. He
cites Dr. Einarsson to the effect that K. P. Petterson, a
Swedish writer, describes an ax, apparently similar to the

*®* H. Hildebrand’'s Svenska skriftprof was published in 1894; Kaa-
lund’s Palzografisk atlas in 1903, Flateyjarbok in 1906. The first
volume of Diplomatarium Norvegicum, which was published in 1847,

contains two pages of facsimiles, but these illustrate the use of only one
of the seven strange symbols.
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one shown in figure 21 of my book, as being used for hewing
the surface of log timbers — that is, a broadax.?® The out-
standing feature of the ax shown in figure 21 in the Ken-
sington Stone is its thick blade, which is an inch in thickness
a little more than an inch from the cutting edge. American
broadaxes have thin blades, permitting the ax to enter the
wood at an almost parallel line with the surface of the tim-
ber, thus producing a smooth surface. An ax with an edge
like a crowbar (see figure 21) could only be made to enter
the wood by a very heavy strike and at a very blunt angle —
the very things an expert timber worker seeks to avoid.
While I shall look further into this matter, I am inclined
to believe that Mr. Petterson has misapprehended the uses
of the ax mentioned by him. In the museum in Skara in
West Gothland there is an ax which the curator, Dr. S.
Welin, says “in all important features is identical” with
that shown in figure 21. He adds that ‘the axe has un-
doubtedly been used as a battle-axe, especially for smashing
helmets.” 30

Pending further study of this ax, it may be stated that the
criticism adduced does not in the least affect the antiquity
of the other similar battle-ax shown in figure 20 of my book.
The circumstances of its discovery show that it was in its
finding place hundreds of years before Minnesota was set-
tled by white man. This ax was found within a forest
which, when the pioneers came, comprised about a thousand
acres. No buildings have ever been erected on this quarter
section, ‘‘ the land being gravelly and almost unfit for culti-
vation.” The following is a part of the affidavit describing
the circumstances under which it was found:

The trees had been cut some years before, and the stumps were

pulled up by Mr. Davidson by means of a stump-puller. Beneath
one of these stumps he found a heavy axe of strange shape, the like

# K. P. Petterson, “ Lantmannaredskap i Nagu,” in Folkloristiska och
etnografiska studier, 2: 131-197 (Helsingfors, 1917).
® Holand, Kensington Stone, 173.
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of which he had never seen before. The top of the stump under
which the axe was found was more than two feet in diameter, and my
husband said that it must have been several hundred years old. The
axe lay quite deep in the hole, about a foot and a half below the sur-
face of the ground.3!

The afhidavit is signed by Mrs. Martha Davidson, an elderly
woman of refinement and unquestioned honesty, who had no
reason for falsifying the facts of the finding.

As to the age of this type of ax, Dr. Bengt Thordeman,
assistant curator of Stockholm’s large historical museum,
gave me the following statement:

The axe marked B. Thm [see Fig. 20] is in type practically iden-
tical with St. Olaf’s axe on the reredos from (Dsteriker . . . now
in the National Historical Museum, dated 1468.32
As Professor Larson has no criticism to offer against the
two ancient axes pictured in figures 22 and 24, nothing more
need be said here.

15. The fire steel. Professor Larson writes:

As to the fire steel, one need only call attention to the statement
of the finder: “ The fire-steel is just the same size and form as the
fire-steels which my grandmother used 65 or 66 years ago.” .
How anyone, in the face of this statement, can claim a medieval
origin for the steel is difficult to understand.33
The purpose of this distorted statement is evidently to make
me look ridiculous. For some reason Larson chooses to
suppress the two salient facts which make this fire steel an
object of archaeological interest. One is the remarkable
circumstances of its discovery. This is stated in a signed
statement and a corroborative afidavit. The following is
the statement of the finder, Ole Jevning, whose letter is
dated Climax, Minnesota, June 8, 1914:

I have your letter concerning the fire-steel which I found. 1 set-
tled here in June, 1871, and we were the first to take land around
here. A short time after I settled here, I was boring holes with a six-
inch post-hole auger. When I got about two feet down I heard

* Holand, Kensington Stone, 159,
* Holand, Kensington Stone, 172.
® See ante, p. 35.
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something scrape against the auger and I pulled it up thinking I had
struck a stone. The dirt clung to the auger and I examined it look-
ing for the stone and found the little fire-steel. It was much rusted
and there was also some charcoal and ashes. It must have been there
a long time, because the place where this hole was bored was on a
dry elevation. The fire-steel is just the same size and form as the
fire-steels which my grandmother used 65 or 66 years ago. . . .34

The important fact in this communication is that this Nor-
wegian fire steel was found about two feet below the surface
of the ground in a layer of charcoal and ashes. This im-
plies that the steel was lost while a fire was being made. As
the charcoal and the fire steel were found so deeply under
the surface of a dry knoll, this indicates that a very long pe-
riod — probably hundreds of years-—must have elapsed
since the fire steel was left there, for the fire steel and the
ashes could only have been buried together by the slow ac-
cumulation of wind-blown particles of dust and the decaying
humus of many years’ vegetation.

Inasmuch as the environment in which the fire steel was
found shows that the latter was left there long before any
Scandinavian settlers came into the West, the next step was
to learn if this could be a French fire steel left by some early
coureur de bois. Investigation showed that this was not so.
A full-size photograph was sent to the McCord National
Museum in Montreal, where many early French fire steels
may be seen. The museum reported that the Minnesota
steel ‘“‘has a distinct character of its own which is not
French.” Similar inquiries in all other possible directions
but one proved equally negative. The one exception was
the University Museum in Oslo, whose assistant curator
wrote as follows:

At the same time I will state that the fire-steel which carries the
same mark [Fig. 25] in its entire form with the spiral ends is of ex-

actly the same type as the fire-steels which in great numbers have been
found in Norwegian graves from the Viking Age.35

* Holand, Kensington Stone, 167.
*® Holand, Kensington Stone, 176, 179.



