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‘Barbarians’ of the North: Reflections on
the Establishment of Courtyard Sites in
North Norway
INGER STORLI

Department of Archaeology, Tromsø University Museum, University of Tromsø,
Norway

‘Courtyard sites’ consist of house grounds which are normally situated
around an oval, semicircular or horseshoe-shaped yard. A total of 22 court-
yard sites are known in Norway, 11 of which are located in North Nor-
way. Radiocarbon analyses from several of these sites point to the 3rd
century as the ‘establishment period’. According to the author, the estab-
lishment of the sites was related to the emergence of a new social e´lite
based on land ownership, and to the integration of this e´lite into the Nor-
dic–Germanic world.

INTRODUCTION

The focus of this article is a group of Iron
Age sites, which are frequently referred to
as ‘courtyard sites’. These somewhat enig-
matic sites consist of a collection of house
grounds that are usually situated around an
oval, semi-circular or horseshoe-shaped
courtyard, and with the inner end wall often
opening up into the courtyard. Courtyard
sites were previously held to be sites that
are exclusive to Southwest and North Nor-
way, but a few sites have been discovered in
other parts of Norway, and today the total
number of known sites is as many as 22 (cf.
Kallhovd 1994:9–10). Eleven of these sites
are situated in North Norway, while 7 are
situated in Southwest and Mid-Norway
(Fig. 1).

As early as the 19th century, archaeolo-
gists recognized some of the sites as prehis-
toric remains. However, the walls of the
houses were erroneously perceived as long
barrows (Nicolaysen 1866:300–301, 1870:
144–146, 1885:109, Bendixen 1880:60–71,

Nicolaissen 1885:16, 1891:5,) and it did not
become clear until the 1930s, 1940s and
1950s, when the sites were ‘re-discovered’
and excavations carried out, that the sites ac-
tually consisted of house grounds (Havnø
1931, Petersen 1936:59–79, 1938:151–158,
1952, Lund 1942). In Mid-Norway, a collec-
tion of long barrows was reinterpreted as a
courtyard site as late as 1987 (Stenvik
1988).

The number of houses on each site varies
considerably. In Southwest Norway, the lar-
gest site consists of 17 houses, whereas the
smallest one only has 5. In North Norway,
there is a similar variation (cf. Figs. 2–4).
Sixteen houses have been identified at the
largest site, and only 4 at the two smallest
sites (Johansen & Søbstad 1978:9–56, Wik
1985:248–252, Skauen 1995).

The courtyard sites have been subject to
a series of different interpretations. Some
archaeologists have suggested that the sites
represent rural settlements, or villages, while
others have argued that they were built for
religious, judicial, or defensive purposes,
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that they were market places,or that they
were barracksfor the chieftains’ men. (cf.
Johansen& Søbstad1978:49–51,Kallhovd
1994:11).For the Rogalandsites, the ‘vil-
lage hypothesis’prevailed for a long time,
while the ‘barrack hypothesis’was the pre-
vailing one for the northernsites. The dis-

crepancy between the two interpretations
seemsto havebeenbasedon problemscon-
cerning the age of the sites. The Rogaland
sites were thought to have been inhabited
during the Roman Period, i.e. from the
period BC/AD until AD 400, and the aban-
donmentof the siteswas believedto be re-

Fig. 1. Courtyardsitesin Norway(after K. Kallhovd 1994:10).
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lated to a restructuringof the rural settle-
ment in SouthwestNorway, resulting in the
establishmentof individual farmsteads(Møl-
lerop 1957, 1971, Magnus & Myhre
1976:263,265,315,Myhre 1978:236).

Whereasthe southwestNorwegian sites
basicallyhavebeenconsideredas a Roman
Periodphenomenon,it hasbeenarguedthat
theNorth Norwegiansitesyield archaeologi-
cal material from a longer spanof the Iron
Age, i.e. from the RomanPeriodto through-
out the Viking Period (Johansen& Søbstad
1978:47).The interpretationof the courtyard
sites as barracksfor the chieftains’ men is
basedon the fact that severalof the sitesare

situated close to farms which in historic
sourcesare referred to as chieftains’ farms
(Lund 1965,Johansen& Søbstad1978,Her-
teig 1988).

A changeof interpretationhastakenplace
during the pastdecade.It has,for onething,
been suggestedthat the southwesternsites,
too, were associatedwith a chieftain type
of organization(Løken 1992, Lillehammer
1994:154–155).The view that these sites
were abandonedin ca. AD 400 has also
been challenged,and it is argued that at
leastoneof the sitescontainsarchaeological
material from the beginningof the 7th cen-
tury (Kallhovd 1994). However, this does
not mean that there is now a consensusin
the interpretationof the sites of the South
comparedwith those of the North. On the
contrary,a dissertationfrom 1995 launched
the idea that the courtyard sites of North
Norwaywerenot barracksfor the chieftains’
men after all, but that they were in fact the
chieftains’ own farms (Berglund 1994,
1995).This interpretationis basedon the re-
sults of excavationsat the courtyardsite at
Tjøtta and of the historically known farm
that is situated nearby. According to Ber-
glund(1995:48–49),theexcavationsindicate
that the abandonmentof the former took
place along with the establishmentof the
latter. This, sheclaims,simply indicatesthat
the farm was moved early in the Middle

Fig. 2. TheÅsesite (after Th. Sjøvold1971:7).

Fig. 3. TheGimsøysite(after O. S.Johansen& T.
Søbstad1978:45).

Fig. 4. TheØysundsite (after I. Skauen1995).
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Ages,during the 11th centuryAD. The rea-
son for moving the farm is thought to be a
shore displacementduring the Iron Age
which increasedthe distance between the
courtyardsite and the sea,and thus led to a
deteriorationof the landing conditions for
ships. The displacement had also made
available new tracts of good arable land
(Berglund1994:38,1995:342–344).

This is the somewhatconfusingpoint of
departurefor this study. As we have seen,
the interpretationof the North Norwegian
siteshasbeenbasedon the fact that someof
the sitesaresituatednearhistorically known
chieftains’ farms. Consequently,other indi-
cations of chieftains’ centres have been
searchedfor, such as large boathousesand
monumental graves, and two or more of
these phenomenaappearing together are
held to be a fairly safe indication of chief-
tains’ centres(Storli 1985,1989,Wik 1985,
Berglund1995).This maywell be truewhen
dealingwith the Viking Period,i.e. the final
stage of the North Norwegian courtyard
sites. But is it likely that the role of the
courtyardsiteswas the samein their initial
stage? And when exactly were the sites
established?

