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Ágrip 

Þorshamrar eru frekar venjulegir smíðisgripir frá Skandinavíu á víkingaöld. Á 

sama tíma voru að vísu líka kristilegir krossar til, sem að þessu leyti hefur haft áhrif á 

túlkun þorshamrana. Þessi ritgerð ætlar að efla notkun félagsfræðilegra kenninga í 

rannsókn á Þorshömrum, en markmið með því er að auka innsýn okkar inn í hlutverk 

skartgripa í samfélaginu á víkingaöld. Notaðar verður m. a. kenningar symbolic captial 

og impression management, en einnig verður rætt um dýrkun Þórs í samhengi við Mjölni, 

og þá verður líka tekið tillit til rannsóknar í fornleifafræði. Skoðun mín er í stuttu máli sú 

að þessir skartgripir snéru sér ekki til þeirra sem báru þá, heldur til annarra persóna í 

samfélaginu sem voru í samskipti við eigendur slíkra hamra. 
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Abstract 

Mjöllnir pendants and rings are common artefacts from Viking Age Scandinavia, but 

which also overlap with the creation of Christian crosses in the same areas which 

therefore have influenced the interpretation of the function of the Mjöllnir emulations. I 

would like to propose that sociology could offer insight into their function during this 

period as well as the relationship between material culture and social structure. I use a 

combination of several sociological theories including impression management and 

symbolic capital to explain the motivations behind the miniature hammers. Within the 

scope of this paper, I will explore a Þórr cult during the Viking Age, looking at his 

function and attributions along with those of the hammer, Mjöllnir. I will also look at 

relevant, previous research regarding archaeological finds of miniature hammers in burial 

contexts as well as a brief history of interpretations of the artefacts. In my approach, the 

hammers were not intended for the one who possessed it, but for others within their 

spheres of interaction: Christian or pagan and perhaps a god or gods who would have 

witnessed the Mjöllnir symbol. I am not attempting to claim this is the sole or definitive 

reason for the function of the pendants and rings. Instead, I believe this is a different 

perspective worth discussing in our attempt to reconstruct religions and ideologies of the 

past.  
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1 Introduction  
1.1 Context 

Object agency, front-stage performance, symbolic capital, and signaling theory have 

all been developed independently of each other, but in fact these theories are intertwined 

and work better together when analyzing social interaction; even more so when discussing 

materiality in social settings. The setting of this paper, despite the modern sociological 

theory, resides in the past and concerns the beliefs and societal structure of communities 

and individuals distant in both time and space. During the so-called Viking Age, 

Scandinavia was not composed of a single group of peoples or states (or even three if we 

are counting modern, mainland Scandinavia as Denmark, Norway, and Sweden). The 

same can be said of the religion of these people; there was no singular pre-Christian 

religion, rather a series of cults which were constantly interacting with each other.  

The artefacts on which this paper is based are “T” shaped, metal objects which have 

mostly been identified as hammers1. Assuming these hammers are representations of 

Mjöllnir, the hammer attributed to Þórr, I will be focusing on the Þórr cult as seen through 

both archaeology and literature. This argument is not what the hammer specifically 

represented to the people, but that it represented something significant which was 

recognized and understood by a group as a form of nonverbal communication – a signal. 

I am by no means suggesting this is the only function for Mjöllnir emulations, but that it 

is a new perspective to consider. The fact that Mjöllnir emulations held symbolic value 

which transcended the boundary of death is a discussion which may help reconstruct 

social structures and motivations of historical peoples. 

 

1.2 Goals and Limitations 

My approach is to begin by tying together the previously mentioned sociology 

concepts into a singular theory. From there, I will define religion and worship and apply 

it to the Viking Age and the existence of a Þórr cult. This argument will rely heavily on 

literary references in the hopes of proving Þórr was a popular god. In order for the signal 

of Mjöllnir to be understood (or that there was a community which believed otherworldly 

beings2 understood the signal), the worship of Þórr could not have differed very greatly 

per individual though it may have had vast differences regionally. Then, I will broach the 

                                                 
1 Sometimes they appear more axe-like or more cross-like. 
2 This would most likely be mainly the Æsir and jötnar. 
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archaeology surrounding the hammer representations; the context in which they have 

been found and a selection of past, relevant research regarding their identification and 

function.  

Within the limitations of this paper, I will be focusing on hammers found in burial 

contexts and not depositions or loose finds. As for the time frame, I will be using the term 

“Viking Age.” This range varies in definition by area because “Viking” was not a race or 

culture, but a summer-time activity. For this paper, I am considering the loose range of 

the 8th century, because the collection at the National Museum of Denmark includes 

Þórr’s hammers thought to be older than the raid on Lindisfarne, until the early 12th 

century, because this is when Sweden is considered to be fully Christianized, as “The 

Viking Age.” Also, in my quest to define Þórr as a popular god, I will be neglecting the 

study of place names. Place names are useful in defining where gods were popular while 

I am arguing broadly that Þórr was popular within northern Europe. Finally, I mentioned 

I would be relying on literary sources. The Nordic sources were written later than the 

period which created the artefacts I will be discussing and any contemporary sources were 

written by outsiders. This often leads to Christian-colored texts, but still they hold enough 

information to at least provide context for the archaeology. Because my argument is a 

sociological one, such biases should not have a detrimental effect.  

 

2 Sociology and Anthropology  
2.1    Agents and Agency 

In order to understand object agency, we must first understand the components of 

agents and agency which may then be applied to objects. John Robb, professor of 

archeology at Cambridge explains agency as a concept which can be used to describe the 

relationship of people and things and how they then frame each other’s lives (2004, 131). 

But as for a definition; simply put, agency is the ability to instigate or influence 

interactions or events. This interpretation relies heavily on Alfred Gell’s anthropological 

theory. His idea of agency focuses on “acts of mind or will or intention” (1998, 16). Robb 

expands on these “acts,” noting that there are two common ingredients which are found 

in all examples of agency: that the actions have an effect on human activity and events 

and that the actions are driven by “intention, volition, or consciousness” (2004, 131), 

further supporting Gell’s definition of mind, will, and intention. Of course, there needs to 

be a delineation between the natural order of the world such as the laws of physics and 



 

 7 

 

 

independent events which are initiated or influenced by an agent (Gell 1998, 16). Entropy, 

for example, cannot be an agent because it made no choices and has no intentions; it 

simply is.3 The agent, then, is what we should call the person, animal, or even object that 

altered the course of events in any given situation, but until the alteration occurs, it is 

impossible to identify the agent. Agents are revealed during interactions as signals are 

given and, in turn, received.  

The controversy is in declaring an inanimate object as an agent because they also 

have no will or intention of their own; they are not sentient beings. And yet objects have 

the ability to initiate or influence action. In these cases where an object causes or 

influences an interaction, the object, though unable to act of its own accord, becomes “a 

mirror, a vehicle, or a channel of agency” (Gell 1998, 20). Gell names such agents as 

“secondary” as they are “extensions of a person” (1998, 21). Yet, secondary agents fill 

the same role as a primary agent during an interaction. Objects when in precise conditions 

become agents with social power, able to construct and influence actions as well as social 

settings, altering the events in such a way that would not occur without their presence 

(Gosden and Marshall 1999, 173). In the role of agent, objects can influence power, 

enforce ideology, and maintain hierarchies. Though such power is still dependent on the 

use of them by the elite (Earle 2004, 157), which supports their agency as only secondary. 

A situation in which the object influences power would be when the primary agent, for 

example; a chieftain, acquires prestige goods. As secondary agents, these goods maintain 

his status through the impression they give his people. The goods are not the sole creator 

of his status, though his status would not be able to be maintained without their presence 

and the creation of the reaction in the people following him. In every interaction there is 

an agent and there is someone or something to be acted upon. “Agency is, simply put, 

never an individual affair, both the past and the present of agents are enmeshed with that 

of other agents” (Arrayo-Kalin 2004, 73). An agent, either a person or an object, cannot 

be an agent alone. There needs to be a stage and an audience; if it is not influencing action, 

it is not an agent. 

We have established an object needs to be awarded its agency. But the agency still 

must have a source. As secondary agents, the object earns its agency through its 

biography. If the biography of an object is known, it will influence how a person sees and 

                                                 
3 The difference between the laws of physics and objects, is that objects are awarded agency in social 

interactions. 
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reacts to it. In the same way, if the biography is unknown, the person will still react, albeit 

the response will be different, though nonetheless, it is a response which is dependent on 

the object’s biography. It is this idea of an object’s biography which requires 

understanding regarding how objects accumulate their varied meanings as well as the 

affect such objects have in changing events and influencing people (Gosden and Marshall 

1999, 177). The biography of an object is similar to that of a person in that it includes 

transformation and renewal of both its literal and symbolic meanings and garners a history 

through events over time. Objects are constantly changing as time passes and moving 

among various contexts and people (Gosden and Marshall 1999, 169). The object collects 

these changes and adds them to its biography. The meaning of an object, then, develops 

through the interactions to which it has belonged. According to Gosden and Marshall: 

“Meaning emerges from social action and the purpose of an artefact biography is to 

illuminate that process” (1999, 170). An object will garner meaning through all phases of 

its life. These can include unique events such as ritual performance or the stock 

progression of a commodity: production, sale, and exchange. As the context changes, so 

does the meaning and intention of the object. The events which create an object-biography 

and the meaning with which they are imbued are specifically relevant to a culture, place, 

and time.  Just as people develop a culture identity through socialization and initiation 

rituals, objects gain biographies through their own specific process and become initiated 

into a particular category or role within a community (Hedeager 2011, 138). Such events 

can carry more meaning than the object itself. Gosden and Marshall provide an example 

from the Kwakwaka’wakw who perform elaborate masking ceremonies in which the mask 

only holds culturally significant meaning when shown in a performance. To possess a 

mask is not significant, nor is the display of a stagnant mask outside of the performance 

(1999, 175). It is only during the act that the members of the community award the mask 

meaning. In each event, each new context, the meaning of the object can be “renewed,” 

but that, just as with an object’s agency, is never self-contained and is bound to earlier 

meanings (Gosden and Marshall 1999, 177). Finally, objects receive agency just as they 

receive biographies and become imbued with symbolic and literal meaning relevant to 

the community. Though not sentient, objects have the power to be agents within social 

interactions through their ability to influence and create change. 
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2.2    “All the World’s a Stage”: Performance Theory 

Erving Goffman is known for his dramaturgical theory and I will be focusing on two 

aspects of this: front-stage performance and impression management. He does not refer 

to people as agents, but rather as actors in a performance.  

“An interaction may be defined as all the interaction which occurs throughout one 

occasion when a given set of individuals are in one another’s continuous presence 

[…] A ‘performance’ may be defined as all the activity of a given participant on a 

given occasion which serves to influence in any way any of the other participants” 

(Goffman 1956, 8).  

Within this performance, the actor exists on a spectrum. On one end, he has entirely 

bought into his own performance and is genuinely convinced by his own impression. On 

the other hand, he may not believe any of his actions are a sincere impression of reality 

(Goffman 1956, 10). In many cases, it is irrelevant if the actor believes his own 

performance. It is more important that the audience believes it; if they do not, the 

interaction may come to an awkward halt because both the actor and audience rely on a 

pre-determined set of expectations and responses. The actor is attempting to influence the 

situation in his desired direction and this includes influencing how the audience perceives 

him (Goffman 1956, 13; Applerouth and Edles 2016, 550). The interaction is the actor 

managing the audience’s impression. Impression management, put simply, is “the 

practices we employ in an attempt to present an acceptable image of our self to others” 

(Applerouth and Edles 2016, 539). Impression management is done through the actor’s 

front-stage performance: how he speaks and what he is wearing as opposed to back-stage 

which can be anything done alone and behind closed doors such as maintain personal 

hygiene (or not). In this line of thought, the self is portrayed through the body in relation 

to others and the environment. The definition of self changes with increased encounters 

as one tries to negotiate his relationship and identity based on others and the outside world 

(Gosden 2004, 36). The audience is only supposed to see the presentation of self in the 

moments of the performance. 

Not every aspect of the actor’s front-stage performance is always a conscious 

decision. According to Goffman, “front” defines a situation which is for the benefit of an 

audience. “Front, then, is the expressive equipment of a standard kind intentionally, or 

unwillingly, employed by the individual during his performance” (1956, 13). Such 

equipment, Goffman later terms impression and expression. “Impression, in turn, has 

been treated as a source of information about unapparent facts […] Expression, then, has 

been treated in terms of the communicative role it plays during social interaction” (1956, 



 

 10 

 

 

160). Impression, for example, could manifest as a piece of jewelry which the audience 

then uses to infer information about the actor. Expression, on the other hand, is not the 

jewelry, but the information garnered about the actor when he chose to wear it. How the 

information is interpreted by the audience can never be perfectly predicted, but it may be 

assumed based on understandings of norms within a community. Outside of a given 

community, symbols and gestures will be understood differently. “Social interaction 

depends upon these ‘material and symbolic acquisitions’ and upon the mutual 

intelligibility of symbols as well as actions” which includes both conscious and 

unconscious decisions. The understanding of such symbols and gestures is not necessarily 

the same for any two people (DeMarrias 2004, 12). Two sides of the same coin, 

impression and expression add to performances as complex systems of actions and 

reactions which are constantly being maintained and enforced among any number of 

actors.  

