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Introduction
Studies concerning the types and functions of central places are 

usually analyzed in conjunction with societies that are highly stratified 
or in other words centralized. Thus, is there any reason to analyze 
central place functions in decentralized societies or in connection with 
egalitarian bands? I believe that the problem is equally interesting for 
the understanding of hunter gatherers as it is for the understanding 
of empires. All structures imply the existence of one or more centers 
that play an important role, which in turn implies that unstructured 
societies can hardly exist. Centers can be said to be nodes that hold 
together a system or structure. They can be found to function on 
several different levels within any given system.

I was faced with the issue of centralization among hunter gatherers 
for the first time at a conference in Trondheim.1My contribution to the 
conference then became a basis for my dissertation. The subject has 
been discussed in several contexts since then, but I think there are still 
aspects that need to be expanded upon.1 This article is a rework of a 
chapter in my thesis and it will also be the basis for an in-depth study 
of the subject by means of simulation methods.2

The classification of centers in any particular society depends on 
the theoretical basis used in analyzing these structures. I prefer to 
highlight the social and economic aspects of central places. Economic 
centers can be instituted in response to the distribution of resources 
and economic requirements. Economic needs grow in conjunction 
with specialization and the exploitation of marginal areas. The 
social aspects of central places are especially noticeable in sparsely 
populated areas were an extensive economy is practiced which 
consists of a contact network involving hundreds of people that is 
maintained through fixed and agreed upon meeting places.2

1An overview of current aspects on hunter gatherers is found in Cummings et. 
al. 2014.
2Several suitable simulation methods are presented in Barceló & Castillo 2016.

For a subsistence economy the base camp may provide a 
sufficiently centralized place for a local band. Here resources are 
routinely distributed on an everyday bases within a household and 
between households. Base camps of this type are located at the 
intersection between the various territories of the different households 
and/or local bands. This daily contact between households and/or 
local bands creates and sustains a vibrant group dynamic.

On a higher level there is a need for one or more central place to 
hold together a regional band consisting of 10-20 households. Such 
nodes could be maintained through rituals at certain seasons and 
places. Gatherings of 50-100 people at such an event for a short period 
of time need not be a major strain on the local environment. The need 
for a network that binds together the members of a regional band 
is motivated primarily in order to acquire and distribute necessary 
resources of a more specialized nature such as craft products and rare 
commodities, etc. When some resources are only available in marginal 
areas, such as slate, asbestos and other rare minerals, a symbiosis 
between the center and the periphery develops. From a social point of 
view, the composition of the groups can change with e.g. marriages, 
even if the primary purpose of the center is the distribution of rare 
commodities and products.3 

A common center for a band of about 500 people would require 
significantly greater resources in order to support it. Such a large 
group would also demand a corresponding organizational form that 
could manage the distribution of resources. Places such as salmon 
jumps and other localities with temporary yet rich concentrations of 
foodstuffs are a prerequisite for the location of a center for an entire 
tribe. The need for a central place of this magnitude can hardly be 
explained by the need to distribute subsistence goods or specialized 
articles. The need for such centers should be explained in terms of 
ritual and social cohesion, primarily in order to maintain contacts 
with other tribes. Consequently, a feature of such centers should be 
3For further discussions along this line see Whallon 2006
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Abstract

Several levels of central places are described in relation to local bands, regional bands 
and tribes. Various levels of social and economic structure have a corresponding 
central place- the winter village or ritual places for bands and tribes. Local centres like 
winter villages supported subsistence redistribution and possessed various resources. 
Centres between bands and tribes are rich in resources during a limited time and help 
to exploit marginal resources. From an ecological point of view one can predict where 
optimal central places are located when economic structure and land use patterns are 
known. Rivers and eskers, as means of communication, are important determinants. 
Watershed areas, as means of conceptualizing land areas, can be used to estimate 
boreal forest hunters’ land divisions in household units, similar to the historically 
known forest Saami household land use units (lappskatteland). In Åsele Lappmark 
several clusters of settlements have been recorded mainly indicating winter central 
places or base camps. Through the period 6000 BP to 500 BP different migration 
models have been applied to the cluster pattern revealing how the pattern has evolved.
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that they are at the intersection of tribal areas. Economic reasons for 
central places of this type in Åsele Lappmark could be, for example, 
the trade in bronze and iron.