The aim of this studyis to providea basis
for interpreting the courtyard sites in their
initial stage.Very little hasbeendonein this
field of study, and progressfirst of all pre-
supposesclarificationof whenthe siteswere
established.Second,progresspresupposesa
study of the sites in a local, as well as in a
Scandinavian,and indeed North European
context.

THE COURTYARD SITESOF NORTH
NORWAY

Thereare11 known courtyardsitesin North
Norway.Startingwith the northernmostone,
theseare located at Bjarkøy, Åse, Bøstad,
Leknes,Gimsøy,Bø, Steigen,Øysund,Løk-
ta, Tjøtta and Mo (Fig. 1). No excavations
havebeencarriedout at Løkta and Mo (cf.
Wik 1985:251, 255, Berglund 1994:37,

1995:300, 335–339), and for this reason,
these sites will not be further dealt with
here.

The available radiocarbondeterminations
were carried out over a relatively long
period, and in order to make them more
comparable, they have been re-calibrated
accordingto Stuiver& Kra’s (1986)calibra-
tion program.Severalsiteshave determina-
tions to the early as well as to the late part
of the Iron Age, but since our concern is
with their initial stage,only the earliestde-
terminationsareincludedin this review.

Bjarkøy
The courtyard site at Bjarkøy was discov-
ered and excavatedby H. E. Lund during
the years 1950–1953.Unfortunately, Lund
himself never got as far as publishing the
material,but a fairly comprehensivepresen-
tation is workedout by Johansen& Søbstad
(1978). The site consisted of 16 house
grounds,which were organizedaround an
oval yard, and aroundthe housestherewas
a large number of small moundswith de-
pressionsin the centre. Lund concentrated
his investigations to the interior of the
houses.The rooms were 9–10 m long and
3–4 m wide. Hearths and postholeswere
found at different levels, indicating several
habitation phases. Archaeological objects
were not abundant,but amongthe identifi-
ableonestherewerenails andrivets, knives
and arrowheads,all made of iron. There
were also a few whetstones,a single pot-
sherd,and a single glassbead.In addition,
the finds includediron fragments,a few ani-
mal bonesandsomelumpsof slag.The ob-
jectspoint to theEarly aswell asto theLate
Iron Age. This is also the case with the
radiocarbon determinationsthat span 800
years,from ca. AD 200–1000(Johansen&
Søbstad1978:13,17, 47).

There are two early determinationsfrom
two different housesat the site. The earliest
one (T-2067) lies within the period between
AD 250 and530, whereasthe otherone (T-
1940) lies betweenAD 340 and 550. The
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number of artefactssupporting these early
determinationsis not overwhelming;in fact,
a quartzitewhetstoneof a type generallybe-
longing to the 5th and 6th centuries and
fragmentsof a bucket-shapedvessel from
the 4th or 5th century from a third house
constitute the earliest datable objects (cf.
Sjøvold 1962:193,209, Johansen& Søbstad
1978:47).

Åse
This site consistsof 14 housegrounds,orga-
nized in a circle (Fig. 2). The site was dis-
coveredby archaeologistsin 1946, and in
1948and1949two of the houseswereexca-
vated (Sjøvold 1971). The houseswere ap-
proximately the same size as those at
Bjarkøy, and both houseshad two hearths.
Finds were sparse and included a knife,
somerivets, a bow-shapedpiece of iron, a
few lumps of slag, and a collection of un-
identifiable iron fragments.None of these
objects give any reliable indication of the
age of the site. The bow-shapedpiece of
iron may be the bow of a fibula from the
Roman Period (ibid.:22,24), but this inter-
pretationis uncertain.However,from oneof
the houses(houseXIII) thereis a determina-
tion to AD 250–420 (T-660) (Sjøvold
1971:25).Moreover,underneaththis house,
Sjøvold observedstructureswhich he inter-
pretedas tracesof an even earlier building
(ibid.:20–21).Preliminaryresultsfrom exca-
vationsat Åse in 1999(Storli 1999)support
this observation,as charcoal from the bot-
tom layer in a coupleof houseshasyielded
determinationsto ca. AD 130–340.The pro-
ject is not yet closed,and final resultswill
bepublishedin a later work.

Bøstad
At Bøstad, only four house grounds are
identified, but the unevensurfacemay hide
a couple of other houses(Johansen& Søb-
stad1978:44).Theonly investigationcarried
out at the spot is a small test-pit in the mid-
dle of one of the houses.The pit yielded a
sampleof charcoal,suggestinga connection

with a fireplace.Radiocarbonanalysisof the
charcoal suggestsa determination to AD
130–330(T-6436).(Larssenn.d.a)

Leknes
In the 1880s,the peat walls at the Leknes
site were misinterpretedas long barrows,
and a coupleof them were excavatedwith-
out the mistake being noticed (Nicolaissen
1885,1891).In theexcavationreportthesite
is describedas a collection of gravescon-
sisting of 15 to 16 long barrowsorganized
in a circle (Nicolaissen 1885:16). By the
time H. E. Lund realizedthat what hadbeen
perceivedas long barrowswasin fact a col-
lection of housegrounds,the site had be-
come severely damaged,and only four of
the housesremained.However,on the basis
of Nicolaissen’sreportandlocal informants,
Lund suggestedthat the site had consisted
of around14 housesorganizedin a similar
way asthe Bjarkøy andÅsesites(cf. Johan-
sen& Søbstad1978:39,41).

In 1951 Lund excavatedthe four remain-
ing houses.The floors were measuredto be
7.5–10m long and3.5–4m wide. Here,too,
the houses had several hearths, some of
them at different levels, indicating multiple
habitationand building phases.Even Nico-
laissenhadobservedthick layersof charcoal
underthe walls that he excavatedasearly as
1884. However, his excavation hardly
yieldedany findsat all. Nicolaissen(1891:5)
found a single iron rivet, and apart from
some charcoal samples,Lund’s only finds
were a whetstoneof quartzite and a frag-
ment of a bucket-shapedvessel from the
Late Roman or Migration Period, i.e. ca.
AD 300–500.However,the lack of finds is
compensatedto someextentby radiocarbon
determinations.Threeof the housesyielded
determinationsto the secondand third cen-
turies; AD 120–340(T-444), AD 130–340
(T-1937), and AD 140–380 (T-1938). (Jo-
hansen& Søbstad1978:38–42)

Gimsøy
The Gimsøy site consistsof six or seven
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houses forming a horseshoe-shapedyard
(Fig. 3). The houses,which werediscovered
in 1968, appearto be smaller than thoseat
some of the other sites, measuring only
6.5� 3 m (Johansen& Søbstad1978:44).
Here,too, only a small test-pithasbeendug
in one of the houses(Larssenn.d.b). Char-
coal from the pit hasbeendatedto AD 250–
400(T-6438).

