
Danish Archaeology in the 1980's 

by KRISTIAN KRISTIANSEN 

INTRODUCTION 

Periods of change interfere with periods of stability within any 
discipline. In Danish archaeology the last 2-3 generations 
have seen a long period of consolidated research with little 
need to question either the basic premises of research or the 
future goals of archaeology as commonly and implicitly agreed 
upon. The last 10-15 years, however, have witnessed rather 
drastic changes in the archaeological environment making a 
general debate of research policies urgent (e.g. Kristiansen 
1978, Thrane 1982). But a discussion of Danish archaeology in 
the 1980's also implies a discussion of the common Scandina
vian tradition of which it is part (Klindt-Jensen 1975, Moberg 
1981). This raises the question: what constitutes such a tradi
tion? Here one can mention at least two things strongly felt by 
many Scandinavian archaeologists - the burden of archaeolo
gical history and the burden of data. It has had a strong impact 
on research traditions to be one of the regions in the world with 
the longest history of archaeological research (Daniel 1975). 
Add to this the enormous number of archaeological monu
ments and objects preserved both in the landscape and mu
seums. In many ways this background has been decisive for the 
way in which Scandinavian archaeologists have reacted to and 
assimilated the various theoretical and methodological trends 
within the New Archaeology over the past 15 years. To il
luminate this I shall first give a short historical account of 
some major theoretical trends in Scandinavian archaeology. 

THE BURDEN OF TRADITION 

During the middle and late 19th century Scandinavian archae
ology produced three traditions of archaeological research. 1) 
The chronological and spatial classification of archaeological 
objects into periods and cultures based on the principles of 
typology - 2) the ecological analysis of settlements and sub
sistence based on interdisciplinary research programs- 3) and 
the total registration of all visible prehistoric structures in the 
landscape by systematic field survey. 

The first tradition is closely linked with the name of the 
Swede Oscar Montelius (Graslund 1974 and 1976). This 
approach very soon became dominant in Central European 
archaeology as the basic tool of archaeological research and 
was later linked to ethnic and diffusionist interpretations of 
culture (Eggers 1959), representing a particularising, histori
cal approach familar to modern political history. Although 
political misuses during the 1930's and 1940's and later the 
radio carbon revolution have led to the final collapse of this 
interpretative framework (Renfrew 1973), the basic methodo-
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logical exercises still dominate most Central European 
archaeological research and also much Scandinavian research, 
now being dressed in a modern suit of definitions and statis
tics. 

The second tradition is closely associated with the name of 
JJ. Worsaae and his botanical and geological colleaguesJJ.S. 
Steenstrup and J.G. Forchhammer. During the early 1850's 
these men formed an interdisciplinary commission that dis
covered and documented the first evidence of a mesolithic 
hunting subsistence in Europe, the "Ertebelle culture" cha
racterized by shell middens along the Danish coasts - the so
called "kitchen middens", from a Danish word that was inter
nationally applied in the archaeological terminology at that 
time (Klindt-Jensen 1975, 71 f.). This ecological tradition 
never became dominant, but lived a quiet life as a helping tool 
for archaeologists often with little interest in ecology and 
economy, although new interdisciplinary commissions were 
founded again during the 1890's and during the 1930's (Fi
scher and Kristiansen in press). The latter resulted in the 
breakthrough of pollen-analysis as an independent cultural
ecological research tradition linked with the names of johan
nes Iversen and Troels Smith, especially Iversen's classical 
study "Land Occupation in Denmark's Stone Age. A pollen 
analytical study of the influence of farmer culture on the vege
tational development." (1941). This new research tradition, 
however, had a stronger impact on English, Dutch and Swe
dish archaeology than on Danish archaeology, in that the last 
generally rem.ained loyal to the typological traditions of data 
classification and presentation. It was not until the appearence 
of the Anglo American new Archaeology in the late sixties and 
early seventies that a theoretical and methodological re
orientation to restore the position of ecological studies began 
at least in Denmark (see also Andersen et all983). In Sweden 
and Norway, however, co-operation between archaeologists 
and geographers had led to the development of a tradition of 
settlement studies which in many ways preceded the New 
Archaeology (e.g. discussion inN orwegian Archaeological Re
view 1974, volume 7, no. l. Since 1980 in Bebyggelseshistorisk 
Tidsskrift. Also Kristiansen in press a). (1). These studies were 
empirically based on the systematic recording of the many well 
preserved relics ofbarrows, cemeteries, prehistoric farmsteads 
and field systems in the more marginal areas of Central Scan
dinavia (e.g. Ambrosiani 1964, Lindquist 1968, Myhre 1972 
and 1973) (2). 