Ethnology as an analytic tool form of social 
organization in the boreal zone and contact 
networks among hunter gatherers

Ethnographic comparisons are of course important for suggesting 
ways in which hunting areas are utilized and how communication 
between households and bands is maintained. Such studies have been 
done before, but not primarily to understand what types of centers there 
are and how they have evolved. Instead these studies have focused 
on population distribution and land use3 and the types of settlement 
patterns that can be deduced from the archaeological data.4 North 
American examples have played a major part in these studies.5,6 North 
American ethnographic examples have been used to highlight issues 
of land utilization in the Kemi Lappmark in Finland7 and land use by 
the Sáme in northern Scandinavia.8 Athol Anderson’s comparison of 
the Canadian fur trade and prehistoric hunting in northern Sweden is 
also an important contribution.9

Ethnographic analogies from North America are widely used 
while studies from neighboring Eurasia are not. This of course has 
to do with language difficulties. Another unfortunate fact is that 
ethnographic comparisons are often limited to the study of individual 
systems and not systems that are interacting with each other. To get an 
idea of the role of centers in the hunter gatherer communities we need 
to see how societies work in relation to each other.

Ethnographic studies can be used to estimate the size of an area 
a hunter gatherer household needs for their subsistence. The results 
can then be used to model how a group of households interact 
in relation to a central village, for example a Sáme Siida, a winter 
residence or whatever type of central place that is under study. Under 
certain circumstances any socio-economic system may become 
isolated, but the archaeological record undoubtedly demonstrates 
that most systems and social groups have been in contact with each 
other in some way. A few authors have studied multi group or system 
dynamics.10,11 Contacts of this kind should be supplemented by an 
analysis concerning the function of central places. Such an analysis 
will be attempted here using materials from Åsele Lappmark, an area 
that is archaeologically well investigated in comparison with other 
areas in northern Sweden. It is also a geographically and historically 
demarcated and documented area of long standing.

Eco-geography as an analytic tool, eco-
geological conditions that promote the 
establishment of central places

Neolithic winter base camps consisting of one or more 
subterranean houses are always located near flowing water and on 
well drained soils. Easy access to wildlife is also a perquisite as 
shown by the fact that pitfalls are found concentrated in the same 
areas. Their location at a confluence between rivers is also striking. 
Advantages in communication could be an explanation, but there 
are also hunting benefits. Branching rivers form a funnel that direct 
wildlife towards the confluence. These geographic characteristics 
attract many other types of settlements besides winter dwellings. 
Ethnographic comparisons show that the carrying capacity of the local 
environment should be able to provide for the subsistence needs of 

the group and that fishing is thus a good reserve in that regard. Other 
and perhaps less obvious criterion is that the site should provide a 
good view over an area, usually a lake and that there is therefore a 
hill nearby that provides protection against the wind and which can 
be used as a lookout point. One factor less noted is how the members 
of a group or society orientate themselves and navigate the landscape, 
factors which will also determine where a meeting or central place is 
located. It is common among cultural geographers to reason thus and 
underscores the significance of waterways and terrestrial formations 
for the establishment and development of central places. Similar 
conditions apply to hunter gatherer communities as well (Figure 1).

Figure 1 Åsele Lappmark. Elevation contours are at intervals of 100 meters. 
Eskers are colored brown.

Orientation or navigational methods determine how roads and 
paths are established. In Norrland and the interior of boreal forest 
areas in general, watercourses are an obvious means of orientation. 
In similar fashion eskers, in particular those in Åsele Lappmark, have 
functioned as lines of communication. Territories are agreements 
between households and bands concerning the distribution of land 
and thus must, of course, be delimited according to how the territories 
are conceptualized. Consequently, using watercourses as means of 
orientation, a watershed or system, becomes the unit designated as a 
territory. Ørnolv Vorren8 has summarized some points that are crucial 
for the acceptance of borders between Sáme Siida groups where both 
rivers and watersheds are the components that determine boundaries.8 
The source for Vorren’s reasoning is founded on Tegengren’s 
comparison between hunting territories along the Yukon River and 
the Kemi Lappmark in Finland.7 The territory must in some way 
be determined, then made tangible and finally conveyed in such a 
way that allows people to move around within this abstraction. This 
may explain why settlements generally cluster at river junctions. 
The settlements might date from different epochs but the settlement 
pattern remains the same. Economic changes have not altered the fact 
that places where lines of communication cross are the most natural 
places to meet.

