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1. Introduction

1.1. A problem of the Iron Age archipelago and mainland

Places containing archaeological data defined as ‘sites” and the patterning of
these constitute a common basis for settlement archaeological research. In this
study, dealing with features in the archaeological record within a study area in
southwestern Finland, key elements are sites, spatial aggregation of sites as well
as the problem of sitelessness, viewed in a context of time and environment. The
main focus is on the settlement development on a big island — Kemionsaari (Sw.
Kimitoon), the name of which first appears in written sources in the form Kymitta
in 1325.!

Before more comprehensive research began in the mid-1980’s the archeological
data from Kemionsaari included Stone Age stray finds as well as a few Stone Age
settlement sites. The Bronze Age was represented by cairns and a few bronze
objects. With regard to the Iron Age, only a couple of stray finds were known from
the area and no settlement sites of the period had been found. Over the years more
Iron Age material has been revealed, but not in comparison with the surrounding
mainland areas. The amount of Iron Age remains on the island is still noticeably
small, when at the same time the amount of material related especially to the
Stone Age and (to a lesser degree) the Bronze Age has grown significantly. It is
the comparison of the archaeological data from Kemitnsaari and the nearby part
of the south-western Finnish archipelago with material from the mainland that
is the point of departure in this study. Explaining the causes for the difference
between the archipelago and mainland, particularly regarding the Iron Age, is the
main objective. Trying to reach this goal leads to a type of retrospective reasoning
that can be called reductive or (opposite to a prognosis approach) “postgnostic”
(Tabaczynski 1998: 54-55). The point is to find the (unknown) causes of phenomena
— in this case changing archaeological site patterns — which are believed to be the
(known) effects of those causes.

One aspect of the study is that of discontinuity, i.e. how to deal with discontinuities

of the archaeological record of a specific area. Within Finnish archaeology the issue

The document containing the name is included in a compilation of medieval texts,
Registrum Ecclesiae Aboensis. In the classic publication of the texts the name occurs in the
form “Kymittee” (Hausen 1890: 25), as in several later works dealing with place-names
(e.g. Pipping 1918: 63; Huldén 2001: 131). This seems to be correct if compared with the
published facsimile of the Registrum Ecclesiae Aboensis (1952: 252). Due to some reason
the name has also been presented in the form “Kymmitte” or “Kymmittae” (Pitkdnen
1985: 335-336; Suistoranta 1997: 27), which is evidently incorrect.
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of discontinuity has drawn attention especially regarding periods of the Iron Age,
the lack of archaeological data of which poses problems for archaeologists trying
to explain the settlement history of areas lacking finds. Such discussions have
concerned, for example, the Iron Age of the province of Uusimaa, the Late Iron Age
of Southern Ostrobothnia as well as that of the Aland Islands. Furthermore, Iron
Age finds and features are sparse in many parts of the interior areas of Finland as
well as northern Finland. From the perspective of Kemitnsaari, the most essential
equivalent is the archaeology and ideas of the general settlement development of
the south-western Finnish archipelago, an area where the explanation of the scarcity
of Iron Age archaeological finds is closely connected with issues of continuity and/
or discontinuity. One aim of the Kemionsaari study is to examine how continuities
appear within one region when examined in detail, contrasting material from an
area sparse in finds with material from an area characterized by a more affluent
pattern of archaeological data.

The difference in materials from Kemitnsaari when compared with the
mainland is a problem with two main dimensions: environment and time. If we
are simply looking at the Iron Age as a specific period in time, the difference could
be reduced only to a case of separate environments, as the archipelago seems to
be sparse in finds, while clusters of Iron Age remains occur on the mainland. Time
as a factor itself becomes important when we realize that this difference is not as
obvious regarding the Stone Age or the Bronze Age — or the Historical Period.
The difference in Iron Age materials is a result of changes in time that should be
viewed in a long-term perspective. This is why the study is based on archaeological
material concerning settlement from the Stone Age to the Historical Period. The
‘material” includes information from archives and from the literature as well as
from fieldwork within the study area. The material was collected over a long period
of time. The last fieldwork organized specifically for this study was conducted in
2002, but additions and updates have been added even after that. The list of sites
included in the study is presented in Appendix 1, which also contains references
concerning each site. A list of field reports according to municipalities has been
added after the list of literature. Included in the study (and referenced in Appendix
1) are about one hundred reported inspections, excavations etc. conducted or
supervised by the author.

