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into consideration the colçurs of textiles and rules of the
nj.edieval dyeing trade (Pastoureau 2006, 14 1—148).

Another interesting element is a band sewn on a piece
of tabby textile, in the shape of a cross. It has two recurring
ornaments made of golcl thread. First is a bird with its wings
outstretched, possibly an eagle. The other is a spray offlowers.
Each ornament section is separated from the other with a
plain fragment of textile resembling gauze.

In analysing the entire textile collection, the question of
who could have been buried in such expensive clothes, in 50
rich an environment, anses. lEhere are twohypotheses: It could
be the burial places of three Grand Masters of the Teutonic
Order, Werner von Orsein, Rudolf Konig von Wattzau and
Henryk von Plauen. Excavations to beate their burials have
been carried out for years (Pawlowski 2007). Although the
rules oftheir Order forbade such luxury, these rules had been
created for the lower ranks and not for the superiors; therefore,
they stil1 could be the burials ofthe Grand Masters themselves.
Another possibility is that it could be the burial place of the
Pomeranian bishops, as Kwidzyn was their property and their

burials naturally had priority there. However, it is difficult to
answer this question at this stage of the enquiry, although it
continues to puzzle scholars.

Notes
i Dendrochronological studies ofthe coffins were made by Prof.

Tomasz Wa±ny from the University of Nicolaus Copernicus
in Torut,. Ihe first coffin was made ofwood cur in 1325, the
others came from the end of l4th cenrury.

2 Anthropological analysis was made by Dr. Aiicja Drozd and
Dr.Tomasz Kozlowski from rhe Anthropology Deparrment of
the University ofNicolaus Copernicus in Torutj.
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Migration Period graves in Norway have left us with a large
collection of textiles especially famed for beautiful and well
preserved tablet weaves. Less well known, and far fewer,
are textile finds from peat bogs. This articie presents a new
investigation of the two peat bog textile finds from the
Migration Period: Tegle and Helgeland.’

Tegle and Helgeland are both located in Rogaland, in
south-western Norway. Rogaland was heavily populated in
the Migration Period, AD 400—575 (Myhre 1983, 160).
Both finds are located in the vicinity of Early Tron Age farms.
The Tegle farm is situated in the Jæren area, a very flat and
agriculturally rich region. Tegle lies by a lake, which stretches
rhrough a landscape of several wealthy Early Iron Age finds.
Gbose by is a place called Frøyland, or Freya’s land. This name
appears in the vicinity of Helgeland, too. Additionally, the

Helgeland might by interpreted as ‘holy land’. There is
quite a distance between the two finds. Ihe Helgeland bog is
situated in the bottom ofa fjord, at a highiand plateau above
Helgeland, the innermost farm in the valley.

Both finds consist only oftextiles and fibres, and seem to
have been intentionally deposited. Ihe nature of the textiles
in the find is very diverse. Both were found during peat
allting in the interwar period. The finds have been discussed
by earlier scholars, primarily from a technical point of view
(Dedekam 1924; von Walterstorff 1928; Hoffmann 1964).
The new investigation was aimed at taking a more holistic
view of the finds, considering the material from both a
technical and a contextual angle. Some ofthe results ofthese
new investigations are presented here.

Tegle

The Tegle find was discovered in 1921, and published by
Hans Dedekam in 1924. The find consists of a cloth bag,
with several different artefacts inside: a warp, a sprang tube,
a fringed band, a fine twill textile fragment, unspun wool,
yarn, threads of twisted hair, and a bone needle which is
now lost (Figs 17.1—17.3). It is C dated to AD 445—545
(Halvorsen forthcoming).

Best known is the warp, which is made with a tablet

woven starting border (Fig. 17.2). The weft of the tablet
weave was drawn out in loops, creating the warp threads.
The same technique was applied when producing the 206
cm long band with a fringe on one side (Fig. 17.3 top).
Both the twill fragment and the sprang tube have different
variations of functional tablet-woven borders. The warp and
the tablet-woven boarder have provided important insight
into understanding ofwarp-weighted bom. In 1928, Emilie
von Walterstorffdemonstrated how the find could ibluminate
Iron Age weaving technology (von Wabterstorff 1928). Marta
Hoffman developed this research further and, in 1959, she
presented a new technical anabysis oftheTegle find (Hoffman
and Trætteberg 1959). She later applied this research to a
collection of modern warp-weighted booms from the Nordic
countries. ‘This resulted in her seminal PhD thesis: ihe warp
weighted bom: Studies in the history and technology ofan ancient
implement (Hoffmann 1964). Since then, the Tegle find has
been, and still is, frequently referred to in publications on
prehistoric weaving.