Ethno-history as an analytic tool. watersheds 
and the taxation of the sáme

The oldest historical sources with reference to Åsele Lappmark 
are from 1550.12 After 1650 the Swedish government began to levy 
a tax on Sami households. In order to do so they began to document 
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and map Sámi settlements. The interesting thing to note is that the 
geographic location or address of any given household was often a 
specific lake (Sw. träsk or sjö Figure 2). Taxation occurred during 
the winter at which time households would have moved into a base 
camp or winter village located at a confluence. During the 17th century 
the collection of taxes often occurred in conjunction with festivities 
paid for by the bailiff.12 It might be suspected that the time and place 
for the collection of this revenue was determined by longstanding 
and pre-existing local traditions and thus was a way by which the 
Royal Kingdom strove to appropriate this situation in order to assert 
its authority.

Figure 2 This subdivision of the Åsele Lappmark corresponds to a land unit 
that belonged to a household. The borders are determined by the watershed 
of a lake. The numbers refer to names noted from tax records dating to 1695 
concerning the Sáme, with some additions from tax records of a later date (after 
Westerdahl 1986). Åsele Lappmark’s principal river is the Ångermanälven and its 
entir watershed is marked on the map with a thick black line.

1.       Östra and Västra Kultsjölandet 18.    Lajksjö

2.       Östra Marsfjäll and Marsålandet 19.    Afwaträsk

3.       Gidofjäll 20.    Varpsjölandet

4.       Långsiöö 21.    Lomsiölandet

5.       Skikkensjö 22.    Idvattenlandet

6.       Östra Volmsjölandet 23.    Achsiön

7.       Nästansjölandet 24.    Översta Gigån

8.       Östra Blajkfjällandet 25.    Gransjölandet

9.       Västra Malgomaj 26.    Alskalandet

10.    Östra and Västra Arksjölandet 27.    Älgsiöön

11.    Kliekträsk and Västra Blajkfjäll 28.    Bomsjö

12.    Grundsjölandet 29.    Siksjölandet

13.    Volgsjölandet 30.    Simsiöö

14.    Bääksiöö 31.    Långwattn

15.    Järvsiöö, Mårdsjölandet 32.    Rissjölandet

16.    Amsele, Alsilla 33.    Wolmsjö and Wistträsk

17.    Ormsiöö 34.    Lygdträsk

It seems odd that the lakes are listed as the place of residence 
and not those areas where we have the largest accumulation of 

settlements, i.e. at the confluence of the rivers. One explanation could 
be that during this time fishing and reindeer herding were the main 
source of subsistence for the Sáme which resulted in a completely 
different location of the central places in comparison with that of the 
Stone and Bronze Age hunting gathering economy. In comparison 
the subsistence of the forest Sáme was different, as revealed by the 
tax records, in two main ways. First, the moose was almost extinct 
(Boethius et. al. 1975:21) and secondly, reindeer herding, despite its 
small scale, was now an important subsistence factor. Early records 
(1602) shows that each household between 11 and 28 reindeer. The 
länsman (title of the local chief of a Sáme group) Nils Tomasson had 
40 reindeer, owned two lakes and the surrounding forest within a 
radius of 20 km.13

References to lakes as a place of residence should probably not be 
understood as specifically refer to the lakes themselves, but as a way 
of denoting a unit of land. In fact the residence of a Sáme household 
was not only one specific lake but its entire watershed. This is evident 
from names with the suffix -land (Sw.-landet) such as Simsiöö Landet 
and Volmsiöö Landet.

This is also evident from an example were Pähr Jonasson Skum 
was acknowledged as owner over an area that encompassed the 
streams running into lake Avaträsk. In other words, the lake’s entire 
watershed which corresponded to and coincided with recognized 
territorial ownership and its boundaries (Figure 2). 

