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  Foreword


  Frank Claustrat and Françoise Pellicer





   




   




  The landscape has both moral and intellectual elements just like the portrait; it also has something to say, and through its physical execution we divine the dreams or the sentiments that gave birth to each place.




   




  François-René de Chateaubriand, « Lettre sur le paysage en peinture » [Letter about the landscape in painting] (1795),


  extract from Œuvres complètes 


  [Complete Works], XXII, Paris, Ladvocat, 1830




   




   




  For a long time at the bottom of the hierarchy of the different genres established by academic teaching, which places at its fore History painting together with other noble subjects, the art of the landscape has nethertheless been – and always has been – in favour with the public and with artists during certain privileged moments (suffice to mention the XIXth century and the painters in the open air1), to such an extent that the latter make us nearly forget that since the Renaissance, some among the greatest (Albrecht Dürer, Peter Brueghel the Elder…) have risen to the challenge with humility. In the present, art history has devoted many studies to it, or at least integrated it into a wider ranging analysis, while other university disciplines, such as literature, continue to reflect on the inexhaustible themes covering the words landscape and nature in all their forms. The increase in research work around the concepts of nature, landscape and space among philosophers, sociologists, anthropologists and, of course, historians, geographers and urbanists leads us to think that this is more than a phenomenon of « fashion ». The importance of ecology2 in social debate and relevance of what is at stake on a world scale cannot be the result of a simple infatuation by the public but must be considered as a general evolution of the world, of humanity and of attitudes. For these reasons, and also as a result of the interdisciplinary nature of our research group CRISES (Interdisciplinary centre of research in human and social sciences of Montpellier), we wanted to bring together the work of European researchers (Finnish, French, Italians, Norwegians) from different disciplines. It is with pleasure, that the result of our transnational undertaking, The Internationalisation of Landscape Art. Then and Now, has come to fruition bringing together previously unpublished works in relation to the landscape (incidentally, text IX, by Anna-Eva Bergman is, thanks to our book, now available in the language of Shakespeare), orientated both toward a revival of the past and a future in the making.




  In 2013, in Montpellier, we created within the CRISES laboratory a research group entitled « The Landscape Workshop » (L’Atelier du Paysage), a title that might be seen as an oxymoron. In reality, landscape painting was often undertaken in the studio, using studies made of the subject « from nature » but also from engravings which continued to constitute a large proportion of the painter’s works. Thus a constant coming and going between the open air and the studio. The importance of certain texts whether literary, poetical, philosophical, religious, or tales of travelers contributed to the development of the painted landscape. In more recent times, photography has come to play an important part of the preparation of creative work in the studio. Later on, we will present in this collection the case of the female painter Anna-Eva Bergman and her note books of her voyage to the Northern Cape, and the photographs that led her to abstract composition (texts IX and X). It is truly a process of tension and fusion that develops into a landscape in painting and in the graphic arts. Our approach, from the beginning, was to cover as large a field as possible.




  This work brings together fourteen texts, largely the product of three international seminars, which were held successively in Antibes (the Foundation Hartung-Bergman, September 2014), in Rome (the Norwegian Institute, March 2017) and in Oslo (Ekebergparken, June 2019). It is also the result of more informal encounters, if regular, between specialists whose subject is, or was at the time, the landscape, nature, and more generally an understanding of the treatment of space, inhabited or not, modified or not by the presence or the actions of man. Not all the contributors are Art historians and even, among the latter, not all specialise in the landscape genre. But each, with his or her point of view and specialised competences, has provided an insight either regarding an artist (Frode Ernst Haverkamp on Hans Gude), or a larger movement (Nils Ohlsen on Nordic landscape painting from the start of the XIXth century). Others have painted a wider picture over time retracing the changes in an urban landscape over two millenniums (Simo Örmä and the Villa Lante in Rome) or even presenting a historiographic and epistemological analysis of the Bronze Age in Scandinavia (Christopher Prescott). The multiplicity of meetings and voyages that were necessary and the variety and richness of the content would not have been possible without the support of several institutions. Firstly we should mention the CRISES research unit, to which we are affiliated, and particularly Professor Jean-François Thomas, who, from the start, has shown a deep interest in our work and has followed us with benevolence. Our thanks go particularly to the Hartung-Bergman Foundation at Antibes (Thomas Schlesser, its Director, and also Christine Lamothe, responsible for the verification and authentification of the works of Anna-Eva Bergman) who welcomed us and have freely made available documents and photographs of her works of great quality. We should also like to thank the Norwegian Institute in Rome (attached to the University of Oslo, UiO), and personally the Director of the Institute, Christopher Prescott, the Administrative Director (Anne Nicolaysen) without forgetting the staff of the library (Manuella Michelloni), Mr Simo Örmä, curator and librarian at the Finnish Institute in Rome (Villa Lante), also the Tromsø Arctic-Alpine Botanic Garden, where we discovered its treasures and rare collections thanks to its Director, Professor Arve Elvebakk, of the Arctic University of Norway (UiT).