This leads us to the third Scandinavian tradition, namely 
the total registration of all visible prehistoric structures in the 
landscape by systematic field survey. This tradition took its 
beginning in Denmark in 1873 and was later adopted in several 
European countries (Worsaae 1877 and 1879). In Denmark the 
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work was done by 1930, in Sweden it has only recently been 
finished and Norway is still on its way (see articles in Fornviin
nen 1978). Thus there exists in Scandinavia central registers of 
all known ancient monuments and sites - in Sweden approx. 
500,000, in Denmark only a little more than 115,000 (Nielsen 
1981, Ebbesen in press). These registers create a specific basis 
for landscape and settlement studies (e.g. Hyenstrand 1979 a 
& b, and 1981). Together with the enormous number of 
archaeological objects from burials, hoards, settlements etc. -
accumulated during 150 years of research (Kristiansen in 
press b)- they constitute what I started by calling "the burden 
of data", but which should rather be termed the potential of a 
representative sample of the prehistoric past. It should be 
noticed, however, that this research tradition was also closely 
linked to a strong conservation policy rooted in a national
historical ideology that characterizes all Scandinavian coun
tries also today (Klindt-Jensen 1975, Kristiansen 1981). 

In Scandinavia we had no Roman villas, no Hellenistic 
temples, none of the glory of the Mediterranean civilizations. 
But we had a quite unusual number of prehistoric barrows and 
megaliths which were, and still are, a significant feature of 
many Scandinavian landscapes. In a period of final decline 
from former national and territorial greatness during the 
medieval period and the Renaissence, "What has been out
wardly lost, should be inwardly gained" as it was said by a 
leading figure in the 1860's, after the final Danish humiliation 
and loss of Schleswig-Holstein to the Germans. Thus archae
ology in Scandinavia arose in a period of decline from former 
greatness, which helps to explain its strong position from an 
early date. 

These historical elements constitute part of the general 
background through which the new trends in archaeology of 
the late sixties were filtered. But before we consider how 
Danish research traditions were restructured as a consequence 
of this development, let us consider the process which has 
normally been given too little attention (but see Moberg 1977 
and 1978 a & b). 

AWAKENING FROM THE LONG SLEEP

THE IMPACT OF NEW ARCHAEOLOGY 

Between 1884 and 1966 no major theoretical works appeared 
in Danish archaeology (Miiller 1884, Jensen 1966) (3). The 
paradigm ofThomsen, Worsaae and especially Sophus Miiller 
remained a firm foundation (Klindt-Jensen 1975). Archae
ology was mainly practised at the National Museum, also 
housing a small university department, and at the new 
museum centre and university department at Moesgiird near 
Aarhus. The 2 university departments produced 1 or perhaps 
2 candidates a year, highly specialized after 7-8 years of purely 
archaeological studies spanning Europe and the Near East. 
The 20 or so Danish archaeologists formed a small community 
firmly rooted in the traditions of Miiller and Bnmdsted and 
innovations remained within the basic methodological frame
work (4). Miillerwas still within living memory. It was not until 
the number of students and jobs suddenly exploded during the 

late 1960's and 1970's that this framework began to crack and 
soon collapsed. Therefore, it seems appropriate to apply Colin 
Renfrew's metaphor "the long sleep" also to describe the 
Danish background of the new development (Renfrew 1982). 

In several aspects the process of assimilating the New 
Archaeology has conformed to the sociological pattern de
scribed by Kuhn as characteristic of paradigmatic change 
(Kuhn 1970). A few established and respected senior archae
ologists have pioneered or supported the new ideas among 
their students and helped to legitimize them. This was fol
lowed by a massive student mobilization among the genera
tion to which the present writer belongs, most of us now in our 
mid-thirties, which resulted in the formation of an association 
of Scandinavian archaeology students in 1969. Since then, 
they have organized New Archaeology conferences each year 
primarily for research students, and issued a periodical twice 
a year consistently debating theoretical themes, read but little 
cited. Also new periodicals like Norwegian Archaeological 
Review (NAR), and books like "New Directions in Scandina
vian Archaeology" (Kristiansen and Paludan Miiller 1978) 
have followed in the wake ofthis development. In short the in
troduction ofNA into Scandinavia over the last 15 years can be 
described as progressing from ignorance over polemics to 
quiet acceptance (naturally with minority exceptions). Let us, 
however, describe the process in greater detail. 

