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Context analysis and bracteate inscriptions in light of 
alternative iconographic interpretations 

Nancy L. Wicker 

Although nearly 1000 Scandinavian Migration Period (fifth- and sixth-century) gold pendants 
called bracteates have been discovered in Scandinavia and throughout northern and central 
Europe, only about twenty percent of these objects have inscriptions. The writing is mostly in 
the elder futhark but also in corrupted Latin copied from inscriptions on Late Roman coins 
and medallions, which are presumably the models for bracteate imagery. Relatively few of the 
170 bracteates with runic inscriptions—which are known from only 110 different dies (Düwel 
2008: 46)—are semantically meaningful. 

While the research of the late Karl Hauck has dominated bracteate scholarship for the past 
forty years, his theory of bracteate iconography is not the only possible interpretation of this 
imagery that may illuminate our understanding of the inscriptions. In this paper, I will high-
light other interpretations of bracteates, not as definitive answers to the meaning of bracteates 
but instead to emphasize the tenuous nature of all such theories. I also propose the use of what 
Michaela Helmbrecht (2008) has termed ‗context analysis‘ to focus on the various contexts in 
which bracteates have been discovered in order to shed additional light upon their meaning. 
Before presenting alternate explanations, I will review basic information about bracteates and 
their inscriptions, and I will summarize the basic tenets of Hauck‘s thesis. 

Bracteate classification and iconography 

From the earliest research on bracteates, scholars including C. J. Thomsen (1855), Oscar 
Montelius (1869), and Bernhard Salin (1895) focused on organizing these artifacts by classi-
fying them into types according to details of images depicted in the central stamped field of 
decoration. Although bracteates were classified into Types A–H, Montelius (1869) recognized 
that Types A through D plus Type F are the ones that date to the Migration Period of the fifth 
through sixth centuries A.D., whereas others are later. Type A comprises bracteates with a 
man‘s head, Type B includes standing human figures, Type C shows a man‘s head and a 
horse-like animal, Type D has a dragon-like animal, and Type F has a horse-like animal but 
no human. Further refinements to bracteate groupings were made by Mogens B.Mackeprang 
(1952), but the basic division of the Migration Period bracteates continues to be used, even in 
the most recent corpus of bracteates as presented by Karl Hauck (IK 1,1–3,2). 

Besides classification, the other major concern of bracteate scholarship has been identifi-
cation of the figures depicted on these objects. Interpretation often depends upon analysis of 
texts from Late Antiquity or the later medieval period, in particular Old Norse Eddic and saga 
material (e.g. Beck 2001). Karl Hauck identified the major figure depicted on bracteates as 
Odin, based on what he called Kontext-Ikonographie, by which he looked at pictures not in 
isolation but by considering inscriptions, later texts, place-names, image traditions, archaeol-
ogy, and motif details such as figure attributes and gestures (Hauck 1975). He proposed a 
unified system of bracteate iconography centered around healing practices and the god Odin, 
using the tenth-century Old High German second Merseburg charm as a key source (Hauck 
1970). He claimed that images on Type C bracteates were the pictorial equivalent of the 
second Merseburg charm concerning Odin healing the hoof of Balder‘s foal, which he recog-
nizes in the bent hind leg of the horse-like animal on bracteates. Other details central to his 
argument include identifying depictions of the healing breath of Odin blowing into the ear of 
Balder‘s foal on Type C bracteates (Hauck 1980) and connecting the Drei-Götter Type B 
bracteates with three standing human figures with the death of Balder (Hauck 1998a). He also 
linked the images on a small group of Type F bracteates, which do not include human figures, 
to his interpretations of Odin on Types A, B, and C (Hauck 1986). These identifications are 
not unquestioned, as I will examine below. 
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Bracteate inscriptions 