As the find is important for understanding weaving
technobogy, it has been much discussed by scholars. Ihe aim
of the present study was to focus on other aspects of the find,
such as the tube made in sprang technique (Fig. 17.3 right).
It has often, and without much discussion, been referred to
as a stocking. Margrethe Hald also suggested it might be a
boose sleeve (Hoffmann andTrætteberg 1959, 45; Hald 1962,
19). I wished to gain a closer understanding of its function.
Sprang is a very flexible technique, but tablet weaving is not.
As rhe sprang is 40 cm long, and the tablet-woven edges are
quite narrow, 26 cm in circumference, this woubd indicate
whom it was made for and how the sprang tube would fit.
The question was turned into an experiment, with the help of
the Historical-Archaeobogical Experimental Centre, Lejre in
Denmark. A number ofpeople ofvarying sizes, ages and both
sexes tried on a reconstituted version of the sprang piece.

It turned out that very few adults could fit it over the
ankle, but several women could use it as a boose sleeve. It
was the opposite for the children, who could easily use it as a
legging, but not as a sleeve. Ihe best fit was for pre-adolescent
children around 10 years old. The result might not be directly
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applicable to people of the Tron Age, as different lifestyles
would have affected bone and muscle size. However, other
finds indicate that the conclusion is valid. A sprang item has
probably been found at the feet of a gir1 in a Roman period
grave in Fallward, in northern Germany (Kadereit 2005,
15). From Roman York comes another sprang tube, 51 cm
long and 38 cm around the opening, which is probably more
suitable for a grown up (Henshall 1951). My conclusion is
that the Tegle sprang item was probably a legging, used by a
relatively young person. It is also worth noting that Migration
period costumes seem to have had long sleeves,2 although
there can of course be variations according to age, status,
workload and weather.

Along with the textiles, the Tegle find contained different
qualities ofyarn, as well as unspun wool. A few twisted threads
identified earlier as woollen, seem to be made ofhair, possibly
human. It is interesting to note how much the quality and
thickness ofthe yarn varies. There is a light, plied yarn which is
smooth and even, but the rest ofthe yarns are quite coarse and
unevenly spun. Compared to the fine quality of the threads
in the fringe and the twill fragment, this might indicate that
the different textiles and yarns have been made by more than
one person. I suggest that the yarn might have been spun by a
somewhat unskilled person, possibly the owner ofthe sprang
tube. One possible explanation for the varying yarn quality
is that the sprang tube could have belonged to a child, who
made some of the yarn. A further plausible explanation for
the qualitative variations is iow wool quality.

Ihe bag itseif has been somewhat neglected, since in
previous studies the objects it contained were ofmore interest.
Although it is coarsely made, it is still a very interesting
piece, being the only known Tron Age bag in Norway. It
is sewn togerher with large stitches and gives a somewhat
sloppy impression. The varying size of the pieces adds to
this impression. Random stitching suggests that it was also
repaired. A patched up part at the back indicates that the bag
was made ofa secondary-use textile, but the few loose pieces
that exist today were tom off when it was discovered. The
drawing illustrates how they probably fit together, according
to twill-lines, seam types and edges (Fig. 17.4).

The fabric of the bag is a 2/2 twill with 8 z-spun threads
per cm in both directions. The bottom is el[iptical, 12 x 36
cm, The bag measures 52 cm lengthwise. One side is made
of an oval piece of fabric; the other side is made of three
pieces of different dimensions. ‘Ihe bottom and side seams
and the long seam in front are sewn in a thick thread and
long running stitches. ‘Ihe loose piece in the left corner of
the figure 17.1 was sewn with smaller stitches, but with the
reverse side of the seam outwards, showing the raw edges of
the fabric. ‘Ihe bottom and sides have no edging, but the
longest front seam does. The opening is only partly edged and
lined. One of the loose fragments from the bag has a woven
tubular selvedge. The occurrence of different kinds of edging
in the woven fabrics of a ciosed find like this might indicate
that choice of edging technique was based on the intended
use of the fabric, rather than on weaving traditions.

Fig. 17.1. 2he bagfram the Teglefind and some of its contents: the bag (© Arkeologisk Museum i Stavanger).