The first phase from the late sixties to the mid or late seventies 
was the pioneer phase. Yet if one analyses the official archae
ological publications and periodicals of those years this will 
not be at all apparent. They were still dominated by traditional 
publications of finds and chronological studies, as seen in fig. 
1. One has to look to the periodical of the Nordic Archaeologi
cal Students "Kontaktstencil", which during the same period 
issued 10-12 volumes of theoretical debate. Otherwise Danish 
New Archaeology during this period was mainly published in 
non-Danish periodicals (e.g. Mortensen 1973, Randsborg 
1974and 1975). 

This picture represents not only a senior/junior dichotomy 
but also the separation between the major archaeological insti
tutions in Denmark at that time: universities, ancient monu
ment administration and museums. The New Archaeology 
(NA) was mainly supported by active students, seeking 
strength through Scandinavian co-operation and supported by 
a few acknowledged scholars. To those involved it was an ex
citing period, taking place parallel with the revolutionary 
changes of the universities that broke the rule of professors 
and brought students to power. At several university depart
ments in Scandinavia, in Denmark especially in Aarhus, 
teaching was completely changed, and social anthropology, 
statistics, philosophy of science etc. were incorporated as 
obligatory disciplines. 

This was also a pioneer period for museums, the most ex
pansive time in their history due to new museum legislation in 
1958 and 1977 (Betrenkning nr. 152 1956, Betrenkning nr. 727 
1975). Most regional museums acquired professional staff for 
the first time, permanent exhibitions were restructured, new 
museums were built etc. Debates about the role of museums in 
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Fig. 1. Contents of the three major Danish periodicals in the period 
1966--77. 

society flourished (e.g. Witt 1977), and the general preoccupa
tion was new exhibitions. Also at the National Museum most 
resources were spent on a reorganization of the old exhibition, 
just as magazines were modernized. Little was left for research 
during these years. It should be noted, though, that most of 
those archaeologists that got jobs throughout this period had 
been trained according to the old university traditions with 
cultures and chronologies as the major objectives. 

It is also characteristic that archaeologists at regional mu
seums were scarcely represented in the official periodicals 
although during the seventies they soon outnumbered the 
central institutions (fig. 2). 

For the ancient monument administration, however, this 
was a period of very slow expansion, although the new Conser
vation of Nature Act in 1969 for the first time opened up pos
sibilities of financing rescue excavations (Betrenkning nr. 461 
1967). Due to this a new ancient monument department was 
founded in 1970 under the Keeper of National Antiquities and 
from 1975 under the National Agency for the Protection of 
Nature, Monuments and Sites. Museums, it seemed, were too 
busy with exhibitions fully to realize the potential of this legal 
reform, just as they were opposed to the central administration 
which they believed might threaten their own expansion. To 
this it should be added that ancient monument administration 
at that time was regarded as low status work hardly worth 
worrying about. Consequently, the administration was rather 
segregated from the general trend of expansion and new ideas. 

Fig. 2. Output of the three major periodicals in fig. 1 (Acta Archae
ologica, Aarb0ger og KUML) in the period 1966--77, classified 
according to: 

1. University departments (Aarhus hatched, Copenhagen 
blank) 

2. Central museums (Aarhus Moesgard hatched, National 
Museum blank) 

3. Regional museums. 
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As will be apparent "separatism" is the most appropriate 
term for the first phase of restructuring, every sector being 
busy with its own future. For the general public the only ob
servable change was in the regional museums, whereas popu
lar archaeology continued old traditions of culture history. 
Quite typically, the earlier popular outlines of archaeology by 
J. Bnmdsted and P.V. Glob were reprinted. 

The second phase which might be said to encompass the last five 
to seven years reflects the gradual breaking down of separa
tism and a general reorientation at all levels of research. As can 
be seen from Nordic Archaeological Abstracts these changes 
are also observable now in the major periodicals, while chrono
logical studies have become less numerous, although still 
clearly dominant (Furingsten 1983). 

At the universities a younger generation of candidates 
trained in the New Archaeology have come into jobs, mostly at 
museums and in the Ancient Monuments administration. Just 
as important, however, are the new types of conferences and 
seminars which have stimulated new directions of research 
also among more traditionally trained archaeologists. This is 
especially true of the annual settlement seminars, initiated by 
Henrik Thrane since 1975 with widely circulated, cheap and 
quickly published conference reports. 