Four of the bracteate types—A, B, C, and F—include some pieces with inscriptions, although 
none of the Type D bracteates, which are later, display any runes. These inscriptions, which 
were made as part of the die used to stamp these one-sided disks, contrast with inscriptions on 
fibulae and other portable objects, which could have been incised at any time after the produc-
tion of the piece. Krause‘s (1966) division of bracteate inscriptions into ―magic‖ and ―rune-
master‖ groups is still the basis for categorization of these inscriptions, even though his group 
of ―magic‖ inscriptions (including alu, auja, ehwu, laukaz, and laþu) has been updated and re-
named ―formula‖ or ―charm‖ inscriptions. The ―charm‖ and ―runemaster‖ inscriptions, along 
with ―futhark‖ inscriptions, comprise the majority of the readable bracteate inscriptions. 
Klaus Düwel (2008) has further divided Krause‘s ―runemaster‖ group into ―divine rune-
master‖ and ―mortal runemaster‖ types. His interpretations follow Hauck‘s iconographic 
identification and he regards Odin as the divine runemaster. Bracteates that are difficult to 
interpret according to Hauck‘s model are considered problematic and are usually relegated to 
the ―mortal‖ group. 

The inscription on two bracteates from Køge (KJ 127 Seeland II; IK 1,2, no. 98) is crucial 
to understanding the amuletic character of bracteates since part of the inscription reads 
gibuauja, ―I give luck‖ (Düwel 2008; Hauck 1998b). In addition, interpretation of the runic 
inscription houaR, ―the High One‖, on a bracteate from Fünen (KJ 119 Fünen I; IK 1,2, no. 
58) as a reference to Odin is key to Hauck‘s iconography. However, nowhere on bracteates or 
in any other inscriptions in the elder futhark is Odin or any other god specifically named 
(Antonsen 2002: 14). It has been argued that there may have been an injunction against nam-
ing a god‘s name, yet it is difficult to build an argument from the absence of a name. Other 
runic readings that seem more secure than houaR include Wilhelm Heizmann‘s (1987) (and 
others‘) interpretation of the placement of laukaR, ―leek‖ on several bracteates due to the 
plant‘s protective and fertility characteristics suitable for healing Balder‘s horse as depicted 
on Type C bracteates according to Hauck‘s thesis. A more vulnerable interpretation is Düwel 
and Heizmann‘s (2006) suggestion that the futhark on bracteates should be understood as a 
medium for communicating with Odin. Yet Odin is never named on bracteates, so it is 
difficult to assert that the runes were carved into a bracteate die specifically to communicate 
with this god. Despite the counter argument that Odin‘s name could not be inscribed, the 
argument is still circular. 

Other interpretations of bracteate iconography 

In the early years of bracteate scholarship, many theories concerning the identification of 
motifs on bracteates were put forward, including Worsaae (1870) and Salin (1895), who 
identified the figure with the four-legged horned animal on Type C bracteates as Thor with 
his goat. Hauck‘s iconography has been promulgated widely and overshadows other sugges-
tions. However, in recent years, several scholars have questioned Hauck‘s iconographic 
scheme, while others have augmented it or mitigated it by calling for a multivalent interpre-
tation of bracteate iconography. 

Edgar Polomé (1994) was one of the first to question openly Hauck‘s identification of the 
unnamed god on bracteates as Odin. He also warned that Loki‘s supposed involvement with 
Balder‘s death was a late development in Nordic mythology, dependent upon contact with 
Christianity, so that Balder and Loki would not be depicted on the fifth- and sixth-century 
Drei-Götter bracteates as identified by Hauck. Kathleen Starkey (1999) also casts doubt upon 
Hauck‘s interpretation of the central figure on bracteates as Odin and finds Hauck‘s designa-
tion of Odin as a healing god problematic. Many details of Hauck‘s iconographic interpreta-
tion are questioned, in particular why one bird is typically shown on bracteates rather than 
two birds, as would be expected to represent Odin‘s two ravens. 