Bø
H. E. Lund surveyedthe site for the first
time, in 1950. Lund reported11 housesin
1950. Maps worked out during his excava-
tions a couple of years later depict 12
houses,but a surveyin 1977 identified only
9 houses.Thus, the exactnumberof houses
at the site is uncertain.The houseswere ca.
7� 3.5 m. Someof them containedseveral
hearths while in others hearths were not
identified.The excavationyielded few finds,
only a few pieces of pottery, a couple of
glassbeadsand somefragmentsof a whet-
stone.

Unfortunately,none of the housesat the
site have beendatedon the basisof radio-
carbonanalysis,and the only artefactsindi-
cating an early dating are potsherds,which
could have been either part of a bucket-
shapedpot from AD 350–550or from a type
of undecoratedpot from the 3rd century
(Sjøvold1962:196,198).However,thereare
someearly radiocarbondeterminationsfrom
two ‘fire-mounds’ at the site. We do not
know the nature of thesemounds,but the
ideathat they arecremationburialshasbeen
rejected.Oneof thesemoundsdatesfrom as
early as 120 BC–AD 130 (T-44), and the
other one is datedfrom AD 210 to 600 (T-
45) (Johansen& Søbstad1978:34–38).

Steigen
The Steigen, or Vollmoen site has been
known to archaeologistssince 1926. This
site was excavatedin 1941 and 1942 by H.
E. Lund. The site is quite similar to the
Bjarkøy site and consistsof 16 houses.The
floors are9–13m long and3–4 m wide. All

the houseshad severalhearths,and accord-
ing to the excavationreport, hearthswere
foundat two or threedifferent levels(Johan-
sen & Søbstad1978:29). The finds were
fairly numerousand include a chape,frag-
mentary iron knives, fragmentary whet-
stones, beads of different materials,
fragmentsof soapstonevessels,a strike-a-
light, a bronze spiral, part of a silver rod,
and finally a small iron ring. The chapeis
dated to the Viking Period, as is also the
strike-a-lightandthe soapstonesherds.(Sjø-
vold 1974:74,Johansen& Søbstad1978:30–
33)

Noneof theseobjectscanbe datedto the
early part of the Iron Age. In fact, all the
datableartefactsare relatedto the Late Iron
Age, i.e. after AD 600. In addition,a sample
of charcoal from one of the houseswas
datedto the 9th century,whereastwo other
housesand a mound were datedto ca. AD
500 (Johansen& Søbstad1978:47–48).The
artefactsaswell as the radiocarbondetermi-
nationsfrom Steigenseemto be of a much
later datethanthe materialfrom the sitesre-
ferred to above,and for this reason,Steigen
will be excludedfrom the following discus-
sion.

Øysund
The Øysundsite consistsof only four house
grounds(Fig. 4) (Wik 1985:248,250–253,
Berglund 1994:35–36; 1995:311–313,
Skauen1995). There has beensomeuncer-
tainty aboutthe interpretationof this site as
a courtyard site. Berglund (1995:335)
choosesnot to considerit as such,although
she argues for a chieftain’s centre at the
farm (ibid.:311–312).Still, threefactorssup-
port an interpretationof Øysundas a court-
yard site. First, the Øysundsite is similar to
the Bøstadsite. Second,thesesites are not
unique, as there are other sites with few
houseselsewherein North, as well as in
SouthwestNorway. Finally, and a matter to
which I shall return later, the locationof the
site at somedistancefrom the farm site is
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an important characteristic of courtyard
sites.

In 1994, a ditch was dug throughone of
the houses(Skauen1995). Among the few
finds there was an ornamentedsherd pro-
bably belonging to a bucket-shapedvessel
from the periodAD 350–550.Two charcoal
sampleseach yielded earlier dates,one to
AD 80–330(T-11841),and the other to AD
120–340(T-11840).The determinationsre-
fer to two stratigraphicallyseparatedchar-
coal layerswithin thehouse.

Tjøtta
The housesat the courtyardsite at Tjøtta are
somewhatirregularly organizedaround an

open yard. Excavationscarried out during
the 1950sand1970s(cf. Wik 1983)did not
confirm the exact number of houses,but
there are at least 10 or 12. Also, a large
numberof mounds,about25 altogether,are
found within aswell asoutsidethe circle of
houses.The housesareca. 9–13m long and
ca. 3–4.5 m wide, and postholesand fire-
placesfound at different levels in someof
the housesindicaterebuilding at least twice
(ibid.:18,112,118–132,155).

As with the courtyard sites referred to
above, finds were few and include knives,
whetstones,and a couple of insignificant
items.However,the earliestradiocarbonde-
terminationsareto AD 260–530(T-2156).

Fig. 5. Radiocarbondeterminationsfrom courtyardsitesin North Norway(after Johansen& Søbstad
1978,Larssenn.d.aand n.d.b,Skauen1995,Storli 1999,Wik 1983).
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Summary
The artefact material from the courtyard
sites is limited and does not point beyond
the 4th or 5th centuries.However,radiocar-
bon analysesof charcoalfrom severalsites
have yielded determinationsspanningfrom
the middle of the secondto the middle of
the 4th century(Fig. 5). Although the mate-
rial is fragmentaryand further excavations
may change the picture, the evidence at
hand indicates that the 3rd century should
be consideredas the principal establishment
period of the North Norwegian courtyard
sites.

BURIALS AND SOCIAL RELATIONS IN
LATE ROMAN SOCIETY

Comparedto the numberof Late Iron Age
graves in North Norway, the number of
gravesfrom the Early Iron Age is not great
(Sjøvold1962,1974),andgravesunambigu-
ously datedto the RomanPeriodamountto
no morethan52 in all (Sjøvold1962,Johan-
sen1982b:113–114).Nevertheless,consider-
ing the very few gravefinds affiliated to the
Nordic Bronze Age and the complete ab-
senceof gravesdatedto the Pre-RomanIron
Age (cf. Bakka 1976, Støren Binns 1985,
Jørgensen1986), the material is still rela-
tively abundant.All the gravefinds — with
one exception— are publishedin detail by
Th. Sjøvold(1962),andthe following analy-
sis is basedentirely on this work. The ex-
ception,which happensto be the only burial
datedto the 1st centuryAD, is publishedby
O. S. Johansen(Johansen1982b).

Only oneof the 52 burials is datedto the
1st century AD, and this is also the case
with the 2nd century.Two burials, actually
originatingfrom the samecairn,aredatedto
the 3rd century,whereasthe bulk of the ma-
terial, 48 burials altogether,is datedto the
4th century.The following analysisis based
on these4th-centurygraves.This may repre-
senta methodologicalproblemas the court-
yard sites probably were establishedduring
the 3rd century. On the other hand, the

growth in gravematerialsucceedingthe es-
tablishmentof the sites may be significant
for their interpretation.