  During our meetings and conversations, different disciplines regularly crossed paths, and even, the scope of the periods considered (from prehistory to the modern day) has forced us to adopt a broad vision of our subject. For this reason we have opted for the notion of « internationalisation » in our approach to the art of the landscape in the Occident. The painted landscape in the west, which was really born during the Renaissance, has already been examined in several works3 but we have expanded our viewpoint beyond the modern and current periods and beyond our closest frontiers, going from southern to northern Europe (from the Mediterranean Sea to the Arctic circle, via the English Channel and the Baltic Sea), even if we have not considered the countries of the Orient and the Far East, nor the continents of Africa and America. The meeting of various disciplines linked to the subject of the landscape is a speciality in itself. Space, whether urban and well defined, as in the case of the town or the garden, or natural and infinite as the sea or the horizon, is understood in relation to human presence, whether active (movement within space, its conquest, the exploitation of the soil, the arrangement of a pleasure garden, the construction of a house…) or the opposite observational, meditational, reflective, poetic, hedonistic…




  « I “must” see: this order immediately expresses everything »4. The landscape, in the ordinary sense of the term, is defined in relation to the human being and the vision this gives of himself, the knowledge that he has (through empirical experience or through his culture), the point of view that he holds, the reflection of meditation that it incites: « We cannot “see”, it would seem, that which has already been seen, that is to say told, drawn, painted, measured »5. The landscape is the supreme cultural object, based on the interaction of knowledge and being anchored over a long time span. The involvement of different researchers is natural, just like their different geographical origins.




  Cosmopolitan among the genres, the landscape bloomed in Rome around 1600 taking its « modern » form that we all know: the representation of a natural site, and occasionally an urban scene. The studio of the brothers Mathijs and Paul Bril, artists from Antwerp who worked for private clients but also for the Catholic Church, would be a crucible of reciprocal influences between artists from Northern Europe and Italy. The landscapes of the tower of the winds (the Gregorian tower) in the Vatican are often considered as seminal works in an art appealing to the senses and calling upon the imagination. In the Netherlands, in the following decades, the art of the landscape moves in two directions: the one called « Italianate » strongly influenced by the culture of Antiquity or « classicism », idealist, and inevitably tainted by Mediterranean influence. The other, called « autochthon » which represented the countryside of Holland with an appreciation of reality, taken sometimes from surprising sources of inspiration: Jacob van Ruisdael, often considered as the greatest Dutch landscape artist of his time, was himself influenced by a now lesser known painter, Allart van Everdingen, who during his lifetime, drew much of his reputation from landscapes inspired by Scandinavia in which the savage appearance of nature and the unchained elements had entered his spirit in an irrevocable way. Even when Ruisdael depicts calm villages, forests and rivers supposedly in his homeland, he reproduces them with a lyricism of his own steeped with imagination from the Far North.




  Later on, in the XIXth century, landscape painting gave a brilliant show of eclecticism in the cosmopolitan world of the German Academies (Berlin, Dresden and Munich taught this genre), but above all it was Düsseldorf, from 1860 onwards, that would give rise to a generation of German and Norwegian painters who would paint nature that was both realist and dreamlike (and also romantic, a value never out of fashion) drawing on the older sources of the Dutch masters of the XIXth century mentioned above.




  The contemporary period (XXth and XXIst centuries) is of no less importance, dare we say from now on « to the landscape(s) », of which the most audacious form in relation to easel paintings, engravings or drawing6 – in a context that takes into account ecology and its quest for harmony between nature and culture –, is perhaps that of « sculpture landscapes »7. In 2020, there are around a hundred « sculpture parks » throughout Europe. For today the « taste for nature » tends squarely towards the mixing of art and life8. The landscape built from sculptures spread about the place incites the discovery of a particular site whilst wandering, and pausing. It is a modern participative approach, which brings together the landscape, ecology and culture of the time in which we live. The latest example is Artipelag (neologism combining art and a holiday resort invented from the Swedish word arkipelag [in English archipelago]), a centre for contemporary art opened in 20129. Situated on the island of Värmdö, in Sweden, Artipelag was created by Björn and Lillemor Jakobson, founders in 1961 of BabyBjörn, one of the best selling baby products in the world. Passionate about culture, ecology and well being, the goal of the couple was to build an international centre for art in the Stockholm archipelago, an ecosystem unique in Europe, kept secret in reality by a few privileged islanders. Situated only twenty kilometers from the city centre of the Swedish capital, Artipelag is surrounded by fauna and flora protected in the middle of 22 hectares. Access is easy by bus, car or by a « vintage » steam boat. On arrival a great surprise: a vast but discrete horizontal building of more than 10,000 m2, conceived by the Swedish architect Johan Nyrén, perfectly respecting the environment with its planted green roof. A good incarnation of the art of living with the landscape, Artipelag maintains (among others) a permanent collection of sculptures distributed in the open air and down to the water’s edge. The works of international sculptors Berlinde De Bruyckere, Joel Fischer, Per Kirkeby, Jaume Plensa and Lars Nilsson, sit beside those of female sculptors living in Sweden (equality is mandatory, another sign of democracy): Klara Kristalova, Maria Miesenberger and Ulrika Sparre.