Lotte Hedeager (e.g. 1997, 1999) agrees with Hauck that Odin is represented on bracteates, 
but she interprets these objects as evidence of Odinic shamanism rather than as healing magic 
seen through the lens of the second Merseburg charm. She proposes that bracteate images 
depict Odin as a shaman riding to the Other World with his raven helping-spirits (even though 
only one bird is depicted on most bracteates). She identifies shamanism generally in animal-
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style ornament and specifically in bracteate imagery, representing ecstasy and a journey to the 
Other World (Hedeager 1999). 

Johan Adetorp (2008) departs entirely from Hauck‘s interpretation, analyzing bracteates 
against a background of Celtic imagery. Rather than identifying specific Celtic gods and 
myths on bracteates, he draws from the common background of the Celtic and Germanic 
worldview, thus looking to earlier material to analyze bracteate imagery instead of later Old 
Norse material as Hauck and his associates have done. Adetorp recognizes both fertility and 
earth symbolism in bracteates and views Type C bracteates as sun-amulets, an explanation 
already offered by Carl-Axel Moberg (1952) for bracteates with border designs that radiate 
outward from the center. 

Other scholars have turned to classical and ancient Near Eastern models for clues to the 
meaning of bracteate imagery. Over half a century before Hauck‘s identification of Odin on 
bracteates, Sune Ambrosiani (1907) linked images of the Emperor as a god on Roman coins 
and medallions to the head on bracteates. He identified both the man‘s head on Type A brac-
teates and the head over the horse-like animal on Type C bracteates as Odin. Anders Kaliff, 
an archaeologist, and Olof Sundqvist, a historian of religions, trace similarities between the 
Mithras and Odin cults in bracteate iconography (Kaliff and Sundqvist 2004). They suggest 
that the Iron Age Scandinavian cult of Odin was affected when it came into contact with the 
worship of Mithras among Roman soldiers in the Roman provinces. Specific groups of 
bracteates have been examined by others, including Gunilla Åkerström-Hougen (2001) who 
traces the Roman adventus scene, which shows the arrival of the emperor on coins and 
medallions, to Type B bracteates of the type known in numismatics as ―Victory crowning the 
Victor‖ and called the Drei-Götter bracteates by Hauck. Åkerström-Hougen explores the 
transformation of the imperial standard crowned by an eagle into a northern bird and an 
enigmatic T-shape on bracteates. Looking farther afield for models, Søren Nancke-Krogh 
(1984) investigates a small homogeneous group of Type C bracteates and derives the bird-
appendage on the man‘s hair (or helmet) from a Sassanian motif known through Eastern 
copies of Roman coins and medallions. 

Another direction is taken by several authors who focus the role of gender in bracteate 
iconography. Although most bracteate images represent men, these objects apparently were 
worn as pendant amulets by women, at least in England and on the Continent where they have 
been discovered in situ on the chest with beads and other pendants in female graves (Wicker 
2005). Anders Andrén (1991) interprets bracteates as a political medium for runic-literate elite 
in Scandinavian and proposes that these objects distributed across Europe were used by 
women as a sign of Scandinavian identity to cement political alliances. Birgit Arrhenius 
(1995) suggests that bracteates were morning gifts given by husbands to their brides at the 
consummation of marriages, and that bracteates discovered in female burials on the Continent 
are evidence of exogamy among elites of Germanic Europe. Marta Lindeberg (1997) stresses 
the role of women not merely as passive participants but as facilitators of alliances and wealth 
exchange. She also addresses the question of why women would wear bracteates depicting 
men—in particular Odin—by tracing how Odin was relevant to women by linking runic 
inscriptions on bracteates to figures from Old Norse mythology. 

