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The paper is concerned with the issue of runic communication. The runic
sign has been a subject of research over the last 400 years. It is a well-known fact
that the runic sign has been used on the territory of Eurasia since the 2" century
AD. During the first century, the runic sign was actively used as a means of written
and symbol communication. After the 12" century, it was gradually replaced by
other means of written communication, continuing to exist as a means of symbol
communication among certain subcultures. The author distinguishes historical,
disciplinary and geographical vectors of scientific analysis of the runic sign. The
methodology of this study is based on semiotic, socio-communicative, systemic,
sociocultural, immanent and contextual approaches. The author suggests that
runology can be studied at universities within the framework of socio-
communicative cycle disciplines.
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Introduction. Establishing the importance of the topic

The runic sign has been a subject of scientific investigations for the last 400
years. It is a well-known fact that the runic sign has been used on the territory of
Eurasia since the 2™ century AD. During the first century, the runic sign was
actively used as a means of written and symbol communication. After the 12-th
century, it was gradually replaced by other means of written communication,

continuing to exist as a means of symbol communication among certain
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subcultures. However, the bearers of runic signs (Vikings’ stones, bracteates,
coins, melee weapon ornament and so on) remain the treasury of a thousand-year-
old history.

General descriptions of the relevant literature.

The phenomenon of a runic sign has been studied by historians, archeologists,
linguists, culture experts, fine art experts. The findings of runic artifacts all over
the territory of Eurasia contributed to the rise of scientific centres studying runic
inscriptions in Sweden, Germany, Norway, Denmark, Great Britain, Baltic
countries, Russia, Kazakhstan.

The findings of runic-like signs made by Ukrainian scientists on the territory of
Ukraine (National reservation “Kam’iana mohyla”, Zaporizhzhia region, centres of
Trypillian culture, Verhniy Saltiv (Kharkiv region)) make the need to conduct a
special investigation concerning studying the peculiarities of the usage of runic-
like signs as the means to fix information in the process of symbol communication
actual.

The availability of a great amount of runic sign systems, specific mediums,
peculiarities of runic inscriptions in ancient dialects which are out of use, the
change of religious paradigm create certain obstacles concerning the conduction of
a complex investigation as to the studying communicative potential of a runic sign.

The analysis of the condition of the development of a scientific problem of
determining a runic sign socio-communicative meaning can be conducted along
three vectors:

- Historical — the determination of stages of scientific interest to a runic
sign and the formation of runology;

- Disciplinary — to cluster all the investigations of historians, linguists
and culture experts together and distinguish socio-communicative
problems in existing theoretical advances;

- Geographical — to consider the investigations concerning studying
European and Turkic runic sign systems.

Deskribin Methods



The methodology of this study is based on semiotic, socio-communicative,
sociocultural and contextual approaches. In case study semiotic approach was
chosen to identify the semantic and pragmatic components in scientific research
on runic text. It was decided that the best method to adopt for this investigation
was to socio-communicative analysis of the structure of runic messages. The
sociocultural approach has a number of attractive features for the consideration of
the semantics of runic Futharks: Scandinavian, Nortrum, Gothic.

Scientific investigations of a runic sign as a communicative means have certain
historical, time, territorial, socio-communicative restrictions as it is impossible to
interview the founder of a runic system or one of the authors of runic inscriptions
on Vikings’ stones and to know a reader’s (recipient’s) comment. The whole socio-
communicative system: communicant — code (of a message) — recipient, where
code is a runic sign, is almost inaccessible. Only a code of informational message —
a runic sign was inherited by the scientists. The revival of a socio-communicative
model, the determination of a message context will allow us to know the properties
of a rune as a means of communication deeper.

Main body Results

In connection with the change of religious paradigm all the first scientific
investigations of a runic sign were carried in very complicated conditions and only
in several centuries after the destruction of the original runic socio-communicative
system.

Analysis of the scientific literature made it possible to single out main stages of
scientific cognition of runic signs:

The first stage (XVII-XVIII centuries) — is the stage of runology origin as a
science with rune as a subject of research. Runology was initiated by (Johannes
Bureus, 1568-1652) who investigated the cradle of Old Norse. He also considered
runes not only as signs of an alphabet but assumed that they fulfilled sacral
function as well. He dealt with re-thinking of runic knowledge from the spectacle
of Christian mysticism. J. Bureus has left behind seven manuscripts “Adulruna

Rediviva”. One of them “Cod. Holm. F.a. 16”, written in Swedish, disappeared in
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1812. Two of the four manuscripts kept in Royal Library — “Cod. Holm. F.a. 21”
and “F.a. 23” — are written in Latin, the others “Ral. 980” — are written in Swedish.
One of the two manuscripts kept in “Carolina Rediviva” in Uppsala is written in
Latin — “Cod. Av Ups. R 551a”, the other — “R 551b” is written in Swedish
(Flowers S. E., 1998).