  The question of vocabulary relating to the landscape does not cease to evolve and follows the development of society from perspectives yet under estimated. The authors of the present work have striven to decrypt what is at stake and the debates both ancient and modern through an historical review of the mass of information that is available today on the polymorphic notion of the landscape. The finished result is a work that aims to overlap the approaches and the works, the concepts and the periods, the disciplines and the countries, the subjects and the patterns, with the goal of presenting new insights and bringing forward new avenues of research. The chronological approach on which this is based hopefully brings an understanding of the extent of successive changes that, before and after Christianisation, affected the perception, the appropriation, the experience of the everyday and the representation of the landscape, while including it in the debates and hierarchies, so as to position and conserve it. Each essay presents a study based on a specific case, chosen for its particular significance. For educational purposes, each essay is completed with bibliographical notes to enhance the reader’s understanding. Through its conception, The Internationalisation of Landscape Art. Then and now is the natural continuation of our previous work published by L’Harmattan in 2018: Entre Paysage et territoire. Représentations de l’espace et manifestations du pouvoir10.




  The diversity of disciplines and approaches proposed in the contents to this book does not inevitably mean they are unconnected. We have just established the relationship between the landscape and mankind, and the role of the latter might be seen as the guiding principle throughout the research that we have undertaken. One cannot exist without the other. From this fact comes the organisation of the text into three sections.




  The first, titled « The Human Being and his Environment » concentrates on the interface between man and nature as seen in the displacement of population in the Far North during the Bronze Age (Christopher Prescott) and equally in a recent project: the Tromsø Arctic-Alpine Botanic Garden an example of the process of creative transformation through the setting out of new terraces, hillocks and even crevasses, aiming to imitate natural conditions for the development of certain species (Arve Elvebakk). It is the relation between man and the urban realm which is brought into the light with the actors and tumblers occupying the city of Rome in the XVIIth century to produce their shows, while mixing together social classes (aristocrats, manual workers, beggars). The manner in which the actors represent scenes of everyday life is instructive, revealing the society and its time (Natalia Gozzano). Painters used all the tricks of stage design (sliding wings, rotating panels…), all processes of an art practiced indoors but transposed to an open space. There is of course, interpretation of what is reproduced, which proves, again, that what is seen is never neutral, no more than its interpretation through an image. Another example of the action of man on the environment is illustrated by the representation of smoke and pollution by Frits Thaulow (Øystein Sjåstad) in his urban landscapes which was an originality in itself, « natural » subjects, whether real or imaginary, were very much more common.




  In our second section (« The Experience of the Imaginary »), in opposition to the first, where man intervenes in his environment, the relationship to the landscape is expressed more through the intellectualisation of the subject, often through the identification of the viewer with the figures who are rarely absent11, whether in a realistic rendering of a natural site or cityscape or in a composition from the artist’s imagination. The first landscapes of the Renaissance already appealed to the imaginary. They took their formal inspiration from the map of the world, as was demonstrated early on by the British art historian Kenneth Clark12; similarly, they allowed the viewer to « travel » in unknown countries, far away, exotic and sometimes strange or hostile. This call to the imaginary would survive throughout the centuries and partially explain the continued success of this type of painting. Dutch landscapes in the XVIIth century were not only much sought after but sold for high prices, especially when of exotic countries, as Brazil by Frans Post, or at the other extreme the savage nature of Scandinavia by Everdingen (Françoise Pellicer). From the start of the modern period, travel, fixed in the mind by tales, maps, sketches and undertaken either alone, with other artists or by an artist in the company of an intellectual13, would not only constitute a reference in visual culture but also form the basis through which the imagination of the painter and thus the spectator could operate (texts on Hans Gude by Ernst Frode Haverkamp, and on Anna-Eva Bergman, by herself and by Emmanuelle Delapierre). By contrast, the confined and organised space of a garden might be thought of as a setting where imagination has no place. This would be a misunderstanding of the links between the pleasure garden and literature, poetry, and painting itself. In addition, when its origins can be traced back to Antiquity, as is the case of the Villa Lante (Simo Örmä), today engulfed by the agglomeration of Rome, the tribulations imposed by history might wake the imagination when linked to a partial knowledge of its past14.




  Finally, the third section is dedicated to « Spaces and Artistic Confrontations » through subjects that are uncommon, or even new: in the art of the landscape as in others, the works originate from apprenticeships, filiations, influences, copying, rivalries and confrontations all of which may reveal many surprises. Groups of artists found themselves brought together in special places as a result of them being « picturesque », as in the Côte d’Opale in Northern France, which was very cosmopolitan at the end of the XIXth and beginning of the XXth century (Annie Scottez-De Wambrechies) or by their role as a melting pot, as in Paris (Frank Claustrat, with regard to the landscape painter Edvard Diriks, contemporary of Matisse, and working in France for over twenty years), were the source for the flowering of important personalities or movements to be rediscovered. Confrontations are also to be found in the sculpture garden (Louis Gevart), where the statues play a part in the conception of the space itself or subject the visitor to potential of the place, as in the park Frogner (Frognerparken) in Oslo, dedicated to the sculptor Gustav Vigeland, through the art of propaganda without giving it a name.