Several writers examine the androgynous role of Odin in the practice of magic. Charlotte 
Hedenstierna-Jonson (1998) posits that women wore bracteates displaying images of Odin 
because he crossed genders to participate in the ritual called sejd, a shamanic ecstatic state. 
She also connects women to the Valkyries who serve Odin, suggesting that bracteates were 
given as gifts at diplomatic ceremonies in which elite women wore bracteates marking their 
role as hostesses. Gry Wiker (2001) discusses the blurring of borders between male and 
female and between human and animal in the sejd ritual as displayed on bracteates and other 
Iron Age objects. Martel (2007) proposes that Type B bracteates with a naked, bearded man 
represent the performance of sejd, associated not only with Odin in a gender-ambiguous role 
but also with women and the goddess Freyja. Kent O. Laursen (2006) examines this same 
group of Type B bracteates as symbols of an initiation rite that signifies gaining supernatural 
knowledge, paying special attention to extra-somatic symbols located around the figure of the 
man. Finally, Wiker (2008) posits the importance of the liminal position of the god Loki in 
the Drei-Götter group of Type B bracteates as symbolic of warrior initiation. 

A multivalent view of interpretative possibilities is presented by Alexandra Pesch (2007). 
Although she was one of Hauck‘s students and accepts Hauck‘s Odin-centered view of brac-
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teates, she proposes an almost postmodern view of contextual meanings, thus perhaps dis-
playing a crack in the Hauckian dogma. She examines alternate understandings of Type C 
bracteate iconography from the disparate viewpoints of the Late Antique, Viking Age, Odin-
religion, Tibetan culture, and Mithras cult. While all interpretations of bracteate iconography 
are not equally viable, we should consider how bracteates were developed within a milieu of 
the proliferation of multiple religious systems along with the expansion of the Roman Empire. 
Various interpretations of bracteates mirror a time of changing cult practices that can be 
traced on the basis of material practices. There is no firm evidence that Odin is the major god 
during the Migration Period, and when interpretations are based on the assumption that Odin 
is represented on bracteates, all readings then lead to Odin, whether justified or not. If we 
have pre-conceived notions, we tend to make inscriptions fit what we expect or hope to find, 
building up a house of cards. 

Context-analysis of bracteates 

Since bracteate images are highly stylized and simplified, and inscriptions are enigmatic, I 
propose that we employ context analysis, a methodology which Michaela Helmbrecht (2008) 
introduces to investigate depictions of supposed horned helmets in early medieval Scandina-
vian art. This method does not mean the same as Hauck‘s Kontext-ikonographie (Hauck, 
1975; 2008: 33); on the contrary, the focus is on how images may have been used differently 
by different social groups. Kathryn Starkey (1999), who specifically questions Hauck‘s inter-
pretation, has called for research on why bracteates were made rather than focusing only on 
identifying the figures depicted on them. Even Michael Enright in his encomium to the first 
volume of Hauck‘s corpus of bracteates suggests that: 

Might not some consideration be given to the social as well as to the religious reasons for wear-

ing bracteates? ... an amulet not only says something about the religious beliefs of the wearer 

but may also say something noteworthy about social status and concepts of aristocratic display. 

It is an intriguing datum that many if not most of the wears for he golden amulets appear to have 

been women. Why? (Enright 1988, 504). 

While Hauck focused on the religious meaning of bracteates and their inscriptions, there 
are multiple meanings of bracteates if one considers the various reasons why people wore 
them. 

I have elsewhere proposed that not all bracteates were made by the same methods (Wicker 
1998, 2006); likewise, not all were used in the same way. Similarly, we cannot assume that a 
―one-size-fits-all‖ approach to iconography and inscriptions is appropriate. Rather than 
focusing primarily on the desire to identify mythological figures on bracteates, we should try 
to understand the functions that bracteates and their images had in the society, considering 
how these objects were used as well as how and where they were deposited. It is possible that 
bracteates found in hoards in the heartland of southern Scandinavia may have been used dif-
ferently from bracteates discovered in women‘s graves in far-away England and the Conti-
nent. Bracteates held meanings for those who wore them, not just religious meaning but also 
the social meaning of the object as a carrier of high status and a marker of age and gender. 
Through some mechanism that we do not yet comprehend, medallions that had been worn by 
men were transformed into bracteates worn by women (Wicker 2008: 245), and some 
bracteates may have been gendered female while others remained male. An elite Germanic 
woman could wear a gold bracteate that had an apparently masculine inscription and featured 
masculine imagery, presumably to express descent and political affinity, as Svante Fischer 
(2003) has proposed for Alemannic women. 

