AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

A catalogue and re-evaluation of the Urnes style in
England

Olwyan Anne Owen

How to cite:

Owen, Olwyan Anne (1979) A catalogue and re-evaluation of the Urnes style in England. Masters
thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/10298/ is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/10298/
https://libguides.durham.ac.uk/open_research/etheses#s-lib-ctab-15326874-5
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

ABSTRACT

The first part contains a study of the methodological approaches
used in the analysis of the Urnes style, and they are subsequen-
tly applied to the Urnes material in Scandinavia. The Scandinavian
style is discussed in relation to the different objects and monu-
ments on which it appéars, and a dating is attempted. Against this
background, in part two the English material is discussed, accord=
ing to the medium in which it is executed, and an English version
of the style is defined. The dating evidence for the style in Eng-
land is presented, and the Urnes material in Ireland is compared |
with it. Part three containes a catalogue of all the Urnes material

in England known at the present time.
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THE HISTORY OF THE STUDY OF THE URNES STYLE

The concept of '"Urnes style" as a separate stylistic phenomenon was
originally introduced in 1909, in an article by Haakon Shetelig} His
example is followed in this thesis, in that the Urnes style is treated as
a distinct stylistic category, and is thus separated from the earlier
Jellinge, Mammen and Ringerike styles.

The earliest scientific appfoach to animal ornamentation in Scandi-
navia-w#s published by Sophus Muller in 18802. Since that time, the sub-
ject has been extensively treated by many writers, whose opinions have
differed on major points. Over the years, a concept of different styli-
- stiq groups has emerged in late Viking art, which has been based on an
examination of all aspects of the ornamentation, such as the motifs, forms
and compositidns, on certain monuments and artefactsa. These. different
stylistic groups have eitber been named after certain geographical areas

b :
i.e. Ringerike in Norway , or after particular Scandinavian locations, i.e.

Jelling. in Denmarks, where objects displaying similar stylistic features
occur, or where a single, outstanding work was discovered. The names of
the stylistic groups have then been.assembled into a roughly chronological
sequence, -almost exclusively on the grounds of a typological, stylistic
analysis. The result has been the attempt to categorise every decorated,
late Viking object into ome or other of the Jellinge, Mammen, Ringerike or
Urnes stylistic groups..

However, the use of the above—mentioned terminology has certain dis-
advantages, and has consequently been frequently questioned by writerss.
There has been a tendency in the past, for example, to impose too firm
divisions be;ween eachigroup, and also; to view each separate group in
terms of an early, classic and degenerate phase. When this is the case,
the inherent implications for datiﬁg individual pieces are unacceptable,

especially when no other supporting dating evidence is available. Opinions

have not only differed on the problems of dating, but also on the problems



of style criteria, when individual pieces do not bear a close stylistic
correspondence to any of the outstanding exponents of a particular style
group; or when they display stylistic characteristics attributable to more
than one style group. The—questioﬂs of geographical distr%bution; and of
outside influences, have also given rise to differing opinions and theories.

Recent archaeological discoveries and research have revealed some of
the limitétions of the use of four major stylistic groups to cover the
entire scope of late Vikiné art. For example, a recently found trial
piece from Dublin (p1.78) is ornamented on one side with Ringerike style,
and on the other, with Jellinge style, which serves to remind modern
writers that stylistic groups did not succeed each other as a straight
progression. It has become apparent that there was always a period of
overlap from one style to another, which did not necessarily involve a
degeneration of the previous style. In addition, certain other possibi-
lities are suggested, for instance, that artistic styles occasionally
. underwent revivals; or that they may have been imitated in a different
milieu at a different time; or that a nétive tradition of ornament in a
certain area-ﬁay have been combined with an incoming taste to form a
variation on the native or the foreign tradition. Indeed, the possibili-
ties of there having been fairly independent regional, or even natiomnal,
developments have been largely disregarded in the .past, but this consider-
ation has great relevance in any study of Ehglish material.

Thus, it is important to view the chronological sequence of late
Viking stylistic categories as no more than a flexible guideline. During
this periéd, Scandinavia was susceptible to many foreign influences7, and
it is not certain that the origins and influences of a particular stylistic
group can be attributed to any one source. This possibility is doubly
likely when examples of a style occur outside Scandinavia. To use the
term "Urnes style" in relation to the English material is not necessarily

to start from the assumption that the English examples are directly influ-




enced by Scandinavian prototypes, which would indicate that the Urnes
style originated in Scandinavia, and was transmitted from there to England
and Ireland. The issue must.be viewed with greater flexibility than such
an assumption would dictate.

H. Christiansson gives an extensive survey of the methods and theories
of writers up to 1959 who had studied late Viking arte. Basically, three
differing attitudes have emerged towards the question of stylistic groups.
D.M. Wilson in 19663 strongly upheld the division of late Viking art into
the stylistic categories of Jellinge, Mammen, Ringerike and Urnmes.

H. Cﬁristiansson, on the other hand, writing in.19591°, adopts the new
terminology of "South Scandinavian style"”, under which stylistic rubric he
suggests that the Jellinge, Mammen and Ringerike styles are basically the
same . .A similar theory was adopted by W. Holmquist in 196311 » but in this
case, the Ringerike, Urnes and early Romanesque designs were thought to be
representative of a single artistic phase. Also in 1963, M.P. Malmer12
suggested that éhe variety of design on late Viking.art objects was too

_ great to assign them all to only four stylistic categories, and advocated
the adoption of a far larger number of style groups.

Many writers have concerned themselves with the origins and influences
of the Urnes style, and again, three distinct attitudes have emerged, which
are sometimes based on the geograbhical distribution of extant objects.

For example, the great number of runestones in Sweden, and particularly in
Uppland, which are decorated with the Urnes style in all its phases, have

.led to the theory that Central Sweden was the place of origin of the Urnes
style. From there, the style is believed to have been transmitted first to
Norway, and then to Britain and Ireland. This attitude would see the Urnes
style as the final stage of an iﬁdigenous Scandinavian tradition, and evidence
to support the theory is drawn from ornamental connections with earlier

Viking art styles, especially with the standing quadruped on the Jelling

stone, and with the Ringerike style, in general. If this is the case, then




both the Norwegian and the British examples of the Urnes style must be

13
viewed as versions of an originally Central Swedish style. Shetelig

14 15
first advocated this theory, and he was followéd by Xberg » Lindquist ,

16 17 18 19
Kendrick. , Wilson , Anker and Hauglid .

Other writers have suggested that the origins of Urnes style are to
be found in Anglo-Saxon art, and particularly in North England. This
view was originally suggested by Br¢ndste&20, who laid stress on the
importance of North English art in the tenth century, believing that it
was a major-influence'in the development of .Urnes style animal ornament.
He ‘has been followed to differing degrees by both Hoimquist21 and Moez{

Finally, some authors have postulated that Irish influences played an

23
important part in the .development of Urnes style. Miller was the earliest

writer to suggest this. Holmquistz‘has been the most radical follower of
this theory, in that he does not admit that Scandinavian art had any
influence -on -Irish art’ during this period. Instead, he argues that.the
Urﬂes carvings are the earliest examples of a Christian art style, and that
they are the result .of Irish insular art styles introduced into Scandinavia
during a period of missionary activity, possibly via England. He, thus,
completely reverses the most common theory, which was that the style was
transmitted from Sweden to Norway, and then to England and Ireland. Most
scholars regard the .Irish material as chronologically later than the Scan-
dinavian, and there is fairly secure evidence to suggest twelfth century
Aates for some of the mat—erial25 . Henrj26 also sees the Irish Urnes style
in the light of an insular Irish tradition, based on eariier Irish art
styles and traditional -Irish motifs.

Although a full discussion of the -origins and influences of the Urnes
style is not intended, it is hoped that in the discussion of the English
material below, it will become apparent as to which aré the most likely

origins and influences of the Urnes style in England. It is also hoped

that the re-use of Scandinavian terminology in the context of a nen-

4




Scandinavian environment will be justified, after an extensive analysis
of the material from both Scandinavia and England. The advantage of
applying the term "Urnes style" to English material from the outset is
that, as long as the necessity for a flexible attitude towards the four,
late Viking stylistic categories is recognised, a conception of a contin-
uing tradition is implanted in the mind, against which the English mate-
rial can be measured from different points of view, and re-evaluated

accordingly.




PART ONE : CHAPTER ONE

APPROACHES TO THE ANALYSIS OF THE URNES STYLE

In order to establish the true, stylistic and chronological relation-
ship of the Scandinavian material to the English, the character of the
Scandinavian material must be fully understood. In the past, three
differing methodological approaches have been used to analyse artistic
styles. The most common approach has been the "descriptive'" methed,
employed, for example by Wilson'.. Fuglesang initiated an alternative
form of approach in 19742, which may be termed the method of formal analy-
sis. The third, and least conventional, form of approach was introduced
by Almgren in 19553, and may be called curvature.analysis.

Since both the types of objéct decorated, and the forms-of the orna-
mentation on the English material, are without direct parallel in Scandi-
navia, the problems of comparison, stylistic and otherwise, are acute; and
it is evident that an absolutely clear understanding of the Scandinavian
Urnes style is needed. Against this background, it seemed unlikely that
any single form of methodological approach would-prove adequate by itself;
and consequentl&;'the above three methodological approaches are applied to
an analysis of the ornament on Urnes stave church, in order-to arrive at a-
fuller understanding of precisely what is me;nt by the term "Urnes style".

The descriptive approach is perhaps the e;siest method to use when
working on the Scandinavian material. It involves describing the ornamen-
tation on the most typical monuments and artefacts decorated in the style.
The commonest features and attributes are then collated, to form an inven-
tory of the. ornamental details commonly encountered in an Urnes style design.
From this premise, deductions may be made concerning the regional or chromo-
;ogicai position of a certain piece, according to the variations in ornamen-
tal detail which it manifests.

Since the Scandinavian material demonstrates a certain homogeneity of

ornamental detail in whatever medium it is executed, the descriptive method




is a useful guide to the character of the Scandinavian style. However,
it has certain disadvantages in application, notably a lack of flexibility.
‘For example, the typical attributes of the Scandinavian Urnes style head
differ markedly from those of the English Urnes style head, so that in a
comparison of the animal heads alone, the English material could not be
called Urnes style. Other details of the English designs are comparable
to the Scandinavian types, with the result .that one is tempted to talk in
terms of an English variant of the style. This preconception of the
ornamental details that one expects tb find in Urnes style designs in
England, based on the .knowledge of the typical Scandinavian aftributes of
the style, imposes a rigidity in attitude, and consequently, in interpre-
tation. If an object displays significant differences in style from the
preconceived idea of classic Urnes style, it is difficult to assess its
stylistic positipn.. In fhis case, it may be interpreted as a regional.
variation of the type, or as an example of the transitional phase between
two styles, or as. a piece displaying some Urnes style influences, which
indicates that it is an earlier, later or hybrid form of the stylé. What-
ever the interpretation, it is dependent on a rigidly conceived notion of
classic Urnes style, based on the Scandinavian models alone. In order to
accurately assess -the English Urnes material, a broader approach is neces-
sary, one which analyses how a design is constructed, and what determines
the overall effect of a piece. Although the descriptive approach remains
a valuable, general guide, it does not adequately embrace the variations
within the style, particularly outside Scan&inavia.

The descriptive approach is here complemented by a formal analysis of
the style, as expounded in Fuglesang's enlightening works on the late Viking
art stylistic groups” Fuglesang cites five criteria which are to be studied
in any formal analysis of a piece®. These are:

1) the shape of the ornament lines
2) the proportions of the ornament

3) the flow of the outlines




4) the composition

5) the relationship between the ornament and the background.
Thus, this method is less specific about the ornamental details, and is,
congsequently, more tolerant of variations. It places greater emphasis
on the general character of the style, and establishes the need to study
a design on its own merits, by applying the five criteria above in its
analysis, 'and not by comparing.the details with those of a classic version
of the type.

Following Fuglesang, the method of formal analysis is applied to the
ornamentation of Urnes stave church (below, chapter 2), and it becomes
immediately apparent that the definitions of the style arrived at in Fugle;
sang's thesis are wholly applicable to the.stave churchgs’ornament, and are
usually relevant to the main body of the Swedish runestone material. How—
ever, it is undeniable that both Urnes stave church and the Swedish rune-
stones are distinctive monuments. In both cases, the ornamented areas:are
large, comparatively regularly shaped, and flat. Few, if any, external
considerations have influenced the shape of the designs. Even the round
column at the external north-east corner of Urnes nave may be, figuratively
speaking, viewed as a '"rolled up' 1large, flat surface. On material such
as this, a purely stylis;ic approach is possible.

The Viking age did not produce ﬁ?rtists" in the sense in which we use
the word today, but rather craftsmen, such ;s woodcarvers, silversmiths and
stone .sculptors whose works were primarily funetional, and rarely, purely
decorative. Yet, the Urnes woodcarvings and the Swedish runestones are
among .the monuments.least influenced in their decoration by their functional
roles. However, when an object has to have a certain functional shape,
this inevitably has a profound: effect on the design of that object. For
example, on a decorated spearhead, the animal ornament necessarily coils
round the shaft, according to the amount and shape of decorative space

available, which is dictated by the shape of the object itself. The compo-




sition of the loop schemes is inevitably affected. The English material
is all primarily functional in nature. By comparison, the carving on
Urnes stave church is almost purely ornamental.

There is, thus, a dichotomy between the fact that there can be no
other point of commencement for an analysis of the Urnes style than Urnes
stave church or the Swedish runestone material, and that these monuments
aré distinctive examples, whose functional natures exert practically no
influence on their ornamentation. In other respects too, the church and
the runestones are éxceptional. The technical achievement of the Urnes
stave church ornament is without parallel; and the Urnes woodcarvings,
which are the earliest surviving stave church carvings known, are histori-
cally significant. The runestones represent a distinct archaeological
tradition, with which there is no comparison in England. Both the church
and the runestenes are unique archaeological phenomena. Thus, although
the art—historical links between the Scandinavian and English Urnes style
material are undoubted, .they cannot be viewed in isolation from the
archaeological evidence of the forms and functions of the monuments and
artefacts, and the differing historical backgrounds. For this reason,
Fuglesang's method has to be necessarily modified in relation to the
English material.

Since the functional nature of an object inevitably has a profound
effect on the design of that object, then it follows that the choice of
animal motif may also be iﬁfluenced by the shape of the area to be deco-
rated. For instance, ribbon animals are the obvious choice of animal
motif for the silversmith who decorated the Durham crosier head (cat.no.16).
Fuglesang maintains that "one must begin by disregarding the motif as far

as possible"®

» and that study of the motifs only becomes important when the
problems of continuity of a previous indigenous stylistic tradition, or
influences from abroad are dealt with. However, the choice of motif is

intimately connected with the functional size and shape of an object, and
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the sizes of the majority of the English metalwoerk prohibit the depiction

of more than one animal. Consequently, the formal analysis of an English

bronze mount's design consists of the formal analysis of one animal motif.

It is thus relevant to distinguish between the animal motifs used at an

early stage of the analysis. Thus, in chapter two, following an analysis

of the overall formal composition of the Urnes stave church ornament, the
method is also applied in a comparative analysis of the animal motifs on
the Jellinge stone, the St.Paul's churchyard stone and the Urnes church
portal.

To summarise, three main objections are raised, when the method of
formal analysis is applied to the .English material.

i, It is a purely stylistic approach which does not take account of
other considerations, such as the functional shape of the object or
monument. This is essential .in view of the primarily functional
nature of the English material.

ii. Since the functional nature of an object inevitably profoundly
affects the design on that‘object, the choice of animal motif may
also be influenced by the shape of the area to be decorated.
Consequently, it is relevant to distinguish between the animal
motifs used at én-earlier stage of the analysis than Fuglesang allows.

iii. Fuglesang's conclusions about the Urnes style are derived from a
study of peculiarly Scandinhavian monuments, while the types of
objects decorated with Urnes style in England are without parallel
in Scandinavia. Conéequently, fhey do not have the same possibi-
lities for decoration as Urnes stave church or the Swedish rune-
stone material.

Thus, although the method of formal analysis is more productive when
applied to the.Enélish Urnes style material, than is the descriptive
method, the basic discrepancy between the -types of object decorated in

England and-Scandinavia dictates that a formal art-historical analysis is
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not adequate, by itself, to the needs of examining the relationships
between the Urnes style material in the two countries.

Whilst applying a formal analysis to the Scandinavian material,
Fuglesang repeatedly refers to "fluent curves", "unbroken curves" and
"loop schemes"’. In the light of this emphasis on curves, it seems
possible that an analysis specifically of the curve shapes found on
similar motifs, from different stylistic groups, might clarify the
distinction between those stylistic groups. Curvature analysis is thus
applied to the animal motifs on the Jelling stone, the St.Paul's church-
yard stone and the Urnes church portal, in chapter two.

Almgren concluded in 1955 (see appendix A) that different motifs can
be shown by curvature analysis to be executed in the -one characteristic
and dominant style of a period. It follows that similar motifs can be
shown by curvature analysis to belong to different stylistic categories.
It seems likely that, should this be.the case, in relation to the English
Urnes style material, curvature analysis might prove so specific a study
as to negéte some .of the objections raised against the method of formal
analysis. For example, the curve shapes used may be less - dependent on
the functional shape of the object, since they may be .analysed in terms of
the separate components of any sizg or shape design. In chapter two,
curvature analysis is applied to both the standing quadruped motif and
the -ribbon beast motif, on monuments and objects fromAthe Mammen, Ringerike
and Urnes style phases.

Curvature analysis is a considerably more laborious method than either
of the otﬁer two. It is also, by no means, an incontrovertible method,
and is still at an.experimen;allstage. The subjectivity of the approach
must be minimised by referring to every ornament line present in the depic-
tion,of «the motif, and never being selective of curve shapes. One must
always be able to justify where the separate lines that comprise the design
are considered to terminate, especially when the ornament lines are

naturally broken. For example, the long line forming the neck and back
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of the Urnes portal quadruped is continuous, but below p.24 it was found
justifiable to break the line at the junction of the back and neck.

The system is largely a comparable one, and one must ensure that the
motifs to be analysed are fully comparable. It is not possible to com-
pare the curvature of a standing quadruped with that of a ribbon beast,
with the aim of achieving the same conclusive results as when two standing
quadrupeds are compareda. One must also cqnsider whether or not the
curvature of the Urnes portal quadruped is similar to that of any Urnes
style quadruped in general terms, and not only whether it is different from
that of the Ringerike standing quadruped.

Many difficulties accompany the application of curvature analysis at
its present experimental stage. In the following chapter, curvature
anélysis is discussed at some length, partly because it requires much
explanation, but also because there exists a need, which is not adequately
fulfilled by the other two methods, for a fuller clarification of the term.
"Urnes style", especially in relatiom to the English material. Curvature
analysis is a system to whiéh one can resort, when the disadvantages of
other methods of approach . make them difficult to use in.association with
problematical material. In other cases, it can help to verify a hypothesis
for whieh there is anly partial evidence. For example, a piece thought to
be transitional may yield more iﬁforma;ive results, after the application
of curvature analysis., '’ It is also apparent that, since no one system
can be held to be a comprehensive and definitive guide to determining every
Urnes style object, givgn the style's wide geographical distribution, the
variety of types of monument on which it is discovered,-aﬁd"fhe fact that
it is prone to local variations, it can only be advantageous to be able to
draw .on .three complementary systems of analysis, any one of which may be a
more rewarding.study, according to the particular curcumstanc;s of each

individual .object.
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"PART ONE__: CHAPTER TWOQ

THE SCANDINAVIAN URNES STYLE : An analysis of the ornament of Urnes stave
church, and of the distinctions between Urnes and other late Viking art

The Urnes style in Scandinavia is best represented by the stave church
at Urnes (pl.27 ) which is situated in the Sogn area of the west of Norway.
The church which is standing .at present is a twelfth century Romanesque
church. Built.into its walls are some portions of wood, which have sur-
vived from an earlier building, probably an earlier chﬁrchl. These por-=
tions include the west and east gables (pl.33 ), which are now covered
over, the portal, door and two planks in the north wall, and the corner
post at the external north-east corner of the nave (pls.28=32).They are
all decorated in classic Urnes style.

As Moe pointed outz, the decoration on.Urnes stave church is almost
‘completely zoomorphic, and makes use of three distinct animal types.

" These are a standing quadruped; a ribbon shaped animal; and a filiform
animal, or intertwining tendril.

A. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

The Standing quadruped:

The Urnes type of "great beast" manifests itself twice on Urnes stave
church itself, once on-the .portal and once on.the west gable. In both
cases, it is a standing quadruped, seen in profile, with all four legs
visible. The head is perhaps the most immediately'distinetive feature.
It has a long, tapering.nose, with an open mouth, showing pointed teeth on
the animal on the portal. The upper lip is extended to fold backwards
and downwards over the nose to terminate in a lobe. The gable animal has
a similar arrangement for the lower lié,.too, although in both cases, the
lower lip is shorter than the upper. The eye is an exaggerated almond
shape, monopolising and repeating the overall shape of the head. The

portal animal has a square—ended ear. The neck and body are both long and
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slender. The front and back hips are represented by large, simple spirals.
The four legs are.arranged so that the animal appears to be walking. An
angular bend marks the knee joint. On the portal animal, a stylised mane
~ composed of three lobe-ended tendrils, repeats the angular bend half way
along each tendril. The portal animal also has a long tail which appears
to pass behind the ‘hind legs, and terminates in a trilobate leaf ornament.
The feet are not visible on either of the standing quadrupeds.oh Urnes stave
church.
The ribbon beast.

The second type of Urmes animal represented on Urnes stave church is
a ribbon beast, whose body dimensions are only-marginally smaller than the
Urnes standing quadruéed; and in its basic . character, it is identical to
- the standing quadruped. On .the west gable .for example, there are three
ribbon beasts, whose heads are identical to that of the standing quadruped
in the midst of them. The ribbon beast is usually viewed in profile,
althqugh on the portal and the two planks now in the north wall, there are
examples where the animal hea& is seen from above, with both eyes visible,
while the body is still viewed in profile. From a front spiral hip, often
not as ﬁell formed as that of the standing quadruped, emerges a foreleg of
4

>

identical type to the great beasts - It usually terminates in a foot with
a rounded heel, and two long toes. The back hip is generally formed by an
angular bend, recalling the knee : joint of the standing quadruped. Only
two legs are visible, and the animal does not have a tail. The ribbon
beast is .more purely decorative than the standing quadruped. Its slender,
coiling body forms loop patterns, which typify the formal composition of
the style (see below pp.16-18).
The Intertwining tendril.

The third type of creature represented oﬁ Urnes stave church is a
filiform animal, which congists of a thin, ribbon shaped tendril, which
coils and intertwines.with the other animals. Its body loops at least

twice, and usually forms a multi~-loop scheme. It is normally limbless,
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although at Urnes, there are examples where a limb emerges, recognisable
by the use of the angular bend to represent a hip or knee. The tendril-
like body terminates in either a trilobate léeaf ornament, similar to the
termination of the .tail on the standing quadruped on the portal, or else,
a round lobe. At Urnes itself, the heads of the filiform animals are
similar to the heads of the standing quadrupeds and ribbon beasts. They,
too, are viewed in profile on the gable, have the saﬁe long, tapering
noses, and folded backwards and downwards, upper and lower lip extensionms,
although they are eyeless and earless. However, the filiform animal at
Urnes is less typical of the style as a whole, .than the other two animal
types on the stave church. The trilobate leaf termination is unusual,

and on other monuments, the head is almest always viewed from above.
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"B. FORMAL ANALYSIS

The principles of formal analysis, as outlined by Fuglesang®, depend
on studying the composition as a whole. In the case of the Urnes style,
the standing quadruped, the ribbon beast, and the intertwining tendril are
not treated as separate motifs, as they were in the descriptive method;
instead, the overall pattern formed by the positioning and character of all
three elements is examined. Thus, the importance of the intertwining
tendrils does not lie in the fact that they are frequently zoomorphic in
character, but rather that, together with the coiling bodies of the ribbon
_ beasts, they form loop patterns, which typify the design of Urnes stave
church.

For instance, if the ornament of the west gable (pl.33a) is examined,
the overall impression is one of a series of fluent curves. The whole
design-is built up of loops, with the filiform elements and the bodies of
the ribbon beasts arranged as independent, multi-loop or figure-of-eight
loop schemes (fig. A ). Fuglesang's work has considerably enhanced the
understanding of these loop schemes. The multi-loop scheme is formed by
the repeated looping of an ornament line. The loops thus formed are
frequently circular, and look very regular, although the design as a whole
is never symmetrical. They can be either separated, or intersecting, or
tangential (fig. A ). In particular, the filiform elements serve to
balance the design, by entwining, in similar patterns, with the more domi-
nant patterns formed by the wider:line widths of the bodies of the ribbon
beasts. The simpler 166p schemes are composed of two intersecting loops,
producing an asymmefrical, figure-of-eight shape. The asymmetry results
from the positioning of the loops on different axes, which involves a
subtle change of direction. On the west gable, -the uppermost ribbon
beast exhibits this pattern. Thus, the design is built up on a system of
interpenetrating loops; and the.effgct achieved is a subtle sense of rhythm,

movement and balance.
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Figure A. Four types of Urnes style animal from Urnes church.
i. Standing quadruped (nmeck forms an independent loop)
ii. Ribbon beast that loops with itself (figure—of-eight loop scheme)
iii., Ribbon beast that does not loop

iv. Intertwining or filiform animal (multi-loop scheme)




The juxtaposition of broad and thin line widths is another major
aspect of the érnamentation of Urnes church. As was noted above (p. 14 )
the bodies of the standing quadrupeds and the ribbon beasts are of similar
dimensions. Opposed to this is the use éf much thinner line widths in
the portrayal of the filiform elements. The contrast of broad and thin
line widths, arranged in similar, iﬁterpenetrating loop schemes is the
basic characteristic of the Urnes church ornament.

The minor ornamental details of the design also repeat the patterns
and shapes of the loop schemes. 'Thus, the circular lobes, which often
terminate the ornament lines, and the wide, simple spiral hips, emphasise
the eircular nature of the overall composition; and the large, almond-
shaped eye repeats the overall shape of the head. This attention to detail
gives the design a controlled uniformity, which was lacking in the preceding
Ringerike style (see below p. 18).

The background becomes an integral part of ghe design; spaces are
encircled by loops and .emphasise their shape by not being filled with any
additional ornament. There is a contrast between the broad lines and the
thin lines,'and between both line widths and the open background. It is
for this reason that the Urnes sfyle is so appropriate to openwork metal
objects; the -plain or open background is another essential feature of the
style. To summarise:

i. The design is composed of broad and thin lines, arranged on a plain
background, in interpenetrating loop schemes, termed "multi-loop"

or "figure—of-eight" schemes.

ii. The design -is always subtly asymmetrical, producing a sense of
movement and balance.

iii. The ornament lines always swell and taper evenly, -to give an
impression of smoothness, and fluency of curve.

iv. Any dents.in the outlines are small, and confined to joints

on the animal bodies.
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v. Certain shapes are repeated to give the design . an overall
homogeneity.
vi. The final impression .is of the fluency of unirnterrupted curves.

By contrast, the Ringerike style is noted for its "abrupt rhythm"",
which is dependent on two factors. The first is the concentrated group-
ing of intertwining tendrils; and the second is the tight loops that form
points of interlace within the design, crossing the animal bodies. As

Fuglesang maintains: "these crossing points create visual breaks of the

main -ornament lines"S. Both of these factors contribute towards 'the
additive principle of cpmposition"siof the Ringerike style.

There is a general tendency in Ringerike ornament to pear-shaped-
loops, as .opposed to the circular loops of the Urnes style, but this is
by no means a universally valid.differentiation. Vegetal motifs occur in
greater number and more varied forms in Ringerike designs; the pattern is
less open; and the ornament is superimposed on the background in the tradi-
tional way. In short, controlled uniformity, fluency and homogeneity are
innovations of the Urnes phase.

Since practically every piece of English metalwork (with the exception
of the Pitney brooch (cat.no.12) and the larger Lincoln bronze mount (cat.
no.7)) has a simplified Urnes style design.consisting of basically only one
animal, it is important to establish that the principles of formal analysis
can be applied, to some extent, to a single animal motif, and not only to'a
complex design, builf up on interpenetrating loop schemes. Three similar
motifs, from three different stylistic categories, have been selected, in
order to contrast the results of a formal analysis of each. The standing
quadrupeds on the Jelling stone (pl. 35) and the St.Paul's church yard
stone (pl.36 .) serve as suitable comparisons with the standing quadruped on
Urnes stave church portal (p1.29 ).

For the purposes of the exercise, it is necessary to put aside for one

moment, the considerations of the different mediums in which the three
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monuments are executed; the fact that the woodcarvers' technique alloﬁs
‘'him to work in much deeper relief than the stone sculptors'; the
different locations of the three monuments in three diétinct countries;
and the differing historical circqmstances-Surrounding the foundation
of these three crucial works.

It is immediately apparent that certain details of the ornament
recur on all three monuments. At its most basic level, the motif of
the standing quadruped was obviously re-employed throughout the period.
On all three monuments, the animals have spiral hips. The animal on
‘the St.?aﬁl's churchyard stone has an almond shaped eye, and the tendril-
like embellishments terminate in circular lobes. All of these are the
sort of ornamental details that Wilson pinpoints when describing a style.
However, the final effect achieved on each of these monuments is quite
distinctive, and an analysis of the differing ways in which the three
designs are formally composed may show what causes these differing
effects to be achieved.

The overall homogeneity of the Urnes style design is reflected in
the .homogeneity present in the depiction of each separate animal at
Urnes. In the case of the standing quadruped, the body is of a basically
even width. .In places, ‘it does widen or narrow, but the change is
always gradual, achieved through a gentle swelling or tapering of the
ornament lines. The ornament lines tend to be uninterrupted, and are
never abruptly truncated, for that would be at variance.with the fluency
of the carefully executed loop schemes. The body is built up of long,
fluent curves, that give to the .animal, its elongated and elegant appearance,
The only dents in the outline are confined to such features as the hip or
knee joints;.or, as on the Urnes portal, half way aloné the thin tendrils
that form the mane. Otherwise, the outlines of the creature form just as
smooth and unbroken curves as do the coiling bodies of the ribbon_seasts.

It is this uninterrupted quality which makes the .Urnes animal so distinctive.
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The standing quadruped is not'pivated around a central point, with the
effect that it seems to lean slightly, indicating a swaying motion.
Tﬁﬁs, many of the basic tenetsvof the overall formal analysis can be
reapplied in the study of a single animal.

The St. -Paul's churchyard stone is ornamented with a classic
example of the Ringerike style. Hans Christiansson wrote that the
"additive principle of composition" was absent from the Urnes style’.

It is this principle which accounts for the "abrupt rhythm"® encountered .
on the latter monument. In contrast to the uninterrupted curves of the
Urnes style, the ornament lines-are perpetually being broken on the St.
Paul's stone. - The tendrils which cross the animal form tight bonds
instead of loose, open loops, .and occasionally, achieve an effect of
inter.lace. Decorative embellishments emerge from main ornament lines
to disrupt the smoothness of the style. Clusters of tendrils are

~ grouped together outside the animal body, filling the unoccupied space,
superimposed-on, rather than interacting with, the background. Even
the spiral hips are tightly coiled like springs. Generally.then, the
"additive principle" dictates that offshooting elements occur all over
a Ringerike design, with the effect that the uninterrupted quality of
the Urnes style .is quite.absent.

The animal on the 3elling; stone is superficially considerably
closer to the animal on the Urnes portal, than ié the St.Pauls stone
creature. Its ornament lines are not so interrupted by additional
embellishments to the main motif. The coils . of the serpent, while not
forming loose, open -loops, are less'binding than the tendrils on the. St.
Paul's stone. However, the overriding elegance of the Urnes animal is
not found at jelling;,-because the ornament lines are repeated to such
an extent that they become cumbersome. The double contouring of the
creature's body, the backbone of the serpent, the exaggerated spiral

hips through double contouring, in short, the constant emphasis on
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ornamental details serves to give the quadruped a weighty appearance,
which detfacts our éttention from the main ornament lines of the beast.

The same three motifs were initially selected for the purposes of
curvature analysis, in the hope that the three differing systems of
methodological approach would prove to bé complementary. Although it
seems that formal analysis can be successfully applied to an individual
animal motif, and that it is undoubtedly a valuable.apﬁroach, Fuglesang's
conclusions about the Urnes style are based too exclusively on an
examination of exceptional Scandinavian material, for it .to be acceptable
by itself, in the context of the present wofk.

C. CURVATURE ANALYSIS

When looking at the standing quadruped on the St.Paul's churchyard
stone, perhaps the most sfriking-ling element is the strong, straight
line which forms the back of the creature (fig. B ). It is this long
line that gives the creature its "energetic" expression. If the line
is followed, from its termination at the lower jaw, along the chin and
neck of the creature, aﬁd along. the straight back, until fhe line is
interrupted by a tendril, immediately before the hindquarters, it may be
seen that this ormament line has a hook at one end, and a straight line
at the other. One major ornaﬁent line has n&ﬁ been isolated from end to
end. This shépe may be called a"hooked line". Other hooked lines can
be found in the composition of the St.Paul's standing quadruped. The
lower and upper orn#ment lines of the ear are hooked lines, as are the
lower and upper ornament lines of the tongue, and the lines forming the
forehead and nose. The hooked line is also repeated in the lines of the
stomach, the outermost line of fhe hind spiral hip and several times in
éhe lines forming the feef and legs of the creature. The hook in each
case varies in proportion, but the basic shape of the line remains con-
stant. It is apparent that the hooked line constitutes an important

component of the design. The tendrils and additional embellishments as
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well as the lines of the smaller creature in front of the standing quad-
ruped also show a preference for this shape of ornament line.
Occasionally, a scroll shape occurs instead of the simple hook at
the end of the ornament line. The spiral hips are both examples of
this variation of the ornament line. The ornament line which runs down
from behind the .ear to the front leg provides another variation on the
hooked line. In this.case, the hook.is widened out into a more gentle
curve, and it occurs in the centre of the ornament line as a whole,
rather than towards one or other of the ends, as i1s usually the case.
This may be .called a"bow-shaped'curve.
Theoretically, a curve may be described in terms of its radius, so
that a very tight curve has a very small radius, and when an ornament
line is straight, it may be said to have a curve -of infinite radius. As
the latter concept -seems tautologous, in the discussion below, a straight
line is called simply that, and it is taken as understood, that it has
the largest radius possible of any ornament line.
Returning .to the.hooked line first examined, the section of ornament
line forming the back of the creature is long and straight, in other words,
it has an extremely large radius. Towards one end of the ornament line,-
the radius of the curve rapidly diminishes, and finally increases again to
a very large>rédius in the line which produces the chin of the animal. 1In
~ general terﬁs, all of the hooked lines present in the design follow this
pattern. They consist of a curve .of large radius, which diminishes
sharply towards omne eqd, and then increases.once more to a large radius
before terminating.. In the case of the curves forming the spiral hips,
the radius is a very 1;rge.$ne fér the majority of the ornament line; it,
too, diminishes towards one end, but it does not inérease again. In _
the case of the bow-shaped curves, such as the line running from behind
the ear of the creature to the front leg, the ornament line commences with

a very large radius, diminishes towards the centre, -and increases again
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towards the other end. We can see from this analysis of the radii of
the curves present in the design, that although the ornament lines do
not coincide, they do conform. The constant repetition of similar
curve shapes can be clearly seen when all the .ornament lines present in
the depiction of the standing quadruped are juxtaposed in a drawing,
(fig. D.i).

The-ornament lines on the St.Paul's churchyard stone often contain
straight, or almost.straight sections. However, there are no completely
straight lines; they always include a curve of diminishing radius some-
where along their length, usually towards one end. It is the constant
use of hooked lines, with their'jﬁxtaposition of straight and curved

"9 expression. The

sections, that gives the .animal a somewhat "windswept
hook at one end of the line, and the straight section streaming out behind
it serve to indicate.that the creature is moving rapidly; although,
becauée the deségn is stylised, the ornament lines are not positioned as
one might logically expect. For example, the antithesis of the tongue
and ears is a stylistic one, and by no means; a realistic portrayal of the
way in which they would blow were the animal really moving.

In short, an .analysis of the curvature of theAstanding quadruped, in
this case, reveals that the sculptor has made frequent use of a type of
ornament line, which we have labelled the "hooked" line. Aside from the
hooked line, he has empléyed bow-shaped curves and spiral-ended lines,
which can be shown to conform, if nof to actually coincide witﬁ the hooked
lines. Whether or not the repeated use of three types of ornament line
is a conscious one can only remain conjecture. Looking at the drawing of
the juxtaposed ornament lines, the similarities are so striking that one
is tempted to conclude that the frequgnt occurrence of only three, basic
types of line was, indeed, intentional. The final effect of the design
on the St.Paul's churchyard stone is quite distinctive, and it can be

shown that it is the preference for the hooked line type of curve, and its
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variations, which has achieved this effect.

Turning to the standing quadruped on Urnes stave church portal,
perhaps the most striking aspect of the motif is its elongated propor-
tions, (fig. C ). -In contrast to the animal on the St.Paul's stone,
the animal has a long, graceful neck, and long ""nmaturalistic" legs. The-
body of the St.Paul's animal is extremely large, compared to the size of
the legs and neck. At Urnes, the lengths of the neck, body and legs
are almost exactly the same. The body is as long as the legs, and the
neck and head are as long as the body. It is evident that in order to
achieve these porportions, the carver must have used similar lengths of
.ornament.lines,-and must hévé made gepeated use of similar curve shapes.
In the case of the St.Paul's stone, the curve shapes were terminated when
the .ornament line was interrupted. It has already been noted that un-
interrupted curves are a feature of Urnes style designs (above, p.16).
However, interruption of the curves‘for the purposes of curve analysis
~was-pot problematical, largely because the separate parﬁs of the creature
are so clearly delineated. For example, the curve shapes which form the
legs terminate quite naturally, where the légs meet the body. The fore-
leg of a ribbon beast interrupts .the .ornament line which forms the animal's
back, so that a. distinction may be drawn between the back and the rump of
the creature. The only place where a break has been imposed is at the
junction of the neck .and the back. In this case it .is quite justifiable.
Unlike the St.Paul's stone sculptor Qho used one .dominant ornament line to
depict the animal's back and neck, the Urnes carver distinguishes between
the neck and body by an emphatic angular turn, which should not be used in
curve .analysis, but reqogn}ﬁedas a device through which the overriding
clarity of the design is preserved, in that tbe separate parts of the body
remain distinct.

If we look at the line which forms the neck of the creature we find

that it is a drawn out, bow—shaped curve. As such, it is comparable to

24




the bow-shaped curve which formed the chest on the St.Paul's animal.
However, the radius of the curve on.the’Urnes animal's neck line is
.always very large. It changes slightly along its length, decreasing

and increasing to a small degree, but basically it has a continuously
large radius. It is important to note that all the ornament lines on
the St.Paul's stone contain a straight, or fairly straight, section;

in other words, they have a curve of very large radius somewhere along
their length. They also each have a section of ornament line, which

has a considerably smaller radius of curve, normally a sharp contrast

to the straighter sections. Of all the ornament lines on the St.Paul's
stone, the bow-shaped curves, such as the one which forms the animal's
chest, contain the.largest average radius, since they straightén out at
either end, and the section of ornament line which contains the smallest
curve radius, (in the middle section of the ornament line) is still com—
paratively -larger than the radii.of the hooked sections of the hooked
lines, first examined. However, the radius of the curve in the centre
of the bow-shaped line on the St.Paul's stone, is still smaller than any-
where to be found on the ornament line forming the neck of the Urnes
portal creature (fig. C ). The lines at Urnes which form the legs,
the rump, the stomach, the baék, and the long, uninterrupted curve forming
the front of the creature, all manifest a changing radius, but the radius
always remains.a large one; and the changes are slight.

As was the case on the St;Paul'; stone, some .of the ornament lines
have an infinite, or almost infinite, radius. In other words, the lines
sometimes éontain completely, or almost, straight sections. However,
_because the contrast between the radii of the curves is not great, the
straight.sections do not catch the eye as they did on the St.Paul's stone,
nor detract from the elegant appearance of the beast as a whole. They are
necessary to produce -the elongated proportions noted before, but they

remain entirely harmonious with the long,fluently curving ornament lines,
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as a result of which, the abrupt expression of the St.Paul's animal is
lacking at Urnes. It is these gentle curves and their slight variations
of a normally, continuously large radius, that lend to the cre;ture its
subtle sense of rhythmic movement.

The variations on these general rules of the Urnes curvature are
not so numerous as were the variations on the hooked line curves on St.
Paul's stone. The spiral hips, which were reused on the St.Paul's stone
and the Urnes portal after their earlier appearance at Jellinge, do not
conform with the gentle, curving bow-shapes of large radius, for the
spiral of the hip terminates an otherwise, typically Urnes, elongated
curve shape, with a curve of diminishiﬁg.radius. However, even in this
instance, the spiral is .a simple, open loop, which is not tightly scrolled,
as.it is at St.Paul's, and the radius of the curve is maintained as large
as possible, given the requirements of the traditiongl re-use of the
spiral‘hip feature. The lobe terminations of the mane are also at
variance with the basic.curvature scheme of the Urnes animal. They, too,
are .features which are re-employed from the preceding Ringerike style;but
in this case, the mane is composed of three thin elements, with the result
that the main ornament line of the neck is not interrupted, and the curves
of the mane take on. a secondary significance. The ornament lines of the
head do not completely conform with the .basic curvature scheme, for other
reasons. Only whilst carving the head has: the artist allowed himself to
include certain ornamental details. The eye is an elongated almond shape,
the rounded.end of which has a small curve radius, which would seem to be
iﬁcompatiblefwith the overall curvature‘scheme.- The folded backwards and
downwards nose .extension takes tﬁe form of an S-shaped scroll; The pro-
portions of the ear are not elongated; and the lower and upper parts of
the mouth are conjoined by an obviously hooked line. Nevertheless, the
shape of the head itself adheres to the principlés of the curve scheme

found elsewhere on the animal, and this is a .dominant consideration. The
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s-shaped scroll from the nose, like the elements composing the mane, is

a thin, secondary ornament line, whose lobe teérminations are, in any

case, less imposing .than its lengthwise curve of very large radius. The
rounded back .of the eye lends it a .naturalistic appearance, while the
glqngated curves towards the front of the eye help to minimise its
discrepancy with the basic curve scheme. The ear is composed of small,
bow-shaped .curves, whose radii are smaller than usual, partly because of
.the semi-naturalistic-size of the ear. The hooked line of the mouth is
the only real exception to the.overall curvature scheme.

When all the ornament.lines found invthe depiction'of the Urnes
portal standing.quadruped are . juxtaposed in a drawing (fig.D.ii), it is
striking.to-see-how uniform the curves are. The repeated use of one,
dominant curve shape is even more in evidence here, than it was at St.
Paul's. The exceptions are fewer, smaller, and are found on miner
Srnament lines. Once again, the curve shapes employed clearly conform
witﬁ each other. By looking at the drawing of the juxtaposed ornament
lines, one can see how it is that the Urnes style standing quadruped is
so uniform in character. One can postulate, especially when looking at
a monuﬁent of superlatively high quaiity such as the Urnes portal, which
is obviously the work of a skilful and experienced craftsman, that the
choice' of curve shape, .and its repeated use, was possibly a conscious
one, aimed at producing:thé elongated, highly uniform, and elegant creature
that is so well known to us.

Turning .to the standing:quadruped .on the Jelling stone, the back and
neck of the creature are represeﬁted by a series of undulating "waves" in
the ornament .line. The line of the back is doubly emphasised by a second
line which repeats .and runs parallel to the external ornament line of the
creature. .These "waves'" may be termed"conjoined bow-shaped curvesﬁ,or

"U-curves'. What is noticeable .about them is that, unlike the ornament

lines.of the standing quadrupeds we have already examined, they do not
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contain any straight, or almost straight sectioms. However, straight
sections do occur in the ornament lines.. ﬂThe legs, for instance, are
largely made up of.short, straight lines. However, the difference
between the curvature scheme on the.Jellings animal, and those on the
St.Paul's and Urnes animals, is that straight, or almost straight lines
are always short, and of a hardly varying radius. At St.Paul's, some

of the ornament lines contained long, straight sections, but they almost
always terminated in a hook curve, or one of its variants, and were
normally major ornament lines. At Jelling ,as can be seen from the ~
drawing in.which a11 the ornament lines present in the depiction of the
motif are juxtaposed (fig.E.ii),the straight, or almost straight lines

are entirely separate from the conjoined,  bow-shaped curves and U-curves.
U-curves naturally widen into curves of a large radius towards their two-
termination points. However, the ornament line terminates before a
s£rgight section develops, unlike'on'thg St .Paul's stone, where the hooked
line basically consists of a U-curve with one extended line of very large
radius. The major ornament lines on the Jelling stone are.the conjoined
bow-shaped curves and U-curves, which closely conform with each other; the
short, straighter lines are of secondary importance, but it is the juxta-
position of these two types of curve .line which give the creature its
marching, yet heraldic, stance. The short, straighter lines of the legs
produce the .effect of a marching beast; while the conjoined bow—shaped
curves and U-curves contribute towards the dignified, heraldic attitude of
the creature. One .example of the latter type of usage of curve-shape is
the two, conjoined bow-shaped curves, running-from the chin to the top of
the front leg, which produce the effect of the animal proudly pushing its

chest out. It is, the use of these two opposing types of curve that have

led to the .Jelling: quadruped being described as both "eomicall® " and
"heraldi'c.l_-l" .

If we look at the comparative proportions of thé different parts of
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the body of the Jeiling animal, we find that they are similar to those
- of the St.Paul's stone animal (fig.B ). The body is much larger,
proportionately, than the legs, and head and neck. In this case, the
smallness of the head is accentuated, because the conjoined bow—shaped
curves of the body are used to emphasise that the chest is protruding,
and the shoulders are back; whereas the hooked lines on the head of the
St.Paul's animal are more synonomous with the curve shapes used for the
body,with the result that the head does not seem so comicali On the
St.Paul's stone, the length of the head and neck together, agrees quite
closely with the length of the legs. On the Jelling- stone, the head
and neck are rather longer than the legs.  The comparative proportions
of the animal bodies are an interesting side.issue of curvature analysis.
At Urnes, we have seen how the elongated proportions as a whole, and the
almost equal lengths of head and neck, body and legs,are produced by the
repeated use of similar curve shapes, ‘all of a similar length. At
Jelling , the conjoined bow-shaped curves, which are considerably longer
fhan most of the ornament lines, are used to form the lines of the neck
and body. The legs are composed of short, straighter lines; while the
head and feet are largely made up of a series of small U-curves. On the
St.Paul's stone, although the proportions are basically similar to those
of the Jelling. animal, the curvature scheme is more harmonious, in that
each ornament line contains curved and straighter sections. As noted
above (p.23), it conforms, .with the result that the strange proportions
of the creature are not so noticeable. The use of two distinct types of
curve shape at Jelling , and another important variation on one of the
types, has the effect of drawing attention to the fact that the animal's
head and legs are rather small for the size of the'body.

Thus, -as far .as the motif of the standing quadruped is cbncerned, an
analysis of thé curvature on these three monuments supports the thesis

that they belong to three different stylistic categories. However, since
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so much of the English material is decorated with the ribbon beast motif,
it is also necessary to demonstrate that curvature analysis can also be
employed to differentiate between Ringerike and Urnes style ribbon beasts.

In the case -of the ribbon-beast, a distinction must be drawn between
the true ribbon .beast, and the intertwining tendril, which may have an
animal head.. Many of the Swedish runestones, such as that from Stav,
Roslagskulle, Uppland (pl.38b) are decorated.with a ribbon beast, which
is intertwined with a tendril of zoomorphic character. Ribbon beasts
on runestones do not lend themselves to curvature analysis so easily,
becaﬁse:their'shape.is influenced by their functien. At .Roslagskulle,
for instance, the body of the ribbon beast follows the shape of the stone
to provide a frame for the ornament, and is simplified to allew the carver
to insert.a runic inscription more easily into the body of the creature.
Although runic inscriptions on many other stonés are contained within
animal bodies which loop and intertwine; simplicity must have been a
consideration on the part of the carver, not only so that his work was
made easier, but also so that the .inscription was easily legible. The
length of the inscription may also have played a part in determininé the
length of the ribbon beast's body.

The ribbon beasts on Urnes stave church once again provide a suitable
example for analysis.  There are two basic.types of ribbon beasts at
Urnes: those .which loop with themselves, and those which do not (fig.A.ii-iii).
The curvature of the second .type is§ very close to the curvature of the
standing quadruped, as can.be .seen when all the lines are juxtaposed in a
drawing, = However, it is even more uniform in its curvature
tﬁan the .quadruped. For example, the head is viewed from above, and
consequently, does not .pose the same anomalies in the curvature scheme,
as does the .head of the quadruped. Without exception, all the curves on
this type of ribbon beast manifest a continuously large radius, which

results in the elongated proportions of the creature. The radius does
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change, but it does so very gently; and never. to any great degree, and
this produces the effect that the animal is subtly moving, and gives to
the 6reature its elegant appearance.

The ribbon beasts with looping bodies occur particularly on the
door, and on the two planks in the north wall. Fuglesang writes that
Urnes ornament lines "form a pattern of fluent curves, and almost geo-
metric, frequently circular, loops™.? The circular loop would seem to
be at variance with the drawn out, gentle curves that typified the-
lines of the standing quadruped. However, the same principlgS'are at
work in the treatment of the loops. The radius of the curve is a

"3 6 which

large one in every case, which results in the "wide loops
Fuglesang refers. The loops are rarely completely circular, but the
radius changes so gradually that the loops take on their "almost geo-—
metric" appearance.: The lines of the loops are regularly broken,
either by crossing themselves, or where they are crossed by other loops.

"Interpenetrating loops"™

are another basic characteristic of the style,
as Fuglesang maintains. Since the loops are always wide, and the radii

. of the curves are consistently large, and the interpenetrating loops are

regularly balanced, although never symmetrical, the impression of the
fluency of the curves is not affected by these interruptions to the
ornament lines. As a éonsequence of the wide loops and the large radii,
the body adopts the .same elongate& proportions that were present on the
quadrqped. The repeated .use of similar curve shapes, and the complete
absence of straight sections of ornament line, gives the ribbon beast its
highly uniform and elegant appearance.

The.infertwining-tendrils at Urnes work on exactly the same princi-
ples as the ribbon beasts, and indeed, repeat the same curve shapes.
The ribbons are considerably thinner than the .bodies of the ribbon beasts,
and the ‘actual size of the loops is proportionately smaller. However,

they remain wide, and are formed of gentle curves of large radius. The
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uniformity of the design, which is carried through all the motifs,
reflects the high artistic achievement of the'Urnes carvings as a whole.
However, the intertwining tendril is often employed in a less controlled
fashion on other monuments. This tendency can be found on mény of the
later runestones, such as the example already quoted from Roslagskulle
(pl1.38b). The reasons for the changing role of the intertwining ten-
drils are several. Their changing function can be seen on many of the
runestones, where they adopt the rSle of a "space filler", or take on an-:
independent life from the main design, or emphasise the contrast between
the broad and thin lines, by forming differgnt patterns from those of

the broader ribbon beast's coiling body. In this case, the design

loses some of its controlled uniformity, although, as on .the Roslagskulle
stone, the definition of the pattern as being one of "fluent curves, and
almost geometric frequently circular, loops" remains applicable. In the
case of those examples amongst.the English material, which demonstrate.
lesser workmanship, such as the Wisbech mount (Cat.No.9 ) (see pl29),
the role .of the intertwining tendril may be misunderstood; and in works
of a more specifically English Urnes style nature, the changing curvature
of the intertwining.tendril indicates a change of rdle from its Séandi-
navian counterpart. (see below p.93-94).

The Swedish vane from Kallunge; Gotland (pl.37 ) manifests a typical
Ringerike. style design®®. It is decorated on both - sides, -and included
in its range of ornament are the tﬁree types of animal motif foun& at
Urnes: the standing quadruped, the ribbon beast and the intertwining
tendril. One side .is ornamented with two ribbon beasts, whose bodies
form interpenetrating loops. Numerous tendrils, many of zoomorphic
" character, are intertwined with the ribbon beasts. The two interpene-
trating loops formed by the bodies of the ribbon beasts have a radius
which changes.gradually, but which is smallest towards the centre of the

body, and increases towards the ends. The heads and tails provide
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termination points for the loops. The curvature of the loops produces
a pear shape (fig.Difi).TIfone were to imagine that the frequently circular
loops of the Urnes étyle ribbon beasts' bodies were in fact composed of
two confronted ‘cufves of the standing quadruped type, one would find, by
imposing a line down the centre of the loop, that .the curvature of either
side corresponded.exactly to the .type 6f curve shape found on the body of
the Urnes standing quadruped (fig.Dii), In the same way, if one imposes a
line down the centre of a pear—shape, one finds that each side consists
of a hooked line, which was the most frequently encountered curve shape
of the Ringerike style standing quadruped. One may say that a pear shape
is composed of two, confronteﬁ hooked lines. The tendril embellishments
found all over the design are .also composed of hooked line curve shapes.
However, the.design-lacks the controlled ﬁniformity of the Urnes
stave church ribbon.beasts and intertwining tendrils patterns. The radii
of the curves of the intertwining tendrils are comstantly changing. The
ornament lines change directiém in.an unprédictable fashion, and conse-
quently, the radii of the curves vary from being extremely small, in which
case, small, tight loops are produced, to being extremely large, when the
ornament line eventually becomes straight for a short section of its course.
The intertwining tendril ornament reaches into every corner of the space
available,by making use of any type of curve shape which fulfills the
requirements of the space to be.filled. The lack of control over the
curvature of the tendrils produces the disorderly effect of the design.
Thus, it is possible to apply curvature analysis to the motifs of the
ribbon beast and the intertwining tendril in Ringerike and Urnes style
designs. In some ways, the results are less satisfactory than they were
from the analyses of the curvature of the standing quadrupeds; and it is
true to say, that Dr. Fuglesang's approach is particularly relevant to
the study of the patterns formed by the coiling bodies of ribbon beasts

and intertwining.tendrilsE . Nonetheless, curvature analysis can corro-
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borate, and increase, the evidence for the attribution of an object to
a certain style group; and it can lead to the extraction of additional
_information. For example, the curvature of the intertwining tendrils
on the Kallunge vane indicates clearly that the artist was concerned
to fill all the space available to him, at the expense of a balanced

and .controlled design.
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Figure C. Standing quadruped on Urnes stave church portal,
. prepared for curvature analysis.
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THE COMBAT MOTIF

It has often been stated that the combat motif is a characteristic
feature of the Urnes stylel’ . At Urnes itself, the element of combat
is portfayed with clarity, and each animal, of whatever type, bites its
neighbour. However, the term "combat motif" is an anomalous one. The
combat motif is not peculiar to the Urnes style. On the Jelling stome, N
for instance, the standing.quad¥uped seems to be engaged in combat with
a ribbon beast® , but in this case, they do not actually bite each other's
bodies (pl.35). It may be then, that the combat motif in an Urnes style
design actually involves- each animal biting its neighbour.