Although the problem of change needs to be dealt with using a long-term
approach, the Early Iron Age is a period of special interest. Important changes in
site patterns are related in one way or another to this period. The Early Iron Age
— especially the Pre-Roman and Roman Iron Age transition — can be considered
as one important turning point in the development of southwestern Finnish

settlement. Because of the focus on this period of transition, the term ‘Early Iron
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Age’ will refer in the following to both the Pre-Roman Iron Age and the Roman
Period. The Pre-Roman Iron Age is, however, in several aspects a continuation of
the Bronze Age. Pre-Roman settlement sites still look a little like those of the Stone
Age or the Bronze Age, and cairns were built in a fashion somewhat similar to that
of the preceding period. Excavations in the area of Turku, rather close to the present
study area, have in fact indicated site continuity from the Late Neolithic or Early
Bronze Age Kiukainen Culture to the Pre-Roman Iron Age (Asplund 1997a; 1997b:
251-252). In these cases people actually lived on the same spot during the Early
Iron Age as during earlier periods. Some degree of connection between the location
of Bronze Age and Pre-Roman settlement can be noted also elsewhere, although
not always that clearly. In the Turku area the particularly obvious long-term site
continuity may have been the result of a stable period of local development due to
a topography where shore-displacement did not lead to significant changes of the
landscape during a long period of time (Pukkila 2005).

In evaluating settlement development in the archipelago area, it is interesting
that Pre-Roman sites have also been found on the island of Kemionsaari. These sites
are of special importance for this study. They have probably not been utilized during
preceding periods, but at least one can speak of an areal continuity of settlement
on the island from the Bronze Age to the Pre-Roman Iron Age. Regardless of this
continuity, however, the Early Iron Age seems to represent a period of transition.
During the following periods of the Iron Age AD, clusters of cemeteries appeared
in the big river valleys on the mainland coast, while traces of settlement in the
archipelago become sparse. The reasons for this development must have their roots
in the Early Iron Age or be due to long-term developmental factors that reached
a culmination point at this time. A common explanation is that it was changes in
subsistence strategies, especially the intensification of agriculture, which led to the
flourishing of some particular mainland areas.

As Iron Age stray finds are few and cemeteries of the types known from the
mainland are practically unknown in the archipelago, one question to ask is
whether the archipelago became deserted during the Iron Age. This question is
difficult to answer, as people might have lived in the archipelago without leaving
similar traces as on the mainland. According to one interpretation, the tradition of
building cairn graves prevailed in the archipelago when new burial customs were
introduced on the mainland. In some of the cairns in the archipelago Iron Age
artefacts have actually been found, and there are also cairns on such low elevations
that (due to changes in sea level) they cannot have been built before the Iron Age
(Tuovinen 1990a: 53-57, 61-62, 64, 67; 2000a: 25-28; 2002a; 2002b: 113-114). Other
factors that have been pointed out in support of the idea of continuous settlement
in the archipelago are the advantageous marine milieu and the diversity of natural
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resources, along with the scanty archaeological research conducted in the area
(Tuovinen 1990a: 65-66; 2000a: 23-24; 2002a: 42, 56, 261-262). Thinking in this way,
the archipelago can be regarded as a potential zone of settlement and interaction
between different groups of people, with an environment that provided a stable
subsistence and opportunities for the exchange of goods and ideas. The reason
why this is not reflected in the archaeological material is assumed to be due mainly
to the insignificant amount of fieldwork done, as well as to the different magnitude
of recent land-use in the archipelago compared to that of the mainland.

This view has been summarized in an important work on the Bronze Age and
Iron Age of the southwestern Finnish coastal area, Tapani Tuovinen’s (2002a)
dissertation on the burial cairns of the archipelago, the main interpretations of
which will be discussed more closely in the following chapters of this book.> The
conclusion reached by Tuovinen is that the continuation through the Iron Age of
the cairn ritual in the archipelago (while new grave rituals were introduced on
the mainland) represents a continuation in the archipelago of the inhabitation and
lifestyle of the Bronze Age, based on the versatile natural resources of the area
(including arable land). The mainland settlement developed an economy more
specialized on the raising of cattle and agriculture. Between these populations and
economic areas there may, according to Tuovinen (2002a: 275), have existed a barter
system for reducing risks due to agriculture; economic contacts may have had a
similar character as known from the Historical Period when islanders traded fish,
meat, eggs, butter and firewood with central settlement areas in exchange for grain,
salt, hemp, and iron. Furthermore, the islanders may have functioned as pilots on
ships in the waters of the archipelago difficult to navigate in; maybe this could
have increased in the 8" century when trade started to become market-based long-
distance activity (Tuovinen 2002a: 275-276).