It is also likely that bracteates were made, used, and regarded by individuals with varying 
levels of literacy, both active and passive. Bracteates with Latin inscriptions may have been 
used differently from those with only runes, and those with various inscriptions may have 
been used in different ways and by various sub-sets of the population. There are regional 
variations of favored motifs, with some being used for only a short period of time whereas 
others were in use much longer. It is easy to imagine that meanings changed over time. As 
Helmbrecht (2008: 33) points out, ―pictorial representations in oral societies are a special 
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form of tradition, which should not be considered as a passive corpus of illustrations referring 
to knowledge and ideas already fixed in written form.‖ The unified scheme of bracteate 
iconography revolving around Odin and healing as identified by Hauck is enticing, but I 
believe it is not sufficient to explain the use of images and inscriptions in the Migration 
Period. 

In the bracteate corpus, we witness inspiration, imitation, and transformation of an object 
type (from medallions to bracteates) through a change in imagery (from Roman to Germanic) 
and inscriptions (from Latin to runic), and even an alteration in the gendered use of the 
objects (from men to women). As Lisbeth Imer (2007: 81) has argued, early runic writing 
both contrasts with the Roman world yet also imitates it. So, too, bracteates became an im-
portant means of expressing Scandinavian identity and consciousness even though they were 
conceived within a milieu of Roman inspiration. To understand bracteate inscriptions, we 
must consider the objects in context. 

Bibliography 

Adetorp, Johan, 2008: De guldglänsande ryttarna: C-brakteaternas ikonografi i ny belysning. Lund. 
Andrén, Anders, 1991: ―Guld och makt—en tolkning av de skandinaviska guldbrakteaternas func-

tion.‖ In Samfundsorganisation og Regional Variation: Norden i romersk jernalder og folke-
vandringstid, eds. Charlotte Fabech and Jytte Ringtved, 245-256. Jysk Arkæologisk Selskabs 
Skrifter 27. Århus. 

Ambrosiani, Sune, 1907: Odinskultens härkomst. Stockholm. 
Antonsen, Elmer H., 2002: Runes and Germanic Linguistics. Trends in Linguistics: Studies and 

Monographs 140. Berlin. 
Arrhenius, Birgit, 1995: ―Women and Gold: On the Role of Women in Society at the Time of the 

Great Migrations and Their Relationship to the Production and Distribution of Ornaments.‖ In 
Produksjon og samfunn: Beretning fra 2. Nordiske jernaldersymposium på Granavolden 7.-10. mai 
1992, ed. Heid Gjøstein Resi, 85-96. Universitetets Oldsaksamling, Varia 30. Oslo. 

Beck, Heinrich, 2001: ―Zur Götter-Anrufung nach altnordischen Quellen (in Sonderheit der Brak-
teaten).‖ In Kontinuitäten und Brüche in der Religionsgeschichte: Festschrift für Anders Hultgård 
zu seinem 65. Geburtstag am 23.12.2001, ed. Michael Stausberg, 57-75. Ergänzungsbände zum 
Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde 31. Berlin. 

Düwel, Klaus, ed., with Sean Novak, 1998: Runeninschriften als Quellen interdisziplinärer For-
schung: Abhandlungen des Vierten Internationalen Symposiums über Runen und Runeninschriften 
in Göttingen vom 4.-5. August 1995. Ergänzungsbände zum Reallexikon der Germanischen Alter-
tumskunde 15. Berlin. 