  To read and reflect on the texts which speak of the landscape and of nature, and to examine the paintings and the photographs during the period of confinement caused by Covid-19, was a particular experience. A situation perhaps paradoxical, frustrating, waking a nostalgia for open spaces, memories of holidays and freedom, but bringing also calm and hope through the promise of « somewhere else », it was an opportunity to put things into perspective. To see one’s universe limited to a place more or less confined leaves the individual alone to confront the finality of their being and of their existence but able, more than ever, to move towards an infinity which is part of their being because they are more than just a body enclosed between four walls. Meditation, imagination, dreams, contemplation of Beauty…




  May these texts and these works bring to the reader material for reflection, as well as the aesthetic pleasure that has long ago been called « delight ».




  This collection is the result of a collegiate undertaking between the co-authors but also with the precious help of our two main translators, Bieke Van Kamp and Christopher Deeks, particularly attentive to the educational character that we wished to bestow on a book intended for a wider international public. Without their participation, this book would not have been possible. Equally, the setting out of the final text and the images was facilitated by Marc Cholvy, always available to answer questions relating to data processing and the reproduction of high quality illustrations, essential to any work on the history of art. That all might be warmly thanked. In fine, our gratitude goes particularly to our editor.
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  THE HUMAN BEING


  AND HIS ENVIRONMENT




  I. Interpreting Bronze Age Landscapes in Norway – from National Primordialism to Human Ecology




  Christopher Prescott




   




   




  Die Menschen machen ihre eigene Geschichte, aber sie machen sie nicht aus freien Stücken, nicht unter selbstgewählten, sondern unter unmittelbar vorgefundenen, gegebenen und überlieferten Umständen. Die Tradition aller toten Geschlechter lastet wie ein Alp auf dem Gehirne der Lebenden. (…) Die Totenerweckung in jenen Revolutionen diente also dazu, die neuen Kämpfe zu verherrlichen, nicht die alten zu parodieren, die gegebene Aufgabe in der Phantasie zu übertreiben, nicht vor ihrer Lösung in der Wirklichkeit zurückzuflüchten, den Geist der Revolution wiederzufinden, nicht ihr Gespenst wieder umgehen zu machen.




  Karl Marx15




   




  (“Man makes his own history, but does not make it of his own free will, not through his own choices, instead it is imposed by immediately


  encountered, predetermined, and handed-down circumstances.


  The traditions of deceased generations weigh like the Alps on the minds of the living. […] The conjuring up the dead in these revolutions serves thus to glorify the new struggles, and not to parody the old, in dreams


  to exaggerate the tasks that once were at hand, not to flee from


  their solutions in real life, to rediscover the spirit of revolution,


  not let its ghost haunt us.”)16




   




   




  The Bronze Age and the industrial world seem far apart, and exploring relations to the landscapes of these periods might seem contrived. However, as has been pointed out since Marx, our understanding of the past is formed by the present, the present is shaped by the past, and perceptions of the past are used in agendas of the present. The present article explores these ideas in the context of the Bronze Age, and perceptions of people, culture and landscape in Norwegian narratives of the past.




  The issues addressed in the study of prehistory, the materials, methods, and theories constitute research into the past. However, the social context of the researcher influences, even determines, the premises and approaches we choose, the questions we ask and observations we make. Conceptual streams permeate the society and thinking in which research into prehistory is produced17 18 19. Early archaeology had an ethnic and national background, and though seldom explicitly expressed today (with the exception of addressing indigenous contexts), the references to identity and heritage often have connotations of ethnic or national agendas. In Scandinavia, archaeology and disciplines like history and ethnology had strong ties to projects of state consolidation and nation building. Archaeology was very much part of the project of creating the Norwegian national state20.




  These layers of socio-ideological presuppositions also permeate Bronze Age studies and landscape archaeology. A premise in most of European archaeology springs out of the evolutionary typology, and a priori views of the Bronze Age as a shift in historical direction. In Norway, the idea of a marginal environment in a European periphery, the combination of exceptional natural conditions and traditional adaptive strategies merges with evolving ecological thinking and cultural primordialism21 22. Ecology recognises the material constraint and potential of the environment, primordialism appeals to a metaphysical idea of co-determinated human biology, culture and the landscape.




  A central element of collective modern action, whether state consolidation, indigenous liberation or group conflicts, is the promotion of internal cohesion with reference to identifiable traits (for the actors) that signal inclusion and exclusion. To naturalize identity and create shared referential pride, a historical and mythical dimension is essential. The landscape and material expressions in the landscape are powerful tools that can appear to support claims of time-depth and authenticity, objectively. Still, narrations based on material heritage are plastic, while concepts of authenticity are readily misguided23. From the Classical epoch’s reference to the Trojan wars until the present, the noble peoples and their heroic leaders of the past are important mythological references. Traditionally, myths evolve around transcendental concepts of People (“blood”), Culture (“spirit”, “tradition”) and Landscape (“the land”, “nature”). The outcome is ethnic identity – “us” opposed to “them”24. Usually, the above factors interweave to create a determinative fabric, a narrative of deep, inter-dependent co-evolution and a notion of metaphysical unity. This primordial and essentialist meta-narrative readily permeates popular historical narratives and cultural endeavours, as well as explicit self-representations and political rhetoric.