Maintaining the impression is crucial in every interaction. All the participants are 

attempting to maintain expectations regarding their character (Goffman 1956, 135). This 

puts all of the actors in positions where they are vying for control. “Instead of allowing 

an impression of their activity to arise as an incidental by-product of their activity, they 

can reorient their frame of reference and devote their efforts to the creation of desired 

impressions” (Goffman 1956, 162). As such, interactions are constantly being 

renegotiated using verbal and nonverbal cues. Most of this is done unconsciously by the 

actors, but if a signal is misinterpreted or character is broken, the performance ends. Just 

prior, I used the term “awkward halt” to describe this. The awkward halt occurs when the 

audience is unconvinced by the actor or senses “a social imbalance” (Pelowski 2014, 18). 

An example of this is what Goffman calls “spoiled identities” and can be part of a stigma 

(1963, 11). This assessment of a situation is key in how someone will act and how they 

will respond within the interaction. How a person responds reveals “relationships to 

broader units of social life” (Pelowski 2014, 24). Their response may be corrupted by a 

spoiled identity or if the actor misjudges his own presentation of self. Goffman defines 

his use of stigma as an attribute which is “deeply discrediting” to the actor (1963, 12). As 

the audience assess a situation, the stigma appears in the form of a sign. The sign is not 

necessarily the actor´s physicality; it could also be an object or symbol attributed to him 

such as a set of handcuffs around his wrists (Goffman 1963, 60). This warns the audience 

from otherwise engaging and prevents the actor from further continuing his performance. 
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Had the specific sign not been present, or an alternate sign not associated with stigma, the 

actor may have been able to successfully manage the audience’s impression of him. 

 

2.3    The Value of Style: Symbolic and Cultural Capital 

Pierre Bourdieu introduced various forms of capital, which like the monetary form 

we are familiar with, all suggest there is something to be purchased. Most relevant to the 

discussion of impression management and object agency, is symbolic capital.  Also 

known as distinction, symbolic capital is capital “when it is perceived by an agent 

endowed with categories of perception arising from the incorporation of the structure of 

its distribution, i.e. when it is known and recognized as self-evident” (Bourdieu 1991, 

238). When symbolic capital is employed by an individual, it needs to be understood and 

recognized by the audience in order for it to have any value. Symbolic capital employs 

“symbols and behaviors to ‘enforce the status of an individual’” during a social interaction 

(Bourdieu 1984, 210). Such use of symbolic capital suggests a similarity to social or 

cultural capital. Bourdieu defines social capital as possessions and resources which give 

an individual membership to a group (1986, 251). In both cases, the individual possesses 

a form of capital that is meant to impress upon others his place within the community or 

can be exchanged for his desired role.   

Bourdieu uses taste and style as a critique and judgement of class. Just as with 

impression management, it is this judgement of presentation which the audience uses to 

determine if an individual belongs. Such a judgment is also reliant on a predetermined 

understanding of symbols and gestures. Taste, if it is to be related to class, requires a 

predetermined set of social rules known as indicators. Bourdieu explains the difficulty in 

using taste and style as a judgement, because just as with food, individuals will have 

preferences (1984, 99). Social identity through style is a manifestation of Bourdieu’s 

judgement of taste. Style can be defined as “negotiating and communicating” personal 

and social identities (Wiessner 2001, 54). If this identity can be converted into something 

the individual deems useful, then it holds a tangible value most likely generated from the 

symbolic capital acquired though the choices the individual made regarding his 

presentation. Capital, in any form, has a need to be converted or exchanged in order to be 

valuable. Bourdieu tells us: “the accumulation of economic capital merges with the 

accumulation of symbolic capital, that is, with the acquisition of a reputation for 

competence and an image of respectability and honourability that are easily converted 
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into political positions” (1984, 291). This conversion is only possible if there is a mutual 

understanding between the actor and audience. “There has to be a convergence of the 

social conditions which enable it to secure from others a recognition of the importance 

which it attributes to itself” (Bourdieu 1991, 72). In other words, there are numerous 

variables in every situation which must align perfectly for the interaction to be successful, 

not least is that audience must have prior knowledge of the meaning of the signal so that 

it may be seen to have symbolic capital which will be converted in a way which is socially 

beneficial. 

 

2.4   Signaling Theory 

I find signaling theory to be an overarching concept which can easily be added to 

numerous theories and therefore have saved it until after outlining agency as well as 

Goffman and Bourdieu’s theories. Signaling theory is based on signs and signals. Sign is 

the “raw material of signals” and can be any part of the environment which is perceptible 

by the audience.  Signals, on the other hand; are limited to what is “intentionally 

displayed” (Gambetta 2011, 171). However, it should be kept in mind that signals can 

become signs if they become habitualized. Tattoos are an example of this because one 

can become accustomed to seeing an image on another person’s skin to the point where 

they can no longer be pictured without the tattoo (Gambetta 2011, 172). The theory began 

in micro-economics before moving into biology and political science. Only recently, has 

it been used in anthropology and sociology (Gambetta 2011, 169). In sociology, Gambetta 

defines signaling theory as: “how an agent conveys unsaid intentions either truths, or not, 

to a receiver (2011, 168). It is a form of nonverbal communication which can sometimes 

be used to manage the receiver’s responses. Each agent involved in an interaction is 

presenting signals. It is how they are received that determines the course of the interaction 

which will follow. For signals to be interpreted “correctly,” there is a reliance on a 

“connection between perceivable features and unobservable properties” (Gambetta 2011, 

170). As signals are the intentional displays, and not just perceivable features of the 

environment, they are limited to choices made by the actors such as hairstyle. However, 

the signal itself may be unconscious if the actor was only considering keeping his hair out 

of his face and not the message it portrays to those around him. These signals are 

nonverbal cues, therefore, they cannot be studied as verbal communication, but they do 

possess a “form of internal coherence;” a consistent structure formed from repetition, just 
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as with verbal communication (Fletcher 2001, 35). The repetition creates a system of 

signals and corresponding meanings within a community. Without a common 

understanding, signals would be misinterpreted by the receiver and interactions would 

have different outcomes than intended. The system of understanding is often limited to 

the community, but can also be specific to a current interaction among a pair or group.  

Signals and their meanings belong to specific groups. Therefore, we can say they are 

culturally constructed. Kirsi Lorentz in Body Parts and Bodies Whole, defines the body 

in the same way; how it is viewed and divided into parts varies by culture (2010, 20). An 

arbitrary definition of parts such as this, means that the symbolic and literal meaning of 

symbols as well as how they are presented and received is going to vary across time and 

space. Marie Louise Stig Sørensen, archaeologist at the University of Cambridge, uses 

clothing and appearance to demonstrate signals as a cultural construct. She claims: “the 

practice of clothing the body gives order to social appearance and may also be involved 

in limiting and defining the body in terms of signaling social roles and relationships” 

(2010, 55). In this vein, how a person dresses can be a wealth of information regarding 

how they identify themselves and their identity within the community. Much of this 

information comes from the relationship between the body and objects (Sørensen 2010, 

56).  The full arrangement of decoration which we may call a costume acquires meaning 

within the community as it becomes routine for certain people to dress certain ways. Each 

individual part of a costume is a signal, imbued with symbolic meaning, which may not 

be understood outside of the community to which the costume belongs. The separate 

components of a costume may have “the ability to both construct and reflect views of the 

body’s abilities and social connectedness” (Sørensen 2010, 56). The costume itself is a 

signal and declares the agent’s place in the community; their social role. As a signal it 

also may be used, not only for the agent to hold an identity within the community, but 

also to display a personal identity. Individuals define themselves based on the context in 

which they find themselves, they find similarities within their community and differences 

to “others.” In such a way, they develop their own image of self which is then presented 

to an audience (Wiessner 2001, 57). These individuals may be attempting to acquire 

credibility through the community based on their particular set of signals. It is the same 

as the modern adage of dressing for the job you want. The individual’s costume is 

expected to fit the social norms because he is perceived based on how he presents himself. 

Of course, they may be displaying symbols that negate their connectedness to the 

community by purposefully challenging norms. Such cases are where we must be wary 
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of unrecognized and unintended meanings. According to Ian Hodder’s definition, 

unrecognized meanings are: “On the one hand, there are the realms of meaning of which 

actors are unconscious or only dimly and infrequently conscious.” Cultural action is done 

without thinking about it. The example given is how he will show a visitor to his living 

room, but not his bedroom. The other case of misinterpretation comes in the form of 

unintended meanings which:  

“On the other hand, different people will read different things into different actions. 

The producer or user of an object is always to some degree uncertain about how he 

object will be given meaning by others […] over space and time, distant from their 

production, texts and objects can be given numerous meanings in different contexts” 

(1995, 13).  

The danger of a misinterpreted or unrecognized signal is that the agent may be singled 

out as a deviant. Elizabeth DeMarrias in Rethinking Materiality points out that: 

“meanings and knowledge are seldom simply ‘received’ by individuals; instead they are 

continually ‘made anew’ through the materiality of practices” (2004,12). Constant 

renewal of meaning returns us to the idea that symbolic meaning is time-place specific. 

Before acting, an agent needs to assess the situation in order to present the proper signal. 

If the signal is to be successful, then it needs to be “deemed acceptable within the [realm] 

of social convention” (Gambetta 2011, 183). If the signal is misunderstood, then the 

audience will not believe the performance and the actor will not succeed in gaining 

credibility within the community.  

 

2.5   Deviants  

Deviance is a concept which involves challenging or outright disobeying social 

norms. It is relevant when discussing signals and front-stage performance in that deviants, 

either accidently or intentionally, do not seek or are unable to gain a place within the 

community through their presentation of self. One definition of deviance is: “a vagrant 

form of human activity which has somehow broken away from the more orderly currents 

of social life and needs to be controlled” (Erikson 1964, 9). Simply put, deviance is a 

form of conduct other than the social norm which invites consequences. According to 

Howard Becker, it is: “the failure to obey group rules” (1963, 8). In all definitions, 

deviance can only exist where there is a community. A community is needed to create the 

rules which the deviants will inevitably break (Becker 1963, 9). The rules created by the 

group are the social norms. A norm is similar to common law in that it is arbitrary and 

comes into being only through collective repetition (Erikson 1964, 14). Social norms are 
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needed to define deviancy just as deviancy is needed to define social norms. The norms 

or rules explain the audience’s reaction to a deviation. The audience or community also 

has the power to determine the act as acceptable; a judgement which is also based on their 

reaction. Becker places the responsibility of the judgement of deviant or not on the 

audience’s reaction (1963, 11). This is because of the group’s authority regarding the 

formation of social norms. “The critical variable in the study of deviance then is the social 

audience rather than the individual actor because it is the audience which eventually 

determines whether or not any episode of behavior or any class of episodes is labeled 

deviant” (Erikson 1964, 11). Ignoring or using “incorrect” signals, then, may be 

determined to be either a minor or major form of deviancy where the consequences vary 

for each offense. 

However, deviancy and deviants have a role to play in a community and therefore 

have a constant place within a defined group. In fact, crime (a major form of deviance 

with legal consequences), according to Durkheim is necessary because it defines and 

enforces norms and structure. He claims that deviants are inevitable because “there cannot 

be a society in which individuals do not diverge to some extent from the collective type” 

(1982, 101). The collective type, once again, being the audience that determines the norms 

from the deviancy. And the audience enforces the rules through their response. Forcible 

action by the group will nearly always be taken, though in varying forms (Weber 1978, 

322). This can be as simple as ostracization from the group, though Weber feels such a 

response is a severe punishment. “A violation of conventional rules […] leads to the 

extremely severe and effective sanction, of an informal boycott on the part of members 

of one´s status group” (Weber 1978, 34). The consequences result in justification and 

evolution of social norms, giving deviants and deviancy a necessary role (Durkheim 1982, 

89). It is the deviants who “misuse” signals and create unconventional, unscripted 

performances to which the audience is unable to respond in the prescribed manner and 

therefore are removed from the group. 

 

2.6    Comparisons and a Connected Theory 

After defining and attempting to explain the prior theories and concepts, I would like 

to propose a model in which they all work together. To do so, I would first like to point 

out some similarities among them. In my earlier discussion I found these theories and 

concepts so closely related that while Bourdieu may not have used the terms actor and 
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performance, I could not stop myself from thinking of Goffman and vice versa. Both 

Bourdieu and Goffman discuss symbols which function much like signals. Goffman does 

not talk about what is to be gained from impression management, but the presentation of 

the self involves the same principles as symbolic capital. In later work he uses terms such 

as “status symbol” and “prestige symbol” (1963, 58) which function the same as signals 

imbued with symbolic capital. Goffman also explains in some cases, the social 

information provided by a symbol “can establish a special claim to prestige, honor, or 

desirable class position” as well membership to an exclusive group. (1963, 58). The 

explanation is eerily similar to that of various forms of capital, conveyed through a signal, 

and then converted into prestige status. Signals, in regards to deviance, also appear in 

Stigma, where Goffman mentions signs. He defines symbols as: “signs that convey social 

information” and are “routinely sought and received” (1963, 58). One could not expect 

Goffman to have the same definitions as the modern signaling theory, however; his 

symbol and the modern signal (as a sign that is intentionally presented) are virtually 

indistinguishable.  