Åsele Lappmark has been divided into watershed areas which 
each cover about 500-600 km2. The size of these areas corresponds 
approximately to the size of a hunter gatherer territory in the boreal 
forest as well as to the size of a holding belonging to a Sáme 
household as indicated by the historical tax records from Åsele 
Lappmark. The Sáme land-tax (Sw. Lappskatteland) is an official and 
historical concept that refers to a unit of land that is owned by a Sáme 
household that is subjected to taxation. But the land unit as such has 
roots in prehistoric times.14,15 Hultblad’s14 detailed reconstruction of 
the lappskatteland in the parish of Jokkmokk shows that land units 
can range from 100 to 700 km2.14 A reconstruction of the neighboring 
Umeå Lappmark (North of Åsele Lappmark) is more accurate, 
since a detailed map of the Sáme household land units was drawn 
up in 1671. The land-units range from 148 km2 to 1000 km2, but the 
average size was 480 km2. Christer Westerdahl has made a simplified 
reconstruction of the land units in the Åsele Lappmark16 which helped 
to identify the location of those land units as depicted in Figure 2. 
However, the map should not be regarded as an attempt to reconstruct 
taxation units. Instead it is a generalized geographical breakdown to 
be used as a tool when evaluating the results of the spatial analysis 
of hunter gatherer economies. Thirty-six watershed areas have been 
identified that correspond relatively well with the 45 household units 
noted in the tax records of 1695.13 It should be noted that some of 
these land units mentioned in the historical records are located outside 
the study area and thus the map in Figure 2.

Archaeological investigations in the åsele 
lappmark

Figure 3 is an attempt to illustrate the archaeological investigations 
that have taken place in Åsele Lappmark. Of course all of these 
investigations are not equivalent as concerns quantity or quality. The 
survey projects are relatively comprehensive and further work would 
not change the main picture though it would undoubtedly result in 
a larger amount of sites. For example, lake Avatäsk was surveyed 
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by personnel from the Västerbotten Museum using both soil probes 
and shovels after a traditional survey using visual methods had been 
carried out. The number of sites increased from 1 to 60. A similar 
result from lake Maksjön increased the number of sites fivefold. This 
was partly due to the fact that the accelerated erosion caused by the 
annual fluctuations of water levels brought on by the hydro-electric 
regulation of the lake has uncovered and is destroying, archeological 
sites in ever increasing numbers.17 There are various reasons for the 
discrepancies as concerns the results between the earliest and the 
latest archaeological surveys.18 Be that as it may, it suffices to note that 
the surveys and excavations carried out by the Västerbotten museum 
when water levels were low yielded a surprising large number of new 
sites, features, materials and dates.

Figure 3 Archaeological investigations carried out in the area.

Spatial analysis as an analytic tool: clusters of 
sites

A large number of sites in any given area is often taken at face value 
and presented as verification of settlement intensity.19 But a cluster of 
a large number of sites does not necessarily represent a substantial 
deposit of features, artefacts and/or debitage resulting from intensive 
and/or long term settlement activities. Instead they only represent a 
large concentration of registered sites. I have here chosen to assume a 
more subjective assessment of where actual settlement concentrations 
are to be found. For this Lars Löthman’s20 analysis was used as a 
starting point. The clusters presented here represent a subjective 
picture of where the most intensive settlement activities took place in 
prehistory. There are source-critical problems with this analysis. As 
noted above, different surveys employed different methods and the 
effects of erosion caused by water regulation have been mentioned, 
both which have relevance as concerns the number of sites discovered 
in any one given area.

The settlement clusters that we now see are located in and 
around the confluences where the major watersheds meet and flow 
into the principle waterway as represented by the Ångermanälven 
river (Figure 3). However, some exceptions may be noted. Around 
the present day community of Almsele on the Ångermanälven river 
there is a concentration of sites but no inflow from any surrounding 
watersheds. The cluster of sites around the present day communities of 
Torvsjö and Dalsjö are both situated within their separate watersheds 
and somewhat removed from their respective confluence with the 
Ångermanälven river. However Torvsjö and Dalsjö are connected by 
an esker which suggests that they were important central places.

Archaeology as an analytic tool
In Figure 4 the most important features and artefacts of the 

archaeological record are classified and summarized. These elements 
represent seasonal activities and fall broadly into three chronological 
periods. This classification chart is a draft to illustrate the method and 
possibilities at hand. The oldest dates from the study area are from 
cooking pits and range between ca 8000-6000 BP.21 However, the 
context of these features is unclear and thus they have been excluded 
from this analysis. Features belonging to the following period 6000 
to 4000 BP are mainly the subterranean houses with a surrounding 
embankment of fire cracked stone (Sw. skävstensvallar). Smaller 
coking pits also occur during this time. Characteristic artefacts are 
slate tools3 with a dominance of quartz tools as compared to quartzite 
tools. Quartz workshops have been attributed to this period with some 
uncertainty.

Figure 4 Classification scheme showing the chronology of the most important 
archaeological features and artefacts.