Perhaps, the term '"combat motif" is wrongly applied to the ornament of the
Jelling  stone, since the essence of the design is that two animals are
intertwined in an unknown relatiomship. The standing quadruped on the
Jelling stone 'is frequently called a "lion"!®, and the ribbon beast most
approximates a snake® , and it is thé identification of the animals as
part of the real animal kingdom, that leads to the assumption that they
are engaged in combat?'.  On other objects, where the animal ornament

is too stylised to allow any recognition of a specific animal type, one
frequently finds intertwined énimﬁls, but rarely concludes that they are
engaged in combat? .

On many Urnes style objeets, the animals bite their own bodies, which
renders the term "combat .motif" inaccurate. If it is to remain a useful
term, then it must be understood that the actual act of biting being per-
formed by an animal is.all that is meant by "“combat motif", and that there
ére»not necessarily two or more creatures involved. It is possibie that
the aggressive nature of the motif in Urnes style designs indicates that
by this period, the combat motif had fully developed from its ambiguous
beginnings on such monuments as the Jelling  stone. However, the combat
motif in its fully developed sense frequently occurs in art of a much

earlier period. 1In Scandinavia, versions of it are found in Migration
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Period Art®; and in England and Ireland, it frequently occurs in
manuscript illumination, including the Lindisfarne gospels and the
Book of Kells® . In both of the latter cases, it is an unequivocal
rendering of the motif: It is because the combat motif is not a
common feature of. the freceaing Ringerike style, nor of other art
contemporary to the Urnes style, that our attention is drawn to it
so specifically on Urnes style objects.

The combat motif is associated with the concept .of the fight
between good and evilzs. The snake-like ribbon beast may be taken
to represent Satan® , which implies that the larger animal represents
God or Christ. Such analogies are supported by the fact that the
Urnes style appeared during Scandinavia's first fully Christian period.
The suggestion is that the "Urnes style was the last to build upon
traditions from heathen days. Bu; it became filled with a new spirit,
became the bearer of a new syml?olism"27 . However, the association of
the combat motif with Christian symbolism is dubious, especially since
versions of the motif occur considerably earlier than the Urnes style,
and are present, in various forms, throughout Viking age ornament.

Many objects with Urnes style ornament, such as the -Scandinavian open-
work animal brooches, probably fulfilled a purely secular function, as
did the recently discovered English Urnes style mount from Lincolﬁ
(cat.No.7), which bears a fine example of the combat motif.

Finally, many iﬁdisPutably Urnes styleiobjects, such as the
Hérning plank (pl.59a) do not have the combat motif amongst their
ornament. The combat motif is, thus, a feature of Urnes style ornament,
but it is not characteristic of the style as a whole. The biting act
is not depicted in an energetic, symbolic manner; instead, it is a
means by which the animals in a design are linked together, thus contri-
buting towards the fluency of the design by minimisiﬁg the number of

termination points inevitable when a design is composed of several creatures.
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VEGETAL. AND OTHER MOTIFS

The Urnes stave church carvings contain no vegetal motifs, with
the exception of the trilobate leaf ornament, which is found at the
terminations of the tails. This is indicative of the tendency of
all Urnes style ornament to be almost completely zoomorphic. The
trilobate leaf ornament adopts a very minor rdle at Urnes, as do
vegetal motifs in any Urnes style design. When vegetal motifs occur,
they tend to comply, as far as possiblg, with the manner of the orna-
ment lines that form the zoomorphic ornament. For example, on the
Vreta Slab®, there is a scroll with offshooting tendrils, which

gently swell and taper as did the bodies of the Urnes animals; and

broad and thin lines are juxtaposed with each other, and with the
plain background.

Some. of the Ringerike style vegetal motifs are re-employed in
Urnes style designs, particularly on the .runestones. For instance,
the union knot with offshooting bud or leaf palmette® is commonly
‘used to bind together the ends of rumic .animals, for which it addpts
.a more functional, :than decorative, role. The leaf palmette and
union knot motifs take different forms on different objects. For
example, in the ornamentation of the Gotlandic Lilla Valla bowl (pl.50 )
the lobe of the palmette is pointed, and a pearshaped lobe is also
aﬁpended below the union knot. On the Roslagskulle stone (pl.38b)
the two offshooting elements which flank the leaf palmette, are composed
of a pearghaped lobe with an elongated tendril, which terminates in a
round lobe. This may be an adaption of the alternating ;endril and
lobe motif common to the Ringerike style, and found on the Heggen vane®
and the . Icelandic Flatatunga panels31 ’ although on other runestones, the
motif bears less resemblance to Ringerike style examples.

The leaf palmette, the union knot, the pearsﬁaped lobe and the

elongated tendril are the major vegetal motifs re-employed, but they are
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all treated in a more characteristically Urnes style manner. Their
immediate origins are in the Ringerike style, buﬁ there is much debate

as to how they came to be incorporated into Ringerike ornament. The

‘leaf palmette is often thought to have originated from Oriental examples® ;
while Fuglesang maintains that the origins of the altermating tendril

and lobe motif has its origins in Anglo-Saxon .manuscripts® . The
Scandinavian versions of these vegetal motifs tend to be stylised or
simplified in an independent manner, which does not allow a conclusive
identification of the prototype.

The ornament of the runestones commonly includes a cross as a
Christian symbol (pl.46b ). Amonmgst the Upplandic runestones, about
two-thirds of the monuments have a crogs on them. Although the cross
appears in a.great variety of shapes, there are a.limited number of
structural types, varying.from a simple Latin.cross to a St.George's
cross® . The addition of rings or "rays", either pointed or rounded,
forms'a variety of sub-types. When the "rays" are rounded, as on the
Jarlebanke stone at Vallentﬁna, Uppland (pl.4la) they appear as pear-
shaped lobes emaﬁating from between the .arms of the cross.

Thus, vegetal and other motifs are subordinated to the zoomorphic
motifs, which are characteristic of the Urnes style as a whole. The
.runestones display more non-zoomorphic elements amongst their ornamen-
tation than do any other group of Urnes style monuments or artefacts,
and it.is the style of the runestones with which the following chapter

is concerned.
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HAPTER THREE:

THE STYLE OF THE RUNESTONES

The runestones are a group of monuments peculiar to the late
Viking period. They seem to have flourished particularly in the
East central zone of Sweden, during the eleventh century. It has
been customary in the past to use the term "runestone style'" when
discussing late Viking art.? However, the term is abandoned here,
for it involves too large a generalisation to be useful.? It is a
misleading concept, since it implies that the runestones are all
similarly ornamented, which is not the case. Indeed, it is the
immense stylistic variety of the runestones, which makes them so
remarkable. The problem is that, -although the terms Ringerike and
Urnes style are retained in. this thesis, in relation to the runestones,
they, also, -are too general, and one needs to distingﬁish more speci-
fically between the works of different carvers, and the stylistic
variations of different regioms.

The runestones provide a unique opportunity for analyses of
eleventh century Scandinavian society, in almost every field of archae-~
ological research, of which the art-=historical study is only one. The
runic inscriptions themselves are a séurce of information of inestiméble
wealth; They permit us to glimpse at many aspects of the society which
produced them®. There are referencesto road and bridge building, and X
to the raising of funereal monumeﬁts, such as U135" "Ingefast and Osten
and Sven let rise these .stones after asten,'their father, and they made
this bridge and this mound"; farms and home towns are mentioned, as on
U932: "...they let rise this stone after Svarthorde... in SSderby"; we
learn about business and indu;try, such as on the Sigﬁuna stone U391:
"The Frisian guildbrothers (carved) these.(runes) after Alﬁoa, Slode's
business partner."; and about battles and foreign travels, for example,

on U654: "Andvatt and Kdr and Kiti and Blase and Djarv raised the stone
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after Gunnlev, their father. He was killed out-in the.east with
Ingvar...", or on U136: "Estrid let rise these stones after Osten,

her husband, who travelled to Jerﬁsalem and died out in Greece."

From the Christian cross often incorporated into the designs on the
stones, and from the inscriptions, we are informed about the conver-
sion and attitudes to Christianity. For example, some stones, like
U896, tell us about men who were converted to Christianity on their
deathbeds: " ..let rise the stone for his son Ond's soul. (He was)

dead in baptismal clothes in Denmark"; while many stones repeat
formulaic expressions such as: "God help his éoul“ (U419) at the end

of the commemoration. We.learn about landowners, and the establish-
ment of a court of law on stonme U212: "Jarlebanke let rise this stome
after himself, while he lived, and he made this thingplace, and alone
owned all of this hundred.". Perhaps most importaﬁt of all, we hear
about family rela£ionships and inheritance rights. Most stones give

a clear explanation of the relationship of the dead person(s) to the
person(s) raising the stone, which often involves additional details
about members of the family, as on.U855: "After Est, their son,

Arnfast and the brothers raised it after their brother", or on U489:
"Gullog let make the bridge for his daughter Gillog's soul, who Ulu
had as wife."; while on stone U862, we are told that "Asger and Gardar
let rise the stone after their brother Forseal. He was Gudbjorn's heir."
In some cases, when all the inscriptive evidence.of several stones from
the same district is assembled, a family tree can be reconstructed,
whiéh, in the case of the so-~called Jarlebanke stones, spans several
generations (see below p,66-67). In addition, we learn of personal
distinctions of character and career. In most cases personal distine~
tions are attributed to the dead person by his family, as on a newly
found stonme from Uppsala Cathedral: "Ring (?) and Hulte (and) Fastger

let (rise) the stone after Vigmar, their father, a good ship's captain"®;
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although, on U767, the well-known carver Livsten commemorated two men,
thus: "Livsten carved the runes after them both, father and son,
capable men." Occasionally, one comes across a man who has raised a
stone to himself, in order to venerate his own character, as on UlOll:
"Vigmund let rise the stone after himself, the most excellent of men.
God help Vigmund, the ship captain's soul. Vigmund and Afrid carved
the memorial while he 1lived."S.

When one can reconstruct a family tree, as in the case of the
Jarlebanke stones, centred around Vallentuna, Uppland, the implications
for dating are clear, although the inscriptions are never precise about
the dates of death, or of the raising of the stones, and consequently
attempting to date runestones is always difficult, and normally involves
hypotheses, about, for example, the age gap between parents and children
(see ch.5). Sometimes, although not often, inscriptions refér to known
historical events or persons, such as on U668: "Starkar and Hjorvard
raised the stone after Gere, their father, who sat out in the west in the
Thingel1id”", but we afe not told how long it was after Gere had been in
the Thingelid that he died. The Ingvar who was mentioned on stone U654
is possibly synonomous with the Ingvar of whom we hear in Icelandic
sources®, in which case, he supposedly died iﬁ 1041; but again, the evi-
dence of the runestones is incoiiclusive. in short, the inscriptive evi-
dence of the runestones is invéluable, but it is always incomplete, ;nd
thus provides points of debate for students in every field of research
invariably posing as jmany new probiemé as it supplies answers.

The stylistic evideﬁce must . always be viewed against the background
of the palaeographic evidence, and not in isolation. The enormous
amount of runestone material contrasts starkly with the relative sparsity
of the Urnes style woodcarving and metalwork examples?

Over five thousand runic inscriptions are known, mostly of the late Viking

period of which about three thousand occur in Sweden alone, and as a
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category of archaeological monuments, they ony occur .in - Scandinavia.
It is possible to ascribe almost every runestone to either the Ringe-
rike or Urnes stylistic rubric, but, in the case of the runestones,
this is rarely an adequate distinction. The study of the work of
individual carvers is another important stylistic consideration to be
explored.

The runestone monuments do not only commemorate the dead person(s)
and implicitly, the person(s) who raised the stone in their memory,
they often also tell us the name of the carver. For instance, the
inscription on U859 concludes with the words: "Asmund carved the runes".
In Uppland, about two hundred stones are signed by their carvers. The
men who put their signatures to their work were presumably responsible
for both the writing of the inscription, and for the carving of the
ornamentation, although .this is'not always necessarily so. In some
cases, the inscriétions inform us that a well-known carver merely
advised on the.runes,'while.the style of ornamentation reveals that the
work is clearly that of an amateur. Such is the case with stones U896
. and U940. Both of them include the words: "Bpir advised on the runes",
but clearly, on neither of them is the work apir's.

6pir was a prdlific carver, who has signed several stones in Upp-
lland1°. When there are several extant examples of any‘one carver's work
it is possible to recognise distinguishing characteristics of his style.
For instance, apir prefers to use a dominant figure—of-eight shaped
pattern in his designs (pl.39b).. On many stones, he also depicts a mass
of thin intertwining snakes, whose bodies form no appreciable loop
patterns, but merely tangle with each other, and the main créature(s)
(pl. 39a). Other car&ers are distinguished by their consistent use of a
particular motif; for eiample, Asmund's cross type, with rounde; rays
between the arms, is one of his distinctive characteristics®.  When thé

distinguishing characteristics of a carver's work then occur on an un-~
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signed stone, one may. deduce that it is the work of the same carver? .,

Having collected together a group of runestdnés, which are apparently
all the work of one man, we can try to define, typologically, which are
the earliest carvings and which are the later. For example, in the
case ofhapir, one might argue that the stones with the simplest figure-
of-eight designs are his earliest attempfs (pl.39a). During his
middle period , his art achieves a sophistication, that was previously
absent, although the design remains a simple and fluent Urnes style
rendering of the figure-of-eight pattern (pl.39b). It would then seem
that the 6pir carvings, which are characterised by the narrow, inter-
twining snake forms, are his latest works (pl.39c). Yet, every carving
of apir's is decorated in.the Urnes style as we understand it from an
analysis of Urnes stave church.

Stones of the hypothetically named "middle period" are possibly
the most classic representations of the style. U489, from Morby,
Lagga (pl.39b) for example, now in Uppsala, is ornamented with a ribbon
beast, whose body loops in a figure of eight pattern. The animal has a
long, slender neck, with a characteristic Urnes style head thrown back,
as if reaching for .the tail of the uppermost of the two filiform snakes.
From a simple front hip, emerges a sturdy front leg, with a characteri-
stic bend at the knee joint, and terminating in a foot with two long
toes. The ornament lines of the body are fluent and uninterrupted:
The body gently taper; and swelis, and is formed of curves of large
radius. The front half of the creature is upright and elegant, and the
runic inscription, which would have detracted from the elegance, is not
inserted into the body, until the body follows the line of the edge of
the stone and forms the dominant, figure-of—eight theme. The creature
terminates in a back leg, ending in the usual, two-toed foot. Only two
fiyiform snakes are present. The uppermost one has an almost fully

evolved, Urnes style head; while the lowermost one is a very simplified
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vefsion of a zoomorphic element. Their thin bodies form open loops,
as they intertwine with the main animal. In short, the design of
U489 agrees fully with the definitions of the Urnes style arrived at
by an analysis of Urnes stave church. The only additional.ornamental
element is the cross, which, in this case, is Bpir‘s typical choice of
cross form, a simple, equal arméd variety of the St.George cross.

Thus, it may be possible to follow the typological development
through a single carver's career, particularly if the results of the
stylistic evidence can be supported ﬁy any clues in the content of the
inscriptions. It is also possible to look at the Upplandic runestone
material as a group, and to study the tyﬁological evidence within the
group. In Uppland, there are three basic types recognisablé13 (ﬁl.AO)-:

In type A, the text band is composed of one rune animal, whose
héead and tail are juxtaposed, and whose body follows the contours of
the stone, and forms an arch. Subgroups of type A are formed, according
to whether the rune-animal's head and tail diverge, or cross, or diverge
and then cross.. When crossed, the heads and tails form patterns, which
can then be further broken down into subgroups. About two-thirds of
the Upplandic monuments fit into one or other of the groups of type A
stones. The carver Fot makes use of type A quite frequently, although
not exclusively. He was probably responsible for some of the Jarlebanke
stones of the type A group, such as Ul65 (pl.44a). No contrast in line
widths is present on this stone, as only one animal is depicted. How—
ever, many aspects of the:Urnes style are apparent, such as the animal
head, the fluent, -unbroken ornament lines, the curves of large radius,
the tapering body towards the tail, and the .plain background.

Type B differs structurally from type A in that the text band is
composed of two rune animals, although, stylistically, the two types
are similar. The two animals may be juxtaposed head to hgad, or tail
to head, or may cross each other at one, both, or neither of these

junctures. Rune animals of type B make up 12 per cent. of the Upplandic
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corpus. Most of the Jarlebanke stones, such as U212 (pli4la) which
is also probably the work of Fot, have a type B-1 design on them.
Again, the work is undoubtedly an Urnes style carving, although the
juxtaposition of two different line widths is not an aspect of the
design. U860 is carved by Asmund, and is also of type B-1, but in
this case, a filiform element is present. However, the stone also
has three standing quadrupeds depicted on it, of which two are atypical
Urnes style creatures. Asmund has also made use of type B-2 designs,
such as on stone L1049. " Balle, who is often considered to have been a
pupil of Livsten, often makes use of the type B-3 design, as on U690.
Type C abandons the arch .as the fundamental -structural element, and
adopts, instead, the figure-of-eiéht shape. Type C is liable to far
more variation than types A and B, and occurs in many different forms,
according to the number, position, and relative size of the figure
eights. Type C occurs on about 15 per cent. of the Upplandic material,
and .all the evidence points to it.being a  generally later type, from the
latter half of the eleventh century. As we have seen, Gpir, particu-
larly, favours the type C design, for example on stones U489, U279 and
on a new find from Uppsala Cathedral“ . |
About 90 per cent. of .the Upplandic runestones fit into the above
typological series. The other ten per cent. tend to be stylistic
oddities, such.as the stones which Von Friesen calls‘"unornamented"ls.
These are not zoomorphic, but are composed of a text band that runs up
and down along the contours of the stone, forming rounded arches at top
and bottom. U617 is an example of this type (pl.42b). Another
variant is composed of a non—-zoomorphic, closed text band, which forms
a frame inside which appears zoomorphic ornamentation. Balle and
Tidkume make use of this;tyle, as, for instance, on stones U692 and U716,
which are still undoubtedly attributable to the Urnes style. Only a

very few stones defy classification in any of the above groups. One
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such is (pl.44b) U186, which Christiansson would call "South Scandi-
navian" stylel®.

In past studies, Moe and Wilson have drawn up tables in which
they have abstracted the heads of several runestone animals in order
to support stylistic theories (pl.45 ). Moe believes that the
runestones may be d;ted_palaeographica11y17. _He sees an initial
phase dominated by Asmund Karesson, a classical phase dominated by
Fot and Balle, and a late phase dominated by 5pir. He produces a
diagram showing animal heads carved by Asmund, Fot, and Opir in order
to demonstrate a typological development, which would support the
alleged palaeographic evidence. Wilson's diagram of Swedish runestone
animal heads is aimed at showing the development towards the Urnes style.
The interesting fact is that, considering the enormous amount of rune-
stone material from Uppland, only the final head in his diagram, the
fully developed Urnes style head, comes from Uppland. This would seem
to support Christiansson's idea, discussed more fully below, (pp.50-51)
that we are not dealing with a necessarily typological or chronological
-development from the Ringerike to the Urnes styles, but rather, with
more or less contemporary, regional preferences of style type. The
point is that it is not valid to approach stylistic problems in this
way. The runestone material is so varied, that one can support almost
any theory by simply seiecting the right heads. As we saw from an
analysis of the Urnes stave church, it is the whole design which makes
up the Urnes style on any one‘piece, and to abstract ornamental details
is not a relevant approach. Moe has abstracted two heads from Asmund's
work, which best support his theory, but which disregard the individuality,
and the variety in Asmund's work as a whole. Thompson has drawn up a
diagram (pl. 46a ) in which all of Asmund's known animal heads are repro-
.duced. This clearly demonstrates the problems referred to above.

Admittedly, there are no Ringerike style heads - Asmund was, after all,
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exclu;ively an Upplandic carver - but U847 resembles Moe's example
of Fot and the .classical period, U859 is as elongated as Moe's
example of an apir head, and U981 as degenerate as Moe's second
example of Bpir's style, and so on. One must be careful not to be
too selective of evidence, but to try to view everything in terms
of the whole.

All the carvers mentioned by name -above were presumably
professional men. It seems likely that their social status was
fairly high, and they tended to work for wealthy patrons, such as
Jarlebanke. The compilation of maps showing the locations of stones
carved by well-known artists can reveal the areas where they worked,
the sort of distances that they travelled, and the .families they worked
for. However, not all the runestones are the work of professional and
experienced craftsmen. In some cases, as on U896 (pl.43a) the work is
clearly that of an amateur, although a professional carver, in this
case apir, "advised on the runes". In other instances, such as on
another new find from Uppsala Cathedrall®, a less competent carver has
signed his work.. The new stone from Uppsala (pl.43b) is signed by
Likbjorn, who also carved and signed U1095. The carving is shakily
executed, and the pattern is unorganised, composed of a series of long,
open loops, which are not pleasing to the eye. However, once again,
its attribution to the Urnes style is undoubted. As the new finds of
wood and bone from Trondheim demonstrate, (below p,61-62)..the Urnes style
was not necessarily the province of the rich, and artistically talented
people. It appealed, too, to people who could not afford to hire
Livsten or apir, or who preferred to employ a local man, or a friend,
or who wished to carve the monument themselves, regardless of the fact
that the results were usually less impressive. U1165 is the only known
example of Erik's:work. - He has used a simple, standard, type-A-1

design, which he has executed reasonably competently, although the head,
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which is always the part of a type A design requiring the most skill,

is an over-simplified version of the animal head viewed from above.
However, for some unknown reason, he has written his owﬁ name in a
complicated code, which makes use of the three groups of letters in
the younger futhark?® . He was possibly aware of the artistic limita-
tions of his work. A man called Torbjorn carved several stones in
and around Sigtuna, and probably lived in Sigtuna. He carved stones
U379 and U391, both of which are raised by the Frisian guildbrothe;sm'
to the memory of one of their guildbrothers. It seems likely that
such an organisation would have preferred to ask one of its members

to carve their commemorative monuments. Torbjorn?®

was obviously a
painstaking man rather than a trained rune master, and his work is
that of an amateur. His carvings emphasise the Christian character
of the monument, by the prominence given to the cross, and by his
choice of expression in the inscriptions, such as "The holy Christ
help his soul', on U391. On the.same stone, Torbjorn has omitted a
letter from his own name - the equivalent of a spelling mistake. The
attribution of Torbjorn's works to the Urnes style is a dubious one,
and of little value. Nonetheless, the evidence is that he was working
in the third quarter of the eleventh century?, and he was obviously, at
least subconsciously, aware of the stylistic tradition of the period.
Although the study of the Upplandic runestone material is particu-
1a;1y rewarding, . runestones occur all over Scandinavia, as has already
been stated. The Gotlandic material is carved on shaped stones, unlike
the stones from the Swedish mainland. The "mushroom" shapes of the

2 are retained when the Urnes style

earlier Gotlandic picture stomes
runestone ornament becomes fashionable in the eleventh century. The
example known as Ardre III (plL 38a ) is customarily used to illustrate

the transitional stage between the Ringerike and Urnes styles® . The

inscription is contained within a non-zoomorphic frame band, as it was
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on several Upplandic stones, Within the text band is a zoomorphic
design, which is an atypical example of the Urnes style. To begin

with, it is almost symmetrical, and the outlines of the bodies of the

two creatures are followed by a series of punched dots. Nevertheless,
the design is composed of two different line widths which juxtapose

with a plain background, -and the-orpament lines form figure—of-eight

loop schemes. The loops are opeﬁ, and lines tend to consist of curves
of large radius. Towards the creatures' tails, the bodies gently taper.
The large, pear—shaped lobe at the centre top of the stone is formed of
thin line widths, which form open loops round the necks of the creatures
and between them. Indeed, its adjustment into Urnes style repertoire

is fairly conclusive. The animal heads are rather shorter than is usual
in the Urnes style, but they employ the normal characteristics of the
style, such as the profile view, the short ear, aimond-shaped eye, folded
backwards and downwards nose extension, and so on. The little figures
in the background are atypical,. but probably represent the continuing
tradition of Gotlandic pictorial art®.

In short, the style of Ardre III belongs mostly to the Urnes tradi-
tion, but that there are.important differences is undoubted. The
symmetry of the piece might be taken to indicate that the stone belongs
to the.transitional Ringerike/Urnes stage, or more accurately, that it
is an early exponent of the Urnes style, which still retains a fashion-
able consciousness of the Ringerike style. However, the shape of the
stone, and the small figures in the background may equally well indicate
that Ardre III represents a Gotlandic interpretation of the style'of the
period, a regional variation that may run independently of the Ringerike
anq Urnes stylistic sequences. Some doubt may be cast on the latter
theory by the occurence of other Gotlandic runestones, such as the Hogran
- stone (plL.42a) which retains the distinctive Gotlandic "mushroom" shape,

but which is ornamented with a style that is very closely related to the
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style prevalent on the Swedish mainland.

The possibility of the style of the runestones depending on
regional variations rather than on a chronological or typological
stylistic sequence has been largely explored by Hans Christiansson® .
He makes use of the term "South Scandinavian style" to refer to the
runestones of Denmark, Skine, Vastergotland and Sodermanland in Sweden,
and Ringerike in .Norway; and uses the term "Middle Scandimavian style"
to refer to the stones of Uppland in particular, but also aland, Got-
land and Bornholm. It was because Christiansson felt dissatisfaction
ﬁith the common definitions of the styles found in late Viking art,
(Jellinge, Mammen; Ringerike, Runestone and Urnes style), that he
decided instead to use.the above-mentioned -terms. He makes use of
Almgren's theories to analyse runestones of the South Scandinavian
styie, and discovers that: "curves, angles, circular and straight,
often diverging lines belong to.the structure of the South Scandinavian
style. These geometric forms could collectively be said to fit into
U- and V- forms which are also cut off. Thus U- forms can be broken
down into J- and 1- forms, V- forms or into diagonal lines."? . This
is almost precisely the curvature pattern that emerged from an analysis
of the StrPaul's churchyard stone, which is commonly regarded as a
ciassic exponent of the Ringerike style. It would seem, then, that the
stones of Christiansson's "South Scandinavia" tend to be decorated in
Ringerike style, generally speaking, while those of Middle Scandinavia
are ornamented with Urnes style.' This is not intended as an incontro-
vertible theory, for there are, of course, many exceptions, and we have
already noted that the sheer:variety of the runestone material makes a
simple categorisation of it into Ringerike and Urnes style pieces, a
thankless task. As Christiansson writes: "The ornamentation is partly

1128 and

too general, partly too individual, to permit fine distinctions
as we have seen, there are so many other considerations in any runestone
analysis.
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In short, Christiansson's work is inconclusivé, and based, almost
entirely, on art—historical considerations, which do not provide an
adequate approach in a study of the runestone material. However, it
does raise some fascinating questions. If one can say, even generally
speaking, that runestones decorated in Ringerike style occur mostly in
South Scandinavia, and that Urnes style runestones mostly occur in
Middle Scandinavia,-then it would seem that regional .variation plays an
important part in determining style. The implications for dating of
the Ringerike and Urnes styles are far reaching, bearing in mind, that
most runestones.are presently located where tliey were originally posi-
tioned, whereas the picture of Ringerike and Urnes styles may be dis-
torted during a study ofithe.metalwork, and smaller wood and bone arte-
facts,iwhich are easily portable.

It is impossible at the. present stage of rumestone study to come
to any conclusions about the runestone material, its art-historical
position, the .degree to which regional factors were important, or indeed,
its overall significance. Many scholars have studied runestones, but
their examigations have mainly been limited to investigation within
.particular dis;rictszé; The brief survey of the Upplandic material
above reveals.the enormous number of problems and coﬁsidefations that one
comes across, even when confining oneself to one particular district.
However, the special character of the runestones makes them particularly
suitable for comparative analyses, on runoiogical, historical, genealo-
gical and archaeélqgical,;as.well as; ornamental grounds; and.any con-
clusions reached must be verifiable, or at least, not negated, by the
conclusions reached in other fields of study.

Finally, we must consider the 'so-called Eskilstuna type of monument.
These are runic monuments .of a .more magnificént nature than the normal
runestones, which consist of five stone 'slabs, two forming the sides,

another forming the roof, and two more forming the gable—ends; the last
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are sometimes shaped like a pointed arch, sometimes gently rounded.

All five slabs have carving on them, the gable slabs usually on two
sides. The runic inscriptions are frequéntly cut along the edges of
these end stones. The ornamentation, as on the ‘Eskilstuna sarcophagus
itself®, is normally of the Urﬁes style in its fully developed form.
They are an interesting group of monuments, since they illustrate the.
changes in social custom entailed in the burial of the Christian in
consecrated ground, and the& are usually to be found in church cemete-
ries. They were placed over the grave, and it is doubtful that they
ever contained the corpse®* . The new burial customs have found
expression on one or two runestones, Fér instance, the Bogesund stone
states: "Gunne and Asa had this stone raised and (made this) coffin of
stone in memory of ... their son. He died at Ekero. He is buried in
the churchyard. Fastulv cut the runes. Gunne raised this slab of
rock.”" Evidently, a compromise had been reachéd:in this transition
period to Christianity, and in this case, a runestone was raised in the’
ancestral cemetery at home, while a more ecclesiastical sort of monument
was provided in the churchyard at FEkero.

This group of monuments was named after the Eskilstuna sarcophagus,
because such interest was aroused by the discovery of the sarcophagus
during excavations on an early church site in Eskilstuna in 19122,
However, the name is not apt, because most later finds of such sarcophagi
have been made elsewhere in Sweden, chiefly in astergEtland.

In conclusion, the Urnes style is represented on many runestones,
but mostly in Sweden. It .is to be found, too, in many different versions
which may be indicative of a typological or chronological sequence; or may
be due to any one of a number of other factors, of which the individual
carver's taste, talent, or stage of his career, is an important considera-
tion, and the area in which he is working, is another. A great deal of

work remains to.be done on the Scandinavian runestone material.
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The hypothesis that the Urnes style originated in Scandinavia in
the East Central zone of Sweden has been largely based on the runestone
evidence. The sheer quantity of monuments decorated in Urnes style,
that come ffom this area, lends weight to the theory. In addition,
metalwork decorated with Urnes style ornament also occurs in greater
quantity in Eastern Sweden than elsewhere in Scandinavia (below p.60-61).
However, the location map of findspots of Urnes style material is
gradually changing. The survival of a large number of stone monuments
due to the fact that stone is such a durable medium, has influenced the
picture to a great extent. It might be more accurate to say that rune-
stones, as a form of monument, 'flourished particulariy in the East
Central zone of Sweden, although one could still not say that the
origins of the form of monument are necessarily to be found in the same
region. The Urnes style is found distributed over a wide area in
Scandinavia, and is represented in all three couﬁtries. The excava-
tions of medieval townships in Norway are uncovering many new pieces
decorated with Urnes style. In Trondheim, the survival of less durable
material, such as wood and bone,-highlights how distorted our map of
the distribution of the Urnes style may be. At the present stage of
study, the Urnes style is far better repregented in Eastern’Swedén than
elsewhere,; largely due to the durability of the stone monuments on
which it is mostly found. However, future excavation. work may alter
the picture; or will, at least, serve to remind us, that we cannot be
definite about the place of origin of the style, while the evidence is

so incomplete.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PORTABLE ARTEFACTS DECORATED WITH SCANDINAVIAN URNES STYLE

The fortunate survival of the Urnes woodcafvings in Norway is further
emphasised when one.considers the small amount of -Urnes style metalwork in
Scandinavia, and remembers. that metalwork is so often the only significant
surviving medium of a style. There are a number of Urnes style brooches
which .may. be. termed ."Urnes animal brooches". These have been found in
some quaﬁ£ity in Scandinavia, paréiculatly in Denmark. In Norway, they
have been found distributed over a wide area, mostly in the south.! The
location map :of the Norwegian brooches shows very little relationship
between the findspots of the brooches, and the position of Urmes itself,
‘although, of course; small, metal ébjects, such as these, are easily
portable. Nevertheless, the style of the Urnes animal brooches shows them
to be very closely related to the ornamentation of Urnes stave church.’

The .Urnes animal brooches, throughout Scandinavia, tend to be openwork,
and are usually made of bronze, although there .are silver examples, such as
the one ﬁound fairly recently at Lindholm Hdje, Jutland (p1-47§); Thgy are
composed.of a.élassic.Urnes style standing -quadruped , which _is . intertwined

with filiform tendrils, that frequently spring from the tail and limbs of

the quadruped.  The Lindholm Hgje brooch is a fine example of the type. The

standing quadruped is seen in profile, with two legs visible, one of which

' pringé from a front ‘spiral hip. The elongated head is of typical Urnes type,
nd‘theielegant-body and intertwining tendrils are composed of fluent and un-
roken ornament lines. A two-toed foot terminates the front leg, but other-
'se;'tﬁe ornamenf.lines are .all lobe-ended. The filiform tendrils form
_5ymmetriga1,.mu1tifloop schemes, and the design, as a whole, is highly uniform
'.'character. In Ehe.case of .the Lindholm Hdje brooch, a silver ring is

.a tached. to the bottom, which presumably -had a functional purpose. Also found

at ‘Lindholm Héje was a tiny metal object (pl.47b.), which looks as if it may be

n unfinished, or simply a crude, version, of the Urnes animal brooch. The
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object is so tiny, that.the gaps in the interl'ace simply appear as holes.
‘It is inferesting to:speculate on the reasons for the aﬁpearanée of this
Piece. It may be that the size was found to be inappropriate to the style
of an Urnes animal brooch, for instance. The usual animal brooches are of
a larger, fairly standardised size.? The piece may.possibly help us to see
how these elegant brooches were manufactured. There are four Urn;s animal
brooches in Denmark, which appear to have been made in the same mould.?

Not all of the Urnes animal brooches are of the same high quality as (pl.48)
the Lindholm Hdje bfooch," but the basic stylistic characteristics do not
vary to any great extent. Indeed, the uniformity of the Urnes style as
seen on the stavedcﬁurch, is reflected in the .design of the Urnes animal
brooches as a group. They represent the completely typical, Scandinavian
Urnes style in metalwork.

This group of brooches may.be regarded as an innovation of the Urnes
stylistic .phase. The only parallels are two brooches, which are usually
atfributed to the ﬁingerike styles; the first from Gresli, Tydal, Norway

(pl.49d, and the second of unknown provenance®

, now in Kgbenhavn National
Museum. The Gresli brooch is ornamented with a bird. However, the body of

the bird is thin and elongated, and formed of gentle .curves of large radius,

which are rarely interrupted. Tight interlacing océurs across the legs,
Ywing and neck, but there is no tendril grouping. It seems that the Gresli
roéch-should rather be attributed to the Urnes style than the Ringerike.
he same is true of the lesser known example of unknown provenance. Fugle-
; aﬁg postulates that the .interlace may be interpreted as Ringerike style
.¢lements, which have lihgered on in . some ﬁorkshops, and vwhich reflect a
tage of|styllst1c transition which possibly depended on regional factors.’
xydal lies in the Trondheim region, and since the wood material from recent
Tr ondhelm excavations displays some notable regional characteristics, such
as the hﬁtched baquround,Ghelqw»p,61—62),1t is quite possible that regional

fagfbrs may also be influencing the metalworkers' art in the same period.

»
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The well-known Scandinavian vanes are mostly earlier in date than the

Urnes stylistic phase.® However, the vane from Soderala church in Sweden

(pl.49b) includes in its ornamental repertoire some elements of the Urnes style.
For instance, the design involves some interplay between two different line
widths, and the ornament lines of the creature display a tendency towards

long, fluent curves, while the body gently tapers and swells. Nevertheless,

the "additive principle of composition" is most in evidence, and the design

as a whole manifests more elements of the preceding Ringerike style than the
Urnes style.

The spearhead material from Scandinavia includes examples of the Mammen,

Ringerike and Urnes styles. Fuglesangs'argues that, in.the spearhead ornament

however, the Urnes style seems to be .confined to Petersen type G (fig-Hiii) and

never occurs on types K/M and M. Indeed, most of the spearheads of type G are

decorated with ribbon beasts of the Urnes style. She points out that

the ornamental motifs on weapons of the earlier Viking period tend to be geo-
metric shapes and herring-bone patterns, which bear little or no resemblance to

the .contemporary ornamentation of monumental art. However, the later series of

spearheads do show.an ornamental relation to monumental art, which becomes

especially self-evident in the Urnes style spearheads. The commonly found

ribbon beasts of the t&pe G spearheads correspond closely to the ribbon beasts

found on .the .Urnes style Swedish runestones, for example. One may infer that,

uring this period, there may have been a concentration of spearhead production
nd ornamentation in workshops which executed other kinds of metalwork as well,
nd which may have used ornamented motifs unrelated to imported weapon types.
atever the case may be, there is no. doubt that the Urnes style provided an

mportant and commonly used type of ornamentation on.late Viking spearheads.

t is interesting to note that almost all of the type G Urnes style spearheads

come from Sweden and East Scandinavia.

The Gotlandic.drum—shaped brooches were also a typical category of early

Viking jewellery®® . In the later period, the bases of the drum-shaped brooches
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which had previously been plain, were removed, and decorated with late Viking
ornament. These round brooches, as they are then called, are frequently -
ornamented with ribbon beasts of the Urnes type. One example is the brooch
from Tandgarve, Sweden (pl-52b) on which four ribbon beasts are found, each
one occupying a quarter of the ornamental space available, and thus forming a
fairly symmetrical pattern. Their bodies are also double contoured and

| hatched, which is nof a common feature of Urnes style ornament. Nevertheless,
the juxtaposition of two different line widths to each other and the plain
background, the Urnes heads, and the fluent, ﬁninterrupted, ornament lines
used in the portrayal of the bodies makes their attribution to the Urnes style
an undoubted omne. It seems again that there are.lingering elements of pre-
ceding Viking styles to be found in Urnes style ornament. Since the original
drum—-shaped brooches were peculiar to Sweden, their derivatives, the round
brooches, are also usually only to be found in Sweden.

' The silver bowl from Lilla Valle, Rute, -Gotland (pl .50) is an elegant,

+ fluted bowl, whose rim is incised with animal ornament. It is often ascribed
to the transitional Ringerike/Urnes style phase, but it displays far more
characteristics of‘the Urﬁesbstyle, and'i;, a fine Urnes style piece. A
series of ribbon beasts decorate the rim. Their heads are typically Urnes
|style heads. Thei; bodies are formed of long, gentle, fluent curves, of
lcontinuou,slynlalrge-radius, and they gently taper and swéll. The design
involves an interplay of two line widths, formed when the tails become inter-
kwining-tendrils that loosely loop around the body and legs. The motif of
the pear-shaped lobe and ﬁnion knot, .which is used to link the ribbon beasts

’ .
together, is, as.we have seen, commofily found amongst the runestone material,
1° .

|
ind is adapted in the Urnes style, to comply, as far as possible, with the
isual character of Urnes style ornament lines. The lobe-ended tendrils, the
wo—-toed feet, the contrast between the animals and the background, are all

eatures of the Urnes style. On the interior base roundel of the bowl is

nother Urnes style creature, whose body forms an unaxial, figure-of-eight
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loop scheme. The only reminiscence of the Ringerike style occurs in the
depiction of the spiral hips, which are not the simple, half-spirals usually
to be found iﬁ Urnes style designs. The skilfuliy decorated rim of the
Lilla Valla bowl is one of the finest metalwork examples of Urnes style.

It may be compared to a similar silver bowl from Gamla ﬁppsala, (pl.51),
which is ornamented with a series of foliate tendrils round the rim, which
can be parallelled on some of the Swedish Romanesque planks.? The internal
base roundel is decorated with the figure of an heraldic, Romanesque lion.
These designs are equally as well éuited to the shape of the bowl, although
some of the uniformity has been lost, in that there is a stark contrast
between the lion and the delicaté foliage. It is interesting to see the
application of two distinct stylistic phases on two objects of such similarity.
A comparison of style alone is then possible, without having to take account
of any number of other consideration;.

Two bronze ornaments in the shape 6f animal heads have been found on
Gotland (pl.529. They were probably originally shrine terminals. The heads
are of the Urnes type, long and elegant in appearance, viewed in profile,
formed of fluent ormament lines, and having an almond shaped eye. From the
mouth and snout of the example illustrated emerge a number of tendrils, which
interfwine, forming unaxial loop schemes. The tendrils are lobe—ended, and
although the intertwining elements are perhaps more tightly bound than is usual
in Urnes style designs, the curvature of the tendrils agrees with the Urnmes
types of long, drawn out curves of large radius.

1 A strap distributor has also been found on Gotland (pl.53 ). It is par-
éicularly interesting with regard to the English Urnes metalwork.?® It is .com-
ﬁosed éf three separate animals, all viewed from abové, each of which bites

t%e central ring that joins them togethgr. Most examples of Urnes style ani-
mals viewed from above occﬁr on the Swedish runestone material, and the heads '
ate normally simplified, showing a pronounced lack of detail.™ In this case,

however, the metalworker has taken a typical Urnes st&le head, and has depicted
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what it would look like from above, rather than in profile. It is long,
and the snout is square ended, while the promounced nostrils are round.
The linear features above the nostrils represent the folded backwards and
downwards nose extension on a usual head, seen from above. The bodies of
the creatures are composed of filiform elements, which intertwine in un-
axial figure-of-eight and multiloop schemes, according to the Urnes style
pattern. A front leg emerges from the spiral hip immediately behind the
'leg; and other limbs and a tail, emerge from the body, aﬁd intertwine with
.the body. and each other. The ornament lines terminate in lobes. The
design is partially executed in openwork, although the central-areas of the
bodies are comprised of ornament lines, which run too closely together to
allow for the openwork technique. Although this is an unusual Scandinavian
piece, its attribution to the Urnes style is an undoubted one.

The silver crucifix from thebo, Pland, (pL52c¢) which was found in a
hoard, is decorated with a Christ figure. His hands are loosely fettered by
open loops formed of tendril;like elements; and above his head occur more of_
these tendrils, whiéh loop in a pattern very similar fé the usual Urnes style
schemes. There are no zoomorphic elements on this markedly Christian object,
but it seems clear that the silversmith was influenced by his familiarity with
hUrnes style loop patterns.

Another type of Gotlandic artefact is the th¥ee dimensionai-animal head

rooch 'qsually of bronze, whose surface is covered with thin tendrils,
YhiCh intertwine in an Urnes manner, and which are quite separate from the
#nimal cﬁaracteristics of the head itself. In this, -one ma& see a later

éendering of the same theme found on such objects as the Spllested horse collar

firom Denmark,’® where the large, formalised animal heads at either end of the

collar, are themselves decorated with a series of small birds and animals.
T,e Urnes style brooches demonstrate a revival for this type of ornament, within
alquite distinct, stylistic phase.

Some metalwork examples demonstrate the continued use of Urnes style
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designs into the twelfth century. One such is the bottom moulding of the
Danish Lisbjerg altar, (pl.54 ) which is ornamented with a degenérate Urnes
style. There are also some arrow heads with niello~inlaid Urnes decoration

® which have fallen outside the scope

from Finland and the Baltic countries,
of the present survey of material from the Scandinavian mainland.

The Urnes style metalwork from Scandinavia is strikingly varied as far
as the types of artefacts are concerned. The openwork animal brooches, for
example, form a distinct group of objecté; as do the round brooches, the
spearheads, and the three-dimensional animal head brooches. Some of these
groups, such as the openwork animal brooches, are pecgliar to the Urnes style
phase; another, the group of three dimensional animal head brooches, revives
an old tradition of decorating one head-shaped object, with a whole sefies of
other animal forms carve& in flat relief. Even the spearheads, which
occur in one form or another throgghoﬁt the Viking age, are of a distinctive
typological group dufing the Urnes stylistic phase. Other pieces, such as
the .Lilla Valla bowl and the Gdtebo crucifix, are distinctive in their own
right, as being only one of a kindt In short, although the material evidence
at the moment is limited, and may be expected to increase as a result of future
excavations which may alter the picture, it seems as if the Urmes stylistic
phase coincided with a change in taste qoncerning the type of object to be
decorated. The objects which wefe found all over the Scandinavian world in
Fhe prééeding centuries, such as the numerous tortoise bfooches, were no longer
Fashionable, and no universally acceptable types of object were found to
teplace them.

The locations of these different types of objects is of interest. The

' dpenwork animal brooches occur all over Scandinavia, but especially in Denmark.

nmark is otherwise lacking in Urnes style metalwork. Sweden, however, is

cpmparatively rich in metalwork finds, and within Sweden, the island of Gotland

particﬁlarly wealthy, producing the round brooches, the three dimensional

He

imal head brooches, the shrine terminals, the strap distributor and the Lilla
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Valla bowl. Norway, like Denmark, was only noted for its openwork animal

brooches, but these included a-variation on the type, from Gresli near

Trondheim. Thus, it seems that the Urnes stylistic phase flourished parti-

cularly in Eastern Scandinavia on metalwork artefacts, and especially on

Gotland. An historically independent tradition on Gotland manifested itself

through the production of types of metalwork artefact which are not found
elsewhere, but which, with the possible exception of the strap distributer,
are ornamented with the- completely. typical style of the period.

There have been tendencies in the past to regard the three late Viking

styles as exponents of different geographical areas. The evidence of the

metalwork artefacts, coupled with the evidence of the runestones, which occur
in great number in the. Upplandic:area.of Sweden, has resulted in the theory

that East Sweden was.the main stronghold of the Urnes style.’ However,

recent excavations in Trondheim’ have produced a large number of Urnes style

wood and bone objects, which highlight the subjectivity of an incomplete

picture of the distribution of a style.

In Trondheim, a wooden post with Urnes style decoration was found in

Sdndre Gate in 1945, and recently the companion post was also dis-

covered. In addition, the excavations have produced a considerable quantity

of portable, domestic artefacts (pl.55 ) such as wood and bone spoons, handles

d pins, which are decorated in Urnes style, or Urnes style variants. This

terial is most revealing about the popularity of the style, suggesting that

ts appeal was far wider than used to be believed. It is mostly distinctly

ecular in nature, which invalidates the theory that the Urnes style was the

rovince of the ecclesiastical world. The residents of Trondheim liked to

.fashionably decorated.functional objects, yet the work of decorating the
afrtefacts must have been time—consuming, and the.artefacts easily broken or

The Trondheim material often has a hdtched or cross-hatched background

éfgfingiyi§pcised lines, .as opposed to the more usual plain or open background
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of the Urnes style. The designs manifest a considerable variety of both
pattern and level of craftsmanship, and they demonstrate that the decoratiomn

of household objects was not only a preoccupation of the wealthy, for most

of the wood and the bone objects from Trondheim are essentially simple, func-
tional tools, which must have been available to anyone. Some of the pieces are
simply carved, implying that they were the work of amateur craftsmen, possibly
their owmers. Others are better examples of the Urnes style, displaying
ribbon beasts placed in figure-of-eight loop schemes, some of which are exact
repetitions of the-loop schemes found on.Urnes stave church. The hatching of
the background is a local variation, which distinguishes the Trondheim material
from other Urnes style artefacts known at present.

Recent excavations at other medieval townships are also revealing more
Urnes style artefacts. A bone handle showing similar stylistic characteristics
but without the hatched background, was found at-Borgund;19 and a bone spoon
with late Urnes/early Romanesque decoration was found during excavations at
T¢nsb§:g in 1971.% Undoubtedly, the amount of Urnes style material will
increase -as excavations continue, and consequently; the distribution pattern
of the styie is. liable to change markedly.

Recent finds from Trondheim also display a clear transitional Urnes/Roman-
esque phase of ornamentation. Martin Blindheim has suggested that, following
the period of popularity of the Urnes style, the art of woodcarving suffered a
Eecay due to the lack of a new stimulus, which was provided, from the mid-twelfth

Pl

century onwards, by the incoming international Romanesque styles.

However,
ihe vitality of the ornament on much of the transitional Trondheim matérial ’
indichfgs that, for a period, the Urnes style continued to flourish alongside
ﬁhe newer style. Stratigraphical dating of the Trondheim material may support
this premise, but the present incompletenéss of the Trondheim excavations pro-
hibits further analysis at this stage.

One further example of portable woodcarving comes from Uppsala, Sweden,

(pl.56a) It is a wooden animal head of the Urnes type which was probably

<
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originally the handle of a cask. The lower and upper lips are éxtended,
to fofm intertwining tendrils, that loop in an asymmetrical, figure-of-
eight shape; while the upper lip extension terminates in a smaller amimal
head, also of Urnes type. Unfortunately, the ﬁouth of the secondary
creature is now missing. .
The portable material in Scandinavia . .tends to be overshadowed by the
fine, Urnes stave church carvings. The recent discoveries of wood and
bone Urnes style carving, while highlighting the good fortune that accom—
panies the survival of wood and bone generally, also serves to emphasise
how incomplete the present picture of Urnes style woodcarving probably is.
Although it seems likely, in the light of the recent Scandinavian excava-
tions, that the Urnes style was also represented in the mediums of wood
and bone in England, the discrepancy between the two countries in the types
of object decorated-with the style, precludes this premise from being a
cértainty. However, it is certain, in Scandinavia at least, that much
material remains to bg found, which, with those discoveries of wood and
bone carving already made, will enable the magnificent-carvings at Urnes

:0 be viewed in a more realistic perspective.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The dating of Urnes style in Scandinavia g

It must be emphasised, from the outset, that serious problems are

encountered in trying to date the different phases of Urnes style on the

basis of archaeological finds. There are very few hoards, known at present, -

which contain both coins and objects ornamented with Urnes style. of

these, the hoard containing the Lilla Valla bowl from Gotland is perhaps

the best known. It was deposited in the ground, on coin evidence, in about

1050.%  Of course, this can give no more than a general indication of the

date of manufacture of the object. The Gresli brooch was found in a hoard

in Norway, which, on'coin-evidence; was deposited in the ground about 1085.2
However, the Gresli brooch reveals elemerits that belong to .the Ringerike

style in its ornamentation, and one might expect, by a typological deductionm,

that- the Gresli brooch. is an earlier product than the Lilla Valla bowl. The

coin evidence, then, does not-ﬁrovide_any absolute answers to chromological

problems.

Wilson records that the coin.hoard from Gatebo, @#land, which contained

the Gatebo crucifix, has a deposition date somewhere in the.early twelfth

century.3 On the evidence of hoards alone, then, the dates of the Urnes

style would seem to be from the second quarter of the eleventh century to the

irst quarter of the-twelfth.

The runestone evidence, as we have seen, is extremely problematical from

he point of view of dating. ' As Wilson postulates, the firmest basis for

latyng is dating by association with known historical persons or events.

owever, only two runestones fulfill this criterion. The first is the monu~

nt raised at.Jelling in Denmark, by Harald Bluetooth. S

This was probably

Jalsed some time between 965 and 985, according to the latest interpretations.®

The second monument is a Scanlan runestone (Da.347 N. Asum), which was erected

the memory of Archbishop -Absolon.’ This stone must accordingly have been

h
%
Xected as late .as about 1200. It follows from this, that the erection of
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runestones as commemorative monuments must have been current at least from

the third quarter of the tenth centuri, until about 1200 AD. However, such

a broad dating bracket is not very informative.

Other runestones do provide a close dating, although never an absolute

one, usually by the content of their inscriptions. U344 from Yttergarde

states that the deceased, Ulf, had taken part in the levying of three Dane-

gelds, and that the last one of these was Knut's (in 1018).% The two earlier

danegelds had been taken under the leadership of Toste and Thorkel, which

probably took place in the 990's and 1009-1012.° U343, which is now lost,

bore the first part of the inscription in commemoration of Ulf. This makes

it likely that stone U344 was erected in UIf's memory; -

probably in the second quarter of the eleventh century.
- U194 from Vasby also mentions the taking of a danegeld under Knut. 1t
was erected by Alle to commemorate himself, and it seems probable that it

dates from the same period as the Yttergarde stones. Two other stones, U240

and U241 from Lingsberg were erected in memory of a father and son. The

inscription informs us that the father took two danegelds in England, but it

omits the names of the leaders of the expeditions. Since the decoration of

the Yttergarde, Visby and Lingsberg stones is similar, it seems likely that

they all date from approximately the same period.

Von Friesen points out that a close parallel to the uncomplicated compo-

ition of U344 from Yttergarde, is provided on stone U356 from Angby.® This

atter is signed by Asmund, and is.typical of his work, on palaeographic and

technical evidence. As a result, Von Friesenm concludes that U344 is the work

f Asmund, a view which is supported by Brate.l In this case, Asmund must

have been carving.in.the second quarter of the eleventh century.
e[
s

:yle.