Bourdieu acknowledges object biography in his discussion of capital. He uses the 

phrase “structure of its [an object’s] distribution” in discussing its history, use, and 

meaning; all which are significant in regard to the object’s perceived capital (1991, 238). 

Bourdieu’s emphasis on the object is consistent with Gosden and Marshall’s analysis of 

object biography. Just as with Goffman’s discussion of symbols which are related to 

signals, the concepts behind the definitions are the same although the terminology varies.  

Looking at these comparisons, it feels obvious that these theories should be 

interwoven. Here, I will attempt to explain how the pieces fit together and hopefully may 

be understood as part of the same theory. Social and symbolic capital come to fruition 

through choices made regarding front-stage performance which are based on an 

understanding of the symbolic meaning of the signals chosen to be displayed. Every 

interaction is a multi-step process, relying on successful signals. First, a recognition and 

understanding of the signal is required. Then, such understanding needs to have a value 

which may be exchanged for the actor displaying the signal such as membership to the 

group or prestige within a group because the actor was able to successfully manage the 

audience’s impression of him; capital which he converted into status. There are outliers 

in every group and analysis. Though even Goffman’s definition of stigma, a spoiled 

identity, is reliant on signals. In the cases of stigma, the signals and even signs (ones 

which cannot be altered or hidden such as aspects of appearance) are unsuccessful and 
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their meaning as judged by the audience, does not hold symbolic capital and therefore 

cannot be converted, causing the audience to declare deviance. 

In other words, objects have agency, which may semantically be argued as 

secondary, but nonetheless qualifies them as actors existing alongside people. Objects are 

also signals which are worn or presented by the actors for the benefit of the audience in 

an attempt for the actor to manage the audience’s impression of him during the 

interaction; his front-stage performance. Returning to the object, it has garnered meaning 

through its biography and cultural rites of passage, once again, as with human actors. The 

meaning of the object given by the community is the root of the object’s agency. When 

the object is received by the audience, it is seen as a signal and its meaning therefore has 

value to the community. This is the object’s symbolic capital which the actor can then 

convert into a number of social commodities such as: status, membership within the 

group, prestige, class, respect, even perhaps, monetary capital.4 The object and the actor 

must rely on the audience’s reaction. Through this process of nonverbal communication, 

the audience will ultimately decide what is granted to the actor as a result of the signal. 

By building on terms and definitions from previous scholars, we may state that: signals 

work as secondary agents within impression management by influencing front-stage 

performances through means of symbolic capital. 

 

3 Pre-Christian Religion of Nordic Peoples 

3.1    What Makes a Religion? 

Before Mjöllnir can be discussed in any detail, there is a need to analyze the worship 

of Þórr in the time contemporary of the artefacts. Assuming the artefacts are 

representations of Mjöllnir, then the two are inextricably linked. Defining religion is 

always a good place to begin; a solid foundation on which to build this paper house. 

According to the usual suspects, religion is both constant and social. Bronislaw 

Malinowski believes that all peoples have a religion (1948, 1). Though according to Emile 

Durkheim, religion should not be seen as a singular cult, but as “made up of a system of 

cults that possess a certain autonomy […] sometimes the cults are ranked and 

subordinated to some dominant cult” (1995, 39). Yet this still does not explain what 

religion is. Clifford Geertz claims it to be: “a system of symbols which acts to establish 

                                                 
4 It may also provide a reason to be expelled from the group in cases of intentional deviance.  



 

 18 

 

 

powerful, pervasive, and long-lasting moods and motivations in men by formulating 

conceptions of a general order of existence and clothing these conceptions with such an 

aura of factuality that the moods and motivations seem uniquely realistic” (985, 4). In 

other words, a group will create a narrative about The World5 and themselves, specifically 

the world as they see it; their community, their relationships, their landscape. This is 

accepted as truth and established though a series of symbols which may already exist in 

their environment, but could also be made in accordance with the system of beliefs. If 

then, the narrative is a given truth, it will weave itself into every aspect of the 

community’s life. “Religious concepts spread beyond their specifically metaphysical 

contexts to provide a framework of general ideas in terms of which a wide range of 

experience – intellectual, emotional, moral – can be given meaningful form” (Geertz 

1985, 40). Thomas DuBois agrees and explains the idea of an insidious religion as a 

worldview: “religion exerts a shaping effect on an individual’s and community’s outlook 

on life. This deep perceptual shaping, encapsulated in the term worldview, pervades all 

aspects of human experience, regardless of whether or not an individual notices those 

effects or views them as related to religion in any way” (1999, 32). Therefore, it can be 

agreed that religion is a set of beliefs which, either consciously or unconsciously, affects 

all aspects of social life.  

Specifically social life because religion is, at its core, a social activity. It will always 

create a community. “A religion is a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to 

sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden – beliefs and practices which 

unite into one single moral community called a Church, all whose who adhere to them 

[…] it conveys the notion that religion must be an eminently collective thing” (Durkheim 

1995, 44). It is a collection of people with similar beliefs. These beliefs reflect social 

norms of the community and through the established religion, they are enforced; 

simultaneously creating and punishing deviants. Max Weber awards this jurisdiction to 

the supernatural: “As long as religious faith is strong, convention, the approval or 

disapproval by the environment, engenders as historical experience shows, the hope and 

faith that the supernatural powers too will reward or punish these actions which are 

approved or disapproved in this world” (1978, 322). Previously it was said the power to 

declare and punish deviants laid with the community, but with religion the community 

                                                 
5 The World as the general, cosmological concept as opposed to “the world” which would simply be 

Earth. 
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may receive authority from the supernatural. Such a community is established through 

commonalities. An example of which is a religion which requires communal action such 

as ritual (i.e. Sunday Mass). The ritual may be considered “a costly signal” as theoretically 

only true believers partake in the action to show their commitment (Fox 2016, 416). It is 

deemed costly because once one partakes, he may then be associate them with the ritual 

or group which could alter or perhaps damage his reputation. He must believe the 

impression given is valuable to him. Durkheim explains that this common action is how 

society comes into being and has the ability to form itself (1995, 421). Because the cult 

enforces social norms, through creating a united society the “religious forces” are 

reflections of the community’s morals (Durkheim 1995, 421). A religion, then, is not only 

social, but also constantly active and exclusive.    

The social norms established through the shared beliefs can be embodied in symbols. 

Geertz claims that these symbols merge particular styles of life with a specific and 

metaphysic one. Together, they coexist, maintaining each other through “the borrowed 

authority of the other” (1985, 4). While these symbols exist in aspects of a person’s life 

outside of the religious facet, they only hold value to those within the religious 

community. The symbols and their meanings will vary across cultures and even among 

smaller branches within the same community (Biering 2006, 172). Such imagery speaks 

specifically to the community’s shared beliefs and therefore the meaning relies on a 

shared and pre-established understanding of the belief system and social structure which 

has imbued meaning on the symbol. We may even say it has symbolic capital which is 

employed as secondary agency when it is converted into a signal within the community.  

Existence within a community implies religion is culture specific. While the beliefs 

of a community are not the only facet of a culture, it is not necessarily a facet separate 

from everyday life (Nordeide 2006, 222). The system of beliefs is wired into the 

community’s mainframe. As previously mentioned, Weber claimed the supernatural 

enforces social norms. Therefore, the supernatural elements of a religion reflect the 

cultural community including political and social structures (Sundqvist 2011, 163; 

Rossano 2007, 276). To form a religion, the group must agree on a set of beliefs which 

supports the structure of their society. The belief system is: “an effective strategy for 

restraining selfishness and building more cooperative and successful groups” (Rossano 

2007, 273). Succinctly, religion confirms the norms and expectations of members of the 

community in social and political arenas, maintaining their worldview. 
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The anthropology of religion has received much attention and such theories have 

been employed to understand the worldview of cultures both present and past. Yet, 

Anders Andrén reminds us: “Cosmology is accordingly a modern concept, like the 

concept of religion itself. Both words are modern attempts to define certain aspects of 

human action and human thought in time and space” (2014, 12). While it has been taken 

for granted that religion is a constant trait in society, the set of beliefs composing the 

religion may be fluid. Humans are social creatures with a tendency towards cooperation, 

which supports the claim that the formation of a religion is inevitable (Rossano 2007, 

272) but so is ritual as religion has been defined as an active part of social behavior. 

Therefore, we may say that religion is a system of beliefs6 which are not permanently 

fixed and affect all areas of an individual’s or community’s life both consciously and 

unconsciously and is therefore a social activity exclusive to a particular group.  

 

3.2    Cult in Viking Age Scandinavia  

When discussing the pre-Christian religion in the Nordics, it is important to keep in 

mind that it was not a singular, united belief system, but a series of cults with varying 

beliefs and practices. “Old Norse religious beliefs and practices varied by time and space, 

largely in accordance with social practices and environments […] and also depending on 

the degree of social contact they had with people outside the immediate Nordic area” 

(Gunnell 2015, 57). Andrén describes Old Nordic religion “as a cultural patchwork 

without any common origin. Instead, the tradition can be viewed as consisting of varying 

elements, introduced as part of social strategies at different periods and influenced from 

different regions” (2011, 856). Despite these variations, some scholars relate it to an 

earlier Indo-European tradition.  Mike Pearson claims religion during the Viking Age was 

“a final regional variant of a loosely pan-European paganism whose practices extend from 

the British Isles to Germania and Scandinavia” (2006, 86). To coincide with these varied 

origins, there is also the difficulty of terminology. There may have been innumerable 

separate belief systems across northern Europe or perhaps the cults existed in a hierarchy 

as the theoretical structure presented by Durkheim which allows for a unifying thread. 

Simply and directly: “Christians is probably an appropriate name for some groups in 

Viking Age Norway, even if ‘Christianity’ was not heterogeneous then, as now. But 

‘pagans’ is not appropriate for the rest of the people, neither Norwegians nor Saami” 

                                                 
6 As a structured set of beliefs, it should be noted, the shared belief could be an atheist one. 
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(Nordeide 2006, 222). Therefore, in this paper I will be using the term religions, with an 

emphasis on the plural because each local community most likely varied in their beliefs 

and practices even if there was a similar, overarching religion across northern Europe.   

The variation in beliefs and practices means that symbols’ meanings and use would 

have varied in similar ways. Andrén claims because the current remnants of belief 

originated as oral tradition, it also fluctuates over time and our understanding of the 

symbols can only ever be “provisional.” Still, materiality is linked with the oral culture 

in such a way that it can be used to an extent in understanding how the worldview was 

manifested in practice (2014, 24). Proof of such variation can be found in graves from the 

Viking Age. The burial practices were exceptionally diverse so that it is impossible to 

define a united belief or practice across all burials attributed to the Scandinavian Viking 

Age (Abrams 2012, 22). We are in a place where researching Old Nordic religions is 

difficult at best; however, while beliefs were unique and varied they still existed in the 

same context which allows for comparing and contrasting the different beliefs and 

practices.  

Reconstructing beliefs and practices is also a difficult problem. Though while we 

may not have detailed and reliable sources about ritual during the Viking Age, there is 

enough to make inferences: “information from many different sources to suggest a 

spectrum from large public rituals […] to small private rituals going on more regularly” 

(Andrén 2011, 848). This may be because the Viking Age was transitional when placed 

on a large timeline. In fact, the Viking Age may be seen as a continuation of Migration 

Period changes as the Migration Period occurred just prior to the Viking Age and saw 

changes in social and family structures (Andrén 2014, 56). One such change is seen in 

ritual deposits during the 6th century. “Traditional votive gifts and ritual items, such as 

butchering remains of animals or pots and quern stones are much less frequently buried 

in houses, while craft finds, religious and legal objects become more common” (Carlie 

2006, 209). As these changes in primary institutions (family structures) occurred, 

secondary institutions were also affected; i.e. religious practices and belief systems. 

Imagery, as well, changed during this period. One example of this is found on the 

guldgubber about which, Anne Carlie in Old Norse Religion in Long-Term Perspectives 

claims: “In the Late Iron Age (550-1050AD) we also see the first religious and/or legal 

objects with pictorial motifs and symbols which can be associated with the pre-Christian 

religion and mythology” (2006, 209). Changes such as these are not islands onto 

themselves, but are ripples from changes in primary institutions. This implies there was 
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an event, or events7, which shook the fundamentals of the culture and 1000 years later, 

we are trying to force the jigsaw pieces back together.   

Old Nordic religions should be seen as a series of cults which are aware of each other 

and constantly interacting. It is a patchwork belief system, but seen in a European context, 

these cults “mimic many of the key aspects of Iron Age ritual across northern Europe.” 

Examples would be the lavish grave goods, sacrifice, and depositions (Pearson 2006, 86). 

The use of ritual objects also seems to develop across northern Europe in the Early Iron 

Age. It appears these objects were given agency to be protectors and could operate against 

calamities such as: “evil beings, diseases, and lightning” (Carlie 2006, 209).  From a 

modern perspective, we might say this is superstition, but it could also be sympathetic 

and in some cases, contagious magic.8 “Through the agency of amulets, a superstitious 

man believes himself able to influence the world around him by magical means. Amulets 

may be prophylactic, they may be productive, or they may be malevolent” (Perkins 2001, 

53). Wherever these objects were used, such a ritual practice would most likely have been 

individual and its existence cannot be proven by looking at the community or social 

structure. We have no concrete evidence amulets were used in such a manner and that 

pedants were anything more than decoration. Yet there is also no evidence which proves 

the objects are not connected to a cultural or individual belief in the supernatural. 