Fig. 17.3. Ilie Tegle find contents: tap lefi — fringe; bottom lefi — twill fragment; righe — sprang tube (© Arkeologisk Museum i
Stavanger).

Fig. 17.2. The warp fram the Teglefind (© Arkeologisk Museum i Stavanger).
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The find from Tegle was probably inrentionally deposited
in the bog. The find consisrs of a collection of new and old
objects. The sprang irem has been worn and repaired. The
fringed band has been attached to somerhing, and jr snu has
pieces of sewing rhread. ~Ihe rwill irem was probably worn
our before jr was placed in the bag. These three objecns are
also of fine qualiny~ The fringe and the rwill fragmenn even
have traces ofdyes (Vanden Berghe etal. 2009). ‘Ihe new and
unfinished objects, the warp and the yarns, are ofa far lower
and more varied quality~ It seems ro be a selection ofpersonal
items, as both the clorhing and the unfinished irems musr
have been ciosely connected to the person who owned and
made rhem. The unfinished rextiles were probably innimarely
connecred ro the craftsperson, as that person’s skilis would
be reflected in the products.

The Tegle find is famed for irs rabler-woven warp. ‘Ihe
warp cerrainly testifies ro a specific handicrafr process, bur
also ro the craftsperson. The yarn bears rhe fingerprint of
the spinner. As all the objects inside the bag would need
ro be transformed ro gain economic value, I suggest that
it is the social and personal value from the irems’ pasr lives
rhat imparred rhe material real value. I would suggest rhat
the different artefacts inside the bag have ascribed value
and meaning for the people, places and social siruarions
connecred ro them.

Helgeland

The rexniles from the bog at Helgeland are less famous, but
snill of great inreresr. Found during peat curning, and parrly
excavated by an archaeologisr, rexniles were unearthed between
1929 and 1932. Bjørn Hougen published rhe find in 1933,
and discussed in in more denail in 1935 (Hougen 1933;
1935, 83). Texniles were found in a 20 x i m wide area of
rhe Helgeland bog. Several earlier reports on rexnile finds in
the bog indicate that rhe bog contained quire a few nexniles,
spread out over a vasn area. Except for two glass beads, only
nexniles and fibres have been found in the bog. ‘Ihe find
contained fragmenrs of a broad tablen-woven band, several
fragmenns of woven rexniles, a linnle piece of unspun wool,
some nhick wool threads and a bundle of hair. There were no
reports of human remains other than a lump of human hair
wrapped winh nwisted braids. One of the now losr finds was
descnibed as a wrapped up bundle of fabric, fastened with
a meral pin. The fact that the nextiles were wrapped might
indicate thar rhey were deposited without any connection
ro human remains. Braids cun from human hair have been
found in bogs in Norway, Denmark and Holland (Brøndsted
1958, 277; Ingsnad 1961, 33; van der Sanden 1999, 219).
The vast area of nexnile finds, rhe descripnion of the lost find
and the lack of human remains make jr difficuln to interpret
Helgeland as being connected ro burials. In rather indicanes
rhan nexniles were deposited in the bog on rheir own. The find is
14C dated ro AD 425—53 5 and the tablet-woven band and the
woven nwill fragmenn D differ only by five years (Halvorsen
forthcoming). Alnhough 14C provides the date when the wool
was taken from the sheep, jr may indicane that the texniles
were deposited within a rather shorr span of time.

The woven fragmenns seem ro have come from differenn
irems ofclorhing. As rhe nexniles were primanily unearthed by
pear diggers, the relationship between the differenn fragments
is unknown. The fragments were grouped A—S according to
the way rheywere found in rhe same lumps ofpean, but these
groups seem ro contain fragments of different qualities. The
woven rexniles all fall within the overall quality of Migration
Period rextiles. They are 2/2 twills, with 8 to 16 threads per
cm, most often 12 to 14 threads per cm. Fragmenr C is proved
to have traces of the blue dyestuff indigonin probably from
rhe plann woad (Vanden Berghe et al. 2009).