]

The refer-

ces to dénégelds, then, are crucial for dating the early phase of the Urnes

Stone U668, mentioned above, which makes reference to the fact that the

e

deceaged man, Gere, had "sat out in the west in the Thingelid" does not provide
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us with nearly as close a dating criterionm. In addition to the fact that

we do not know how long Gere was a member of the Thingelid, or how long it
was after his membership that he died, or if, in fact, he died while still
serving in the Thingelid, the chronological limits of the Thingelid are too
wide to allow any more than a general dating of about 1020 - 1070.

The Upplandic group of stones known as the Ingvar stones? were also

mentioned above, as possible dating evidence. Nearly thirty runestones are

extant, mostly in the Midlar region, which were raised in memory of men who

had followed Ingvar the far-travelled on his expedition to Serkland.®®

The Icelandic saga, written about three hundred years after the actual

event, and called "Yngvars saga vidforli"' records that there were thirty

ships -in Ingvar's fleet.® On the whole, this seems unlikely, and serves

to.remind us that thehreliability of the saga, written so long after Ingvar's
death, and in the manner of a dramatig, fictional tale, must be questioned.
If the saga does contain the .accurate date of.Ingva;'s death as being 1041,
then presuming that the runestones were raised soon after the news of the

failure of the expedition reached Sweden, then the .Ingvar stones were probably

raised between 1041 and about 1050. However, the evidence is inconclusive.

It is possible to reconstruct family trees, where a number of runestones

are raised in a district by members of the same family. This is the case

th the Jarlebanke stones in and around Vallentuma in ﬁppland.

L.

rai

Jarlebanke

sed six stones to commemorate himself, of which two are now lost;la he:also

raised-two:for his father, Ingefast,’® one for his son Sven,? and one for

nother kinsman, .who died.out in Greece.? In addition, runestones were

aised by other members of Jarlebanke's family.? When the information is

11 assembled, a family tree emerges which spans four generations (pl. 41b)

d it is then possible to arrange the stones involved in some sort of chrono-

lpgical order. The earliest of the Jarlebanke stones would seem to be U137,

rpised by Jarlebanke's grandparents to the memory of their son, Gag. The

lgtest is U142, which.was raised by Jarlebanke's son, Ingefast, to commemorate
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his father. There must have been a time span of at least fifty years,
between the raising of the earliest and the latest Jarlebanke stones. How-

- ever, there is no base point, which could provide any absolute dating.
Typologically, the ornémentation, generally speaking, follows the typology,
outlined above (p.44-45) of--types A,B, -and'.C. U137 belongs to the typological
category Afl, and is reminiscent of some of Asmund's designs, of the second
quarter of the eleventh century. U212,'which Jarlebanke raised in honour of
himself, at the apparent height of his fame and power, is ornamented with a
type B-1l design, and has been regarded as the work of Fot.za The latest
stone, Ul42, is ornamented with a type C design, and is signed by the carver

_ Bpir. It is significant that a wealthy and powerful family, such as Jarle~

banke's, should have employed the best carvers each time they wished to raise
a commeﬁprative monument,

Moe believes that it is possible to date the runestones palaeographically.?
He asserts that an initial phase, lasting from 1020 - 1040 was dominated by
Asmund Karesson; a classical phase, dominated by the carvers Fot and Balle,
lasted from 1040 - 1070; and a late phase, lasting from 1070 - 1100 was domi-
nated by apir. The typological study of the Jarlebanke stones would seem to
|support this theory. However, in fact; the evidence for the dating of the
phases is negligible. at the present stage of study, and although one may
elieve that the sequence of runecarving masters that Moe postulates, may be
orrect they almost certainly overlapped with each other in time, and one
ust accept that dates for the masters' working lives remain elusive.

One Fust.treat the evidence of the Jarlesanke stones as cautiously as
ssible. If we accept that the earliest stones are reminiscent of Asmund's
rk and thus probably date from the second quarter of the eleventh century,
have an approximate date for the commencement of the Jarlebanke series.
is indicates that the latest stone, which is signed by Opir, was carved

during the last quarter of the eleventh century, allowing for the passage of

|

four generatlons.» This is the most that one can say. Nonetheless, the

R
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Jarlebanke stones do give us some help with the dating of the runestone
-series.
It was noted above that one can attempt to define the typological

% yhich would indicate a relative

deveiopmeﬂt within one carver's career,
dating of the stones signed by, or assigned to, one carver. However, the
hypothetical element involved in this sort of deduction is too great for

it to be used as a valid method of dating. The same is true of any attempt

to define the relationships between carvers. For example, it has been

stated that "Visate's primary artistic characteristic is his ability to
J'.m;i.t:ate".zl5 In particular, he was apparently largely influenced by the
works of Fot and Balle. However, the lack of any fixed dating point for
any of these carvers invalidates thé evidence, as far as dating the stones
is concerned. - Similarly, Balle is considered to have been a pupil of
Livsten, but no dating evidence is available for either carver.?®

In short, the bulk of the Urnes stylé runestone material seems to date
from approximately the second quarter of the eleventh century to the turn of
the twelfth century, but the evidence is sparse, and this dating is not well
supported.
The Eskilstuna tomb had been re-used as building material in a church,

27

hich was transferred to the order of St.John's in the 1180°'s. Other frag-

ents of the Eskilstuna type of monument have been recovered from the walls of

\

churches, that are dated to the .first half of the twelfth century.28 The

Eskilstuna group supports a general dating.of the Urnes style to the eleventh

century.:_.

Woodc;rving material is also dated with difficulty. The carvings at
Urnes itself are dated by Shetelig to 1060 - 1080 on.stylistic grounds alone.?
Later, he revised his opinion to 1050 - 1070. They have been re-used in a
t#elfth century church, which Bugge dates to about 1130 - 40, by analogy with

30

" s:one basilicas displaying similar architectural features. He agrees with

Méwinckel'® that the earlier church, which originally contained the carvings,
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was probably positioned in exactly the same place as the present building,

although it would have been smaller, and would have consisted of a simple

nave and rectangular choir. Mowinckel® also postulated that the carvings

would have been situated in the west wall of the earlier church.

In 1958, further investigations of the foundations of the present
church were conducted by the architects, Christie.and Bjerknes, but unfor-

tunately , their conclusions differ substantially. Christie argues that

two phases of building exist at Urnes, one which produced the present church,

and an earlier one.® He believes, with Mowinckel and Bugge, that the

earlier church was located exactly where the present building now stands, but °

that it was a smaller and simpler structure. He also maintains that the

carvings were originally in the west wall of the first church. He ‘explains

the fact that the carvings appear to have been shortened, partially as a
result of the rotting of the wood where it had been in direct contact with
the ground, and partially as a result of modifications, necessary to accommo-

date the carvings in the new structure. A coin of Harald Hardr3de was found

in one of the four trenches for the internal columms of the first church, which

provides a terminus post gquem for the earliest phase of 1066 - .a date which

agrees with Shetelig's conclusions on stylistic grounds.

The recovery in 1958 of two joists, re—used from an older building
rompted Bjerknes to suggest that three building phases are represented at
Jrnes. * The strange form of these members led him to conclude that there
as an intermediate building phase between Christie's Urnes I and II, which
%ad-a longer, narrower nave .than the present church. Such a construction is-

ﬁtknown elsewhere, and poses certain technical difficulties; but his point
t

at it is unlikely that carvings of- such.quality as those from Urnes should
have

che
|

their presence indicates a change in the construction plan during the course

been allowed to rot in the ground is valid. Christie believes that

se two joists .were never used as they were originally intended, but that

of the erection of the earlier church.
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On the whole, Christie'é arguments seem more convincing, and a date
for the carvings of sometime between about 1050 and 1066 remains a valid
proposition. Wilson records that coin evidence from the Danish excava-
tions at Hérning, indicates a date for the Hérning plank fragment of some-
where in the second quarter of the eleventh century, although, again, the
dating is not absolute.™

The dating evidence of Scandinavian Urnes style material is sparse.

However, it may be possible to deduce the chronological limits of the style,

through comparison with the postulated dates for the Ringerike and Romanesque

styles. Since no object is known displaying mixed elements of the Ringerike

and Romanesque styles, or of the Ringerike and the.final Bpir stage of the
Urnes style, it.seems.rea;onable to suppose that a general art-historical
sequence existed, of the Ringerike style, followed by the Urnes-style,
followed by the Romaneéque period.® However, it is also certain that

"consecutive" styles did exist side by side for certain periods. The

evidence of hoards containing Ringerike style objects suggests reasonably

secure datings. for the style, 'in its fully developed form, of about 1025

until 1070.¥ This, of course, indicates that there was a considerable

eriod of overlap between the Ringerike and Urnes styles. Similarly,

lindheim maintains that the Romanesque period in Norway began with the

uilding activity in Trondheim about 1080 -~ 90, and lasted until about 1210,

hich is again indicative of an overlap period between the Urnes and Romanesque
tyles.38

The dating evidence for the later phases of the Urnes style is consider-

ably sparser than it was for the earliest appearances of the style. In this
c

text, the fairly well :represented transitional phase between the Urmes
ahd Romanesque styles is particularly important from the point of view of
dating. If one accepts Blindheim's thesis that the Romanesque style was

introduced into Norway with stonecarving at Trondheim about 1080 - 90, then

tHe transitional Urnes/Romanesque -phase presumably dates from then, and




continues through the first half of the twelfth century. It is represen—
ted in Norwa& on the portals from Hopperstad II, U1§ik and Torpo I churches;
as well as in the nave of Urnes II (see appendix B) and on certain stone
fonts.® In Sweden, it is found on planks, from Vrigstad church for examhle
kpl.SSc),and from Guldrupe church, Gotland (p1.56b)3on the stone frieze at
Vamlingo, Gotland (pl.63 ), the Kungsira bench. (pl.62 ),and on bowls from
0ld Uppsala, which were contained in a hoard, deposited in the early twelfth
century‘(él. 51 ). The lower frame of the Lisbjerg altar (pl.54 ) is an
example of the transitional phase in Denmark. By the second half of the
twelfth century, fairly securely dated stave church portals, such as thgse
from Stedje, Hurum and Kttram no longer contain reminiscences of the Urnes
style.

In conclusion, the Urnes style probably first‘appeared in the second
quarter of the eleventh century, about 1020 at the earliest. General dating
evidence indicates that it was at its peak éf popularity and production
luring the secoﬁd half of the eleventh century. A transitional Urnes/Roman-
:sque phase followed during the first half of the twelfth century, until the
.ingering reminiscences of the Urnes st&le died out altogether, probably in

‘he middle of the twelfth century.
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Figure F.

The larger Lincoln mount (cat.no.7)
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Chapter six,

English Metalwork of the Urnes style.

In the past, the sparsity and generally poor quality of the
material evidence has led to the assumption that the Urnes
style in England represents the vestiges of a fading Scandina-
vian tradition. Kendrick, for example, wrote in 1949, that
"authentic Urnes ... ornament is found in this country only on
a few minor objects of metalwork"!; and compounded this view by
referring to these few objects as either Anglian copies of Irish
work, or Anglian or Scandinavian copies of Scandinavian bronzes®.
However, in England, even more than in Scandinavia, recent dis-
coveries of Urnes style objects are causing this attitude to be
modified. Although the corpus of material remains comparatively
small as yet, it is now possible to see within it a distinctly -
English version of the style. As this stylisfic group emerges,
some of Kendrick's '"copies" of Irish or Scaﬁdinavian work can
also be viewed in a more realistic perspective as part of an
English pattern, and the influences that produced them can be
more accurately assessed. It is thus apt, at this stage of the
enquiry, to reassess the position of the Urnes style in England,
in the knowledge that future excavations and discoveries will
probably elucidate the picture still further.

Stylistic analysis of English Metalwork of the Urnes style.

In this section, the metalwork objects have been divided into
groups such as "English Urnes style" or "Urnes style objects of
English manufacture" (in accordance with their classification in
the catalogue). The style of the pieces within each group is
then examined, where possible, comparatively, as in the case of
the bronze mounts, in order to justify their identification as a

separate group of objects. In the case of the group of English
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ﬁrnes style objects, one example is analysed by curvature, in
an attempt to further establish its relationship to the Scandi~
navian Urnes style. The methods of descriptive and formal
analysis are applied where necessary throughout the text.

Where the objects can also be grouped according to type, as in
the case of the bronze mounts, this is done. Elsewhere, single
objects, such as the Durham crosier head, are sub-titled separ-
ately. The catalogue numbers correspond to the plate numbers.

Objects of the English Urnes style.

The Bronze Mounts.

The purest version of the distinctly English Urnes style is
to be found on a group of bronze mounts (cat.nos.1-7)3. Styli-
stically, these mounts form a homogeneous group and are easily
cbmparable.

There are four  bronze mounts in the British Museum, which
bear obvious stylistic affinities with each other. They are
all small objects, measuring between 4.6 cms. and 5.7 cms. in
length, and between 2.8 cms. and 3.1 cms. in width. With the
exception of the unprovenanced mount (cat.no.4), this group makes
use of the subtriangular frame, within which is a serpentine
animal. The animal on the unprovenanced mount is not contained
within a frame, but it takes exactly the same form as the other
three, in that a spiral loop representing the body emerges from
a canine head, and is interlaced with thinner tendrils, evolving
from the ears, tail or limbs of the creature. Only one creature
is depicted on each of .these four mounts; and all of them are
executed on either a plain or openwork background.

Of the three mounts in subtriangular frames, the two from
Peterborough (cat.no.l) and Kemsley Downs (cat.no.2) look almost
identical. Unfortunately, the mount from Kemsley Downs, Kent,
is in bad condition, and certain details of the design are imposs-
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ible to distinguish. Nevertheless, in size and general impres-
sion, they agree with each other, and the details of the Kemsley
Downs mount that can be determined are, in the maih, the same as
those on the Peterborough mount. Certainly, it seems that the
similarities of the details on the two mounts are too great to

be coincidental. These include the front legs of the animals,
which, in both cases, are depicted as thin, tendril-like legs,
which sharply bend back on themselves at the knee joints, and
terminate in round lobés; and as two, more pronounced legs, which
extend straight across the mounts, and terminate in the corners
of the frames. The interlacing tail on the Kemsley Dowms mount
cannot be fully traced, but the visible details are strongly
reminiscent of those on the Peterborough mount, and it seems that
the designs are most probably identical. The terminations of
the tails, which are both visible, are certainly the same, in both
positioning and appearance. Unfortunately, the spiral hip on the
Kemsley Downs mount is no longer apparent, but the body outlines
of the creature make it probable that the:spiral hip would origi~
nally have been located in exactly the same position as it is on
the Peterborough mount. Finally, the heads are closely related
to each other, although again, not all of the details of the
Kemsley Downs head are clear.

The ‘differences between the mounts occur mostly in their size
and shape, rather than in their ornamentation. They are both
5.2 cms. long, but at its widest, the Peterborough mount is
2.85 cms. wide, while the Kemsley Downs mount is 3.1 cms. wide.
To some extent, this may be accounted for by corrosion on the
Kemsley Downs mount. However, two protruberances occur on
either side of the Kemsley Downs mount at its broadest point.

These are only slight, but they account for the disparity in
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width between the two mounté, and they seem to be deliberate
variations on the basic shape, rather than, perhaps, a casting
defect. In addition, when viewed in profile, thebheight of.
the mounts is seen to differ. Whereas the edge of the frame

on the Peterborough mount is as much as 0.4 cms. in height, the
edge of the Kemsley Downs frame is very insubstantial. To some
extent, this disparity may also be accounted for by the consid-
erably more vorn condition of the Kemsley Downs mount, but it
remains doubtful that it was ever as high in profile as 0.4 cms.
At the apex of both mounts, there are circular projections with
central rivet holes, which were apparently cast in one piece
with the objécts. However, the circular projection on the
Kemsley Downs mount is smaller than that on the Peterborough
mount. Both mounts have plates that project at right angles to
their bases, but the plate on the Kemsléy Downs mount is less
pronounced than the one on the Peterborough mount.

It is impossible to tell how much corrosion and wear on the
Kemsley Downs mount may be the cause of the &isparities between
the two mounts. However, although a small discrepancy in size
would not necessarily rule out this possibility, it seems un-

likely that they were both cast in the same mould®. It is

certainly the case that the mounts are stylistically very
similar indeed, and it seems probable that both mounts had the

same original model, at some stage of their past.

The other two bronze mounts in the British Museum group come
from Lincoln (cat.no.3) and from an unknown provenance (cat.no.4)°.
Both of these two are in qpenwork, as opposed to the plain back-
grounds of the Peterborough and Kemsley Downs mounts. Despite
its absence of frame, the unprovenanced mount bears striking

similarities to the other British Museum mounts. Kendrick's
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dfawing.(fig.H,i) of the unprovenanced mount and the Lincoln
mount, with and without its frame, demonstrates the close
relationship between the four objects. The designs on all of
them are dominated by protruding animal heads of very similar
character. The heads are long, canine in appearance, with
square~ended snouts, and large, bulbous eyes. The Lincoln,
Peterborough and what can be seen of the Kemsley Downs heads
resemble each other most closely, while the head on the unprove-
nanced mount has its closest parallel in the heads on the 1arger.
bronze mount from Lincoln (cat.no.7), dealt with below (p.91—§4).
A difference occurs in the treatment of the ears. The ears. on
the Peterborough and Kemsley Downs mounts are pointed, natura-—
listic, and positioned at right angles to the sides of the_head.
On the Lincoln mount, the ears are still canine in appearance,

but they are closer together, less naturalistic, and, in fact,
become part of the interlacing design, since they provide a
termination point for the tail of the creature. Nonetheless, it
is the similarities rather than the differences which are striking
about these three mounts. The head of the creature on the
unprovenanced mount also has a naturalistic, canine appearance.
The snout is not as square-ended as the other three, and the head
has been modelled realistically, to give an almost three-dimensional
effect. The ears are also realistic, fairly long and ending in a
point, and they are pressed back on the creature's neck.

As has already been noted, a spiral loop, representing the
body of the creature, emerges from the head on each of these mounts.
On the unprovenanced mount, the body loop proceeds in a clockwise
direction, while on the other three, the loops take an anti-clock-
wise course; but this seems a minor difference in comparison with

the basic similarities of the designs. A spiral hip is visible
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on the mount from Peterborough ;nd on the unprovenanced mount,
and it is likely that there was originally a spiral hip on the
Kemsley Downs mount too, which has since worn away.s It does
not seem likely, however, that there was once a spiral hip on

the Lincoln mount. Here, the ridges down the centre of the
body, which were originally infilled with niello,’ continue into
the wider portion of the body, immediately behind the head, which
is where a spiral hip would have been situated.

The secondary details of the bronze mounts in the British
Museum, such as the legs and tails, do vary in function and
appearance. The details of the design on the Kemsley Downs mount
are not clear enough to be effectively analysed. The two front
legs on the Peterborough mount both emerge from the spiral hip,
although one is considerably more substantial than the other,
proceeding diagonally across the mount to terminate in the far
left hand cormer. No feet are present, although the ornament
lines representing the frontlegs both terminate in round lobes.

In the centre of the mount, the narrowing body splits into two
interlacing tendrils. One of them, which is comparatively short,
terminates in a round lobe and probably represents a third leg.
The other takes the form of a thin, filiform element, which loops
around the creatures' body, and whose termination cannot be dis—
tinguished. This presumably represents the tail.

On the unprovenanced mount, a front leg and a back leg_are
represented, which indicates that the body of the beast is depicted
in a standard, profile view. The front leg, as on the Peter-
borough mount, springs from the spiral hip, and proceeds diagonally
across the mount. An angular bend in the ornament line marks the
knee joint, and the leg terminates in a foot, with two, long toes.

The subtriangular hip joint, positioned in the centre of the mount,
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which represents the back hip, is paralleled in Scandinavian
Urnes designs. The back leg terminates when it meets the
outermost ornament ;ine on the mount, and no foot is represented.
The remaining interlacing teéndrils have no zoomorphic character.
They emerge randomly from the ornament lines forming the animal's
body, loop around the body, and also form a roughly circular

shape outside the lines of the creature, to emphasise the circular
nature of the composition as a whoie. They terminate in round
lobes.

The secondary details on the mount from Lincoln are not
clearlyldepicted. However, it seems that three legs are present
in the design. The first emerges from the place where a spiral
hip is situated on the other mounts of the group, that is to say,
from the widening of the body, immediately behind the head. It
is tendril-like, and weakly drawn. It bends at the knee joint,
and terminates in a two-toed foot, beside the head of the creature.
It is reminiscent of the less substantial fromt leg on the Petér-
borough mount, which follows the same shape, -and terﬁinates in a
similar position. A second leg emerges from just behind the
first one. The interlacing is not sufficiently clear to allow
one to trace it with any certainty, but it probably proceeds
st?aight down the mount, loops round the body once, and terminates
in an ungainly foot, with two, wide toes. The remaining inter-
lacing tendrils do not terminate in feet, and appear to both emerge
from the body itself, and externally of the major ornament lines.
The first tendril that emerges from the body, which possibly repre-
sents the third leg, loops round the creature and terminates next
to the ear of the animal, thus balancing the foot of the front leg,
which terminates next to the other ear. Eventually, the body

swells in the centre of the mount, possibly a loose representation
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of a back hip joint, and then itself becomes an interlacing
tendril, whose termination is difficult to pinpoint. This
difficulty in inferpreting the interlacing tendrils'on the
Lincoln mount distinguishes it from the other mounts in the
group, whose designs are considerably clearer.

In short, there is some variety between the legs, tails
and interlacing tendrils on the four mounts in the British
Museum group, although certain details are repeatea on two,
three, or all of the moﬁnts, and other features of the designs
on individual mounts are reminiscenf of features found on others
in the group. For exampie, feet with two, long toes are found
on the Lincoln and unprovenanced mounts; the front legs of the
Peterborough, Kemsley Downs, and Lincoln mount creatures are
reminiscent of each 6ther in shape and positioning; the animals
on the Peterborough,Lincoln and unprovenanced mounts all have a
strongly drawn front leg, which proceeds straight across the
mount, and so on,s However, the similatities and differences
between the secondary details on the four mounts do not seem so
significant, when one considers the similarity of the general
impression of the designs. The general theme of the decoration
on all four mounts is that a creature with a protruding head,
that is canine in appearance, h;s a spiral loop formed of broad
ornament lines asébodsr, with which legs, tails and additional
tendrils formed of narrower ornament lines may interlace and loop.
Even the more emphasised éf the straight front legs, such as that
on the Peterborough mount, do not detract from the circular
natures of the compositions as a whole. The mount of no known
provenance seems to be the most distinctive of the four mounts,
due to the clarity of its design, the clockwise looping of the

body, and the absence of a subtriangular frame; but it is still
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an integral part of this group of metalwork, as is evidenced by
the many similarities in the conception of the design, which it
bears with the other three.

All four of the British Museum group of mounts have been

8  However, there are five

known to scholarship for some time.
more Urnes style bronze mounts in England, of which three, in
particular, bear close comparison with tﬁe British Museum group,
and are English Urnes style objects. All three are recent dis=
coveries. In 1963, a bronze mount was found during excavations
at Tynemouth Priory (cat.no.6)?; another mount was found by the
Lincoln Archaeological Trust in 1974 (cat.no.7); and a third

mount was found by a metal detector enthusiast, near Sedgeford in
Norfolk, in 1978 (cat.no.5).'°

Of these recent discoveries, the two from Tynemounth:and
Sedgeford, closely resemble the British Museum group in shape and
size, as well as in 5tyle. They are both openwork pieces, and
neither of them has an& frame that is external to their ornamenta-
tion. In this, they resemble the unprovenanced mount in general
aspect. Both the Tynemouth and the Sedgeford mounts are slightly
smaller than the mounts in the British Museum group, measuring
3.9 cms. and 4.25 cms. in length respectively, and 2.4 cms. and
2.65 cms. in width. The smallest mount in the British Museum
group was the unprovenanced one, which was 4.6 cms. long and 2.8
cms. wide.

The Tynemouth and Sedgeford mounts differ considerably in
terms of technical skill and artistic ability, but their designs
are drawn from thé same source of inspiration. The composition
of the Tynemouth mount is basically similar to the others in the
group, in that it is comprised of the looping body of a ribbon

beast with a prottuding animal head. However, the head is posi-
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tioned off-centre, at the top of the mount, and is atypical in
character. It has a round, prominent cheek, which differen-
tiates it from the elongated aniﬁal heads on the other mounts

in the group. Two extensions, one round—ended and one square-
ended, appear to represent the folded backwards and downwards
nose extensions of the typical Scandinavian Urnes animal heads,
and indicate that, like them, the head is viewed in profile.
Although the Tynemouth animal's head seems to be an imitation of
a Scandinavian prototypé, it is possible that certain characteri-
stics, such as the rounded chegk, may be the result of a local
reinterpretation of the'motif.' The eye is not easily located,
but it is moulded as a round éye, while two, faintly incised

1 In this, it

lines behind it give it an-overall almond shape.!
resembles both the round, bulbous eyes of the British Museum

group of mounts, and the-elongated, almond shaped eyes generally

- found in Scandinavia.

The thin neck of the creature emerges from behind the eye,
positioned as if it were an ear extension, rather than the animal's
body. The body then commences a spiral loop, very reminiscent of
the designs on the othef mounts of the group. However, the loop
is not completed. The craftsman makes use of the same idea found
on the Peterborough mount, in that a leg, formed of strong,straight,
ornament lines, proceeds diagonally across the mount, to terminate
when it meets the outerﬁost ornament line of the mount. However,
in this case, the "spiral" loop only completes half of its course,
before abruptly changing direction and forming the long, straight
lines of the hind leg. Consequently, two narrower tendrils are
found, forming the externél lines of the design as a whole, and
finally producing an oval shaped mount. Two hips are represented

on the mount. The front hip is formed where the body swells, and
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by a complicated arrangement, a leg emerges, in the form of a
narrow tendril, and crosses the mount widthwise, to terminate
when it meets the'outermost ornament line. Immediétely after
the abrupt change of direction of the loop of the body, a sub-
triangular back hip joint interrupts the long, straight line,
which diagonally crosses the mount.” The hind leg proceeds to
continue the straight line, while a narrow tendril, possibly
representing a tail, also émerges, and apparently forms one of
the external, ornament lines that provide the oval shape.

Although the Tynemouth mount is simpler than others in the
group, in that the craftsman does not make use of so many ornament
lines, and-uses narrow tendrils minimally, and never as inter-
lacing elements, the design of the mount is not clear. The head,
with its unusual nose and mouth extemsions, lacks the clarity of
the heads on the other mounts with their canine appearances; the
front leg does not clearly emerge from the front hip, and the two
short, narrow tendrils in the centre of the mount are of indistinet
character.

There are no direct parallels for the Tynemouth mount, but it
clearly springs from the same tradition as the other bronze mounts
in this group.- Apart from the atypical head, which is viewed in
profile, rather than seen from above, the design is a less compe-
tent rendering of the motif of a ribbon beast Qith a spiral loop
forming the body, and interlacing with thinner tendrils, in this
case, evolving from the gail of the creature.

The rivet holes of the Tynemouth and Sedgeford mounts are
similar in character, and differ from those of the British Museum
group. In both cases, they occur as three round extensions,
appended at intervals to- the ribbon body of the creature. How-

ever, they are far more skilfully incorporated into the design on
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the Sedgeford mount, where thin, interlacing tendrils loop

around the body of the creature at three, regular intervals,

and holes have been drilled through the centre of the loops,
externally of the body, to act as rivet holes. In this way,

the rivet holes are an integrdl part of the design, and do not
disturb the uniformity of the pattern. Because of the irre-
gular shape of the body on the Tynémouth mount, the craftsman

was unable to position his rivet holes at regular intervals,

In this case, they occur as visible appendages, and play no part
in the design as a whole.!? None of the British Museum group

of mounts have rivet holes appended to, or as part of, the design,
with the exception of the unprovenanced mount. On the latter
object, rivet holes may have been incorporated into the design in
the same manner as on the-Sedgéford_mount, but it is impossible
to be certain (below p.125). -The other three mounts éither have
a concealed rivet hole, drilled through the plate, which is loca-
ted at right angles to the base of the sub-triangular frame; or,
simply, traces of iron rivets on the base plate; or rivet holes
drilled through the ornamentation on the surface of the mount, at
the base of the triangle. (below p.123-124).

The Sedgeford mount is a fine piece, the design of which is
wéll balanced, although asymmetrical. Instead of a spiral loop
to represent the body, the ribbon body forms an almost perfect
circle, when the tapering lines of the hind leg traverse the
creature's neck, immediately behind the protruding animal head.
The spiral hip occurs slightly further along the length of the
body, than it .does on the unprovenanced mount. The body swells
at this point, to a small degree. A front leg emerges, represen-—
ted by a narrow tendril-like line, which follows the body outline

for a short distance, before bending back sharply on itself, and
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terminating in a foot, the details of which are concealed.
The ribbon body continues the circular shape, changes direc—
tion véry slightly to mark the emergence of the back leg,
tapers as it crosses the ne¢k to complete the circle, and
términates in a foot, with a rounded heel, and two, long toes.
A tail also emerges from the body, immediately prior to the
tapering of the back leg. It loops once, around the crossing
point of the hind leg and fieck, and terminates in a round lobe.
The additional narrow tendrils, which loop around the body in
three places, and incorporate the three rivet holes into the
design, are not zoomorphic in character, occurring independently
of the creature.

The head of the creature on the Sedgeford mount is éompara—
tively longer than the heads on the other mounts in the group.
The head measures 1.8 cms. in length, and the whole mount measures
only 4.25 cms. in length. It is similar in charaéter,.however,
to other heads in the group, in that it is seen from above, and
is canine in appearance. It has triangular ears flattened on
its neck, large, bulbous, almond-shaped eyes, and a prominent nose
ridge. A V-shaped feature below the eyes would seem te represent
a vertical view of the folded backwards and downwards nose exten-—
tions, found on the typical Scandinavian Urnes heads that are
viewed in profile. The end of the head has two extensions at
either side which have been broken off. It seems fairly certain
that there was originally a rivet hole appended to the snout of the
animal, of which these two extensions are the only remains. In
this respect, the Sedgeford méunt corresponds to the mounts in the 
British Museum, which have subtriangular frames. They, also,.

have a circular lug, with a drilled central hole, which acts as a
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rivet hole, affixed to the apex of the subtriangular frame,
immediately beyond the snouts of the animal heads on the mounts.

It is evident from the comparative study above that these
six mounts are very similar in design, and may be Eéid.to be
decorated in the same overall style. Although there are no
direct parallels for the ornamentation of these mounts in Scandi-
navia, (ﬁor, indeed, for the Urnes style occuring on this type of
object), nevertheless, many of the attributes of the Scandinavian
Urnes style, as outlined in the.analyses in part one, also occur
in the decoration of the mounts described above.

For example, on each of the mounts, the design is composed
of broad and thin ornament lines, which are arranged on a plain
or openwork background. Two of them have plain backgrounds
(pat.nos.i-Z), and four are executed in openwork.. This was a -feature of
Eﬁﬁ‘Sé?ﬁdipaviéﬁfyfﬁgg §ﬁy1§;fSp;tgééiwéshfﬁé'ésmeétry;bffthgfpieces.Al]
six mounts have asymmetrical designs, although the rigidity
imposed by the functional shape of the objects minimises the
subtle sense of movement noted on Urnes stave church. The ribbon
bodies of all six creatures swell and taper gently to produce an
impression of fluency of curve and smoothness of design, although
the ornament lines on different mounts swell and taper to different
degrees. There are only very slight variations in the body width
of the creature on the Sedgeford mount, for example, while the lines
of the creature on the Peterborough mount swell and taper to a
greater extent. Any dents in the body outlines are small, as they
were on the Scandinavian examples, and are normally confined to the
back hip joints on this group of objects.

However, another basic principle of Scandinavian Urnes style
designs is that the ornament lines are arranged in interpenetrating

and unaxial loop schemes. These figure-of-eight and multi-loop
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schemes are not encountered on the English Urnes mounts, largely
due to the limitations of space, but also because only one
creature is depiéted in each case. Unlike the Scandinavian
versions of the intertwining tendrils, in England, tendrils
normally emerge from the limbs or tail of the primary creature.
When they are independent of the ribbon animal, they never have

a zoomorphic character. Consequently, the ornamental impact of
the intertwining tendrils is lessened in England, and they tend
to fulfill functional rdles. For instance, the non-zoomorphic
tendril that loops round the body of the creature on the Sedgeford
mount incorporates three rivet holes into the design, rather than
forms 'a loop scheme of the Scandinavian type. Although inter-
twining tendrils loop round the ribbon body of the animal on the
Lincoln mount, they do so indistinctly, and do not form loop
schemes as such. The same applies to the ornament of the Peter-
borough mount. Thinner tendrils on the unprovenanced mount form
the outermost circular shape of ‘the object, thus repeating the
shape of the animal body, but no loop schemes of the Scandinavian
type are present.

Thus, in England, thin, interlacing tendrils are used
differently from their counterparts in Scandinavian Urnes designs.
They normally have no independent life, but emerge, instead, from
the ribbon creatures' limbs or tail. Even when they are indepen-
dent of the main. animal ornament, they are never zoomorphic in
character, and it is usually difficult to locate their points of
commencement and termination. In this way, the ribbon animal is

the only dominant feature of the design. In addition, the inter-

‘twining tendrils fulfill mostly functional rdles, and they do not
{form loop schemes of the Scandinavian type. The changing rdle of

the intertwining tendril in England is particularly well demonstrated
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on the larger Lincoln mount (see below p.93-94). The absence of
loop schemes and the different usage of intertwining tendrils
mark the main poihts of departure from the Scandinavian style.

However, the ribbon bodies themselves do form spiral-or
circular loops, which tend to be wide and open. They have a
generally large radius of curve, which decreases gradually
towards the centre of the mount. They comply in short, with
individual loops found in Scapdinavian Urnes designs. As the
six mounts described above are so similar in appearance and detail,
it is to be expected that their curvature patterns will also be
very similar. The Sedgeford mount was selected for curvature
analysis in order to establish the relationship of the Scandinavian
and English Urnes designs by curvature.

The decoration of the Sedgéford mount was drawn out as in
fig.G.i, using single lines to depict intertwining tendrils and
minor ornamental details such as the feet, but dousle lines to
depict the edges of the ribbon body itself. All the breaks in
the ornament lines are present in the design, no artificial breaks
being necessary. As was done with the animals on Urnmes stave
church, all the lines present in the d¥awing are juxtaposed
(fig.G.ii), and it was immediately apparent that they conform very
closely. The most commpﬁ type of ornament line is the bow-shaped
curve, ﬁﬁich, as at Urnes, may have slight changes of radius along
its length, but the radius remains continuously large. In other
\words, there are no tight circles or sudden changes of direction.
hhe smallest curve radius, with the exception of the eyes, is found

t
on the spiral hip. However, the spiral hip on the Sedgeford mount

t
is so simplified that it is difficult to pick out among the juxta-
posed ornament lines, and certainly conforms with the general

pattern. There are three ornament lines present which are remini-
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scent of the hooked lines common in Ringerike st&ie designs.
However, they do not terminate in straight sections of line as
they did on the St.Paul's Churchyard stonme, but instead, they
continue curving, the radius being larger than the "hook", but
the contrast being minimised. If the drawings of the juxta-
posed ornament lines of the Urnes animals (fig.D.ii) are com-
.pared with those of the Sedgeford creature (fig.H.ii),the simi-
larity is striking. Whatever differences between Scandinavian
and English Urnes styles may be found using the methods of
descriptive and formal analysis, analysis by curvature shows
them, indisputably, to belong to the same stylistic category.

As with Scandinavian Urnes style, the eyes of the Sedgeford
animal are exceptions to the curvature pattern. It must be
admitted that the Sedgeford head conforms meore closely with the
Scandinavian style than the other mounts in the group, and that,
although the ribbon body of the animal on the unprovenanced mount
produces the same curvature reéults as the Sedgeford animal, the
head does not lend itself so easily to curvature analysis. In
just the same way as the eyes and spiral hips of Urnes style
animals in Scandinavia are-retained from earlier style groups as
decorative features, and become.archaic elements incorporated in-
to the design, it seems likely that the commonest type of English
Urnes style head is also an archaic English feature, re—used in
the Urnes period.

| Except for the anomalous Tynemouth head, the English Urnes
style hea&s are seen from abéve,'instead of in profile. When
heads are seen from above on Scandinavian artefacts and monuments,
they tend to be over-simplified, even crude, renderings of an
animal head.!® 1In England, however, the heads are detailed and

play a prominent part in the design. The closest Scandinavian
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parallel for the Engli#h Urnes style animal heads is to be
found on a Gotlandic strap distributor (pl.53 ). The three .
animal heads on this object are seen from above, and are long,
with square-ended snouts. However, they tend towards styli-
sation, which is further demonstrated by the ribbon bodies of
the three creatures, which form figure-of-eight loop schemes
of the Scandinavian type. The head on the_Sedgeford mount
bears the closest relationship to the heads on the Gotlandic
object. It has the same V-shaped feature across the nose,
which represents the folded backwards and downwards nose ex-
tensions when seen from above. It also has almond-shaped eyes,
but they are bulbous in the manner of the other English mounts,
and their shape is not so exaggerated as on the Scandinavian
versions.

It seems that the origins of the heads on this group of
English Urnes style mounts are mixed. Although the similari-
ties between the heads on the Gotlandic strap distributor and
the Sedgeford mount suggest a close ornamental connection, the
Gotlandic object is particularly distinctive amongst the Scan—
dinavian material, and is not necessarily representative of a
Scandinavian type. In'additién, heads on the other English
Urnes style mounts do not bear any close resemblance to the heads
on the Gotlandic strap distributor. They ténd to be broader,
and to terminate in broad snouts. The details of the heads are
clearly depicted and .less stylised, which produces the natura-
listic, canine appearance,  found on the unprovenanced mount in
particular. The bulbous éyes are considerably more prominent
than the eyes of comparable Scandinavian examples, and are round
as often as they are almond-shape. Hence, Wilson's assertion

that the prototype of the'EngliSh Urnes style mounts is demonstrated
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by such objects as the Gotlandic strap distributor is not
completely acceptable, although certain similarities are
undeniable.!*

Amongst earlier insular material, the animal heads on a
gold figgér ring from Fishergate in York parallel that
on the unprovenanced mount almost exactly. The ring was an
unstratified, single find in York, and its date is difficult to
ascertain. Professor Cramp has suggested that the animals are
of the type found on a late ninth century Anglian cross from
Coilingham, and proposed a late ninth or early tenth century
date for the ring.'5 The tails of the animals are reminiscent
of the tails and foliate details on the ninth century Aethelswith
ring!® and Poslingford ring.!” The two animals on the Fisher-
gate ring are clasping a man's héad between their paws, but this
motif is an ancient one in Germanic art,!® and cannot be used as
dating evidence, although Professor Cramp suggests that it may be
a reference to the legend of St .Edmund®® (in this cage).

A ring terminal from Skeldergate in York2" is decorated with(pl.64a
relief ornament which includes an animal head seen from above, and
two, addorsed birds. Although the head resembles the English
Urnes style heads, the object is probably tenth century.?2!?

The motif of an animal head seen from above, with round eyes
and pointed ears, is to be found on such wide-ranging Anglian

2

objects as the Witham pins22 and a cross shaft from Sockburn, Co.

Durham. 23

However, as the heads on the English Urnes style mounts
serve as animal head terminals for the objects, they may be com—
pared with the animal head terminals on such artefacts as a series
of bronze strap ends in the'Biitish Museum, particularly those from

24

Youlgreave, Derbyshire. It may be that the animal heads on the

English Urnes mounts are later versions of the same idea as was
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prevalent in the ninth and tenth centuries on this type of
functional object. It seems that, on these six mounts, the
most definitive ﬁart of the ornament, the animal heéd, reveals

a range of stylistic influences, varying from distinctly Anglian,
as on the unprovenanced mount, to an evident awareness of the
Scandinavian style, as on the Sedgeford mount.

Some other aspecté of the Scandinavian Urnes style are
present, although less in evidence, on the English Urnes mounts.
For instafice, some ‘details of the English designs conform te
those found in Scandinavian examples, such as the spiral hips,
the subtriangular back hip joints, the round lobe terminatioms,
and, where they occur, the almond-shaped eyes, and the feet with

twa long toes and rounded heels. Also, since the loops, formed

by the ribbon bodies in particular, tend to be open, the back-
ground becomes encircled and becomes part of the design, and
there is an awareness of the contrast between different line
widths and the plain or open background. However, as the designs
are complex for the size of the objects, and the intertwining
tendrils do not always form open loops, this relationship of the
ornament to the background is less marked in English designs.
Although certain shapes . are repeated on the English mounts such as
the spiral hips and the spiral loops of the bodies, the English
designs tend to be less strikingly homogeneous ‘than the Scandinavian.
These six mounts, then, typify what may be termed "English
Urnes style'. The sfylé is found on one other object in England,
a newly discovered mount from Lincoln, which is perhaps the finest
version of this distinctive style known so far.
The larger Lincoln mount (cat.no.75 measures 61 cms. by 3.2 cms.
and is subrectangilar in shape. The craftsman was able to decorate

the mount more freely as a result of the greater amount of space
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available to him, and the slightly less prohibitive shape of
the object. The design incorporates five separate creatures,
of which one is iarger than the other four. The animals are
also caught up in intertwining tendrils which bind the composi-
tion together. Consequently, there are three different line
widths present, which produces a complex design.

In many ways, -the mount is ~directly comparable to the six
described above. For example, all five creatures have heads
which are canine in appéarance, and typical of the English Urnes
style. The four smaller versions of.the.head are almost exact
parallels to the head on the unprovenanced mount. They are long
and narrow, with slightly square—ended snouts, protruding almond-
shaped eyes, and triangular ears, flattened on their necks. The
head of the largest creature protrudes from the centre, along one
edge of the mount, and recalls the protruding heads on the British
Museum group, and on the Sedgeford mount. The largest head has
round, bulbous eyes, as was the c#se on others in the group. The
body of the primary creature follows a similar course to the ribbon
bodies of the animals on the other mounts in that a spiral hip
occurs immediately behind the head, from which a tendril-like fromt
leg emerges, and the body then loops round. However, it swells
into a subtriangular hip joint, from which emerges a back leg, which
proceeds straight down the mount, to balance the protruding head,
instead of continuing the curve to form a spiral loop.

The four smaller creatures are engaged in combat, in which they
bite each others bodies. The combat motif is not frequently found
in the English Urnes periéd. Until the discovery of this piece in
1974, the only English piece with a clear combat motif was the gilt-
bronze brooch frpm Pitney in Somerset (cat.no.l12), which is, anyway,

a very distinctive piece aﬁong the English metalwork. With the
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recovery’of the larger mount from Lincoln, which can be readily
related to the other English Urnes style metalwork, we have
evidence that the combat motif was not a foreign element to the
English Urnes style. It may be only due to the restrictive size
of the smaller mounts, -that the metalworkers omitted to depict a
combattant to the primary creature.

There does seem to havé been a reinterpretation of the typi-
cal combat scene found on Scandinavian U?nes material, when it
occurs on the larger mount from Lincoln. The difference is that
in Scandinavia, the secondary combatting creature usually takes
the form of an interlacing tendril, with a-crudely rendered head
affixed to one end. This is true of the commonest expression of
the combat motif, which occurs on the Upplandic runestones.?®
Incidentally, it is also true of the Pitne& brooch. However, on
the new Lincoln mount, the primary creature is not involved in
the combat scene at all. The four ¥emaining creatures, which are
"biting each other, are fully evolved examples of the English Urnes
style animal with their canine heads, sinuous bodies, spiral hips
and tendril-like limbé. The third element of the design on the
larger Lincoln mount is the intertwining tendrils, but these are
inanimate.

On Urnes stéve church, the standing quadrupeds, the ribbon
beasts and the zoomorphic, intertwining tendrils are all involved
in combat. A general pattern for the runestone material is that
a ribbon beast and an intertwining tendril of zoomorphic characfér-
are involved in combat. On the English bronze mounts, the inter-
twining tendril is inanimatg in every case. Its role is deter-
mined by the needs of the animate parts of the design. In other
words, it is used to form a circular composition, if the animal

body does not adequately form this itself; it is used as a space
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filler, to keep the design regularly balanced; it is used as a
connective element, to connect the various parts of the design

so that the work is a coherent whole; its points of commencement
and termination are rarely clearly depicted, so that it does not’
detract attention from the primary creature(s). In short, on

the Engiish material, the intertwining tendril has no independency
of the major elements of the design, and although it makes a signi-
ficant contribution to the overall effect of the design, it plays

a less significant part.than the intertwining tendrils on the
Scandinavian material.

Thus, on the larger Lincoln mount, although, as at Urnes
itself, there are three different line widths present, only ;he
four smaller ribbon beasts are involved in combat, and the major
creature and the intertwining tendrils play no part in the combat
scene. This mount demonstrates that a version of the combat
motif could be a feature of the English Urnes style. However, of
the seven English Urnes style mounts known at the present time, it
is the only one which depicts the combat motif, and it must be
admitted that the combat element was evidently not a major feature
of the style in Engiand. It would seem, at the present time,
that it has a lesser role to play in England than it has in Scandi-
navia.

The intricacy of the design on the larger Lincoln mount, and
the vigour and spiritedness with which the five creatures are
depicted, demonstrate that this is the work of a craftsman thoroughly
conversant with both the style and the medium in which he is working.
It is a prime example of English Urnes style, and, its addition to
the six similar mounts examined aBOVe, lends credence to the theory
that the English Urnes style is a significant stylistic category,
which represents a lively : variation of the Scandinavian style, and
is normally of a high, technical and artistic standard.
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Urnes style objects of English manufacture.

This group of objects does not bear ornamentation.of such
a distinctly English type as the mounts above, but the suggestion
is, for the reasons outlined in the study below, that they are
English products.

There are two bronze mounts from Colchester (cat.no.8) and
Wisbech (cat.no.9) which bear comparison with the above group.
Both of these recall thé designs on the Sedgeford and Tymemouth
mounts, and the -four in the British Museum, in several ways. 1In
both cases, the design is composed of a.ribbon beast, whose body
forms a spiral loop, which is wide and open, and is of a continu-
ously large, only slightly varying radius. Both creatures have
; straight, front leg which proceeds across the mount and termi=-
nates on the border, as was the case with the Peterborough, Kemsley
Downs and unprovenanced mounts. The Wisbech creature has a front
spiral hip; and both creatures have subtriangular back hip joints,

recalling the back hip joints on the Tynemouth, unprovenanced, and

larger Lincoln mounts, although they are more emphatically delinea-

ted on the Wisbech and Colchester mounts. In both cases, thin
intertwining tendrils emerge from the bodies of the creatures,
possibly representing tails. They loop round the body in wide,
open loops, and terminate in round lobes.

However, although the intertwining tendrils fulfill the same
functions as they did on the group of English-Urnes style mounts,
in the case of the Colchester example, the thin, looping tendril
forms an asymmetrical, figure-of-eight loop scheme? such as those
found at Urnes itself. This is the first example of the loop
schemes which were found to typify the Scandinavian style occurring

on English material.
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Another major difference between these two m&unts and the
English‘mounts already studied is in the depiction of thé heads.
In both cases, théy are elongated, viewed in'profilé, have folded
backwards and downwards nose extensions and shorter, lower lips,
which terminate in round lobes. Both of them also have almond-
shaped eyes, although the Colchester eye is particularly small.

In their general character, the heads of both animals resemble

the typical Scandinavian Urnes style head, although the Colchester
creature's eye, and the Wisbech animal's ear are atypical. The
head of the Colchester animal is thrown back on the long neck.

The closest parallel for this amongst the English material occurs
on the Pitney brooch, but it is a feature frequently encountered
on the Swedish runestone material.?®

The Wisbech animal's front and back legs terminate in feet of
a Scandinavian character. Both feet have rounded heels and two
long toes, and the back foot; in particular, gives the impression
of standing on the frame.. These two feet are without parallel on
the rest of the English examples of Urnes style bronze mounts.

The foot of the creature on the mount of unknown provenance follows
the Wisbech pattern, in that it is a clearly delineated foot, which
impinges upon the circular framework, but it fails to give the
effect that it supports the creature, by standing on the solid
border of the piece. The four combattants on the larger Lincoln
mount also have feet with two, long toes, but they are less empha-
tically depicted; indeed, they are difficult to find in the intri-
cacies of the design. The Colchester creature has no frent foot,
and a back foot with two, lang toes, which continues the straight.
lines of the back leg, and is thus not a prominent feature. In
this it complies with the bulk of the English Urnes style metal-

work, on which little attention is paid to the feet. However,
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Wilson's definition of the typical Scandinavian Urnes style
foot as having a rounded heel, and two bifurcated toes,2’
precisely described the feet of the Wisbech animal.

Both the Wisbecﬁ and the Colchester mounts have features
in their designs, which are of indistinct character. The
Wisbech mount has a short tendril positioned from the body,
immediately below the front spiral hip, to the circular frame.
It is reminiscent of the short sections of thin tendril on the
Tynemouth mount, which act as space fillers. It also has a
tendril, which emerges from the iooping, intertwining teﬁdril,
‘and runs parallel to it for a sﬁort section, befo;e terminating
when it meets the circular framé. This device is not artisti-
cally pleasing, and serves no apparent function. On. the Col-
chester mount, an area adjacent to the back hip joint is filled
in, and from it emerge thin tendrils. This, also, serves no
apparent function. It may be that it représents a casting
defect, and that it Shouid have been openwofk. (below p.128 ).

Thus, the Wisbech and Colchester mounts demonstrate affini-
ties with both English and Scandinavian examples of the style.
The double contouring of the body of the Wisbech animal is pecu-
liar to the Wisbech mount; and the fact that the area between
the_outermost ornament lines of the Colchester creature and the
oval frame is not openwork, while the remainder of the design is
executed in openwork, is peculiar to the Colé¢hester mount: The
Wisbech mount has a circular frame, and the Colchester mount, an
oval one, for which there are no parallels amongst the Scandina-

vian material. The Scandinavian openwork animal brooches, which

are the closest parallels to this second group of metalwork
material, never have frames. The shape of the Colchester mount

is without parallel amongst the English material, but the Pitney
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brooch also has a circular frame.

It would seem likely that the Wisbech and Coléhester
objects were manufactured in an Anglo-Scandinavian milieu
in England. They bear many similarities with the group of
English Urnes style objects, particularly in their depiction
of the ribbon bodies which form wide and open, spiral loops;
in the use of the intertwining tendril as a non-zoomorphic
element emerging from the animal body; and in certain details
of the designs, such as the straight, front legs and the back
hip joints. However, they also demonstrate a greater influence
from the Scandinavian Urnes style than was noted on the English
Urnes mounts. The asymmetrical, figure—of—eight loop' scheme,
formed by the intertwining tendril on the Colchester mﬁunt, is
particularly significant in this respect. In additiomn, the
heads on the Wisbech and Colchester artefacts are considerably
closer to the Scan&inavian type, than even that on the Sedge-
ford mount; and the Wisbech animal's feet are typically Scandi-
navian in character. Nevertheless, the type of the objects
from Wisbech and Colchester is more closely allied to the English
"type of Urnes style object, such as the bronze mounts and fhé-
Pitney brooch, than it is to the Scandinavian openwork animal
brooches.

The Pitney Brooch

The Pitney brooch (cat.no.12) is distinctive amongst the

' English material in that it is a particularly fine object, made of
gilded bronze. Stylistically, the ornamentation of the brooch is

more closely related to the Scandinavian Urnes style than most of

the English material; but it does bear stylistic similaritiés with
the English group, and with the Wisbech and Colchester mounts, in

particular. It has a circular frame, like the Wisbech mount, .
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but the circle is completely regular in shape, and the scalloped
edging is without parallel amongst the Scandinavian or English
material. Like the Colchester creature, the animal on the Pitney
brooch has its head thrown back on the end of a long, slender neck.
The head is Scandinavian in character, in that it is elongated and
viewed in profile, and has a folded backwards and downwards nose
extension, and an almond-shaped eye; that monopolises and repeats
the shape of the head. The body of the creature is thin, and of
an even width, except where it swells to accommodate the front and
back spiral hips. The front leg is tendril-like in character, as
were the legs on the larger Lipcoln mount, and in many instances
on the other English'Urnes style sronze mounts, aléhough it has two
angular bends along its length, which do not conform with the
English Urngs type. The foot is prominently positioned, and has
three long toes, thus differing from both Scandinavian and English
examples.

The pattern formed by the looping body of the ribbon beast is
also unlike Scandinavian and English examples. It forms a "hgart*
shape" in effect, or two interpenetrating loops, for which no
direct Scandinavian parallel can be found. The body is edged by
scalloping, like that of the outer frame, to give the effect of
filigree.

The back leg also takes the form of a thig tendril, and again,
has an angular bend repfesentiné the knee joint; but instead of
terminating in a.foot; the tendril splits into two, ;ne ornament
line terminating in a round lobe, and the other one looping with
the body of the creature, before terminating in an ornament with
vegetal connotations.

The other intertwining tendril has a zoomorphic character,

and is engaged in combat, in that it bites the neck of the primary
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creature. However, the combat motif on this piece differs
considerably from that on the larger Lincoln mount and is, in
fact, a close parallel to the combat motif found most commonly
on the Swedish runestones. The head is a simple representation,
viewed from above with two, roun@ eyes; but otherwise lacking in
detail. The body forms an interpenetrating loop scheme, of the
kind that was so typical amongst the Scandinavian Urnes style
material. The combat motif on thé Pitney brooch complies with
the combat motif in Scandinavia, in that the two creatures éome
from different categories, being a ribbon beast, and an inter-
twining tendril of zoomorphic character, and in that, as on many
of the runestones, the head of the secondary creat&re is a simple
representation, viewed from above.

