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1. Summary, Purpose, and Relevance 

This report documents and analyses the development of Lofotr Viking Museum’s two 

permanent exhibitions: the exhibition in the reconstructed chieftain’s house (1995–2011) and 

the exhibition in the visitor centre (2011–present). The analysis is based on comparative 

document analysis of exhibition texts, planning materials, and supplementary sources, 

combined with systematic observation of the current exhibition. The exhibitions are 

simultaneously situated within an institutional, scholarly, and cultural policy context. 

The report demonstrates a clear scholarly shift from a more heroizing and actor-driven 

narrative toward a more research-based and structure-oriented presentation, in which power is 

understood through economic, social, and religious systems. At the same time, central 

dramaturgical patterns are maintained: the chieftain remains the primary focal point of the 

narrative, while subordinate groups appear only to a limited extent as independent historical 

perspectives. 

This report constitutes an independent sub-study within the project described in the 

application submitted to the Research Council of Norway and addresses the research 

questions that formed the basis for the allocation of funding for a public PhD. By 

documenting and analysing the development of exhibitions and mediation practices at Lofotr 

Viking Museum from 1995 to the present, the report establishes a historical and museological 

comparative framework for understanding how knowledge foundations, narrative structure, 

audience orientation, digitalisation, and institutional frameworks have influenced interpretive 

choices. In the same way as the article, Dissemination Media and Expressive Potential,1 the 

report examines past and present practices with a clearly forward-looking purpose: to identify 

learning points and concrete challenges that may be translated into more transparent, 

multivocal, and academically robust mediation in the continued development of exhibition 

production, including the Lofotr Viking Museum application. 

The purpose is to establish a verifiable and applicable knowledge base for the further 

development of the museum’s interpretive work. The report contributes through: 

 
1This article constitutes Article No. 2 and forms part of the doctoral dissertation. 



1. a systematic comparison of exhibition strategies, textual priorities, and source use 

across two institutionally defining exhibition trajectories, 

2. an operationalised problem catalogue outlining six recurring museological challenges 

related to transparency, reconstruction, tempo, digitalisation, institutional frameworks, 

and representation, and 

3. the identification of concrete learning points for future exhibition and interpretation 

processes. 

Among the central learning points are the need for clearer source tracing, graded levels of 

reconstruction that make visible degrees of certainty and hypothesis, and the development of 

parallel narratives that allow for greater multivocality.2 

The report thereby establishes a museum-historical and museological baseline for future 

interpretive processes at Lofotr Viking Museum. The comparison of the two permanent 

exhibitions highlights how different interpretive regimes – spatial-scenographic versus 

audiovisual and digital – influence narrative structure, knowledge dissemination, and visitor 

experience. The findings provide a concrete basis for developing more transparent, modular, 

and verifiable interpretive solutions, including digital and site-specific formats. 

The report does not aim to develop new theory, but to document, analyse, and systematise 

experiences that may be applied in future exhibition work. 

 

2. Background, Mandate, and Scope 

The report has been prepared as a scholarly documentation and analysis of the two permanent 

exhibitions at Lofotr Viking Museum. It is not a comprehensive evaluation of the museum’s 

overall activities but focuses specifically on the interpretation and knowledge communication 

of the permanent exhibitions. 

Exhibition texts constitute a central body of analytical material but are examined in 

interaction with spatial and visual devices that shape the exhibition’s narrative and authority, 

including display figures, props, and spatial sequences. Live interpretation, festivals, and 

events are addressed only when they illuminate broader museological issues. 

Film, audio guides, and QR-based interpretation are discussed at an overarching level, 

while a more detailed media analysis is presented in Article No. 2, “Dissemination Media and 

 
2Narrative is defined as a culturally and museologically constructed story that organises objects, staged scenes 

(tableaux), space, and visual devices into a meaning-bearing whole that conveys particular understandings of 

history, identity, and gender. The narrative is not merely a textual story, but an interpretative framework 

produced through exhibition strategies that guides how audiences perceive the past (Hauan 2019: 219). 