Therefore, I support Pearson’s assertation that: “we need to move beyond a 

compartmentalised view of Norse life in which religion, mythology, and cosmology are 

seen as a self-contained realm of discourse largely separate from everyday materiality 

and practice” (2006, 90). We cannot say what each individual believed in, but we can 

infer religious practices through what has been found in the archaeological record. 

 

3.3    Þórr the Love of God: a Viking Age Þórr Cult 

One of the most detailed description we have of Old Nordic religions in Scandinavia 

comes from the account of Adam of Bremen. While his work should be taken with a grain 

of salt because he was an outsider with his own agenda to promote the bishopric of 

Hamburg-Bremen, the archaeology at Gamla Uppsala shows he cannot be dismissed so 

easily. In History of the Archbishops of Hamburg-Bremen, there are three gods in the 

temple and the figure of Þórr was positioned in the center between Óðinn and Freyr and 

                                                 
7 Two of these events were volcanic eruptions in 536 and 540AD which created a dust cloud which 

resulted in severe climate change. (See Gräslund and Price 2012 and Toohey et al 2016). 
8 For further information on the types of magic, see Frankle and Stein 2005 and Frazer 1922. 
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depicted with a scepter. Adam interprets this to mean he “resembles Jove” and is “the 

mightiest” of the gods. Þórr was awarded control of the sky, therefore his responsibilities 

included the wind, the rain, and the crops. (Adam of Bremen 2002, 207). It is interesting 

that here Þórr holds a scepter and not a hammer. Though because scepters have been 

found in Vendel graves and interpreted as status symbols, Declan Taggart claims that 

Adam may have been correct in using sceptrum especially if Þórr was shown as the most 

significant. On the other hand, the scepter could be any number of items which indicate 

status among the cultures of northern Europe, but Taggart concludes the scepter was most 

likely an attribute taken from Jove (2018, 102). Perhaps, as an attribute of Jove, the 

scepter was a symbol with more meaning for Adam’s audience and therefore made more 

sense than a hammer which may have been significant to those in Uppsala.   

In Saxo’s Gesta Danorum, the gods are portrayed as mortal men who tricked others 

into worshiping them, but in his account, the hammer is the object of significance. The 

episode involves Magnus Nilsson, an adversary of paganism, who looted a temple of 

Jupiter in Sweden by taking hammers home as souvenirs (Saxo 2006, BookXIII 421). 

Though the island which housed the temple was unnamed, it has been suggested to be 

Gotland (Sonne 2013, 139). Perkins also focuses on this passage, citing the reason for the 

creation of Þórr’s hammer was to explain thunder and this is why emulations of the tool 

were kept in the temple (2001, 46). While Adam of Bremen and Saxo both relate Þórr to 

the cheif Roman god through interpreto romano, Saxo does not translate Þórr‘s attribute 

as a scepter, but retains the hammer imagery (Saxo 2006, BookXIII). The hammer, 

though, is not necessarily a tool for thunder, it can be for protection and consecration as 

will be discussed in the subsequent sections. 

Our mighty hero Þórr is also the god named in relation to runes, specifically in the 

runic inscriptions themselves. Runestones, mostly in Sweden and Denmark, are one of 

the reasons Þórr and his hammer are associated with giving blessings. The inscriptions 

link Þórr with the verb vígja, which means to consecrate or to hallow. Taggert names four 

“fixed” uses of this combination, all from the 10th century: Glavendrup runestone, early 

10th, Sønder-Kikeby runestone, 10th, Virring runestone, 10th, Velanda runestone, 10th 

(2018, 169). While they name Þórr, none of the stones name Mjöllnir or mention a 

hammer involved in vígja. Another example of a runic inscription from Västergötland, 

ends simply in “Þórr bless,” in the standardized text: “Þorr vigi.” (Bertell 2003, 195). The 

hammer has appeared as an image on runestones as well, though in these situations, it 

shows up either between phrases or at the end of an inscription (Taggart 2018, 174). Carl 
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C. Rafn first identified the hammer on runestones in 1852, calling it a Þórr’s hammer sign 

(1852, 284).  If the hammer was understood to be a tool for consecration, then the symbol 

could have been a replacement for vígja. Henry Petersen does suggest the symbol was 

meant to replace words, assumedly “Þórr vígja” (1876, 51). Perhaps this substitution is 

taken for granted because other scholars do not discuss it as a replacement. Based only 

on evidence from the runestones, there is no explicit definition of the hammer as a visual 

short hand for the phrase.  

One of our main prose sources for the perception of Þórr and his hammer is 

Snorraedda. Snorri Sturluson focuses on the strength of Þórr and portrays him as first and 

foremost as a fighter in Gylfaginning. Snorri writes that: [Ásaþórr] Þar af sigrar hann öll 

kvikvendi (1931, 16) and: Hann er sterkastr allra guðanna ok manna (26). Following this 

description, we are informed of Þórr’s possessions which includes the hammer. Einn 

þeira er hamarrinn Mjöllnir er hrímþursar ok bergrisar kenna þá er hann kømr á lopt, 

ok er þat eigi undarligt; hann hefir lamit margan haus á feðrum eða frændum þeira (1931, 

27). Mjöllnir, though, appears to be famous in its own right. We also hear of Þórr using 

Mjöllnir to smash the heads of his adversaries, such as in the story of The Master Builder: 

ok kölluðu þeir á Þór, ok jafnskjótt kom hann ok því næst fór á lopt hamarrinn Mjöllnir, 

galt hann þá smíðar-kaupit ok eigi sól eða tungl, heldr synjaði hann honum at byggva í 

Jötunheimum ok laust þat hit fyrsta hogg er haussinn brotnaði í smán mola ok sendi hann 

niðr undir Niflhel (1931, 43). As well as Þórr’s attempt to smash Skrýmir’s head during 

their encounter: greip þá hamarinn Mjöllni tveim höndum ok steig fram öðrum fœti at þar 

er Skrýmir lá ok lýstr í höfuð honum (1931, 47). Yet Mjöllnir’s only purpose is not 

violence. On the other hand, Mjöllnir is a tool to hallow, just Þórr was invoked for 

blessings on runestones.  Returning to the idea of vígja, Mjöllnir is used to resurrect Þórr’s 

goats when he: tók hamarinn Mjöllni ok brá upp ok vígði hafrstökurnar (1931, 45). The 

hammer Mjöllnir performs the same task at Baldr’s funeral. Þá stóð Þórr at ok vígði bálit 

með Mjollni (1931, 58). This makes the function of Mjöllnir twofold; both hallowing and 

killing in the hands of Þórr. 

In Skáldskaparmál, Mjöllnir itself is described: at hann myndi mega ljósta svá stórt 

sem hann vildi, hvat sem fyrir væri, at eigi myndi hammarrinn bila, ok ef hann yrpi honum 

til, þá myndi hann aldri missa, ok aldri fljúga svá langt, at eigi myndi hann sœkja hem 

hönd, ok ef þat vildi, þá var hann svá lítill, at hafa mátti í serk sér; en þat var lýti á, at 

forkseptit var heldr skamt (1931, 99). Though Mjöllnir’s shaft is short, it cannot break 

nor miss, and it always comes back. But also, it can be so small, it could be kept in a shirt. 
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It is important to note, Mjöllnir fitting in Þórr’s shirt is not corroborated in other texts 

(Taggart 2018, 126). This assertation could be about justifying the small hammers which 

had been found from previous generations or it may be from a lost story which motivated 

small hammers images to be made. It is impossible to tell which came first; the story or 

the egg, I mean, hammer. Snorri compiled his information a couple hundred years after 

Iceland “became Christian” through surviving stories and poems. Therefore, his 

perception of Þórr and his attributes may have been different than how the people buried 

with Mjöllnir emulations understood Þórr.  

Another prose source is Landnámabók which takes a different perspective. It shows 

Þórr as a popular god who was invoked in matters of help and protection by those moving 

from mainland Scandinavia to Iceland. For example, we’re told of a Christian man named 

Helgi who prays to Þórr for fair weather on his voyage: Helgi var balndinn mjök í tru; 

hann trúði á Krist, en hét á Þór til sjófara ok harðræða. Þá er Helgi sá Ísland, gekk hann 

til frétta við Þór, hvar land skyldi taka, en fréttin vísaði honum norðr um landit (S218, 

250; H184, 251). Other worshipers of Þórr who appear in Landnámabók are Þórólfr 

Örnólfsson and his son Hallsteinn. Þórólfr was blótmaðr mikill ok trúði á Þór (S85; H73, 

124). When traveling to Iceland, he allowed Þórr to decide his fate by casting his high-

seat pillars overboard and following them to land. Later, Hallsteinn made a sacrifice and 

prayed to Þórr, asking for high-seat pillars and was granted a colossal tree: hann blótaði 

þar til þess; at Þórr sendi honum öndvegissúlur. Eptir þat om tré á land hans (S123; H95, 

163). Others still include Kollr who needed help in a storm: En Kollr hét á Þór; þá skilði 

í storminum. Ok kom hann þar sem Kollsvík heitir, ok braut hann þar skip sitt (H15, 55). 

There was also a man named Ásbjörn Reyrketilsson who dedicated his settlement in the 

name of Þórr: Ásbjörn helgaði landnám sitt Þór ok kallaði Þórsmörk (S343; H301, 346). 

Þórr then, was considered by these travelers not as a killer of jötnar, but ruler of sea and 

sky and someone worth invoking in times of trouble as well as someone to whom to show 

gratitude.  

The poetic sources were also Snorri’s main source on the mythology as his intention 

was to create a handbook for poets. Taggart claims that in these works, it is Þórr’s strength 

which is highlighted (2018, 78). It is true that in Hárbarðsljoð, Þórr brags about his 

accomplishments which include fighting malignant, jötunn women: 

ek var austr 

ok jötna barðak 

brúðir bölvísar  
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er til bjargs gengu; 

mikil myndi ætt jötna,  

(Hárbarðsljoð, 23). 

 

brúðir berserkja 

barðak í Hléseyju, 

(Hárbarðsljoð, 37) 

 

Vargynjur váru þær 

en varla konur, 

(Hárbarðsljoð, 39). 

It should be noted that these women are described as monstrous and decidedly not human. 

They are called “she-wolves” and “berserks.” In Hymiskviða, Þórr is also described as 

slayer of beasts.  He is described as orms einbani (22) and in the following stanza uses 

his hammer to strike the wolf’s brother: 

Dró djarfliga 

dáðrakkr Þórr  

orm eitrfán 

upp at borði, 

hamri kníði 

háfjall skarar 

ofljótt ofan 

úlfs hnitbróður. 

(Hymiskviða, 23). 

Here his violence is directed at the miðgarðsörmr; his apparent archnemesis. Mjöllnir is 

portrayed as a weapon yet again in Lokasenna, when Þórr threatens Loki four times, 

although it is never implemented. Each begins with the refrain: 

Þegi þú, rög vættr! 

þér skal minn þrúðhamarr, 

Mjöllnir, mál fyrnema; 

(Lokasenna, 57, 59, 61, 63). 

Each time, Þórr threatens to use Mjöllnir to deprive Loki of speech. However, in 

Þrymskviða, Mjöllnir is explicitly a fatal weapon.9  

hamar um þekkði; 

þrym drap hann fyrsttan, 

þursa dróttin, 

ok ætt jötuns 

alla lamði. 

(Þrymskviða, 31). 

                                                 
9 This poem is a can of worms regarding gender roles which I do not plan on opening here. 



 

 27 

 

 

Þórr, most likely angered about wearing a dress, kills Þrymr first of all the jötunn in the 

hall which eventually reach the same fate. Þórr is also given a place of significance in 

Grímnismál. His position in the list before Ullr and Freyr, shows him as an important god.  

Lan er heilagt 

er ek liggja sé 

ásum ok áffum nær; 

en í Þruðheimi 

skal Þórr vera,  

unz um rjúfask regin.  

(Grímnismál, 4). 

 

Ýdalir heita,  

þar er Ullr hefir 

sér um görva sali 

Álfheim Frey 

gáfu í árdaga 

tívar at tannfé 

(Grímnismál, 5). 

In the beginning of the poem, it is the gods and their homes which are named so Mjöllnir 

is not tied to Þórr, though his home is “strength-land.” He is a mighty fighter as well in 

Þórsdrápa, but there is no mention of him using Mjöllnir as his weapon, though an 

unnamed weapon does strike and return to his hand, because we can only assume it is 

Mjöllnir, these stanzas will not be included further.  

What has been presented here is not an extensive list of Þórr or Mjöllnir in the Old 

Norse literary corpus, but it is clear Þórr is a multi-purpose god and popular with the 

people; he is more than just “The Thunderer.”10 When looking at literature, one needs to 

be careful in regards to analyzing object agency because narratives work with different 

rules than in our everyday life. Hedeager explains that objects are personified like animals 

in the Old Norse sources and inalienable to the gods´ positions (2011, 12). In this line of 

thinking, while Þórr was clearly popular, so was Mjöllnir. Yet there were still regional 

differences just as with other cults. Nordeide claims: “I believe one of these differences 

was that the god Thor was not worshipped north of Sogn and Fjordane in Norway, or such 

worship was practiced so differently that we are now unable to recognize it.” (2006, 222).  