However, the Pitney brooch is not likely to be a Scandinavian
piece. The type of object is not Scandinavian, and its affini-
ties with the Colchester and Wisbech mounts are undeniable.
Certain details of the design, such as the scalloped edging, and
the -terminations of the intertwining tendrils, which frequently
split into two or three sections, and give an impression of deli-
cate foliage, may be indicative of the beginnings of a Romanesque
influence on the piece. In this respect, it is wvaluable to com~
pare the brooch to the design on the Urnes style capital from
Norwich (cat.no.21). The creaturés on the capital also have
beaded bodies and profile heads, while the thinner tendrils split
to produce foliate offshoots, reminisceat of those on the Pitmey
brooch. The Norwich capital is dated approximately to the second
quarter of the twelfth century (below p.167-168). It seems likely
that the Pitney brqoch-is a late example of the Urnes style in
metalwork. It was probably manufactured in England, both because

of the type of the object, and by analogy with the design on the
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Norwich capital; but it displays influences from earlier examples
of the style in both England and Scandinavia.

THE ANIMAL HEAD TERMINALS

Two animal head terminals have recently been discovered in
England, bringing the number of newly found Urnes style pieces to
five since 1960.2%  They are of particular interest as compara-
tive obﬁects to the heads of the animals on the English Urnes
style mounts. They come from Northampton (cat.no.l4) and Sussex
(cat.no.l1l5), and are both made of bronze.

They are three—-dimensional objects, and can, thus, be'viewed
both in profile, and from above. In profile, the Northampton
animal head terminalldisplays the typical charactefistics of the
Scandinavian Urnes style head. It is thin and elongated, and has
a folded backwards and downwards nose extension, and a large
almond—shaped eye. The ear is rounded. However, the eyes are
prominent and bulbous, as were the eyes of most of the English
Urnes style bronze mounts; but in particular, they resemble the
prominent, almond-shaped eyes of the Sedgeford animal, and of the
four, combatting creatures oﬁ the larger Lincoln mount.

.Viewed from above, the Northampton animal head terminal has a
V-shaped feature across the nose, the tworlines of which eventually
form the folded backwards ;nd downwards nose extensions seen in the
profile view. The V-shaped féature across the nose of the Sedge-
ford head thus also represents the junction of the folded backwards
and downwards nose extensions, wlen seen from above. The same
detail can also be seen at Urmes itself. The ribbon beast above
the standing quadruped on the portal, for instance, has a head
viewed from above, which terminates in a similar V-shaped feature.
It is to be expected, especially on Urnes Stave church itself, that

details such as this should be found to comply with the overall
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homogeneity and uniformity of the style.

The Northampton animal head terminal can be closely paralle-
led by Scandinavian objects, such as the terminals from the silver
hoard from Gamla Uppsala (pl.65a )29 although these served a
différent.fuﬁtfibn(below p.131).. Since the animal ormament com~
prises only the head, and since the animal heads of the English
material are sometimes very close to Scandinavian versions, one
cannot say with certainty that the Northampton animal head termi-
nal is an English product. Features of the head, such as the
-elongated eye, with toolmarkings possibly indicating eyelashes,
can be seén on both the Northampton and Gamla Uppsgla terminals.

However, the Nofthampton head is less stylised than similar
Scandinavian objects. The ears, for instance, are realistically
depicted, and the nose extensions are les$ ornate. In addition,
the eyes are very bulbous in the manner of the English Urnes style.
Generally, the object is less highly finished.than its Scandinavian
pérallels, and the subject is, perhaps, less confidently handled.
On these grounds, and because of the discovery of the second animal
head terminal in England, from Sussex, which is less like the Scan-
dinavian versions, it seems most likely that the Northampton termi-
nal is an English product.

The Sussex example of the type, although similar to the North-
ampton object in many ways, differs in the overall impression it
creates. The light elegance of the Northampton piece has been
replaced by a solidity and heaviness in the representation of the
details. The almond-shaped eyes, for instance, are outlined with
a thick contour, within which the eye itself appears as a solid
mass. This effect is exaggerated by the present discolouration of
the piece, in that thé background is creém coloured, while the thick

lines depicting the details are dark brown.3? The folded backwards
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and downwards nose extensions, seen as a V-shaped feature from
above, are also depicted by thick, dark brown lines, which lend
to them a heaviness that was lacking on the Northampton piece.

A prominent ridge runs from the forehead down to the nose, and
this, together with the more pointed nature of the V-shape, gives
the object a bird-like appearance. The ears are much smaller
than those on the Northampton head, and the neck is slightly
thicker.

The eyes protrude slightly, but are less bulbous than the
eyes of the Northampton head and the group of English Urnes style
bronze mounts. -.-The head is elongated; and in profile, the shapes
of the folded backwatrds and downwards nose e#tensions are very
similar to that of the standing quadruped on Urnes church portal.
However, the smallness . of the ears, the atypical depiction of the
eyes, and the severity with which the ornament is executed, dis-
tinguish the object from both the Scandinavian Urnes and the other
Urnes material in England. In profile, the object has a dragon-
esque appearance, which may associate it with ‘the ?ﬁilitancy-apd

¥y"3! that is characteristic of the Romanesque period.

grotesque
In this respect, it is possibly a later version of the more conven-
tionally Urnes type of animal head terminal from Northampton.
Because of the three~dimensional nature of these two objects,
and because only the animal head is depicted, curvature and formal
analyses of the pieces are not possible. Descriptive analysis of
the Northampton terminal reveals similarities with both the English
and Scandinavian Urnes styles. " In addition, unlike any othér
Urnes material, animal head terminals, as a type of object, occur
both in Scandinavia and England. Consequently, it is difficult to
assess the origins of the terminals with certainty. Nevertheless,

both the Northampton and Sussex objects show variations in style
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from ;he more homogeneous Scandinavian material. The protru-
ding eyes and the less sophisticated handling of the Northampton
teriminal, and the generally distinctive treatment of the Sussex
terminal, added to the coincidence of their being found in
England, indicatgs that they were probably manufactured in this
country.

THE DURHAM CROSIER HEAD

The crosier head from Durham (cat.no.16) is perhaps the best
known example of the Urnes style in England. It was found in
1874, during excavations on the site of the demolished Chapter
House of Durham cathedral, directed by Dr. Fo{vler.a‘2 Dr. Fowler
believed that the crosiér came from the grave of Bishop Rannulph
Flambard, and since the publication of his report in 1879, the
piece has commonly been known as "Flambard's crosier".3?® The
.connection of the crosier with the grave of Flambard has resulted
in a terminus post quem for the piece of 1128. However, recent
investigations have cast some doubt on the ownership of the crosier
(appendix E ), and thus, the name "Flambard's crosier" is here
replaced by the term '"the Durham crosier head'.

The crosier head is made out of iron, which is covered with a
silver plate, on which the decoration has been incised. As there
are no Scandinavian or comparable English crosiers known from this
period, the best comparisons for the piece occur on late Viking

* In England, the crosier

spearheads, which are of a similar shape.?
ornament may be compared with the decoration of the three sil?gr
fragments from London (cat.no.18). There are a number of crosiers
known from Ireland, but the form of the Irish objects is not similar
to that of the Durham crosier head, and they are thus not easily

comparable,¥3

The Urnes ornament coils round the shaft of the object and is

104


http://cat.no
http://cat.no

iii

Figure H.

i. The Lincoln mount with and without its sub—triangular frame,
compared to the unprovenanced mount

ii. The design on the Durham crosier head

iii. Outline shape of a Petersen type G spearhead



Nineteenth century lithograph of the Durham crosier head

Figure J.



continuous, there being only upper and lower limits to the space
available for decoration. Consequently, the crosier head cannot

be considered beside the small, mostly flat objects described

above, as their forms and shapes dictate different artistic require-
ments from that of the crosier. Two illustrations of the ornamen-
tation on the Durham crosier head have been published in the past
(figs.H,ii’& J).0n both of them, the ornament is depicted as if it
were on a flat object, with the result that a number of‘hloosé ends"

are included, which is to do an injustice to the design.

The design is composed of two ribbon beasts wﬁich are serpen-—
tine in character. There is a comparatively large amount of un~
decorated space on the ¢rosier, particularly in the upper half, and
there is a minimum of interplay between the two creatures. The
juxtaposition of broad and thin lines is not a major characteristic
of the ornamentation of the crosier'head; but since the design
qtherwise adheres closely to the basic tenets of the Urnes style,
in that the ornament liﬁes are fluent and unbrokem, and the "addi-
tive principle of composition" is not present, a largé amount of
decorative space is left unadorned.

As on most of the English Urnes styie objects already discussed,
the thin tendrils, where they do occur on the crosier head, adopt
different roles from those of their Scandinavian counterparts. They
evolve from the creétures themselves, rather than having an indepen-
dent life, and they do not form the loop schemes that are so typical
of the Scandinavian designs. 1In the case of the Durham crosier
head, the thin tendrils are minimal in number and effect. For most
of their lengths,'they run adjacent to the ornament lines of the

bodies, as if they were double contour lines, rather than tendrils.
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They are formed by the ear extensions of the two creatures, and
an additional tendril springs from the hip joint of the lower
creature. All of them follow the majof ornament lines very
closely, thus looping tightly round crossing points; and when
they eventually emerge into a space, they soon terminate in a
round lobe. It is this minimal usage of thin tendrils that
accounts for the simplicity of the design.

The upper creature is more simply depicted than the lower onme.
Its body width remains unaltered, being formed by parallel lines.
Although it does loop round the shaft, and returns to cross over
itself, the radii of thé curves of the ornament liqes are con-
tinuously extremely'iarge, and vary only slightly. In other words,
changes of direction are made gradually, and there are no sudden
loopings of the ornament lines. The body proceeds diagonally
across the shaft to cross the body of the lower creature. An
angular bend occurs in the ornament line, before the body termi-
nate in a round lobe. No hip joints, limbs or tail are present,
with the result that, with the omission of thin tendrils of any
kind as well, the creature is a simplified version of an Urnes
style animal.

The lower creature has a slightly more complex structure. The
width of the body varies very little, although it swells appreciably
by the spiral hip joint. The body loops round the neck and ear
extension of the upper creature. The double contouring of the
upper creature's body by the ear extension is somewhat relieved by
the manner in which the lower animal's body weaves in and out as it
loops. The body loops over itself by the spiral hip, widening
significantly at the same time, so that the curves of the ornament
.lines have radii which change more than is usual in Urnes style
designs (fig. K ). The spiral hip itself takes the form of a small
curl, which only occupies a small amount of the space availgble in
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The upper and lower ribbon beasts on the Durham crosier head,
prepared for curvature analysis

Ornament lines of the upper ribbon beast juxtaposed
Ornament lines of the lower ribbon beast juxtaposed



this wider portion of the body. Although the hip is simply
executed to comply with the normal pattern of Urnes style hips,
its small size is atypicai. The thin tendril which emerges
from the hip is also without parallel.

The body of the lower animal terminates in a most unusual
feature, resembling a triquetra ornament, but probably represen-
ting a foot. It may be a highly styliséd Qersion of the typical
Urnes style foot, with a rounded heel and two, long toes;36
although, in this case, the heel is square. Nonetheless, it is
as prominent as most Urnes heels;. such as that on the Wisbechy
mount, amongst the English material. The two long toes may be
represented here by the two small tendrils which eﬁerge from the
"knot" of interwoven tendrils at.the centre of the foot. Kendrick,
who calls this whole feature a "Eerminal knot",%7 refers to a group
of initials in English manuscripts of the tenth and eleventh
centuries, as evidence of the English origins of this detail.?®
In particular, he notes the similarity between the lateral kmnot of
the initial of folio II of Caligula A.VII (pl.66a), and the termi-
nal kno£ on. the crosier head. Although the resemblances are close,
none of the examples he cites are identical to the terminal knot of
the Durham crosier, and they mostly occur in the middle §f ornament
lines. The positioning of the feature suggests that it may repre-
sent a foot of the Urnes type, but its extreme stylisation does
recall the knots found in the manusc¢ripts téo which Kendrick refers.

Kendrick also shows that the shaded_loop of the lower creature
may be another element derived from English mamuscript art.3®
There is more evidence to suggest this, as an exact parallel is
found, for instance, in the initial of folio 90b of Royal 7.D.XXIV
(pl66b ). On the sfrength of these two details,-the terminal knot

and the shaded loop, Kendrick asserts that the Durham crosier head
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is an English object "made in a smithy where the traditions of
Viking craftsmanship were still in active operation".“*? To the
Durham crosier head, Kemdrick first applied the term "English
Urnes style" which he-defined as "Urnes patterns of Scandinavian
origin(depicted in a) distinctively English way".*! The newest
discoveries of Urnes style material in England reveal that the
style is more widespread than Kendrick could have foreseen, and
that the crosier is only one of a group of objects, unique in
type, but not in style. Its "Englishness" is not only discern-
ible in the depiction of two small details, but in its stylistic
relationship to the other Urnes material in England, and in the
ways in which it is distinguishabie from the broadést view of
the Scandinavian Urnes idiom.

For example, the desiéﬂ on the Durham crosier head lacks the
overall homogeneity of the Scandinavian Urnes style. There is a
contrast between the overriding simplicity of the upper creature,
and the comparative complexity of the lower éreature. The curva-
ture pattern exhibits a'significant change between the upper and
the lower creature (fig. K ). The design is not evenly distri-
buted over the piece, in that there is more undecorated space in
the upper half of the zone, than in the lower half. The complex
and unusual foot contrasts starkly with the lack of ornamental
detail elsewhere in the design, particularly in the depiction of
the upper creature. Hoﬁever, because of the round shape of the
object, which dictates that the whole design is not visible all
at once, the lack of homogeneity is not striking.

The heads of the two creatures are not of the usual Scandi-
navian type. The upper one is elongated, with a very pointed
nose. It has a simple, folded downwards nose extension, and a

short, lower lip. The lower head is similar, though less elon-
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gated, and slightly more detailed. The features of the heads
are very clearly depicted, and less stylised and exaggerated
than the Scandinavian Urnes heads. The eyes of both animals
are small,.and almond-shaped. The head of the creature on the
Colchester mount (cat.no.8) closely resembles the heads of the
crosier animals, particularly the upper onme. The small eye is
a feature they all share.

It is possible that the tight looping of the foot, and of
the ear extensions and the intertwining tendril round the cross-
ing points of major ornament lines, may be indicative of a mini-
mal influence from the preceding Ringerike tradition. Certainly,
the sparse usage of the thin tendrils, even by the‘standards of
the English Urnes idiom, suggests that on the crosier head, the
Urnes style is not fully developed. It seems likely, on styli-
stic grounds, that the crosier represents an early phase of the
style in England, and this hypothesis is supported by the dating
evidénce of the find context (see chapter 9 and appendix E ).

That the Durham crosier head is of English manufacture seems
indisputabie.??' Its relationship to other Urnes metalwork in
Englané is clear, firstly through the sparse use of intertwining
tendrils, which always emerge from the creatures themselves, and
fail to form loop schemes of the Scandinavian kind. 1In addition,
the two.creatures represented are both ribbon beasts, instead of
belonging to differing animal categories. The design is less
stylised, as the heads in particulaf, with their resemblance to
the Colchester animal head demonstrate. The disregard for an
overall unifofmity is also indicative of the English style. The
affinities with Eﬁglish manuscript art, especially in the use of
shaded areas, suggests an awareness of the English tradition as

well as the Scandinavian, symbolised by the difficulty in inter-
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preting the origins of the foot, or "terminal knot".“?® Largely

because of the type of the object, the Durham crosier head has
always been seen as a distinctive piece, without comparison in
England. One may hope that with the present upsurge of dis-
coveries of Urnes style material in England, the crosier head
will no longer be represented as an isolated phenomenon, but
seen as a fine example of an English facet of the Urnes style.
Wilson postulated that'the Durham crosier head was made by
an Anglo-Norman craftsman.''possibly ¢f Viking descent within the
Norman Kingdom of England".“* The connection of the Normans of
late eleventh century England, with their Viking ancestors who
settled in Normandy, seems a very tenuous one. Wilson makes
the same .asserlion concerning t_-hé Norwich capital (cat.no.21).%3
Shetelig refers to the "intimate connection between the English

k6

and Norwegian clergy at this time which is a more acceptable

explanation of why the Durham crosier head should have béen deco-

rated with Urnes style."“’

It is probable, against this background,
that the Urnes style was a more acceptable stylistic idioﬁ;in
England than has hitherto been recognised, permissible even for the
decoration of this Norman bishop's crosier staff, that was produced
in an English milieu.

The Mottisfont stirrup.

The bronze stirrup (cat.no.l7), from a peat bog at Mottisfont,
near Romsey in Hampshire, has unfortunately disappeared since it
was first published in 1887,4q The only known illustration of the
object occurs in this publication, and may not be entirely reliable.*®
At the top of the stirrup, a rectangular plate was fixed, which had
four holes drilled through it for attachment. On the front of
this plate, there was incised zoomorphic ornament of the Urnes style.

This type of stirrup is rather unusual, and only two other
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examples of it are known. These are the objects from Stendsa,
Oland, and Merkivoll, Iceland (pl. 67 ). The Stenasa stirrup
fragment is decorated with 4 backward looking, standing quadru-
ped. The ornament is incised in bronze, and .niello inlaid.
Wilson refers to the decoration of the Stendsa stirrup as a
Scandinavian imitation of Anglo-Saxon art, which he would tenta-

tively date to the end of the tenth century.5 Arbman refers to

the quadruped as an "Anglian beast" with an unmistakeable Nordic

5! and postulates that horse equipment of this type

influence;
must come from "a group of workshops which can be localised to
tracts where Englishmen and Scandinavians came into contact with
one another",®? namely, either England or Jutland.

The stirrup from Merkivoll, Icelénd, whose ornamentation
seems considerably closer to that of the Mottisfont stirrup than
does the Stendsa quadruped, demonstrates how far such objects
could travel. Seaby suggests that as a native English stirrup
is unlikely to have reached Iceland, while Danish ho;se gear
cduld quite possibly reach Hampshire and Iceland, the objects
probably originated from Denmark. 53 However, he comments that
it is most curious that more stirrups of this sophisticated form
have not been recovered actually in Denmark. Arbman, who was
also aware of the existence of the Icelandic example, cites
England as the most probable centre of production on the grounds
of the ornamental links, and the historical background of the
strong Scandinavian presence in England in the early eleventh
century.>"

In relation to the Stenfsa fragment, Wilson also mentions
the possibility that nielloed ornament showing Anglo—Saxon connec-—
tions may indicate that the origins are English, but as nielloed

ornament is also found in ninth-century Scandinavian contexts, he
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55 Of the Mottisfont stirrup, Read, the

reaches no conclusions.
only writer who actually saw the object, says: "the silver wire
with which the design was traced has now almost entirely dis-
appeared, and only the empty lines remain".5%® However, as

Arbman commented, this description must be treated cautiously,

and it is possible that the Mottisfont ornamentation was origi-
nally niello-inlaid.3’

In the absence of the object itself, it is impossible to be
certain about the origins of the stirrup on ornamental grounds.
According to the illustration, the decoration consists of two,
symmetrically confronted ribbon beasts, akin, in some respects,
to the animals on the Durham crosier head. They are simply
executed, with no limbs, or ear extensions, but their bodies
taper into tails, which form simple loop schemes. The heads
would seem to be similar to those on the crosier, having pointed
noses and small eyes; but the bodies of the ribbon beasts swell
and taper in the Urnes manner, to a greater extent than do the
bodies of the creatures on the crosier. They widen considerably
by the spiral hips, but, as on the crosier, the spiral hips only
océupy a small area of the wider portions of the bodies.

There also seem to be some Ringerike features in the design
on the stirrup. For example, there are certain geometric and
vegetal motifs incorporated into the decoration. These include
a V-shaped feature in the ceitre of the plate; and a geometric
feature located between the two spiral hips, which, taken as a
whole, is reminiscent of a lobe with two offshooting tendrils.®®
It.seéms from the illustration that there may have been further
vegetal ornament at the top of the plate, but this is not clearly
depicted. The symmet?y of the piece may also suggest a Ringerike

influence.
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It is most regréttable that the Mottisfont stirrup has

been lost, for in its absence, it is not possible to determine
the origins of the object, either by its ornamentation, nor
indeed, by the form of the stirrup. It seems likely, from

the only drawing available, that the object represents an early
phase of the Urnes style, and is possibly, but by no means
certainly, of English manufacture.

iii. Debased Urnes style in England.

The term "debased" is here used as an alternative to the
more common term ''degenerate", as the latter description may be
taken to imply that the pieces thus labelled are typologically

59

late in the series. The debased examples of the Urnes style

may be defined as "lower in quality, value or character".®?

They could be produced at any time during the life of an artistic
style, and stylistic dating of such objects is usually particu-
larly difficult. They may be the result of local influences, or
of a mingling of stylistic influences; or due to the taste of a
particular patron, or ingeniaus metalworker; or because the tech-
nique used required less skill than usual. Thus, here the term
is loosely applied to those pieces, whose ornamentation consists
of a debasement of the Urnes style.

The bronze mount from Ixworth Suffolk (cat.no.ll) is compa-

" rable to the.Urnes style bronze mounts, discussed above

and, in particular, to the bronze mounts from Peterborough (cat.
no.1l) and Kemsley Downs (cat.no.2).%!? The ornamentation is con-
tained within a subtriangular frame, and consists of a ribbon
beast, with a head seen from above. However, the manner in which
the design is executed is not reminiscent of the designs on the

Peterborough and Kemsley Downs mounts. The broken character of

the design, the use of short, abruptly truncated lines, and of a
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series of differing shapes all set in relief, produce an effect
quite unlike the fluent ornament lines of the Peterborough mount.
The design is not clear, and the details of the animal ornament
are only discernible after careful study. Nevertheless, it is
possible to locate the head, with its prominent nose ridge, and
ears and eyes, viewed from above. Behind the head is a simple
hook feature, which represents the spiral hip; and a front leg
emerges, its positien similar to that of the leg on the Peter-
borough mount, bending sharply at ﬁhe knee joint, to terminate
in a two-toed foot. The body forms a spiral loop and widens ¢o
represent a back hip joint, from which emerges a back leg, that
tapers as it proceeds across the mount. The remaining features
presumably represent intertwined tendrils and other features of
the body, but it is not possible.to distinguish the separate
elements of the design.

Thus, although the Ixworth mount does not, initially, seem
to resemble the Peterborough mount, primarily because the method
of execution is so different, a closer study reveals that its
ognamentation is, indeed, based on the pattern of the typical
English Urnes style bronze mounts, such as that from Peterborough.

The difficulties encountered in analysing the design are
largely caused by the fact that there is no distinction, as such,
between the.animal ornament and the plain background. For
example, the prominent features of the head, the eyes, the ears
and the nose ridge, are represented by a series of lines set in
relief; but there is no way of assessing the overall shape of the
head, because no other ornament lines are present. The remainder
of the head is merely represented by the plain background. The
Ixworth mount moves further away from the Scandinavian Urnes style

in its uncharacteristic use of the background.
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The fgatures of the Urnes style noted from a formal analysis
of the objects, such as the unbroken fluency of the ornament
lines, and the juxtaposition of broad and thin lines on a plain
background, are not features of the style of the Ixworth mount.
It is only due to the fact that the pattern of the English Urnes
style bronze mounts is reused here, that the Ixworth mount is
discussed i the present context, It is stylistiéally more
closely related to the English Urnes style bronze mounts, than to
any other objects.

However, the overall impression of the piece, and the method
of exeqution, may be compared to the design of a sword hilt from
Sherborne Lane, Londbn (pl.65b ). On this object; too, the
design is of a broken character, with the details of the ornamen-
tation being difficult fo discern. In this case, the design is
also characterised by the liberal use of horizontal lines or
ribbing. Wheeler suggests a date for the Sherborne sword hilt
of the late tenth or early eleventh century, since the object has
drooping quillons, common in this period.®2 The style of the
object, too,.suggests that the piece belongs to the preceding
Ringerike period, although it represents such a debasement of
the style, as to make categorisation of it, into a style group,
an unprbfitable exercise. |

Mention should here be made of an unusual object of lead,
which was recently discovered in Lincoln. (pl.68 ). It is unusual
in that its purpose is unknown and it is decorated om both sides,
but there is little stylistic relationship between the ornamenta-
tion of the two sides. The ornament of one face possibly repre-
sents another version of a débased Urnes style. As far as can be
seen, although no animal heads are visible, two creatures are

represented in a confronted position, but separated by a central
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bar. Their bodies appéar to take the form of spiral loops,
and their straight, front legs proceed across the object, swell
by angular bends in the ornament line, which may represent knee
joints, and terminate in round lobes. However, the object is
still in the process of conservation, and photographs are, as
yet, unobtainable, which renders a full analysis not yet possible.®?
Nevertheless, a certain affinity with the ornament of the English
Urnes style bronze mounts seems probable.

Ringerike/Urnes style metalwork in England.

There are a number of objects in England which display ele-

*  Of these,

ments of both the Ringerike and the Urnes styles.®
two in particular, manifest Ringerike and Urnes characteristics
in virtually equal proportions, and are dealt with below.

The design on the bronze mount from Mildenhall in Suffolk
(cat.no.10) is composed of two ribbon beasts, positioned symet-
trically, on either side of the mount. Their bodies are composed
of fluent ornament lines, which gently taper and swell. Simple,
hook-shaped spiral hips are represented in wider portions of the
body, and the ornament lines of the body taper to terminate in
round lobes. These are Urnes style elements, but in addition teo
these, the lines of the bodies form asymettrical, figure-of-eight
loop schemes, . reminiscent of those in Scandinavia, and at Urnes
itself.

The background is plain, but there is a minimum of encircled
space 1in the ornamentation, so 'that the interaction between the
animal ornament and the plain background is not so much a feature
of the design, as it is on purer Uines style pieces. The front
legs adopt a foliate appearénce, which is also atypical of the
Urnes style; and the three element plants at the top and bottom

centre of the mount, although akin to the motif that frequently
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joins the bodies of two runic animals, occupy a disproportionate
amount of decorative space for‘an Urnes style piece. The bodies
are periodically crossed by lines, whiéh detract from the fluency
of the ornament, although they are not as frequently crossed as
they would be on a purer Ringerike piece. The ear extensions of
the creatures loop tightly round the crossing points of the bodies,
as they did on the Durham crosier head. The front legs are also
encircled by tightly looping, intertwining. tendrils, but the charac-
teristic Ringerike feature of clusters of tendrils is absent on the:
Mildenh&dll mount.

Holmquist traced the origins of the-Mildenhall\mount decora-
tion to the illumination of Anglo6o—Saxon manuscripts, such as the

5 He maintains

border of 183, Corpus Christi library, Cambridge.®
that the composition found in this border is repeated on the bronze
mount from Ixworth, Suffolk (pl.64b)®® and that, although birds are
replaced by animals, the composition on the Mildenhall mount is

67 Since, important elements of both the

fundamentally the same.
Ringerike and the Urnes style are absent from the mount, such as
the clusters of tendrils, and the juxtaposition of broad and thin
lines, and because there is a compositional resemblance between
the Ixworth and Mildenhall mounts, it does seem likely that Anglo-
Saxon influences are also present on the object.

The same may be.true of the rectangular, caét bronze plaque
from London (cat.no.l9). Again, the design consists of a ribbon
beast, whose body forms an asymettrical, figure-of-eight loop
scheme, which typifies the Scandinavian Urnes style designs. Two
different line widths are juxtaposed on a plain background; and
the ornament lines of the ribbon body are flowing, and have curves
of mainly large radius.

However, the clusters of tendrils which occupy the spaces,
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the lines which cross the body and form visual breaks in the
ornament, and the occasionally tight interlacing of the tendrils
are all elements of the Ringerike style. In addition, there
are certain features which are atypical of both Scandinavian
styles, such as the leaf ornaments at the bottom of the panel,
and the double looping interlace motif at the top of the panel.
Fuglesang points out that the unusual Ringerike feature of the
horizontal grouping of tendrils in the middle of the panel is
similar in arrangement to a design in the Cambridge Psalter.S%®

Although Ringerike and Urnes elements are predominant on
both of these pieces, certain Anglo—Saxon influences confirm
that they are certainlf English products, and were probably
manufactured in an Anglo-Scandinavian milieu.

English metalwork showing Urnes style influences.

Sutton, Isle of Ely, brooch.

The Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no.l3) demonstrates,in
its ornamental repertoire, a sufficient mixture of influences to
make it unclassifiable in the normal way. The brooch is a
unique object, for which no satisfactory parallels have so far
been found. Bruce-Mitford claimed that the piece was an "English
equivalent of late Viking style".®® The type of the object is
purely English, resembling, in particular, the larger of the two

0 and the Stockholm brooch.’?! It is a

Beeston Tor brooches,7
typical English disc brooch, with its surface divided up into
fields, and with its bosses at the points where the borders of
the fields join; and it has 4 rhyming Anglo-Saxon inscription on
the reverse. Howevér, the ornament is commonly held to be of
the Ringerike style, due to certain features, quoted by Wilson as

"the sense of movement", "the trilobate ormament in the corners

of certain fields, (which is) a freer expression of the rather
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stiffer motif on...Ringerike objects, such as...the St.Paul's
gravestone'”, and "the ring round the interlacing portions of the

2 VWilson then goes on to quote a much

snakes", amongst others.’
closer parallel in the Velds stirrup plates in Denmark,’? which

are certainly English objects. The stylistic similarity between
these objects and thg Sutton brooch does not lie so much imn the
parallel use of details, (such as those details of the Ringerike
style cited above) as in the overall artistic impression created
on the pieces. The sketchy freehand quality of the drawings is
similar; the freely distributed foliage on the Velds stirrups
resembles some of the foliage on the Sutton brooch; amd all three
objects are decorated with lively and fantastic creatures, drawn
using a similar technique. The foliage, the speckled backgrounds,
the depictions of birds on the Velds stirrup plates, are all
indicative of the English Winchester style, and it would seem that
the same style exerted a 1essér'inf1uence on the Sutton brooch.

The Ringerike elements on the brooch are best seen in the
outermost fields, which contain vegetal ornaments and spiral motifs
similar to those found on the Ringerike stones.in Norway, particu-
larly at the base of the non-figurative face of the Alstad stone.’"
The two standing quadrupeds have a similar curvature pattern to
that of the St.Paul's stone, with a predominance of hooked lines.
Their proportions are also reminiscent of the St.Paul's animal, in
that they have long bodies with rather straight backs, and shorter
legs, the length of the legs, and of the head and neck together,
being rather similar. However, the dragonesque heads are atypical
of the Ringerike style, and the absence of clusters of tendrils,
which were so often the hallmark of the Scandinavian style, is a

further reason to doubt the attribution of the piece primarily to

the Ringerike style. Indeed, the ornament lines of the standing
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quadruped are fluent and unbroken, much more so than on a normal
Ringerike style creature, and the creatures are superimposed on

a plain background, which becomes part of the design, in that its
spaciousness gives added depth to the creatures. The "sense of

75 is more the dignified move-

movement'", to which Wilson refers,
ment of the Urnes style, than the lively movement of the Ringerike
style.

The treatment of the ribbon beasts in the remaining two fields
also indicates that several influenceé were present. Again, the
ornament 1inés are uminterrupted by additional .elements. '"The

additive principle of composition'"’®

is not present. The bodies
of the creatures gently swell and taper, and form open loops, which
encircle the plain background. The heads of the creatures also
display Urnes style characteristics, with their folded backwards
and downwards nose extensions, lower lips terminating in round
lobes, and elongated proportions. The affinities with Urnes style
ornament. on the Sufton, Isle of Ely, brooch, were first perceived
by Smith in 1925.77 1In addition, the "grotesque quadrupeds"’® may
suggest some Romanesque influences.

Ultimately, however, it is the English character of the brooch
that prevails. As one of a series of late Saxon disc-brooches,
closely related in design and construction to the Beeston Tor brooches,
with an Anglo-Saxonlinscription on the reverse, its Anglo-Saxon
origins seem clear. It has a varied ornamental repertoire, amongst
which is included séveral ribbon beasts displaying Urnes style
influences; and there are some features, such as the treatment of the
edge of the brooch, and the partial cross-hatching, which, as Wilson
says, have no parallels at all.’?® In view of this, to emphasise

the Ringerike style elements of the brooch is to give a distorted

account -of the object as a whole.

I . - .
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vi. Scandinavian Urnes Style in England.

Some fragments of silver (cat.no.l18) have been discovered
in London, under doubtful circumstances in the nineteenth century.®’
They appear to have originally plated a shaft of the same type as
the crosier head. However, in view of the ornamentation on the
fragments, which seems Scandin;vian in character, it seems more
likely that they formed the casing of a late Viking spearhead,
brought to England by a Scandinavian. 'They are included in the
present catalogue, since they have not always been considered to
be Scandinavian in o6rigin, and because it has been postulated
that they may have covered the shaft of a crosier, comparable to
the Durham Crosier head. Kendrick, for example, writes that
"there is little doubt that the sheath was made and decorated in
this country by an ﬁnglish craftsman".®!  However, in the light
of the stylistic study of the English Urnes style above, the frag-
ments seem undoubtedly Scandinavian.

Part of a standing quadruped is visible on the fragments,
which displays a close stylistic resemblance to the Scandinavian
type, in the fluency of the ornament lines, the curvature pattern,
and the ornamental details. The head even has two lower and
upper pointed teeth, as did the Urnes portal standing quadruped.
The head is more stylised than its closest English parallels,

‘which are the profile heads of the Colchester and Wisbech mounts,
and the Pitney brooch; and the large, almond shaped eye monopo-
lises the head, unlike the eyes of the Durham and Mottisfont
objects.

The head and neck of a ribbon beast are visible, whose orna-
ment lines are narrower than those of the quadruped. Thus, broad

and thin lines are juxtaposed in the Scandinavian fashion, in that

the thinner line width has a separate entity as the body of a
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narrower creature. In addition, a third and narrower line

width is also present in the form of intertwining tendrils, which
may, or may not, have emerged from the limbs or tails of thé
creature. The decoration of Urnes stave church also consisted
of three separate line widths.

The background is plain, and from the surviving fragments, it
would seem that the surfacé of the object was more uniformly covered
than was the surface of the Durham crosier head. The fragments
exhibit the overall homogeneity, for which the Scandinavian style
is noted more than the English. The intertwining tendrils form
loop schemes of the Scandinavian kind, which are without parallel
amongst the English material. Kendrick refers to a "terminal knot",
which he associates with fhe "terminal knot", or foot, of the lower
creature on the crosier,®? but no such feature is to be seen on the
London silver fragments today.

No crosiers are known from Scandinavia in this period, which
may be accounted for by the fact that Christianity had only recently
reached Scandinavia, through the activities of foreign missionaries.
Since the ornamentation on the silver fragments from London suggests
that they are Scandinavian, it seems most unlikely that they origin-

ally cased a crosier staff.
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B. The functions of English metalwork objects of the Urnes style,

- and a congideration of thé techniques used in their manufacture.

The functions of several of the metalwork objects in the
catalogue are self-evident. The Pitney brooch (cat.no.l12) for
instance, has the remains of a catchplate and hinge on the reverse
side, which originally held the fastening pin. The Sutton, Isle
of Ely brooch (cat.no.l3) retains part of the long supporting
plate of the pin on-the reverse; and there can be no doubt as to
the functions of the Mottisfont stirrup (cat.no.l7) and the Durham
crosier head (cat.no.l6). It is almost certain that the silver
fragments from London (cat.no.18) originally decorated a late
Viking spearhead.

However, the functions of the other objects iﬁ the catalogue
are less easily determined, usually because they may have served
any one of a variety of purposes. For example, althouéh the shape
and style of the English Urnes bronze mouhts (cat.nos.1-6) is so
similar, the number and positioning of their rivets for attachment
differs. It seems likely that they served similar purposes, but
camnot have all been used in precisely the same manner.

The English Urnes style bronze mounts (cat.nos.l-6) and the
bronze mounts from Mildénhall and Ixworth (cat.nos.l10-11) are small
objects, mostly subtriangular in shape. They have a variety of
features associated with their functions, and these are outlined in
fig. M , in a comparative table. Five of the mounts, those from
Peterborough, Kemsley Downs, Lincoln, ﬁildenhall and Ixworth, have
plates positioned af right angles to the bases of the objects. A
rivet hole is drilled through the centre of the plates on the Lincoln
and Ixworth mounts; and traces of iron rivets are visible on the

plate of the Kemsley Downs mount. In addition, all eight mounts
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have either a circular lug at the apex with a central rivet hole,
or a rivet affixed to the back of the animal head.

The Lincoln, Kemsley Downs and Ixworth mounts may have been
book clasps,! used in the mannér shown in fig. L .- The plates,
of which the Lincoln one is particularly well-defined, would have
been affixed to the binding of the book with rivets. The object
itself, with its ornamentation, would have crossed the pages of
the book; and the book. would have been securely closed by a cord
or metal wire, which would have emanated from the other binding
of the book, and passed through the central hole in the circular
lug. |

The other two mounts with plates affixed at right angles to
their bases are those from Peterborough and Mildenhall, but the
plates are plain, and instead, rivet holes have been drilled
through the ornamentation on the surface of the mount, at the base.
Iﬁ each case, two rivet holes are present, and they appear to have
been drilled through after the casting of the object, since they
interrupt the ornament. It is possible that these also functioned
as book clasps, in the same way as the Lincoln, Ixworth and Kemsley
Downs objects; but the rivets would have been fixed into the edge
of the thick binding of the book, with the plain plates acting as
additional support, and holding the objects securely in place.

The unprovenanced mount, the Sedgeford and the Tynemouth mounts -
do not have subtriangular frames, (although their basié shape 1is
subtriangular), and neither‘do they have plates affixed at right
angles to their bases. The Tynemouth mount is exceptional, in that
all four rivets have survived on the object. The rivet on the
reverse of the animal head was cast in one piece with the'mouﬁt.
The other three rivets are attached through the rivet holes visible

on the front of the mount. They vary in length from 0.35 cms.
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behind the head, to 0.7 cms. One rivet, 0.5 cms. long, still
has its head preserved, and the others appear to be still their
original length. The Sedgeford object also has three rivet
holes appended at regular intervals to the spiral body of the
animal ornament. It has no rivet cast behind the hea&, but

tws broken off extensions, cast -at the end of the head, are
almost certainly the remains of a circular rivet ﬁole. Thus,
both the Tynemouth and Sedgeford mounts had four rivet holes
altogether, placed round the objec; at roughly regular intervals.

The unprovenanced mount has a rivet behind the animal head
which was cast in one piece with the object.? No other rivet
" holes are immediately visible, but there is one particularly
round hole in the openwork design, which looks-drilled; and which
is located at the edge of the object, in a similar position to
one of the rivet holes of the Sedgeford mount. The mount is
incomplete, and much of the lower portion of the edge is missing.
It is conceiyable that two more rivet holes would originally have
been incorporated into the design round the edge of the object,
in the same way as they are on the Sedgeford mount, but that they
have now been lost.

These three objects vould have been riveted to a flat surface,
and could not have been used as clasps, as the Peterborough,
Kemsley Downs, Lincoln, Mildenhall and Ixworth objects probably
were. They are convex in profile, which would have emphasised the
animal ornament, and made them more prominent on a flat surface.

If they were book.mounts, as has been suggested,’ they would probably
have been riveted to the front cover of a book as purely ornamental
features, perhaps intended to resemble fﬁe hinges of a door. How—
ever, it is not certain that they are book mounts. They could be

mounted on any flat surface in need of some decoration.”
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In the main, the English Urnes style mounts were cast in

5 The bronze mounts from Peter-

piece moulds of various typés.
borough (cat.no.l) and Kemsley Downs (cat.no.2) were probably

cast in moulds of two fitting pieces, since they are solid
objects. As they are such similar objects, it is possible that
the mould was made.of metal, in which case it could have been

used repeatedly, although it is not certain that the objects are
identical (above p.73~i§). The same method was used to produce

the solid Ixworth mount (cat.No.ll). The two rivet holes at the
base of the frame on the Peterborough mount have been drilled
through the ornament after casting; but a false core was possibly
used to produce the central rivet hole in the circular lug at the
apex of the mount, during casting.' The base plates,‘set at right
angles to the reverse of the frames of the Peterborough,Kemsley
Downs and Lincoln (cat.no.3) mounts, were probably hammered into

position after casting; and the rough finishes of the backs were

also possibly the result of hammering the objects into their final -
o

convex shapes.®

The openwork bronze mounts from Lincoln (cat.no.3) of unknéwn
provenance (cat.no.4), and from Sedgeford (cat.no.5) and Tynemouth
(cat.no.6) were also cast in piece moulds. However, the openwork
effect could either have been achieved through false core casting,
or through hammering, drilling or cutting out sections of the
ornament. The Lincoln mount has tool marks visible along the
raised edge at the base of the triangle, possibly as a result of

raising the edge with a scriber’ or graver. This edge is not

® was also presumably used to

neatly finished. A graver or tracer
cut the grooves around the edges of the frame, which held the
niello; while the marks of a tracer are clearly.visible along the

central rib of the animal, which also had a niello inlay. The

workmanship using small tools is carelessly done, but the niello
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itself would have presumably hidden most of this.

The unprovenanced and Sedgeford mounts are of a higher
technical quality, with smooth backs and no tool marks visible
on the surfaces. The rivet holes of the Sedgeford mount were
probably drilled through after casting, although most of the
openwork on the piece was probably produced by false core
casting. A rivet attached to the back of the head of the
unprovenanced mount was apparently cast in one piece with the
mount. The Tynemouth mount, however, was possibly not cast,
but cut out. The edges of the openwork areas are graduated,
and not cleanly bored. The groove on the nose extension was
probably produced with a graver. The preserved rivets were
formed by pushing short lengths of metal rod through the rivet
holes, and closing the ends with a punch-shaped tool.

The Mildenhall mount (cat.no.l0) may also have been cut
from a hammered flat sheet of bronze, and the rivet holes drilled
through afterwards. This method generally produces work of a
lower standard. Tool marks are visible on the surface of the
mount, particularly in the hollows of the design; and the orna-
mental lines were probably cut with a graver. The bodies of
the creatures seem to have Had a central backbone incised, but
no trace remains of any inlay.

Similar methods were probaﬁly used to produce the oval Col-
chester mount (cat.no.8) and the circular Wisbech object, (cat.
n6.9). As Lowery and Savage remark, the technology of much
ancient bronze-work is liable to present features which will
remain uncertain, not because of their complexity, but "because
their simple ends could be reached with more or less equal ease
by several means, between which:there is no practical way of
deciding".!® Thus, it is only possible to suggest which methods.

were the most likely used. In addition, the functions of the
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Colchester and Wisbech mounts are indeterminate. The oval-
shaped Colchester mount has two rivet holes, positioned
immediately adjacent to each other at the top of the object.
Possibly, the smaller hole, which avoids interrupting the
ornamentation, proved to be inadequate in size, and was re-
placed by a larger hole, drilled through the neck of the
creature. The Colchester mount is now incomplete, with much
of the lower edge missing. . It is poésible that, as with the
unprovenanced mount, additio;al rivet holes have now been lost.
The reverse is flat and plain, displaying no other features
associated with the object's function, and in the absence of
such features, it is not possible to specify the purpose of the
piece. If the major rivet hole in the meck of the creature
was always the only one present, the object may have been a
pendant, a purpose for which it is suitably shaped. Héwever,
as the ornamentation is set in relief, and as in profile, it
rises above the frame to achieve prominence, it seems more
likely that the object was a decorative mount, on any prominent
flat surface available for ornamentation.

The Cclchester object was probably cast in a piece mould,
and the openwork effect may have been cut out. It is possible
" that the indistinct feature below the creature's back hip should
_have been cut out to form interlacing tendrils, as has been done
elsewvhere on the object, but that this particular section was
unfinished. The action of a scorper is clearly visible in the
solid area between the oval frame and the animal ornament, as the
piece is not well finished; although the pitted surface may be
due, in part, to corrosion, rather than inferior workmanship.
The major rivet hole was almost certainly drilled through after

casting. Tool marks are visible on the reverse of the object,
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probably left by light hammering; and other tool marks,
probably caused during the cutting operation, can be seen in
the pierced openings of the design.

The Wisbech object is cruder than others in the group,
and it is doubtful that it was cast. It may have been cut
out of an ingot of bronze made in an open mould, and hammered
until it was the required width. This would explain the
irregularity of the circular frame. It is also possible that
extra bronze pieces may have been added to the design after
the basic pattern was cut, possibly even some of the inter-
twining tendrils. Tool marks are visible on the surface and
the reverse of the mount. The double contouring of the body,
the spiral hip, and the eye lines, are likely to have been cuf
with a scriber. The reverse of the mount, gnd the frame on
the decorated side, are covered with a series of irregularly
positioned scratch marks; which may indicate that the object
was sewn onto a leather or cloth artefact, or even onto a
piece of clothing, as there are no traces of any other means of
attachment. However, the roughly circular shape of the object
dictates ‘that its function is difficult to define, as it would
have been attachable to any one of a number of objects.

The larger Lincoln mount-(cat.no.7) also hés no visible
means of attachment. It is subrectangular-in shape, with a
plain, concave underside. The object is slightly larger than
the other English Urnes style bronze mounts. Its purpose is
.indistinct, although it has been suggésted that it is a pufse
mount.! The shape is reminiséent of other metalwork associa-
ted with purses, but these tend to be strictly functional. The
elaborate fraﬁe of the purse found in the seventh century ship

buried at Sutton Hoo,'? for example, retained the outer edges of
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the purse bag. Medieval purses, such as that represented on
the brass of Thomas Andrewes from about 1490,!% tended to have
a long bar at the top of the object, from which two frames
were pendant.

The Lincoln object is slightly damaged. A fragment of
bronze recovered near the mount during excavations, is thought
to have broken off the long edge of the mount, by the foot of
one of the outermost ribbon creatures. It has now been
attached in this position, and was probably originally matched
by a similar piece on the other side of the object. These two
pieces together would have produced the effect of a '"long bar",
similar to that of the ‘purse on the Thomas Andrewes brass.
However, the Lincoln object is cast as one rigid piece, and the
"long bar" must have been pufely ornamental. If the Lincoln
object is to be associated with a purse, then it must have acted
as an elabora;e metal mount with no practical application.

The Lincoln mount required much cold working after casting,
as a result of its complex nature. Tool marks are visible on
the back and in the openings of the design, which suggests that
some of the openwork sections may have been cut out.  Tool marks
are also visible on the surface of the mount. Many of the grooves
which help to differentiate one ornamental feature from another,
have been’cut with gravers or scorpers; and it is likely that
larger spaces, such as that between the largest creature and the
ribbon beast have also been cut with scorpers. Some features of
the mount are less clearly cut than others. For instance, the
details on the far right of the mount, which correspond to the
details on the far left, are less finished with tools than their
counterparts. The spiral hips have also been emphasised by being

cut with gravers. Generally, the workmanship is of a good quality
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and corrosion accounts for much of the present pitting of the
surface.

The two animal head terminals from Northampton and Sussex
(cat.ne.l4 and 15) may have been attached to any one of a
variety of objects. They are also both made of bronze, and
were cast in moulds. The channels which run down the backs of
the objects were probably formed through the use of false core
moulds. The Nortﬁampton object has tool marks on the surface.
A graver was probably used to accentuate thé: grooves of the
folded backwards and downwards nose extensions, and the ears;
and the &yes are outlined with a series of engraved lines,
incorporated into the design. As the Sussex terminal has not
yet been cleaned, tool marks are not visible. The channels on
the reverse sides appear to have fitted onto- shaped ridges
attached to 'an object. There are no rivets, or other means of
attachment present, but it seems likely that the terminals were
slotted onto ridges, probably of metal, and»soldered into
position. The animal head terminals are likely to have been
box or casket fittings; used either as additional ornaments which
would have stood out above the surface of the box, such as there

14

are on the Bamberg casket, or as lock hasp terminals,15 such as

were found on a wooden casket in a grave at Birka.l®

The bronze cast plaque from Hémmersmith (cat.no.19) has no
visible means of attachment, besides which it is rather heavy for
most purposes. The back is plain, except for the "blow holes of

the casting"!’

which occur over the whole surface. The object
was possibly an ornamented weight;, or a decorated plaque in its
own right, but as Wilson says, in the absence of any evidence,

the plaque is "unclassifiable" in the normal way. .
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The Pitney brooch (cat.no.12) is a particularly fine piece
made of gilded bronze. There are a number of methods which céuld
have been used in the production of this piece. The most likely
is the lost wax method,!® since to have cut out the openwork effect
would have required the utmost skill on such a fine object. This
casting method would permit the manufacture of the scalloped edging,
the fine interlacing, and the effect of granulation along the outer
edge of the main body of the creature. However, it is not imposs-
ible that such features as the "granulation" were added after cast-
ing. There are no tool marks visible on the object, which is
superbly finished. The lost wax method of casting requires the
destruction of the original mould, so it is unlikely that a piece
identical to the Pitney broéch will be found. The object is made
of gilt-bronze. The back of the brooch is as smooth and well
finished as the surface, although the remains of a catchplate and
a hinge are visible, which were probably attached to the back after
casting.2?

The Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no.13), the casing of the
Durham crosier head (cat.no.16), and the fragments from London
(cat.no.18) are all made of silver. The ornamentation on these
objects has primarily been produced through the use of scribers or
gravers. Sketchy scriber marks are particularly visible on the
Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch. The bosses on this piece are attached
through small rivet holes in the surface. The silver plate of the
Durham crosie; head, and the silver fragments from London, were
attached to the shafts they decorated by small rivets placed in the
rivet holes that follow the edge of the plate. The Durham crosier
head is partially inlaid with niello. Generally, the two English
silver objects are less competently engraved than the Scandinavian

silver fragments.
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The metalwork objects of the Urnes style in England differ
considerably in termms of their standards of craftsmanship, the
reasons for which can only be hypothetical suggestions. It is
tempting, but by no means conclusive, to see the gimilarities
between the English Urnes style bronze mounts as evidence of
their production in centralised workshops, with the Tynemouth
mount being a less skilful imitation of the type in a more
localised milieu. It seems unlikely that metalworkers travelled
round a district, in the manner of the Upplandic runestone carvers.
The equipment of a craftsman must have included many simple, but
necessary, devices, which would have been best housed in a suitable
wor’kshop.21 Altogether, the equipment must have been bulky and
heavy, and when it is compare& with the portability of the objects
produced, it seems unlikely that bronzesmiths of the period were

commonly wanderers. 2?2

Yet a comparison between the technical skills exhibited, for
example, on the Pitney brooch and the Wisbech mount, reveals that
the English Urnes metalwork can vary enormbusly in quality. The
environment in which an object was produced must have exerted a
considerable influence on the final achievement. The Pitney
brooch, for instance, may be the product of a workshop of long
standing, patronised by clients of wealth and wider connections.
However, such a hypothesis cannot be supported at the present time
by any material evidence, and there are many other possible reasons
for the singular excellence of the piece: The "workshop" is a
problematical conéept.23 It is not possible to know if it signi-
fies a place where one metaiworker was engaged in production; or
if it was, perhaps, a centre of activity where metalworkers could
be trained by the finest teachers, with the use of the best equip-

ment, so that any customers taste could be catered for. In the
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final analysis, the success or otherwise of a piece is wholly
dependent on the ability of the individual craftsman. Neithér
the technology of the age, nor the tool kit used were particulérly
sophisticated or complex; but it is the skill, inventiveness and
good taste with which fundamentally simple techniques are used on
the finest pieces that makes them so impressive.

The Urnes style has been associated with the advent of Christ-

“ and the functiomal nature

ianity in Scandinavia by some writers,?
of the English material indicates that, in Engléqd too, many of
the clients must have been connected with the ecclesiastical world.
The book mounts and book clasps are likely to have been riveted
onto écclesiastical books, since the m;jority of tﬁe literature of
the period was produced by the Church. The Tynemouth mount was
found in a thirteenth century level, during excavations at Tynemouth
priory, which suggests that the object had long associations with
the Church.2® The Durham crosier head was found in the chapter
house of Durham cathedral; in associétion with the grave of a Norman
bishop;2® and the object itself is indisputably ecclesiastical in
nature. 2’
However, the remainder of the objects may have been used in
secular contexts. The Northampton and Sussex animal head terminals
were probably fitted onto caskets, which could equally well have
been secular, decorative boxés as ecclesiastical shriﬁes.' The
larger Lincoln mount may have been attached to a purse or a pouch in
either a religious, or a secular, everyday context. The Colchester
and Wisbech mounts, and the Hammersmith plaque, are all obscure in
function, but are more probably secular, by their shape and ornament,
than ecglesiastical.

The Pitney-and>Sutton, Isle of Ely brooches are both fine

objects, which are likely to have been used in a secular context, and
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were probably the property of.wealthy families, although the
Pitney brooch was found in a churchyard. The Mottisfont
stirrup was certainly a secular objects It seems that the
Urnes style was felt to be appropriate in either a religious
or a secular c;ntext, which indicates that it was a more
acceptable idiom than is normally realised. The most recent
discoveries of metalwork decorated with Urnes style bear out
this surmise, for they, too, come from both secular and
écclesiastical contexts. In England, the Urnes style is not
to be associated with the Church on the grounds of it being
“the final flowering of heathen art, as it has been in Scandi-
navia;2® but on the understanding that it was a fashionable
stylistic idiem, for which the ecclesiastical world was as

able as anyone to pay.
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Distribution patterns and places of manufacture.

There are two ifmportant limitatioﬁs to the study to distri-
bution patterns. The first is that the survival of the pieces
is accidental. It is not possible to determine how many pieces
have been irrevocably lost, nor how many remain to be discovered,
with the consequence that a distribution pattern may be wholly
unrepresentative of the original distribution of the style. The
second is that the material is often portable, and may have
travelled a considerable distance from its place of origin, with
the result that the distribution map of find places of material
is not necessarily informative, and must always be treated with
caution.