Düwel, Klaus, and Wilhelm Heizmann, 2006: ―Das ältere Futhark: Überlieferung und Wirkungs-
möglichkeiten der Runenreihe.‖ In Das futhark und seine einzelsprachlichen Weiterentwicklunge, 
eds. Alfred Bammmesberger and Gaby Waxenberger, 3-60. Ergänzungsbände zum Reallexikon der 
Germanischen Altertumskunde 51. Berlin. 

Düwel, Klaus, 2008: Runenkunde. 4th ed. Sammlung Metzler 72. Stuttgart. 
Enright, Michael J., 1988: ―Review of Die Goldbrakteaten der Völkerwanderungszeit.‖ Speculum 63, 

403-406. 
Fischer, Svante, 2003: ―Alemannia and the North—Early Runic Contexts Apart (400–800).‖ In Ale-

mannien und der Norden: Internationales Symposium vom 18.–20. Oktober 2001 in Zürich, ed. 
Hans-Peter Naumann, 266-317. Ergänzungsbände zum Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertums-
kunde 43. Berlin. 

Hauck, Karl, 1970: Goldbrakteaten aus Sievern. Münstersche Mittelalter-Schriften 1. Munich. 
–––, 1975: ―Kontext-Ikonographie: Die methodische Entzifferung der formelhaften goldenen Amulett-

bilder aus der Völkerwanderungszeit (Zur Ikonologie der Goldbrakteaten VII).‖ Verbum et Signum: 
Beiträge zur Bedeutungsforschung 2, 25-69. 

–––, 1980: ―Gott als Arzt: Eine exemplarische Skizze mit Text- und Bildzeugnissen aus drei ver-
schiedenden Religionen zu Phänomenen und Gebärden der Heilung (Zur Ikonologie der Gold-
brakteaten XIV).‖ In Text und Bild: Aspekte des Zusammenwirkens zweier Künste in Mittelalter 
und früher Neuzeit, eds. Christel Meier and Uwe Ruberg, 19-62. Wiesbaden. 

–––, 1986: ―Die Wiedergabe von Göttersymbolen und Sinnzeichen der A-, B- und C-Brakteaten auf 
D- und F-Brakteaten exemplarisch erhellt mit Speer und Kreuz (Zur Ikonologie der Goldbrakteaten 
XXXV).‖ Frühmittelalterliche Studien 20, 474-512. 



Wicker 

 

6 
 

–––, 1998a: ―Die runenkundigen Erfinder von den Bildchiffren der Goldbrakteaten (Zur Ikonologie 
der Goldbrakteaten VII).‖ Frühmittelalterliche Studien 32, 28-56. 

–––, 1998b: ―Zur religionsgeschichtlichn Auswertung von Bildchiffren und Runen der völker-
wanderungszeitlichen Goldbrakteaten (Zur Ikonologie der Goldbrakteaten LVI).‖ In Düwel 1998: 
298-353. 

Hedeager, Lotte, 1997: Skygge af en anden virkelighed: Oldnordiske myter. Haslev. 
–––, 1999: ―Skandinavisk dyreornamentik: Symbolsk repræsentation af en førkristen kosmologi.‖ In 

Et hus med mange rom: vennebok til Bjørn Myhre på 60-årsdagen, eds. Ingrid Fuglestvedt, Terje 
Gansum, and Arnfrid Opedal, 219-237. AmS-Rapport 11A. Stavanger. 

Hedenstierna-Jonson, Charlotte, 1998: ―Oden och kvinnorna: Spår av Odens kvinnliga aspekter i det 
folvandringstida bildmaterialet.‖ In Rökringar: Hyllningsskrift till Lennart Karlsson från elever 
och yngre forskare, eds. Charlotte Hedenstierna-Jonson, Carina Jacobsson, and Torsten Svensson, 
123-131. Visby. 

Heizmann, Wilhelm, 1987: ―Bildformel und Formelwort: Zu den laukaR-Inschriften auf Gold-
brakteaten der Vökerwanderungszeit.‖ In Runor och runinskrifter, 145-153. Kungl. Vitterhets 
HIstorie och Antikvitets Akademien, Konferenser 15. Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell. 