  This is also the case in Norway. A humorous version, formulated by Odd Børretzen in The First Norwegian25 from 1968 runs like this:




  Scandinavia was covered with up to several hundred meters layer of ice. The First Norwegian lived a hard life with his tribe near the edge of the ice some place south of Jutland. In the cold winds from the ice he walked about in a foggy haze of sniffles and melancholy. The ice slowly started to melt… the climate finally starts to get halfway decent where the First Norwegian lived… One would think that he would turn his head ecstatically towards the sun, which he hasn’t seen through the frosty fog for the last 200000 years… But no…. As soon as the first Norwegian notices that things aren’t what they were…. he packed up his children and women and desperately ran after the ice… And even if we don’t know what he looked like, exactly, we can see him on the street daily. We just have to look in the mirror.




  Anders Behring Breivik, the perpetrator of the 2011 massacres in Oslo and Utøya made a tragic use of the narrative during his trial in April 2012:




  Our forefathers have lived in this country for 12000 years, and we who are Norway’s indigenous people do not accept that our country is colonized against our will.26




  Both of the above echo established, if often implicitly expressed, narratives in academic thought. For some events of the past, and within variable theoretical schools, there has been some application of migration concepts. Still, the fundamental narrative about the ancestors of contemporary Norwegians moving in after deglaciation and developing a unique spirit and culture determined by the land and nature is found in academic work. An example is the version of early Norwegian history argued by Peder A. Munch in the mid-19th century27, which held that history should be a study of the continuity of people in the nation. Later and contemporary archaeological narratives28 29 often implicitly contain formulations30 31 that are built on a similar rationale.




  In the early 1900’s, archaeology in Norway expanded, and there was methodological and theoretical progress. Two culture-historical agendas crystallised. They both sought to integrate perceptions of the nation and ethnicity (primarily the Germanic). Two notable articulations are found in chapters about the Bronze Age in books about Norwegian prehistory published by two prominent archaeologists in 1925. Anton W. Brøgger (professor in Oslo) and his book Det norske folk i oldtiden32 (The Norwegian people in antiquity) emphasised the unique, continuous character of culture and people formed in Europe’s northern periphery under the influence of a demanding landscape.




  It is undeniable that the hunting culture … dominated in ancient times, and that it is the source of the fundamental character of our culture and the unique nature of our people… this is not in opposition to the farming culture, instead they intertwine like strands in a rope. This strange continuity… has its background in the nature of the country itself.33




  Brøgger’s argument was that though major innovations were adopted from abroad, Norway was beyond the impact of European migrations. Any newcomers were by necessity moulded by the land and absorbed into the cultural character. To understand the past, he argued, the typology of weapons and jewellery represented only superficial change among the upper echelons of society. It was unessential compared with the slowly evolving culture of production that adapted to a stable, but harsh environment. The landscape, material culture and mentality that ensued was unique and stable through the millennia, only gradually changing in response to refinement of production techniques.




  Håkon Shetelig (professor in Bergen) wrote Norges forhistorie; problemer og resultater i norsk arkæologi34. He argued that though Norway, on margins of Europe, was a poor country in the Bronze Age, the expression of artefacts, monuments, rock art and life-style indicated a qualitative Bronze Age like that of the rest of southern Scandinavia. He concluded:




  […] We have testimony of the potent wave of culture from the Mediterranean countries that shaped living conditions and society even under the impoverished conditions in Europe’s northernmost country. Our country has its part in the antiquity’s early blossoming, which is contemporaneous with Egypt’s age of power and Mycenaean Greece.35




  Shetelig’s and Brøgger’s books were both concerned with national agendas; Shetelig argued that Norway was fully part of European civilization; Brøgger argued that the environment and history created a unique culture36. In Bauman’s terms, Shetelig argued Norway as part of the “normal”, Brøgger as part of an “other”37.




  Although ostensibly abandoning national agendas, modernist, neo-positivist “processual” archaeology argued the same long co-evolution. While older attitudes were engendered from an ethno-national agenda, attitudes of the post-1960s were probably generated from multiple sources. There was a theoretical perspective: abandonment of diffusionism and ex oriente lux (the premise that major innovations were made in the Eastern Mediterranean and diffused towards the northwest) in favour of an evolutionary perspective that alluded to ecological and social factors as driving forces, universal in their nature, playing out in a given area. A local negation of ex oriente lux was the detachment of Norway from southern Scandinavia as the referential source of progress and gate to continental impulses for the whole Nordic region. Instead, innovations were seen as local, and indeed, the direction of diffusion in some instances could go from north to south. This was, ironically, originally argued by Kossina in Die Herkunft der Germanen from 191138 (and later by Åberg 194939 in Sweden).




  Premises held in archaeology from the 1970s echo both Shetelig and Brøgger, but within the archaeological schools of neo-positivism and post-processual archaeology, consensus tipped towards Brøgger’s position. Though methodologically determined by the advent of radiocarbon and broader theoretical arguments concerned with social forces and ecology, the archaeological arguments in Norway reflect the national politics of the era; Norway as a place with an autonomous and unique culture and people due to geography, environment and history.