The studying of runic inheritance was continued by the professor of Uppsala
University (Sweden) Olof Rudbeck Sr (1630-1702). Olof Rudbeck writes the
treatise “Atlantic”, in four volumes, in which he highlights the achievements in
runic sign investigation and which will be referred to the genre of historic-
linguistic patriotism then (E. Gurevich, 2003). A physicist Anders Celsius (1701-
1744) continued to study runes on Vikings’ stones while travelling about Sweden
and greatly contributed to the theoretical inheritance of runology genesis in
Uppsala University.

The author of Iceland collection “Runology” (“Runologia”, 1732)
Scandinavian philologist Jon Olafsson from Grunnavik systemized runic
inscriptions and identified certain rules of ancient linguistics development. The text
included the materials from runic cryptography, means of rune usage in
Galdrastafir etc. The whole chapter is devoted to the ways of rune interlacement. It
gives tables showing how to interlace runes “on one stalk”. In the end, the
researcher determines the rules of runic monogram composition. The peculiarities
of punctuation in runic inscriptions as well as their practical application have been

¢

considered. Runes, as J. Olafsson asserts, “were carved on stones, wood or
embroidered, written on paper. There are a great number of those who still use
runes for composing monograms.” (L. Korablev, 2005).

The second stage (XIX-XX centuries) — is the formation of runology as an
independent scientific discipline. At the end of the XIX"™ century, numerous
attempts of the scientists to find out the origin of runic writing appeared. Several
various hypotheses, which are being criticized even now, are made.

A present-day scientific community considers Danish scientist L. Wimmer

(1874) to be the forefather of runology, who supposed that runes originate from
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Latin writing (Wimmer L., 1894). His opponents S. Bugge and O. von Friesen
tried to deduce runic alphabet from Greek, connecting the appearance of runes with
Goths’ residency in Black Sea region (111 century). “Greek theory” of runic writing
appearance comes into contradiction with the dating of the oldest runic findings on
the territory of Scandinavia (Il century). The theory of a Norway runologist K.
Mastrander (1928) gained the most part of all the adherents. He thought that runes
could be restricted to the group of North-Italian alphabets, which had been used
during several centuries B. C. and became known to the Germans due to the
mediation of the Celts, but direct prototypes of runic writing hadn’t been
determined (E. Gurevich, 2003). E. Moltke insists on the genetic relationship
between runes and South-European alphabets. He points out that besides magic,
runes performed communicative function which puts Old German writing in a line
with ancient writing systems (Moltke E., 1985, p. 523).

Since XIX century the analyses of runic inscriptions has become an integral
part of Germanic philology and historical linguistics. The fairy-tales by Grimm
brothers are well known all over the world but Grimm brothers also studied ancient
German runes and are considered to be the founders of runology in Germany.
Wilhelm Grimm published a book “On German runes” (“Ueber Deutsche Runen”,
1821) in which he analyzed different kinds of futharks, characterized Marcomannic
runes, described modifications of runic signs for cryptography (Grimm W., 2013,
p. 149-159). In 1828 he published a supplement entitled “Runic literature” («Zur
Literatur der Runen») in which he discussed “Abecedarium Nordmannicum”
(abecedarium — is an alphabet-poetic system, used in medieval literature of
Europe). “Abecedarium Nordmannicum” is composed of 16 runes of Younger
Futhark in the form of short verses (sometimes it is considered to be one of the
longest “runic poems”), placed in Codex “Sangallensis 878 (page 321, IX"
century.). The text of a runic verse in Codex was destroyed in the X1X" century by
the chemicals, intended for its preservation but it was preserved well for the future

due to Wilhelm Grimm’s picture in his “Zur Literatur der Runen®.



F. Burg’s book “Old Norwegian runic inscriptions* (F. Burg, «Die alteren
nordischen Runeninschriften») was published in 1885 and was dedicated to the
description of approximately 60 runic inscriptions, known at that time. The
method of linguistic analyses, given in it, is considered to be an outdated, though it
was a considerable achievement in the field of runology in the XIXth century. The
edition contributed to the development of runology, to the search of new runic
inscriptions, to the improvement of the inscription interpretation methods; as well
as to the organization of interrelation between runologists and representatives of
other sciences — archeology, paleography, history, ethnography, mythology.