On the basisof the grave inventory, Sjø-
vold (1962:120–133)has classifiedslightly
more than half of the gravesaccording to
sex; 23 burials are classifiedas clearly or
probablyfemale— someof themquite rich
— whereasonly 10 are classifiedas male.
This may also be relevant to the analysis,
and will be discussedlater. At this point,
however,I shall concentrateon the content
of the graves,which, it is hoped,can give
someinformation on rolesand ranksin 4th-
centuryNorth Norway.

Archaeologists disagreeon the importance
of mortuary practicesin social studies.On
the basisof ethnographicstudies,it hasbeen
argued that there is a connectionbetween
the complexity of burial customsand the
complexity of social organization,although
not necessarilythe other way around(Bin-
ford 1972:235).This view has been criti-
cized by archaeologistswho claim that
mortuaryrituals areexpressionsof ideology,
and that burials can therefore mask rather
than reflect social inequalities (Shanks &
Tilley 1982:152). A third view, which is
adoptedhere, claims that although burials
arenot direct reflectionsof socialstructures,
they render information about self-percep-
tion (cf. Cassel1998:30).Burials are,on the
one hand,perceivedas religious actswhich
intendto providea goodstart in a ‘new life’
for the deceased,andon the otherhandasa
meansfor the descendantsto confirm, repro-
duce and strengthensocial positions (ibid.,
cf. Bourdieu1990:131).

The mostconspicuousobjectsof the peri-
od are no doubt Roman imports and gold,
and although the North Norwegian graves
contain nothing comparableto the richest
chieftains’gravesof SouthNorwayor South
Scandinavia,(cf. Sjøvold1962:231,Magnus
& Myhre 1976:291–299,Resi1986,Hansen
1987, Hedeager 1990:55–70, 103–123,
Fabech & Ringtved 1991, Lillehammer
1994:152–183,Cassel1998:42–59),objects
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which arenormally referredto asprestigious
objectsare found in 24, i.e. nearly half of
the graves.Only onegravecontaineda glass
vessel,but nine gravescontainedgold finger
rings. Beadsin varying numbersare found
in 14 graves,and although the provenance
of beads is difficult to decide, beads —
especiallythe polychromeand gold-covered
ones— are regardedas Romanimports (cf.
Sjøvold 1962:17, Magnus & Myhre 1976:
337–338, Schaumann-Lo¨nnqvist 1991:77).
Although it is questionablewhether silver
objects like finger-rings and fibulas should
be regardedasRomanimports,they arecer-
tainly not producedlocally, and I therefore
include nine finger rings and five fibulas
amongthe importedprestigiousimports.

We do not know how these objects
reachedour area; they may have come di-
rectly from the Continent,or they may have
passedthrough severalhandson their way
northwards.At this point, however, this is
not important.What is important is the fact
that the populationof North Norway hadac-
cessto objectswhich circulatedamongthe
social élite of SouthScandinaviaasearly as
AD 300, or evenearlier (Fig. 6). Sometime
ago, Thorleif Sjøvold (1962:231,233) and
Wenche Slomann (1959:19–20)pointed to
the fact that there is no great time-lag be-

tweenthe arrival of ‘fashions’ in North Nor-
way and the more centralNordic–Germanic
areas,and they arguethat this indicatesthat
North Norway was an integral part of the
North EuropeanIron Age culture. For this
reason,I will apply studiesof Danishmate-
rial (Hedeager1990)asreferencefor the in-
terpretationof the North Norwegian grave
material.

In the Danish material, imports and gold
areoften found in well-equippedgraves,i.e.
graveswith a high numberof different types
of objects. However, Hedeager(ibid:115–
116) has demonstratedthat the higher fre-
quencyof prestigiousobjectsin the graves,
usually such objects also occur in graves
with a low numberof artefacttypes.Shein-
terprets this as evidence of a social élite
who controlled accessto luxury items; the
more this élite succeededin accumulating,
the more they distributedto the groupslow-
er in rank (ibid.).

The majority of the North Norwegian
graves— 40 altogether— contain4 or few-
er artefacttypes,whereas12 gravescontain
5 or moretypes.The highestscoreis 12 dif-
ferent types of objects (Sjøvold 1962:120–
133). Prestigiousobjectsare found in 8 of
the 12 gravescontaining 5 object types or
more, and amongthese8 objects,7 yielded
more than one type of prestigious object
(Table 1). Moreover,prestigiousobjectsare
found in 16 of the 40 gravescontaining4 or
fewer artefact types. Thus, the distribution
patternof prestigiousitemsin North Norwe-
gian gravesdemonstratescertainsimilarities
to the Danish pattern, which, accordingto
Hedeager,indicatesthe presenceof a social
élite who controlled accessto prestigious
objects,andwho distributedtheseobjectsto
groupslower in rank.

Hedeager (1990:118–141) differentiates
between three groups of weapon graves.
GroupI consistsof gravescontainingsword,
shield and spear,and graves belonging to
this grouparenormally accompaniedby im-
ports and/or gold. Group II consists of
gravescontaining sword and shield, sword

Fig. 6. Prestigious imports found in North
Norwegiangraves(photo: Mari Hildung/Tromsø
UniversityMuseum).
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and spear or shield and spear, whereas
Group III consists of graves containing
shield, spearor sword. In Hedeager’sview,
thesegroupsindicatea hierarchicalmilitary
structurecorrespondingto the social hierar-
chy.

The RomanPeriod gravesof North Nor-
way comprise a total of eight weapon
graves,which apparentlycan be classified
according to the same scheme(Table 2).
Three of these correspondto Hedeager’s
Group I, two correspondto Group II, and
three correspondto Group III. Someof the
graves contain arrows in addition to the
finds mentionedabove,and although these
arequite rare in RomanPeriodgraves,Dan-
ish bog finds indicatethat they were part of
the standardequipment(Slomann1959:14).

None of the gravesbelongingto Group III
contained any of the prestigious objects
mentionedabove,whereasoneof the Group
I graves and one of the Group II graves
contained one gold finger ring each (cf.
Slomann 1959, Sjøvold 1962:122–123).
The material is too limited to draw any sta-
tistical conclusions,but againthe correspon-
dencewith Danishmaterialis striking.

Although there are differences between
the North Norwegian and Danish material,
especiallyregardingthe amountand quality
of prestigiousobjects,thereare indeedsimi-
larities, and in my opinion, there is a basis
for interpretingthe North Norwegianmateri-
al accordingto a South Scandinavianana-
logy. Although we shouldbe careful not to
overstretchthe analogy, the grave material

Table 1. North NorwegianRomanPeriod gravescontainingprestigeobjects,and the total
numberof artefacttypesaccompanyingthem(after Sjøvold1962:120–133).