Helmbrecht, Michaela, 2008: ―Figures with Horned Headgear: A Case Study of Context Analysis and 
Social Significance of Pictures in Vendel and Viking Age Scandinavia.‖ Lund Archaeological 
Review 2007-2008, 31-53. 

IK 1,1 = Hauck, Karl, Morton Axboe, Klaus Düwel, Lutz von Padberg, Ulrike Smyra, and Cajus 
Wypior: Die Goldbrakteaten der Völkerwanderungszeit, vol. 1,1: Einleitung. Münstersche 
Mittelalter-Schriften 24/1:1. Munich 1985. 

IK 1,2 = Axboe, Morten, Urs Clavadetscher, Klaus Düwel, Karl Hauck, and Lutz von Padberg: Die 
Goldbrakteaten der Völkerwanderungszeit, vol. 1,2: Ikonographischer Katalog (Text). Münster-
sche Mittelalter-Schriften 24/1:2. Munich 1985. 

IK 1,3 = Hauck, Karl, ed., Herbert Lange, and Lutz von Padberg, 1985: Die Goldbrakteaten der 
Völkerwanderungszeit. 1,3 Ikonographischer Katalog (Tafeln). Münstersche Mittelalter-Schriften, 
vol. 24, no. 1:3. Munich: Wilhelm Fink Verlag. 

IK 2,1 = Axboe, Morten, Klaus Düwel, Karl Hauck, Lutz von Padberg, and Cajus Wypior: Die Gold-
brakteaten der Völkerwanderungszeit, vol. 2,1: Ikonographischer Katalog (Text). Münstersche 
Mittelalter-Schriften 24/2:1. Munich 1986. 

IK 2,2 = Hauck, Karl, ed., Herbert Lange, and Lutz von Padberg: Die Goldbrakteaten der Völker-
wanderungszeit, vol. 2,2 Ikonographischer Katalog (Tafeln). Münstersche Mittelalter-Schriften 
24/2:2. Munich 1986. 

IK 3,1 = Axboe, Morten, Klaus Düwel, Karl Hauck, Lutz von Padberg, and Heike Rulffs: Die Gold-
brakteaten der Völkerwanderungszeit, vol. 3,1: Ikonographischer Katalog (Text). Münstersche 
Mittelalter-Schriften 24/3:1. Munich 1989. 

IK 3,2 = Hauck, Karl, ed.; Morten Axboe, Herbert Lange, and Lutz von Padberg: Die Goldbrakteaten 
der Völkerwanderungszeit, vol. 3,2: Ikonographischer Katalog (Tafeln). Münstersche Mittelalter-
Schriften 24/3:2. Munich 1989. 

Imer, Lisbeth, 2007: ―Latin og græsk I romersk jernalder: Fremmed indflydelse på Nordens tidligste 
runeskrift.‖ Aarbøger for Nordisk Oldkyndighed og Historie 2004, 63-105. 

Kaliff, Anders, and Olaf Sundqvist, 2004: Oden och Mithraskulten. Occasional Papers in Archaeology 
35. Uppsala. 

KJ = Krause, Wolfgang, and Herbert Jankuhn, 1966: Die Runeninschriften im älteren Futhark: Text, 
Tafeln. Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Göttingen, Philol.-hist. Kl., 3rd ser. 65. 
Göttingen. 

Laursen, Kent O., 2006: ―Kundskab og indvielse: En ikonografisk tolkning af udvalgte B-brakteater.‖ 
Kuml 2006, 177-203. 

Lindeberg, Marta, 1997: ―Gold, Gods and Women.‖ Current Swedish Archaeology 5, 99-110. 
Mackeprang, Mogens B., 1952: De nordiske Guldbrakteater. Jysk Arkæologisk Selskabs Skirfter 2. 