Most regional museums have initiated various types of 
settlement projects, thus basing their research on the local 
area and making possible a better integration with rescue 
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archaeology. Moreover conservation archaeology has under
gone a rapid development both administratively and economi
cally. Museums are engaging themselves more seriously in 
rescue administration, a precondition for expansion, and from 
1979-1980 the economic framework for rescue archaeology 
consequently trebled. The ancient monument administration 
itself has also initiated a stronger co-operation with both 
regional museums and the National Museum with respect to 
new projects: monument and site registration, computer pro
jects etc., just as they founded their own periodical in 1977 
(Antikvariske Studier 1977 fl). The earlier conflicts were 
resolved by the setting up of a government committee in 1979, 
which in 1982 recommended that rescue archaeology should 
be transferred to the Keeper of National Antiquities (Betrenk
ning nr. 953, 1982), thus creating an administrative separation 
between rescue excavations (museums) and conservation of 
monuments in situ (nature conservation authorities). This was 
implemented 1stjanuary, 1983. 

In print this development is reflected in various ways, e.g. 
new types of publications, in seminarreports (Thrane 1975 fl), 
and in this journal responding to the needs of regional mu
seums. From a strategic point of view it was important that 
polemics should become official (e.g. Kristiansen 1978, Becker 
and Jensen 1979), just as traditional chronological research 
was critically analysed (in Hikuin no. 4, 1978). Also in popular 
archaeology the new generation has made its apperance, re
sulting in a series of books presenting new perspectives on 
Danish prehistory to the general public (e.g. jensen 1982, plus 
8 volumes of a new popular presentation of danish prehistory 
for the general reader, lavishly illustrated). 

The final result has been neither a rapid nor deep-going 
revolution, but rather a gradual reorientation within all fields 
of research: from chronological studies towards settlement
and social studies; that is, a change in research priorities and 
a very gradual application of new analytical methods. Chrono
logical studies no longer give a priori scientific merit. Due to 
this gradual change a better coordination of research between 
Museums, the Ancient Monument Administration and Uni
versities has gradually developed. This trend, however, de
serves to be discussed in more detail in order to delineate the 
preconditions for its future success. 

THE PRESENT FRAMEWORK- PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS 

As starting point let us consider the resource base as reflected 
in the number of archaeologists and their distribution in mu
seums, universities and in ancient monument administration, 
as this represents both the potential and the limitations of 
what can be achieved. (Kristiansen 1983, fig. 2) As can be seen, 
the strongest single research resource is regional museums. 
This implies that any future growth of Danish archaeology 
demands co-operation between regional museums and other 
institutions such as the National Museum, the Administration 
of Ancient Monuments and Universities. Having stated this, 
the first question to ask is: what are the unifying elements? The 
answer, in my opinion, is the history of the cultural landscape. 
This gives a scientific foundation for research priorties in 

rescue archaeology, and for explaining the landscape and the 
monuments to the public. Thus both museums, universities 
and administration must change their priorities towards 
ecological orientated settlement studies, and this is gradually 
happening. It further implies that the traditional role played 
by these sectors in research and protection should be recon
sidered and proposals for the development of future research 
should be formulated. Let us therefore in the folowing con
sider the implications of such an approach in more detail. 

The Ancient Monument Administration must put a high priority on 
research. The implicit and prevailing assumption that the pro
tection and management of monuments can be carried out in 
isolation has to be refuted. Administration without research 
priorities and a clear research perspective too easily becomes 
a waste of resources. However, in order to link administrative 
ends to research goals it is necessary to develop new types of 
research: to explore and analyze surveying methods, excava
tion methods, the history of the cultural landscape, the care 
and management of monuments etc. etc. There is a whole sec
tor of applied research that has only started to develop very 
recently (e.g. Cherry, Gamble and Shennan 1978, Schiffer et al 
1978, Hyenstrand 1981, in Denmark a new report series pub
lished by the Ancient Monument Administration since 1980). 
To support a development of this kind it is also important for 
scientific merit to be attached to this type of research. 

This underlining of research priorities as a guiding principle 
for conservation or Cultural Resource Management (CRM)
does not mean that administration should be disregarded. 
Quite the opposite. Also within this field, professionalism is 
highly necessary. The indifference during the 1960's and early 
1970's to administrative professionalism was one of the reasons 
that conservation archaeology did not develop significantly in 
Denmark until the later 1970's. 

At the other end of the scale popularization and information 
about the monuments should not be forgotten, as this is a pre
condition for the future support of archaeology. Also here pro
fessionalism is much needed. In conclusion, an ancient monu
ment administration which is active in research and publicly 
informative is essential for maintaining the support of the 
population, for protecting our archaeological heritage, and for 
integrating museums and universities in rescue archaeology, 
which represents 80-90% of all excavations in Denmark, and 
thereby determines a major part of our future archaeological 
data base. 