Location
Glass
vessel

Gold
ring

Silver
ring

Silver
fibula/needle Beads

No. of
artefacttypes

Gjesfjord 1 1 47 4
Alsøy 61 6
Glein 1 2 4
Øysund 1 38 3
Øysund ‘Several’ 4
Bertnes 1 4
Ljønes 1 1
Bø 1 1
Bø 1 7
Skarstad 1 1 186 8
Hol 68 1
Fleines 1 32 2
Føre 1 12
Ramberg 1 2
Steine 1 6
Svinøykalven 1 3
Svinøykalven 1 2
Svinøya 3 4
Svinøya 2 4
Svinøya 1 2 45 4
Sommerøy 35 6
Sommerøy 73 4
Stave ‘A few’ 5
Åse 1 1 ‘Several’ 5
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from the 4th century certainly indicates a
hierarchical social organization led by a
social and military élite which was inte-
grated in Late Roman Period culture at a
Nordic level.

ROMAN PERIODSETTLEMENT AND
ECONOMY

Farming is the hallmark of the Nordic Iron
Age settlementof North Norway,andhardly
any Iron Age farmsareknownnorthof what
is recognizedas the northernlimit of grain
growing. The fur tradewas previouslycon-
sideredthe economicbasisfor the Iron Age
élite, but archaeologicalstudieshave dem-
onstratedthat the richestgravesare located
in areaswhich — accordingto North Nor-
wegian standards— offer optimal condi-
tions for agriculture. Thus, arable land is
believedto haveplayedan importantpart in
the formationof thesocialélite of the region
(Storli 1985,1989).

Thebackgroundof the farmingpopulation
hasbeena matterof primary interestto ar-
chaeologistsstudying the Iron Age settle-
ment of North Norway. This interest is
related to the fact that North Norway is
populatedby two culturally and ethnically
different groups, the Sami and the Norwe-
gians(cf. Storli 1986,1993),anda main is-
sue has been which of these should be
regardedas indigenous to North Norway.
For a long time the predominantview was

that North Norway wasoriginally populated
by the ancestorsof the Sami, and that the
farmers had migrated to the region from
SouthwestNorway during the Late Roman
and Early Migration Periods (e.g. Sjøvold
1962:233–240).

During the 1970s, severalarchaeologists
criticized the conceptof immigration as an
explanatorymodelfor cultural change(Mag-
nus & Myhre 1972, Rolfsen 1973). During
the same period, several works on pollen
analysisindicatedfarmingactivitiesin North
Norway asearly as the Late Neolithic (Vor-
ren 1975,Johansen1979a,Vorren & Johan-
sen1981, summarizedin Johansen1990:3),
while finds of cereals and animal bones
yielded certain evidenceof cultivation and
animalhusbandryin the BronzeAge (Johan-
sen1979b:109,1990:5).This madeway for
the view that the ethnicandcultural dualism
of North Scandinaviais a result of prehisto-
ric internalprocesses(Odner1983,1985).

This idea prevailed until 1990, when it
was suggestedthat the farming population
of North Norway originatesfrom two sepa-
rate wavesof immigration (Johansen1990).
The first wave is said to have taken place
during the Late Neolithic, consisting of
small groups of people from areasfurther
southon the Norwegiancoastbringing with
them the knowledge of farming. At this
early stage,however,farming is believedto
have been of a rather symbolic character
within an economypredominantlybasedon

Table2. North NorwegianRomanPeriodweapongraves.(After Sjøvold1962:120–133).

Location Sword Spear Shield Prestigiousobject
Weapon
gravegroup Century

Øysund 1 1 II 4th
Bertnes 1 2 Gold finger ring II 4th
Bø 1 2 1 Gold finger ring I 3rd
Steigen 1 2 1 I 4th
Miklebostad 1 III 4th
Føre 1 2 1 III 4th
Føre 1 I 4th
Elgsnes 1 III 4th
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huntingandfishing.Thesecondwaveis said
to havetakenplaceduring the BronzeAge,
when new groups set out from Southwest
Norway to settle in the north, this time
bringing with them a fully developedfarm-
ing economyand a hierarchicalsocial orga-
nization(ibid:19–23,55).

Questions concerning the roots of the
North Norwegianfarming populationare of
minor concernto us at this stageof the in-
vestigation.Of more immediateinterestare
questionsconcerning the characterof the
farming settlementsat the time when the
first courtyard sites were established.To
avoid misunderstandingsas to questions
concerning ethnic relations, I should add
that generalreferencesto Early Iron Age or
RomanPeriod material refer to the Nordic
farming population.

The Iron Age settlementcomprisesindivi-
dual farmsteads,whereas the farm itself
usually consistsof a long house,a varying
number of burial mounds or cairns, and
often oneor moreboathouses.The peat-cov-
eredwalls of the long houseshaveleft visi-
ble remainsin the landscape.

As noted above, pollen analysisand ar-
chaeological investigations indicate that
farming in North Norway certainly date
back to the Bronze Age, and perhapseven
back to the Late Neolithic. However, very
little is known about the way the earliest
farming settlementsof North Norway were
organized.Pollen analysisand radiocarbon
determinationsindicate that many of the
Iron Age farms may have been clearedas
early as ca. 200 BC-AD 1 (Johansen
1982a:56,1982b:148),but thereareno phy-
sical traces of farmhousesearlier than ca.
AD 200 (Storm Munch 1965, StørenBinns
1978,1983,Johansen1979b,1982a,1982b,
1990, Bratrein 1995). Thus, archaeologists
have turned to pollen analysisto graspthe
developmentbetweenthe last centuriesBC
andthe first centuriesAD. A pollen diagram
from Bøstad(Johansen& Vorren 1986:743)
displaysa markeddecreasein forestvegeta-
tion and a correspondingincreasein grass

and herb vegetationduring this period, and
although modest,hordeum, i.e. barley, be-
comesa more visible elementin the pollen
diagram.Another diagramfrom Bø (Moltu
1988:42) shows a similar developmentof
forestandherbvegetation,andtogetherwith
the pollen diagramfrom Bøstad,it indicates
an expansionin agriculturalactivities. It has
beensuggestedthat this farming expansion
representsthe final breakthroughof agricul-
ture in North Norway(Johansen1990:56).

Summing up, there are indications of a
considerableagricultural expansionduring
the first centuries AD comprising an in-
creasein farming activities as well as the
establishmentof farmsof the Iron Age type.
As settlementsfrom the Pre-RomanIron
Age and the BronzeAge are practically un-
known to us, we do not know whetherthis
expansionwasdue to a populationincrease,
or to structural changesin settlementand
landdistributionpatterns.