Only one object amongst the metalwork material is unprovenan-—
ced,(cat.no.4). It has mistakenly been given an Irish provenance
by both Shetelig® and Kendrick?, but Franks, who donated the mbunt
to the British Museum, wrote in his own register: "Origin unknown
(bought many years since of Fa{cke, Bond Street)". In the "Book
of Presents to the Brifish'Museum" it is recorded that all the
objects donated by Franks were found in Leridon, but Franks' own
registration of the objec£ is likely to be the most reliable source.?
The mount from Ixworth, Suffolk (cat.no.ll) also has no exact pro-—
venance; and that area has produced so many objects whose history of
discovery is unknown that it has been suggested that perhaps an
antique dealer or collector was working there.” ~ The provenance of
the object is thus dubious.

Information about the discovery of objects found in the nine-
teenth century, or in.the early yéars of this century, tends to be
sﬁarse. For instance, the Peterborough mount (cat.no.l) was found
on the site.of "the singing schools"®; and the Lincoln mount (cat. |

no.3) was found in soil carted out of Lincoln by workmen. The

provenance of the Kemsley Downs mount (cat.no.2) is usually described
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as "Miltonfnext*sittingbourne",»or simply as "Siftingbourne", but
it apparently cémes from Kemsley Downs; near Milton in Kent. The
Colchester (cat.no.8) and Wisbech (cat.no.9) mounts were both found
in the centres of those towns;® while cat.no.10 was found near
Mildenhall in Suffolk.

Considerably more information is available about objects dis-
covered recently, especially thosg found during archaeological
excavations. The Tynemouth mount (cat.no.6) was found in a thir-
teenth century level in the sacristy of Tynemouth .priory;’ the
larger Lin¢oln mount (cat.no.7) was fouﬂd during the excavation of
Danes Terrace, Lincoln, in a medieval pit;® and the Northampton
animal head terminal (cat.no.l4) was fﬁund in a pit with late Saxon
pottery, which lay sealed beneath the rampart of Northampton castle.®
Both the Sussex animal head terminal (cat.no.15)!° and the Sedgeford
mount (cat.no.5)!! were found by metal detectorienthusiasts, and are
thus unassociated objects.

The .rest of the metalwork material was found many years ago,
although information about the objects' discovery is slightly more
specific. The Pitney brooch.(cat.no.12) was found in the.churchyard
at Pitney; the stirrup (cat.no.l7) was found in a peat bog at Mottis-—

12 the crosier (cat.no.16) was found.

font, near Romsey in Hampshire;
in .a.grave in the chapter house of Durham c-at:hedral;’13 and the -Sutton,
Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no6.13) from Cambridgeshire, was turned up by
the plough in 1694 in a lead casket, with about a hundred silver coins
of William the Conqﬁere?, five heavy gold rings, and a plain silver
dish.!* Finally, the silver fragment (cat.no.18)!% and the Hammer-
smith plaque (cat.no.19)!® both come from London.

In spite of the fallibility of distribution maps, it is striking

to see that, of the nineteen metalwork objects, sixteen were found in
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the eastern half of the country, and the majority of them come
from the area of the Danelaw. This word first occurs in the
eleventh century'’ and is used to distinguish those areas of
England in which Danish custom prevailed. The treaty drawn up

at Wedmore, between Alfre& and the Danish leader Guthrum, possibly
in 886, provides the earliest evidence of the extent of the Danish

8 Guthrum swore to confine the activities of his

conquésts.!
followers to those parts of England lying east of Watling ‘Street
and north of the Thames (see fig. ¢ ). Although the exact bounda-
ries are unknown, the heart of this Danelaw lay where Scandinavian
settlement was densest, in Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Nottingham-
shire and Yorkshire. In this area, Scéndinavian settlers left
their mark on both legal and administrative nomenclature. In the
Domesday Book, for instance, the local administrative divisions are
called "wapentakes", a word of Scandinavian origin, meaning the
flourishing of weapons at an assembly. - 18

However, as Stenton remarked, "the prevalence of Danish custom
within a particular district does not mean that it had been colonised
in force by Danish settlers".2? Considerable controversy surrounds
attempts to determine the extent and character of the Scandinavian
settlements, and particularly; the numbers o6f the colonists involved.
These details are inadequately described by the Anglo—Saxon Chronicler,??
and so evidence has to be drawg from other sourcés, notably placenames
of Scandinavian form, and aréhaeological discoveries.

There was undoubtedly -an important Scandinavian influence on
the nbmenclature of England, particularly noticeable in the use of
such characteristically Scandinavian place—name elements as —by and
-thorp. (see fig. N ). In the Domesday Book; & .survey of 1086 in

which most English places are described by naime, it.is revealed how

Scandinavian influenice continued to affect English place nomenclature
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long after the original settlements were established. For instance,
Ormesby was apparently named after a post-Conquest tenant called

22 This shows how persistent Scandinavian influence was, but

Ormr.
it makes it very difficult to determine the extent of the original
settlements. A map of Scandinavian-settlement names can therefore
be a misleading guide to the earlier stages of the Scandinavian
conquest. Sawyer suggests that names with the element -by are
earlier, as a class, than names with the element -thorpe, which means
a secondary settlement, and indicates that new settlements were being

23 He comments on how

fofmed in the tenth and eleventh centuries.
few Scandinavian settlement names are to be found in the viecinity of
such important early centres as Derby, Nottingham, Leicester and even
Lincoln.?* The same is true in Cambridgeshire, where, according to.
the .Anglo-Saxen Chronicielentry for 903, Edwafd the Elder "harried
all the .land of the Scandinavians between the dykes and the Ouse, all
as far north as the Fens'.2® This p;ecise definition of the location
of Scandinavian held lands is unique, and the lack of Scandinavian
place-names in the areas that were first colonised by the SCaﬁdinavians,
together with the English element in hybrid names, show that a suﬁstan—
tial native population survived in those areas, a population that was
in time to be deeply influenced by the Scandinavian presence. - This
evidence highlights the difficulties of equating distribution patterns
with cultural groupings, such as with the inhabitants of the Danelaw
area.

Similar problems accompany the use of Scandinavian personal names
as evidence of the distribution of settlers and settlements, although
these too are numerous, i Some of these personal names

27 and denote that name-

were current in England for a very long time,
giving habits in England were profoundly affected by the example of

the ruling class, rather than that a Scandinavian name is a guarantee
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of Scandinavian ancestry. . Conclusions about the number of colonists
cannot be drawn from the popularity of the names they introduced. A
recent study by Fellows Jénsen28 has shown that there are many cases
of fathers with Scandinavian n&mes gfving their children English names,
_and vice-versa. |
The second source of infofmation about the extent and character of
Scandinavian settléments is derived from archaeological discoveries,
As Giepel writes "there are disappointingly few relics that can, without
reservation, be attributéed to them [the Scandinavian settlers]",29 a
fact which emphasises the degree of interpénetration between the English
and the Scandinavian invaders. This relationship is reflected in the
archaeologiéal monuments, such as in the sculpture from Yorkshire, which

3¢ He maintains that an.Anglian con-

Lang calls "“Anglo-Scandinavian".
servatism continued through theitenth century even in thoroughly Scandi-
navianised areas, and that although a Scandinavian taste is obviously
present, the evolution of the sculptural styles was an insular develop-
ment. 3! -

Despite the abundant énd unambiguous proof of the Scandinavian
presence in the east of England.offered by the place-name avidence,
archaéological discoveries hiéhlight the'problems of equating dis-—
tribution patterns with cultural groupings. The internal variations
in the Dénelaw area in respect of race, density of Norse settlement,
political allegiance and social ofgaﬁisation must not be underestimated.
In just the same way as tenth centufy Yorkshire scﬁlpture is termed

32 the style of the eleventh century metalwork

"Anglo-Scandinavian",
déscribed'here reflects both Anglian and Scandinavian tastes to greater
or lesser degrees, (compare the Colchester mount (cat. no. 8)

to the unprovenanced mount (cat. mo. 4)). Since most of

the material, if not all, dates from after the Norman Conqﬁest (see

chapter nine), the persistent Scandinavian influence noted in the
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giving of post—conquest-place-names, such as Ormesby, is reflected
by a persistence, too, of Scandinavian stylistic taste. As Jones
writes, the "separate, i.e. Scandinavian, quality of the Danelaw
area was recognised "not only by Alfred and his English successors,
but by the law of Knut in the early eleventh century, and by Norman
lawgivers after the Conquest".?3

Thus, a comparison of the distribution pattern of the Urnes
style metalwork, with the place-name and personal name distribution
maps, - (figs. N - O ) leads to a balance of préobability which suggests
that it is valid to associate the Urnes style metalwork with the
Danelaw area, although it may riet be pzimariiy associated with Danish
settlers. There is one other notable tendency.in the distribution
paftern, for which less evi&ence of its validity is available. This
is the stylistic distinction between objects from the northern Danelaw
area and the southern.

Of the seven English Urnes style mounts, five were foun& north
of Peterborough, and one is unprovenaﬁced. Sawyer writes that

Peterborough probably "lay close to the southern limits of the Danelaw

proper",®" by which he means the area of the five counties, Lincoln-

shire, Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and Yorkshire. Of
all the objects labelled on stylistic. .grounds, "Urnes style of English
manufacture', only the Durham crosiet head was found north of Petet-
borough. These latter objects mostly come from the Danelaw districts
of East Anglia and Northamptonshire; or from southern English counties
which are not associated with the Danelaw area, such as Somerset and
Sussex. In addition, the Ringerike/Urnes style mount from Mildenhall,
and the debased Urhes style mount from Ixworth come from East Anglia.
This distinction between the north and south Danelaw find; some
support in Sawyer's eénquiry into the economy of England in the eleventh
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century.35 He discusses the "internal colonisation of England,
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which began as a response to the growing economic pressure to
extend the area of cultivation and settlement, and reached its
peak in the thirteenth century. The expansion and subsequent
prosperity was not peculiar to the Danelaw, and Sawyer records
that there are clear‘indications of expanding settlement at this
time elsewhere in England. In the eleventh century, the demand
seems to have been above all for an extension of sheep farming,
and éo good sheep country, in the Danelaw and elsewhere in England,
prospered greatly. Within the Danelaw, Sawyer notes an extension
of settlement in the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire wolds, marked in
part by place names ending in -thorp, and remarks that "both areas
had more in common, economically, with the chalk hills of southern
England, thanlthey had with the 'Scandinavian' areas of Northamp-
tonshire or East Anglia".®? These latter areas, which had long
been settled by the Danes, offered far less opportunities for
expansion until much later, when the growing population increased
its demand for food.

Sawyer's use of the words "the 'Scandinavian' areas othorth-
amptonshire and East Anglia"®® leads to an interesting speculation,
for it is precisely in these areas that the Urnes style metalwork
tends to be more closely related to the Scandinavian style, and to
be a less diétinctly Anglian version of the idieém. However, this
speculation, that the active particifation of the northern Danelaw
area in the more generai economic exéansion of eleventh century
England léd to a greater Anglicisation of artistic taste in the
north than in the south, where change and progress came moré slowly,
can only remain a matter of conjecture. It must be remembered that,
so far, there are relatively few Urpes metalwork finds in England,
spread over a wide-area, and that, as a result, conclusions reached

from their distribution patterns are quite .fallible. As new dis-
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coveries are made, the above conjecture may be substantiated or
invalidated. |

One further speculation may be made as a result éf tﬁis
observation of the distinction beéween the northern and southern
areas, and that concerns the place(s) of manufacture of the English
Urnes style mounts. In the north, two major Scandinavian centres
are known, York and Lincoln. Although the find places of objects
are likely to be more representative of the homes of the owners of

% it is notable

those objects, than of their places of manufacture,’
that two good examples of English Urnes style have been found in
Lincoln itself.*?® There is considerable evidence of bronzeworking
iﬁ Lincgln, particulﬁrly in Flaxengate, which is very close to the
find spot of cat.no.7. Crucibles and bronzeworking waste, including
pieces of bronze sheet, in both tenth and eleventh century levels,
indicate that bronzeworking was a major industrial activity, although
no moQIds:for English Urnes style objects have been recovered.ﬁl

York was a major artistic centre, especially in the earlier period,"?
"and the closest parallels for the distinctive English Urnes style
animal heads both come . from York, i.e. the Fishergate ring and the
Skeldergate ring Eerminal (pl.64a ); both are probablf tenth century
pi;ces. It seems likely that, if there was a workshop for these
objects; then Lincoln .or York, and probably the former, would have
been the most obvious centre to have used.

The Pitney brooch was found in Somerset, and is, perhaps, the
finest English object of the Urnes style, both technically and
stylisticaliy. These two facts may have prompted Kendrick to assert
that the brooch is either Irish or Anglo-Irish.*® That it should be
found in such an un-Scandinavian area is not surprising, when the
easy portability of the material is taken.into account. What is

surprising is that, in spite of this inherent limitation of the study
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Parish Names of Scandinavian Origin
—— Boundary of Alfred and Guthrum’s Treaty.

Figure N. Distribution map of parish names of Scandinavian origin
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of distribution patterns of smdll metal objects, the Urnes metal-
'work; with the one important exceptioﬁ of the Pitney brooch, should
have been found concentréted in one major area, the Danelaw, and
that so far, the newest discoveries of material completely comply

with this pattern.
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Chapter seven.

Sculpture in England of the Urnes style.

With one exception, that of the monument frog Jevington, Suséex
(cat.no.20), there is no sculpture in England that can be called
definitively Urnes style. Thus, there is a marked‘difference in
situation between the two mediums of stone and metal. It seems that
as the quantity and quality of Urmes style metalwork in England con-
tinues to rise as new discoveries are made, paradoxically, the number
of sculptural monuments that have been thought to display Urnes style
influences in the past, contimies to diminish as the character of the

style is clarified.

Tﬁere are several reasons for thislapparent discrepancy between
the mediums, of which the political consequences of the Battle of.
Hastings are of major consideration. The English clergy had been
actiye in tﬁeir support for Harold, and as the.Church was a powerful
institution; William the Conquerer recognised the importance of con-—
solidating his position, by replacing them witﬁ trusted men from
Normandy, as soon as possible. Within twenty years, only one English
abbot remained in charge of a mon;stery. It was largely as a result
of this policy that, as Zarnecki states, ﬁthe process of Normanisation
became very rapid almost immediately after the Battle of Hastings".®
Almost as soon as a new Norman bishop or abbot was installed, the
n2

building of a new church began, and this "feverish building activity

produced Durham Cathedral by the end of the eleventh century.

The. rapid Normanisation of the Church had far-reaching consequences
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for the sculptural art of the period. Unlike the metalwork
material, which was not exc¢lusive té the ecclesiastical world
('above p. 134-135) sculptural monuménts were almost always carved in
connection with the building of.a church. Thus, the logical
artistic development in the medium of sculpture was interrupted.
The slow process of adoption of Norman and Romanesque art, which
would almost certainly have taken place in time,? was unnaturally
hastened, as a result of William's earliest policies following

the Conquest. Consequently, the transitional Urnes/Romanesque

phase, that is to be seen so clearly in Scandinavia, did not occur

in ﬁngland in quite the same way.

The tendency of art history to be viewed largely in isolation
from the historical and political situation of a period has led, in
this case, to an underestimation of fhe impact on art of the Norman
invasion. For the period from 1066-1100, the variety and quality
of sculpture is limited. Within the earliest Anglo—Norman churches
sculptured decor;tion is scarce, which is surprising in view of the
high standard of their architectural achievements.®  Zarmecki
suggests that the use of wall painting was a principal means of
decoration and that even the capitals were covered with painted
designs.®

The.direct influence and control of the Normans was limited in
the eleventh century to the big cathedrals and abbeys in the main,
and outside of these centres, Anglo-Saxon sculpture was influenced
only indirectly.® However, there can be little doubt that the
imposition of Norman architectural ideas, and the céonsequent neglect -
of sculptural art in the major historical centres, can have little
helped the artistic development of the sculptural tradition generally.
The almost complete absenée of Urnes style sculpture in the late
eleventh century is indicative of the general disruption of artistic
trends in this period.
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. The Norman neglect of sculptural art - in the-eleventh century
was largely rectified in the twelfth century. The evidence is
that the "feverish bﬁildiné-activity"7 continued, and not only were
more new churches built in place of earlier Anglo-Saxon buildings,
but also, the earliest Norman churches were enlarged and improved.8
Whereas, in the eleventh century, sculpture had been restricted to
some capitals and tympana, in the twelfth century, elaborate sculp-
tural decoration was incorporated into the buildihgs on doorway
frames, windows, along the walls on string courses and arcadings,
on -tympana, capitals, shafts, and even on wall surfaces. Zarnecki

® and the .term is considerably

has termed this phase '"Anglo—-Norman",
more appropriate than the term for a logical artiséic development,

the "Urnes/Romanesque" phase, even when applied to the art, as well

as to the architecture.

In the past, many references have been made to Urnes style
influences on Romanesque sculpture, precisely because a natural
development from the old style to the new has been envisaged. For
examble, althpugh Kendrick aéknowledges that very soon after the
Conquest, in both urban and rural environments "Saxon schools both
in the north.and in thé south of England came to an end",!? he believes
that Viking taste survived the Conquest, and 1s expressed in a small
number of stone carvings. He mostly refers to these earvings as
examples of Urnes influeﬁce on Romanesque sculpture.

Two .examples of Kendrick's Urnes/Romanesque phase carvings are
to be found in St.Nicholas' church, Ipswich. These are a rectangular
panel showing St.Michael fighting the dragon, and a tympana on which
a boar is represented (pl.70. ). Kendrick refers to the "surviving
Urnes inspiration" of the St.Michael scene, the "Urnes spirit" of
- the dragon's tail, and "the extravagantly mannered Urnes mouth" of

the boar". To refer to Urnes influences in this way is to misunder-
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stand not only the Urnes style, but also the style of the perio&.
The St.Nicholas' carvings represent twelfth-century Anglo-Norman
art, that is to say, Romanesque art which is differentiated from
‘that of the Continent, in that, after a lapse of almost fifty
years, representing a political and historical transitiomnal phase,
sculptured ornament is introduced into Norman architecfure by
sculptors with a consciousness, and a new-found tolerance, of pre-
Conquest sculptural art. After such an upheaval, their awareness
.is not primarily of the preceding Urnes style, as it was during
the Urnes/Romanesque transitional phase in Scandinavia, but of the
rich, pre-Conquest sculptural tradition in England generally, from
which they drew.different influences as appropriate.

In her enlightening article on the St.Nichdlas' church sculp-
ture, Kit Galbraith suggests that the hip joints of the boar are
characteristic of the Mammen style, and the eye is "typically
Ringerike".!2 - Yet there is a considerable body of evidencg to
suggest that these carvings are twelfth-=century works. The St.
Michael scene is made of Caén stone, which was apparently only used
in post-Conquest church building.'® The form of St.Michael's
shield, and its central boss are closely paralleled on the Bayeux
tapestry.'" The scene is comparable to several St.Michael ;nd the
dragon -sculptural representations, in Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire
and Leicestershire, in particular.!S® Zarnecki maintains that, by
analogy to the Water Stratford, Buckinghamshire tympanum, their
style is consistent with an early twelfth century date, and that also
for technical reasons, they should be dated after the Conquest.ls-
Galbraith argues that a comparison of the two St.Nicholas' sculp-
tures revealg so many stylistic and technical similarities, that
they are almost certainly of the same date and by the same workshop,

if not by the same sculptor.‘17
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In the light of this evidence, the concept of the use of
Mammen and Ringerike features in the twelfth century, although
surprising, is verified. The "volute-1like"!® form of the'front
spiral hip of the boar, and the double contouring of both hips,
are Mammen features; the short,ialmond—shaped eye; -and the long,
solid body of the creature are reminiscent of the Ringerike style;
the mouth is Urnes derived, but lacks the Urnes :lightness. The
dragon .also has a Ringerike style eye, as well as an Urnes style
front hip, and a tail forming an asymmetrical, figure-of-eight
shape. Both carvings have punched backgrounds, which Galbraith
compares with the backgrounds of such Scandinavian objects as the
Heggen vane, the Kalluhge vane, and the Ardre III, Gotland rune-

9 However,

stone, as well as the Winchester gilt bronze plate.!
the foliage and tendrils of the Ringerike st&le are absent; the .
addition of scales to the dragon.and a crest to the boar is foreign.
to the Urnes style, and the clarify of the outlines are attributable
to the Romanesque solidity of the creatures, rather than the fluent
curves of the Urnes style. More importantly, the motifs of St.
Michael and the dragon, and a boar, are without parallel in Scandi-
navian or pre-Conquest ornament.2° .

Thus, it is inaccurate to consider the St.Nicholas' carvings
in terms of ‘an Urnes/Romanesque phase. They are Anglo-Norman
carvings with Scandinavian derived influences of the Mammen, Ringe-
rike and Urnes styles. The s;me is true of most other sculptures
of this period, which have been previously attributed to the Urnes/
Romanesque phase; These are briefly summarised in appendix D.
Even those sculptures which diépléy only Urnes influences can rarely
be termed Urnes/Romanesqﬁe, for they, too, are primarily Anglo-Norman,
and after a lapse in time, their sculptors have incofporated Urnes-— .

derived features into predominantly twelfth century art. However,
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there are a small number of carvings which &o not merely contain
Urnes—-derived features, Sut wﬁich retain the impression of fluency
and lightness, in contrast to the more usual, predominantly Reman-
esque character. To these sculptures alone, the term Urnes/Roman—
esque is applied, and they are dealt with below, as part of the
;ame tradition that produced the Jevimgton carving.

The sculpture from Jevington, Sussex (cat.no.20) is dominated
by the large figure of Christ. However, in two small panels at
either side of his legs, there are animal scenes. To the left is
a creature of Romanesque character, with Urnes derived features
present in certain details. For instance, the tail terminates in
a round iobe. The-hindqﬁarters of the body split into narrower
tendrils, which loop in an uncontrolled fashion. The loops are
almost circular, and the ornament lines again terminate iﬁ round
lobes, but the loop scheme is unco-ordinated, and irregular. The
eye is more reminiscent of the Ringerike style, and no hips are
-present. - The head is paralleled on several Anglo-Norman sculptures,
including the Kilpeck doorway (pl.72 ), and the St.Bees, Cumbria
carving.?2?

The creatures in the right-hand panel are Urnes style ribbon
beasts. The ornament lines are fluent; the bodies of the creatutres
gently taper and swell; and the proportions of the animals are elon-
gated. Two animals are probably represented in the panel, although
as the piece is damaged, and possibly unfinished, it is not possible
to be certain. The major creature has an Urnes style head, viewed
in profile, with an almond-shaped eye, a small ear, a folded back-
wards and downwards nose extension, and a pendant lower lip. The
body divides at the end of a long neck to form narrower, intertwining
tendrils, which loop in irregular schemes. The ornament lines termi-

nate in round lobes. The secondary creature's head is positioned
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immediately adjacent to the primary creatures', although a combat
motif is not clear. Its body width is narrower than the main

creature's, but it does not apparently loop at all, and terminates

in a round lobe.

The shallowness of the carving, in comparison with the relief
of the Christ figure and the Romanesque creature, as well as the
rough finish to the plain background, indicate that the panel may
be unfinished. In several ways, the ornament is reminiscent of the
style of the Wisbech mount (cat.no.9). The body of the main
creature is double contoured, until it divides into two; the head
resembles the head of the Wisbech animal; and the irregular loop
schemes are also indicative of the same tradition. The inter-
twining tendrils emerge from the body of the main creature, as they
did on the English Urnes style bronze mounts; and the secondary
creature, whose presence is unusual in.the English style, is treated
_;implistically. The Utnes beést is carved less confidently;than
the rest of the ornament on the sculpture, but its stylistic origins-
are clear, and it differs little from the metalﬁbrk examples of the
Urnes style in England. Only this small panel on the right side of
Christ's legs may be termed definitively Urnes style.

The Jevington 8cu1pture.is carved on a flat stone, now incor-
porated into the north wéll of the nave of Jevington church. Three
decorated capitals, one from Norwich Cathedral.(cat.no.Zl), and_two
from Kirkburn, in the East Riding of Yorkshire (cat.no.22) display
the general characteristics of the Urnes style in their ornament,
notably the lightness and fluency of curve.

It is ironic that, when the Urnes style on sculpture is generally
so poorly represented, one of the closest parallels of all to the
S;andinavian style is to be found on a twelfth-céntury, Anglo—Norman,

sculptured capital. The Norwich capital is a particularly fine work,
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comparable .for both style and technical achievement.to the Pitney
brooch (cat.no.l1l2). The 6rnamentation-is continuous, round three .
sides of the monument. Several ribbon beasts are depicted, whose.
bodie;-%well and taper gently, -before evolving.into narrower
tendrils, which intertwine forming multi-loop and figure-of-eight
loop schemes. The .decoration on the three sides is very similar.
Charles Green's drawing of one of the sides (fig.P ) reveals that
the design 1§ coﬁposed of broad and thin lines arranged in inter-
penetrating loop schemes, which encircle the plain background.

The overall design is reminiscent of that on Urnes stave church
itself, although there is a less spacious effect, as a result of

the large number of intertwining tendrils. Two ribbon beasts are
depictéd on this side. Their heads are placed in.each top cormer, .
and although both damaged, they seem to have been viewed in profile,
with folded backwards and downwards nose extensions, and pendant -
lower lips terminating in .round lobes. Their heads are less elon-
gated than their Scandinavian counterparts; their ears are long and |
pointed; and no eyes are visible. The curvature of the beast on
the right side resembles that_of the Urnes portal standing
quadruped, although the hind quarters evolve into an intertwining-
tendril. The creature on the left side resembles the ribbon beasts
of Urnes portal in its curvature, - It, too, evolves into
an intertwining tendril. The development into tendrils is marked
by the termination of lengths of beadéd ornament, which occupy the
ornament lines of the animal bodies, and which are reminiscent of
the beaded ornament on the body of the Pitney brooch animal. .Every
tendril in the design is a continuation of one or other of the animal
bodies, and in faect, .the tendrils from each animal are joined, -so
that the two creatures are inextricably linked together. In this,

the design follows the English Urnes tradition, in that intertwining
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Figure P. One side of the Norwich capital




tendrils emerge from the animals' bodies and have no independent
role; and the number of terminations is minimised, so that it is
not immediately apparent from where they emerge, nor where they
terminate.

Some elements éf the design are untypical of the Urnes style.
The beading on the bodies is one example. The ornament lines of
the bodies and the tendrils are double contoured, and only the
creature to the left has a spiral hip, and that is a diminutive
version. Series of lines mark the animal bodies, at the junction
of the necks and bodies. The leg of the creature to the right is
short, and the foot is three-toed. The leg and foot of the crea-
ture to the left is reminiscent of the bind leg -of the Pitney brooch
animal, with a sharp bend at the knee joint, where the leg meets the
border of the piece, and a foqt with a vegetal appearance. The sub—
triangular hip joints, such as those on the spiral bodies of the
ribbon beasts on the Engliéh Urnes style bronze mounts, -are also
represented on the intertwining tendril; of the Norwich capital.
However, there are five of them altogether, -and they are decorative,
‘rather than representative of joints. The intertwining tendrils
fréquently divide, and have a number of offshoots. Often these
take the forms of round lobes, appended to the ornament lines, but
many of them are vegetal in appearance, involving pear-shaped lobes.
Nevertheless, overall, the fluency of the curves and the use of the
loop schemes indicates an undoubted Urnes tradition for the piece.
Zarﬁecki writes that the Norwich capital is.the product of a direct
Viking influence on Anglo-Norman art "in the area where the Vikings
were once supreme, and where the Viking settlers could have been
expected to have inaugurated a -strong.tradition".22 For all that,
the comparative'singularity of the monument expresses more clearly

the predominance of Anglo-Norman art of the period.
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The two capitals from Kirkburn (cat.no.22) display Urnes
influences of a very different character, for there are no zoo-
morphic elements. Instead, both capitals are decorated with a
series of broad and thin intertwining tendrils, which loop in
irregular schemes. The two capitals are now part of an externmal
window in the south wall of the church at Kirkburn. Although
similar, the ornamentation of the two pieces -is not identical.

Simple human masks are positioned at the centre top of each capi-
;al, and the intertwining tendrils on the capital to the left of
the window, appear to emanate from this head. The broader line
widths contain engraved lines, which follow the outermost contours.
The ornament lines fend to terminate in points o; vegetal motifs,
rather than round lobes.

The Urnes influence is to be seen more in the general impres-
sion of the capitals, rather than in the details of their designs.
The work is not accomplished, although éhe-outer face of the capital
to the right displays more delicate intertwinings of the Urnes type
than elsewhere. . The loop schemes are unorderly, alﬁhough the con-
trasts between broad and thin ornament lines, and between both line
widths and the plain bagkground, are of major consideration. The
lack of zoomorphic character indicates that the Urnes influence is
slight. It is unlikely that the pieces are directly imitative of
the Ufnes style; and more likely that they represent the unconscious
re-use -of a traditional form of orhamentation in a later period.

The sculptures from Hoveringham and Southwell (cat.nos.23 and 24)
bear comparison with the Ipswich panel, in that they are among a
group of sculptures associated with what Moe terms "the cult of St.
Michael".2® . The tympanum from the St.Michael,and All Saints Church
in Hoveringham depicts St.Michael, with the Agnus Dei behind him,

fighting the dragon. The church of St.Mary the Virgin in Southwell

154


http://cat.nos.23

has a tympanum, now re-used as a doorway lintel, which depicts
precisely the same motif. Although this scene recurs several
times in Anglo-Norman sculpture, particularly in Nottinghamshire,
ieicestershire and Derbyshire, thesé two versions alone display
obvious Urnes style influences in the Romanesque dragon motif.

The two works are very similar, both sg&listically and téch-
nically. They are both carved in "flat figure style",?* and it
seems likely that, as Moe suggests, the two monuments may be the-
works of the same artist, or at any rate, the same school.??

The close proximity of Southwell and Hoveringham, is another

reason té suggest this, The forequarters of both dragons are
typically Romanesque in style. Howevér, in both cases, the hind-
quarters loop back on themselves, and form strong, diagomal lines
before terminating in Romanesque vegefal ornaments. The ornament
lines of the bodies are intertwined with tendrils of a narrower
line width, which emerge from the main bodiés of the creatures.

The impression of broad and thin lines juxtaposed with the plain
background, and arranged in loop schemes fdrmed of fluent curves,
is undoubtedly indicative of the Urnes tradition. Pearshaped lobes
Iand round lobes emerge from the narrower line widths, and are to be
found in both Urnes and Romanesque art: The Hoveringham dragon is
repeated in miniature above the major motif. The smaller dragon
has an Urnes stylé head, which is viewed in profile, with a folded
backwards and downwards nose extension, a pendant lower lip and an
almond shaped eye, aﬁd a §mall ear. The ornament lines of both
creatures terminate mostly in round lobes.

Below the Hoveringham tympanum is a lintel, decorated with a
frieze of two intertwined ribbon beasts. Both animal heads are
similar to that of the smaller creature on the tympanum. Again,

the juxtaposition of broad and thin lines on.a plain background is a
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major feature. Narrow, intertwining.tendrils emergé from the
main animal bodies, to form wide loops and to produce a pattern

of flﬁent curves. The design is subtly asymméfrical. A curious
"angelic" creature confronts the éibbon beast to the right, while
the -animal to the left has a backturned head, and bites its own
body.

This lintel .frieze exprésses the Urnes tradition even more
clearly than the dragens on the tympanum. Although the winged
creature to the far right is a Romanesque intrusion, the majority
of the design is typically Urnes style. The ornamental frieze in
the wall of Vamlingbo church, Gotland (pl.63 ) bears many simila-
~rities to the.Hoveringham frieze. However, the bodies of the Vam-
lingbo ribbon beasts form figure-=of-eight loép schemes. Although
the overall impression is similar, tﬁe narrow tendrils on the Hover-
ingham frieze loop according to the .English style, that is, in an
.dnregulated fashion,

Both Kendrick and Moe remark on the fact that the '"barbaric
animals are done with greater zest than the ... Romanesque creature".?2®
On the two tympana, the execution of the dragons' convoliited, Urnes
influenced tails is certainly more confident than that of the St.
Michael figures, and consequently, tends to dominate the designs.

The implication is that the sculptor(s) of the two tympana was more
familiar with the Urnes tradition than the sculptors of most other
Anglo~Norman art. It is significant in this context that, unlike
the sculptor of the St.Nicholas' church, Ipswich carvings, Scandina-
vian influences are limited to the inclusion of fine Urnes ornament,
instéad of a selection of pre-Conquest, Anglo—-Scandinavian features.
For this reason, the Hoveringham and Southwell carvings represent an
Urnes/Romanesque stylistic phase, of which they are practically the

only representatives.
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It should be mentioned here that the smaller animal above the
major dragon on the Hoveringham tympanum is possibly indicative of
the re-use of an . earlier Scandinavian element. The bronze vane
from Soderala for instance, and the: St.Paul's Churchyard stone both
include miniature versions of the major animal motif in their orna-
ment, which Moe terms "a kind of satellite".2?  However, generally,
earlier Scandinavian influences are minimised on these two monuments.

Anglo-Norman sculptures displaying Urnes style elements amongst
their usually varied ornamental repertoire are dealt with in appen-
dix D. However, the five sculétures described above, those from
Jevington, Norwich, Kirkburn, Hoveringham and Southwell, are distin-
guished as -being the only monuments to retain the essential character
of the style. In their ornamentation, they display an awareness,
not necessarily of the typical ornamental details encountered in
Urnes designs (although, some features, such as the Hoveringham lin-
tel animal heads, do bear a close resemblance to Scandinavian versions)
but primarily, of the underlying principles-of the Urnes style, as
defined by the formal analyses applied in chapter two. The compari-

"28 of the

-son-Kendrick draws between the "authentic barbaric power
Urnes influenced dragons on the Hoveringham and Southwell tympana,

and the "miserable, spiritless things",2® as he calls the Southwell
lion, and the Hoveringham Agnus Dei, may also be a comparison between
those sculptures that have retained the essence of the Urnes style,
and those which make use of Urnes derived eléments in fundamentally
Romane sque éarvings. That so few sculptures should retain this
essence, and that they should be as variéd in distribution and orna-
mentation as they are, is a direct result of the rapid Normanisation
of the Church following the Norman Conquest. That Scandinavian .
influences should be discernible at all in a number of twelfth-century

Anglo-Norman sculptures reflects the fact that Norman sculpture, too,

was affected -in England by the dramatic effects of the battle of 1066.
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Chagter eight.

Miscellaneous examples of Urnes style decoration in England.

There are only two additional examples of the Urnes style in
England; one occurs on an unusual walrus ivory comb, and the other
in an Anglo~Saxon manuscript.

The walrus_ivpry comb (cat.no.25).

This unprovenanced comb is unusual in every respect. It is
considerably smaller than most early medieval coﬁbs,'measuring 5.4
by 4.1 cms., and is made from a single slab of walrus ivory. The
typical Anglo-Saxon comb is normally much larger, and made of
several piéces of bone or ivory, which are joined by a central. bar
along either: face, which is nailed on with rivets of bronze or iron,
and acts as a strengthener; the teeth are cut into the longer sides.!
Wilson records only one other single slab, double-sided Anglo—Saxon
comb of small proportions, from Wallingford, Berkshire, dateable
perhaps to the late tenth or early eleventh_century.2 However, this
comb has teeth on the long sides, and thus belongs to Lasko's "hori-
zontal" group, while the example here is of the "vertical" type.?
Although combs of such a small size and made from a single siab of
bone or'ivory are not unknown in earlier Romano-British contexts,
they, too, like the Wallingford comb, afe of the "horizontal' type.

.Lasko divides single slab, double-sided combs into these two
major typological groups, "horizontal" and "vefticalﬁ, in which
"horizontal" combs have teeth on the long sides, and "vertical" combs
on the short.® He subdivides these groups according to the shape of
the decorative space available. "Vertical" combs may have either a
rectangular or square, a semicircular, or a §egmental shaped decora-
tive area. This walrus ivory comb is "vertical" with a rectangular
area for decoration.

Lasko records that "vertical" combs probably originated in Coptic
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Egypt, that they range in date from the Carolingian to the Roman-
esque period, and that they are unknown later than the twelfth

century.® Twenty-six combs of the "vertical” type and made of a

single slab of bone or ivory, are listed by him, from Europe and

the Mediterranean.®

They are all much larger than the example
here, up to 31.5 cms. in height. _ Three of Lasko's examples are of
presumed Anglo—-Saxon manufacture.’ These are St.Cuthbert's comb,
a fragmentary elevénth,century example probably from Wales, and a
tenth éentury object which was preserved in Nivelles, France, but
which has now been destroyed. These, too, are large examples;
Cuthbert's comb, for instance, measures 11.85 by 16.3 cms. There
is iny one other, small "vertical" comb known; it measures 5.4 by
3.4 cms., and comes from the Khazar fortress at Sarkel on the Den. ®
Thus, this walrus ivory comb is distinctive in both size and form,
amongst the Anglo~Saxon material.

The object was ariginally published by Goldschmidt in 1923,

when it was in the collection of Frau Tilla Durieux.®

He compared
it to the Anglo-Saxon .casket in Brunswick (pl. 692 ) and suggested
that it was of eighth or minth century date, on the basis of the
similarities between the juxtaposed cat-like creatures on one side
of the comb and in one ornamental field on the casket. However,
the other face of the comb is decorated with an interlaced ribbon
beast, whose origins are Scandinavian. The ribbon body loops in an
asymmetrical figure-of-eight shape, and is superimposed on a plain
background. Only one creature is represented, as on.the English
Urnes style bronze mounts (cat.nos.l=7), and it interlaces with it-
self. There is some contrast bétWeen broad and thin line widths,
in that an inanimate tendril, of narrower proportions than the animal

body, encircles the central portion of the serpent. The animal head

is viewed in profile, and has a pointed ear and an almond-shaped eye.
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The latter is small, as were the eyes of the créatures on the
Durham crosier head (cat.no.16) and.the Colchestér mount (cat.no.8).
The nosé is unusual, broad ‘and round-ended, but uptﬁrned as if
there was a nose extension.. The shoft.lower lip is pendant, and
terminates in a round lobe, as does the narrowing tail of'the crea-—
ture. In essence, this is an Urnes style ribbon beast from England.

Wilson acknowledges that the "lentoid eye" and the "well-
defined snake—like body" are indicative of the Urnes style, but he
assefts that the design is typical of the "Anglo-Saxon/Viking Rin-
gerike school of ornament".!® The fluent and uninterrupted ornament
lines of the creature, and the absence of the "additive principle of
composition"?? d; not support this view, but the piece was analysed
by curvature in an attempt to determine'its real affinities. When
all the é6rnament linesipresent are juxtaposed in a drawing (fig. Q )
it is immediétely apparent that the most common type of line is the
bow-shaped curve, with a varying, but continuously large-radius.
With very few éxceptions, the lines are of the same type as those
dominant in the curvature pattern of the bronze mount from Sedgefofd,
(fig.G.1) and even the Urnes church standing quadruped (fig.D.ii).
They conform with each other in the distinctive Urnes manner noted
on the above a?téfact and monument, and demonstrate that this is an
Urnes style creature.

It is thus not possible to concur with Goldschmidt that the
piece is of eighth or ninth century date. The cat-like creatures,
on .which he bases his conclusions, are '"mormal Romanesque art of

tenth/early eleventh century England" asserts Wilson.!?

They may be
compared to those animals on the London Bridge13 and Canterbury
(pl.69 ) censer covers in the British Museum, which Wilson suggests

"

are tenth-century objects.’ These early dates would coincide with

the Ringerike assignation of the other side of the comb. However,
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the arrangement of the two animals is comparable to the ornaﬁent
of several larger, single slab, ivory combs from the Continent.
An example in the Cathedral Treasury in Bamberg'!® has two similar
Romanesque animals symmetrically opposed on either side of a

central bar, and contained witliin a beaded frame, such as is found

" down the shorter sides of the field containing the ribbon beast on

the English object. Goldséhmidt dates this comb, which measures
10.5 by 11.1 cms., to the eleventh or twelfth century.16 Two combs
in Prague!’ and Siegburg'® are ornamented with Romanesque winged
dragons; on each artefact, two identical creatures are symmetrically
juxtaposed within a rectangular field. Golds¢hmidt also dates these
to the eleventh or twelfth centuries.!?®

As cat-like crea?ures occur on the Brunswick casket, the London

and Canterbury censer -covers, and the walrus ivory comb, they cannot

.be used to ascertain the date.of the latter. Since the ribbon beast

is an Urnes style creature, and the arrangement of the ornament is

reminiscent of eleventh and twelfth century continental combs, it

seems likely that éhe walrus ivory comb is an Urnes/Romanesque piece,

to be dated accordingly later- than Wilsoﬁ suggests (sée chapter nine).
Although the ornament of both faces is much worn, it was obvious-

ly an elaborate objéct, carved in deep relief. Tool marks are visible

in the recesses, but the animal -ornament itself is well finished, the

bodies of the creatures being rounded and polished. The Eomb may

have been used for a variet& of functions, either as a toilet imple-

ment, or as a hair decoration, or as a liturgical object, although

this latter usage is undocumented before the»thirteenth century.2°

It is not possible to determine the original use of the object.

A stylus addition to Royal I.E.VI (cat.no.26).

In a Gospel Book from St.Augustine's, Canterbury; which probably

dates from the late eighth or early ninth century,?! a miniature has
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later been added, painted on the reverse of one of the original
purple-dyed leaves, It shows the Evangelist Mark, and probably
dates from sometime between the late tenth and mid-eleventh century

).22  The Evangelist is contained within a rect-

(see chapter nine
angular frame, which has later been slightly impinged upon by a
stylus addition, a drawing of ‘an Urnes style ribbon beast, above
which is written, in the same hénd, P ego.23

The creature is of the Scandinavian Urnes type. It is un-
finished, as shown by the.incompleted terminal lobe below the spiral
hip and the lack of hindquarters. It also has the appearance of a
sketch, particularly when series of short, overlapping lines are
ﬁsed to produce the more difficﬁit curves of the neck and rump.
Howéver, apart from these lines, the ormament lines are fluent and
uninterrupted, the prOportiéns are elongated, the lines taper and
swell very gently; the head is seen in profile, and is characteri-
stically Scandinavian, although no eye is represented; the foot is
typical with a heel and two long toes; and the front hip is a sim
plified spiral in a widening of the body. The arrangement of the
head and neck, and the leg and foot produces an open loop, and alll
the lines have curves of a large radius. As the drawing is unfini-
shed, no loop schemes are depicted, only the major animal character-
istics. However, the incompleted terminal lobe indicates that per-
haps the hindquarters of the creature should have evolved into inter-
laced limbs of narrow line width, which would have been arranged in
interpenetrating loop schemes.

Although the design can be classified as a Scandinavian Urnes
type, it was not drawn by a Scandinavian hand. The inscription
above the animal head, P ego, and the beast are drawn by the same
English Caroline miniscule hand. This eighth/ninth century Gospel

book is an unlikely context in which to find an Urnes style drawing.
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However, it seems as if the whole of folio 30v, on which the Urnes
animal occurs, was available for sketches and unassociated free
drawings. The miniature painting of the Evangelist Mark is an
earlier addition, from about 1000-1050 (see chapter nine). The
page includes other rough additions, some pre—dating the miniature,
and difficult to discern beneath the painting, and some, like the
Urnes beast, post—dating the miniature, but not all done in the
same hand, or presumably, at the same time.

Wilson, writing about comparative material to the Trewhiddle
hoard, cites M.S.Royal 1.E.VI.2?* He draws attention to the black
and white treatment of the animals with their speckling in the
manuscript, and spéculates that the scribe was copying a metal pro-
totype, and that his black an@ white are equivalent to the metal-
workers' niello and silver. He points to other techniques, which
are derived from metalwork by way of other manuscripts, and con-
cludes: "it is an undoubted fact that there aré more elements of
metalwork in Royal 1.E.VI than in any insular manuscript illuminated
since the Book of Durrow".2® On the basis of the close connections
between the Trewhiddle hoard and the ornamentation of Royal 1.E.VI,
Wilson dates the latter to 840/850.2%5 It is necessary to enquire
whether the same relationship existed between manuscript art and the
metalwork of the period, for a later eleventh century scribe, drawing
in the same manuscript.

Since the animal ornament is so typically and distinctively
Scandinavian in character, but the work of an Englishman, it seems
likely that it is copied from a prototype. If it is compared to the
Lindholm Hdje opeﬁwork animal brooch (pl.47a), the similarities are
striking. The main animal ornament is almost identical, and in
addition, the neck and head of the creéeature form an open loop, and

meet the raised front foot of the creature. The narrow interlacing
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tendrils are missing from the manuscript sketch, and thus, so are
the interpenetrating loop schemes. However, it is easy to imagiﬁe
that the hindquarters of the c¢reature would have evolved into Urnes
patterns reminiscent of those on the Lindholm Héje brooch, and the
incomplete terminal lobe below tﬁe spiral hip provides further
evidence of this. Thus, it seems probable that the manuscript
sketch is the work of an English scribe copying the design from a
-Scandinavian openwork animal brooch, which he may have had in front
of him.

This manuscript sketch is a valuable addition to the catalogue,
since it offers a new.perspective on the Urmes style in England.
Here is an example of the style in a religious context, contained
within a religious book, drawn by a scribe who was evidently -attrac-
ted by the art of a metalwork object, and felt at gase copying it
into an English manuscript, which had derived inspiration from metal-
work patterns and techniques throughout its history. The manuscript
sketch demonstrates again that the Urnes style was a common and
acceptable style idiom in.England, and was applicable in many differ-

ent contexts and mediums.
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1Y)
2)
3)

4)
5)
6)

Chapter nine.

TheAdatipg of the Urnes style in England.

In a recent article, Wilson outlined six bases of dating,
which he defined in order of reliability thus:®
Dating by inscription;

Dating by association with a krown historical perso’nage;
Dating by association with a known historical event (i.e.
dating by political probability);

Dating by inclusion in a coin hoard§

Dating by inclusion in an archaeological stratification;
Stylistic or typological dating.

Two of the objects in the catalogue bear inscriptions, but
in neither case are they of much value in dating the pieces.

The Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no.l13) has two inscriptions,
of which only one is legible. Written in Roman characters, it
has been translated: "Aedvwen owns me, may the Lord own her. May
the Lord curse the man who takes me from her, unless she gives
me of her own free will". The second inscription is a cryptic
script, possibly used for magical purposes.?

Sgcondly, above the ribbon beast added to folio 30v, as MS.
Royal 1.E.VI (cat.no.26) is written P ego in an English Caroline
miniscule hand, with the P appearing as a decorated capital.

The animal and the inscriptién are done by the same hand.®

The inscription itself gives no information about the date of the
drawing, but as it is a diétinctive and skilful script, it may
help in a discernment of the date of the animal ornament. The

page on which the Urnes beast is drawn is itself an addition.

"It is a miniature painted én the reverse of one of the purple-

dyed leaves of a Gospel Book from St.Augustine's, Canterbury,
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which probably dates from the late eighth/early ninth century."
It shows the Evangelist Mark, enthroned in an arched, curtained
tabernacle, and holding, with both hands, a scroll, held by the
hand oflGod above, and winding right down to the bottom of the
picture. Temple notes that "iconographically, the picture is
unusual and without close parallel among Evangelist portraité".5
However, seated figures holding long, curling scrolls are found
in Canterbury manuscripts of the early eleventh century; and
the "dynamic style" is also typical of Canterbury manuscripts
from the late tenth to the mid-eleventh century. The date of
the added miniature is controversial, although it seems likely
to have been painted sometime between the late tenth and mid-
eleventh eentury. Temple speculates that it was added about
1000, but Hpmburger, with perhaps as much justification, assigns
‘it to about 1050.°

The Urnes drawing and the inscription post—date the minia-
ture because the stylus grooves that form them cut into the pig=
* mént of the rectangular frémg surrounding the Evangelist.Mark.
There are other additions on the same page, including a rough

reproduction of an Evangelist's head, drawn in a different hand

from the ribbon beast. Some stylus grooves apparently pre-date
the .pigment too, but they are difficult to discern. Since the
whole page has so many subsequent additions, it is possibly only
a sketch.

Thus, the inscription and the Urnes creature were added
sometime after 1000, and maybe after 1050. As the script of P
ego is so clear, it may be possible to find parallels for it in
other manuscripts. It has been tentatively suggested that a
similar hand wrote in some charters, also from St.Augpstine's,
Canterbury, dated from the mid- to late eleventh century.7 It

is fairly certain that the page is a Canterbury work. The
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inscription does not provide any close dating, but indicates that
this stylus addition probably dates from the mid- to seéond half
of the eleventh century.

The Durham crosier head (cat.no.l6) has long been associated
with Rannulph Flambard, Bishop of Durham from 1099 - 1128.°%
However, recent -investigations into the post—-Conquest burials in
Durham cathedral chapter house have revealed thgt the grave in
which the crosier was found'is not likely to have been Flambard's
(see appendix E). The object can thus no longer be associated
with a known historical personage.

It is clear that the Norman Conquest of 1066 greatly affected
the sculptural art of the period, but how far one can date the
metalwork on the same basis remains uncertain. Wilson maintains
that most of the Urnes material in England has ; terminus ante quem
of 1066.° The basis of this theory is that tﬂe "ex-Vikings",
that is, the Normans 6f late eleventh and twelfth century England,
rediscovered their Scandinavian heritage of up to three centuries
earlier to produce such a fine-work as the Norwich capital (cat.
no.21). As Green points-.out, this is not a credible explanation.!®
However, it evidently arises as an attempt to explain the surpris-
ingly late date of the Norwich piece.

Norwich became the head of the East Anglian see in 1095, at
which time it had no suitable cathedral church. Bishop Herbert
bégan the building, and tﬁe-church was apparently so far advanced
by September 1101 that it could be consecrated for divine service.
However, it was still unfinished when Herbert died in 1119, and his
successor, Everard de Montgomery, is reported to have continued the
building work.!? The capital is thus presumably later than 1101,
and probably not later than 1150 as it was part of the original
fabric of the church. Zarnecki dates the Norwich capital to 1130-

1140 on comparative, stylistic grounds.!? He notes the similari-
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ties between the Norwich sculpture_and a font in St.Jamesﬂ church,
Reading,'?® (which was originally the clustered capital of a cloister
pier), and believes tﬁat the two objects were contemporary.

Reading church was begun in 1121, and the cloisters were decorated
between 1125 and 1140. In addition, jhesnotes the influence of the
Reading squlptufes'on the.so-calied Herefordshire school of sculp-
ture, ‘the chief monument. of which,'Shobdon,I" was built before 1143
on documentary evidénce, indicating a date prior to this for the
Norwich and Reading works. ‘The 1130 date is reached through compa-
rison with manuscript illumination. Zarnecki maintains that the
flat, linear style of some early twelfth centu?y designs is based on
their derivatiéon from manuscript érnament; and Whittingham has also
suggested that the Norwich Urnes pattefn may have been based on a
manuscript desig‘n.15 The Reading font has a similar design to the
MSS. of St.Albans, which is dated to about'1130.v This dating has
been widely accepted on stylistic grouﬁds, and there is no reason to
differ here.

Much sculpture was being carved in the first half of the twelfth
century, but very ‘little is recognisably Urnes stfle. In East Anglia,
a culturally cénservative.region because of its éituation away from
the main routes of inland cdﬁmunﬁcation, the survival of chndinavi;n
taste, even as late as 1140, should not be unexpected.16 This survi-
' val was accompanied by the flat, linear style.of carving of Viking
origin, but produced by native masons in the twelfth qentury.17 A§
Zarnecki shows, the Norwich capital is only one of a group of diverse
designs, perhaps carved by tﬁe same man who later carved the Prior's.
door at Ely, where the flat style also prevailed, but which is basic-;
'.ally "typically Eng‘lish“.is The clear Urnes ﬁattern of.the Norwich -
capital lends to it a singularity; but in fact, the object has

associations with much other Anglo-Norman sculpture, on stylistic and
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technical grounds, and possibly even in terms of its carver, and

the workshop that produced it. In the light of this evidence,

it seems that the Norwich capital is not to be associated with a
revival of Viking taste by the Normans in England, but séen as the
work of an East Anglian carver, using a Scandinavian theme in an
area where such traditions continued. Consequently, it is not true
to say on the grounds that Wilson does that the Urnes material in -
England necessarily post—-dates the Norman Conquest, although the
sculpture associated with Norman churches obviously post—dates that
major historical evént of 1066.

Unfortunately, very little evidence is available concerning the
dates of the other Urnes sculptures in England. The Jevington
cgrving (cat.no.20) was discovered in a stone chest in the church in
1785, when the second stage of the belfry was refloored.!® The
tower which is the oldest part of the present church dates from the
mid-tenth century, and may have served not only as a place of worship,
but as a watchtower or a refuge against Danish invasions. Its
unusual width and the extreme thickness of the walls indicate this
purpose. The construction of the rest of the church was a gradual
process. Thus the Urnes carving,.on historical grounds, can.only be
dated to later than about 950.

Controversy surrounds the dating of the Southwell and Hovering-
ham tympana (cat.nos.24 and 23). The Southwell carving is re-used
as a door lintel in the present Minster, which was begun by Thomas II
who was Archbishop from 1108 to 1114.2° The lintel is incorporated
into an early twelfth century wall of the north transept of the
Minster, thus providing a terminus post quem for the piece. On this

. basis, Kendrickzguggests that it is improbable that it is later than
1050, for it was fzrob_o,-bl,j,l, transferred to its present position from the
emrUéhEb@ﬁ#H@ﬂdéh by the early elgventh century had become a place of

pilgrimage, owing to its containing the relics of St.Eadburgh.zz)
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Later, Archbishop Kinsius (1050-60) 23 gave bells to Southwell, and
his successor, Ealdred, founded prebends and built the first refec-
tory for the canons. Thus, by the Norman Conquest, a collegiate
foundation was fully established. All the evidence suggests that
the early church was a building of fine workmanship, although
nothing remains of it today.?2"

Moe, in particular, refers to the dating of the Southwell
carving.2® He believes that the Hoveringham and Southwell works
were carved before the Norman Conquest, and connects them with the
"growth of Christianity" and the "cult of St.Michael" about 1000.
He draws attention to the undoubted connections with Normandy before

the Conquest,26

to show that early eleventh century Romanesque
influences in England are quite probable; and refers to the "distinctly
Danish" character of the area at the time, curiously linking this
observation with the fact the King Edgar gave Archbiship Askatel of '
York the manor of Southwell in the early eleventh century, and that‘

Askatel is a Danish name.?’