Expressive Potential” (2024). The introductory films are nevertheless included in the analysis 

as part of the exhibition’s knowledge dissemination, as they explicitly present excavation 

processes and archaeological finds. 

 

3. Report Questions 

The report is based on three overarching questions: 

o How have the exhibition and interpretive frameworks at Lofotr Viking Museum 

developed from 1995 to the present? 

o Which museological challenges emerge in the documentation, particularly related to 

knowledge foundations, narrative structure, representation, target audiences, 

digitalisation, and visitor-economy frameworks? 

o Which learning points can be identified for future exhibition and interpretation 

processes? 

 

4. Research Status and Museological Framework 

The development at Lofotr Viking Museum can be understood within a broader museological 

discussion concerning the relationship between academic knowledge production, narrative 

strategies, and audience-oriented interpretation. Previous research has demonstrated how 

museums not only communicate existing knowledge but also contribute to establishing 

overarching narratives with identity-building, ideological, and institutional implications 

(Amundsen & Brenna 2001: 70; Vestheim 1994: 85–92). Within museum interpretation of 

Viking Age themes, this has, among other things, been expressed through strong narratives of 

power, elite structures, and national origins. 

Studies of Lofotr Viking Museum and comparable institutions indicate how the Viking 

Age is often used both as a resource for local and national identity formation and as a 

foundation for audience-oriented experience concepts (Sletvold 2001: 129, 140–142). In 

parallel, research on theme parks and experience-based interpretive arenas has shown how 

sensory engagement, dramatization, and staging can contribute to engagement, but also to the 

mythologisation and simplification of the past (Hjemdahl 2002: 106, 112, 114). Nanna Løkka 

(2017: 8–13, 120–160) discusses how different museum institutions may be grounded in 

distinct knowledge and interpretive logics, and how this influences what is perceived as 

legitimate knowledge foundations in exhibition and interpretive work. University museums 

emerge from an academic tradition in which documentation, source referencing, and scholarly 

verifiability are often central, and where institutional authority is largely connected to 



scientific legitimacy. At the same time, reconstruction, staging, and audience participation 

have a long history within the Norwegian museum tradition, particularly in the work of folk 

museums and open-air museums with environmental reconstructions and historical re-

enactment. The analytical distinction identified by Løkka therefore does not concern 

experiential strategies as such being new, but rather how such strategies are justified, 

organised, and granted authority within different institutional frameworks. In this study, this 

perspective is used as a framework for examining tensions between verifiable knowledge 

foundations and experience-oriented interpretive strategies in the exhibitions at Lofotr Viking 

Museum. 

International research has also demonstrated that interpretation of the past increasingly 

takes place through embodied and sensory experiences, not solely through written text and 

object presentation. In The Archaeology of Time Travel: Experiencing the Past in the 21st 

Century, historical reconstructions and so-called “living history” are discussed as methods for 

making the past experientially accessible within museum contexts (Petersson & Holtorf 

2017). Such approaches may strengthen audience understanding and engagement but also 

raise questions about which perspectives are foregrounded and which remain marginal. 

Criticism of commercialisation and audience-oriented simplification has been a recurring 

theme in museum studies. David Lowenthal (1998: 118) early pointed out how cultural 

heritage may lose analytical depth when primarily used as a resource for entertainment, while 

Sharon Macdonald (1998: 123, 134) has described a shift from academically driven 

knowledge communication toward more audience-driven models. At the same time, more 

recent contributions have nuanced this picture by demonstrating that sensory and narrative 

strategies do not necessarily stand in opposition to scholarly quality but may function as 

pedagogical tools when applied consciously and transparently (Foster 2013; Jahnsen 2025). 

 

4.1. Institutional Establishment and Early Development (1991–1995) 

The development of Lofotr Viking Museum must be understood within a broader 

museological context in which scholarly knowledge production, institution-building, and 

audience-oriented interpretation exist in a relationship of tension. In order to demonstrate how 

this was expressed in practice, this chapter examines the museum’s establishment and early 

development, with particular emphasis on structural conditions, key actors, and scholarly lines 

of conflict during the start-up phase. 