At museums the trend towards settlement studies should be 
strengthened because museums thereby create a foundation 
for linking research to their local area. This implies that they 
are able to explain the settlement history of their local area in 
exhibitions rather than by repeating the general prehistory of 
Denmark over and over again as still not uncommon in many 
museums. It also means that archaeologists at regional mu
seums can maintain research without being dependent upon 
comparative studies and travels, necessary when dealing with 
chronological and diffusionist studies, but normally impos
sible for them. Finally, it creates a basis for research priorities 
of rescue excavations. 



In order to support this development universities must also 
change their priorities. At the more general level: from objects 
and cultures as a basic objective to social units and structures 
-from a diffusionist framework to a social system framework, 
thereby linking research and education to the Ancient Monu
ment Administration and museums through landscape and 
settlement studies. This can be further supported by more 
actively engaging research projects and Ph.D. papers to 
regional and local museums. A development which has only 
taken place very gradually. It therefore seems important that 
the two university departments more consistently and expli
citly define their research policy in relation to museums and 
the administration of ancient monuments. 

The general research policy which I have sketched above 
naturally needs support and implementation in several other 
sectors (4). One of the most important among these is publica
tion, which will therefore be considered in more detail. 

Within any discipline publication should as far as possible 
transmit a representative sample of research. When basic 
changes are taking place within a discipline, as in archaeology 
within the past 15 years, it is important that the structure of 
publication is adjusted to these changes. This will often 
demand some restructuring of the publishing policy which 
mostly takes place by degrees and at random. Very rarely has 
an analysis of publication structure been carried out as a basis 
for planning and formulating present and future needs; this is 
very unfortunate (but see Lavelll981). 

In Denmark an analysis carried out some years ago by the 
present author showed some basic discrepansies in the publi
cation structure. It led to the formulation of a proposal for a 
future publication structure, e.g. leading to the foundation of 
this journal ( 4). The main elements of such a structure should 
be: 
1. Catalogues of the type of Aner and Kersten (but less am

bitious presentations will also do), comprising total re
gional presentations of groups of finds, that can be regard
ed as representative because most finds are already in our 
museums and future ones will not change the representa
tion significantly. That is mainly graves, burial finds and 
hoards. To this category also belong full monographs of 
single monuments and sites of extreme importance. 

Such catalogues serve extremely important functions at a 
time when more and more archaeologists will have less and 
less opportunity to travel around and look at the finds 
themselves. Thus they represent the future basis for re
search. They help to make research more efficient and also 
more democratic by making the data available in a systema
tic way to both local and international groups of archaeolo
gists. They help to improve scientific standards as research 
results can be verified and finally, they serve to interna
tionalize research and break down monopolies and barriers 
based on access to unpublished data. 

2. At the next level we should find research journals that 
appear regularly with short articles and notes on new finds, 
discussions, reviews etc. likeJDA. The objective is to keep 
actual results and the published knowledge in line, and to 
stimulate discussion as a basis for research priorities. More 
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important finds will be published here, either as a supple
ment to the above regional catalogues or as a basis for later 
final publications. Thus such journals serve integrating 
functions between Museums, Universities and Ancient Mo
nument Administration. 

3. Finally, we have the traditional in depth comparative 
studies which have normally dominated archaeological 
monographs and journals. With a change of priority from 
chronological studies towards settlement and social studies 
such primarily in depth research articles will often serve as 
a starting point for planning and priorities on the one hand, 
and for popularization on the other hand. It is through 
them that new problems and hypotheses are formulated 
which could well serve as a catalyst to future research. 

Thus the 3 levels of publication given here represent dif-
ferent but complementary levels of research: from total (often 
regional) documentation, over selected presentation and dis
cussion to general, comparative research (6). Since 1974, Nor
dic Archaeologic Abstract has served national and interna
tional researchers. 

If we look around Europe, we note that a publication struc
ture similar to the one proposed here, is already on its way or 
in existence. Perhaps most developed in Northern Germany. 
However, it is important to plan future publications as part of 
an explicit research strategy at both regional and national 
levels, thereby integrating the work of both museums, Ancient 
Monument Administration and Universities. Such an explicit 
approach and planning must also include a discussion oflevels 
of documentation, techniques of presentation etc. Subjects 
that have been badly neglected in archaeology. 