  Norway held referendums in 1972 and 1994 concerning membership in the EU, and twice rejected entry. The arguments adopted in the political campaigns pretty much followed lines embraced in archaeology – perhaps with an emphasis on a narrative of the down-to-earth Norwegian underdog pitted against the multinational and technocratic EU. Though archaeology figured little in the polemics, there were some interesting visual representations. In the 1992 “No” campaign, a flyer pictured a single fisherman at the bow of his boat, juxtaposed with a Bronze Age rock boat carving (I-Fig. 1). The flyer communicated deep history and historical continuity, the down-to-earth fishermen in no-nonsense natural conditions. The flyer also inadvertently demonstrates the inaccuracies of national and historical myths. Though probably intended to convey deep ties to the sea and traditions of technology, the use of symbols was misguided. Representations of the Bronze Age boat are best understood as a symbol of European networks, Bronze Age warrior elites, and the establishment of Indo-European ideology – i.e. a symbol of the Norwegian region’s incorporation into European Bronze Age world. If rock art symbols had any relevance, they were more in alignment with the pro-European side.




  The referential landscapes: the farm, the mountains and the sea




  The above demonstrates that through archaeology’s disciplinary history, robust primordialism is not only woven into the fabric of popular perceptions, but also research practice, interpretation and Holocene narratives. This storyline portrays people gradually learning and adapting to nature, resulting in a continuous cultural development and a unique trinity of landscape, people and culture. Through the ages, culture, people and landscape virtually constitute each other and become interchangeable as actors in historical narratives. Landscapes not only create humans and their culture, but the process of co-evolving through the millennium creates the landscape. Though readily translated into a form of deterministic ecology, the conceptualisation is more metaphysical than material.




  The peopled landscapes and the mythical perceptions of them are used symbolically in broader national romantic representations as well as the narratives of cultural history. The referential landscapes can be broken down into the farm (e.g. Johan Christian Dahl’s Gård i Ytre Kroken, I-Fig. 2), the upland pastoral summer farm (e.g. Knut Bergslien’s En aften ved Sæteren, I-Fig. 3) and the maritime (Johan Christian Dahl Skipbrudd, I-Fig. 4). All the landscapes, people and constructions explicate an earnestness, a robust spirit and the hard work essential to survive in a precarious landscape ever on the verge of raw nature. In historical terms, narratives and portrayals tell of drama and determination, but also how people, through the moral virtue of their work have transformed landscapes to create their life and culture. There is a paradox in both visual and narrative presentations; toil transforms the lands, creates culture and forms life, at the same time, they are all timeless.




  Though the maritime, agrarian and mountain landscapes represent separate elements, they also intermesh, representing similar fundamental values. The concept of the farm is an expression of the agrarian culture, that even among today’s urban population is part of identity myths, and is a (if not the) central theme in cultural history. The upland summer farm is a reference to nature, or the interface between nature and culture. The sea is a reference to travel, contact and heroism.




  A significant element in understanding the concepts of landscape, as well as its portrayal and use, are perceptions of its history. By extension, the latter is an appeal to authenticity, and justification through reference to materialised tradition and nature. In one sense, history is the study of diachronic developments. Time is an essential component; history is the study of the past. Another approach is to see history as weighing on the present40 41, but also a result of the present, i.e. narratives serving and telling about the present42 43 44. When there is a degree of match between what happened in history, contemporary perceptions of the past and materialised expression, it can be most effective, whether in generating valid narratives or political rhetoric45. When the chasm between narrative and history arise “a rupture occurs”46.




  It is perhaps unfair to hold mythological narratives up against scientific knowledge. Still, in the following this is done to better understand the past and the present. The landscapes of the Bronze Age and the politics of the present are not separated by an insurmountable abyss of time – intellectually there is a flow between them.




  The agrarian landscape and the Bronze Age




  There are trends discernible in recent and contemporary archaeology47 seen in the premises of specialist studies, but especially in books and overviews for the public. Though most narratives concede that things happened in prehistory, like the introduction of agriculture, an element of a transcendental continuity is still projected. Changes are portrayed as slow developments, while landscape and environment are seen as moderately constant backgrounds for human action48. Numerous quaternary studies routinely map changes in vegetation cover, climate induced parameters or seashore displacement. Charting these changes is complicated, but they are increasingly referred to in studies concerning humans. Explaining the dynamics of interworking natural process and forces with the impact of humans – and the variable lines of feedback to both the natural environment and the human actors – over time is a major undertaking49 50.




  In a research historical perspective, pre-1970’s culture-historical narratives were vague on the “introduction of agriculture” in the Neolithic51, and jumped over issues concerning environmental dynamics, social process and events by appealing to migration and ethnicity. As of the 1970’s the agriculture narrative emphasised the amorphous “introduction of agriculture”, but not the farm as a physical and social institution. The farm as an institution – with inherent connotations of spatial organisation, environmental impact, economy and architecture – was assumed to evolve later, in the Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age. Agro-pastoral practices were seen to have grown out of hunter-gatherer society, if under some external influence (the species themselves are non-native) – i.e. the cycles of movements of herdsmen were seen as pre-adapted from more or less nomadic hunter-gatherers of the pre-Neolithic era. In the first centuries and millennia of agro-pastoralism, the economy was still based on hunting and gathering, but with small-scale agro-pastoral experimentation. Thus, the metaphysical people-culture-landscape trinity evolving through time was upheld.