Aarhus. 
Martel, Sébastien, 2007: ―Gender Ambiguity and Gold Bracteates in the Scandinavian Iron Age.‖ 

Nicolay 101, 67-75. 
Moberg, Carl-Axel, 1952: ―Über die Rahmenverzierung der Goldbrakteaten.‖ Acta Archaeologica 23, 

115-131. 
Montelius, Oscar, 1869: Från järnåldern. Stockholm. 



Wicker 

 

7 
 

Nancke-Krogh, Søren, 1984: ―De gyldne ‗ryttere:‘ En analyse og vurdering af en gruppe C-brak-
teater.‖ Hikuin 10, 235-246. 

Pesch, Alexandra, 2007: ―Germanische Tierstilkunst: Charakteristik und Wege zur Deutung.‖ Die 
Kunde, N.F. 58, 221-236. 

Polomé, Edgar C., 1994: ―Brakteaten und die germanische Religionsgeschichte—Probleme einer 
wechselseitigen Interpretation.‖ In Iconologia Sacra: Mythos, Bildkunst und Dichtung in der 
Religions- und Sozialgeschichte Alteuropas, eds. Hagen Keller and Nikolaus Staubach, 91-102. 
Berlin. 

Salin, Bernhard, 1895: ―De nordiska Guldbrakteaterna.‖ Antiqvarisk tidskrift för Sverige 14(2), 1-222. 
Starkey, Kathryn, 1999: ―Imagining an Early Odin: Gold Bracteates as Visual Evidence.‖ Scandina-

vian Studies 71, 373-392. 
Thomsen, Christian Jürgensen, 1855: ―Om Guldbracteaterne.‖ Annaler for nordisk Oldkyndighed og 

Historie 1855, 265-347. 
Wicker, Nancy L., 1998: ―Production Areas and Workshops for the Manufacture of Bracteates.‖ In 

Düwel 1998: 254-267. 
–––, 2005: ―Display of Scandinavian Migration Period Bracteates and Other Pendant Jewelry as a 

Reflection of Prestige and Identity.‖ In De Re Metallica: The Uses of Metal in the Middle Ages, ed. 
Robert Bork, 49-61. Aldershot, Hants. 

–––, 2006: ―Bracteate Inscriptions through the Looking Glass; A Microscopic View of Manufacturing 
Techniques.‖ In Runes and Their Secrets: Studies in Runology, eds. Marie Stoklund, Michael 
Lerche Nielsen, Bente Holmberg, and Gillian Fellows-Jensen, 415-436. Copenhagen. 

–––, 2008: ―Scandinavian Migration Period Bracteates Found Outside the Nordic Area: Import or 
Imitation?‖ In Import and Imitation in Archaeology, eds. Peter F. Biehl and Yuri Ya. Rassamakin, 
243-251. Schriften des Zentrums für Archäologie und Kulturgeschichte des Schwarzmeerraumes 
11. Langenweißbach. 

Wiker, Gry, 2001: ―Om konstruksjon av ny menneskelig identitet i jernalderen.‖ Primitive tider 2001, 
51-72. 

–––, 2008: ―Balders død—en krigerinitiasjon? En ikonografisk tolkning av ‗Drei-Götter-brakteaten.‘‖ 
In Facets of Archeology: Essays in Honour of Lotte Hedeager on her 60th Birthcay, eds. 
Konstantinos Chilidis, Julie Lund, and Christopher Prescott, 509-26. Oslo. 

Worsaae, Jens Jacob Asmussen, 1870: ―Om forestillingerna paa Guldbracteaterne.‖ Aarbøger for 
Nordisk Oldkyndighed og Historie 12, 382-419. 

Åkerström-Hougen, Gunilla, 2001: ―Adventus Travels North: A Note on the Iconography of Some 
Scandinavian Gold Bracteates.‖ Acta ad archaeologiam et artium historiam pertinentia 15, 229-
244. 