CONCLUSION 

In the preceding pages I have tried to summarize some of the 
major changes that have taken place within Danish archae
ology during the last 15 years. In order to understand the way 
in which Danish archaeology responded to these changes I 
started by sketching the historical traditions of Danish and 
Scandinavian archaeology as I believe that any deep-going 
reorientation of a discipline demands a critical re-evaluation 
and re-structuring of previous research. Thus after the first 
stage of destruction and breaking down follows inevitably a 
period of reconstruction. What can be used and what has to be 
left behind. In Scandinavia, with the burden of archaeological 
history upon our shoulders, such re-evaluations must necessa
rily become historical in scope, and due to the strong ideologi
cal impact archaeology has had in society, it must also by 
necessity include a re-evaluation of the role of archaeology in 
Scandinavian society (Kristiansen 1981). Thus archaeology in 
society has been analyzed from the perspective of the founding 
of museums and their role in society (Kjer 1980), as well as 
from the perspective of the peasant proletariat making a living 
as barrow robbers to supply wealthy collectors and museums 
(Thorsen 1979). 

Another major concern, especially in Danish archaeology, 
has been the analysis of the effect of post-depositional factors 
in order to illuminate the representativeness of the major find 



210 

groups: burials, settlement and hoards throughout later pre
history (e.g. Kristiansen 1976). Danish archaeologists have 
carried out such analyses covering the period 1805-1975 (Kri
stiansen in press (b)). This type ofhistorical source critisism is 
especially important in a region where the accumulation of 
archaeological data has taken place over a period of nearly 200 
years under various circumstances. Thus the utilization of this 
historical data base, which represents perhaps 2/3 of the avail
able evidence even today, demands a historical and critical 
evaluation of how representative it is. 

A third major reorientation is witnessed within settlement 
archaeology and ecologically inspired research as described 
above. Interdisciplinary settlement projects have thus been 
promoted in all Scandinavian countries throughout the seven
ties, and today this is the dominant trend also in Danish 
archaeology (7). To this should be added experimental archae
ology which after a pioneer phase during the 1960's and 1970's 
(Coles 1973) is now expanding its scientific scope, and will 
probably achieve increasing importance during the 1980's 
(e.g. Fischer et al 1979, Lund 1981, Vemming and Madsen 
1983). 

Thus the situation in Denmark should be characterized as a 
mixture between that of Central Europe and England. Tradi
tion is still very strong, and most archaeologists support it, 
there is only a small group of "pure" New Archaeologists. 
However, the NA in Denmark is also building on the earlier 
traditions of both settlement- and ecological studies, and as 
the data base is highly representative, it has gradually become 
acknowledged that we can actually reach an understanding of 
past societies in social and economic terms. Thus today most 
Danish archaeologists are implicitly influenced by NA in their 
research priorities, and this reflects a gradual change taking 
place on all levels both at Universities, in Museums and in the 
Ancient Monument Administration. In a few years everybody 
will probably have forgotten the polemics of the seventies. The 
pioneers will state that they introduced and implemented the 
new trends, and the more traditional archaeologists will claim 
that they saved them from speculation. Thus it is the combina
tion of a strong data base and practically applied or "middle 
range" theory which constitute what I regard as a special 
Danish or Scandinavian profile within the general stream of 
New Archaeology. As the average Danish archaeologist is in 
his or her mid- to late thirties, this will probably remain our 
profile throughout the 1980's- perhaps longer. 

Kristian Kristiansen, The National Agency for the Protection of Nature 
Monuments and Sites, Fredningsstyrelsen, Amaliegade 13, DK-1256 

Copenhagen. 

NOTES 

This article originates from two presentations of Scandinavian and 
Danish archaeology. At the 4th TAG (Theoretical Archaeology Group) 
conference in Durham in December 1982 I had kindly been asked to or
ganize and introduce a Scandinavian session. Later in February 1983, I 
attended an informal meeting in Unkel, south of Bonn in Germany, 
organized by a group of more theoretically orientated German archae-

ologists reacting against the burden oftradition in German archaeolo
gy. I want to thank the organizers of the two meetings for giving me the 
opportunity not only to present but also critically to re-examine Danish 
archaeology in the 1980's. It should be noted that medieval archaeology 

is not treated. The reader is referred to a recent survey by Olaf Olsen 
( 1977) and theoretical debates in META a small periodical from Lund. 