Eric Brate (Erik Brate, 1857-1924) was one of the most fruitful runologists in

Sweden. During the period from the end of 1890 till 1900 he was taking photos of
many runic stones of Sweden and is one of the founders of the catalogue «Runic
inscriptions of Sweden» («Sveriges runinskrifter»), which later on turned into
multivolumed catalogue of runic inscriptions, found in different Swedish
provinces.
The first edition of the catalogue took place in 1900; over 15 volumes were
published during the following ninety years. A standard for Swedish runic
inscriptions cataloguing system has been established in the catalogue. Each
inscription is identified with a code of a province and a number in a catalogue, e.g.:
U 11 - Uppland runic inscription. Nowadays this system of cataloguing is used in
electronic databases, such as «Rundata», and is often met in foreign scientific
publications of runologists (Institutionen for nordiska sprak).

Scientific contributions of Norway scientists Sophus Bugge and Magnus Olsen,
Swedish scientists Otto von Friesen, Elias Wessen, Otto von Friesen, Elias Wessen
and a number of other researchers (Friesen O., 1941; Wessen E., 1945) favoured to
the development of runology in Europe. Sophus Bugge (1833 - 1907) is a well-
known Norwegian philologist and linguist in the field of runic inscription
investigation. His scientific work was dedicated to runic inscriptions and
Scandinavian philology. S. Bugge became famous due to the investigation of runic
alphabet and Older Edda. And the fact that, despite the effort of runologists, a
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number of inscriptions haven’t been decoded yet and the interpretation of many of
them is controversial, can be explained by the complexity of the material and its
fragmentariness. Data of allied sciences must be involved to decoding inscriptions.
According to the statement of a runologist Carl Johan Sverdrup Marstrander,
“runology is paleography, linguistics, archeology and mythology” (Michael P.).
Actually, very often the lexical meaning of a word of some runic inscription is
clear but the function, performed by this text, remains under wraps.

Wolfgang Krause (1895-1970), a German investigator, worked as a linguist at
the university in Konigsberg, investigated Celtic study and runic inscriptions. He
was the author of a number of editions on the problems of inscriptions in Elder
Futhark («Runeninschriften im alteren Futhark», 1937) and the tradition of rune
cutting («Was man in Runen ritzte», 1935) etc. In 1943 he headed runic
department of «Anenerbe» organization. In 1950 he organized Scandinavian
institute, having united with Norwegian research centre of runic inscriptions.

Elmer H. Antonsen (1929-2008) considered runic inscriptions with the purpose
to determine the stages of written communication formation, but the scientist
emphasised that runic inscriptions contained not only runes-phonemes but runes-
symbols, which don't have linguistic sense, but have symbolic context, concerning
all the content of the message (Antonsen E., 2002).

The third stage of runology development — is the stage of its development
into independent scientific discipline (the end of the XX" — the beginning of
the XXTI™ centuries). The organization and systematic holding (due to the efforts of
runologists) of an international symposium “Runes and runic inscriptions” became
an important factor that contributed to runology institutionalization. It was first
held in 1980 and then was held each five years except for the eighth symposium
that took place in 2014 — in four years after forum in 2010. The geography of
symposium holding is also interesting: the First International symposium on the
investigation of runes and runic inscriptions took place in May 1980 (Ann-Arbor,

Michigan), the Second took place on 8-11 September, 1985 (Sigtuna, Sweden), the



Third took place on 8-12 August, 1990 (Grindaheim, Norway), the Fourth took
place on 4-9 August 1995 (Gottingen, Germany).

It is important to notice that almost 100 participants from 13 different countries
of the world took part in the Fourth symposium. The representatives of
complementary sciences, specializing in archeology, history, art, numismatics and
religion studies were among the participants except philologists. Among 37
reports, the most interesting were the following: Kurth Braunmuller
“Methodological problems in runology”, Henric Williams “Runic inscriptions as a
source base of proper names”, John Sorensen “Runic inscriptions as a source of
geographic name studies”, Edith Marold “Inscriptions in runes as a source of scald
history”, Hermann Reichert “Runic inscriptions as a source of heroic legend
studies”, Catherine Holman “Scandinavian runic inscriptions as a source on the
history of British Isles”, Bori Westlund “Runic inscriptions as sources on the
history of the written language” (Das Vierte Internationale Symposium iiber Runen
und Runeninschriften in Gottingen, Bundesrepublik Deutschland, 4-9 August
1995). So the analysis of the range of problems raised in the reports made it
possible to prove interdisciplinary character of runologic investigations:
philological, historical, geographical and socio-communicative.