1936 CONCERNING THE KENSINGTON RUNE STONE 185

The two important facts concerning this find are there-
fore: first, that the fire steel was found under circumstances
which preclude the possibility that it could have been brought
in by the settlers of that region; and second, that precisely
similar fire steels were in use in the Middle Ages in the
Scandinavian countries and nowhere else. These two im-
portant facts Professor Larson in his search for truth
chooses to suppress. Instead he mentions only the imma-
terial fact that such fire steels were in use in Norway about
1850. This only shows that the same type of fire steels
have been in use from the Middle Ages down to the present,
just as have the same type of awls, buckets, fishhooks, and
the like. Under the circumstances, I feel urged to para-
phrase Professor Larson and remark: How anyone, search-
ing for historical truth, can thus suppress important facts, is
difficult to understand.

16. The spearhead. Professor Larson makes the fol-
lowing observation on spears:

Spearheads were made in all lands and in a great variety of forms;
individual smiths had their own patterns. One need go no farther
than Webster's New International Dictionary (see under ““lance”)
to find a picture of such a head, which, except for the length of the

blade, has all the essential characteristics of the one shown in Holand’s
book.36

This shows that Larson has not yet taken up the study
of spearheads, for his statement is full of misconceptions.
For instance, the length of the blade is the least typical fea-
ture of a spearhead and it often varies within one country.
The width of the blade, on the other hand, is a fundamental
characteristic. The spearhead shown in the dictionary is
quite wide because it is English. It would be strange in-
deed if a single wide spear blade of domestic make, like the
one referred to by Larson, could be found in any of the
twenty-odd museums of Sweden and Norway, as the people

* Ante, p. 36.
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of these countries preferred spears with narrow blades and
long tapering points.

An even more typical difference is found in the length of
the hollow shank. English spears, of which I examined
more than a hundred in the Tower of London, all have long
heavy shanks, because the shaft is held in place by the shank
only. The same is generally true of German spears shown
in the Zeughaus in Berlin, although there are other typical
differences. Norwegian and Swedish spearheads are char-
acterized by very short shanks, three to four inches long.
The spearhead found near Whitehall, Wisconsin, has a
shank three and three-eighths inches long on the outside,
permitting only one and three-eighths inches of the shaft to
enter the shank,®” For this reason the shanks of Scandi-
navian spears were provided with two opposite strap-like
extensions of steel, about seven inches long, which held the
shaft firmly by means of clinched bolts. These straps are
never seen on English and French spears, and rarely on Ger-
man. It is a mistake to suppose that ““individual smiths
had their own patterns.” The shape of a spear, which in
the Middle Ages was almost as much a part of a man’s at-
tire as a necktie is now, was prescribed by well-established
national customs.

With the possible exception of one, the five implements
all belong to the same remote period as the date on the Ken-
sington stone. They were found under circumstances which
preclude the possibility of their having been brought in by
early settlers. Their place of origin is southern Sweden
and Norway, just as the members of this expedition are said
to have come from southern Sweden and Norway. They
were discovered in the same part of America as was the
stone, and no similar finds have been reported elsewhere.
They are just such things as these explorers needed on their
journey. On the assumption that they belonged to the ex-

* Holand, Kensington Stone, 168-170, 177.
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plorers of 1362, their presence is easily understood. On
any other assumption, each of these finds is just as puzzling
as is the stone to its critics.

In closing this survey one can perhaps do no better than
recall Professor Larson’s final words:

The theory that the forgery was intended as a hoax disposes of all the
problems that the inscription has raised. A forger who is preparing
a fraud of this sort does not have to be consistent on all points. In
his syntax, in his choice of runes, and in his dealings with geographical
facts he is likely to allow himself much freedom, always being careful,
of course, not to wander too far afield.?®

Quite so! Yet by his own line of argumentation, Larson
would have us believe that this forger, although ‘‘always
being careful . . . not to wander too far afield,” neverthe-
less *“ chiseled the inscription on an island that probably did
not exist . . . three hundred miles from a sea which ap-
parently was as mythical as the island " ; that he used seven
runic characters which could only serve to bring his produc-
tion under fire, where any rational being would have used
standard forms; that he perversely employed ““at least a
dozen important deviations” from fourteenth-century liter-
ary usage; that in spite of everything, he ‘“could probably
make some claim to scholarship”! Truly, a strange crea-
ture, this hypothetical forger of Professor Larson’s!

Instead of crediting him with ‘“some claim to scholar-
ship,” one wonders if this forger is entitled even to a claim
for ordinary common sense or sanity. Why couldn’t or
wouldn’t any forger have written “41 days’ journey” in-
stead of ‘14 days’ journey,” supposing he knew only these
two symbols, and thus brought at least a glimmering of
sense to his critics? Why couldn’t he have followed any
ordinary textbook on runes and Old Swedish syntax? Why
didn’t he make his inscription short, instead of one of the
longest on record, and thus avoid most of the pitfalls his
critics insist he fell into? Why did he bury his amazing

® Ante, p. 37.
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production, face down, under a tree on a stony hillside,
where it might never be found? Why, with all the physical
work and scholarship involved, didn’t he use even a child’s
intelligence in perpetrating his fraud?

Dark questions, these. Professor Larson blandly ig-
nores them all. And then, to cap it all, we find that by
some curious legerdemain, the alleged forger— this indus-
trious scholar and blundering nitwit—is able to create on
his runes a weathering that fools completely the ablest ge-
ologists of his time and region! A truly astounding crea-
ture!

Hyarmar R. HoraNDp
EpuraM, Wisconsin
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