Lofotr Viking Museum on Vestvågøy is based on archaeological finds dated to 

approximately AD 600–1000 and disseminate the Viking Age (approximately AD 800–1050) 



through guided tours, performances, reconstructions, digital interpretation (film and audio 

guide), and exhibited objects. In 2011, the museum became part of the foundation Museum 

Nord, which administers 21 museums in Lofoten, Vesterålen, and Ofoten. 

To understand how the first exhibition at Lofotr Viking Museum was designed in 

1995, it is necessary to examine the establishment phase and the scholarly conflicts that 

characterised the project beforehand. As early as 1991, a steering committee was established 

for what was then referred to as the “Borg Project.” The group consisted of representatives 

from archaeology, Vestvågøy municipality, and Nordland County Council, led by politician 

Laila Christoffersen (Voie 2022: 28). 

The aim was to establish a living museum based on archaeological finds, defined both 

as a cultural initiative and a tourism project (Voie 2022: 29). Market studies were conducted 

at an early stage, and in 1992 archaeologist Dorthe K. Mikkelsen, who played a central role in 

the excavations of the chieftain’s house, developed a vision in which archaeology would be 

combined with narrative and partly fictional elements (Mikkelsen 1992: 13). 

However, during this early phase a conflict emerged concerning scholarly quality 

assurance (Voie 2022: 33). The criticism focused on insufficient grounding in source criticism 

and research-based knowledge in the planning of exhibitions, reconstructions, and 

interpretation. As a result, several key academic contributors withdrew from the project, 

including Professor of Archaeology Olav Sverre Johansen at the University of Tromsø (now 

UiT The Arctic University of Norway) and the museum’s then academic director, Håkon 

Glørstad, who later became director of the Museum of Cultural History in Oslo. This 

represented a significant loss of scholarly capital and weakened the project’s academic 

foundation. 

That same year, the press made the conflict public through the article “Beklagelig 

strid” (“Regrettable Conflict”) in Lofotposten (Hauge 1995). Glørstad (1995: 5) elaborated on 

the criticism in the scholarly journal Nicolay in the article “Da dinosaurene døde ut, kom 

vikingene” (“When the Dinosaurs Died Out, the Vikings Arrived”). The conflict illustrates a 

broader and ongoing discussion concerning museums’ roles as both arenas for dialogue and 

experience and as institutions responsible for authoritative, research-based knowledge 

dissemination – a tension that continues to characterise Norwegian museum development. 

 

5. Concepts and Analytical Framework 

In order to analyse developments in exhibitions and interpretive strategies at Lofotr Viking 

Museum, the report employs a limited set of museological concepts as analytical tools. These 



are not used normatively, but to describe and compare how knowledge, narrative, and 

audience orientation have in practice been handled over time. 

In this report, the term interpretive strategies refer to concrete devices employed by 

the museum to structure and communicate content – for example text design, the use of 

quotations, spatial organisation, scenography, reconstruction, sound/film, and digital 

solutions. 

 

5.1. Academic Knowledge and Institutional Authority 

Museums have traditionally functioned as knowledge institutions with a clear mandate to 

disseminate research-based and verifiable knowledge. This role has been closely associated 

with an authoritative interpretive model in which the curator acts as a scholarly expert and 

structured knowledge is presented to audiences through texts, objects, and classification 

(Hooper-Greenhill 1994: 229; Luke 2002: 80). Within museological theory, this has often 

been described as an information-oriented mode of interpretation, in which objectivity, source 

foundations, and scholarly consistency are central (Amundsen & Brenna 2001: 11–12). 

At the same time, newer museology has challenged this model by emphasising 

dialogue, interpretation, and audience participation. The museum is no longer understood 

solely as a channel for finished knowledge, but also as an arena for meaning-making, identity 

work, and cultural reflection (Amundsen & Brenna 2001: 11). This does not necessarily imply 

a break with academic knowledge, but rather a shift in how such knowledge is staged and 

shared with audiences. 