I. In Denmark a similar tradition could have been founded upon the 
work ofGudmund Hatt. However, this chance was abandoned by the 
prevailing research traditions during the l940'es and 1950's (Stu
mann 1982). After the completion of the Paris surveys a few signifi
cant studies illustrated the potential of this data base (e.g. Miiller 
1904, LaCour 1927). Although new regional field survey projects 
were initiated in the 1940's (Mathiesen 1948 and 195 7) their poten
tial was never explored as no methodological development had fol
lowed the earlier work ofMiiller, LaCour and Gudmund Hatt. Also 
in this field tradition was carried on outside Denmark, especially in 
Sweden. 

2. The archaeological exploration of the vast marginal areas ofNorth
ern Scandinavia has also been the focus of research during the 1960's 
and 1970's (e.g. Baudou and Selinge 1977, Selinge 1979 and recent 
volumes of Norwegian Achaeological Review) leading to the founda
tion of archaeological university departments in Umea in Sweden 
and in Tromsl'l in Norway. 

3. It should be stressed that "the long sleep" is referring to a theoretical 
stagnation. In terms of archaeological excavations, new techniques 
etc. major developments took place, just as in the natural sciences. 
This development is most recently described by C.J. Becker (1977). 

4. An important methodological clarification of the foundations and 
limitations of typology and classification took place during the 
1950's and 1960's, presented in a few studies of outstanding quality 
by Almgren (1955), Maimer (1963) and 0rsnes (1969). This also 
resulted in the formulation of new methodoligical standards (defini
tions, quantification, the use of statistics etc.) which have only 
gradually been applied during the 1970's, but mostly by ignoring the 
basic methodological problems originally raised especially by Alm
gren and Maimer. 

5. Complete qualitative and quantitative national surveys of the 
archaeological environment (institutions, research, education, pub
lication etc.) are unfortunately very rarely published. I only know of 
one ( Chapelot, Querrien and Schnapp 1979 and 1984). Such surveys 
may serve both comparative international objectives (see Cleere in 
press) or serve as a platform for national planning proposals: and as 
such most of them remain internal government reports known only 
by a small group of people. 

6. The major archaeological periodicals in Denmark are: 
Aarbeger for Nordisk Oldkyndighed og Historie 
This is the oldest among the periodicals and has been issued since 
1866 by the Royal Society of Northern Antiquaries. 
Acta Archaeologica 
was founded in 1930 by a group of Scandinavian archaeologists. 
This is the only Inter-Scandinavian international archaeological 
journal publishing both prehistory, classical and medieval archae
ology. 
Kuml 

was founded in 1951 by the jutland Archaeological Society. It con
tained both social anthropology and archaeology, but is dominat
ed by prehistoric archaeology. 



Hiquin 
was founded in 1976 and has been dominated by archaeology, in 

recent volumes by medieval archaeology. 
Antikvariske Studier 
has been published since 1977 by the National Agency for the 
Protection of Nature, Monuments and Sites. It contains articles 

on archaeology, historical buildings and cultural resource 

management. 
Finally, the journal rif Danish Archaeology was founded in 1982 in 
response to the expanding needs ofthe many regional museums and 
as a vehicle for discussion and review, much needed in Danish 

archaeology. 
Monographical series: 

Nordiske Fortidsminder 
is the oldest founded in 1889 and is issued by the Royal Society of 
Northern Antiquaries. 
jysk arkaiologisk Selskabs Skrifter 
is the monographical series published by the Jutland Archaeologi

cal Society. 
Arkt£ologiske Studier 
is a monographical series published by the Department of Archae
ology at the University of Copenhagen since 1973. 

Besides these monographical series, major monographs have also 
been published, especially by two regional museums: Fyns Stifts
museum in Odense - monographs on the Iron Age in Fyn; and the 
Langeland Museum- the early monographs on the neolithic excava

tions in Langeland by Winther later succeeded by Berg and now Jer
gen Skaarup. 

The National Museum also publishes archaeological monographs 
from time to time. 

Apart from these national and regional archaeological periodicals 
and monographical series we find a great number of local and 
regional museum periodicals whose output in the period 1966--77 
represented nearly 20% of the total archaeological output published 
in Denmark in this span of time. Archaeological monographs repre
sented 24% and the major archaeological periodicals mentioned 
above reached the same figure. The last 33% was represented by 
popular archaeology, most of it written by professional archaeolo
gists. This is a noteworthy feature of Danish archaeology. 

7. It should be noted that the basis for this planned, selective publica
tion structure, are the central registers of the National Museum con
taining (in principle) all archaeological information in Denmark, 
including full excavation reports that are normally delivered within 
one year after the completion of the excavations. Thus the central 
registers serve as a data base available to researchers. During the 
1980's a major part of it- the Parish Register of all archaeologi
cal site and find localities in Denmark - has been computerized. 
Phase 1, the digitizing of find maps, is already finished (Hansen 
1982). 