The Fifth international symposium “Runes and runic inscriptions” was held on
16-20 August, 2000 (Elling, Denmark) in the National Museum and the University
of Copenhagen. The central problems of the symposium were: runic artifacts with
runes of Elder Futhark; the influence of Roman alphabet and Christianization on
runic writing; the problems of runic chronology; runology and runic researches:
millennium methodology and new challenges.

The Sixth International symposium “Runes and runic inscriptions” took place
on 11-16 August, 2005 (Lancaster, Great Britain, The University of Lancaster).
Sixty-five delegates from Australia, the USA, Scandinavia and continental Europe
took an active part in discussing runology problems. The main topics were
dedicated to rune semantics, studying runic alphabets, the technology of cutting

runes, and the methods of philological and historical analysis of runic inscriptions.

8



The main topic of the Seventh International symposium “Runes and runic
inscriptions” (9-14 August, 2010, Oslo, Norway) — “Rune in context” is dedicated
to the contextual approach to the interpretation of runic inscriptions. Jan Ragnar
Hagland in his report “What the “context” in runology means. How to use
“context” while interpreting runic inscriptions? Some moments for methodological
discussion” (Hagland J. R., 2010) puts a question of a general scientific direction:
first, the author is looking for the place of runology among disciplines. He notices
that runology is linguistic disciplines, but archeology, history, the history of the
Arts also have the right to claim to include runology into scientific field.

Michael P. Barnes in the article “What runology is and its place in
contemporaneity” also raises a question of methodological basis of runology as a
scientific discipline (Michael P., 2010). He proposes to develop methodological
basis of runology for studying runic writing and for expertise, reading and
interpreting inscriptions. Complex studying of runic writing in all its aspects,
undoubtedly, requires critical inquiry. The definition “Runology” mar include the
elements of linguistics, philology, paleography, archeology, culturology, religion,
literature and the history of the Arts, mythology, cryptology and occultism. “But
how can one define a discipline which includes so many scattered elements?”
(Michael P., 2010) — asks the scientist.

To our thought, the controversies can be solved if to refer runology to the field
of social communications and to form its methodology within the frames of socio-
communicative approach, using it for complex research of runic artifacts and runic
inscriptions. Runology goes outside the framework of linguistics because it is in
the very name of symposiums that there is a denotation to dichotomy of runologic
phenomena: “Runes and runic inscriptions”, thereby proving that rune is used not
only as a sign of writing communication but is an independent symbol in amulets,
adornments, ornaments, having at the same time capacious semantics and vicarious
communicative objective.

The Eighth International symposium “Runes and runic inscriptions” took place

from the 1% till the 6™ of September 2014 (Nyképing, Sweden). The main scientific
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problems were: the peculiarities of reading runic inscriptions, discovering new
artifacts and the methods of their decoding, documentation of runic artifacts.
Almost all the reports raised acute questions of the theory of social
communications: Kristian Zimmerman ‘“Runic graphemics: decoding and
documenting”, Irene Garcia Losquiiio “Evolution of documenting: grouping of
elder runic inscriptions”. The researcher proposed to classify runic inscriptions of
symbolic origin according to the purpose of the inscription creation.

Explanation for results

Finally, content-analysis of a scientific scope of problems of the materials of
international symposiums allows grounding the objective need to develop a
separate scientific discipline — runology — as a discipline of a socio-communicative
cycle that will contribute to the integration of all the accumulated knowledge about
a rune as a unigue means of social communication in its cognitive field.

The results of this study indicate that runology as an independent scientific
discipline of a socio-communicative field has interdisciplinary nature and
connected with such disciplines as: historical linguistics, the history of the Arts,
history and archaeology, culturology, document study and so on.

Discussions Suggestions for future work.

Further research should be done to investigate runic signs along three vectors:

- Historical — the determination of stages of scientific interest to a runic sign and
the formation of runology;

- Disciplinary — to cluster all the investigations of historians, linguists and culture
experts together and distinguish socio-communicative problems in existing
theoretical advances;

- Geographical — to consider the investigations concerning studying European
runic sign systems.

Conclusions

This study has shown that of runic communication theory will be able to

become a scientific platform to determine the evolution of the formation of graphic
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communicative means, specific character of symbol communication, peculiarities
of the communicative interaction of peoples who migrated through the territory of
Eurasia.