I believe this can be seen in the varying portrayals of Þórr. This variation may be 

connected to the search for the “origin” of Þórr. He appears to be most often related to 

                                                 
10 It is also worth considering thunder is not a particularly useful attribute for humans to invoke through 

sympathetic magic. One would think there was a way to ask for rain without the thunder-storm.  
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the Hindu god, Indra (Hildebrand 1872, 49; Turville-Petre 1975, 81; Lindow 1994, 488) 

through the connection of thunder and lightning.  

The origin of the hammer seems to make this more difficult to decipher. Hildebrand 

draws this connection because Indra also has a hammer (1872, 50). Yet Turville-Petre 

argues for the same connection, but through thunder and therefore claiming Þórr´s 

original weapon would have been lightning (1975, 81). This argument relies heavily on 

the name, Mjöllnir. Some of these connections are the Russian word mólniya meaning 

lightning and the Latvian milna which is the hammer of the thunder god Perkun (Lindow 

1994, 488). Yet Mjöllnir could also mean grind or crush along with lighting (Turville-

Petre 1975, 81). Þórr and Mjöllnir, therefore, may just be from an Indo-European 

cosmology, but adapted to suit the culture of Scandinavia during the Iron Age. Despite 

these various ideas, Þórr and his hammer remain prevalent.  

At his core, Þórr is either a weather god or a protector, though the two are often 

conflated. As previously mentioned, Adam of Bremen awarded Þórr the rule of the skies. 

According to Perkins, the wind-raiser figurines are often interpreted to be Þórr (2001). 

Though as the “wind-blower,” his beard is more important than his hammer because his 

beard is used in the creation of the gusts by pulling or blowing. I find Þórr as a wind-

raiser raises more questions than answers. While he seems to be in charge of at least part 

of the weather; this seems to be the only manifestation of Þórr in which is beard is of any 

significance. In the case of Eyrarland Þórr, the beard and the hammer may be one and the 

same due to the odd shape at the end of his beard. Figurines such as Eyrarland Þórr are 

another example that the portrayal of Þórr was based on what each community wanted 

from him or believed him capable; whether it be weather magic or protection from 

unknown threats.  

Today, the idea of Þórr as a protector seems to be more popular. His protection was 

not just of his fellow gods, but also of humans and their respective realms. His direct 

attachment to humans can be seen through his companion, Þjálfi who appears in the 

Útgarða-Loki tale and Þórsdrápa. In Hárbarðsljoð, Þórr brags about how he defended 

Þjálfi from evil women. Lindow claims Þjálfi represents Þórr’s close relationship to 

mankind which is supported “by the metal artifacts known as Thor’s hammers” (1994, 

486; 2001, 289). Perhaps it is through this close relationship that Þórr could be invoked 

simply by his name. An exampe of Þórr being summoned by his name, though not by 

humans, is when the Æsir calling on him to kill a bergrisi: En er Æsirnir sá þat til víss, 
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at þar var bergrisi kominn, þá varð eigi þyrmt eiðunum ok kölluðu þeir á Þór (Snorri 

1931, 43). Taggart claims this may “reflect a belief in the efficacy of invoking the god’s 

intervention” (2018, 82).11 Taggart also claims Þórr is often the protector of women. This 

argument is based on instances such as in Lokasenna, when Þórr intervenes to defend his 

wife. While in Völuspá, he intervenes lethally to stop Óðs mær ‘Óðr’s girl’ being taken 

away by a jötunn. In Alvísmál, it is Þórr’s daughter being taken by a dvergr and Þórr once 

again is the savior (2018, 81). These events from a modern perspective highlights 

women’s lack of agency more than Þórr as a savior because his honor rests on him being 

able to defend his women. Þórr may be a protector, but only of women society deems 

“acceptable.” Þórr protects women in his family (the Ás) and has problems with outsiders, 

including outsider women (the Jötnar) (Bertell 2003, 193). This was shown earlier in the 

scene from Hárbarðsljoð. Hárbarð (Óðinn) berates Þórr for killing women, but Þórr 

defends his actions because they were not human women. Again, at Baldr’s funeral, Þórr 

instantly grips his weapon at the sight of Hyrrokkin: Þá gekk Hyrrokkin á framstafn 

nökkvans ok hratt frammí fyrsta viðbragði, svá at eldr hraut ór hlunnunum ok lönd öll 

skulfu. Þá var’ Þórr reiðr ok greip hamarinn ok myndi þá brjóta höfuð hennar, áðr goðin 

öll báðu henni friðar (Snorri 1931, 58). This could be interpreted that while Þórr is a 

protector of women, he is also a protector of the status quo, defending social norms, and 

a character which enforces an Us versus Them mentality.   

As mentioned in the previous chapter, a community defines itself against others. 

They create social norms and enforce them by singling out deviants. This may also 

support the existence of the Mjöllnir artefacts, but it does not encompass every portrayal 

of Mjöllnir in the literary corpus. Kevin Wanner addresses in the mythology, disability is 

a common theme. The gods12 tend to be missing body parts, though this does not seem to 

be detrimental to their affect as gods and in fact may even make them more god-like 

(2012, 3; Lindow 1994, 486).  Þórr can only be included in this categorization through 

his hammer, Mjöllnir, because the shaft was made too short (Lindow 1994, 486)  as shown 

in the previous quote from chapter 33 of Skáldskaparmál. Mjöllnir as imperfect also fits 

a paradigm within the mythology because as Lindow illustrates, the gods are limited in 

their weapons: Óðinn has a spear called Gungnir, Freyr had a sword, but in Skírnismál he 

                                                 
11 According to folklore in many cultures, including Celtic as well as Hebrew beliefs, to know someone’s 

True Name gives you power over them. Summoning Þórr may be a version of this, but I will resist further 

comments in this paper.  
12 The foremost of these are obviously Óðinn and Tyr, although Wanner includes Mímir for missing his 

entire body (Wanner 2012, 3). 
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parts with it, and Þórr’s weapon is a hammer which is an adaptation of a tool (1994, 485). 

It is clear that Mjöllnir is a weapon at least some of the time because as demonstrated just 

prior, it was used against others outside of the Æsir, specifically jötnar who are 

consistently having their skulls crushed (Lindow 1994, 487; Wanner 2012, 1). Despite 

their lack of an arsenal, the Nordic gods were often associated with fighting and war. We 

need to keep in mind Christian authors were most likely biased against the “pagans” they 

were writing about. They do, however; name both Óðinn and Þórr as such warrior gods. 

Þórr’s relationship to war, though, was more individualistic and more brutal than Óðinn’s 

association with the topic (Schjødt 2011, 271-272). Jens Peter Schjødt suggests “physical 

strength” and “protection of the cosmos” would be more appropriate for Þórr than “war” 

(2011, 274). This supports Þórr’s image as a protector and helper, though he enacted these 

qualities through violence. 

I mentioned Mjöllnir was a weapon only some of the time because as we have seen 

it was a tool to hallow. Bertell concurs Þórr is meant to bless things and in such instances, 

Mjöllnir is a tool for vígja, (2003, 194). As a final note on the portrayal of Mjöllnir in the 

literary corpus, hammers have been used traditionally in Scandinavia for blessings; 

specifically in regards to marital beds, but the bride may also have been presented with a 

hammer (Davidson 1965, 11; Lindow 1994, 490). This tells us hammers as part of a 

blessing was not a trendy invention by medieval authors and may have been a popular 

meaning given to hammers during the Viking Age as well, though there is nothing more 

to support this. Mjöllnir was just as “multi-purpose” as Þórr and it appears there would 

have been an understanding among the community at the very least that the two were 

deeply connected. 

 

4 Archaeology  

4.1    Materiality and Theory 

In this chapter, I will be looking at materiality and its role in defining culture. 

Material culture is how archaeologists study cultural change due to people using and 

creating materiality to define social institutions and relations (Earle 2004, 153). Earlier it 

was noted that style involves communicating social identities. In this vein, archaeology 

indicates the balance between the individual and his community (Wiessner 2001, 54). It 

is such a relationship with the community which is pertinent to this paper. Colin Renfrew 

proposes a “material engagement theory.” This theory focuses on relations between 
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humans and objects more than between humans. Through understanding the objects’ use 

and status, we may understand the culture and its developmental changes (2004, 23). The 

relationship can give insight into the social structure of a culture or community.  Elizabeth 

DeMarrias claims social practice is not about “representing abstract symbolic realms” 

instead, it is creating and recreating the “social reality” (2004, 12). Just as how signals 

develop meaning through repeated social action, so, too, is culture defined. As 

interactions occur between people and their surroundings, what is repeated becomes a 

defining, cultural feature while the rest disappears. Similar habits lead to understanding 

among individuals which then creates a community.  

Culture as a community or series of communities must link people through some 

commonality. Though through the consistent negotiation of social reality – culture is not 

constant and we may therefore do better to approach it as a concept and not a concrete 

object. To define culture and therefore the group and individual identities is done through 

a relationship to material culture. However, the nature of this relationship, according to 

Lesley Abrams, is not settled among archaeologists (2012, 22). Ian Hodder claims: 

“There can never be any direct, predictive relationships between material culture and 

social behavior because in each particular context, general symbolic principles, and 

general tendencies for the integration of belief and action, are rearranged in particular 

way as part of the strategies and intents of individuals and groups” (1995, 29). In other 

words, the relationship between individuals and material culture is unpredictable because 

of the variables which are dependent on each interaction. These interactions work to 

establish a community, but as each interaction differs, culture therefore may vary by 

individual. Yet culture is formed through, as DeMarrias writes:“traditions and shared 

understandings” (2004, 12). Culture simultaneously creates community and is created by 

community in that it’s constantly shifting in meaning and definition as it is renegotiated 

by individuals and their relationship to materiality.  

Materiality can be used to reconstruct social action. The archaeological record 

contains “the material traces of repeated activities” (DeMarrias 2004, 13). In other words, 

the manifestation of cultural memory. Memory is maintained through oral culture, but 

Andrén claims it is also maintained through material culture (2012, 270). Simply put, 

memories are tied to physical things; landscapes and objects. This is because oral 

traditions always involved the interactions of the people with their environment and their 

interactions with materiality (Andrén 2012, 270). If memory is tied to materiality, then 

objects’ meanings are tied to the culture to which the memories belong. The meaning of 
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an object is dependent on the culture which created it and the environment in which it 

was found as well as the culture which interprets it; the contexts of the object (Gosden 

and Marshall 1999, 174). Material culture is a reflection of social action within the culture 

which it was produced, but it is also given meaning from the latter context in which it is 

found.   

Timothy Earle and Kristian Kristiansen discuss two points of view on interpreting 

culture through materiality. On one hand: “materiality is constructed through social 

relations, it should not be equated with a modern perception of the individual according 

to some researchers.” On the other; it remains a more modern perception of personhood, 

“because it was linked to membership of a social group or institution that provided a 

bounded identity with rules for its realization” (2010, 13). I believe Christopher Tilley 

explains the dilemma best: “The interpretation of the meaning and significance of 

material culture is a contemporary activity. The meaning of the past does not reside in the 

past, but belongs in the present” (2001, 192). The result is that when analyzing material 

culture, bias of modern perceptions are inherent and need to be taken into account. In 

essence, it is an interdisciplinary undertaking. “In addition to relevant comparative 

readings in history and anthropology, it demands a conceptualisation of the interpretive 

work taken” (Earle and Kristiansen 2010, 14). We could simply say, the entirety of an 

object’s contexts add to its meaning (Hodder 1995, 14) which is another way of saying 

the object gains a biography. The symbolic meaning, then, is linked with an object’s 

context. In order to understand the symbolic meaning, we need to analyze the context 

associated with the object (Hodder 1995, 14). That the context is integral to the meaning 

is not a question, but such context is not necessarily constant.  Manuel Arroyo-Kalin 

defines materiality as an “ongoing outcome,” speaking to the flexibility of our 

understanding of objects (2004, 74). Just as society, culture, and symbolic meanings are 

constantly shifting, so is the understanding of materiality. 