8. Bertha Stjernquist has recently summarized the Swedish projects 
(Stjernquist 1979). The Inter-Scandinavian "Bebyggelseshistorisk 
Tidsskrift" issued since 1979 by the Department of Human Ge
ography in Stockholm (Review of Settlement History) stresses the 
increasing importance of settlement archaeology in Scandinavia. Its 
potential for contributing to world archaeology was also recently 
pointed out by Moberg (1981). 
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Comment 

by HENRIK THRANE 

From Kristian Kristiansen's (KK in the following) survey I 
have picked some problems of special interest to my own situa
tion. 

The national interest in the preservation of ancient monu
ments for future generations has loomed large in the develop
ment of our registration of antiquities and was used as a strong 
argument whenever these registrations were financed - and 
they were all financed by special funds. I agree that it is pre
ferable to regard this great mass of information as a potential 
which still remains to be utilized for integrated regional stu
dies. This realisation is not new, however (Mathiassen 1949, 
Ambrosiani 1964). 

The national resurgence movement after 1863 was an ex
plicable reaction to the loss of an important part of the realm, 
and the registration of ancient monuments can be seen as part 
of this movement. Without the popular support, which in part 
must be attributed to the high schools (Danish: Hojskoler) I 
doubt if even an energetic agitator like Worsaae with his useful 
connections in the upper levels of society could have persuad
ed the government to invest in ancient monuments. 

I think that KK exaggerates "the long sleep". It was felt in 
the archaeological society that the down to earth methods of 
Sophus Muller had preserved Danish archaeology from the 
ideological misfortunes that befell our German colleagues. 
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The Muller tradition was revered and accepted as a still useful 
base for new work. The tacit accept of the belief in objectivity 
-in the field as well as in the study of the material-was a main 
feature of the fifties and sixties. Work was done at a rate per 
caput which probably outrates the present day literary produc
tion per archaeologist. While KK may think that the Muller 
tradition collapsed in the 1960'es and 1970'es, I do not agree. 
Work is still being produced in that solid Danish tradition 
though it is realized that objectivity is impossible even in the 
field. It is, however, still regarded as a goal to do a good ob
jective registration of the features which the excavator selects 
as the relevant ones. 

Danish Archaeologists with an interest in methods have 
shown an early interest in New Archaeology and can boast of 
sections and heretics just as they can further west, e.g. Trigger, 
Flannery and others. 

I don't regard the publication of what KK calls New Archae
ology papers in foreign journals as signifying a rejection on the 
part of the Danish editors. It rather shows an interest in pre
senting the results internationally and also shows the personal 
links of the relevant authors. 

It may sound absurd, but actually it was customary in the 
1950'es to include social antropology, ethnology, medieval 
and classical archaeology in the study of Prehistory because 
the study plan was so elastic- too elastic for some- that each 
student could compose his own study. Up to 1970 or even later 
it must be fair to say that most students were brought up on the 
old tradition sprinkled with bits of New Archaeology. 

The reason why regional archaeologists have not published 
much may have been that they were too busy in the field -
especially after the 1969law. Even by 1970 there was no more 
than a balance between Copenhagen and the provinces. There 
was a marked tendency to stay in Copenhagen or Arhus if one 
wanted to do research. That was simply where the collections 
were. Archaeologists who went to the smaller museums had 
poor libraries· and little additional facilities for producing 
more than excavation reports. 

I disagree strongly with the contention that local museums 
did not use the opportunities presented by the 1969law. They 
plunged into rescue archaeology as soon as the first few years 
of reticence on the part of the national administration had 
been overcome. Some museums had by 1969 done rescue 
archaeology for 30 years on end! Several museums are now no 
more engaged in rescue archaeology than they already were in 
the 1970'es. Unfortunately the conflicts of the 70'es have not 
been resolved by the switch back to the National Museum of 
part of the national administration. 

The most bitter struggle arose over the allocation of the pre
ventive rescue work on the gas pipeline across Denmark. KK is 
partly to blame for this cleft which has become more important 
than the original issue. The local museums were not allowed to 
continue their earlier practice of doing the job from start to 
end. The central administration forced a division so that 
survey and trial excavations were made by staff from the 
central administration, while the museums were only allowed 
to do the eventual final excavation. 1 This completely irrational 
procedure has been upheld by the administration after its 