He concludes that, as the Southwell and
Hoveringham carvings agree iﬁ both style and composition, they may be
the works of the same artist, or at least, of the same school; &and
that on the basis of the historical evidence from Southwell, they
probably date from prior to 1020. This would make them amongst the
"earliest Urnes monuments known', which involves important reper-
cussions about the origins of the style.?2®

The evidence for this early date is most tenuous. The pieces
are 56 similar that Moe is probably correct in asserting that they
must be roughly contemporary. However, the association of them with
an "intellectual invasion, a cultural wave" in about 1000 is purely
hypothe;ical; and the connection between the "cult of St.Michael" and

the Normans and Scandinavian people cannot be substantiated.?® The

Southwell and Hoveringham sculptures are related to a group of repre-
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sentations of St.Michael and the dragon and similar subjects.
These are found concentrated in Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and
Leicestershire and normally incorporate some Scandinavian—derived
features. Zarnecki suggests that the tympanum from Water
Stratford, - Buckinghamshire, which is analogou$s with the Southwell

and Hoveringham works, is an early twelfth century piece.? For

this, and for othér technical reasons, Zarnecki dates the two
Nottinghamshire carvings to after the Conquest. In addition,
Galbraith demonstrates the affinities between the style of the
Hoveringham tympanum,-particulafly the flanking figures, and the
figures on the crossing capitals at Southwell Minster,®! which are
generally dated to 1120, and have always been regarded as post-
Conquest. 32 The.arrangement'of the flanking figures on the Hover-—

ingham tympanum is repeated on other post—Conquest tympana; such as

3 34

those at Tissington®?® and Findern.

The only factual historical evidence relating to the Southwell
and Hoveringham tympana is that Ehe Southwell work is built into an
early twelfth century wall. - Perhaps its prominent position in the
new Minster indicates that it was a recent and fashionable piece in

1108, and thus, deserved preservation, whén other carved stones

were used as base material in the rebuilding.3° However, most sig-

nificantly, the Southwell and Hoveringham sculptures are not isolated

phenomena, which they would be were they as early in date as 1020,

but are associated stylistically with the Urnes material in England,

and with the twelfth centufy Romanesque representations of St.Michael

and the dragon, and are thus, almost certainly, post—-Conquest

carvings.

Two of the metalwork objects were found in association with coin

hoards. The Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no.l13) was turned up by
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the plough in 1694 in a lead casket with about a hundred silver
coins of William the Conquerer, five heavy gold rings, and a plain
silver dish. The deposition date of the hoard is found to be, by
coin association, before 1088, and thus, the brooch was produced
before 1088.3% However, it'is not "safe to date it to the late

7 it may also be

tenth or early eleventh century" as Wilson says;®
a post—Conquest object, on the evidence of the coin hoard alone.
The silver fragments from London (cat.no.18) were almost certainly
found with a coin hoard, which was deposited about 1066 (see appen-
dix F).

Wilson's fifth basis of dating is by inclusion in an archaeo-
logical stratification. Very little of the material in the cata-
logue has been found in a stratified context. Of the Urnes style
bronze mounts, only two were found in archaeological layers, but in
both cases the context was of no value for dating. The Tynemouth
mount (cat.no.6) was féﬁnd in a thirteenth—century level in the
sacristy of Tynemouth priory;3® and the Lincoln mount (cat.no.7)
was a residual find, in a medieval rubbish pit.3° The best strati-
fied object is the Northampton animal head terminal (cat.no.l4),
which was found in a pit with pottery of late Saxon date, and lay
sealed beneath the rampart of iNorthampton castle, probably built
before 1100.*°

Finally, Wilson suggests that objects can be dated on stylistic
and typological evidence. Thié is certainly the least reliable
dating method, and is particularly difficult when a corpus of mafer-
ial has not oﬁe fixed dating point. In chapter five, it was found
that the Scandinavian material of the Urnes style was being produced
as early as 1020, notably on runestones in Eastern Sweden. There
is no evidence to suggest that English Urnes material dates from the

first half of the eleventh century."! The stylistic study of

172


http://cat.no
http://cat.no
http://cat.no
http://cat.no

English metalwork in chapter six revealed that the Durham crosier
head (cat.no.16) was probably an early example, due to the simpli-
city of the design and a minimal influence discernible from the
Ringerike tradition. 1In addition, the study of the documentary
evidence concerning graves in Durham chapter house (see appendix E)
indicates that the object is not Bishop Flambard's, which suggests
that it is pre-1099, as it is most unlikely to be post-1128 on the

stylistic evidence."?

If the crosier belonged, as it now seems,
to either Bishop Walcher or Bishop Carileph, then it can be dated

to between 1071 and 1096."%3

The silver fragments from London (cat.no.l18) cased a Scandina-
vian object and were probably found with a coin hoard deposited in
1066. They aré fully evolved examples of the Scandinavian Urnes
style, and show that imports of the style arrived in England before
the Conquest; and by comparison with the Durham crosier head, that
the style was probably transmitted from Scandinavia to England.
Objects showing Ringerike influences, those from Mildenhall (cat.
10.10), Hammersmith (caf«no.iQ) and Mottisfont (cat.no.l7) may also
be earlier examples, perhaps dating from the first half of or the
mid-eleventh century. The Mottisfont stirrup is typologically

uninformative."*"

The Sutton, Isle of Ely brooch (cat.no.l13) glso
shows some Ringerike influences and is certainly pre-1088 on coin
evidence.

The stylus addition to Royal 1.E.VI (cat.no.26) was probably
copied from a Scandinavian object. It may be an earlier example
of the style, and was probably dtawn'when Scandinavian Urnes objects
were most seen in England, sometime after 1050. It is possible
that the Colchester mount (cat.no.8), which is closest to the Scan-

dinavian style among.the English metalwork except for the Pitney

brooch, was also manufactured in this period.
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The Wisbech mount (cat.no.9) is based on the style of the
Colchester mount, but the irregular loop schemes indicate less
dependence on the Scandinavian versioms. It is similar in style
to the Jevington carving (cat.no.zo); and the meandering tracery
on the Kirkburn capitals (cat.no.22), built, as Kendrick says,
into the "fabric of an eleventh century Northumbrian church","®
may also be stylistically associated with these objects. A date
somewhere in the last quarter of the eleventh century is suggested,
in the absence of other evidence.

The English Urnes style bronze mounts (cat.nos.l=7) and the
Ixworth mount (cat.no.ll) are probably roughly contemporary, on
- stylistic grounds alome. These objects are envisaged as revealing
a parallel development in the style to the Urnes objects of English -
manufacture. They too may be seen as products of the latter part
of the eleventh century.

The Northampton animal head terminal (cat.no.l4) is dated by
archaeological stratification to pre-1100. On stylistic evidence,
the Sussex éerminal (cat.no.15) may be as late as the twelfth
century. The Hoveringham and Southwell tympana (cat.nos.23 and 24),
as has been shown, probably date from the early twelfth century.
Finally, the similarities between the Pitney brooch (cat.no.l12) and
the Norwich capital (cat.no.21) suggest that they, too, are roughly
contemporary, dating to the second quarter of the twelfth century.

Actual dating evidence of the Urnes material in England is
negligible, and stylistic dating alone is always falliblef None-
theless, taking all the evidenhce together, it seems that the Urnes
period in England can be dated very generally to between the mid-
eleventh century and the second quarter of the twelfth century.
However, as the transitional Ringerike/Urnes pieces show, and the
Anglo-Norman sculptures with Urnes influences indicate, these are,

at best, only basic dating brackets. The Urnes phase in England

174


http://cat.no
http://cat.no
http://cat.no
http://cat.no
http://cat.nos.23
http://cat.no

differs substantially from that in Scandinavia, not least
because whereas in Scandinavia, the style was widely embraced
and the most popular artistic fashion of the period, in England,
although the style was more popular than has been hitherto
recognised, it was always only one possible artistic expression
in current use, out of several. The late.daté of the Norwich
capital, and its singularity amongst twelfth-century Anglo-
Norman sculpture, some of which may have been carved by the same
man who pro&uced the Norwich work,"® indicate that the style may
not have been in continual use, as it certainly was for a period

in Scandinavia."?

The dating brackets of the English Urnes
period are, thus, necessarily vague, and even more conclusive
dating evidence may not overcome this problem. Stylistic dating.

of the English Urnes material is perhaps even less reliable thanl

usual, and its limitations must be emphasised.
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Chag;er ten.

The stylistic and chromological relationship_gf the

Irish Urnes material to the English.

There is considérably more material in Ireland that can be
considered in terms of the Urnes style than there is in England.

In addition, in contrast to the English material, which is both
secular and ecclesiastical, the Irish material, with the excep-
tion of the trial pieces is all unequivecally ecclesiastical.

It occurs in all media, on bore and slafe trial pieces, on metal-
work, in manuscripts, on high crosses and other stone carving,

and in twelfth century Romanesque decoration. The finest expres-
sion of the Irish Urnes style is undoubtedly to be found on metal-
work, on such_pieces as the cross of Cong (pls.75=77).

Henry has suggested that the Urnes style in Ireland represents
the reintroduction of a traditional form of Irish animal ox.;nament.1
It is notable that, until this late period, Scandinavian influences
made little impact on Irish art, far léss so than they did in
England. This may be partly éxplained by a lack of integration
between the Scandinavian settlers and the local population, since
settlers in the Norse towns did not disperse through.the country in
the same way as they seem to have done in ﬁngland. It may also be
partly explained by the lack, as yet, of many finds of tenth century
material. However, the independent form of earlier Irish ornament
indicates that, in the earlier period, Irish arﬁ was in no way sub-
jugated to Scandinavian taste, and this tendency seems to ﬁave con-
tinued.

For example, although there is a recognisable Ringerike style
phase in Ireland, it is different from its counterparts in Scandinavia
and England. The Ringerike style standing quadrupeds of the Vang
stone and the St.Paul's stone are entirely absent in Ireland. Instead,
ribbon beasts predominate, and are usually arranged in opeﬁ loop com--
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positions. In this, the Irish Ringerike style approaches .the
Urnes style ornament. Faries maintains that in Ireland, the
Ringerike style did mot penetrate into the workshops much before
Ufnes style influences becamé felt, and that the two styles lived
side by side for a considgrable period.2 Thus, mature Ringerike
foliage is to be found occasionally in twelfth century ornament
of the Urnes style, as on the Doorty cross, Kilfenora, Co.Cl_are.3

The trial pieces from Dublin, which are connected with Norse work-
shops, are closest in style to the Scandinavian Ringerike type,

but even in this caée, traditional Irish motifs, such as the double
contouring of the animal bodies, are retained. The Ringerike

style design of the Dublin -bone trial piece E71:708 (pl.78 ) is

found in metalwork on the book shrine for the Cathach,“ which suggests
that trial piece designs were transferred to other media which was
made in monastic workshops.® The Irish elements in the trial piece
designs secured their appeal to craftsmen outside the Norse towns.
‘Thus, thé Irish Ringerike style is clearly distinguishable from the
Scandinavian style, while the English material bears a much closer
similarity with Scandinavian ornament.

This independence of style is also manifested in the Urnes
phase in Ireland. At times, the Irish style becomes so far removéd
from the Scandinavian that, unlike in England, the term "Urnes style"
'hardly_seems appropriate. Farnes has recently completed a thesis
on the Urnes material in Ireland,1and.thus, a lengthy discussion is
not intended here.® However, an analysis of the ornament on some
of the major Irish works should reveal to what extent the concept of
the Urnes stylistic phase is applicable in Ireland, and provide a
basis for a comparison with the Engiish style.

.Farnes differentiates between the early, mature and late styli-
stic phases, of the style in Ireland, which three groups, she main-

tains, correspond also to a chronological development of the style.7

177



In the early phase, the étyle occurs fiostly on trial pieces and
some metalwork. In the mature phase, the style is found on the
majority of the metalwork, in manuscripts, and on some high cfosses;
and in the late or degenerate phase, the style occurs on some high
crosses and in twelfth century Romanesque church decoration.

Thus, the leading medium of the metalwork falls into Farnes'
early and mature phases. .The crosiers constitute the largest
group amoﬁgst the Irish metalwork, although their form differs from
that of the Durham crosier head. The Irish crosiers were origi-
. nally the shriné for a relic, and became.an important piece of in-
signia for ecclesiastics in the eleventh century. On the Lismore
crosier, (pls.79-80)dated from 1090-1113,° the ornament is found on
a series of;ﬁaﬂéls. The animals, aé on the central knop, are
either arranged in symmetrical pairs or appear as single animals,
and they are intertwined with a finer interlace formed of their
body extensions. Thus, there is a contrast between the broader
and thinner line widths, in which the thimner ribbons form a back-
ground to the broader, ribbon éhaped animal bodies. However, this
motif can be noted in Irish manuscripts, and on Irish metalﬁork and
stone-carving, from the eighth century through to the twelfth.® 1In
addition, the animals are not of a recognisable Scandinavian Urnes
type. They are very stylised, but although they have no double
contours or naturalistic limbs with long claws; as is normal for
the traditional Irish animal motif, they do resemble the traditional
type of Irish beast. Nevertheless, thefcomposition of the loop
patterns formed by.the finer ribbons is reminiscent of the Scandi-
navian Urnes style, rather than of earlier Irish.interlace. On the
beil of St.Patrick's Will, (pl. 81 ) which may be the product of the

10 the Lismore type

same school or workshop as the Lismore crosier,
of animal appears on two sides, but elsewhere, the animal bodies

form a symmetrical network of thin ribbons. Although this network
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is based on a figure—-of-eight loop pattern, the regularity of the
design sﬁows an Irish influence. The constant repetition of the
figure-of-eight resulgé in a loss of vitality, and the zoomorphic
character of the ribbons is of secondary importance to the deco-
rative impact of the design. Two of the animals' hindquarters
form scroll shapes, a design which has a long tradition in Ireland,
but they terminate in subtriangular hip joints, common on Scandi-
navian ﬁrnes animals. Thus, the combination of Irish and Scandi-
navian elements produces a distinctly Irish version of the style.

The -Shrine of St.Lachtin's arm, (pl. 82 ) which is dated to
1118-1121,! has eight,long, ornamented plaques on it, each decora-
ted with a diff;rent composition. The heads of the creatures
display both Scandinavian and traditional Irish elements. Some of
the animals are quadrupeds, while others terminate in scrolls.

The combat motif is depicted, and some creatures are involved in
the biting act, although this, too, is a traditional Irish motif,!?2
On some panels, the zoomerphic character is only Suggestéd'by the
animal heads, and the impression, tﬁen, is one almost of "regular
knotwork".'3 On the centre of the arm shrine is a broad panel
decorated with an openwork, zoomorphic frieze, in which the broader
animal bodies are intertwined with thinmer creatures arranged into
large, circular loops. However, the loops are connected by long,
straight passages, sb that the animal bodies, as Farnes maintains,
form approximate N-shapes.'* This loop scheme becomes a character-—
istic of the mature Urnes phase, and is espegially prevalent on
stonework.

The tendency on these pieces then is towards a gradual styli-
sation of the animal form$, so that in some cases, the zoomorphic
character is confined to the animal head and the _body termination,
and the regular interlace pattern is predominant. However, the

formal composition is usually based on the figure-of-eight design,
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although the contrast detween broad and thin line widths is
diminished.

On the cross of Cong, (pls.75-77 ) which is both a proces-
sional cross and-a.reliTwuyﬁwcontrast between broad and thin
line widths becomes a contrast between a limbed animal and a ser-
pént. As in Scandinavia, the thinner serpents form independent
loop patterns. This phase corresponds to Farnes' mature Irish
Urnes period, and is fouﬁd in manuscript decoration, on high crosses,
and on metalwork.

The front of the cross is divided up into separate panels, each
of which is decorated either with two animals arranged as a symme-
trical pair, or with a single animal. On the reverse of the cross,
similar animals are depicted, but they form a continuous frieze, and
are not contained within panels. These creatures are intertwined
with thinner elements, which are either ribbon extensions emerging
from their own tails, or are independent, serpentine creatures. The
Scandinavian origins of the ornament are to be traced in the composi-
tion of the thinner line widths of the serpents' bodies, which are
arranged into figure-of-eight or multiloop schemes, and whiéh form a
contrast with the broader line widths. Some .of the animal heads
betray an Urnes influence, as do the subtriangular hip joints which
terminate most of the serpentine bodies. In.addition, the depth of
the relief, especially én éhe reverse side, suggests an influence
from the Scandinavian style.

The act of biting is occasionally represented, but this is
common to both the Scandinavian Urnes style and to earlier Irish art.
The loop schemes form a regular and disciplined background to the
major animal ornament, and reflect the Irish taste for symmetry, so
that the emphasis is on the décorative aspect -of the design, rather
than on. the organic quality of the animal ornament. The limbed
animals constantly vary in presentation, although they are all of

o
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the same type (see pl.77b ). As Henry asserts, they are "remini-
scent of eighth century animal-decoration" in Ireland.!® Thus, on
the cross of Cong, the distinctively Irish version of the Urnes
style finds a clear expression on one of the finest objects of the
period. Henry suggests that the view that the cross is the producf
of a very traditional milieu is reinforced by the use of discs of

16 How—

yellow and red chamlevé enamel on ﬁhe reverse of the cross.
ever, the Scandinavian influence on the ornament should not be under-
estimated. The loop schemes, in particular, manifest thig influence,
dgspite the dictates of the Irish insular tradition, which would com
compose all ribbons into regular interlace patterns.

ihe cross of Cong is dated by its inscription to between 1127
and 1136,'7 and Farnes associates it stylistically with a group of

1% the mount from Holy-

metalwork which includes St.Manchan's shrine,
cross abbey, (pl.83 ), the shrine for the Book of Dimma,?® and an
unprovénanced, openwork finial,?® all of which, she suggests, méy
also date from the second quarter of the twelfth c:iantury.z'1 Moe
suggested that the loop schemes on the cross of Cong may have influ-
enced the later Qerks of the rune-master, i;pir.z2 On hypothetical
and stylistic grounds alone, Moe dates apir's working lifetime to
between 1070 and 1100.23 However, the inscription of the cross of
Cong deems Moé's thesis untenable, unless the later phase of the
Scandinavian Urnes style occurred well into the.twelfth century.
Fafnes maintains that this is the case, and that, therefore, mature
Irish Urnes style worké may have influenced the later style in Scan-

2% On reviewing the evidence for dating the Scandinavian

dinavia.
Urnes style (see chapter five), it seems unlikely that Irish art
would have influenced Scandinavian art in any major way at such a

late stage in the life of the style.

Thus, Farnes differentiates between the early and mature phases
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of the Irish Urnes style, which are manifested particularly clearly
on the metalwork material. In the early phase, the animals are
entwined with thinner ribbons, which are formed of the extensions
of their own limbs and tails. The English Urnes style bronze
mounts also follow this péttern. In the mature phase, the animals
are entwined with separate, independent serpentine creatures, so
that tﬁe contrast of'broader and thinner line widths is also a con-
- trast between broader and thinner animal forms. This adheres to
the pattern of the classic Scandinavian Urnes style. Amongst the
material d15cu§sed.above, the Lismore crosier best representsthe
early phase, and the cross of Cong, the ﬁature phase. With the
shrine for the Sook of Dimmé,zs which probably dates to about the
middle of the twelfth century,?® thei.use of Urnes st&le decoration
on Irish metalwork seems fp come to an abrupt end, although the
style continues to be found in manuscripts, on high crosses, and in
Romanesque church degoration.

Largely speaking, manusctipt illumination of the twelfth century
shﬁws.the same tendencies as the metalwork, ﬁut belongs, almost
exclusively, to the mature Irish Urhes phase. 'However, the manu-
scripts of this period are very conservative, in‘that they closely
follow Irigh traditions, established from thé eighth century onwards,
in both the layout of the works, and the types of initials used; and
decoratively, this conservatism is expressed in the further adapta-
tion of the Urnes style elements to an Irisﬂ ornamental idiom.

In the manuscript Rawlinson MS.B502 folio 80 (pl.84a ) there is
a large initial composed of a' three—-legged creature of typical Irish
-type,'with a double contoured body and clawed feet. It is entwined
with thinner.gerpents,-Which form very irregular, figure—of-eight
loop patterns. H&wever, the loops tend to be open; circular and

fluent, and there is a contrast between the broader ribbon beast, -and
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the thinnér, serpentine forms. On the whole, the page is closer
to Irish than Scandinavian ornament; with the Urnes influences
minimised. This move away from Scandinavian influences is aiso
to be seen in the manuscripts Liber Hymmnorum (an part) MS.A.2

(pl. 84b ); ‘Harley MS.1802;27 and the gospel book MS.122,32®

The undated '"Corpus Missal" (MS.282) (pl.86a) contains all

the major elements of the Irish Urnes style in its ornamentation,
as they appear on the cross of Coﬁg. Again, the animals are of a
traditional Irish type; although they are slightly more naturalistic
than the distorted creatures in Rawlinson MS.B502, and its associa-
ted group. Some of the animal bodies are arranged into N-shapes
(pl. 86a). This arrangement has a long tradition im Irish art,
although it should be noted that it also appears on the Bjdlstad
door in Norway (pl. 61 ). kound the "Corpus Missal' animals are
filiform serpents, which form regular and symmetrical patterns of
figures—of-eight. The heads of the serpénts are viewed from above
and have large bulbous eyes, although they are not reminiscent -of
the English Urnes type of head. The long, straight passages in the
N-shaped animal bodies are repeated in the loop schemes formed of
the serpent bodies, and result in a loss of vitality in the animal
ornament. Thus, although the designs display Urnes tendencies,
particularly in the figure-of-eight loop schemes, the overall pattern
with its extreme stylisation of the animal forms, draws mainly on
insular manuscript traditioms. This stylisation is carried one
stage further than it was on the metalwork of the mature Irish Urnes
phase, represented by the cross of Cong. There are several other
manuscripts which can be associated with the "Corpus Missal" inclu;
diné the Psalter, Cotton MS. Galba AV;2® the Consolatione of Boethius
MS.LXXVIII, 1.9;30 the "Roslyn Missal" MS.18.5.19 (ex A.6.12);°! the

"Coupar Angus'" psalter, MS.Pal.Lat.65 (pl. 85 ), and the Book of
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Leinster MS.H.2.18.(pl.86b ).

Farnes maintains that the manuscripts can be divided into
two phases, the first of which dates from approximately the first
half of the twelfth century, and the second group dates from the
second and third quarters of the twelfth century.32? The first
phase includes Ringerike foliage amongst mature Irish Urnes style
elemén;s, and is represented by the Rawlinsen MS.B502. The
second phase, which corresponds to the mature Irish Urnes phase
found on the cross of Cong and in the "Corpus Missal", differs
from the first phase, as far as the animal ornament is concerned,
in that the creatures are less distorted, a new type of serpent
head with large, bulbous eyes is introduced, and the loop pattern,
formed of serpent bodies, is more regular and more stylised, and
always expresses a clear figure—of-eight design, althougﬂ the loops
are connected by long, straight passages, which contribute towards
the almost knotwork effect of interlace.

The Irish high crosses of this period, with Urnes decorationm,
also belong to the mature Irish Urnes phase, (with the one exception
of the Doorty cross at Kilfenora,) and Farnes maintains that they
‘were all cgrved-within the second quarter of the twelfth century,ja \\\
although oply the market cross at Tuam, Co.Galway (pl.87 ) can be |

fairly reliably dated, to between 1126 and 1152, 3% Stylistically
and chronologically, the group of high crosses is associated with
the mature Irish Urnes metalwork, but, as on the Tuam cross (pl.87 )
the animal ornament shows a tendency towards degeneration. The loop
patterns formed by the thinner, serpentine bodies are more repeti-
tious and symmetrical on the high crosses ;Han on the metalwork. The
market ¢ross at Glendalougﬁ, Co.Wicklow, 3% for instance, displéys
this repetitiousness. The N-shaped bodies of the animals have been

extended, so that the length of the straight passages 'is increased,
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and consequently, the distance between the loops is also increased,
producing a further stylisation of the animal forms, and heighten-
ing-the effect of interlace. In spite of the frequent figure-of-
eight basis for the loop patterns, the conmnections with the Scan-
dinavian Urnes style seem remote indeed.

The badly eroded St.Patrick's cross from Cashel, Tipperary3® -
does; however, display elements which are closer to the Scandinavian
style, and in this, it cannot be related to the .other crosses. .The
broader line widths forming the bodies of at least three animals are
entwined with thinner ribbons,. arranged in open, figure-of;eight
loop schemes, as opposed to the "regular knotwork" effect on most of
the other crosses. In addition, the design is asymmetrical, and
thus, not repetitious. It is reminiscent of the design on Urnes
stave church itself, which the other crosses certainly are not. How—
ever, thé long, straight passages incorporated into the ornament
betray the Irish iﬁfluences on the monument. The Cashel sfone
sarcophagus (pl. 88a) expresses a similar relationship to the Scandi-
navian style, as the St.Patrick's cross. The . thinner ribbons form
irregular patterns, based on the figure-of-eight loop scheme, and

7 Nonetheless,

are reminiscent of some of apir's later carvings.?®
the major animals are of a traditional Irish type, and are again
arranged into N—sﬁapes. The high relief of the Cashel sarcophagus
should also be noted as indicative of the Scandinavian tradition.
The degeneration of the Irish Urnes style noted on the Tuam
and Glendalough crASses continues when the style is used in Roman-
esque church decoration, probably from about the qiddle of the
twelfth century onwards.3® Indeed, often the term "Urnes style"
hardly seems appropriate for the assemblage of influences manifested

on most Romanesque church sculpture. For example, the window at

Annaghdown abbey, Co.Galway (pl.88b ) displays degemerate Iri;h
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Urnes style influences in the large serpent, with the type of
head that emerged particularly during the mature Irish Urnes phasé
in manuscripts; mature Irish Urnes influences in the patterns
formed by the thinner ribbons, which are also separate, serpentine
creatures; and distinctly Rcménesque influenées, based on English
and Continental models, in the foliage, and the geometric and
chevron ornament. This assemblage of influencés, which becomes
common in Romanesque church decoration, makes stylistic classifi-
cation, and dafing on typological'grounds, a difficult, if not
impossible, exercise. Interestingly, Urnes style influences do
not appear on some of the earliest Irish Romanesque churches, guch
as Cormac's chapel, Cashel, dated to between 1127 and 1134.38

There are several striking contrasts between the Irish and the
English Urnes style material. There is comsiderably moré Irish
material than English, and although it is true that in recent years
several English Urnes style .objects have been diécovered, and that
there is undoubtedly a corpus of English material which should not:
be dismissed as isolated examples of the styie in England, it is
completel& outnumbered by the objects in Ireland, where the Urnes
.style was evidently a major, artistic movement on a large, national
scale. In Ireland, the style is amply represented in all media.
In England, although the picture is constantly changing with new.
discoveries, the true English Urnes style is only found on metalwork,
and Urnes style influences are most prevalently found on metalwork
too. The style is poorly represented in sculpture, and there is
only one example of it in ivory, and only one in manuscript illqmina—
tiom. In Ireland, the style is unequivocally the province.of the
ecclesiastical world. In England, the ecclesiastical connections
are less evident, and several.of the pieces pfobably served secular

functions. Perhaps because of its connections with the Church,

186



generally speaking, the Irish style occurs on more sumptuous
objects, an& displays more intricate technical achievements in the
use of precious stones, metals, niello and enamel.

The Irish material can be considerably more closely dated than
the English, or indeed, the Scandinavian. - In addition, early, ‘
mature and degenerate phases of the style can be defined stylisti-
cally, and seem to correspond to a'chronological progression; and
the stylistic distinction is also a distinction between the media,
so that, for instance, trial pieces belong to the early phase, and
metalwork never belongs to the late, degenerate phase. Although
it is possible to define stylistic phases in England, i.e. English
ﬁrnes style, and Urnes style of English manufacture; the absence of
dating evidence makes the establishient of a chronology for the
material a hazardous task. Faced with the lack of dated objects?
it is necessary to be most cautious about typological deductioné,
particularly with regard to the issue of whether degenerate examples
of the style are necessarilyllate.

Stylistically, the Irish version of the style is further
removed from its Scandinavién origins than the English. It draws
more extensively from traditional Irish ornament, particularly in
the forms of the animal motifs themselves, which have few, if any,
similarities with Scandinavian Urnes animals. ‘Nonetheless, the loop
schemes, particularly of the mature phase, cannot have resulted solely
from the Irish indigenous traditioﬁ, for they have no predecessors in:
Irish interlace patterns, although, even here, Scandinavian influences
are modified to suit Irish taste. However, to have broader and
thinner line widths repfesented by separate, broader and thinner
animal forms, is an innovation in twelfth century Irish ornament. It
may be that the closer relationship of the English style to the Scan-

dinavian results from the likely earlier appearance of the style in
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England, while the style was still popular in Scandinavia. Some
stylistic evidence to support this may be drawn from the fact that
in the early phase of the Irish style, dated by the Lismore cfosier,
animals tend to be entwined with thinner ribbon extensions, which
emerge from their own limbs and tails, as is the manner of the
English Urnes style animals. This stylistic evidence may also
support the theory that the Urnes style reached Ireland by way of
England. The late appearance of the style in Ireland is rather
confounding, particularly since Norse colonies in Ireland in the
eleventh century are well knownm. However, as Fuglesang Suggest:s,'39
the Norman-éonquest may have resulted in the emigration of many
Scandinavian settlers from southern England, where the Normans were
strongest, to Ireland. The comparative lack of Urnes style objects
from the south of England would seem to support this. If this was

- the case, then the version of the Urnes style which they would have
taken. with them would have been the English version, in which ani-
mals are entwined with their own tail and limb extensions, and that
precisely corresponds with Farnes'.méjor distinction of the early
Irish Urnes phase. The absence of a classic Ringerike phase in
Ireland may also result from the féct that during the Irish Ringer-
ike-pefiod at the end of the eleventh éentury, the Urnes style was
already fully developed in England. Thus, the Irish Ringerike mate-—
rial corresponds stylistically with the transitional Ringerike/Urnes
phases in England and Scandinavia, as on the book shrines for the
Cathach and of the Misach. In this period, there is some evidence
of reciprocal influehces between England and Ireland. For instance,'

the bronze buckle: loop from the Thames at Barnes*?

shows stylistic
similarities with the Dublin trial piece E71:708 (pl. 78 ) and with
the two book shrines, mentioned above; and the crosier head from

. Durham shows some close.stylistic similarities with the ornament on
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the crosier of'thé abbots of Clonmacnoise (pl. 89.).

Thus, on the evidence discussed above, it seems that the
English material furnished the iamediate prototype for the Irish
Urﬁes style, but that the Scandinavian style provided the ultimate
prototype. Removed chroenologically from its Scandinavian origins
by sometimes as much as a century, and removed stylistically from
the same origins by an intermediate, English version of the style,
it is not surprising that the Irish Urnes material should have
developed away from the Scandinavian prototype so completely, to
produce a distinctly Irish version, based, in the main, on indige-

nous principles of ornamentation.
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PART THREE,

vi.

vii.

The catalogue.

The catalogﬁe-comprises all the Urnes style material
from England known at the present time. It includes metal-
work, ivory, sculpture, and a stylus addition to a manuscript.
Most of the pieces described show undoubted Urnes style charac-
teristics. Some of them display influences from the Ringerike
or the Romanesque sty1es; and one or two display Urnes influen-
ces amongst.a varied ornamental repertoire. Accordingly,
certain categories of classification are cited, depending on
the evidence discussed in the text. These are as follows:
English Urnes style;

Urnes style of English manufacture;
Debased Urnes style;
Ringerike/Urnes style;

Urnes style influences;
Scandinavian Urnes style;

Urnes /Romanesque.

The first group consists primarily of the bronze mounts,
which display a variation on the Séandinavian Urnes style.

The second group consists of pieces which are stylistically
closer to the Scandinavian examples, but which are thought to be
English objects, on both styiistic grounds, and because the type
of object is usually without parallel in Scandinavia.

The third group coﬁsists of pieces whose ornamentation A
suggests a debasement of the English Urnes style.

The fourth group displays both Ringerike and Urnes style
influences. Some pieces with very slight Urnes influences, but
which are primarily Ringerike style objects, have been omitted_
from the catélogue. '

The fifth group consists of pieces which.digplay several

different stylistic influences in their ornament, amongst which
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certain Urn;s style characteristics occur.

The sixth group comprises only the silver fragments (cat.
no.18) which were found on English soil and have been considered
to be English objec£s, but which must be Scandinavian. Many
Urnes style pieces have been found here, or purchased.from Scan-
dinavia and are now in British museums, but these are not
included in the catalogue.

The seventh group consists of éieces displaying both Urnes
and Romanesque style influences. Again, many Romanesque s;ulp—
tures displaying slight Urnes style influences have been omitted
from the catalogue. A selection of these is presented in
appendix D.

The objects and monuments are catalogued according, firstly,
to the type of matérial in which they are executed; 'secondly, to
the type of object; and thirdly, as far as possible, accordiné
to the order in which they are discussed in the text.

The information provided in the catalogue includes the pre-
sent location of the pieces; and their registration or accession
numbers where applicablé; the date, circumstances and place of
"their discovery or purchase, when known; and where possible, their
maximum measurements. I have seen and measﬁred all the metal-
work and small.artefacts, (excepé, unfortunately, the Ixworth
mount, and of course, the Mottisfont stirrup), and have also
visited all the sculptures, so the descriptions in the catalogue
are my own observations on the pieces. The photographs of the
English material are my own, unless stated otherwise.

A bibliography has been appended to each catalogue entry.

No claim is made to completeness, but it is hoped that it com~
prises the main works.

I have tried to be consistent in my use of terminology, and

to keep the entries as short as possible, for easy reference, and

because they are described compératively at length elsewhere in

the text. o



1. BRONZE MQUNT PETERBOROUGH
Present location : British Museum
Registration number : 62,3-21,6.
Size: 5.2 - cms. long, 2;85 cms. wide.
Description: This bronze mount depicts an animal with a serpentine
body, viewed from above, on a plain background and contaiﬁed within
a subtriangular frame, the base line being straight, and the two
long sides convex. Ihe ornament 1s cast in low relief. The basi-
cally spiral loop of the body occupies the wider base of the frame,
while the protruding animal's head coincides with the apex of the
triangle. The head has a short, square—ended snout with two nos-—
trils, above which are two bulbous eyes; and two ears, which are
canine in appearance, emanate from the sides of the head. A spiral
hip occurs in the widening of the body immediately behind the head,
and a thin, tendril-like leg emerges from it. It bends back on
itself sharply at the knee joint, and terminates in a round lobe.
The other front leg extends straight across the mount, and termina-
tes in the corner of the frame. The creatures' hind parts are
encompassed within the spiral loop of the body. At its termination
the body divides into a back leg and a tail, which then interlace
with the body as ribbon-like tendrils. The back leg culminates in
a round lobe, balaﬁcing the lobe which terminates the. first front
leg, on the opposite side of the head. The round lobes take the
place of feet.

At the apex of the mount is a eircular projection with a cen-
tral rivet hole. At a iater date than the ornamentation, two more
rivet holes have been drilled through the mount, just above the base
line. There are traces'of iron beside one of the secondary rivet
holes. A plain plate projects at right angles to the base. The

reverse side is concave and plain, although it has a rdugh.finish
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to it. The mount shows signhs of wear.
Classification : English Urnes style.
Find context and history : single find from the site of the
"singing schools" in Peterborough. Presented to the museum in
1862 by Sir A.W. Franks K.C.B.
Bibliography : Kendrick 1949, 16

Moe 1955, 17 and fig.15b.

Wilson 1961, and pl.xxxviii a.

Wilson 1964, 48,51,58, cat.no.58, pl.xxvii.
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2. BRONZE MOUNT ' | KEMSLEY DOWNS
Present location : British Museum
Registratioﬂ.number : 83,12-13,579
Size : 5.2 cms. long. 3.1 cms. wide.
Description : This bronze mount depicts an animal with.a serpentine
body, viewed from above, on a plain background, and contained with-
in a subtriangular frame, the base line being straight, and the two
long sides convex. The ornament is cast in low relief. The mount
is in bad.condition, and the details of the interlaced pattern can-
not be fully determined. ~ However, it seems that the design is very
similar to that of the Peterborough mount (cat.no.l), which is also
almost exactly the same size. The head has bulbous eyes, and ears
that are canine in appearance. The front leg springs from the
widening of the body, immediately behind the head, bends back on it-
self sharply at the knee joint, and terminateé in a round lobe, to
one side of the head. The remainder of the design is indistinct,
but seems to represent the interlaced body of the creature, as it
coils within the sub-triangular frame.

At the apex of the mount is a circular projection with a cen-
tral rivet hole. The back is concave and plain, although'there is
‘a rough finish tolit. Traces of iron rivets are visible on the
plate that projects at right angles to the base.

Classification : English'Urnés style.
Find context : single find from Kemsley Downs,; near Milton, Kent,
although the provenénce is élso sometimes described as '"Milton-—next-
Sittingbourne", or simply as "Sittingbourne'. Purchased by the
Museum in 1883 from George Payne Junior,esq. F.S.A.
Bibliography : BM A S G 1923, 104

Kendrick 1949, 116

Wilson l1961, 212 and pl.xxxviii a.

Wilsom 1964, 48,51,58, cat.no.26, pl.xix.

194



3. BRONZE MOUNT : LINCOLN
Present location : British Museum.
Registration number : 67,3-20,20.
Size : 5.7 cms. long. 2.8 cms. wide.
Description : This:-bronze, openwbrk-mount-depicts a creature with a
serpentine body, viewed from above. It is contained withiﬁ a sub-
triangular frame, the base liné of which is straight, and the two,
long sides, slightly convex. The basically spiral loop of the body
occupies the wider base of the frame, while thg animal's head pro-
trudes, to coincide with the apex of the triangle. When the mount
is viewed in profile, it can be seen that the animal rises above the
subtriangular frame. The head has a long, clearly delineated snout,
with two nostrils, above which are twﬁ, large, bulbous eyes, and two
less prominent, subtriangular ears, which are flattened om the
creatureé' neck. The body quickly widens, and a leg springs from
it, but there is no spiral hip. The leg adopts the form of a thin

. tendril, and terminates in a foat of indistinct character. . Another

leg springs from the quy shortly afterwards, but again, not from a
hip. The course ;f the second leg is difficult to follow, but it.
terminates in a foot, with two, thick toes. A third leg also
emerges from the body, but this one takes the form of a ribbon-like
tendril, and interlaces with the creature, before terminating in a
point. The body swells agaiﬁ, before itself becoming an interlacirg
tendril,‘which eventually meets the ears of the animal. The design
is not clearly executed, and the above description may be open to
reinterpretation.

At the apex of the mount is a.circular projection with a central
rivet hole. A plain plate projects at right angles to the base,
and this also has a central rivet hole.. A thin, ingised line is
visible down the backbone of the creature's body. This was origi-
naily inlaid with niello, and tracés of niello are still present.
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The two curved sides of the frame were also inlaid with niello
along their edges, as was the front face on all three sides. The
remains of niello are particularly apparent along the edges of
the frame. One corner of the base line of the frame is missing,
where the mount has been slightly damaged. The reverse side of
thé mount is plain and concavé, and reveals that the opéningS'in
the pattern were made by drilling. The mount shows signs of wear.
Classification : English Urnes style
Find context : singleifind discovered in soil carted out of Lincoln
in 1850. Purchased from Arthur Trollope,esq.
Bibliography : B M A S G, 104, fig.126.

Shetelig 1940, iv, 99, fig.65.

Kendrick 1949, 116, fig. 19a.

Moe 1955, 17, fig.l5a.

Wilson 1961, 212, plfxxxviii a.

Wilsqn 1964, 48,51,58, cat.no.33, pl.xxi.
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4. BRONZE MOUNT UNKNOWN_PROVENANCE
Present loecation : British Museum
Registration number : 62, 3-21, 7
Size : 4.6 cms. long. 2.8 éms. wide.
Description : This bronze, openwork mount depicts a creature with a
serpentine body, viewed from above. The spiral loop of the body
provides the mount with a basically, circular shape, with one pro-
trusion in the form of the animal's head. The head, which is.cast
in relief, is semi-nmaturalistic, with a canine snout, round, bulbous
eyes, and triangular ears flattened on its neck. Shortly below the
head, the body widens out into a spiral hip, from which emerges a
'thin, tapering leg that terminates in a foot, with two, long toes,
which grip the animal's own body. The back hip is represented in
the centre of the mount, wﬁere the body widens to form a sub—-trian-
gular hip joint, from which a hind leg emerges. This passes
beneath the body, and then forms a thin tendril, which interlaces
extensively with the creature, without detracting from the overall
circular composition. The design is asymmetrical.

The back of the mount is plain and concave,; although behind the
head is part of a rivet, which was cast in one piece with the mouht..
Two of the spaces in the openwork design dre drilled, perfectly
round holes, which may conceivably have also been intended as rivet
holes. Thevfdge.of the mount is slightly damaged on one side.

The mount i§ polished smooth as a result of wear.
Classification : English Urnes style.
Find context : single find of unknown provenance. Presented to the
museum in 1862 by Sir A.W. Franks K.C.B.
Bibliography : Shetelig 1509, 100, fig.26.
Zberg-1941, fig.20g.
Kendrick 1949, 116, fig.196.
Wilson 1964! 48,51, cat.no.l4l, pl.xlii.
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5. BRONZE MOUNT : - SEDGEEQRD.
Present location : King's Lynn Museum, Norfolk.
Registration number : KL 171.978.
Size : 4.25 cms. long. 2.65 cms. wide.
Description : This broenze, opénwork mount deéepicts a creature with a
serﬁentine body, viewed from above. The spiral loop of the body
provides the mount with a basically, circu}ar shape, with one pro-
trusion in the form of the animal's head: The head, which is cast
in relief, has a canine snout, bulbous, almond-shaped eyes, and tri-
angular ears flattened on its neck. Shortly below the head, the
body widens out into a spiral hip, from which émerges a thin, tendril
like ieg that runs adjacent to the body for a short distance, before
terminating in a foot. ' A back hip is not represented, but the body
gently tapers into a leg as it completes the circle, crosses itself
immediately behind the head, and terminates in a foot, with a rounded
heel and two, long toes. A tail, in the form of a narrow tendril,
also emerges from the body, close to where the body tapers into the
higd leg. The taii loops around the crossing point of the neck and
'hi;d leg, and terminates in a round lobe.
Three rivet holes are incopporated unobtrusively into the design,
A thin, interlacing tendril loops round the circular form of the body
in three separate places, at either side of the circle and at the top.
The openwork effect of these loops is formed by the drilling of round
holes in their centres, which also function as rivet holes. The thin
interlacing tendril loops finally round the.crossing point of the body
behind the head, before terminating in a round lobe.
The projecting head is long in relation to the body; it makes up
1.8 cms. of the entire length of 4.25 ems. 1In additioﬁ, there was
almost certainly another rivet hole-attached beyond the snout of the
creature, which was cast in one piece with the mount, but which has

been mostly broken off. The reverse of the mount is plain and

198



concave. The mount is in good condition.

Classification : Engliéh Urnes style.

Find context : single find from a known but unexcavated a?chaeo-
logical area. Found near Sedgeford by é metal detector enthu-

siast in the autumn of 1977. Purchased in June 1978 with a V.

and A. grant.

Bibliography : Unpublished.
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6. BRONZE _MOUNT TYNEMOUTH

Present location : Department df'Archaeology, Newcastle University.
Registration number : 1979. 22.

Size : 3.9 cms. long. 2.4 cms. wide.

Description : This bronze, openwork mount depicts a creature with a
serpentine body. The ornament is roughly oval in shape, with one
prptrusion in the form of an animal heaa, which is positioned to

one side of themount. The details of the head are indistinct. It
is viewed in profile, and has a prominent, rounded cheek. A square-
ended, and a round, projection from the front of the head appear to
represent .the mouth and nose. The eye is round, although two lines
are faintly incised behind it, which give it an overall almond
shape. A ribbon shaped body emerges behind the head. It forms a
semi-circular shape, and then changes direction; to cross the mount
diagonally,; and terminate where iﬁ coincideé with the thin' tendril,
that provides the external frame of the mount. A gentle swelling
of the body marks the emergence of a front leg, which crosses the
mount . to terminate.on the other side 6f the object. A subtriangular
hip joint occurs after the change of direction of the body, and a
back leg provides the termination of the‘body. A tail, in the form
of an interlacing tendril, emergés from the same point to provide
the external frame of the mount. Three rivet holes are appended to
the external ornament line of the body. They are unequally spaced
apart.

The reverse of the mount is plain, and slightly concave. Four
rivets are still intact on the back, including one which still has a
round head attached. They are made of bronze, and do not seem to
be broken off. One rivet, on the reverse of the animal head,:was
cdst in one piece with the mount. The other three rivets are
attached through the rivet hoies visible on the front of the mount.
They vary in length. The one on the back of the head is only 0.5
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cms. long, and the other two are 0.6 and 0.7 cms. long. In
section, the head of the creature is almost twice as deep as the
body of the animal, 0.3 cms. in comparison to 0.125 cms. The
survival of the rivets appears .even more fortuitous by comparison
with the worn condition of the mount in general.

Classification ¢ English Urnes style.

_Find context-: Found in a.thirteenth'century-1eve1 in the sacristy
of Tynemouth priory during excavations in 1963.

Bibliography : Jobey 1967,
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7. BRONZE MOUNT _ LINCOLN

Present location ; with the Lincoln Archaeological Trust.
Small find number : DT I 74 @ Ae 108
Size : 6.1 cms. long. 3.2 cms. wide.
Description : This bronze openwork mount is loné and subrectangular
in shape, with two protrusions, which take the forms of an animal
head and a truncated animal limb, at approximately the centre of one
long edge of the object. The.ornamentation of the mount consists
of a complicated design. . It is composed of five creatures alto-
gether, four of which are engaged in'combat, and all of which are
caught up in thin, interlacing tendrils. Three different line
widfhs are present. The body of the animal whose head and back leg
form the protruberances mentioned above has the broadest line width.
The four creatures which are engaged in combat, have marginally
narrower body widths; and the thin, interlacing tendrils provide a
;hird, and the narrowest, line width.

The largest, protruding animal head has large, round bulbous
eyes, a canine snout, and triangular ears flattened on its neck.
IA large, spiral hip occurs in a widening of the body, from which
emerges a thin, tendri}-like front leg, that terminates in a foof
with two, long toes, which reach the topmost, external border of the
mount. The body loops to form a U-shaped curve, and widens slightly
into a sﬁbtriangular hip joint, opposite the ears of the animal. The
hind leg tapers, an& appears to divide into two, immediately before
its truncation. |

The four creatures engaged in combat are similarly, though not
symmetrically, arranged, above and to either side of the larger,
central, U-shaped animal. In each case, their heads are biting ‘the
bodies of their nearest opponents.. The heads have large, bulbous
almond-shaped eyes, long, square—-ended snouts, and triangular ears

flattened on their neck. Their necks are bnger than that of the
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larger creature. From a front spiral hip, in each case, emerges
a front leg. In the case of the two outermost animals, the fromt
legs provide the external frame of the mount. In the case of the
other two creatures, whose shape is not so influenced by any func-
tional purpose, such as supplying the mount with a regularly shaped
frame, the front legs are composed of short, thin tendrils, posi-
tioned like raised forepaws, and terminating in feet, each with two,
long toes. The bodies of the outermost creatures form the shorter,
roundéd sides of the-mouﬁt. They widen into a back hip, from which
' emerges a Ehinner-leg, which terminates in a foot with two, long toes,
in each corner of the mount. The bodies of the inner two creatures
are clearly viewed in profile, and may be seen to represent quadru-
peds, rather than ribbon beasts. The elongated bodies curve upwards
and then turn back on themselves, towards their rumps. Their back
spiral ﬁips both coincide with the larger body of the central creature.
In each case, a long, thin, tendril-like leg emerges, which terminates
in a foot with two, long toes. Immediately prior to the back hips.
of these creatures, and possibly on the other two creatures as well,
(although the details of the design are imdistinct in the latter caées)
a tail emerges, represented by a thin tendril, which interlaces with
the mafh bodies of the animals. Other interlacing tendrils are
present, which do not appear to -have emerged from the tails or limbs
of the five animals.

The reverse of the mount is plain and concave, although tool
marks are visible on the back and in the pierced openings. There
are no indications of rivets, or any other means of attachment.

The decorated side of the mount may possibly have been silvered.
A small area was tested, and the results were faintly positive; but
the possibility of damaging the mount did not allow for any further
testing. The mount shows signs of wear, and is corroded. Apart

from the truncated linb of the central creature, two fragments have
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been broken off at either corner of the bottem of the mount.

One of these was recovered during excavation, and has since been
appended to the piece, in its original position.

Classification : English Urnes style.

Find context : Found during excavation of Danes Terrace I, Lincoln
in 1974. It was a residual find discovered in a rubbish pit
dating from medieval times.

Bibliography : Wilson 1978, 143.
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- 8. BRONZE MOUNT COLCHESTER
Present location : Colchester Castle Museum
Registration number : 852 - 1936,
Size : 4.7 ems. long. 3.9 cms. wide.
Description : This bronze mount has a roughly ovular frame, within
which is an animal design. The mount depicts a creature with a
serpentine body. The body forms a spiral loop, which occupies the
broader end of the oval shape, while the head and neck occupies the
narrower end. The creature has an elongated head, which is thrown
back on the neck, and thus appears upside=down. It has a turned
backwards and downwards nose extension, a short, downturned lower
lip, which terminates in a round lobe, an almond shaped eye, and a
thin, roun&ed ear. The body swells at .the base of the neck, and a
long front leg emerges, which crosses the mount and tapers towards
its termination, where it coincides with the ribbon boedy at the base
of the mount. A back leg emerges from a subtriangular hip joint in
the centre of the mount, and proceeds diagonally across the mount,
tapering along its course, to terminate, where it coincides with an
interlacing téndril, in a foot with two, long toes. A tail also
emerges from the end of the body, and adopts the form of a thin,-
interlacing tendril. A wedge-shaped feature of indistinct charac=
ter occurs immediately below the crossing point of the front leg and
the -serpentine body. Two thin; interlacing tendrils emerge from it
and terminate in round lobes.

Although the design is basically openwork, the area between the
creature and the oval frame is plain and infilled. Tool marks are
visible on this plain surface. The rim of the mount is raised,
while in section, the ornament can be seen to rise slightly above
the frame. The reliéf of the ornament varies up to 0.5 cms. deép.
There are slight traces of silvering on the ornament, especially on
the hind part of the body, which was possibly efiginally, double con-

toured.’ _
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There is a large rivet hole drilled through the neck of the
creature, immediately below the ear. A small rivet hole is'also
present, immediately above the larger one, between the frame and
the creature itself.

The reverse of the object is flat and plain, but also has
tool marks on it; as do the piercings in the design. The reverse
shows some corrosion. The mount is damaged along the bottom, and
part of the frame is missing. It shows signs of wear.
Classification : Urnes style of English manufacture. |
Find context : single find from Colchester in 1836.

Bibliography : Shetelig 1940, iv,60.
Kendrick 1949, 116
Moe 1955, 17, fig.16.

Wilson 1964, 102
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9. BRONZE MOUNT _ ’ ) WISBECH
Present location : Wisbech Museum, Cambridgeshire
Registration number : 1.1846
Size : 4.25 cms. (maximum diameter). 3.75 cms. (minimum diaqeter)
The profile is irregular, measuring from 1-2 mm.
Description : This bronze mount has a roughly circular frame,within
which is an openwork animal design. The mount depicts a creature
with a serpéntine body interlaced with itself. The body forms a
spiral loop, which ;ccentuates the circular composition of the mount.
The outlines of the body, and the front and back leg are followed by
two, lightly incised lines, which serve to emphasise the main design.
The creature has an . elongated head, with an almond shaped eye, and a
rounded ear, which impinges upon the outside frame. The upper lip
is exaggerated to meet the frame, and the lower lip extends to meet
the body. A nose extension is folded backwards and downwards, and
meets the lower lip at the back of the jaw. From the neck, the body
gently widens into a spiral hip, and a.sturdy front leg emerges to
cross the centre of the mounf and terminate in a foot with two long
toes, which extend to the frame. The body loops into the centre of
the mount, where it terminates, and a hind leg and tail emergé. The
hind leg is strongly emphasised, when the body widens into a sub-
triangular hip joint. The leg is straighf, and crosses the mount
to terminate in a foot with a heel and two toes, which impinge on the
circular framework, to give the impression of standing on it. The
tail tapers into a thinner tendril, which interlaces with the creature
before ending in a round lobe, next to the foot of the hind leg. There
are two further features of indistinct character, which serve to
balance-the composition as a whole. One of these connects the body
to the framework where a space had been left in the design, but other-
wise serves no purpose. The other springs from one of the loops iﬁ
the tail, and runs adjacent to the tail across the mount, before ter-
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minating in a round lobe, larger than the first one, but not
forming a distinctive feature, such as a foot.

The mount is flat, but it has an irregula? profile, varying
frop 1 to 2 mms. wide. The reverse of the mount is plain. There
aré&ﬁo indications of the means of attachment, and no rivet holes.
However, both the surface of tﬁe mount, and the reverse, are
marked with a series of irregularly incised scratch marks. These
are particularly noticeable'rOUnd the circular frame.
Classification : Urnes-style.of English manufacture
Find context : Found in 1846 in Wisbech Castle ditch when the
foundations for the present museum were being dug. Some four-
teenth century pottery and miscellaneous animal bones were found-
at the same time, but their relative contexts were not recorded.-
Presented to the museum by Mr. J. Rumball in 1846.