  The narrative of a long agricultural adaptation among hunter-gatherers through the Early and Middle Neolithic (3950-2350 BC) always had a weak empirical and theoretical foundation, but with the advent of new radiometric dating techniques it was demonstrated that there were virtually no seeds or bones of domesticated species attributable to this period. Then, with the transition to the Late Neolithic52 around 2400-2350 BC cereal, cattle, sheep and goats are ubiquitous – and farmhouses appear. The package is arguably associated with immigration53 – i.e. historical events in short timespan.




  To a certain degree, “traditionalist” arguments of mobile agriculture even in the Bronze Age sprung out of the empirical nature of archaeology, and an appraisal of the data: until the late 1980s to early 1990s, it was held that actual pre-Iron Age farmhouses were lacking. The explanation was either that there were no farmhouses, i.e. agro-pastoral settlements shifted or were mobile, or that the ancient farm settlements had been located where recent farms are found (and hence covered or destroyed). Discussions mostly avoided critical theoretical issues concerning models for sustaining a broad-based agro-pastoral economy without farm settlements and exaggerated applications of nomadism. However, it is more difficult to understand why farmhouse structures already uncovered in the 1950’ did not strongly influence discourse and practices.




  The first set of pre-Iron Age farmhouses in Scandinavia were discovered in 1952 by Egil Bakka54 55 at the Stokset farm in Sande in Sunnmøre, Norway. Under the Holerøysa gravemound located on the farm, Bakka found three phases of Late Neolithic to Early Bronze Age dual-aisled longhouses, established 2200-2000 BC. Seen as imprints of postholes, ditches and pits in the sub-soil, the houses were well preserved. Initially, one would assume that Bakka’s finds would have provided archaeology with the incentive and methodological input necessary to identify agricultural settlements, and thus spur a thrust within settlement archaeology. Instead, the find remained isolated and enigmatic. Explanations might be found in representativeness – the finds long remained a one-off. They were also at odds with the predominant evolutionary tale of humans with a nomadic culture gradually adapting to a moderately stable landscape. Finally and perhaps most-importantly, a location in mid-Norway a priori excluded any greater referential value to the greater Scandinavian region – for Bronze Age discourse it was too peripheral. Could political and theoretical preconceptions – the trinity of co-evolving people, landscape and culture – have over-steered evidence?




  It was not until Carl Becker’s projects in the early 1960s56 in Denmark, and the work of Trond Løken at Forsand in Rogaland, Norway in the 1980’s57 that soil removal was systematically applied to find post-supported longhouses. These were gradually acknowledged as the common architecture from the Late Neolithic, through the Bronze Age and Iron Age. Longhouses entered the archaeological repertoire as standard Late Neolithic and Bronze Age features – but in a Norwegian context it was still not common to denote them as farmhouses.




  A range of data and analyses (hundreds of longhouses, finds of fields, biological materials and archaeological finds) demonstrate that the institution of the farm was introduced with the transition to the Late Neolithic 1 (between 2400-2350 BC). The farm did not evolve out of a slow process of Neolithication, but was rapidly introduced with external influences, probably from the north-western region of the Bell Beaker Culture58. Some form of migration was involved. With the introduction of the farm, novel forms of spatial relations involving people and landscapes were implemented in the Late Neolithic and evolved through the Bronze Age. These include the longhouse as a permanent space of habitation and production, large-scale forest clearance, permanent fields, use of outlying wetlands, forests and uplands for pasturing and a division of rituals, productive and domestic activities in the landscape59. In terms of the history of culture, the above demonstrates that agrarian landscapes are rooted in the third millennium. The continuous “primordialism model” cannot be applied. Though there was a certain methodological and theoretical resistance, empirical evidence overcame this resistance – in research.




  Upland landscapes and pastoral transhumance




  Much of the Scandinavian Peninsula is uplands, and mountains dominate the topography of Norway. In folk tales and later romantic portrayals with the rise of an urban middle class, the mountains are readily perceived and portrayed as authentic, wild nature. The climate generally only permits seasonal settlement, and today there are expanses of treeless upland plateaus, rugged peaks, glaciers, river valleys and reindeer. There is a historical, romantic perception of this landscape shaping a rugged population that hunted, had summer pasturing and moved through wilderness areas outside of the reach of society.




  This perception of remoteness of the mountain landscapes generated ideas of a primordial nature. Before the 1960’s, fragmentary archaeology and contemporary perceptions readily conflated natural wilderness to populations deemed to represent another development than that of the lowlands. This other population was readily labelled as Sami or as some now vanished hunter-gatherer groups – or a mix of the two60. These hunter-gatherer inlanders have been attributed central roles, if half-heartedly, in a script that was driven by concepts of slow development instead of abrupt external influence. In 1947, Bjørn Hougen61 suggested that inland hunter-gatherers initially adopted seasonal pastoral transhumance, which then paved the way for agriculture throughout the region. The structure of the argument is that the mobile hunter-gatherers seasonally move into the inland, transhumance is mobile, so inland hunter-gatherers were prepared to accept domesticated animals. They are attributed with creating the institution of transhumant summer farming, and thus opened the gate for the introduction of agriculture. In the 1970’s, A. B. Johansen62 proposed that around the start of the Iron Age, an inland hunter-gatherer population separate from coastal farmers developed upland iron resources through their own technology.