 

4.2    Hammer Time 

The identification of these artefacts is based mainly on information found in 

Medieval Icelandic texts. Andrén is one such archaeologist who claims such a complex, 

mythological world can be related to artefacts which originated several centuries earlier 

(2011, 849). Often in such cases there arises a cyclical debate whether the artefacts or the 

written sources came first. As outlined by Fuglesang: “All Scandinavian texts concerning 
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amulets are late and projecting their information backwards in time can easily result in a 

circular argument” (1989, 15). Bo Jensen simply describes them as material symbols 

which are “a source for these practical, ritual actions that constituted an important part of 

the period’s world of ideas” (2010, 14). I have no interest in labeling these artefacts as 

amulets because I do not wish to confer a magical connotation upon them which may not 

have existed. These artefacts; however, have clearly been displayed in some manner. At 

the very least, they were displayed during funerary rights or to something or someone 

after death because they have been found in association with graves. Lasse Christian 

Arboe Sonne speculates that Ludvig Müller first suggested the hammer jewelry in 1864 

as Mjöllnir amulets and Hans Hildebrand made the definitive connection a few years later 

based on his knowledge of hammers in folklore and their function in both funerals and 

weddings (2013, 113). Müller’s assertation of a T sign as the hammer of Þórr is done only 

in passing and spends more words discussing T signs and crosses from outside of northern 

Europe (1864, 42). Hildebrand writes that you would wear the symbol on your chest for 

protection, relating it to the modern use of a cross, and says it is clearly more or less a 

hammer shape (51). Supplementary to Hildebrand’s identification of Mjöllnir artefacts 

(1872, 54) is an artefact of similar shape from Købelev on Lolland in Denmark which 

literally calls itself a hammer. The runic inscription reads hmar x is which we can infer 

means this is a hammer (Rasmussen, Pentz, and Imer 2014, 17) effectively ending the 

debate on whether the shape is a hammer, axe, or cross. Most likely, then, it is also meant 

to represent Mjöllnir because it is the only named hammer of which we know and 

therefore, if there were other legendary hammers, Mjöllnir would have been the most 

important. Lindow follows Hildebrand’s line of thought, that these hammers were worn 

fastened to clothing and were meant to protect the wearer (1994, 489). The construction 

of the artefacts such as suspension loops suggest they would have been worn adhered to 

a wire, string, or chain, but if they were worn during life is a matter of contention.  

Sacred images seem to have been relatively common. Divine characters are found as 

figurines and pendants as well as images on fibulas and weapons (Andrén 2011, 851). 

This includes images of Þórr aside from the hammer emulations which are associated 

with him. Þórr’s visage could be found “carved on pillars either side of the dwelling’s 

central seat,” (Pearson 2006, 88) a tradition supported by anecdotes such as that of Þórólfr 

in Landnámabók. The hammer, though, often appears without explicit reference to Þórr 

and yet we mostly understand it to represent Mjöllnir. Davidson argues, “the hammer of 

the Thunder God was not in general depicted like the hammers which have been found in 
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Viking graves. (1965, 2).  While Fuglesang believes that most divine images are merely 

inferred to be certain gods, but the hammer is almost certainly a Þórr reference (1989, 

15). Lindow agrees the association of Þórr is more certain than images of other gods, 

claiming hammers: “are the only indication from the archaeological record of talismans 

associated with specific accouterments of the gods” (2001, 290). Andrén also supports 

Mjöllnir as the main representation of Þórr (2011, 851). Compared to other gods, 

archaeological representations of Þórr are more frequent. The association of the hammer 

may be more definitive, but it could also be due to a desire of academics to push the 

popularity of Þórr. The miniature hammers, whether representations of Mjöllnir or not, 

though are certainly frequent.  

 

4.3    Bury the Hammer: Finding Hammer Artefacts 

These hammers exist as pendants on chains and rings of mainly silver and iron and 

are found across the whole of Scandinavia, dating the expanse of the Viking Age. The 

hammers on rings may also be found in conjunction with sickles; these are common from 

contemporary cremation graves in central Sweden (Andrén 2011, 851). Just how old the 

tradition of crafting miniature hammers is, is impossible to determine. In the Valsgärd 

grave field, there have been found iron hammer rings dated to c.750 (Lindow 1994, 489). 

Lindow wrote these were the earliest hammers, but thirteen years later, Denmark’s 

National Museum added to its collection a hammer dated with a range longer than that of 

the Viking Age; 500-1050AD (Nationalmuseet, Samliger, 2016). Just as with this date 

range, nearly everything recorded about these hammers is vague. The pre-Viking Age 

hammers are found not only in Scandinavia, but also England (although they clearly 

gained popularity during the Viking Age). They can also be made of iron, bronze, amber, 

and silver (Fuglesang 1989, 17). Such a wide range speaks to the popularity of the 

hammers. But while many people used them in different forms, we cannot assume the 

symbol meant the same thing to all of them. 

Hammer symbols related to Þórr have been found across a larger expanse than just 

mainland Scandinavia and the British Isles. Abrams uses the term “widespread” as the 

symbol has been found on a spindle-whorl from Greenland, a neck ring in Gorodische, 

Russia, as well as pendants in Norfolk (2012, 23). Mjöllnir emulations have been found 

mostly in the south of Sweden and Denmark as well as present-day Germany. While they 

are also in Norway and Iceland as well as the British Isles and Rus territories, their 
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presence is less significant (Nordeide 2006, 219). This distribution suggests the hammers 

originated in southern Scandinavia and were initially brought to these other lands. The 

iron neck rings from eastern Europe and Rus territories, are considered to have been 

brought from Scandinavia. This is because “the majority of finds are concentrated along 

the main trade routes connecting the North and the East,” though it is possible the later 

rings were locally produced (Novikova 1992, 74). There is no consensus on how foreign 

objects reached Scandinavia and vice versa, though there have been many suggestions. 

Theories include looting, trade, as well as gift-giving, specifically among the Viking 

societies (Abrams 2012, 32). Novikova claims the hammers found in Rus territories were 

not from trade, but were brought with those who emigrated (1992, 87).  Material culture 

shows evidence of how settlements of Scandinavians adapted and adopted to the local 

culture and style while maintaining a native identity (Abrams 2012, 34). This is especially 

evident in regards to jewelry because the settlers maintained the decoration which was 

currently the fashion back home (Graham-Campbell 2013, 158). Hammer representations 

vary in style and are widespread, but inherently maintain a Scandinavian connection.  

Within each locality, the context of the finds differs. The ring hammers seem to have 

a closer association with death than the pendants. “Only 10% [of pendants] have been 

found in graves” (Nordeide 2006, 219). And while in 1994, Lindow writes that 400 of the 

iron hammer rings have been found in association with cremation graves and, though less 

so, inhumations (489). In the following decade, this number has increased.  “Many Thor’s 

hammer rings, mostly of iron, have been found in graves from the eighth to tenth centuries 

in Åland, Swedish-speaking parts of Russia, and especially the Mälaren district of 

Sweden, where 450 rings have been found, including 58 in the Birka graves” (Nordeide 

2006, 219). Norway is an exception in that rings and pendants are found equally in hoards 

and burials (Nordeide 2006, 220).  Later hammers, mainly of silver, were often deposited 

in hoards; perhaps because they were more expensive (Lindow 1994, 489). We cannot 

say for certain that the pendants are younger than the rings or that the hammers deposited 

in hoards are younger either (Nordeide 2006, 220). In general, pendants and not rings 

tend to appear in hoards and not burials. Though the pendants that are in graves are found 

more in female graves in Denmark. There are some in Sweden as well and these are more 

evenly distributed between males and females (Taggart 2018, 182). Votive deposits are a 

very different context and therefore need a separate assessment. For reasons of space, 

then, my analyses will focus on Mjöllnir emulations connected to burials.  
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Looking at the miniature hammers, it is mainly iron rings which are, 

“overwhelmingly discovered in graves” (Taggart 2018, 182). And even more specifically, 

these graves are cremation burials (Nordeide 2006, 219). In Sweden the hammers seem 

to be concentrated regionally when it comes to burial finds; specifically in Uppland and 

Södermanland. More infrequently they are found in Västmanland, Dalarna, Småland, and 

on Oland” (Bertell 2003, 195).  Maths Bertell supports the assessment that rings in 

Sweden are found mainly in cremation graves and in both men and women’s graves. In 

more than half of these graves, the hammers are on the top layer of the burial, above the 

burnt bones (2003, 195). The division of male and female graves has potential to highlight 

trends. Women were generally buried with amulets, not just Mjöllnirs, more often than 

men (Jensen 2010, 180). Though, Meghan Mattsson McGinnis comments in her thesis, 

that the gender gap is negligible and we cannot say the association with amulets was 

equated to gender identity (2016, 15). General amulets along with the hammers, seem to 

be more popular with cremation graves. In Lovö, Sweden, 43 cremation graves with 

amulets have been found versus two inhumation graves with amulets (McGinnis 2016, 

11). However, contrary to the cremation trend, but confirming the use in women’s graves, 

there is a find from Lejre in Denmark. Here, a woman’s grave was found with a Mjöllnir 

fastened to her breast (Sonne 2013, 117). In this way, Mjöllnirs and amulets seem to stand 

out from other grave goods. It is difficult to classify any specific trend regarding the 

function of this symbol, but it is clear they stand out from other grave goods.  

There are general trends which may be traced, but there is also plenty of regional 

variation. In Valsta there are 36 counted cremations, of which four contained hammer 

emulations while a few kilometers away in Skälby there were 17 cremations burials, nine 

of which had hammers and one burial even contained two (Andersson 2005, 49). Outside 

of continental Scandinavia, they are also popular in burials in what was previously the 

USSR. 100 iron neck rings without hammers have been found in comparison to 36 neck 

rings with hammers, most of which were found in graves in nine sites from along water 

ways (Novikova 1992, 75). Unlike in continental Scandinavia, hammers as inhumation 

grave goods is not uncommon. In six burials (Gnëzdovo, Timerëvo, Vachruševo, Il’ino, 

Zaozer’e, and Suzdal’) pendants were found in five female graves and one male 

(Novikova 1992, 84). Specifically in a female burial labeled grave mound C, in 

Gnëzdovo, the body was buried sitting with a hammer ring on the chest (Novikova 1992, 

88). Hammer representations existed across large geographic regions and there were 
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apparent regional differences regarding burial trends, yet as they are still graves, there 

seems to have been a similar understanding regarding Mjöllnir and burial rites.  

 

4.4    How to Use a Hammer 

Mjöllnir emulations, then, have a clear connection to burial rites. Though this is not 

their only function and therefore their full role in society is still unclear. Previously, I 

briefly mentioned that they have been considered to be protective symbols according to 

Hildebrand and Lindow. Turville-Petre also supports this idea, following after Davidson’s 

assessment (1975, 83; 1965, 12). Davidson describes it as: “the protective sign of the 

hammer” and claims it was worn which is proven by the finds in women’s graves and 

that the hammer’s protection extended beyond death (1965, 13). Bertell agrees, but is less 

committal, stating only that the symbol could have held some sort of protective function: 

“Det är högst rimligt att tro att dessa har haft någon sorts skyddande funktion” (2003, 

195). The runes on the hammer from Købelev are facing in such a way, had the hammer 

been hanging from a chain, they would have been upside down. To read the runes, the 

hammer would have been held by the wearer in the same manner one would hold a 

hammer as a tool. Perhaps this is how the protective power of the hammer was executed 

(Rasmussen, Pentz, and Imer 2014, 17). The protection could have been against magic or 

unwanted entities, but could also have been for protection from more social and corporeal 

threats: “Craftsmanship is powerful and it separates the bearers of a culture from all those 

outside the culture who threaten it. Thor’s hamarr, whether wielded by the god or worn 

about the neck, invoked this distinction and gathered under it those who sought it’s 

shelter” (Lindow 1994, 503). The protective power would have required the hammer to 

be worn or fastened about the body or something else which the protection was meant to 

be conferred upon. It is also a highly individualistic function. The symbol may have 

united a group of like-minded individuals, but the result was for the individual and not 

the community.  

Protection appears to be the most popular interpretation, but it is not the only one. 

Bertell cites a depiction of the hammer on the Velanda rune stone may be an axis mundi 

(2003, 196) or the center of the cosmos. Also in Iceland it has a long tradition of being a 

symbol of power, in a stylized form similar to that of the runestones (Bertel 2003, 201). 

Some compare it to the Christian cross and argue that it was a reaction against Christianity 

as it became a threat to paganism. Hildebrand initially compared the hammer’s use to a 
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cross and Davidson argues that the hammer was a reaction to Christianity along with 

Turville-Petre (1872, 51; 1965, 9; 1975, 83). In his survey of Viking art, Graham-

Campbell also asserts that, “Pagan Danish settlers in East Anglia could assert their 

identity among Christian Anglo-Saxons by displaying a Thor’s hammer” (2013, 158). 

Søren Nancke-Krogh claims the hammer had a double meaning because it was both a 

hammer and St. Peter’s key; an assessment Sonne calls a radical interpretation which is 

unconvincing because it is based on loose speculation: “svært at blive overbevist om disse 

løse spekulationer og gisninger” (2013, 112). Where the hammer appears more cross-like 

an argument could be made for Saint Peter’s Cross due to the inverted orientation as the 

artefact hangs on a ring or chain, but this interpretation is overlooked in favor of the key. 

Nordeide argues against the hammer as a reaction to Christianity, though, claiming 

Mjöllnir “cannot mirror the reception of Christianity all over the country” (2006, 222). A 

homogenous pagan identity does not appear to have existed, therefore, the reaction to the 

influx of Christianity would have varied as well. The hammers also predate the Church’s 

conquest of Scandinavia by several centuries. Christianity would have been known in 

northern Europe during the period of the earliest suggested hammers (6th century) through 

contact with continental Europe, but the Christian religion was probably not considered 

a threat which warranted a pagan identity crisis. The Þórr cult was also unlikely to be 

homogenous across such a large geographic area, but there appears to be some common 

understanding of Mjöllnir as Þórr’s most powerful attribute among Scandinavian peoples, 

as seen through the distribution of hammer finds. 