Looking beyondour areaof study,change
is the characterizingfeature for settlements
all over Scandinaviaduring this period. In
the southernpartsof Norway, new land was
clearedand a large number of farms were
established ca. AD 200 (Lillehammer
1994:156–158,Skre 1998:213, 240–245).
The courtyard sites of SouthwestNorway
were previously perceivedas villages, but,
as noted above, this interpretationhas lost
sway. However, excavations during the
1980sand1990shavebroughtto light a real
prehistoricvillage, Forsand,which was oc-
cupiedfrom the BronzeAge andthroughout
the Migration Period, i.e. until ca. AD 600
(Løken 1992:57–58).Several changesand
displacementsof the village settlementtook
placeduring this long period of occupation,
but from ca. AD 200, i.e. contempora-
neously with the general expansionof the
farming settlement,the location of eachvil-
lage unit, or farm, appearsto have become
morepermanent.This is interpretedasan in-
dication of social changescausedby the
emergenceof a social élite anda shortageof
land (ibid.:61,65–66,1991:9).
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Although severalof the housesat Forsand
aredatedto the BronzeAge andPre-Roman
Iron Age, little is known about the general
natureof the settlementsfrom theseperiods.
Recent excavationshave uncoveredstruc-
turessuggestinga settlementin Mid-Norway
similar to the one at Forsand(Grønnesby
1999),but so far thereis no confirmedparal-
lel to Forsandin Norway. In Denmark,how-
ever, several Iron Age villages have been
investigated,and the villages of Hoddeand
Vorbassearefrequentlyreferredto asexam-
ples of comprehensivechangestaking place
during the 3rd and 4th centuries. These
changesseemto imply the abolishmentof
the traditionalfield systemat the outskirtsof
the village in favour of permanentfields
within fenced-in areas surrounding each
farm (Hedeager1990:173–174,Hedeager&
Tvarnø 1991:118). Hedeager (1990:174,
1976) interpretsthis as indicationsof a land
severancewhich contributedto the constitu-
tion of the Iron Age farm asan independent
economicunit, and in her opinion, similar
processestook place in Norway as well as
in Swedenca.AD 200–300.

Gotland is anotherregion where changes
are observedduring the RomanPeriod.The
mostconspicuouschangeis the introduction
of houseswith stonefoundationsand stone
fencesin ca. AD 200.The prevailing idea is
that theseare new structuresrepresentinga
changein agriculturalpracticeor land own-
ership,but this view is criticized by Kerstin
Cassel(1998).Sheclaims that what is new,
is the use of stoneas building material in-
steadof wood. In her opinion, this change
should be associatedwith a desireto leave
permanentmarks on the landscapein order
to emphasizetraditional values and social
organization,and to build oneself into the
future. In short, Casselinterpretsthe intro-
duction of stone as building material as a
strategyin creatinga link betweenthe past
and the future in order to prevent change
(ibid.:100–104,192–195).

As for Northern Sweden,excavationsof
an Iron Age farm at Genein North Sweden

indicate that permanentfarming settlements
were establishedin the region ca. AD 100–
200 (Ramqvist 1983). Ramqvist interprets
this asa responseto socioeconomicchanges
taking place in Scandinaviavis-á-vis the
RomanEmpire(1983:193–188,202–203).

To sum up: Changeis the characterizing
feature for Roman Period settlements
throughoutScandinavia.In SouthwestNor-
way andDenmark,changesin farm andvil-
lage structures have been interpreted as
indicationsof land severanceand establish-
mentof individual farms,andalthoughCas-
sel disagrees,changesin the material from
Gotland allow similar interpretations. In
other regionsof Scandinavia,a comprehen-
sive agriculturalexpansiontook placeand a
large number of new farms were cleared,
and this expansion,too, could at leastpartly
be the result of settlementchangesin con-
nectionwith land severance.

Although oneshouldbe careful with gen-
eralizing, this teachesus that there are in-
deedasmanyparallelsto SouthScandinavia
in the RomanPeriod settlementmaterial of
North Norwayastherearein gravematerial.
The idea that the observedchangesin agri-
cultural settlementscould indicatea process
of land severanceandthe constitutionof the
farm asan independenteconomicunit, is, in
my opinion, a credible explanationfor the
observedchangesin our material, too. The
earliest physical traces of farmhouses,ca.
AD 200, may indicate the beginningof this
processin our area. As mentionedabove,
earlier studieshavedemonstrateda connec-
tion between rich farms and good arable
land (Storli 1985,1989).Thus, the outcome
of the processseemsto be the formation of
an élite basedon privateownershipto land.

BARBARIANS OF THE NORTH

The archaeological material from North
Norway indicatesa remarkableconcurrence
of eventsduring the 3rd and 4th centuries
AD that cannotbe accidental.Although the
sequenceof eventsis still unclear,the estab-
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lishment of courtyard sites and individual
farms, and the formation of a hierarchical
social organizationmustbe interrelatedpro-
cesses.

As notedabove,the suddengrowth in ar-
chaeologicalmaterial relatedto the Scandi-
navian Iron Age culture during the Late
Roman Period was previously regardedas
the result of immigration from Southwest
Norway. Although archaeologistsno longer
defendthis position,alternativeexplanations
arestill missing.It hasalreadybeendemon-
stratedthat similar changesin archaeologi-
cal material are documented throughout
Scandinaviaduring the period in question.I
thereforesuggestthat the explanationmust
be soughtin the generalsocial and political
development within the Nordic–Germanic
area.

During the first centuries AD, most of
Westernand North WesternEuropehad be-
come subordinateto Roman rule. Tens of
thousandsof soldiers, legionaries, officers
andgovernmentofficials hadsettledin areas
along the Limes and in Britain, and Germa-
nic tribes were inevitably subjectto Roman
influence. The population of South Scan-
dinavia had made close contact with the
Romans as early as AD 4, when the
Roman fleet roundedthe northern point of
Jutland(Hedeager& Tvarnø1991:19).

Literary sources demonstrate that the
Romanshad geographicalknowledgeof the
world outsidetheir Empire, including Scan-
dinavia. Tacitus, for example,writes about
the ‘Suiones’— the Swedes— andevenof
people and countries beyond their land
(Tacitus 1997:92–93).Although the lack of
reference to trade relations between the
Romansandthe Germanicpopulationmakes
it difficult to estimatethe importanceand
volumeof the trade,written sourcesmention
slaves, colourings, amber, goose-down,
hams, furs, cattle and women’s long, fair
hair as commodities that were highly ap-
preciatedby the Romans(cf. Hedeager&
Tvarnø1991:91).