Bibliography : Shetelig 1940,iv,61. fig.29.
Keridrick 1949, 116, pl.lxxxii, 1.
Moe 1955, 17.
Wilson 1964, 51,114, pl.x.

Wilson 1966, 154, pl.lxxiii d.
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10.

BRONZE MOUNT ' DEN
Present location : Ashmolean Museum, Oqurd.

Registration number : 1909.414

Size : 5.3 cms. long |

Description : The bronze mount is decorated with an almost symmetri-
cal design, consisting of two interlaced teqdrils positioned on
either side of central plants. The interlaced tendrils almost
certainly represent snakes, although fhe design is too rubbed to be
positive. Nonetheless, two projections to either side of the mount-
probably repreéent the heads. The animals are not identical as we
have tﬂem now, -although a differing amount of wear over the mount

may account for some dissimilarities. The snake to the right has

~a short, broad head ending in a flat snout, with a small, lower lip

and a prominent, rounded ear. No eye is ~ . visible. The serpen—
tine body loops upwards and over £o cross the .neck; and then a
similar loop occurs in the lower portion of the right hand side,
passes under the body and terminates in a.meat.stop. A front and -
back spiral hip are visible at the tpp.and bottbm of the right hand
side respectively. A leg of indistinct character springs from the
front spiral hip, and takes on a foliate appearance by the foot.
From the back spiral hip, two tendrils emerge. One is the continu-
ation of the body, or the tail, mentioned above; the other may be a
back leg, which loops round, and evenfually re—emerges to meet the
mouth. on the left hand side, but to be b?oken off on the right. 1t
terminates inconélusively.

The central vegetation comprises two, separate, 'rustic", three
element ﬁlants, each proceeding to&ar&s the centre of the mount. The
topmost one is affixed to a circular projection with a central rivet
hole. Two more rivet holes have been drilled through at the bottom
of the mount, partially interrupting the design. A plain plate
projects at right angles -t the base. The reverse side is plain
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and slightly concave.

The pattern, executed in both relief and openwork, has some
hollows in it, but there are no traces of any filling. There is
some corrosion on the revérse side and in the hollows; and the
mount is considerably worn, and in some places, projections have
been broken off.

Classification : Ringerike/Urnes style.
Find context : Found in 1893 near Mildenhall, Suffolk as a single
object. Donated by Sir Arthur Evans, from the collection of Sir
John Evans.
Bibliography : Shetelig 1940,iv,60, fig.26.

Shetelig 1948,105, fig.29.

Holmquist 1951,33, fig.28.2

Moe 1955,26, fig.25

Wilson 1964, 116.

Hinton 1974, 25,pl.viii
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11. BRONZE_MOUNT LXWORTH

Present location : University Museum of Archaeology and

Ethnology, Cambridge.

Registration number : A.1916.57

Size : 6.9 cms. long. 3.4 cms. wide.

Description : This bronze mount depicts an animal ornament through

the use of series’ of short, truncated lines set in relief, which

give the design an unusual broken character. The animal is viewed

from above and has a serpentine body. It is set against a plain

backgrbund, and is contained within a subtriangular frame, which

has two appendages to the corners of the short base line, and a cross-

shaped lug affixed to the top through which a rivet hole has been

drilled. The details of the design are not easily seen, although

the .basically spiral loop of the body occupies the wider base of the

frame, while the animal head coincides with the apex of the triangle.

A simple curl,_rebresenting the.épiral hip, occurs immediately behind
- the head, and a thin leg.emerges from it, which bends sharply at the

knee joint and terminates in a two-toed foot. The creatures' hind

parts are not clearly delineated, but seem to be contained within

the spiral loop of the bodf. Theré is no real distinction between

the backgfound and the ornament lines set in relief.

Two rivets remain in their original positions. One is set
through the rivet hole in the cross—shaped lug at the top, and one is
in a rivet hole situated centrally through the plain plate which is
affixed at right angles to the base line of the triangle. The
rivets are of bronze, although slightly corroded at their inside
ends, éspecially the lower éne. The reverse of the object is con-
cave and roughly finished. The mount shows signs of wear;
Classification : debased Urnes style.

Find context : unknown. Many objects are known from Ixworth, but they
were acquired gradually on behalf of the Cambridge museum in the
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early years of this century, and embrace all periods and are
all kinds of artefacts. It is not clear whether this area of
the Suffolk borders is particularly productive of interesting
finds, or whether there may have been an antique dealer collec-
ting and selling from there.

Bibliography : Wilson 1964, 51,58,105,106, pl.x.
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12. GILDED BRONZE DISC BROOCH PITNEY

Present location : British Museum.
Lent to the museﬁm in 1931 by Miss Dudham; hence, no accession
number.
Size : 3.9 cms. in diameter.
Description : This circular brooch of gilded bronze has a distinc-
tive scalloped border within which is an openwork animal design.
The brooch depicts a sinucus creature in.combat with a snake. The
interlaced elements are at first difficult to distinguish, since
neither of the creatures' heads are clearly delineated. The primary
creature seen in profile has its head thrown back on.a long neck, so
that in effect the head is viewed in an inverted position. The head
is elongated with a large almond shaped eye predominating it. It
ends in an S-curve, presumably representing a snout and tongue, which
meets the circular frame of the brooch. The long, serpentine body
has a beaded, external edge, adjoined to a plain internmal one, and

* forms an approximate heart  shape. Below the back—-turned neck, the
body widens into a spiral hip, from which evol&es a straight, taper-
ing leg which meets the border. The lower leg re—emerges immedia-
tely, and terminates shortly afterwards in a three clawed foot.
The hind part of ;he creature also-widens into a prominent spiral
hip, from which evelves a straight back leg. This meets the frame
too, but the lower leg remains visible, continuing parallel to the
frame for a.short distance befofe.developing into a highly stylised
foot, comprised o6f two tendrils. One ends fairly shortly in a neat
terminal stop against the frame; while the other interlaces with the
bodies of both animals, before further dividing into two separate
shoots which also end in terminal stops against the frame. The
second creature is more amorphous in'character. Its head is viewed
from above and it is apparently biting the neck of the other animal

just below its combatants' head. The eyes are small and round.
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Its thin, unornamented body is entwined with the first creatures',
ultimately forming two intertwined.100ps-and ending in a neat
terminal stop againsf the frame. The whole design is asymmetrical,
but the ornament is very evenly distributed, so that no one part
.seems over or under occupied.
The brooch is dished. Its-.back is plain, except for the
remains of a catchplate and hinge.
Classification : Urnes style of ﬁnglish manufacture.
Find context : a single find from thé churchyard at Pitney,
Somerset.
Bibliography : Bréndsted 1924, 145, fig.120
Shetelig 1940,iv,57, fig.24
Kendrick 1949; 116-117, pl.lxxxii
Moe 1955, 17
VCH Somersetshire, i, 380 and coloured plate.
Wilson 1964, 3,48,51,52,160, cat.no.60, pl.xxviii

Wilson 1966, 154, pl.lxxiiie.
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13. SILVER DISC BROOCH SUTTON, ISLE OF ELY

Present location : British Museum
Registration number : 1951, 10-11, 1
Size : 16.4 cms. (maximum diameter) 14.9 cms. (minimum diameter)
Description : This gilver disc brooch of irregular circumference is
ornamented with a variety of vegetal and zoomorphic ornament. The
surface is divided into fields of Aecoration, formed primarily of
four, double-contoured, overlapping circles; with the area outside
of éhese further divided into smaller zones. The edge of the
brooch.is composed of two bands, the outer one made up of adjacent -
semi-cifcular shapes, with triangular nicks inside and-out; and the
inner band being'plain. The fiel&s between these bands and the
overlapping circles are filled with linear patterns, some of which
may represent highly stylised animal designs. | The overlaps of the
circles pro&uce pointed oval fieldé, which are decorated with degen-
“werate scroil ornament and linear patterns. The four major fields
contain zoomorphic ornament of differing character.

One field contains two interlaced ribbon beasts, one of which
has héads at both ends of the body; They are roughly sketched, -
with small, almond-shaped eyes and folded backwards aﬁd downwards
nose extensions. One head has a floriate snout. The ribbon bodies
form wide and open loops. They are mostly filled with widely space&
beading. They terminate in pear-shaped and round lobes. Small
circles}surround the crossing points of the bodies. Cross-hatched
decoration occurs at the edges.of the field, when the animal ornament
does not reach the border: Another field is similarly ornamented
with one ribbon be;st. The creature's body loops with itself twice,
forming open loops. Widely spaced beading fills the bedy. The
snout is more floriate and thelanimal also has a rounded ear. Cross—-
hatching @ccurs at intervals round the edges of the field. In the

background are two plant-like ornaments and a saltire, with screlled
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terminals and an interlaced-ring at the crossing.

The other two fields contain quadrupeds, seen in profile, on
plain backgrounds. 1In one field is a creature, apparently walking,
‘with all four legs visible, the forepaw being raised. The head is
two~faced, one face being zoomorphic, and the back of the head re-
presented by wavy lines resembling a human'profile. Wavy lines
also occur horizontally over the neck. The joints of the animal
appear as triangular nicks, and the tail passes between the legs.
Again, cross-hatching occurs occasionally round the edges of the
field, and a plant ornament and a saltire emanate from two corners.
The second quadruped is backward looking. The head is long and
pointed with an almond—shapeé eye -and a slightly floriate snout.

The ear teérminates in a roun& iobe. The léng neck, which forms an
incomplete loop, 1s crosséd by wavy lines. The animal has four
vertical legs and the forepaw is raised high. The joints appear as
triangular nicks, although the back hip is a spiral. The tail is
not clearly delineated. Crossthatching occurs round the edges of
the field, and an elaboraté plant ornament emanates from one corner.

At the joints and extremities of this geometrical construction
are nine dome-headed rivets, one of which is now missing. They are
coarsely made. The ornaﬁent is engraved on the object, with a
sketchy, freehand quality. Lightly incised lines follow the body
outlines to form double contours. The back of the brooch retains
part of the long supporting plate of the pin; the plate is broken at
both ends; where the rivets fastened it. On the reverse of the
brooch,?an inscription saying : AEDVPEN MEAG AGEHYODRIHTEN
DRIHTENHINEA PERIEDEMEHIRE AE TFERIEBV~TONNYOMESELLEHIREAGENESPILLES
appears round the edge, Do oLk Other, possibly runic,
symbols occur on the supporting plate of the pin, but the inscription
is incomplete and illegible. Other scratches seem to be accidental.

Classification : Object with Urnes style influences.
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Find context : Turned up by the pleough.in 1694 in a lead casket
with about one hundred silver coins of William the Conqueror, five
heavy goid rings, a plain silver dish. The piece was then lost
until 1951 when the British museum acquired it from a Dublin dealer.
Bibliography : Hickes 1705, iii, 187-8

Lewis 1840, 255

Stephens 1866-1901, i, 289-93

Black 1889-9, 340, fig.6

Fox 1923, 300

Smith 1925, 137, fig.2

Bruce-Mitford 1956, 193-198, pls.xxviii, xxix, a and

fig.38.

Thompson 1956, 131, pl.xxi,b. |

Wilson 1958, 170 _

Wilson 1960, 69,162,223,'p1.78.

Wilson and Bluant 1961, 108

Wilson 1964, 3,7,31,36,48-50,52,80,84,86-90,

pls.xxxi and xxxii, cat.no.83.
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14. ANTIMAL HEAD TERMINAL . NORTHAMP TON
Present location : With the Northampton Development Corporation
(Archaeological centre).

Find number : N75 M139. B (6) 4. co AN

Size : 3.6 cms. long. 1.35 ¢éms. wide (from ear to ear) 1.0 cms. in
profile.

Description : This cast bronze terminal is a three-dimensional depic-
tion of an animal head. It isaslim and elongated head, with large
almond-shaped, bulbous eyes, and prominent .ears. From above, the
snout narrows énd has a ridge across it. In profile, the nose is
upturned, with folded backwards and downwards nose extensions, which
terminate in round lobes. The details of the snout and eyes are
emphasised with tooling; and the eyes in.particular are outlined by
a series of incision marks. Beﬁind the ears, the hollow half c¢ylin-
drical neck bears two wide helical depressions, one outlined with
incised lines.

On the underside of the object is a hollowed out channel measu-
ring 2.7 cms. in length, and 0.8 cms. in width. The inside surface
is soldered, and thére are traces of wood-and-charcoal in the corro-
sion in the cavity. The object is slightly damaged’ at the end of
the neck, but remains its original length. It shows signs of wear.

. Classification : Urnes style of English manufacture?

Find context : Found by the Northampton Development Corporation in

1975 in a pit with pottery of late Saxon date, which lay sealed

beneath the rampart of Northampton castle, wﬁich was probably built

before 1100.

Bibliography : Unpublished.

218



15. ANTMAT, _HEAD TERMINAL » SUSSEX:

Present location : Sussex Archaeological Society, Barbican House,lLewes.
Registration number : 24179

Size : 4.2 cms. long. 1.3 cms. in profile.

Description : This cast -bronze terminal is a three ' dimenmsional
depiction of an animal head. It is a narrow and elongated head, with
almond-shaped eyes, doubled contoured with a thick outline. The ears
are small, rounded, and positioned close together. The neck is short
and narrow. A prominent nose ridge runs from the ears down the
‘centre of the object. Seen from above, the head ends in a V-shaped
feature which runs along the edges of the snmout. In profile, this
feature 1is revealed as nose extensions on either side of the head.

The extensions form thick diagemal lines, and terminate in simple
spirals.

The object has not yet been cleaned or conserved, and thus tooi

marks are not visible. On the underside of the object is a channel
which has not yet been cleaned out. However, a series of incision
marks can be seen at the termination of the neck on the surface of
the object. The object looks roughly finished and worn.
‘Classification : Urnes style of English manufacture?
Find context : Found in 1978 by a metal detector enthusiast, working
on parts of a 1000 acre farm, which includes the multiperiod site of
Bishopstone, and also the site of a tenth century Saxon church, and
a.Bishops' Palace from about the eleventh to twelfth century.

Bibliogfaphy ¢  Unpublished.
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SILVER PLATED CROSIER HEAD DURHAM
Present location : The Treasury, Durham Cathedral.

Registration number :

Size : overall height of the object 14.2 cms.

Length of silver plating decorated with zoomorphic designs : 6.0 cms.
Maximum circumference:7.3 cms. Minimum circumference:5.2 cms.

Knob between handle and shaft : 1.8 cms. high 2.1 cms. wide.
Description : The crosier head, which is a typicél crook shape, is
made of irom. -It is silver-plated, with zoomorphic ornament incised
in the silver, and partially inlaid with niello. The’hesﬁiés probably
a composite structure, and was wrought in several pieces. Traces of
the wooden-shaff of the crosier were found with it.

The silver-plating has been damaged in places, so that not all
the details of the ornament are clear. It consists of two serpentine
creatures whose ribbon bodies are entwined. The two heads resemble
each other, but are not ideﬁtical. The uppermost one, which is
slightly damaged, has a long head with an emphatic nose that ends in
a point. It has a folded backwards and 4ownwards nose extension, a
short, lower lip, a small, almond-shaped eye, and a long, narrow ear
extension which, having begun as a small;-rounded ear, then follows
the line of the body for some distance, loops round the first inter-
section of bodies that it meets, and then &isappears. The lower
animal is more complex. The head is of the same shape, though less
lopg, with a similarly pointed noéé, folded backwards and downwards
nose extension, and small, almond-shaped eye. The lower lip termi—
nates in a round lobe, and a small, rounded ear is seen in profile.
The ear extension also follows‘the line of the main body, loops
around the .first crossing point of ornament lines, but reappears to
curve gently away, engrailing slightly as it changes direction, and
terminating in a round lobe.

The tail of the uppermost snake terminates in a similar fashion,
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Its body, drawn with clean, precise lines, curls round the top of
the shaft, then turns downwards diagonally, érossing over its own
body, and un&er the second snakes', and swells by use of an en—
grailment on the upper edge shortly before ending in a round lobe.
The lower animal is again more complex. Its body weaves in and
out of the body andlear extension of its companion, loops over it-
self once, gently swells into a hip, - loops over itself again to
form a figure-of—eight pattern, and ends in a highly stylised foot.
The wider hip part contains a simple curl, the beginnings of a hip
spiral, which is ingeniouély associated with a tendril that weaves
around the intersection of the body (where it crosses itself), and
ends in .another round lobe. The foot consists of a squared off
heel, a bar across the main foot which gives to it an angularity,
and a knot, from which evolve two small, weak tendrils representing
toes. The bar, knot and two toes give it a three-cormered effect,so
that the whole device vaguely resembles a triquetra. IThe lower
creatures' head and hind parté are juxtaposed. The whole design
is asymmetrical. Very faintly incised lines double contour all the
animal ornament.

The knob between the -handle and the shaft is square—sectioned.
It is decorated on two oppositg faces with a multicoil spiral done
in nieflo; while the two other faces are adorned with circles divided
into four equal ;egments, each segment cont;ining.a round lobe.
Originally done in niello, these lobes now appear as blézk areas cut
into the surrounding silver. The knob is quite badly damagéd.

The silver plate is riveted onto the crosier shaft.
Classification : Urnes style of English manufacture.
Find context : Found in 1874 during excavations made on the site of
the demolished chapter house of Durham Cathedral by Dr. Fowler. It
was found in a bishop's grave, which also contained a gold ring with

a sapphire and the remains of a pewter chalice. An iron ferrule in
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the form of a plain spike was found, and traces of the wooden stem
of the crosier. The remains of clothing were found on the parti-
ally crushed skeleton.
Bibliography : Fowler 1879, 404

Shetelig 1935, 24

Kendrick 1938, 236-240

Shetelig 1948, 10#—108, fig.32

Kendrick 1949, 117-118, £fig.20

Wilson 1966, 154, fig.68.
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17. BRONZE STIRRUP - o MOTTISFONT
Present location : unknown. It was last recorded in 1887 as being in
the posse;sion of Philip B. Davis Cook.

Size : approximately 15 cms. long.

Description : As this object has appare;gly now beeﬂ lost to u;, the
only evidence as to its original appearance is to be found in the
publication of 1887 by C.H. Read, which includes an illustration.
There is no way of being certain as to the accuracy with which the
ornament on the stirrup is depicted, but the following descriptien
is a brief summary as to its basic characteristics, as shown in the
illustration.

Read's drawing reveals that the design is composed of two, con-—
fronted, serpentiﬂe creatures. Their heads are simply executed,
showiﬁg small eyes and prominent foreheads. However, they do appear
to have had fqlded backwards and downwards nose extensions, and their
lower lips terminate in pendulous round lobes. The bodies form
Eearshaped loops. They gently swell to accommodate spiral hips.
From the hips, -they taper until they form thin tendrils. The ten-
drils cross the body at.the neck, to complete the loops, proceed into
the topmost corners of the rectangular plate, loop back on themselves
and finally, loop again around the:cfossing point of the body and neck,
where they terminate. There is some ornamentation of indistict vege-
table character, occuring at the centre top of the plate, and between
the animal heads. The two bodies are joined by a straight line that
runs between the two spiral hips, and below. which is an inverted V-
shape. Another V-shape occupies a space below the two animals'
lower lips.

The ornamentation occurs on a rectangular plate which is appen-
ded -to the top of. the stirrup itself.- The plate is pierced by four
holes. Read records that the design was traced with silver wire,

which had almost entirely disappeared. From the drawing, it would
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seem that two plain plates were positioned at right angles to the-
sides of the ornamented plate.
Classification : Urnes style, possibly of English manufacture?
Find context : single find from a peat bog at Mottisfont, near
Romsey, in Hampshire.
Bibliography : Read 1887, 532-533

Arbman, 1935-7, 268

Shetelig 1940, 58

Shetelig 1948, 109

Kendrick 1949, 117.
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18. SILVER FRAGMENTS ¢ LONDON
Present location : Museum of London |
Registration number : 3976
Size : (As reconstructed by the Museum of London, the shaft was 4.8
cms. high, with a maximum circumference of 3.7 cms.). The maxiﬁum
dimensions of the three largest fragments are: 3.1 x 2.5 cms., 2.05
x 2.0 cms., and 3.2 x 3.2 cms.

Description : The fragmentary design includes twe animal heads, both
of which are viewed in profile, with large almond-shaped eyes, folded
backwards and downwards nose extensions, and pendant lower lips,
terminating in round lobes. One animal is a standing quadruped,

and the.second creature, probably a ribbon beast. The quadruped is
larger than the ribbon beast; formed of broader line widths and being
of elongated proportions. It has.a spiral hip and an extended front
leg. In its mouth are two, long pointed teeth. The long tapering
lines of a'leg belonging to another creature occur on the same frag-
ment. It terminates in a foot with a rounded heel and two long toes.
The remainder of the fragments are filled with patterns of broad and
thin line widths arranged in - interpenetrating, multi- and figure-of-
eight loop schemes on a plain background. The ornament lines are
fluent and uninterrupted.

Where the -original straight edges of the fragments remain, they
are followed by incised, straight lines forming a border to the orna-
ment. Rivet holes occur intermittently on the pieces along these
bordetrs. The incision lines of the design are deep and well finished.
Some niello inlay can still be seén. The reverse sides of the frag-
ments are smooth and pléin, with no signs of wear, or of the object
to which they were originally attached. The fragments are curved,
and there can be no doubt that they originally covered a cylindrical
shaft.

Classification : Scandinavian Urnes style.
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Find context : Probably found with a coin hoard deposited in
.London in 1066 (see appendix E.).
Bibliography :  Shetelig 1935, 22-25, fig.

Kendrick 1938, 238-239

Shetelig 1948, 108, fig.33

Kendrick 1949, 118-119, fig.

Moe 1955, 17-18.
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19. BRONZE CAST PLAQUE _ HAMMERSMITH

Present location : British Museum

. Registration number : 1904, 6-23, 4.
Size : 10.6 cms. long.
Description : This bronze cast plaque is rectangular in shape with a
fleur-de-lys terminal. The ornamentation is much worn, but consists
of a ribbon creature arranged in a figure-of—eight loop design. The
animal head appears in the centre of the plaque, on the right hand
side, but the details are no loﬁger clear. Many ornament lines of
thinner width interlace with the creature, and terminate in round
lobes. Occasionally they form clusters of tendrils, and they cannot
be anatomically related to the aniﬁal. In the top corners of the
ornamented area there’ are-double looping interlace motif;; and at
the bottom of the area are assorted leaf ornaments. The background
is plain. Below the ornamented area is a plain space. The animal
ornament is cast in low relief; and céntained within a raised border,
except at the top where the side elements of the fleur—-de-lys termi-
nal form the curléd edges of the piece.

The plaque is much damaged. The entire surface is covered with
blow holes:left from the casting. The .reverse is flat and plain.
The object is heavy to hold.

Classification : Ringerike/Urnes style.
Find context : single find from Hammersmith, London, in the River
Thames. Purchased from G.F. Lawrence,esq.
Bibliography : Shetelig 1909, 95, fig.20
BMASG 113, fig.l1l41l
Lindquist 1931, 165, fig.18
Shetelig 1948, 104-105, fig.28)
Kendrick 1949, 117, pl. 1xix,2.
Moé 1955, 26, fig.24a and b.
Wilson 1964, 2, 48-50, 65, cat.no.42, pl.xxiii
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20. CARVED STONE SLAB ' JEVINGION
Preséne location : Built into the .north wall of the nave of St.
Andrew's church, Jevington, Sussex.

Description : This stone slab is ornamented with a solid human figure,
who plunges the staff of his cross into the opened mouth of a quadru-
ped by his right leg. To his left is a ribbon beast, which may be.
combatting with a second creature, but the ornament is not clear
enough to be éertain. The animal's head is seen in profile, with a
large, almond-shaped eye; rounded ears and an open mouth. Its broad
neck is elongated, and tapers into a body and legs of thinner line
width which are arranged in open loops and terminate in round lobes.
The ornament lines are faintly double—contoured. The baékground is
plain; The hindquarters of the quadruped on the other side of the
figure are also arranged in open loop schemes, and composed of ten-—
drils of thin line width that terminate in round lobes.

The relief of the ribbon animal is not so deep as the relief
elsewhere on the carving. The piain background is pitted and rough,
more so in some places than others, suggesting that this part of the
sculpture may be unfinished.

Classificationﬂ: Urnes style, English work.
Find context : Discovered in-1785 by Sir William Burrell in a stone
chest, when the second stage of the belfry was refloored.
Bibliography : Kendrick 1949, 120-121, pl.Lxxxv

Moe 1955, 18

Wilson 1966, 154, pl.Lxxix a.

Smart 1973, 20.
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21. GARVED CAPITAL NORWICH

Present location : Museum in Norwich Cathedral.

Size : approximately, any one side is 25 ¢éms. across, and 18.5 cms.
high.

Description : This carved capital, made of Caen stone, is decorated
on three sides, and the fourth side is attached to the remains of
another capital, which is plain. The second side has Eeen shaved
almost plain, bﬁt enough remains to show that the ornamentation was
originally continuous round three sides. The animals’ forequarters
seem to be those of standing quadrupeds, but then the bodies evolve
into ribbons which taper into narrower line widths, arranged in
interpenetrating, regular, open loop schemes. On each sidé, two
creatu;es.are asymettrically juxtaposed. Their heads are seen in
profile, with folded backwards and downwards nose extensions and
pendant lower lips, terminating in round lobes. They have long,
thick necks, and series of.engréved lines mark the hip joints where
the bodies widen. Sturdy front legs emerge, which often bend
sharply at the knee joints, and taper into intertwining tendrils.
Where feet are shown, they are large, with two long toes and a seﬁ—
arated heel. The main sections of animal body contain beaded orna-
ment. They, aﬁd the narrower tendrils;.are double-contoured. The
narrower line widths frequently ﬁ;ve engrailments along their lengths,
and also, considerable numbers of offshootipg élements, which terminate
in substantial round lobes. The background is plain.

Although the c_apital is slightly damaged on all.sides, and”
badly damaged on one, it is evident tﬁat the workmanship is of a high
quality. The. ornament is carved in deep relief of up te 1.5 cms.
Classification : Urnes style; English work.

Find conﬁexﬁ ¢ Found in the buttresses on the.south side of the
cloister of Norwich Cathedral, during repairs made at the turn of

the last century.
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Biblography :

Zarnecki 1951,a, 38.
Wilson 1966, 154-155.

Green 1967, 240-242.
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22. TWO CARVED CAPITALS RIRKBURN
Present location : Part of an external window in the south wall of
the church af Kirkburn, in ;he East Riding of Yorkshire.

Size : approximately, any one side is 20 cms. across and 21 cms.high.
Description : Each capital has two visible, decorated sides, round
which the ornament is continuous. At the centre top of each piece

. is a maskflike human head. A .thin tendril springs- from the head
on the left capital, but the hea& on the right capital is not connec-
ted with the .rest of the pattern. The surfaces of the capitals are
éovered with tendrils of broad and thin line widths, which are arran-
ged in interpenetrating, irregular loop scﬁemes} The ornament lines
gradually taper and swell, .and when they ‘become wider than 1.2.cms.,
they are filled with striped ornament. The outward facing side of
the'right—hand capital has no ornament lines of this width. The
pattern here is more delicate, and composed of thinner, looping line
widths. Tendrils emerge from other tendrils at any point, thus
minimising tlie need formterminations. Ornament lines terminate in
points, or in.vegetal motifs.. Nowhere on the capitals is zoomorphic
decoration discernible, and no animal heads are visiblé. The back-
ground is plain.

Both capitals are badly eroded, and in some places, damaged.
Howevar, the right-hand capital is in a slightly better conditien
than the left. The workmanship is of a generally poor quality.
Classification : Urnes style influenpes.

Find context : The two capitals are built into the fabric.of the
present Kirkburn church, which may have been founded about 1153.
Bibliography : Kendrick 1938b, 239, pl. Lvii, 1.
. Kendrick 1949, 120, pl.Lxxxiv.

Zarnecki 1951,a, 27+28.

Moe 1955, 18.
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23. TYMPANUM AND LINTEL HOVERINGHAM
Present location : Above the north doorway, inside the porch of St.
Michael and All Saints' church, Hoveringham.

Description : This tympanum is a low.relief carving; rebresenting
St.Michael, with the backward looking lamb of-GOd behind him,
fighting the dragon. The dragon.is a solid creature, with a
Romanesque head, a fegthefed wing, and a.double-contoured, scaled
body. The hindquarters of the creature are formed of gradually
tapering ornament lines, which form a wide and open.loop, continue
to narrow, and terminate in an extravagant vegetal ornament with
offshooting round and pea?-shaped lobes. From this section of the.
animal ornament emerge tendrils of narrowlline width, which are
arranged in asymmetrical, interpenetrating loop schemes, caught up
with the creatures' body. One thinner teﬁdri} also emerges from
the animal's wing. These line widths terminate in vegetal orna-
ments too. A-type of ribbon beast occurs in miniature immediately
above the dragon's head. Its head is viewed in . profile, with a
folded backwards and downwards nose extension, a pendant lower lip
termiqating in a round lobe, aﬁ almond-shaped eye, and a small,
pointed ear. The body is scaled and angular by the forequarters,
but evolves into an elongated section of tapering line width, which
eventually loops in an asymmetrical, figure-of-eight shape, aﬁd
interlaces with itself and with the larger creature. Its ornament
lines terminate in round lobes. The backg;o;nd is plain.

Below the tympanum on the door:lintel, is a low relief carving
of interlaced ribbon .animals seen in profile, one of which is con-
fronted by a cherub-like winged creature. The two ribbon beasts
are very similar. Their heads are the same as the head of the
smaller Créature on the tympanum, and their bodies are elongated,
gra&ually swelling and tapering. There are no hips represented,
but front legs emerge .('one- animal has two front legs shown) which
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terminate in feet with rounded heels and long toes. Their taper-
ing hindquarters form wide aﬁd open loops and terminate in small,
vegetal ornaments. One of the c¢reatures is b;ckward 1ookiﬁé, and
bites its own body. Narrow line widfhs emerge'from the animal
bodies, (in one case, possibly from a subtriangular back hip joint),
and are arranged in interpenetrating loop schemes, caught up with
their own bodies and with that of the other animal. The narrow
tendrils also terminate in round and pear-shaped lobes. The animal
bodies are double—contoured, but not scaled. The background is-
plain. The tympanum and lintel-are damaged, but the workmanship

is of good quality.

Classification : Urnes/Romanesque

Find context : unknoﬁn. Re-used in its present position.

Biblography :. Clapham 1930, 135-136, pl.59b.

Kendrick 1949, 122.

Moe 1955, 18-20; fig.17,18a and b.

Galbraith 1968, 175-176.
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24. TYMPANUM ' - SOUTHWELL
Present location : Built into the west wall of the north transepf of
Southwell Minster, immediately above a doorway.

Description : This incomplete tympanum is a low relief carving,
representing St;MiFhael and the dragon, with, on the left, David
rescuing the lamb from the lion. The dragon is-a solid creature
with a Romanesque head, a ribbed wing and a scaled body. After
the front hip, which is represented by a simple spiral, the elon-
gated body of the creature gradually tapers. The hindquarters
form a wide and open loop, COnEinué to narrow, and terminate in a
leaf ornament. From this section of the animal ornament emerge
tendrils of narrow line width, which are arranged.in asymmetrical,
interpenetrating loop schemes, caught up with the creature's body.
Offshooting elements emerge from the narrow line widths, and ter-
minate in round and pear-shaped lobes.. The .background is plain.
Romanesque vegetal ornament also covers the underside of the door
lintel. The tympanum, although now only fragmentary, is a work of
good quality.

Classification : Urnes/Romanesque.

Find context : Found in its present position, built into the Minster
which was started in 1108.

Biblography : Kendrick 1949, 121-122, pl.Lxxxvi.

Moe 1955, 18-20, fig.1l9.
Wilson 1966, 154
Summers 1972, 5-6

Galbraith 1968, 175-176
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25. WALRUS IVORY COMB UNKNOWN _PROVENANCE

Present location : British Mﬁseum.

Régistration number : 1957, 10-2,1.

Size : 5.4 by 4.1 cms.

Description : This small, double-sided comb of walrus ivory is
rectangular in shape and made out of a single slab of ivory. it
originally had nineteen fine teeth on one side, and eleven coarser
teeth on the other side of which fifteen fine, and eight coarse
teeth remain. Seen from the side, the comb is lenticular in shape.
The central panel of the comb, which is 2.1 x 4.1 cms. in size, is
ornamented on both sides with zoomorphic decoration of differiné
character.

On one face, the panel is outlined by a rectangular frame with
looped corners, and dividedldown the middle by a bar, surmounted by
a notched, pirculér head. In the two frames thus formed are two
confronted, almost identical, cat-like creatures. fhe animals are
juxtaposed, with their heads full facé in the upper central part -of
the panel, and with one cheek resting against the central bar. Their
heads are especially cat—-like, in both shape and details, such as
the small rounded eyes and protruding ears. Their rounded bodies
are seen in profile. Only one foreleg is visible on each animal,
emerging from the body in a realistic fashion, with the lower leg of
the left animal impinging oﬁ thé-rectangular frame. The animals'
tails appear to pass between their legs, and end in a neat terminal
stop in the lower central portion of the panel. The animals are
set in relief on a plain background, with the effect that the bodies
are highlighted in certain areas, where the light catches the shiny
surface of the polished ivory. The animal on the right side is
considerably more worn and the details are unclear, whereas the
animal to the left is much less worn and completely visible.

On the other face of the comb is an interlaced snake within a
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rectangular paﬁel. The boréer consists of a plain line on the
long horizental sides, and a beaded one on the shorter sides. The
snake has a long, s;ightly upturned, snub-ended snout, and a
scrolled lower jaw. The eye is long and lentoid, and the éar is
pressed back and pointed. The body of -the creature is a figure-
of-eight shape, looping back over itself once, with the tail pass-
ing under the snout and ending in a terminai'stop in the upper left
corner of the baﬁel. In the centre of the field, a single ring
encircles the crossing of the body. On the right hand side of thg
panel, two small ear-like features emerge from the loop of the body -
and penetrate into the corners of the field. The snake, too, is
set 'in relief on a plain background, with certain parts of the body
highlighted due to the-polished surface.of the ivory. The decora—-
ted area on this face is slightly concave. The ornament is some-
what worn, -but is wholly discernible.
Classification : Urnes style (ribbon beast side only), of English
manufacture. |
Find context : Unknown. Purchased.in 1957 from Mr. Backer of Londen.
Bibliography : Goldschmidt 1923, iii, 40, pl.1, 149

wilson 1960, 223, pls. 76-77

Wilson 1960-61, 17-19, pls.7b and c.

Wilson 1964, 45.
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26. STYLUS ADDITION TO MS. ROYAL 1.E.VI CANTERBURY
Present location : British Museum.
On folio 30v in British Library Manuscript Royal I.E.VI.
Size : 2.2 x 5.5 cms. (maximum dimensions of the ribbon beast).
Description : This stylus addition depicts a ribbon animal, above
which is written, .in the same Emglish Caroline miniscule hand,
P ego. . The head of the creature is viewed in profile. It is
elongated, with a rounded ear, a folded backwards and downwards
nosé extension, and a peﬁdant lower lip which terminates in a round
lobe. The?e is no eye. A short stroke crosses the forehead of
the creature, and seems unintentional. The necﬁ is long and slim,
and curves round to form a.wide and open loop. The body widens to
accommodate a simple spiral hip, from which emerges a front leg,
which tapers into a foot with a heel and two long toes. The leg is
positioned so that the foét almost.meets thé head, thus completing
the loop forméd by the head and neck. The body is elongated, and
tapers very gradually. The curve of the rump is begun, but the
drawing at this stage is left uncompleted. The lines of the rump
begin to transverse the rectangular frame, associated with the
earlier addition. Immediately below the spiral hip, but externally
of the ornament lines of the animal's body, is a small, incomplete
circular feature, which would have been a terminal lobe. ﬁhere the
curves are particularly pronounced, over the top of the neck and by
the rump, they are depicted by series' of several short, ovérlapping
lines, in the manner of a sketch.:

The drawing appears as silver lines on a background of purple,
for the whole leaf is.purple-dyed. The main ornament of the page
is a miéiature-depiction of the Evaﬁgelist Mark, enthroned in an
arched, curtained tabernacle, and contained within a rectangular frame.
This painted scene is, in itself, an addition to the.late'eighfh or
early ninth century Gospel Book. The stylus grooves of the ribbon
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beast cut into the pigment of tﬁe rectangular frame where it is
transversed by the creatures' rump, showing that the animal post-
dates the miniature. There are several other additions on the
same page, both pre- and post—-dating the miniature.

The inscription is written in a distinctive and skilful
script, witﬁ the first létter drawn as a decorated capital.
Classification : Scandinavian Urnes style, but drawn by an English
hand.

Find context ': This particulaf addition was only noted in 1979 by
Milly Budny.
Bibliography : Although the page has been published e.g.

| Temple 1976, no.55, 74, pl.172

this stylus addition is not previously recorded.
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APPENDIX A:

Summary of the conclusionsnof Bgr;il Almgren in his thesis:

Bronsnycklar och Djuromamentik (1955)

In 1955, B. Almgren published his thesis on bronze keys and their
animal ornament. All of the keys he examined dated from the Vendel and
early Viking period, and. were decorated with Vendel styles D and III/E,
and with the "naturalistic" and "gripping beast" gfyles.l Almgren had
diffieulfy'in arriving at.a-secure relétive chrsnology for the keys, based
on both their stylistic typology, -and their find association dating.?
Obviously, it was possible that different styles had been used simultan-
eously, as was amply demonstrated by the finds from Broa and Oseberg.3 In
the case of the Broa mounts for example, one mount is decorated mainly in

style III/E; on. another, -the "naturalistic"

style predominates; and style
III/E occurs together with gripping beasts on the same mounts.® At their
most typical, he recognised that these styles are, of course, quite differ-
ent -phenomena. However, atypical versions of them also exist, which can
be regarded either . as representing the transitional.phase of a chronological
typological development, or as constituting.a contemporary, hybrid form.
Almgren found if difficult to believe that in.art .of such a high standard as
that from Broa and Oseberg, different styles could be repeatedly mingled
together, and.-he began to question whether he was in fact dealing with truly
different styles. He.asks: "May they rather be not styles, but different
moéifs, executed in the .one characteristic and dominant style of the period?"®
If tﬁis were to be the case, then the current definitions of the styles
involved could not be retained. He félt that there had to be some qualities
_that united. them ail, that were obviously not the current criteria of heads,
feet and legs, since these.are variable.

From this premise, he began an analysis of the curve shapes involved,
and found that the curvature of style III/E elements, and of the '"naturalistic"

beasts and the gripping beasts of Broa, was similar and comparable, and that

all of these .three elements could bé assembled under one stylistic rubric, and
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ascribed to one style concept.’ By means of curve anélysis, he was
able to distinguish between style b and the elements on the Broa mounts;
and to show that.the .gripping beast motif occurred in at least two
different styles, at Broa, and as a-purely Viking age motif, in addition

to its .appearance in the Borre style.®
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_APPENDIX B

STAVE CHURCH AND OTHER WOODCARVING OF THE URNES

AND URNES/ROMANESQUEMSTYLISTIC PHASES.

In addition to the Urnmes stave church carvings,  there are a number
of other fragmentary examples of Urnes style stave .church carvings in
Norway, notably those from nglstad, Torpg and Hopperstad I. In each
case, these examples are surpassed in excellence and magnificence by
the Urnes carvings themselves.

Two door planks survive from the old chapel at Bjdlstad in Heidalen
(pl. 61). They are ornamented with Urnes style standing quadrupeds,
which are intertwined with.ribboﬁﬂbeasts and filiform tendrils. The
style is flat, and the designs are .dominated .by the strong, diagonal
lines formed by the bodies .of the quadrupeds. Although of Urnes type,
the loop schemes are less uniform than at :Urnes. The heads are simpli-
fied‘versions.of-the Urnes type, -although the .feet are completely typical
6f the style. Moe suggests. that the Bjdlstad.planks.are later than the
Ufnes carﬁings,-representing"a degenerate phase of the stylel. There is
no concrete evidence.to support.this supposition.

Moe believes that the fragment from Torpg stave church, Hallingdal
(é1.59b) is also later in date than .Urnes?. It is of finer technical
quality than the Bjdlstad planks, -although again, the style is much flatter
than at‘Urnesg. The Torpg fragment demonstrates some early Romanesque

-influences, for the creature now hds a Wigga, and bears some resemblance
to animal figures on early Romanesque doors, such as that at Imshaug";
The Hopperstad.fragments,-like the example from Torpg, was found.under
the floorboards of. the church. -‘Discoveries such.as these have led to
the assumption that the Urnes style was primarily associatéd with the
ecclesiastical world. Excavations in Norway of medieval townships have
yielded a quantity of Urnes style .objects of a secular nature, which must
cause this view to be modified.

The fragment of wood from the church at Hérning, Rander.s, Denmark
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(pl-59a) is decorated witﬁ a simple, but unequivocal, Urnes style
design. A single snake with an elegant head is carved in flat relief
on this portion of.the grooved beam, which held the tops of the upright
members of the -original stave church. The wood still shows traces of
paint, which reveél that the snake was painted in red on a black back-
ground.

The early Romanesque carvings of Urnes II, Hopperstad II° and the
Ulvik portal’, display lingering Urnes style elements. For example,
although in the latter two instances, the creatures hdve evolved into
Romanesque diagons, the ornament lines-form asymmetrical loop schemes,
reminiscent of those at Urnes, with figures—of-eight and intefbenetra—
ting loops, juxtaposed.broad and thin 1ine§,-and a circular emphasis to
the composition. In Urnés II, the capitals on the south side of the
west doorway and from thé arcade in the nave (pl.60 ) are decorated with
partially evolved, Romanesque creatures, whose bodies form open and
circular loop .patterns, which afe juxtaposed with the plain backgrounds,
and are-also-reminiscent of Urnes I designs.

From Sweden comes a fragment from the top of a stave church portal
from ﬁrégarp, Skdne (pl.58a) (ﬁhichlwas;anyway,originally Danish terri—
tory), decorated with classic Urnes style ribbon beasts. On a reused

plank from Hagebyhoga, Ostergotland (pl57a), there is a creature of the

Urnes type, although the thin, interlacing tendrils form atypical
patterns; and a fragment of a reused plank from Ramkville, Smaland (pl57b)
is ornamented with a design .that .is probably of Urnes type, although not
enough survives to be conclusive.

The two-planks from Guldrupe, Gotland (pl.56b) which originally
came from a stave church portal, afe‘reminiscent of Hopperstad II and the
Ulvik portal, in that, again, the bodies of Romanesque creatures loop in
a fashion which derives from the Urnes style loop schemes, and are inter-
twined with thinner. tendrils, all of which are juxtaposed with a plain

background. Urnes style influences-aie.seen even more clearly-on the
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fragments of a stave church portal from Heise, Gotland (pl.57c). The
planks from Skalunda, VEstergBtland,'and Vrigstad, Smiland (p1.58 b-c)
also betray Urnes style influences in their choice of loop patterns,
although in both cases, the symmetry of the designs and the predilection
for floriate terminations indicates that foreign influences were equally as
strong. The Kungsdra bench from Vastmanland (pl.62 ) also demonstrates
the survival of certain Urnes style features on an .object which is
primarily decorated with Romanesque .ornament. Once again, broad and
thin lines are .arranged . .in IQOp-schemes reminiscent of the Urnes style,
but the design .has lost the simplicity of the Urnes style, and the orna-
ment lines, -although still fiuent, are often broken by crossing lines.
With the exception of the carvings from Urnes itself, stave church
carvings decorated in Urnes style are sparse in number, fragmentary in
nature, and variable in quality. The style is better represented in
transitional Urnes/Romanesque stave church carvings,-wﬁen the Urnes loop
schemes, in particular, are occasionally re—-employed in the predominantly

Romanesque period, in Norway and Sweden at least.
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APPENDIX C

"Urnes ornament'" on the sculpture from Gosforth, Cumbria.

1 of the Urnes ornament

Kendrick refers to the "thick, coarsened form"
on the hogback at Gosforth, known as the "Saint's Tomb". He is describing
a panel at the base of the stone, decorated with a frieze of intertwined
ribbon beasts. He also refers to the Gosforth "fishing stone" which he

2 The identification of

believes has an "unmistakeable Urnes character".
these two sculptures as part of the Urnes tradition is very dubious, and
results primarily from a tendency to view them as isolated moq@ments, rather
than in the context of the Gosforth and Cumbrian groups, of which they are
an integral part. The inter-relationship of the Gosforth carvings makes it
highly unlikely that these two carvings are of eleventh century date.

The fragmentary!$ishi§gstone",3 which has a depth of 5} inches, was
probably either a slab, or part of an architectural frieze. The uppper
half of the stone is decorated with a duadruped and ribbon beast scene,which
has been attributed Urnes style characteristics. Bailey rightly states
that the implications of the Urnes style identification are "startling","
for both dating, and in the Cumbrian context, in that there is no other
traéeable effect of the Urnes style in fhe surrounding villages. The fact
is that the sculpture has more similarities with the other Gosforth carvings
than with the Urnes style. For instance, the stafford knots formed by the
interlacing of the serpentine body are not found in Urnes ornament, but do

5 and the thin knotwork and

occur on the south face of the Gosforth cross;
the fleshy plait of the "fishing stone" are also present on the east face of
the cross. In addition, the flat treatment of the human figures in the
fishing boat, with their drilled eyes, is also similar to the treatment of
the figures on the cross. Bailey maintains that the details of the execu-
tion and the similarities of the overall intention indicate that the "fishing
stone" is a product of the same historical and religious sétting as the
Gosforth cross, and may even be the work of the same sculptor.s

The "Saint's Tomb" (pl.73a ) is also closely linked to the other Gos-
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forth carvings, and the serpent motif is also found on the Penrith’ and
Bolton le Sands® hogbacks. The human figures enmeshed in the interlace of
ribbon bodies also resemhle the human figures on the cross and the "fishing
stone" in their treatment. As Bailey reéords: "there is nothing particu-—
larly Urnes about the motif of a serpent struggle as such - indeed we have
already seen that it seems to be a motif with widespread popularity through
having a particular appeal to Viking age sculptors in the north-west, per-
haps even to sculptors of hogbacks in particular".? The panel which Ken-
drick describes as "Urnes ornament"!® ‘does involve the juxtaposition of
broad and thin ornament lines on a plain background, although the difference
in body widths is not so great as Collingwood's drawing'! led Kendrick to
suppose. There is no Urnes style parallel for the animal heads, whose jaws
are extended into long tendrils, which become more ribbon beast bodies.

The panel on the south side of the same hogback has similar ornamentation,
but highlights‘more clearly the dubiousness of an eleventh century date for
the monument. Half of the pamel is occupied by broad and thin ribbon
beasts, which closély.parallel the northérn panel. However, in this case,
the ribbon bodies evolve in the other half into a fleshy plaif of.preéisely
the same character as the plait interlaces.on the cross.

After an extensive survey of the Cumbrian sculptural material, Bailey
concludes that all the Gosforth carvings represent the work of a distinct
group of sculptors, and perhaps oﬁly of one man, of great originality and
competence, who, by analogy with other local carvings, and by their pictorial
content, were working in the tenth century.!? On stylistic and techﬁical
grounds therefore, the "Saint's Tomb" hogback and the "fishing stone" do not
represent a phase of the Urnes tradition. The two st;nes were found under-
lying a twelfth century wall of the church at Gosforth in a very worn condi-

tion, which also makes an eleventh century daté improbable.!?
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APPENDIX D.

Possible Urnes derived elements in Anglo-Norman sculpture.

Several authors, notably Kend_rick,1 have discussed so—-called Urnes
elements to be found on Anglo-Norman sculpture. In most cases, as with
the Gosforth stones (appendix C), the attribution is dubious, and of little
value. As was noted in chapter seven, the Afiglo-Norman period of sculp-
ture tends to involve a reinterpretation of traditional artistic elements,
and their occasional incorporation into predominantly Romanesque art.

Kendrick refers to the Durham chapter house crosshead no.22 (pl.71 )
which includes in its ornament, a quadruped and ribbon beast scene. He
maintains that the beasts hind leg and the serpents tail "are in the form
of a graceful Urnes detail”.? The cross head can possibly be dated to
between 995 and 1083, but the carving on this cross arm is reminiscent of
the Jevington panel to the right of the Christ figure, which could alse not
be called Urnes style for the reasons stated above (p..150 ). The Jeving-
ton carving, on which the panel to the left of the Christ figuré is probably
the earliest Urnes carving in England, and the Durham crosshead are probably
similar in date, sometime in the second half of the eleventh century.

* Wilson writes that the ribbon'beasﬁs on the jambs of Kilpeck portal
(pl. 72 ) "exhibit the last flickering traces of the true Urnes style"," an
idea which has been recently reiterated by Loyn.> It is worth recalling
Bailey's words: "there is nothing very Urnes about the motif of a serpent
struggle as such".® The creatures at Kilpeck only retain very general
elements of the Urnes style. The juxtaposition of broad and thin ornament
lines on the Kilpeck jambs is not achieved with the characteristic lightness
of the style, largely because of the thick, coarsened forms of the undulating
snake bodies. This type of ribbon beast is found on several Normal tympana,
such as those from Brinsop and Ruardean. Zarnmecki’ maintains that the Kil-
peck carvings form part of the Herefordshire school of sculpture, and draws
a parﬁllel between the thick, fleshy snakes on the Kilpeck jambs and the

carvings on the label of the left doorway and the fifth shaft at Shobdon , ®
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which he identifiés as the work of the éhief master of the school. 'The-
motif of a snake like ribbon beast interlaced with single strand bands of
foliage is very persistent in Herefordshire. He conc¢ludes that the Kil-
peck carvipgs are the work of the same group of sculptors who carved the.
Shobdon pieces. On the whole, it is more rewarding to discuss the Kilpeck
work in a regional context, as it was with the Gosforth stones discussed in
appeﬁdix c.

Nevertheless, there are certain Scandinavian affinities at Kilpeck,
such as the five corbels at the top of the angle buttresses of the nave,
Which take the form of monster's heads, with open jaws and S-shaped tongues,
and are carved in openwork. These are strikingly similar to the dragon
heads on Norwegian church gables, such as those on the mid twelfth century
church at Borgund.9 The gener#l appearance of the Kilpeck doorway is
similar to certain stave church doorways. Thus, although the attribution
of the Kilpeck doorway ornament to the Urnes style is dubious, it seems
likely that the decoration represents a continuing taste for some Scandina-
vian forms of ornament in the Romanesque period. Bearing in mind the
geographical position of Herefordshire in relation to Ireland, and the.very
late flourishing of the Urnes style in Ireland, it seems that Ireland may
be the source of the Kilpeck sculptors' familiarity with the Urnes style
idiom.

With less justification, Kendrick cites several other examples of
English sculpture which he believed contained Urnes elements in their
designs. He points to the "rare survivals of Urnes design in the form of

dragons with boldly knotted tails"!®

at Ipstones, Staffordshire on a tym—
panum; at Caster, Northamptonshire, on a capital on the north side of the
chancel arch; and at Bradbourne, Derbyshire, on the orders of the arch.

He also refers, in this context, to a fragmentary cross shaft at West Marton,
near Skipton, which-has "to an appreciable degree an Urnes character"!! (a
view supported by Wilsonlz); and to a éross at Hawsker, near Whitby, wﬁich

has an "uninterrupted length of Urnes interlace".!® 1In each case, the main
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reasons for this opinion seem to be the serpent motif, or the contrast
between broad and thin ornament lines; but'in general chargcter, these
pieces are so far removed from any Urnes prototype, and fixed so firmly
in Anglo-Norman conte%ts, that the attribution of them to the Urnes style

is of little value.
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APPENDIX E

Summary of recent research into the post—Conquest burials in Durham

. cathedral chapter house, with particular reference to the grave which

contained the Durham crosier head_(cat.nof16).1

The Durham crosier head was discovered in 1874-during excavations on
the site of the partially demolished chapter house of Durham cathedral,
conducted by Dr. Fowler.? The object was found in one of a row of three
graves in the eastern end of the chaﬁter house (see pl. 74 ). Below
the level of these bishops' graves, Fowler found several other interments
of men, women‘and'children, which he concluded pfo?ably dated from before
1083, wheg Bishop Carileph expelled all the secular married canons at the
transference of the monastic fraternity from Jarrow to Durham.

As the slabs covering‘these three graves had been displaced, the task
of identifying the bishops in each grave was complicated. The three slabs
we?e epgraved:’RANNVLFﬁS EPISCOPVS; WILLS EPISCOPVS: SECVNDVS; and GAVFRIDVS
EPI[SCOPVS]; and belonged to bishops kannulph Flambard (1099-1128), William
de St.Barbara (1143-1152) and Geoffrey Rufus (1133—1146).a Fowler turned
to a plan of 1727," ﬁhich he refers to as his 'only guide",® believing the
plan to have been drawn before any displaceﬁent occurred. Although there
are many problems with this plan, for instance, fifteen names are applied to
thirteen recorded'éraves, and Robert .de Insula's name is mentioned twice,
the row of three graves was shown and the names of the occupants were Flam-
bard, St.Barbara and.Rufus. However, Fowler had found the displaced slab
of Geoffrey Rufus in the north, that of St.BarEara in the centre; and Flam—
bard in the south. The plan of 1727 showed‘that Flambard was buried in the.
north and Rufus in the south. The crosier head was.found in the.northern-
most grave of the row of three; hence,'since'Fowler's publication, the object
has coﬁmonly'been known as "Flambard's crosier".®

Simeon of Durham, a contemporary source, recorded that three bishéps
were buried in a row in the chapter house: Carileph to the north, Turgot in

the middle, and Walcher to the south, but the siting of this row is uncertain.’
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There is one otﬁer pre—-Reformation réference to Tu‘rgot.8 When Robert de
Insula was being buried in 1284, thé gravediggers_discovered Turgot's grave,
which they refilled. They'bufied Robert de Insula elsewhere, apparently
in the apse of the chapter house, just béfore the bishop's chair, which
stood on the centre iine of the buildingf It has been suggested that'bf
.1284, it was-prestigious to be buried at the eastern end, on the centre line.®
If so, Turgot must have been buried just below the step on thé centre line,
with Carileph and Walcher to either side of him.