The ideas presented by Tuovinen are convincing, in particular regarding the
existence of Iron Age cairns in the archipelago and the improbability of a lack of
habitation, but some interpretations may require further analysis. This is the case
at least concerning the basis for the interpretation of continuity. Identifying Iron
Age remains in the archipelago may not be enough, as most of the reliably dated
sites seem to represent either the very beginning or the very end of the Iron Age.
The possibility of discontinuities or changes in the intensity of activities, as well as
changes with regard to the roles and relative importance of different areas, cannot
be ruled out. It is also clear that the idea of sparse finds due to lack of investigations
is somewhat problematic, as the amount of research in the archipelago has increased

2 The title of Tuovinen’s (2002a) dissertation is “The Burial Cairns and the Landscape in

the Archipelago of Aboland, SW Finland, in the Bronze Age and the Iron Age”. The
book has been reviewed by Lavento (2003).
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considerably during the last decades. A better argument in favour of settlement
stability in the archipelago presented by Tuovinen (2002a: 256-258) is the principle
that an area should be considered as inhabited if such a notion is not challenged
by obvious evidence. This is a sound concept and one that is very difficult to prove
wrong. In other words, using this logic, it is a proposed settlement break or other
types of changes affecting the settlement in a negative way that should be explained
and evidenced, not settlement continuity.

From whatever angle one chooses to look at the question of settlement
development in the Kemidnsaari region, it is in any case apparent that development
in the mainland river valleys must have differed from that of the islands. The
prerequisites for Iron Age settlement existed in the archipelago, but still settlement
sites, cemeteries, and most other conclusive indications of permanent settlement after
the Pre-Roman Iron Age are found on the mainland and not in the archipelago. The
differences in archaeological materials between the mainland and the archipelago

are so obvious that they must reflect a fundamental change.

1.2. The study area

The core of the study area is the island of Kemionsaari — the third largest island
in Finland, covering a territory of 560 km?* Kemionsaari is thus smaller than the
biggest islands in the Baltic, but comparable with, for example, Bornholm. The
location and character of Kemitnsaari is quite different from all the other big
islands. The land mass is separated from the mainland by narrow sounds, making
Kemionsaari look like a large piece of the mainland drifting slightly away from the
coast (the reality is of course quite the opposite — land upheaval is slowly bringing
the island closer to the mainland). The topography and morphology of the island
is variegated, although dominated by a rocky surface and zones of rifts in the
bedrock. These large fractures are visible in the landscape as valleys of differing
width, nowadays often cultivated. The climate of the Kemionsaari area is one of
the most favourable in Finland. The annual mean temperature on the island (5.5°C)
is among the highest (Tikkanen & Westerholm 1992). Due to this, Kemionsaari is
within the area of the longest thermic period of tillage of the soil and the longest
thermic pasturing period in Finland (Aario 1960: 6).

The main part of Kemionsaari and the additional archipelago of smaller islands
belong to the municipalities Dragsfjard, Kemi6 (Sw. Kimito) and Vastanfjard. The
northernmost part of Kemitnsaari is nowadays part of the Halikko municipality. In
addition to the Kemionsaari material, comparative information for the investigation

has been gathered from twelve municipalities near Kemionsaari: Nauvo (Sw. Nagu)
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Fig. 1. The study area consists of 15 municipalities in the eastern part of the
province of Finland Proper in southwestern Finland. The main focus is on
the island of Kemionsaari, i.e. the municipalities of Dragsfjird, Kemio and
Viistanfjird. The historical division of provinces is indicated in the upper
part of the map.



and Parainen (Sw. Pargas) in the archipelago as well as Halikko, Kuusjoki, Muurla,
Paimio (Sw. Pemar), Perni6 (Sw. Bjirnd), Pertteli (Sw. St. Bertils), Piikkio (Sw. Pikis),
Salo (the former parish of Uskela), Sauvo (Sw. Sagu) and Sarkisalo (Sw. Finby) on
the mainland (Fig. 1). The total study area thus covers a land area of 3114 km?.