Finally, content-analysis of a scientific scope of problems of the materials of
international symposiums allows grounding the objective need to develop a
separate scientific discipline — runology — as a discipline of a socio-communicative
cycle that will contribute to the integration of all the accumulated knowledge about
a rune as a unigue means of social communication in its cognitive field.

So, runology as an independent scientific discipline of a socio-communicative
field has interdisciplinary nature and connected with such disciplines as: historical
linguistics, the history of the Arts, history and archeology, culturology, document
study and so on.

Runology founded on the basis of the theory of social communications will be
able to become a scientific platform to determine the evolution of the formation of
graphic communicative means, specific character of symbol communication,
peculiarities of communicative interaction of peoples who migrated through the

territory of Eurasia.
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ICTOPUYHI ETAIIM EBOJIIOLII TEOPII PYHIYHOI KOMYHIKAIIIT

JlocipkeHo MUTaHHS PYHIYHOT KOMYHiKailii. PyHiuHMi 3HaK OyB mpeaMeTrom
nociimkeHb npotarom octanHix 400 pokiB. Bimomo, 1o pyHIYHHN 3HAK 1CHYBaB
Ha Teputopii €Bpasii 3 2-ro cToNiTTA Hamoi epu. [Iporsarom mepmoro CTOMITTS
PYHIYHHMI 3HaK aKTHBHO BUKOPHCTOBYBABCS SIK 3aci0 MUCHMOBOTO 1 CHUMBOJIBHOTO
cnikyBaHHs. [licas 12-ro CTOMITTS pyHY MOCTYIHOBO 3aMIHUJIM 1HIITUMHU 3aco0aMu

MHCHbMOBOTO CIIJIKYBaHHS, OJHAK PYHIYHUM 3HAK MPOJOBXKWB ICHYBaTH fK 3aci0
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CHUMBOJILHOI KOMYHIKallii. Buaineni icTOpW4HI, TUCHUIUIIHAPHI Ta TeorpadivHi
BEKTOPY HAyKOBOTO aHAJi3y PYHIYHOTO 3HAKY. METO0JIOTiS IILOTO AOCIIHKCHHS
0a3yeTbCsi HAa CEMIOTHYHOMY, COIliaTbHO-KOMYHIKATUBHOMY, CHCTEMHOMY,
COIIIOKYJTBTYPHOMY Ta KOHTEKCTyaJIbHOMY TIiIXOJaX. 3amporoHOBAaHO, IO
pYHOJIOTiSI MOXKE€ BHBYAaTHCS B VyHIBEPCHTETaX B paMKaxX COIiaJIbHO-
KOMYHIKaTUBHUX ITUKJIIYHUX JUCHUTLIIH.

KnrouoBi crmoBa: pyHIYHHMN 3HaK, CHUMBOJ, (yTapk, ceMmioTHKa, iH(opMmarlls,

KOOYBaHHA, ICKOJIYBAaHHA, MYJII)TI/IMO,ZIEUIBHI/II\/'I TCKCT.

NCTOPUYECKUE DTAIIbl DBOJIIOLIMM TEOPUU PYHWYECKOM
KOMMYVYHUKAILINN

HccnenoBan BOINpOC pPYHUYECKOW KOMMYHUKAalMM. PyHHuYeckuil 3HaK ObuI
IpeIMETOM HcciieoBaHuil B TeueHne mnocineaux 400 gjer. M3BecTHO, 4TO
PYHUYECKHI 3HAK CYIIECTBOBAJ HA TEPPUTOPUM EBpa3um co 2-ro BeKa Halleu 3phbl.
B TedyeHue nepBoro Beka pyHMYECKUH 3HAK aKTUBHO HUCIIOJIB30BAJICS KAK CPEICTBO
MUCHbMEHHOTO M CUMBOJBHOTO oOmieHus. [locie 12-ro Beka pyHy MOCTENEHHO
3aMEHWJIM JAPYTUMHU CPEACTBAMU NMHCbMEHHOTO OOILIEHHS, OJHAKO PYHUYECKUI
3HaK MPOJOJDKUI CYIIECTBOBAaTh KaK CPEIACTBO CHUMBOJIBHOM KOMMYHUKAIUU.
Bblenensl  MCTOpUYECKHE, JUCHUIUIMHAPHBIE M reorpaduueckue BEKTOPbI
HAay4YHOI'0 AHAJIM3a PYHHUYECKOTO 3HaKa. MeTonosiorus AaHHOTO MCCIEeNOBaHUs
OCHOBaHa Ha CEMUOTHYECKOM, COLMAIbHO-KOMMYHUKATHBHOM, CHCTEMHOM,
COLIMOKYJIbTYPHOM M KOHTEKCTYyaJbHOM monaxoaax. lIpemsioxkeHo, 4To pyHOJIOTHS
MOXET HM3Yy4aTbCsl B YHHUBEPCUTETAaX B PaMKax COLMAIbHO-KOMMYHMKATHBHBIX
HUKJINYECKUX JUCLHUIUINH.