In opposition to a form of identification, there is an argument for the existence of 

Mjöllnir emulations which were not worn by the living at all. “It is a well-established 

assumption that the Thor hammer-rings in burial contexts reflect some kind of Thor cult 

[…] even if few appear to wonder why this might be a suitable practice at the time of 

someone’s death or funeral” (Andersson 2005, 47). As grave goods, these artefacts often 

appear in cremation graves; however, they are usually unburnt which means it was placed 

in or beside the urn after. This could suggest the hammer emulation was not associated 

with the individual during life and is only part of their identity now, in death. Not to 

mention size and shape of the neck rings are impractical forms of jewelry (McGinnis 

2016, 44; Jensen 2010, 66). The result of the signal may have been specifically meant for 

the deceased, but nonetheless, the hammer was a powerful symbol. “The rituals attached 

to these have also been the concern of a group consisting of both the deceased and the 

living, and the Thor hammer-rings have therefore not been personal belongings in the 
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way ordinary jewelry might be” (Andersson 2005, 60). As previously mentioned, 

Rasmussen’s analysis of the Købelev hammer requires it to be worn by an agent able to 

hold the it, assumedly then, worn in life to enact the protective magic (2001, 17). Mjöllnir 

emulations were more than just decoration and held a specific role in accordance with a 

community’s understanding of the symbol whether it be in during a person’s life or in 

death. 

 

5 Conclusion 

5.1    Summary  

At the risk of sounding redundant, the first conclusion to be drawn is evident through 

the sheer amount of material (archaeological and literary). Þórr was popular.  Þórr 

functioned as a helper; he hallowed and he protected,13 both with the use of Mjöllnir. 

Therefore, I believe we can say Mjöllnir, Þórr’s most famous attribute, was seen as a 

helpful tool. The specific functions of this tool, however, vary just as do the funcitons of 

the hammer emulations found in burials. 

Artefacts in the shape of a hammer have been found in numerous burials throughout 

the Viking Age, though these artefacts and burials are subject to regional variations. For 

example, in mainland Scandinavia, the hammer emulations are found more often in 

cremation graves than in inhumations. The prevalence of the symbol in female over male 

graves differs as well, but on an even smaller scale. Such differentiations have led to 

equally varied interpretations of the artefacts’ functions. The primary function of the 

hammer could easily have differed on an individual basis and the functions also may have 

changed throughout the life of the artefact, allowing for a complex object biography. The 

image of the hammer was easily duplicated as with any object created from a mold, but 

the meaning of the symbol was not necessarily reproduced in an equal fashion nor 

interpreted in the same manner by all those receiving the signal (Taggert 2018, 182). We 

may even go so far as to say the value, the symbolic capital, is just as dissimilar as the 

trends established by the archaeological finds. 

The hammers are generally thought to have been worn, but there are dissenters who 

include McGinnis, Andersson and Jensen. Building on each other’s work, they suggest 

that iron neck rings with amulets were probably not actually worn about the neck, though, 

                                                 
13 Though his protection in the stories seems to be rooted in violence against others. As for protection 

from bad weather, perhaps this was more benevolent.  
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they do not comment on other manifestations of the hammer (2016; 2010; 2005). Hammer 

emulations in general could have been attached to clothing, perhaps worn around the belt 

– in which case it would not have been meant to be easily seen by humans. It could be a 

signal for Þórr which may have been why it was so important for it to remain with them 

in the grave and unburnt to maintain the capital of the symbol; if it became too hot, the 

metal should shift and the shape may be unrecognizable. Such hammers may have been 

more than grave goods, they may have been a blessing in the same way Mjöllnir was used 

on Baldr’s funeral pyre: Þá stoð Þórr at ok vígði bálit með Mjöllni (Snorri 1931, 58). The 

hammer emulation may be a way of asking for a blessing for the deceased men and 

women. We therefore cannot say what these symbols meant to the individuals or what 

role Þórr specifically played. However, the Nordic primary sources portray him as 

someone who can be asked for help. (Bertell 2003, 201). Protection and blessings seem 

to be a general theme which may have just been enacted in different ways by different 

people. 

 

5.2    Discussion and Analyses  

Signals work as secondary agents within impression management by influencing 

front-stage performances through means of symbolic capital. Mjöllnir emulations are 

such signals employed by men and women during the Viking Age. In order to make this 

claim valid, I will display how the artefacts need to fit the criterion suggested by my 

introductory sentence. The hammers must have been displayed and received, held 

symbolic capital, and influenced social interactions by specific members of a specified 

place and time. In this case, the time and place is Viking Age Scandinavia and the 

corresponding colonies.  

That the emulations were presented to others depends upon what could be considered 

“displayed.” It would seem that some, but not all of the documented artefacts were 

displayed during the bearer’s lifetime and out of these it cannot be said for certain the 

hammers would have been visible to the people the bearer encountered. The other means 

of display we would need to include are grave goods. I believe the hammers found in 

burials were also intentionally displayed as seen through the careful and deliberate 

placement of the objects just as it would have been done by someone fastening the ring 

or pendant to their clothes. If the hammers were used as accessories to decorate one’s 

outfit, the artefacts remain equally socially significant as they would in other functions 
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because as previously mentioned, Wiessner claims that they very definition of style 

involves “negotiating and communicating” identity (2001, 54). In the context of burials, 

the hammer was displayed by the person or persons who led the burial and received by 

those witness to the ceremony as well as any supernatural entity who was suspected to be 

involved in death and the afterlife.  

Therefore, the different modes of display vary on who is intended to receive the 

signal. This could be humans who worshiped other Nordic gods, or humans who 

identified as Christians, or Þórr himself. We may assume the purpose of signaling to 

humans was to be granted membership into a group such as a Þórr cult or to gain exclusion 

from a group – perhaps Christians who were regularly encountered. Signaling to Þórr is 

assumedly a different motivation with the expectation of a different outcome than 

signaling to other humans. During one’s life, the purpose of the signal may have been to 

ask for a more individual, as opposed to social, protection or a blessing. This blessing 

may be the intent of the signal in burials as well. Witnesses to the burials receive the 

signal in this context as well. We can only speculate as to how it is interpreted, but it may 

be to give closure, knowing that the deceased has been properly interred. Mjöllnir, a 

secondary agent, was said to have been used for blessings. It is not a far stretch, then, to 

think the signal was displayed to be received by Þórr, a primary agent. Of course, we 

cannot know any individual’s intention, but we may infer from the material culture and 

our reconstruction of communities.  

As the hammers are received value is then conferred upon them. Part of this value 

comes from the name, Mjöllnir, as it is Mjöllnir the artefacts are representing. The name 

is part of the object’s capital. There is power in naming something or someone as 

“recognized by an official authority” (Bourdieu 1991, 241). Without a name, the artefact 

is at the least a lump of iron (or silver or bronze) and at most a T-shape. As a Mjöllnir, it 

is a hammer endowed with abilities and fills specific roles and expectations of a 

community. The name and connotations cannot be separated from the image being 

received because the name is given by a commonly recognized authority; the community 

or group within which it exists. Once it is seen and recognized as Mjöllnir, there is then 

capital for the bearer to convert. This includes through burials, under the assumption that 

there was someone in the next life or world to receive them and the signal, in this case of 

the miniature hammer.  

So far, I believe I have demonstrated how the hammer emulations may fit my 

criterion. If they acted as agents, influencing interactions, is more difficult to prove. Based 



 

 42 

 

 

on a quick assessment of a person’s appearance, the hammer could immediately include 

or exclude the bearer from the group. The same may also have been the case in burials; 

by placing a hammer in the grave the deceased is immediately associated with Þórr and 

excluded from the Christian deceased. Of course, we do not have the everyday 

interactions documented where we can see how people reacted, but because of the 

creation and placement of these artefacts we may determine the initial actions and perhaps 

the intentions which come from these actions. I am willing to speculate that the hammer 

invoked Þórr so that he may bless the burial, but I have no means of proving this and 

therefore cannot confirm nor deny the hammer emmulations’ role as secondary agents.  

The specific members of this in-group were not exclusively men or women and 

perhaps even included children. As these artefacts are widespread and the finds vary 

regionally, it is difficult to pin-point a specific group beyond the vague term “Þórr-cult.” 

The common thread among bearers of the hammer seems to be an origin of themselves 

or kin in what we would think of today as mainland Scandinavia. 

 

5.3   Conclusions 

The main function of Mjöllnir emulations is therefore, nonverbal communication. 

They may act as secondary agents, signaling to others a symbolic value which may then 

be converted into the desired result of the bearer or actor. The performers could be 

communicating with members of their community, outsiders, gods or other supernatural 

beings, or all of the above (Taggart 2018, 184). There is not enough evidence to prove 

the signals were intended to be received in another life or world, but there is nothing to 

explicitly eliminate this line of thought either. For the hammer emulations to be a signal, 

there needs only to be someone or something to interpret the signal. Without this it has 

no value as there is no capital to be converted. The Mjöllnir image was meant to be 

received in such a way the reaction would benefit the performer who displays it in the 

form of a blessing, protection, or membership in a group which most assumedly would 

be the Þórr cult, but it could also be membership into a specific realm of the afterlife for 

those buried with the symbol.  

The shape was intended to be easily recognized; an iconic symbol which transcended 

geographical borders. The hammer was also popular enough to be displayed in burials, 

and possibly the life of the performer as well. Mjöllnir emulations signaled something to 

the corporeal and supernatural communities. The specific meaning of the signal is 



 

 43 

 

 

something which cannot be proven entirely, but there is some form of recognition of a 

Þórr cult. Based on the information we have, the best argument we can hope for is that 

the miniature versions of Mjöllnir found in burials were intended to be received by Þórr, 

most likely to bless the very same burial. The use of these objetcs during a person‘s life 

seems to differ by individual person and hammer such as the singular instance of a runic 

inscription delcaring the artefact itself to be a hammer (Rasmussen, Pentz, and Imer 

2014). Throughout scholarship, and rightly so, hammer emulations have been treated as 

though they hold a symbolic value greater than that of other jewlwery. This value lies in 

the use of the hammer as nonverbal communication. As soon as the signal is seen, it is 

interpreted and hopefully understood. The communicative power transcended death as 

the symbol was deliberately placed in graves; it was displayed to be seen. In conclusion, 

the emulations existed to communicate an idea which furthered a person’s social 

interaction or perhaps even status. Even in death, the presence of a Mjöllnir suggests there 

was some interaction which involved recognition of the object and the family of the 

deceased relied heavily on presenting their dead in this specific way.   

 

5.4   Further Research  

In the future, I would like to look further into the connection of Þórr blessing graves 

as he seems to have very little connection to the afterlife. I am curious if this is a function 

of the hammer and Þórr was added later or if we can find some evidence in the literature 

which would explain his role with the deceased or if it stems from his connection to 

humans in general. To expand on this, I would look deeper into the use of sympathetic 

magic in Viking Age societies with the goal of relating this use of magic to the minature 

hammers because it is a function which could easily transcend the border of life and death. 

Also in relation to this connection between Þórr and humans through the hammer, I would 

like to further explore the folklore regarding hammers which I did not have time to fully 

explore such as a hammer’s role in blessing marriages. Finally, I would like to further 

explore Mjöllnir artefacts in depositions so that I may compare them geographically to 

the burials as well as the items which with they were deposited compared to the other 

grave goods found in burials with Mjöllnir emulations. With such additional research, I 

would hope to illuminate the trends which I was struggling to define as well as provide a 

more defined picture of the social implications surrounding these beleifs and artefacts.  



 

 44 

 

 

Bibliography 

Abrams, Lesley. 2012. “Diaspora and Identity in the Viking Age.” Early Medieval  

Europe 20, no. 1: 17-38. 

Adam of Bremen. 2002. History of the Archbishops of Hamburg-Bremen. Translated by  

Francis J. Tschan. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Andersson, Gunnar. 2005. “With Thor on Our Side: The Symbol of the Thor Hammer- 

Rings in Viking Age Burial Ritual.” In Dealing with the Dead. Archaeological 

Perspectives on Prehistoric Scandinavian Burial Ritual, edited by Tore Artelius 

and Fredrik Svanberg, 45-62. Stockholm: Riksantikvarieämbetet. 

Andrén, Anders. 2011. “Old Norse and Germanic Religion.” In Oxford Handbook of the  

Archaeology of Ritual and Religion, edited by Timothy Insoll, 846-862. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Andrén, Anders. 2013. “Places, Monuments, and Objects: The Past in Ancient  

Scandinavia.” Scandinavian Studies 85, no. 3: 267-281. 

Andrén, Anders. 2014. Tracing Old Norse Cosmology. The world tree, middle earth, and  

the sun from archaeological perspectives. Lund: Nordic Academic Press. 

Applerouth and Edles. 2016. Classical and Contemporary Sociological Theory. Los  

Angeles: Sage. 

Arroyo-Kalin, Manuel A. 2004. “An Ongoing Outcome, a Surrounding World:  

Materiality, Agency and History.” In Rethinking Materiality: the Engagement of 

Mind With the Material World, edited by Elizabeth DeMarais, Chris Godsen, 

Colin Renfrew, 153-165. Cambridge: McDonald Institute for Archaeological 

Research. 