  Variants of these studies circulated until the 1980s, and as with the story of the farm was this ethno-national narrative was resilient to contradiction. Important research was conducted in the 1940s on the central Norwegian mountain plateau, at Sumtangen, Hardangervidda63, though the implications of this research had little academic or popular impact. Culture historical research in the uplands massively expanded in the wake of post-war hydroelectric development64 65. Since the 1950’s, a tremendous interdisciplinary material has been assembled, and has influenced four interconnected fields of inquiry: natural environment, cultural marginality, ethnicity and transhumance.




  The collaboration between ecological sciences like geology, zoology and palynology makes it clear that the landscape – shifting landforms, vegetation covers and fauna – is dynamic. Humans have been an active agent in the landscape since the first hunter-gathers arrived; affecting fauna through hunting, introducing fish and clearing vegetation66. Later episodes accelerated this impact with the incorporation of the uplands in intensive pastoral transhumance (from 2400 BC)67. From this time, there is continuous use of the uplands. Some environmental phases lead to an accelerated expansion of elements that create an open landscape: expanded bogs, anthropogenically suppressed treelines and upland pastures. Such phases include intensified grazing in the Late Bronze Age, a cooler and wetter climate into the Pre-Roman Iron Age, renewed pastoral expansion in later phases (e.g. Migration Period and Middle Ages), the modern period of deforestation due to dairy production and contemporary reforestation due to falling grazing pressure. In short, the contemporary upland “nature” is a result of strong human influences and actions that shaped the upland landscape from 2400 BC to the present.




  The cultural influence was not a result of local, isolated ethnic groups. The uplands were exploited from lower lying regions. From the transition to the Late Neolithic this is particularly dramatic, as the uplands are integrated into the Nordic sphere68. From then on, the southern and western uplands are part of the economic and cultural world, while easterly influences are felt to the north and east69.




  A referential upland institution for historical and contemporary narratives is the seasonal, transhumant summer farm or shieling (I-Fig. 5). In the historical epoch these served as nodal points for summer stock-keeping (usually run by women from a lowland farm and youths), staging grounds for hunting and fishing as well as stop-overs for people travelling in the mountains. It would seem that the roots of this institution were established in the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, not as an evolution of hunter-gatherers into herders, but as a result of the introduction of a full-fledged farm institution. Thus, the “primordial” idea of co-evolution of landscape, humans and culture out of post-glacial hunters is at best inaccurate. The upland landscape, the socio-economic institutions of exploitation and seasonal settlement are probably initiated by the Bell Beaker Culture’s expansion 2400-2350 BC.




  The Bronze Age seascape




  The sea has been important since the initial settlement of Scandinavia as a means of transportation and colonization, and a predictable source of food. The coastal zone was and is the primary focus of settlement. The sea has also held a central position in the region’s archaeological research, exemplified by the first interdisciplinary Kitchen Midden Commission charged with investigating a coastal Stone Age deposit in 1848, the longboat as a central element in rock art research, or single most important finds in Norwegian archaeology, the Viking ships.




  There are physical aspects of the sea that directly impact humans: changing sea levels affect the relationship between land and water, temperatures affect biological production, while changing currents have bearing on sailing routes. The sea is also dynamic in terms of how perceptions, use and its historical role change with human society. With the transition to a “Bronze Age society” in the Late Neolithic the use of the sea changes – from predominatly coastal movements to include long, open sea journeys on a regular basis70 71. The sea plays a major role in the spread and reproduction of Bronze Age societies as a medium for migration, warfare and trade in a tremendous amount of goods 72 73 74. To this end, there was either a development in boat technology 75 or the social institutions (kinship ties and alliances) that permitted extensive movements76 – or perhaps both?




  Although there are some basic practices and features of the sea that are continuous, the social and political – and possibly ethnic – context changes around 2400 BC, the role of the sea is transformed, and sea-land interface changes. As the sea is the most important means of long distance travel – which is extensive due to expanding trade, raiding and political networks throughout Europe. Controlling strategic points – bottlenecks, portages, harbours and sailing passages – and building and sailing seaworthy vessels is a source of political, economic and military power. Case studies from western Norway demonstrate the role of sea power based on controlling boats and key points along the sea-land interface. The importance of the sea, the military importance of seafaring and the incorporation of the sea into the social landscape is suggested by the building of large grave monuments along strategic points and sea-lanes. The masculine warrior ideal tied to – impressed on – this landscape is suggested by the predominance of male burials and indications of weapons in the graves77 78. A number of these graves contain shells and sand from the sea79, and apart from cup marks, longboats are the predominant motif on the Bronze Age rock art of Scandinavia – telling maritime stories, confirming the centricity of the sea, and celebrating the technologies necessary to exploit it. If social life is imposed to create the seascape, the sea is imposed on social geography. The sea and the boats embody society and are in that context “good to think” (to draw on Lévi-Strauss80). Bronze Age society creates a seascape – but the sea is entwined in the constitution of society.
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