KiroueBsie cioBa: pyHHYeCcKHil 3HaK, CUMBOJ, (QyTapK, CEMUOTHKA, HHGOpMaIus,

KOOIUPOBAHUC, ACKOANPOBAHUC, My.]IBTHMOI[&J'IBHBIﬁ TCKCT.
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HISTORICAL STAGES OF THE EVOLUTION OF THE THEORY OF
RUNIC COMMUNICATION

The thesis is dedicated to the runic symbol communication. The state-of-the-
art of this problem in the theory and practice of social communications has been
analyzed. A runic sign has been the object of scientific investigations during the
last 400 years. It is a well-known fact that a runic sign has been used on the
territory of Eurasia since Il century AD. During the first century a runic sign was
actively used as a means of written and symbol communication. After the XllIth
century it has been gradually substituted with other means of written
communication, continuing to exist as a means of symbol communication among
certain subcultures. However the bearers of a runic signs (Vikings’ stones,
bracteates, coins, melee weapon ornament and so on) remain the treasury of a
thousand year old history. The phenomenon of a runic sign has been studied by
historians, archeologists, linguists, culture experts, fine art experts. The findings of
runic artifacts all over the territory of Eurasia contributed to the emergency of
scientific centres studying runic inscriptions in Sweden, Germany, Norway,
Denmark, Great Britain, Baltic countries, Russia, Kazakhstan. The findings of
runic-like signs made by Ukrainian scientists on the territory of Ukraine (National
reservation “Kam’iana mohyla” (Zaporizhzhia region), centres of Trypillian
culture, Verhniy Saltiv (Kharkiv region)) make the need to conduct a special
investigation concerning studying the peculiarities of the usage of runic-like signs
as the means to fix information in the process of symbol communication actual.

The analysis of the condition of the development of a scientific problem of
determining a runic sign socio-communicative meaning can be conducted along
three vectors: historical — the determination of stages of scientific interest to a runic

sign and the formation of runology; disciplinary — to cluster all the investigations
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of historians, linguists and culture experts together and distinguish socio-
communicative problems in existing theoretical advances; geographical — to
consider the investigations concerning studying European and Turkic runic sign
systems.

Let’s note main stages of scientific cognition of runic signs:

The first stage (XVII-XVIII centuries) — is the stage of runollogy origin as a
science with rune as a subject of research. Runology was initiated by (Johannes
Bureus, 1568-1652) who investigated the cradle of Old Norse.

The second stage (XIX-XX centuries) — is the formation of runology as an
independent scientific discipline. At the end of the XIXth century, numerous
attempts of the scientists to find out the origin of runic writing appeared.

The third stage of runology development — is the stage of its development
into independent scientific discipline (the end of the XXth — the beginning of the
XXIst centuries). The organization and systematic holding (due to the efforts of
runologists) of an international symposium “Runes and runic inscriptions” became
an important factor that contributed to runology institutionalization.

Scientific investigations of a runic sign as a communicative means have
certain historical, time, territorial, socio-communicative restrictions as it is
impossible to interview the founder of a runic system or one of the authors of runic
inscriptions on Vikings’ stones and to know a reader’s (recipient’s) comment. The
whole socio-communicative system: communicant — code (of a message) —
recipient, where code is a runic sign, is almost inaccessible. Only a code of
informational message — a runic sign was inherited by the scientists. The revival of
a socio-communicative model, the determination of a message context will allow
us to know the properties of a rune as a means of communication deeper.

Theoretical foundations have been determined and the conceptual idea of
runology as a subject of sociocommunicative cycle has been developed. The laws
of runic symbol communication functioning have been formulated. The stages of

evolution and diversification vectors of a runic sign-symbol have been

17



distinguished. The transformations of a semantic component of runic signs-

symbols which they underwent in the course of sociogenesis have been selected.

Keywords: runic sign, symbol communication, Futhark, semiotics, information,
coding, decoding, multimodal text.
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