The distinction between a ‘mainland municipality” and one belonging to the
archipelago poses some problems. In the case of Sdrkisalo, for instance, half of the
territory is on the mainland while the other half consists of islands. One might
also question whether Kemi6 should actually be treated as a relevant part of the
archipelago. This, however, is not a major problem. The municipalities chosen
provide borders for the gathering of data and a starting point for analysis, while
the mainland/archipelago dichotomy concerning the present municipalities should
be understood merely as a way of presenting trends in the data. Some of the
comparisons are simply easiest to make at this level. In these cases the material
from the Kemidnsaari municipalities together with that from Nauvo and Parainen
will be contrasted with material from the rest of the comparative study area.

1.3. A short history of research of Kemidnsaari

Archaeological research of Kemionsaari began in the late 19" century. In 1871, H.
A. Reinholm conducted an excavation at Hogholmen in Hiittinen (Sw. Hitis) in the
southern part of the archipelago, and in 1886 Volter Hogman investigated Bronze
Age cairns in the Kemionsaari area. Hogman’s work was important; he gathered
information on a total of 120 archaeological remains, most of which were cairns,
and twelve of which he excavated (Tuovinen 2002a: 35-40).

In the 1920’s and 1930’s only some minor surveys and excursions were made in
the area as well as a rescue excavation of a cairn in Soderby in Kemio (c¢f. Tuovinen
2002a: 40). Later important excavations were carried out in 1938-39 on the medieval
chapel site at Kyrksundet in Hiittinen (Nordman 1940). An even more essential step
towards a general understanding of the prehistory of the area was the publication of
a synthesis of the archaeological material by Nils Cleve in 1942. The main emphasis
was on the Bronze Age (as the cairns of the area were regarded as belonging mainly
to this period). The Stone Age of the area was at that time known only in the form
of a couple of dozen stone artefacts and the Iron Age was represented by just a few
finds and observations (Cleve 1942: 4, 16-18). Soon after the publication, however,
Cleve himself found the first Stone Age settlement sites in Dragsfjard (Cleve 1948:
487-488).

The next important research period only started in 1983, when the University

of Turku began a survey of cairns in southwestern Finland (Tuovinen 1990a, 27-
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28; Salo 1992), including the municipalities of Dragsfjard, Kemit and Vastanfjard.
During the same year a course for amateur archaeologists started at the Adult
Education Institute in Dragsfjard. This course continued for several years, thus
stimulating the discovery of previously unknown antiquities. A similar course
started at the Adult Education Institute in Kemi6 a year later. During the 1980’s
and 1990’s the institutes also organized several small excavations in the area. These
amateur activities led to important discoveries and research findings, mainly due
to the fact that the antiquities of the area proved to be insufficiently known, and
because of the involvement of the University of Turku, which provided a channel
for the reporting of new finds and observations. Also the excavations financed by
the institutes were organized in cooperation with the university (cf. Pihlman 1995:
6-9).

In the archipelago area the survey of cairns soon developed into a more general
approach, with the aim of registering other types of sites and antiquities in maritime
environments as well (Tuovinen 1990a: 29). The most remarkable observation was
the discovery of a Late Iron Age trading site at Kyrksundet in Hiittinen in 1991.
The National Board of Antiquities conducted further investigations of this site
during the years 1992-1996. Altogether, the increase in archaeological material in
the Kemionsaari area during the 1980s and 1990s was considerable. In addition
to some minor summaries (Asplund & Vuorela 1989; Asplund 1990; Tikkanen
& Westerholm 1992: 18-21), a larger synthesis was published in 1997 (Asplund
1997b), the main contribution of which was an evaluation of the new Stone Age
materials and a presentation of the first finds from Pre-Roman settlement sites
on Kemionsaari. The results of the survey of cairns in the area have also been
published; the Kemionsaari data is included in the general survey report of the
project (Tuovinen & Vuorinen 1992) and in the monograph on the cairns of the
archipelago (Tuovinen 2002a).