The Romanscontrolled foreign accessto

their markets,and by meansof a restrictive
trade policy and generousgift giving, Ger-
manic leadersbeyondthe Limes were made
important allies. A grave at Hoby on the
island of Lolland in Eastern Denmark,
which containedsomeof the most exquisite
objectsever found in the graveof a Germa-
nic leader,is held asan exampleof suchan
alliance betweena Germanic leader and a
Roman legate (Hedeager & Tvarnø
1991:13–16).Severalsites in this area are
outstandingin Early Roman Period finds,
and the Gudme/Lundeborgarea on the
neighbouring island is believed to have
played a central part in the mediation of
Romanimportsto otherpartsof Scandinavia
(Hedeager1990:204,Thomsen1991:25–31,
Thrane1991:259:266).

Concentrations of Roman imports in
SoutheastNorway, i.e. at Store-Dal and
Hunn, indicate that this area,too, played a
major part in the import and distribution of
suchobjectsduring the Early RomanPeriod
(Magnus & Myhre 1976:323–327, Resi
1986, Lillehammer 1994:179–180).How-
ever, as the Rhine becameincreasinglyim-
portant as a trade route throughout the
RomanPeriod,a constantlybigger shareof
imported objects found its way directly to
Western Norway (Magnus & Myhre
1976:327–334).It is during this sameperiod
that the changesin our regionallegedlytook
place.This, togetherwith the similarities in
archaeological material from North and
SouthwestNorway — and indeed the re-
maining Scandinavian area (cf. Gjessing
1939:42, Sjøvold 1962:233–240)— indi-
catesthat from this point on, the develop-
ment of North Norway was closely related
to the developmentof the Nordic–Germanic
cultural area,at leastat the level of the so-
cial élite.

The Romansreferred to Germanictribes
as ‘Barbarians’. According to Tacitus, the
term ‘Germania’ originally referred to a
tribe that had crossedthe Rhine and occu-
pied land areassouth of the river, and that
later passedon their name to other tribes,
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who startedcalling themselvesby the name
(Tacitus,1997:66).This is a much-disputed
sectionin Tacitus’saccountof the Germanic
tribes. Nevertheless,scholarshave referred
to this phenomenonasa processof ‘Germa-
nization’ amongthe different tribesnorth of
the Empire (cf. Odner 1983:115–117,Skre
1998:10–11),and indeed,the conformity of
the archaeologicalmaterial in this whole re-
gion combinedwith the information passed
on by Tacitustendsto leadto suchan inter-
pretation(cf. Randsborg1991:73–79).

It hasbeenarguedthat the tribal constel-
lations of the RomanPeriod should not be
perceivedasethnic groups,but asunionsof
war (Hedeager& Tvarnø 1991:308–309).
This is consistentwith the view of ethnic
groupspresentedby Siân Jones(1997).She
questionsthevery existenceof ethnicgroups
as coherent,monolithic entities, and argues
insteadthat particular ethnic identities and
the representationsof the past associated
with themareproducedin specificsociohis-
torical contextscharacterizedby relationsof
power (1997:126,143). Questionsconcern-
ing ethnicity and the relationship between
ethnic groupsand materialculture are parti-
cularly difficult for archaeologists,and can-
not be dealt with adequately within the
limits of this work. Nevertheless,I think that
the perspectivespresentedaboveconstitutea
basison which the RomanPeriod material
of North Norway could be meaningfully in-
terpreted.

Within the economicsystemsof the kind
dominating the Roman Period societiesof
Scandinavia, control of prestige goods
means control of the social and political
organization.This presupposesa systemof
alliances, and for this reason the prestige
goods system is inherently expansive,but
unstable,and characterizedby conflicts (cf.
Odner 1973, 1983:85–86,Hedeager1990:
91–92,Cassel1998:162).According to Ta-
citus, the Germanictribes obtainedconspic-
uous objects through warfare and plunders
(Tacitus:72),and althoughthere are critical
voices to the idea that the Scandinavian

Roman Period society was based on the
ideology of warfare (Cassel1998:177–178),
thereis supportin the archaeologicalmateri-
al for thosewho maintain that this was the
case (Odner 1973, 1983, Fabech1989:94,
Hedeager& Tvarnø1991:117,Ilkjær 1991).
The Danishbogfinds,which wereearlier in-
terpretedas accumulatedlocal small sacri-
fices, are now regarded as evidence of
regularwarfareandwar plunderings,andac-
cording to recent research, the attacking
forces came from the Scandinavianmain-
land,northof Scania(Ilkjær 1991:281)

In accordancewith the view presented
above, it has beensuggestedthat powerful
warriors from SouthwestNorway were raid-
ing Denmarkfrom ca.AD 200onwards(He-
deager & Tvarnø 1991:87–89, 102–111,
297, Lillehammer1994:187,Sandvig1998).
I suggestthat in the searchfor new allies,
the prosperouschiefs of SouthwestNorway
turned to North Norway. The fact that the
northernershadaccessto raw materialssuch
as eiderdown,walrus tusks,hides and furs,
which werehighly valuedby the population
of the south— evenby the Romans— may
in fact havemadethemvaluedallies.

Therearefindsof SouthScandinavianori-
gin in North Norway evenfrom the preced-
ing periods(cf. Jørgensen1986:68),but the
natureof the contactwith the southis diffi-
cult to estimate.In my opinion, the archaeo-
logical materialindicatesthat North Norway
becamefully integratedinto the Nordic/Ger-
manic cultural areaduring the Late Roman
Period; they became ‘Barbarians’ of the
north, adoptingthe institutionsof the south-
ern regionssuchas a hierarchicalsocial or-
ganization,economicallyindependentfarms
andcourtyardsites.

The ScandinavianSagas describe close
relationshipsbetween the chiefs of North
and SouthwestNorway during the Viking
Period, and theserelations may have been
the result of alliancesthat were alreadyes-
tablished in the Roman Period. Wife ex-
change was an important aspect of such
alliances(cf. Hedeager& Tvarnø1991:308),
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and the relatively high number of rich fe-
male burials from the RomanPeriodindeed
indicatessuchrelations.

The increasedintegration of North Nor-
way into the Nordic–Germaniccultural area
indicatesthat the leadersof the region be-
came involved in what Colin Renfrew
(1996) denotesas peer polity interaction.
According to Renfrew, the term designates
the full range of interchanges— such as
imitation, competition, warfare, and ex-
changeof goods — taking place between
autonomoussociopoliticalunits that aresitu-
atedbesideor closeto eachotheror in some
casesfurther apart. One of the results of
suchinteractionis increasedflow in the ex-
changeof goods.Moreover,in peerpolities
that are not highly organizedinternally, we
can expectintensificationof productionand
development of hierarchical structures
(ibid.:114, 126). As demonstratedabove,
this is exactlywhatwe canreadfrom the ar-
chaeologicalmaterial from North Norway
during theperiodin question.