Most ofthe fragments are rather small, and jr is not known
whether nexnile varianions are due ro disturbances in the bog,
or to real differences in quality~ This makes jr difficult to
determine how many different textiles there were originally.
Based on a comparison of nhe fabric qualinies and variations
in sewing nechniques, I find rhan rhere must be at leasn seven
different rexniles. At leasn three ofthese musn be from clorhing,
as they have a neck opening and nwo differenn sers of gores
(Fig. 17.5) .~ Addinionally, there are a few fragmenrs with sewn
edges, and rwo winh rubular selvedges. ‘Ihe new invesniganion
of nhe woven fragmenns also made in clear than one small
fragmenr (P), innerpreted by Hougen (1933) as a wefn-faced
fabric, is insread a 3 cm broad warp-faced band.

The Helgeland bog also connained whan is probably the
best preserved nablenweave from nhe Early Tron Age in Norway
(Fig. 17.6). ‘Ihe band stands alone in nhe Norwegian Migranion
Period, bonh in rerms of ins dimensions and nechnique.
Migrarion Period bands are pnimanily pannerned einher by

individually rurning of nhe tablens, or by adding a decoranive
pannern wefn ofhorsehair in a rapesnry-like nechnique (Nockern
1991). The Helgeland band is made complerely ofwool; in
is 10—11.5 cm wide, winh a maximum of 81 nablers. Sninches
indicane rhan one edge has been annached ro anorher objecn.
The band is pannerned winh a yellow panrern weft, in 9—14
cm wide recrangles, winh plain pannerned recrangles of 2—3
cm in between. The ground weave is simple warp-twisning
nechnique, winh paired rablens in a fishbone pannern. ‘Ihe
ground weave looks purple-reddish, nhough only yellow dye
componenns have been denecned in nhese nhreads (Vanden
Berghe et al. 2009). An impressive number of rather large
fragmenns ane preserved. The preserved fragmenns indicane
a band an leasn 250 cm long. ‘This measuremenn is based on
fimning all nhe fragmenns inro nhe smallesn possible lengnh, based
on nhe sizes ofnhe conninuous panrerned and blank recnangles,
rogenher winh rhe nwisting direcnion of nablers and occurrence
ofweaving misnakes (Fig. 17.6).

When nhe band was first analyzed, Bjørn Hougen divided
nhe fragmenns inno groups A and B, describing nhem as
possibly nwo bands (Hougen 1933, 60—64). However, nhe

same weaving misnake, rhat of nablens rwisning rhe wrong
way in cernain places, is repeated in bonh band groups on nhe
same nablens. I nherefore find nhan nhese fragmenns ane mosn
likely from one band, on at leasn one warp. The mosr nonable
difference between A and B groups is in nhe preservanion. The
fragmenns grouped as B ane more disinregraned.

‘The first publicanion ofrhe Helgeland find left some doubn
as ro how nhe band had been consnrucred (Hougen 1933). A
few scholars have commenned on in (Geijer 1972, 273; Nockern
1991, 83; Ræder Knudsen 1996, 37; Collingwood 1996,
250), hun in had not been furnher invesnigared or discussed.
Part of my projecr was ro undersnand which nechniques had
been applied ro make nhe band. The approach was ro combine
a new analysis of nhe fragmenns winh nest weaving of rhe
possibilinies rhan had been proposed earlier. Bjørn Hougen
(1933; 1935) proposed rhar nhe bands were eirher brocaded
or embroidered (1933, 61—62). When Hougen’s nones were
published posnhumously in nhe volume on nhe Oseberg rexniles
(Chnisnensen and Nockern 2006, 129), in became clear rhan
he had changed his view on nhe rechnique in nhe Helgeland
band, considening jr ro be brocaded soumak.

Fig. 17.4. A sketch ofhow the Tegle bag was stitehed together. The
fully drawn lines indicate seams, whilepunctured lines indicate the
preservedfragments (Drawing.’ 5. Halvorsen).

fl2fl4~6~8~1O
Fig. 17.5. One ofthe wovenfragments (E) with inserted gores, from the Helgelandfind. (© Arkeologisk Museum i Stavanger).
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The new analyses included drawings of each pattern weft
thread in each fragment, with variations such as weaving
mistakes, stitches and number of tablets. Registering how
the pattern thread behaves on the back of the band turned
out to be an important key to understanding the technique.
Unfortunately, the pattern thread is hardly ever preserved
either in the front or in the back of the band. This is clearly
due to decomposition, not the technique. There are a few
places where both sides are completely preserved. The pattern
is somewhat the same on both sides, but is far more irregular
on the reverse, with the pattern thread in different angles and
even crossing over itseif.