The third period ends about 2000 BP and is characterized by an 
abundance of quartzite points and lithic workshops. Grooved clubs 
can also be ascribed to this period even though they do occur in other 
contexts.22 Nonetheless, they are here assumed to have been used 
during the Bronze Age. Asbestos ceramics occur during the latter 
part of the period. An older date has been obtained for the asbestos 
ceramics from Tärna parish (Laisan) and Norway. Thus theoretically 
the asbestos ceramics within the study area could also be older. 
However, the majority of dates available from Åsele Lappmark point 
to a younger context.23

Certain types of hearths and cooking pits can be attributed to 
this period.5 The retouch on scrapers from this time tends be longer 
than those from earlier periods.24 Houses are poorly represented but 
could possibly be revealed through a more detailed analysis of the 
distribution of waste deposits across a site.25 The period after 2000 
BP is represented by other types of features and artefacts although 
changes regarding tools and their functions during this period are not 
as yet well known. Points and knives are not found to the same extent 
as earlier. Scrapers cannot with certainty be assigned to this particular 
period. The features that belong to the period are small hearths, large 
earth ovens, some iron objects and artefacts from sacrificial places 
that stylistically can be attributed to the period. House foundations 
(Sw. stalotomter) are known only from the mountain region.26 The 
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features that can be attributed to the period represent new functions 
and probably a more complicated system regarding trade and seasonal 
migration patterns than previously. Iron, of course, plays a role in this 
context. Iron production is not recorded in the study area but iron 
objects have been found, which of course must involve some kind 
of exchange and surplus production. The large earth ovens may be 
an indication of this since they represent a large-scale production of 
smoked meat or possibly skins.27

Variations in the function of central places 
and the relationship to site clusters

Applying the classification scheme (Figure 4) to the cluster image 
Figure 5 shows that the clusters belong to different periods and contexts. 

Some of the defining criteria are included in the accompanying text to 
Figure 6. The quantitative distribution of sites, as mentioned above, is 
largely dependent on different types of archaeological investigations 
and methods that were used, the ramifications of which have not yet 
been adequately or critically assessed. However, some general trends 
may be noted. The clusters at lakes Varris and Kultsjön do not include 
subterranean houses and the cluster at the Gråtanån river does not 
include lithic workshops. Asbestos ceramics have not been found 
at the cluster around the Stalon area but occur instead on sites both 
upstream at lake Kultsjön and downstream at lake Varris. Larger 
systems of pitfalls are found along the Gråtanån river, at Dalasjö, 
at Hälla and at Åsele, but are noticeably less in number in the other 
areas. The large earth ovens are in many instances located close to 
pitfalls but are not directly linked with clusters of pitfalls.

Figure 5 Clusters that primarily represent centers for a local band.

1.	 Kultsjön: Settlements with asbestos ceramics, points, clubs and sinkers. A major excavation was carried out in 1957 in connection with the exploitation 
of the water system for hydro-electric power.

2.	 Stalon: Settlements with 11 subterranean houses, a few pitfalls, a kiln, several lithic workshops and quarries. Several major excavations have been conducted 
here by the Västerbotten museum 1978-1980.

3.	 Gråtanån: About 30 settlements including 5 subterranean houses. Other remains within the area span from 8000 BP to historical times.

4.	 Volgsele: Settlements, one with a subterranean house. Several pitfalls are known in the area. No excavation have been carried out.

5.	 Maksjön-Varris: Hundreds of settlements, workshops and quarries, but few house remains and pitfalls. Major excavations were conducted during the 1950’s 
by the National Heritage Board, but also after the regulation of the lakes by Västerbotten museum between 1972-1981. Dates range from about 7000 BP 
to historical times.

6.	 Dalasjö: About 10 settlements are known, several with subterranean houses. Ninety pitfalls have been recorded and some have been excavated.

7.	 Almsele-Råsele: About 70 settlements of which 4 were excavated and nearly 30 were investigated prior to the regulation of the water system in the 1970’s. 
Some pitfalls are also recorded.

8.	 Torvsjön: Nearly 60 settlements are located around the lake, all of which are situated within the erosion zone. At the outlet of lake Torvsjö into the 
Ångermanälven river there are 3 subterranean houses, one which was excavated in connection with the exploitation of the water system for hydro-electric 
power. One cooking pit with quartz debitage was dated to about 8000 BP.