A 3RD CENTURY CASE

When did the processstart? The different
find categoriestendto pull in slightly differ-
ent directions;courtyardsitesandindividual
farmspoint to the beginningof the 3rd cen-
tury, whereasthe grave material points to
the 4th. I now presenta casethat may con-
tribute towardclarifying the situationduring
theestablishmentperiodof courtyardsites.

The casetakesus to Bø, to theonly burial
monumentthat is known in North Norway
from the 3rd century, more precisely from
the middle of the century. The grave was
found in a cairn only 30–40 m from the
courtyard site, and contained two burials,
one male and one female.We shall concen-
trate upon the former, which is a gravebe-
longing to weapongraveGroup I (Slomann
1959) (cf. Table 2). The grave containeda
remarkably complete set of weapons —
sword,shield, two spearheads,two, possibly
three arrowheads— together with a gold

finger ring, a belt and a pottery vessel.
The sword is a spatha, with details that
are known from SouthScandinaviangraves
as well as from the Danish bog finds. The
shield, too, has details known from other
partsof Scandinavia.Whatmakesthis shield
particularly interesting,however,is the fact
that it carried tracesof red and blue paint.
This is, accordingto Slomann(ibid.:16, 22–
23), the first example in Norway of a
painted shield. According to Tacitus, such
shields were customary among Germanic
tribes(Tacitus1997:67).The spears,too, are
of a type quite common in other parts of
Scandinavia,and from the Danishbog finds
arrows are known as a part of the weapon
set. Furthermore,the gold ring is of a type
that is well known in Norway as well as
elsewherein South Scandinavia(Slomann,
op. cit.:13–14).

This male from Bø bore the hallmarksof
a Germanicleader — a ‘Barbarian’ of the
north. Thus,his graveindicatesthat the for-
mationof the élite may havetakenplaceal-
ready in the 3rd century, togetherwith the
establishmentof courtyardsites and indivi-
dual farms. Consequently,the 3rd century
shouldbe consideredas the main period of
integrationandchange.

ON THE ESTABLISHMENT AND
FUNCTION OF COURTYARD SITES

As already noted, the courtyard sites of
North Norway were previously interpreted
as a function of chiefs’ centres,and accord-
ing to the distribution maps (Figs. 7–9),
there is a connectionbetweenthe sites and
the social and military élite. However, the
mapssaynothingaboutthe natureof this re-
lationship,nor about the kind of leadership
that waspractised.

Different kinds of political leadership
have been suggestedfor different parts of
Scandinavia.Lotte Hedeagerand Per Ram-
quist have suggestedthat archaickingdoms
already existed in Scandinaviain the Late
Roman Period (Hedeager 1990:201–204,
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Ramqvist 1991:305–306),and accordingto
Ramqvist, this includes North Norway,
wherethe northernmost‘kingdom’ is held to
be centred in the Lofoten area (Ramquist,
ibid.). Kerstin Casselcriticizes the idea that
centralizedpowers in the shapeof archaic

kingdomsshouldexist this early and claims
that this was certainly not the casein Got-
land (1998:155–162).Her alternativeis the
idea of a ‘small-scale’ social organization
constitutedby local groupsin which leader-
ship dependedon the successin recruiting

Fig. 7. Gravescontaininggold, silver, glassvesselsor beads.
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supporters,andwherepowerhadto benego-
tiatedrepeatedly(ibid.:162).

In North Norway there is undoubtedlya
connection between courtyard sites and
farms belonging to the élite. However,
courtyard sites are often situated in areas

whereseveralfarms haveyielded conspicu-
ous finds (cf. Fig. 10). This is a point that
has been stressedin earlier studies (Storli
1985,1989).Another importantdetail is the
fact that courtyardsitesare usually situated
on marginal land, often in bog areasand at

Fig. 8. Gravescontainingcombinationsof gold, silver, glassvesselsand beads.
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some distance— severalkilometres is not
unusual— from the nearestfarm site (cf.
Johansen& Søbstad1978).

These observations indicate that we
should exercise care when pointing out
‘chieftains’ farms’ by relating courtyard

sitesto particular farms,at least in their in-
itial phase.The sitescould either havebeen
an important arenafor peer polity interac-
tion (cf. Renfrew 1996:137),or, and more
likely, they expressthe need for meeting
placeson ‘neutral’ ground where members

Fig. 9. Weapongraves.
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of the local élité — the landowningaristo-
cracy — gatheredfor political, ceremonial
andreligiousactivities.

In my opinion, thereis no basisfor claim-
ing the existenceof ‘archaic kingdoms’ in
North Norway during the Roman Period.
Courtyard sites situated on neutral ground
may in fact have beenan efficient way of
preventing the developmentof permanent
political centres.The location of courtyard
sites as well as the archaeologicalmaterial
associatedwith them indicates the kind of
‘small-scale’ social organizationssuggested
by Cassel(1998:162).
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SandbjergSlot11–15.april 1989.JyskArkæo-
logisk SelskabsSkrifter XXVII.

Fig. 10. Courtyardsitesare oftensurroundedby severalfarmsyielding conspicuousfinds.

100 Inger Storli

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
e
t
b
i
b
l
i
o
t
e
k
e
t
 
I
 
T
r
o
n
d
h
e
i
m
]
 
A
t
:
 
1
2
:
1
4
 
1
2
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
2
0
1
0



Gjessing, G. 1939. Noen nordnorskehandels-
problemeri jernalderen.Viking, bd III ,37–54.

Grønnesby,G. 1999. Fortidenshus på Kvenild.
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Gimsøy, Vågan k., Nordland F. Unpublished
report in the archives of Tromsø University
Museum.

Lillehammer, A. 1994. AschehougsNorgesHis-
torie Bd. 1. Fra jegertil bonde— inntil 800 e.
Kr. Aschehoug,Oslo.

Lund, H. E. 1942. En sentralhelligdomfor det
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forminnes-föreningen,Helsingfors.

Ramqvist, P. H. 1983. Gene. On the origin,
function and developmentof sedentaryIron
Age settlementin Northern Sweden.Archae-
ologyandEnvironment1, Universityof Umeå.
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besittelsepå Romerike 200–1350e.Kr. Acta
Humaniora, Faculty of Arts, University of
Oslo.

Slomann,W. 1959.Et nytt romertidsgravfunnfra
Nord-Norge.Viking, bd XXIII, 1–28.

Skauen,I. 1995. Innberetningfra utgravningav
tuft i mulig tunanleggpå Øysund,Gnr. 71/br.
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