Becker, Howard S. 1963. Outsiders. Studies in the Sociology of Deviance. New York:  

The Free Press. 

Bertell, Maths. 2003. Tor och den nordiska åskan. Föreställningar kring värld saxeln.  

Stockholm: Stockholm University. 

Biering, Jeanette. 2006. “The Concept of Shamanism in Old Norse Religion from a  

Sociological Point of View.” in Old Norse Religions in Long-Term Perspectives. 

Origins, Changes, and Interactions, edited by Anders Andrén, Kristian Jennbert, 

and Catharina Raudvere, 171-176. Lund: Nordic Academic Press. 

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste.  

Translated by Richard Nice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 



 

 45 

 

 

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1986. “The Forms of Capital.” Translated by Richard Nice. In  

Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education. Edited by J. 

Richardson, 241-258. New York: Greenwood. 

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1991. Language and Symbolic Power. Translated by Raymond  

Adamson and Matthew Adamson. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Carlie, Anne. 2006. “Ancient Building Cults: Aspects of Ritual Traditions in Southern  

Scandinavia.” In Old Norse Religions in Long-Term Perspectives. Origins, 

Changes, and Interactions, edited by Anders Andrén, Kristian Jennbert, and 

Catharina Raudvere, 206-211. Lund: Nordic Academic Press. 

Carter, Michael J. and Celene Fuller. 2016. “Symbols, meaning, and action: The past,  

present, and future of symbolic interactionism.” Current Sociology Review 64, no. 

6: 931-961. 

Davidson, H. R. Ellis. 1965. “Thor’s Hammer.” Folklore 76, no. 1: 1-15. 

DeMarrais, Elizabeth. 2004. “The Materialization of Culture.” In Rethinking Materiality:  

the Engagement of Mind With the Material World, edited by Elizabeth DeMarais, 

Chris Godsen, Colin Renfrew, 11-22. Cambridge: McDonald Institute for 

Archaeological Research. 

DuBois, Thomas, A. 1999. Nordic Religions in the Viking Age. Philadelphia: University  

of Pennsylvania Press. 

Durkheim, Emile. 1982. The Rules of Sociological Method. Translated by W. D. Halls.  

New York: The Free Press. 

Durkheim, Emile. 1995. The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. Translated by Karen E.  

Fields. New York: The Free Press. 

Earle, Timothy. 2004. “Culture Matters: Why Symbolic Objects Change.” In Rethinking  

Materiality: the Engagement of Mind With the Material World, edited by 

Elizabeth DeMarais, Chris Godsen, Colin Renfrew, 153-165. Cambridge: 

McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research. 

Earle, Timothy and Kristian Kristiansen. 2010. “Introduction: Theory and Practice in the  

Late Prehistory of Europe.” In Organizing Bronze Age Societies: the 

Mediterranean, Central Europe, and Scandinavia Compared. Edited by Timothy 

Earle and Kristian Kristiansen, 1-33. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Eddukvædi. 2014. Edited by Þórður Ingi Guðjónsson. Reyljavík: Hið Íslenzka  

Forjritafélag. 

 



 

 46 

 

 

Erikson, Kai T. 1964. “Notes on the Sociology of Deviance.” In The Otherside:  

Perspectives on Deviance, edited by Howard S. Becker, 9-21. London: The Free 

Press. 

Fletcher, Roland. 2001. “The messages of material behavior: a preliminary discussion of  

non-verbal meaning.” In The Meaning of Things, edited by Ian Hodder, 30-40. 

London: Routledge. 

Fox, Michael. 2016. “Cultural Transmission of Precautionary Ideas: The Weighted Role  

of Implicit Motivation.” Journal of Cognition and Culture 16: 415-435. 

Frankle, Rebecca L. Stein and Philip L. Stein. 2015. Anthropology of Religion, Magic,  

and Witchcraft. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Frazer, James. 1922. The Golden Bough. New York: MacMillan. 

Fuglesang, Signe Horn. 1989. “Viking and Medieval Amulets in Scandinavia.”  

Fornvännen 84:15-27. 

Gambetta, Diego. 2011. “Signaling.” Oxford Handbook of Analytical Sociology, edited  

by Peter Bearman and Peter Helström. Online. 

Gell, Alfred. 1988. Art and Agency. An Anthropological Theory. Oxford: Oxford  

University Press. 

Geertz, Clifford. 1985. “Religion as a Cultural System.” In Anthropological Approaches  

to the Study of Religion, edited by Michael E. Benton, 1-46. New York: Travistock 

Publications. 

Goffman, Erving. 1956. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. Edinburgh: University  

of Edinburgh Social Science Research Centre. 

Goffman, Erving. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity.  

Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall. 

Gosden, Chris and Yvonne Marshall. 1999. “The Cultural Biography of Objects.” World  

Archaeology 31, no. 2: 169-173. 

Gosden, Chris. 2004. “Aesthetics, Intelligence and Emotions: Implications for  

Archaeology.” In Rethinking Materiality: the Engagement of Mind With the 

Material World, edited by Elizabeth DeMarais, Chris Godsen, Colin Renfrew, 33-

40. Cambridge: McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research. 

Graham-Campbell, James. 2013. Viking Art. London: Thames & Hudson. 

Gräslund, Bo and Neil Price. 2012. “Twilight of the gods? The ‘dust veil event’ of AD  

536 in critical perspective,” Antiquity 86. 

 



 

 47 

 

 

Gunnell, Terry. 2015. “Pantheon? What Pantheon? Concepts of a Family of Gods in Pre- 

Christian Scandinavian Religions.” Scripta Islandica 66: 55-76. 

Hedeager, Lotte. 2011. Iron Age Myth and Materiality. An Archaeology of Scandinavia.  

AD 400-1000. New York: Routledge. 

Hildebrand, Hans. 1872. “Tors hammare.” Kongliga Vitterhets, Historie och Antiqvitets  

Akademiens Månadsblad 1: 49-55. 

Hodder, Ian. 1995. Theory and Practice in Archaeology. London: Routledge. 

Íslendingabók, Landnámabok. 1968. Edited by Jakob Benediktsson. Reykjavík: Hið  

Íslenzka Fronritafélag. 

Jensen, Bo. 2010. Viking Age Amulets in Scandinavia and Western Europe. Oxford:  

Archaeopress. 

Lindow, John. 1994. “Thor’s ‘hamarr.’” The Journal of English and German Philology  

93, no. 4:485-503. 

Lindow, John. 2001. Norse Mythology. A guide to the gods, heroes, rituals, and beliefs.  

Santa Barbara: Oxford University Press. 

Lorentz, Kirsi O. 2010. “Parts to a Whole: Manipulations of the Body in Prehistoric  

Eastern Mediterranean.” In Body Parts and Bodies Whole. Edited by Marie L. S. 

Sørensen, Jessica Hughes, Katharina Rebay-Salisbury, and Celine Hughes, 20-29. 

Oxford: Oxbow Books. 

Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1948. Magic, Science and Religion and Other Essays. Glencoe:  

The Free Press. 

McGinnis, M. Mattsson. 2016. “Ring Out Your Dead: Distribution, Form, and Function  

of Iron Amulets in the Late Iron Age Gave Fields of Lovö.” MA Thesis, 

Stockholm University. 

Müller, Ludvig. 1864. Religiøse Symboler af Stierne-, Kors- Og Cirkel- Form hos  

Oldtidens Kulturfolk. Kjøbenhavn: Bianco Lunos Bogtrykkeri. 

Nationalmuseet. “Thorshammer fra Knudsker.” Samliger. Last Modified, 22 December  

2016. http://beta.samlinger.natmus.dk/DO/asset/2362 

Nordeide, Sæbjørg Walaker. 2006. “Thor’s Hammer in Norway: A Symbol of Reaction  

Against the Christian Cross?” in Old Norse Religions in Long-Term Perspectives. 

Origins, Changes, and Interactions, edited by Anders Andrén, Kristian Jennbert, 

and Catharina Raudvere, 218-223. Lund: Nordic Academic Press. 

Novikova, Galina L. 1992. “Iron neck-rings with Thor’s hammers found in Eastern  

Europe.” Translated by Ingmar Jansson. Fornvännen 87: 73-89. 



 

 48 

 

 

Pearson, Mike Parker. 2006. “The Origins of Old Norse Ritual and Religion in European  

Perspective.” In Old Norse Religions in Long-Term Perspectives. Origins, 

Changes, and Interactions, edited by Anders Andrén, Kristian Jennbert, and 

Catharina Raudvere, 86-91. Lund: Nordic Academic Press. 

Pelowski, M., T. Liu, V. Palacios, & F. Akiba. 2014. “When a Body Meets a Body: an  

Exploration of the Negative Impact of Social Interactions on Museum 

Experiences of Art” International Journal of Education & the Arts 15, no. 14: 1-

47. 

Perkins, Richard. 2001. Thor the Wind-Raiser and the Eyrarland Image. London: Viking  

Society for Northern Research. 

Petersen, Henry. 1876. Om Nordboens Gudedyrkelse og Gudetro i Hedenold. En  

Antivarisk Undersøgelse. Kjøbenhavn: C.A. Reitzels Forlag. 

Rafn, Carl C. 1852. “Runestone fra Harald Blaatands tidsalder.” Antiqvarisk Tidsskrift.  

278-298. 

Rasmussen, Anders, Peter Pentz, and Lisbeth Imer. 2014.“Dette er en hammer.” Skalk 4:  

16-17.  

Renfrew, Colin. 2004. “Towards a Theory of Material Engagement.” In Rethinking  

Materiality: the Engagement of Mind With the Material World, edited by 

Elizabeth DeMarais, Chris Godson, Colin Renfrew, 23-31. Cambridge: 

McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research. 

Robb, John. 2004. “The Extended Artefact and the Monumental Economy: a  

Methodology for Material Agency.” In Rethinking Materiality: the Engagement 

of Mind With the Material World, edited by Elizabeth DeMarais, Chris Godsen, 

Colin Renfrew, 131-139. Cambridge: McDonald Institute for Archaeological 

Research. 

Rossano, Matt J. 2007. “Supernaturalizing Social Life: Religion and the Evolution of  

Human Cooperation.” Human Nature 18, no 3: 272-294. 

Saxo Grammaticus. 2006. The Danish History. Translated by Oliver Elton. Charleston:  

BiblioBazaar. 

Schjødt, Jens Peter. 2011. “The Warrior in Old Norse Religion.” In Ideology and Power  

in the Viking and Middle Ages: Scandinavia, Iceland, Ireland, Orkney, and the 

Faeroes. Edited by Go Steisland, Ian Beuermann, Jan Erik Redal, Jon Viðar 

Sigurðsson, 269-295. Leiden: Brill. 

 



 

 49 

 

 

Snorri Sturluson. 1931. Edda Snorra Sturlasonar, edited by Finnur Jónsson. København:  

Gyldenalske Boghandel Nordisk Forlag. 

Sonne, Lasse Christian Arboe. 2013. Thor-kult i vikingetiden. Historiske studier i  

vikingetidens religion. København: Museum Tusculanums Forlag. 

Sundqvist, Olof. 2011.“An Arena for Higher Powers. Cult Buildings and Rulers in the  

Late Iron Age and the Early Medieval Period in the Mälar Region.” In Ideology 

and Power in the Viking and Middle Ages: Scandinavia, Iceland, Ireland, Orkney, 

and the Faeroes, edited by Go Steisland, Ian Beuermann, Jan Erik Redal, Jon 

Viðar Sigurðsson, 163-210. Leiden: Brill. 

Sørensen, Marie Louise Stig. 2010. “Bronze Age bodiness – maps and coordinates.” In  

Body Parts and Bodies Whole. Edited by Marie L. S. Sørensen, Jessica Hughes, 

Katharina Rebay-Salisbury, and Celine Hughes, 54-63. Oxford: Oxbow Books. 

Taggart, Declan. 2018. How Thor Lost his Thunder. The Changing Faces of an Old Norse  

God. London: Routledge. 

Tilley, Christopher. 2001. “Interpreting material culture.” In The Meaning of Things,  

edited by Ian Hodder, 185-195. London: Routledge. 

Toohey, Matthew, Kristin Krüger, Michael Sigl, Frode Stordal, and Henrik Svensen.  

2016. “Climatic and societal impacts of a volcanic double event at the dawn of the 

Middle Ages.” Climatic Change 136, no. 3-4. 

Turville-Petre, E.O.G. 1975. Myth and Religion of the North. The Religion of Ancient  

Scandinavia. Westport: Greenwood Press. 

Wanner, Kevin J. 2012. “Sewn lips, Propped Jaws, an a Silent Áss (or two): Doing Things  

with Mouths in Norse Myth.” The Journal of English and German Philology 111, 

no. 1: 1-24. 

Weber, Max. 1978. Economy and Society. An Outline of Interpretive Sociology.  

Translated by Ephraim Fischoff, Hans Gerth, A. M. Henderson, Ferdinand 

Kolegar, C. Wright Hills, Talcott Parsons, Max Rheinstein, Guenther Roth, 

Edwards Shils, and Claus Wittich. Los Angeles: University of California Press. 

Wiessner, Polly. 2001. “Style and changing relations between the individual society.” In  

The Meaning of Things, edited by Ian Hodder, 56-63. London: Routledge. 

 

 