Test weaves of the different proposed techniques were
compared to the new analyses of the band. Bjørn Hougen’s
first idea ofordinary brocading (Hougen 1933, 61), where the
pattern weft follows the ground weave when not visible on the
front side, had to be discarded because the pattern weft does
not show on the reverse with this technique. Ris second idea
ofbrocading (Hougen 1933, 62), where the pattern thread
floats on the back when not patterning the front, and thus
forms a negative ofthe front side pattern, was also discarded.
The back of the original band does not show a negative of
the front pattern. Hougen (1933, 62) also thought there were
indications ofthe pattern having been embroidered onto the
band after it was woven. Although this might be a possible
way of doing it, it would be far more time-consuming than
weaving a pattern. The pattern threads run parallel with the
ground weft, and this is hard to achieve by inserting it after
the band is woven. Furthermore, as I have observed that the
pattern thread runs in the shed in some places, the theory
of it being embroidered does not hold true.

Hougen’s notes on brocading with soumak (Christensen
and Nockert 2006, 129) indicate a technique where the

pattern thread passes over the front threads, then backwards
beneath them, then up and forwards again. It has a lot in
common with embroidery, but is done while weaving. The
pattern thread in the Helgeland band does clearly turn
backwards, but there are fiaws with this technique as well. It
can only be used to cover whole areas, ifthe thread is not put
in the shed between the blank spaces in the pattern. The band
has a pattern thread that lies in the shed in a few places, but
it does not seem to be the rule everywhere. I made two more
tests, where I used several discontinuous pattern threads to
build the different parts of the pattern. Merely weaving with
discontinuous pattern wefts was not successful either, as the
pattern thread did not lie in the shed, and the reverse side
seemed too perfect. The last test was done by letting several
discontinuous threads weave soumak, sometimes floating
in the back, and sometimes lying in the shed. This seems
to be quite close to the original. ‘Ihe band thus seems to be
brocaded with soumak, with several discontinuous pattern
threads following different parts of the pattern. Where the
pattern thread needs to move between areas in the pattern, it

is put either in the shed or fioats at the back, depending on
what is most convenient and how wide the leap is. It is thus a
combination ofdifferent techniques. The band was not made
with the thought of having a nice looking reverse side. As I
see it, the same pattern could have been accomplished in a far
simpler and faster way. The reasons for using this more time
consuming technique may be due to some colour variations
that are not visible anymore. It can also be rooted in the
social framework of the handicraft, or how the craftsperson
used to think of pattern weaving.

Conclusions

‘The textile finds from the Helgeland bog were scattered over
wide area. We do not know to what extent textiles have been
discarded by earlier peat diggers, or how the preserved textiles
relate to one another. It is not known whether there were one
or several instances when textiles were deposited. As in the
case of all bog finds, there are too many unknown variables.
These factors make it difficult to draw conclusions on the
prehistoric setting that led to the textiles being deposited. Ihe
Tegle find, being a closed find, provides us with slightly more
information. We know the itemS were deposited together, at
the same time. Although bog finds are difficult to interpret,
these two finds have given us some important knowledge.
Apart from being of great importance to our understanding
oftextile technology of the Migration Period, these two finds
are significant for what they can tell us of textiles as social
objects. The fact that they were deposited, probably due to
a mixture of their economic, biographic and symbolic value,
tells us that textiles and textile production were meant to be
more than merely keeping warm and looking good. These
are textiles that have meant something and had their own
storieS. The textiles have probably been deposited in the bogs
due to the importance aScribed to them.

Notes

i Ihis paper is based on an MA thesis in archaeology written
at the University of Bergen in 2007: Myrfrnn av tekstiler — en
ny undersøkelse avfimnnenefra Tegle og Helgeland.

2 ‘Ihere are several finds ofwrist clasps in female graves from the
Migration Period. One example comes from a female grave at
Døsen, Hordaland: B6090, grave 2.

3 The fragments ofS596OD, E and K seem to belong to a gored
piece ofclothing, as S5960E has a gore. S5960D was ‘4C dated
to AD 530-535 (Halvorsen forthcoming).
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Fig. 17.6 Onefragment (Af)from the broad tablet weavefrom the Helgelandfind (© Arkeologisk Museum i Stavanger).

Fig. 17.7. An illustration of how all the fragments in the Helgeland band might fit together, to create the shortest possible band. Each
pat-terned area is approximately 10 cm long and each blank area is about 2 cm long (Drawing: 5. Halvorsen).