Two sixteenth céntury lists have been uncovered which are of interest.
They are Bodleian Library MS Tanner 46 folio 5'1b of 1576, ¢copied by John
Stowe from'Lelénd's original, and Durham University Library Mickleton and
Spearman_MS.Voi.71, front past-down trecognised by Brian Gill 1979) of about
1560. Unlike most others, the bishops on these lists are not recorded
chronologically. The lists correspond.very closely, and it seems probable
that their compilers wrote them from the .names on the .gravestones in the
'chapter ho .se, i.e. in the order that the graves were set out in the chapter
" house.in the mid-sixteenth century. :The differences in the lists sﬁggest
that they are independent sources, and that the graves of at least some of
the bishops were laid out in rows. The row-of’Cariléph, Turgot and Walcher
fs confirmed by another source, Hegge, who was working in Durham in the
1620's. Tﬁere-is evidence to show that-Richard Kellawe was buried above

19 and the first name on

the steps, that is, in the apse .of the chapter house;
the Mickleéon and Spearman list is probably Richard Kellawe's.{l Although,
as yet, there is no indepeﬁdent evidence to suggest that De Insula was also
.buried above the steps (his name being second on the Mickleton and Spearman
list), it seems fairly certain that theIWriter of that list wWas working east
to west in the chapter house.

There are many problems to be solved before the chapter house burials
can be fully understood. For example, a series of entries in the Durham
obituaries appear Eo refer to the translations of séveral of the bishops,

including Carileph, Turgot, Walcher and others. This has been taken to mean
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that when the chapter house building ﬁas completed, by Flambard or Geoffrey
Rufus, the bodies of earlier sishops were exhumed and reburied in the new
structure. Yet Simeon of Durham says explicitly in 1115 that Turgot was
.buried "in capitulo", thus préving fhat there was a chapter house in 1115,
‘and that Turgot was buried there, ;na ;ot translated there, aqd Simeon also
states thé£ he was buried between Cariquh and Waléher. This-discrepancy '
in thé'sources must be resolved before éﬁy conclusions can be.;eached.

‘-ﬁevertheless, at the present stage of the enquiry, which is continuing,
the evidence strongly suggests that the row of three graves, one of which
contained the Durham crosier head;'beloﬁged net to bishops'FIambard; St.
Barbara and Rufus, but to Carileph, Turéot and Walcher. The crosier head
was found in the northernmost grave, which recent work suggests was the

grave of Carileph, bishop from 1081-1096. Such a finding can only be

corroborated by the stylistic evidence of the object itself.
!
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APPENDIX F.

The association of the silver fragments from London (cat.no.18) with a

post—Conquest coin hoard.

Shetelig's publication of thg silver fragmenfs from London does not
menfion that they may have been found with a coin hoard.! = However, Ken-
drick twice mentions this probability,? as does a pencilled note in the
margin of the catalogue in the Museum of London.?® The problem is to
ascertain with which hoard they were found.

Thompson says of the large Walbrook hoard, found about 1872, that it
"was found during excavations, but gfeat secrecy was observed about the
exact site and circumstances of the discovery"."  The workmen "co-operated"
with Mr. Baily of Gracechurch Street, who had a sizeable collection of
antiquities, which he left to the Guildhall Mnseﬁm on his death in 188l.

The numismatist Willet had seen Baily's possessions in.1876,° and Sir John
Evans listed the coins in 1885.°  About 3,480 coins have now been listed
in detail, although there is considerable confusion over how many coin
hoards Baily possessed, and the contents of each.

Thompson maintains that the Walbrook hoard.contained about 7,000 coins -
of Anglo-Saxon, Norman and foreign manufacture, and that it was deposited
-about 1070.7 However, Dolley suggests that, in fact, Thompson's one hoard
represents a conglomeration of two distinct parcels, and draws attention to
several inaccuracies in Thompson's inventory.® Thompson apparently assumed
that all the Baily coins in the British Museum came from the same source,
but without warrant. For inStance,.Elmore Jones notes that the Aethelred II
coins, which were "part of the Baily collection" came from a hoard found in
St.Martin Le Grand.®

Dolley suggests that the two parcels were extremely disproportionate in
size, and that they may also have been found in.two.quite different p1ace§.1°_
The earlier of the two hoards seems to have numbered some six thousand Anglo-
Saxon pennies, predominantly of Edward the.Confessor. The comparative

paucity of coins of Edward's last (Michaelmas 1065) issue, and the rarity of
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coins of Harold II lead Dolley to speculate that this huge treasure was
part of the "bullion" reserve of one or more of the London Moneyers, and
that William entered London while it was awaiting conversion into current

11 This would give it a deposition date of 1066.

coin.
The second hoard numbered only a handful of coins, and may have been
deposited about 1075. However, it is the large hoard that concerns us
here, for Dolley finds further evidence for his theory from the fact that
the hoard contains three foreign coin s. Foreign coins had been forbidden
to circulate in Englaﬁd since the time of Aethelstan at least, indicating,
with the obsolete English.issues included, that the hoard could not have
been speculative. The three foreign coins are Gérmén, Danish and Byzantine.
Thompson does not include the Byzantine coin in his hoard inventory, nor is °
it a well-known element of the coin collections. However, in the '"catalo-
gue of the Museum of Roman and Romano-British, Medieval and other Antiqui-
ties, discovered in the City of London 1863-1872; and collected by the late

John Walker Baily of 71, Gracechurch Street...".!? written after 1881, is

"...A heap of silver coins, part of a large find, preserved

the following:
as a specimen to show the state in which they were discovered; and portion
of the bowl containing them. The following 230 coins forming part of that
find.... 63 Ethelred
134 Edward the Confessor, 1042
.14 Cnut 1016
14 Harold I and II 1035—1066
5 William the Conquerer 1066
[Also] 30 halves of the same kind of coins....
-1 of Emperor John Zimisces 969
[Also] About 50 boxes or parcels, containing roundly from 100 to 150
coins, Roman and English, silver and copper". It is not surprising that
there is considerable confusion over Baily's coin collections; yet here is
an undoubted reference to part, at least, of the huge 1066 hoard, and with

it is included the Byzantine coin.of Emperor John Zimisces.
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This early catalogue makes no mention of the silver fragments, but
as it is a vague and-incomplete list, this.is not a.problem. There is,
however, evidence of a connection between the silver fragments and the
find containing the Byzantine coin. In the Museum of London is preserved
a fragment of a manuscri;;t,13 on which is written: "Coin of John Zimisces,
Emperor of the East A.D.969-976. Found in a coarse earthen urn with a pair
of gold mounted Saxon-spurs, f?agments of a silver ferrule of a walking
staff engraved with runic ornament, and about 17 1bs. of Saxon coins, con-
sisting of Athelred (two types) Cnute (two types) Harold (lst and 2nd, one
type each) and Edw. th; Confesssr (about 13 types);.all these objects being
about 1 century later than this coin. All the foregoing, with the pick of
the coins, were in the possession of J.W. Baily". If the identification
of the silver fragments with Baily's'silver ferrule of a walking staff" is
correct, then the fragments can be firmly associated. .with a coin hoard.
That coin hoard must be the large hoard of about 1066, as evidenced by the
description of the contents, and by the quantity of coips. It .is roughly
estimated that 17 1lbs. of coins would be about 5000 pieces, not allowing

1% In the light of the evidence of

for broken or otherwise damaged coins.
the Byzantine coin, the Walbrook hoard, and the manuscript note linking them
with the silver fragments, the latter can be dated, reasonably firmly, to

before 1066.
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APPENDIX G,

An Urnes style strap end from Freswick.

The Freswick strap end (pl.73b ) is the only Urnes style object from

Scotland known to me.!

It was found during excavations of the large
Viking settlement at Freswick, carried out by Curle in 1937 and 1938.2
Unfortunately, the object was a single, unstratified find, discovered in-
the sand near the Viking houses.?

The ornamentation consists of a.single animal. Its head is seen
from above, and it has a long, tapering snout, which séems to bite the ring
beyond it. The body is serpentine, and forms-a loop from which the limbs
émerge. The width of the ornament lines is fairly constant, thus minimi-
sing the contrast of broad anmd thin élements. Although the decorated area
on which the animal orﬁament occurs is similar in shape to the English
Urnes style bronze mounts (cat.no.1-6), theldesign has a more linear aspect,
with the limbs proceeding straight across the object in various directionms,
and not forming interpenetrating loop schemes. Nevertheless, the concept
of the decoration recalls the English Urnes style, and a subtﬁiangular hip
joint on one of the limbs is suggested. Generally, the ornament lines
cannot be related to parts of the animal's anatomy with any certainty, but
the model of the Eﬁélish Urnes style bronze mounts enables the ornament to
be interpreted thus far. In this, the object is related to the Tynemouth
mount (cat.no.6), which also depended on seeing it .as part of the group of
English Urnes material for an understanding of its ornamentation.

The Freswick strap end derives from the English Urnes style, but the

dating and art-historical position of the object, isolated as it is in a

north Scottish context, do not allow for further deductionms.
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p.3

p.4

EQQINOTES

The history of the study of the Urnes style

Shetelig 1909

. Muller 1880

This system is used, for example, by Wilson, 1966.

The Ringerike district is a few miles north of Oslo. A number

of carved stones were found there, all ornamented in a similar
artistic style, which came .to be known as Ringerike style. The
stones came from Vang, Alstad, Dynna, Tanberg and Strand.
Jelling in Jutland was a royal burial place. It was here that
royal burial mounds were raised, and complex stone alignments
were built. Several carved stones were also raised, including

the famous Jelling stone, which bears the following inscription:

" "King Harald ordered this stome to be raised in memory of Gorm

10.

11.

12.

13.

his father and Thyra his mother : (he was) that Harald who won

all Denmark, and Norway, .~ 27 . and made all the Danes Chris-
tian". The .reference is to Harald Bluetooth, and the stome is
dated on the evidence of the ihécriptipn to -between 965 and 985.
i.e. Christiansson 1959

Malmer 1963

Holmquist 1963

Particularly those of Britain, Ireland and.Germany due to the.
activity of Christian missionaries. See Moe 1955, 30.

Christiansson 1959, 11-31.

Wilson 1966, 95-160

Christiansson 1959, 47-50

Holmquist 1963, 9-29, 65-67

Malmer 1963, 244

Shetelig 1909, 83-106; 1948, 107-113; 1949, 140-141

He believes that the Urnes style developed from earlier Scandinavian
art styles, particularly the Ringerike style. He sees the origins
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

of the style és Central Swédish, from where, he maintains, it was
transmitted to Norway.

zberg 1921, 68, sees a revival of the Vendel styles in the Urnes
phase.

Lindquist 1931, 167-178 agrees more closely with Shetelig, believing
that the origins of the stylé were Gotlandic-Central Swedish, and
that the style developed from earlier Scandinavian styles, particu;
larly fhe Jellingestyle. However, he also admits certain Irish
influences.

Kendrick 1949, 110, also believes that the Urnes style developed
from the Jellinge and Ringerike style phases, and probably origina-
ted in East Sweden, the Urnes carvings representing a later Norwe-
gian version.

Wilson and Klindt-Jensen, 1966. Wilson also believes that the
Urnes style represents a development from the Ringerike style. He
would also see the Ringerike style as a Scandinavian development
wﬁich first appeared on the Central Swedish runestones. The appear-
ance.of the style in Britain is ascribed to the aésimilation of
Viking taste by the native population.

Anker 1970, 214-215, believes that a.purely Scandinavian tradition
accounts for the development of the Ringerike and Urnes styles.
Hauglid 1973, 53-57, also sees the Urnes style in the light of a
Scandinavian traditionm, ruﬂning through the Jellinge and Riﬁgerike
styles. He regards the o?igins of the style as being found on the
Central Swedish runestones, but does not totally disregard Irish
influences.

Brondsted 1924, 299,303 sees the Urnes standing quadruped as a
development from the Northern English Anglian beast.

Holmquist 1951, 34-37, believes th;t English manuscripts and the
Anglo-Saxen art styles were influential in the development of the
Urnes style, and that the Irish Urnes style also developed.from an

Anglo—-Saxon source.
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22.

23.
24.

25.

' 26.

Moe 1955, 20-29, also believes in an English origin for the Urnés
style, particularly the early eleventh century Northern English
sculpture. He credits the.Anglo-Saxon missionary activities as’
being responsible for the transmission of the style to Scandinavia,
first to Norway, and then to SQedeﬁ; but he also acknowledges Irish
influences to have been active in the later phase.

Miller 1880, 265-324.

Holmquist i963, 147-50. Holmquist's theory does not seem tenable
in the light of the secure dating.of much of the Irish metalwork to
the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries.

The Lismore crosier is the earliest dateable.object with pure Urnes
style elements. Its inscription indicates a date somewhere between
1090 and 1113.

ﬁenry 1933, 76-77;

Henry 1962, 65-67; Henry 1970, 192-95.
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p.6

p.-7

Part one : chapter one

Wilson 1966
Fuglesang 1974, 9-21

Almgren 1955, 88-95

. Fuglesang 1974, 9-21; Fuglesang 1978, 205-213

Fuglesang 1978, 205
Fuglesang 1978, 205
Fuglesang 1974, 16-21

Almgren, however, does not differentiate between motifs in this way.
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p.20

p.23

p.28

p'.31

p.32

p-33

p-35

10.

11.

12,

13'

14.

15.

16.

17.

18'

19.

20.

21.

22.

Chapter two.
Christie 1958, 49-73

. Moe 1955, 1

Fuglesang 1974, 9-21

Fuglesang 1974, 17

. Fuglesang 1974, 17

Christiansson 1958, 145,146

- Christiansson 1958, 145,146

. Fuglesang 1974, 17

A-description used by James Lang in a lecture in 1978.

I have heard the creature described thus, but can find no reference.
Wilson 1966, 120

Fuglesang 1974, 18

Fuglesang 1974, 17

Fuglesang 1974, 20

Fuglesang 1974, 17,18

Fuglesang 1974, 16-21

i.e. Wilson 1966, 147

Blindheim 1965, 41 talks of the Urmes doorway as being decorated
with a scene of "ferociously struggling animals".

Kendrick 1949, 89 talks'of "a splendid lion, struggling in the.
coils of a serpent".

i.e. Fuglesang 1974, 63, 109

Wi;son.1966, 120,121

i.e. Wilson 1966, 120,121

Kendrick 1949, 89

See above, footnote .18

There are innumerable examples of this. To take one, Kendrick 1949,
88, fig.8 shows a detail of a Danish.horse collar on which two ribben
beasts are entwined; but he does not conclude that they, too, are

engaged in.combat.
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p.36 23. i.e. in Vendel style art, see Shetelig 1949, 97, figs.36-38.

p.37

p.38

24,

25.

26.

27.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

i.e. The Book of Lindisfarne fol.26v and fol.9%4v

The Book of Kells. fol.7v and fol.183v

The Jelling stone, for instance, commemorates Harald's conversion
of the Danes to Christianity, amongst other things. If the animal
scene is taken as a piece of figurative symbolism, it may be seen
as representative of the fight between good and evil, or of the
success of Christianity over its adversaries. Alternatively, the
crucifixion Scene on the stone may be thé pictorial representation
of Christianity; while the animal scene may be representative of
royal power to which anothér part of the inscription alludes,
claiming that Harald was king of Norway, anc DenmarK. . . Since
the symbolic interpretation of the ornamentation is purely hypothe-
tical, so too are the conclusions reached.

Genesis 3, v. 1-15

Moe 1955, 30

. Curman 1932, 144-146, fig.l

Fuglesang 1974, pl.iii : A

The terminology of the vegetal motifs'is taken from Fuglesang 1974,
119-144.

Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1966, pl.LIX a-b

Eldjarn 1953, figs. 6-7

Shetelig 1910-11, 47-49

Aberg 1941, 47-49

Fuglesang 1974, 125-128

The terminology used here is taken from Thompson 1975, 30-31.

261



1«39 1.

w40 5.

4l 6.

y.42 10.

11.

Chapter three.
Lindquist 1931, 163-178
Holmquist 1951, 26

Christiansson 1959, 31

Capelle 1968, 63

. This view coincides with Wilson's in Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1966,
149-150 and Fuglesang's 1974, 7.

. The inscriptions quoted are literal translations of the modern Swedish

translations found in Sveriges Runinskrifter.

The runestone numbers are taken from Sveriges Runinskrifter. Since this is a

standardised and universally acceptable sequence for the stones, there will
not be individual bibliographical_references as such, except in the case of

recently discovered stones which are not included in Sveriges Runinskrifter.

The word "styrunapr" also appears on four other stones: Solél, U10ll,

Ul016 and DR1 Haddebf; and there are other references to seamen, on stones
siich as U654: "he could well steer the ship".

It is very doubtful that Vigmund and Afrid actually carved the stone; the
inscription probably refers to the fact that Vigmund and Afrid were the
patrons of the monument. .

Thingelid - an army of men, both English and Danes, taken into the personal

service of Knut, who reigned in England from 1016 - 1035.

cf. "Yngvar's saga vidfgrli", Johnsson 1950, ii, 423-459

The apportionment, among the various territories, of the late Viking rune-

stones and Eskilstuna cists, 15 approximately as follows: Uppland - about
1200; Sodermanland - almost 400; Ostergotland - nearly 300; Smaland - about
10; Oland - about 70; Gotland - about 40; Vastergotland — about 130; Narke -
about 30; Vastmanland - about 10; Norrland - about 50; Skane - about 50;
Bornholm - about 40; the rest of Denmark = about 100; and Norway - about 10.
i.e. U462, U489, U104, U122, U179, U262 etc.

This cross type is not always found on RsmundYS'works. For example, U871 has
a cross with pointed rays between the arms. Zsmund's work is also character-
ised by his prediléction for small, freé-standing quadrupeds among the usual
ornamentation, and by certain runological traits, such as the use of the word

"markaji", amongst others. .
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p-43
pP.44

P.45

p.46

p.47

p.48

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

i.e. U938, unsigned but aimost certainly the work of apir
cf. Thompson 1975, 23-26
.Gustavson 1976, 106, fig.l3
Von Friesen 1913, 29-33
Christiansson 1959
Moe 1955, 8-9
Gustavson 1975, 104
Ul165 is from Rotbrunna, Harveni. The name "Airikr" is written in
code. The sixteen letters of the younger futhark were divided into
three groups, thus:

PNPFRY - %41t TBYPA
Erik numbers the groups from right to left one, two and three.
Within each group, the letters are numbered from left to right. He
tran;mits the numbers by means of long and short strokes, long strokes:
for the number of the group, and short strokes for the number of the
letter within the group. Thus, the first letter of his name, A, is

the fourth letter of the second group, and is written thus:

Heid ' . T T R R Ll
II and the message contxnues" Hl

A
Wessen.and Jansson .1940-1958, U379 and U391. Wessen and Jansson
maintain that this sort of art was a manifestation of the "bonde"
culture in eleventh century Uppland, which quickly languished. Guilds
were known as early as the eighth century in France and England; for-
example, the "gilda mercatoria" im England is perhaps the oldesf known
guild. A peace guild was a1§§ formed during troubled times, such as

under the kingship of Aethelstan from 895-940, when neighbours pre-

_sumably‘rallied to each other's aid, when troubled by plunderers and

so on. However, the guilds primarily had monetary origins, and the
word may derive from the Scandinavian "geld". It seems likely that
Frisian and Saxon businessmen in the north felt themselves to be

vulnerable. They were also able to be more commercially effective,

once they were organised into guilds. Scandinavian guilds, which
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p.51

P-52

21.

22.

23.

24.

25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

32.

were set up by incoming groups, such as the .Frisians, were based on
the Germanic models of organisation, and were started for the twin
purposes of business, and personal co—operation, and were already
Christian organisations when introduced into Scandinavia. The
significance attached go blood brotherhood during the Viking period
was underlined by the economic and spiritual brétherhood felt by
guildbrothers of the same era, as indicated by the use of the word
"felaha" on U391, translated here as "business partner", rather
inadequately. The Swedish names of the guildbrothers, the choice
of type of memorial, and the use of the Swedish runic alphabet,
indicates that the people involved were of Frisian ancestry, but had
dwelt for some time in Sweden. The club possibly had a mixked
Swedish and Frisian membership.

The Sigtuna carver Torbjorn is not to be confused with other rune-
carvers-who have the same name, such as Tbrbjérn Skald who carved
U29, and had considerably more talent than the man responsible for
the Sigtuna stomes.

Von Friesen 1913, 67

Lindquist 1941, 40-48 (Lindquist's type d picture stones)

i.e. Wilson 1966, 150

Moe 1955, 10

Lindquist 1941, 76-82

Christiansson -1959

Christiansson 1959, 265

Chfistiansson 1959, 265

i.e. Thompson 1975 studies the Upplandié material exclusively.

Sveriges Runinskrifter no. So 356

Jansson 1962, 157

Lindquist 1917-1924
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p.-54

p-55

p.56

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Chapter four.

. Eg. Oslo U.O. C27822 Lesja, Oppland; U.O. C26519 Hole,

Buskerud; U.0. C28696 Eidanger, Telemark

Skien Bymuseum 3934 Telemark

. They are usually approximately 3.5 — 5 cms. across

deenhavn Nat.’Mus, reg.no's D.26462, D.10977, D.11058 & D.13401
e.g. Statens Historiska Museum, 6765 Sarestad, 3315 unprovenanced.
Shetelig 1910-11, 46

Wilson 1966, 127

. Shetelig 1920, 322

Fuglesang 1974, 155

The vanes from Heggen, Norway and Kallunge, Gotland are seen as
belonging to the classic phase of the Ringerike style,
Fuglesang 1974, cat.no's. 42 and 44 .

Fuglesang 1974, 37-38

Rydh 1919, fig.71

. 1.e. Wilson 1966, 141

Eg Heda, astergatland and Anundsjﬁ, anermanland, Socket.
Karlsson 1976, figs. 155 and 111

Wilson 1964, 51 postulates that this object was the prototype for
the English bronze mounts (cat.no’s. 1-7 in the present . work)
Eg. U938, U644, U859, U860

Wilson 1966, pls. xxxv, XxXXvii

Moe 1955, 12

Shetelig 1909, 12-26

Lindquist 1931, 167-178

Kendrick 1949, 110

Wilson 1966, 149-153.

Hauglid 1973, 53-57

Moen 1971, 55-56
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p.62 19. Herteig 1957, 43, fig.22a
20. Fuglesang 1974, 21

21. Blindheim 1965, 30-31
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p.64 1.

5.

Chapter five.

Stenberger 1947, Vol.II, 175-177

Stenersen 1881

Wilson 1966, 160

Wilson 1978, 135. Wilson produces a list of dating methods of the
post—-Roman period, in order of reliability

a) Dating by inscription

b) Dating by association with a known historical personage

c) Dating by association with a known historical event

d) Dating by inclusion .in.a.coin hoard

e) .Dating by inclusion in an archaeological stratification
f) Stylistiec or typological dating.
Da 42. (As in chapter 3, the runestone numbering follows the system

used in Sveriges Runinskrifter, Norges Innskrifter med de yngre Runer

Danmnarks ruﬁndskr;i;f ter.)

6.
7.

p.65 8.

10.
11.
p.66 12.

13.

14‘

15.

Moltke 1971, 10-31
Archbishop Absolon lived from about 1127 until. 1200

Von Friesen 1909, 64

-Jansson 1962, 81

Von Friesen 1909, 62:-63

Jansson 1962, 81

Von Friesen 1913, ‘34-36

Brate 1925, 37

Von Friesen 1913, 41-46

It is impossible to give any fixed boundaries to the Serkland, "the
Saracen's land" of the runestones. The norsemen probably meant by it
the lands of the Abbasid Caliphate, whose capital in the Viking age was
Baghdad.

Yngvar's saga vidforli, Jonsson ed. 1950, ii 423-459.-

Ingvar apparently raised an arﬁy of men mostly from the Malar district.

These included men such as Gunnler, who '"could well steer the ship"
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p.67

p.68

(U654); and references are made to men who joined him and steered their
own ships, as on U778 which records that Banke "had a ship of his owmn
and steered eastward in Ingvar's host'".

16.The expedition, on runestone evidence, apparently ended in disaster,
as no mention is made of any survivors, who returned to Sweden. All of
Ingvar's men seem to have died "south in Serkland". The Gripsholm
stone (So 179) was set up by Tola in memory of her son, Harald, who was

Ingvar's brother. The inscription.closes with the stanza:

paeir foru draengila They fared like men
fiarri at gulli far after gold

ok austarla and in the. east
aerni gafu gave the eagle -food.
Dou .sunnarla They died southward
a Saerklandi- In Serkland.

17.Jonsson 1950, ii, 447-448. 1In fact, the date is given in two ways.

18.These are U127, U149, Ul64, U165, U212 and two lost stones, L403 & L445

19.These are U101l and U143

20.U150

21.U140

22.For example, Jarlebanke's grandmother Estrid, and her first husband,
Osten raised U137 for their son Gag; and Estrid raised U136 after her
husband, Osten. Their children, Ingefast, Osten and Sven raised U135
after asten, and so on.

23.Von Friesen 1913, 51

24 .Moe 1955, 8-9

25.Thompson 1975, 80 fn.10. Visate frequently uses Fot's basic structure
(A-2); and on U668, he is clearly imitating Balle cf.U724, U735, U739;
and on U449, he copies the beast of U428.

26.Balle, and an.otherwise unknown carver .named Frdystaein, freely acknow—
ledge themselves as pupils of Livsten, in the signature of Ull6l. Such
explicit testimony is rare.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

- 33.

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40'

Taken from Fuglesang 1974, 232. This information was kindly supplied

to Fuglesang by M. Rydbeck.

Fuglesang 1974, 232 fn.72. e.é. The fragments from Koping church, aland,
were reused in the twelfth century building cf.Jansson 1954, 83-89
Shetelig 1909, 103-105

Bugge 1935, 163-164

Mowinckel 1929, 393-401

Mowinckel 1929, 398-400, fig.5

Chri;tie 1958, 49-73, figs. 2 - 3

Bjerknes 1958, 81

Wilson 1966, 160; Krogh and Voss 1961, 20

Fuglesang 1974, 25, first employed this logical deduction
Fuglesang 1974, 15, 64-66

Blindheim 1965, 4

Kjellberg 1953, 81, figs. 2-3, 5

Blindheim 1965, pls. 172, 183-186
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p.-72

p.75

p.77

p.80

Part two. Chapter six.

Section A.

Kendrick 1949, 116

Kendrick 1549, 116

Since the catalogue numbers of the English material correspond to the
plate numbers of the objects, no plate numbers are referred to in the
text, when cataléogued items are mentioned. Thus.,, bronze mounts (cat.

nos. 1-7) are illustrated on plates 1-7 in their respective order.

. In a recent lecture in.Durham, Dr. Arrhenius of Stockholm University

related how experiments in Sweden had showed that when clay dies were
used more than once, shrinkage of the ¢lay die during the process of
manufacture led to the objects ﬁroduce&.being a different size. Hence,
no two Swedish bracteates are identical.

Mistakenly referred to by Kendrick 1949, 116, és having an Irish origin.
See chapter 6, section C. |

The wearing away of sucﬁ détails as a spiral hip may be seen on the

bronze mount from Mildenhall (cat.no.10) where differing details of a

~ symmetrical design have remained visible on either side of the composition.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Some niello is still visible; (see catalogué entry).

The Peterborough mount was presented to the museum in 1862; the Kemsley
Downs object was purchased.in 1883; the Lincoln mount was found in 1850;
an& the unprovenanced mount was presented to the museum in 1862.

Jobey 1967, 88-89, fig.13

Neither the Lincoln mount no? the Sedgeford mount are published.

Wilson could not see the eye on the Tynemouth mount. Jobey 1967, 89
The Tymemouth mount is, however, the only mount which still has the

original rivets in situ.

‘The commonest.expression of the head viewed from above in Scandinavia is

to be found on the Swedish runestone series.
Wilson 1964, 51
Cramp 1967, 18, pl.VIIb. For the Collingham cross shaft, see Wilson 1966,

fig.48
&7 270


http://cat.no

P-93
p.96
p.97-

p.101

p.102

p.103

p.104

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

. 22.

23.

24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30-

31.

32.

33.

34.

Wilson 1964, fig.8, pl.xi, 1.

Wilson 1964, fig.29, pl.xxviii, 61

Found, for example, on a bronze die from Torslunda, -Sweden.

Wilson 1966, pl.IIIa

In 869, the Viking leaders of a Danish 'horde", Ubbi and Ivar, moved
south into East Anglia, defeated'the.English levies, captured and cruelly
eXecuted King Edmund, a deed which lastingly impressed.itself on the
English imagination. -Jones 1968, 220; Garmonsway 1972, 70-71
Macé;egor 1978, fig.24, 4

MacGregor 1978, 42

Wilson 1964, pl.xviii

Kendrick 1949, pl.LXII. This parallel was suggested to me by Mr.James
Lang.

Wilson 1964, pl.XLII, 136-137

Eg. Ull42, U884, U890

Eg. U489

Wilson 1966., 151

The Northampton ferminal was discovered in 1975, and the Sussex object
in 1978. Neither of them have been pub}ished.

Blomkvist 1971, 17-19

At the time of writing, the object had not yet been fully cleaned or
conserved

Henderson 1972, 32.

Fowler 1879 -

Kendrick 1938(b); Kendrick 1949, 117-118

Late Viking spearheads of Petersen type G seem to be the oenly type of
spearheads with Urnes decoration. Decorated spearheads of type G all
provenate.ffom East Scandinavia, the East Baltic, and Russia. Type G
speatheads tend to have a shorter, broader shaft than that of the Durham
crosier head.

eg. SHM 5826 Kyrings Vall, Gotland; SHM 1273 Kyrkogirden, Verdel, Uppland.
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p.107 36.

p.108 ¢

p. 109

p.llO

35.

37.

38.

44 .

45,

46.

47.

Also Nerman 1929, 106 illustrates an Urnes type G spearhead from Treyden,
Lettland.

Farnes 1975, 75-76. "The Irish type of crosier differs from the Conti-
nental type in both form and symbolism. Whereas the Contimental crosier
has a scrolled handle, the Irish type of crosier has a slightly curved
crook which terminates in a short perpendicular drop at the end. This
drop also served the . function of a reliquary box. The continental type
of crosier; which was common in both England and on the continent in the
late llth century, was designed to represent the shepherd's crook, and it
gradually developed.into an episcopal emblem". |

Wilson 1966, 151

Kendrick 1938(b), 239

Kendrick 1938(b) - 239, pl.LVI

Kendrick 1938(b), 239, pl.LVI

Kendrick 1949, 118

. Kendrick 1938(b), 239

‘However, Shetelig 1935, 24, believed that the Durham crosier head was a

"foreigner in England...easily accounted for by the intimate connection
between the English and Norwegian clergy at this time'". The only objects
that Shetelig believed were made in England are those that have distinc-
tive forms, such as the bronze mounts and the Pitney brooch. He did not
discover that they were English products through stylistic analysis.
Kendrick 1938(b), 239

Wilson 1966, 154

Green 1967, 240-242 refutes Wilson's assertion emphatically, as far as the
Norwich capital is concerned.

Shetelig 1935, 24

Storm 1911-1912, 220-231. e.g. King Eric Eiegod sent to Evesham for monks
for the Benedictine monastery at Odense about 1100, and invited abotts,
priors and clergy from England to send workers to revitalise the Danish

church.
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p.111 !

y 112

p.113

115

) .116

' 0117

48,

49,

Read 1887, 532-533

Fowler's lithograph of the Durham crosier head was also produced at the.

. end of the nineteenth century. The inaccuracies of the drawing of the

51.

52.

53.

54.
55.
56.

57.

58.

60.

61.

63.

64'

66.

crosier's ornamentation serve as a reminder that the illustration of the
Mottisfont stirrup may not be entirely reliable.

Wilson 1964, 41

Arbman 1935-37, 270

Arbman 1935-37, 268

I am most grateful to W.A. Seaby for the information and comments on the
Mottisfont stirrup that he ga&e me. His and P.Woodfield's work on late
tenth and early eleventh century Viking'type stirrups is shortly forth-

coming in Medieval Archaeology

Arbman 1935-37, 268

Wilson 1966, 117

Read 1887, 532

Arbman 1935-37, 268. Read possibiy mistook the incised lines as con-
tainers of silver wire originally, insteéad of niello, which seems more
likely.

The terminology is taken. from Fuglesang 1974, 119-144.

e.g. in the way in which the word is used about the Kemslef Downs and
Ixworth ﬁounts in Wilson 1964, 51

Taken from the Concise Oxford Dictionary, 4th edition.

Wilson 1964, 51, notes the relationshlp of the Ixworth mount to the Urnes
style bronze mounts in the Bfitish Museum.  Heé mistakenly refers to the.
Kemsley Downs mount as a "degenerate form of the same ornament”.

Wheeler 1935, 181

This object is a recent discovery by the Lincoln Archaeological Trust,

and is, at present, under analysis and comservation.

‘e.g. The Thames buckle loop from Barnes; Wilson 1964, pl.xxi, no.34.

Holmquist 1951, 32-33, fig.27

Not to be confused with the debased Urnes style mount from the same
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provenance, -Ixworth, Suffolk, cat.noe.ll
67. Holmquist 1951, 33
) .118 68. Fuglesang 1974, 56
69. Bruce-Mitford 1956, 197
70. Bruce-Mitford 1956, pl.xxvii, A.
71. Bruce—Mitford 1956, pl.xxxi, ‘A.
0.119 72. Wilson 1964, 49
73. Wilson 1964, 50, pl.IX,a
74. Wilson 1966, fig.59
p.120 75. Wilson 1964, 49
76. Christiansson 1959, 145, 146.
77. Smith, 1925(a) 137
78. Bruce-Mitford 1956, 197
"79. Wilson 1964, 49
p.121 80. As Thompson 1956, 99 writes: '"The hoard was found during excavations,
but great secrecy was observed about the exact site and circumstances
of the discovery".
81. Kendrick 1949, 118-119-

p.122 82. Kendrick. 1938(b), 239.
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Chapter 6. Section B
p.124 1. A function ascribed to them, e.g. by Kendrick 1949, 116 and Moe 1955,17.

p.125 2. Wilson 1964, 203

3. Wilson 1964, 58-59

4., Wilson 1964, 59 says "the exact use of these mounts can never be finally
settled".

p.126 5. Technical terminologyhas been .taken primarily from Hodges 1976, and ¥
Lowery and Savage 1971.

6. I am grateful to Louise Bacon for the many helpful suggestions she gave
me concerning the possible techniques used in the manufacture of the
metalwork material

7. A pointed tool often used for light preliminary marking of designs on
metal

8. A sharp, hard,'hand-held tool, which cuts.awsy metal from the surface of
the object being made.

9. A tool held and moved along the metal with one hand, and driven into the
surface of the metal with a hammer held in the.other, -thus pushing the
metal\aside to make a . groove.

p.127 10. Lowery and Savage 1971, 168
p.129 11. Personal communication with the Lincoln Archaeological Trust

12. Phillips 1940, pl.xxv.

p.130 13. London museum medieval catalogue 1954, 164, fig.51
p.131 14. Wilsen 1966, pl.LIV b |
15. The Northsmpton terminal, while on exhibition by the Northampton
Development Corporation, has been reconstructed as a lock hasp terminal
16. Arbman 1943, taf.263-264
17. Wilson 1964, 150
18. Wilson 1964, 65
p.132 19. A suggestion of Louise Bacon's, with which I concur
20. Wilson 1964, 160, fig.28
p.133 21. This would have included a variety of hammers, heads and stakes of various
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22.

23.

p-134 24,
25.
26.
27.

p.135 28.

sizes and shapes, againsf which to hold the work as it was hammered;
grinding and polishing stones, a controlled fire and its bellows, a
supply of high quality fuel etc.

Nevertheless, it is not impossible that tinkers, or foundérs of small
objects, travelled light aﬁd improvised much of their equipment on the
spot when they found a customer.

It is problematical from every point of view. The present tendency is
to talk of "schools" as Bailey 1974 does. Too many hypotheses are

involved in the interpretation of the "workshop" concept.

‘Moe 1955, 30

Jobey 1967, 54-55
Fowler 1879, 388
Fowler 1890

Moe 1955, 30.
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Chapter 6 : C
p.136 1. Shetelig 1948, 109
2. Kendrick 1949, 116
3. Wilson 1964, 204
4, Personal communication with M.D. Craster, of the University Museum of
Archaeology and Ethnology, Cambridge
5. The find places of objects found in the nineteenth century or early
this century are usually recorded in the accession registers of the
various museums which house the objects; and these seem to be the
earliest sources of informatién
p.137 6. The Wisbech mount was found in 1846 in Wisbech castle ditch, when the
foundation for the present Wisbech museum was being dug
7. Jobey 1967, 54-55
8. Information kindly provided by the Lincoln Archaeoloegical Trust
9. Information kindly provided by the Northampton Development Corporation
10. Information kindly provided by the Sussex Archaeological Society
11. Information kindly provided by the staffs of Norwich Castle Museum and
| Kings Lynn Museum
12, Read 1887, 532
13. Fowler 1879, 388
14. Hickes 1705, iii, 187-188
15. There is some doubt about the find circumstances of the silver fragments,
(see chapter 9)
16. Found in the River Thames.
p.138 17. Sawyer 1971, 152
18. Liebermann 1903, 216
19. Andefsen 1934, xxi - xxiv
20. Stenton 197},'(3rd ed.), 499
21. He wés primarily concerned with the movements of Scandinavian "hergas",
or armies, and with documenting events as they happened
p.139 22. Sawyer ‘1971, 159
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23. Sawyer 1971, 159-162
24, Sawyer 1971, 166
25. Garmonsway 1972, 94-95
26. Sawyer 1971, 166
27. Geipel 1971, 169-179
p.140 28. Jensen 1968, lxii-iii
29, Geipel 1971, 54
30. Lang 1978, 145
31. Lang 1978, 145
32. e.g. Lang 1978, 145
p.141 33. Jones 1968, 421
34. Sawyer 1971, 153
35. Sawyer 1965, especially 162-163
36. Sawyer 1971, 174-175-
p.142 . 37. Sawyef 1971, 175 v
38. Sawyer 1971, 175
39. It seems likely, however, that both the owners and the manufacturers
p-143 were prone to the same.styliétic influences
40. C;t. no's. 3 and 7
41. Personal communication with the Limcoln Archaeological Trust
42. Lang 1978 subtitles his paper "A study of the Metropolitan School: at-
York".

43. Kendrick 1949, 116
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> . 145

.146

p.147

p.148

1.

3.

Chapter 7.
Zarnecki 1951(a), 7

Zarnecki 1951 (a)

The art of pre*Conquest England had numerous links with Normandy, and
the pro—Norman sympathies of Edward the Confessor are well-known.
Westminster Abbey, for instance, (consecrated 1065) was modelled on
Jumiéges Abbey in Normandy. Thus, the Norman form of Romanesque art
may well have been adopted in England eventually, with or without the
political conquest.

Sculptured decoration occﬁrs mostly on capitals, such as those in the
small chapel in Durham Castle (Zarnecki 1951, figs.3, 5-9) founded in
1072. . However, such examples have less variety and quality than the
decorated capitals in Normandy itselft

Zarnecki 1951(a), 11-12

The earliest Norman churches include Archbishop Lanfranc's cathedral at

Canterbury (c.1075), Lincoln Cathedral. (before 1092) and Durham Cathe-
dral by the end of the eleventh century.

Zarnecki 1951(a), 8

For example, Lanfranc's cathedral at Canterbury was enlarged with a new

choir, which was dedicated in 1130; and Reading Abbey (1121) was King

Henry's own foundation

9. Zarnecki 1951(a), 5

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15’

16.

17.

Kendrick 1949, 139

Kendrick 1949, 123

Galbraith 1968, 177

Galbraith 1968, 175

Galbraith 1968, 175

See in particular the tympanum from Hoveringham (cat.no.23) and the
lintel from Southwell (cat.mo.24)

Zarnecki 1966, 99

Galbraith 1968, 177
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p-149 18. Galbraith 1968, 177
19. Galbraith 1968, 174
20. Although Moe 1955, 20, would date the Southwell and Hoveringham sculp-
tures to as early-as 1020- seeé -chapter 9
p.150 21. Calverley 1899, 259
p.153 22. Zarmecki 1951(b), 118
p.154 23. Moe 1955, 20
p.155 24. Galbraith 1968, 176
25. Moe 1955, 19
p.156 26. Kendrick 1949, 122. Also Moe 1955, 18-19
p.157 27. Moe 1955, 19 |
28. Kendrick 1949, 122

29. Kendrick 1949, 122.
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p.158

.159

0 . 160

p.161

p.162

11.
12,
13.
14.

15,

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

23.

Chapter eiéht.

e.g. Lethbridge 1931, fig.30

Wilson 1960-61, 17. It was fourd with a miniature hone-stone and an
ivory seal, which can be dated by comparison with coin; to the late
tenth or first half of the eleventh century; although there is some

doubt as to whether these three objects actually formed a closed find

. Lasko 1956, 345

. Lasko 1956, 345, figures

Lasko 1956, 344-345

Lasko 1956, appendix, 350-355

Wilson 1960-61, 18

Bank 1959, 333ff.

Goldschmidt 1923, iii, 40, pl.L, no.l49

Wilson 1960-61, 18

‘Christiansson 1959, 145,146

Wilson 1960-61, 18

Wilson 1964, pl.xxiv, no.44

Wilson 1964, 43-45

Goldschmidt 1923, pl.Ll, no.156

Goldschmidt 1923, 40

Goldschmidt 1923, pl.L1l, no.155

Goldschmidt 1923, pl.Ll, no.l54

Goldschmidt 1923, 40

Lasko 1956, 343

Opinions Qary'and dating the manuscript must be on a hypothetical basis:
Wilson 1964, 26 says that conventional art-historical dating is to the
early ninth century; palaeographers tend to date it to the late eighth
century. Temple 1976, 74 agrees with the latter date.

Téemple 1976, 74

I am greately indebted to Milly Budny for drawing my attention to this

manuscript sketch, and for.giving me access to much of her, as yet, un-=
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published work on MS. Royal I.E.VI. Much of the information within
this text, such as that P egolis written in the same hand that drew.the
Urnes animal, is a personal communication from Miss Budny.
.163 24. Wilson 1964, 25
25. Wilson 1964, 25

26. Wilson 1964, 27.
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p.165

p.166

p.167

p.168

p.169

p.170

10.

11.

12.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

" 20.

21.

22.

24.

Chapter nine.
Wilson 1978, 135

Page, in Wilson 1964, Appendix A, 86-89
Personal communication with Milly Budny
Temple 1976, 74

Wilson 1964, 26-27

. Temple 1976, 74

Homburger 1928, 401

Personal communication with Milly Budny

Especially by Kendrick, whose article of 1938(b) is entitled:
"Flambard's crosier"

Wilson 1966, 153

Green 1967, 240-242

VCH. Norfolk, ii, section on ecclesiastical history

The .following argument is summarised from Zarnecki 1951(b), especially
p.118 |

Zarnecki 1951(b), pl.48d

Lewis 1852, coritains assorted drawings of Shobdon sculpture

Green 1967, 242; Zarnecki 1951(a);19

Zarnecki 1951(b), 118 |

Zarnecki 1951(a), 17. Reading Abbey, for instance, was built under the
supervision .of monks sent -from Cluny, but its sculpture ''bears nof-the
slightest .trace of Burgundian influence".

Zarnecki 1951(a), 38-39

Smart 1970, 20

Summers 1972, 2-7

Kendrick 1949, 121

A daughter of a king of the East Angles-

Moe 1955, 20 records the d;te of the presentation of the bells to the
Minster by Kinsius as 1020, but he .is mistaken

A fragment of tessellated paving can still be éeenﬂbelow the pews of the
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25.

26.

27-

28.

29.

p.171 30.
31.

- 32,

33.

34.

35.

p.172 36.
37.

38.

south transept; and its position is consistent with being part of the
transept of a "substantial Saxon cruciform church on the site'" (Summers
1972, 6). During nineteenth century repairs to the south wall of the
nave, a number of carved and moplded stones were uncovered in the foun-
dations, which.were pre-Conquest.in date; by their design, and workmanship.
Moe 1955, 19-20

Such as the fact that Edward the Confessor employed Norman architects
for Westminster Cathedral

Weakened from Asketil

Moe 1955, 22 asserts, from thisrérgument, that the essentials of the
Urnes style came from Britain, and that the Hoveringham carving is the
earliest extant example of the style. The earliest Scandinavian monu-
ments left to us, he says, are to be found among those from Gotland.

In this, he differs from most other scholars — see "History of the.Study
of the Urnes style", Introduction.

Moe 1955, 20

Zarnec¢ki 1966, 99

Zarnecki 1951(a), figs. 29-30

Galbraith 1968, 176; Zarnecki 1951(a) 18, 21

Keyser 1927, fig.22

Keyser 1927, fig.23

This is an important point; for a number of carved and moulded sténes,
probably of pre-Conquest date, were found during'nineteengh century
reparations to the south wall of the nave. They were uncovered in the
foundations, and had been used as base material in the rebuilding. As
Summers 1972, 6 says, this was an "understandable economy when the nearest
stone quarries were at Mansfield twelve miles away". However, the South-
well tympanum was used decoratively within the new church.

Bruce~Mitford 1956, 193-195

Wilson 1964, 50

Jobey - 1967, 54-55
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.173

0 .174

b .175.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44-

Information kindly given by the Lincoln Archaeological Trust
Information kindly Supplied.by‘Gwynne Oakley of the Northampton
Develépment Corporation

Discounting Moe's arguments in favour of a pre-1020 date for the
Southwell and Hoveringham tympana

Flambard was Bishop of Durham from 1099-1128

Walcher was Bishop of Durham from 1071 until 1080; and Carileph from
1081 to 1096. Of course, it is always possible that.the crosier was
made eariier, or for someone 6£her than who it was buried with. How-
ever, it sgémszmore probable. that it was the éxclusive property of one
bishop, since it is_decorated so distinctively, and that wheﬁ he died,
it was buried with him.

The type of the stirrup is unusual, only two similar examples beiné
known, thése from Stenasa and Merkivoll

Kendrick 1938(b), 239; Zarnecki 1951(a), 27 dates them to circa 1100
Zarnecki 1951(a), 23-24

For instance, runestone art was continually in use in the second half

of the eleventh century in eastern Sweden
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Chapter_ ten.
p.176 1. Henry 1933, 76-77; Henry 1962, 65-67; Henry 1970, 192-195

y.177 2. Farnes 1975, 45
3. Henry 1970, pl.56 on the right
4. Henry 1970, 92, fig.7
5. Farnes 1975, 54. The shrine for the Cathach can be dated to about [090 by
o. donor inscription on it, and the Shfine for the Misach probably dates '
from the same time. If the trial piece designs were transferred to
other media, such as the shripe for the Cathach, then the date of the
shrine provides a terminus ante quem for the trial piece
6. Farnes 1975, unpublished thesis, Dublin University
7. Farnes 1975, 65
).178 8. The inscription reads: "GR DO NIAL MC MEICC AEDUCAIN LAS AN[D|ERNAD ;-
IN GRESA OR DO NECTAIL CERD DO RIGME I GRESA" which Henry 1970, 97
translates as "pray for Niall Mac Meic Aeducain who caused this object
to be made, pray for Nectan, the craftsman who made this object". Mac
Meic Aeducain died in 1113 according to the Annals of Inisfallen. He
succeeded Maelduin who died in 1090 according to the Four Masters -
hence, the dating of the crosier to between 1090-1113
9. e.g. In the Book of Kells, there is frequently a network of thin ribbons
in the background of broader animal bodies. See also the portrait of
St.John, page 193 in the Book of Mulling (Nordenfalk 1977, pl.48)
10. Farnes 1975, 78. However, the inécription on the bellshrine implicitly '
states that it was made between 1094 and 1105 at Armagh
.179 11. Henry 1970, 104-105
12, It appears, for instance, in the bo;k of Kells (Nordenfalk 1977, pls.
39-47)
13. Farnes 1975, 82
14, Farnes 1975, 82
.181 .15. Henry 1970, 110
16. Henry 1970, 110
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17. Henry 1970, 107-109
18. Farnes 1975, pls.76-77
19. Henry 1970, pl.48, top left
20. Farnes 1975, pl.61
21. Farnes 1975, 88
22. cf. a new find from Uppsala Cathedral, Fofnvinnen 1976, 106
23. Moe 1955, 9
24, Farnes 1975, chapter 2 and p.86
».182  25. Henry 1970, pl.48, top left
26. Henry 1970, 116
>.183 27. Henry 1970, colour pl.G, left
28. Henry and Marsh-Micheli 1962, pls.xxzix - xxii
29. Henry and Marsh~Micheli 1962, pl.xxiii
30. Henry and Marsh-Micheli 1962, pl.xxii, a,b,c and d
31. Henry and Marsh%ﬁicheli 1962, pl.xxxiv, c-d
».184 32. Farnes 1975, 102
33. Farmes 1975, 102
34. Henry 1970, 124
35. Farnes 1975, pls.115-119
>.185 36. Henry 1970, pls.61-62
37. Farnes 1975, 86, suggests this possible relationship between mature
Irish Urnes material, and some .later apir carvings
>.186 38. Farmes 1975, 114
».188 39. Henry 1970, 169-175
40. Fuglesang 1974, 92

41. Wilson 1964, cat.no.34
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Appendix A

2.239 1. These names are those used by Almgren
2. Almgren 1955, 70-87
3. Almgren 1955, 88
4. Almgren 1955, pls.46-55.
5. Almgren 1955, 88
6. Almgren 1955, 88
p.240 7. Almgren 1955, 92

8. Almgren 1955, 88-95
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Appendix B
3,241 1. Moe 1955, 6

2. Moe 1955, 6
3. An otherwise classic example of an Urnes style runestone also has a
winged Urnes style ribbon beast on it : U887 from Skillsta
4. Hauglid 1973, 166, fig.l44
5. Hauglid 1973, 42, fig.25
>.242 6. Blindheim 1965, pls.164, 165

7. Blindheim 1965, pls. 166, 167
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D.244

. 245 -

10.
11.
12.

13.

AEBendix C

.Kendrick 1949, 125

Kendrick 1949, 125

Kendrick 1949, pl.xc

Bailey 1974, 336

Collingwood 1927, 156, fig.184

Bailey 1974, 341

. Collingwood 1927, 165, fig.198

VCH 1906, 266

Bailey 1974, 349-350

Kendrick 1949, 125

Collingwood 1927, fig.212, reproduced in Kendrick 1949, 125, fig.21
Bailey 1974, 359

Bailey 1974, 342
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Appendix D
0.246 1. Kendrick 1949, 122-125

2. Kendrick 1949, 125
3. The dates between the building of the Saxon church in Durham and the
present Norman cathedral begun by Carileph, although there are diffi-
culties attached as far as building dates for the cathedral chapter
house are concerned (see appendix E) -
4. Wilson 1966, 160
5. Loyn 1977, 114
6. Bailey 1974, 349
7. The following arguments are taken.from Zarnecki’l951§'found in-his
section on the Herefordshire school of sculpéure
8. Illustrated in Lewis 1852
».247 9. Anker 1969, pl.i21
10. Kendrick 1949, 122
11. Rendrick 1949, 124
12. Wilson 1966, 154

13. Kendrick 1949, 125
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>.249

».250

1.

11.

Appendix E.

This work is.being carried out by myself in conjunction with Brian
Gill and Kevin Brown. I am particularly grateful to Briam Gill for
allowing me free access to his research into the documentary evidence
for the post-Conqﬁest burials in the chapter house.

A publication is forthcoming.

Fowler, 1879

Godwyn 1601, 627-672 (Durham bishops)

Willis 1727, 223. The plan was actually drawn by John Rymer for Willis
Fowler 1879, 386

Kendrick 1938b. This article is entitled "Flambard's crosier".
Simeon of Durham. ed. Hinde 1867, 97

Chronicon Lanercost, folio 193 (ed. J. Stevenson 1839, 113 f)

Personal communication Qith Brian Gill

His will is extant, and states: "item lego corpus meum sepeliendum in
capitulo Dunelmensi, supra gradus..."; and this positioning is later
verified by the writings of Graystones

The first name on the Mickleton and Spearman list is garbled: Ricardus
de Farnham, which is an amalgamation of the names of Ricardus Kellawe
and Walterus de Farnham, the latter of which appears later on in the

list.
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Appendix F.
».252 1. Shetelig 1935

2. Kendrick 1938, 238 : Kendrick 1949, 118
3. Formerly, the Guildhall Museum
4. Thompson 1956, 99
5. Thompson 1956, 99 ; Dolley 1960, 49
6. Evans 1885, 254
7. Thompson 1956, 92, no.255
8. Dolley 1960, 40
9. MS. list of the coins in the.Guildhall Museuﬁ, London, by Mr.F.Elmore
Jones, 1938. Now superseded by Mrs. Merrifield's register, 1950
10. Dolley 1960, 40
.253 11. Dolley 1960, 40
12, Guildhall Museum MS. Catalogue 86
y.254 13. Manuscript note in the Guildhall Museum, Annotated Catalogue.
I am grateful to John Clark of the Museum of London for bringing this
note to my attention

14. Personal communication with W.A. Seaby.
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Appendix G
»:255 1. I am grateful to Colleen Batey for bringing this object to my attention
2, Curle 1938-1938, 71-110
3. Curle 1954, 56, footnote 39, fig.24. The object is now in the National
Museum of Antiquities, Edinburgh. Its registration number is

1L 672 1947. 21.
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