1.4. Sites and centrality

Archaeological information from Kemionsaari and the comparative study area
has been assembled in a database, containing geographical data together with
descriptive information and references. A listing of site names, coordinates,
classification and references is presented in Appendix 1. The overall material
consists of 3,226 items of information. The main information unit is the ‘site’, which
in this case means any geographically defined place containing archaeological
information, classified as to type and chronology. This definition differs from more
traditional ideas of archaeological sites (Renfrew & Bahn 1991: 42; Bahn 1992: 460;
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Mignon 1993: 290-293; ¢f. Dunnell 1992:
22-25; Carman 1999: 23; Barford 2000:
85-86) in the sense that archaeological
information does not necessarily have
to include visible structures or artefacts,
and in that the physical location of the
‘site’ may be known only within certain
(even vague) limits. In addition to
structures, artefact clusters and single
finds, the definition can in principle
include places related to narratives
describing finds or the use of places in
the past, as well as locations containing
nothing but ecofacts or geofacts.’> The
latter can be regarded as archaeological
sites if archaeometrically dated and
thus producing evidence of past human
impact on the natural environment (cf.
Barford 2000: 87). Furthermore the ‘site’
is not always an entity possible to locate
at present. It may have disappeared or
may as well be a unit of archaeological
information containing just indistinct
geographical data. The fact that the site
is not only a geographically defined
locale, but subjectively defined as to
type or function as well as dating,
also involves the possibility of several
overlapping sites at one single spot.
This

convenient with regard to the collecting

definition of the site is

and storing of data, but it is, of course,
problematic if applied directly as a

Site type Number
Boat find 18
Cairn 640
Cairn? 118
Cemetery 72
Cemetery? 34
Chapel site 3
Charcoal burning or tar extraction site 23
Clearance cairn 4
Cup-marked stone 49
Cup-marked stone? 6
Fortification 2
Harbour 4
Hill-site 11
Hill-site? 9
Holy well

Inscription 32
Labyrinth 7
Labyrinth? 2
Mound 7
Mound? 5
Pit-trap 5
Pit-trap? 4
Pollen sample site 16
Quarry 3
Settlement site 224
Settlement site? 151
Stone oven 39
Stone oven? 5
Stray find 1486
Stray find? 98
Tomtning 6
Tomtning? 4
Undefined 117
Undefined pit site 13
Village 5
Total 3226

Fig. 2. Types and numbers of occurrences of
archaeological sites identified in the study
areq.

Here the term ‘geofact’ refers to remains of the geological and biological formation of

the cultural landscape, preserved through geological and biological processes rather
than by conscious human actions (Welinder 1992: 76). This is not to be confused with the
use of the term ‘geofact’ meaning a proposed artefact that may actually be of geological

origin (e.g. Kinnunen 2005).
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representation of the use of places in the past. This is due to the often stated fact

that the site is a conceptual construction not directly applicable to real human

life; some landscapes or places where people live and act are characterized by the

accumulation of material remains while others are not (e.g. Barford 2000: 86). In

large-scale studies such as the Kemitnsaari case the “site” is, however, still the most

realistic concept for ordering and classification of data. In the current database types

of sites were mostly accepted in the
way they have been registered during
surveys and excavations (Fig. 2) and
the main chronological framework
was coded as in the Registry of
Ancient Monuments at the National
Board of Antiquities (Uino 2000: 243).
In addition, the character of the sites
was in many cases evaluated further
in the descriptive part of the database
and the chronology was supplemented
with more detailed dates whenever
possible.

The sites entered into the database
were not defined as necessarily having
geographical locations within certain
limits, such as, for example, in the case
of amapped cemetery or a known find-
spot for an artefact. This means that
an artefact with information assigning

only the parish or municipality where
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Fig. 3. Number of items with defined
geographical coordinates (coloured) in rela-
tion to the total number of items classified
as stray find sites, other types of sites and
undefined sites in the study area.
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With regard to the dating of sites it is obvious that Historical Period sites are
underrepresented. If noted at all in archaeological surveys they have often gained a
lower status in the survey reports than prehistoric sites. In the database information
on such sites (as well as undated sites) have been included in cases when the sites have
been specifically pointed out in reports or when the depiction and/or location of the
sites have been regarded as relevant. Oral inf