9.	 Ormsjön: About 70 settlements, some which were investigated by the National Heritage Board in

10.	 Connection with the exploitation of the water system for hydro-electric power during the 1950’s. Later two major excavations were conducted by the 
Västerbotten museum. The majority of the material appears to be from the Bronze Age, consisting as it does of a large amount of quartzite and ceramics. 
But the area should be seen as part of a larger complex with lake Hoting as its center (outside the map) where nearly 200 settlements are known.

11.	 Åsele: About 60 settlements and 255 pitfalls are known in this area. Two settlements were investigated in connection with the exploitation of the water 
system for hydro-electric power during the1970’s.

12.	 Hälla: Sixty five settlements and over 30 pitfalls are recorded. Excavations have been carried out by a number of institutions between 1958 and 1977. 
Several dates are available from both settlements and pitfalls, but none are older than approximately 4000 BP.

13.	 An area with both settlements and pitfalls. Not investigated.
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Figure 6 The relationship between clusters and various centers.

In general terms, it is possible to estimate some changes 
concerning the functions of the central places to changing subsistence 
and migratory strategies or systems. Forsberg’s25 models have been 
applied to the cluster image in order to obtain a theoretical starting 
point. 8-6000 BP: The oldest dates occur in most of clusters. However 
these dates are not few in number and thus not enough to formulate an 
impression concerning the type nor may extent of the socio-economic 
network of contacts have then existed.

6-4000 BP: The period is distinguished by a regular distribution of 
clusters comprised of subterranean houses. Lundberg has interpreted 
this pattern as an indication that there existed a division of land 
between bands. Each band held an area of ca 35 km in diameter or 
about 1000 km2. Finds of contemporary slate tools suggest that the 
area around lake Varris was commonly used by a band during the 
summer months.3 The population of the Varris band is estimated to 
have consisted of about 75 people divided into 15 households. This is a 
relatively low population for a self-sufficient group and they probably 
had contacts with other bands. The Almsele- Råsele area could be a 
corresponding meeting place similar to the Varris area, but with its 
connections downstream along the river Ångermanälven to areas 
outside of the Åsele Lappmark. Such a system implies that centers, 
meeting places, alternate annually and/or seasonally. However, 
features and artefacts from the Almsele-Råsele area indicate that these 
sites belong to younger period (Figure 5).

4-2000 BP: Forsberg 25 argues that settlements with asbestos 
ceramics and scrapers are characteristic of base camps in the forest 
areas, while a combination of points and ceramics characterizes base 
camps in the mountain areas. Transit sites also have ceramics. For this 
period, a large number of sites are located outside the clusters. For 
example Hansbo which is most likely to be comparable to a transit 
site.28 Settlements around lake Kultsjön are also from this period and 
comparable to Forsberg’s mountain base camps. Forest base camps 
are found, for example, around the lake Varris area. On these sites 
stone clubs and molds for the casting of bronze objects are frequent.

Forsberg proposes that Norrfors on the river Umeälven and 
Nelkirim on the river Lilla Luleälven were central places due to 
the rich availability of salmon at these places during summer. 
The corresponding central place for the different groups in the 
Ångermanälven river system could be Nämforsen.25 A central place 
located between groups moving towards the mountains and those 
moving towards the coast must have existed in order to hold them 

together. The rock art site at lake Sämsjön is interesting in this 
perspective. The site is located close to the watershed between lake 
Ormsjön and the river Ångermanälven and could have been a meeting 
place for groups residing in neighboring river valleys. 2000-500 BP: 
This period has not been dealt with in detail. Field surveys show 
that features and artefacts belonging to this period are found at the 
clusters although none of the earth ovens, pitfalls and small hearths 
has yet been dated. In addition, hearths were not a priority during 
the archaeological surveys and consequently Iron Age and medieval 
Sáme settlements are not well known.29 Inger Zachrisson point out 
other factors that have resulted under representation of Sáme sites 
from this period.19

The use of earth ovens may have been a seasonal activity in 
contrast to the smaller cooking pits. Earth ovens are located close to 
pitfalls which suggest that both features were in use during the winter. 
Perhaps, as reindeer herding developed, households became more 
sedentary during this period and more geographically bound to an area 
around a lake. Contacts and networks were maintained as described in 
historical sources, with annual gatherings of 10-15 households during 
festivities. These places later became market centers, for example 
Åsele and Vilhelmina. Gulsele, which lies within the cluster at Hälla, 
was also a market place before 1605.4,30−37
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