In this report, the term academic knowledge is used primarily to describe interpretation 

that is clearly grounded in archaeological research, source criticism, and scholarly breadth – 

regardless of whether this grounding is explicitly made visible within the exhibition space. 

 

5.2. Experience-Based Interpretation 

Experience-based interpretation refers to the use of sensory, narrative, and performative 

devices to engage audiences. This may include reconstructions, scenography, film, sound, 

dramatized narratives, and embodied participation (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1999: 4). Such 

strategies can contribute to increased accessibility and understanding, particularly where 

source material is fragmentary or abstract. 

When experience-based devices are used strategically to increase visitor numbers, 

pace, or commercial sustainability, this is often referred to as commercial experiential 

interpretation (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1999: 4). Within museological research, this has been 



discussed both critically and in more nuanced ways. On the one hand, it has been pointed out 

that strong narratives and dramatization may lead to simplification, stereotyping, and reduced 

source awareness (Urry & Larsen 2011: 125–129). 

On the other hand, several scholars have emphasised that sensory and narrative 

interpretation does not necessarily stand in opposition to scholarly quality but may function as 

pedagogical entry points when applied consciously (Luke 2002: 63–64; Løkka 2017: 128). 

 

5.3. Disneyfication as an Analytical Concept 

In this report, the concept of Disneyfication is used in a limited sense, inspired by Alan 

Bryman’s The Disneyization of Society (2004). Here, it refers to two particularly relevant 

features: theming and performative interpretation. Theming implies that historical material is 

organised around clear and recognisable narratives, often centred on strong protagonists 

(Bryman 2004: 10). Performative interpretation refers to situations in which spaces, objects, 

or interpretive strategies actively participate in the staging of history (Bryman 2004: 15, 103). 

The concept is not used to claim that Lofotr Viking Museum is “Disneyfied,” but 

rather as an analytical term for examining how narrative simplification, thematic framing, and 

audience expectations may influence which perspectives come to dominate exhibition 

interpretation. In this report, performativity is primarily connected to staging strategies within 

the exhibition itself – such as reconstruction, scenography, exhibition display figures, and 

audiovisual narrative devices – and not to live interpretation, festivals, or event-based 

programming. The concept is therefore relevant because the material includes experience-

oriented and spatial devices suited to analysing how theme and narrative structure audiences’ 

encounters with the past. 

The concept is thus used primarily to analyse theming and staging within the 

exhibition space (text, space, and film), and not to explain the museum’s economy or 

marketing strategy. 

 

6. Method and Analytical Strategy 

6.1. Comparative Document Analysis 

The analysis is methodologically grounded in qualitative document analysis, understood as a 

systematic procedure for identifying, evaluating, and synthesising document-based empirical 

material (Bowen 2009: 27). Document analysis constitutes the overall methodological 

framework of the study. 



The analysis is further designed as an exhibition and interpretation analysis, in which 

exhibition texts constitute one of several empirical elements. The texts are not analysed in 

isolation, but are read in interaction with spatial, visual, and digital interpretive strategies that 

influence audience understanding, pacing, and perceptions of authority and narrative 

coherence within the exhibition. The analysis is based on an understanding of the exhibition 

as a composite representational system in which text, space, and other visual devices 

participate in holistic meaning production (Hooper-Greenhill 2000: 103–123). The 

audiovisual elements are analysed in Article 2, Dissemination Media and Expressive 

Potential, and are therefore not further addressed here. 

The report is based on a qualitative analysis of two permanent exhibitions at Lofotr 

Viking Museum: the exhibition in the reconstructed chieftain’s house from its opening in 1995 

until 2011, and the exhibition in the museum’s visitor centre from 2011 to the present. The 

purpose is to identify and discuss changes and continuities in the museum’s interpretive 

practices, with particular emphasis on narrative structure, knowledge foundations, and the use 

of different interpretive strategies over time. 

As an analytical strategy, the analytical work was conducted as a thematic analysis, in 

which empirically grounded codes were developed into overarching analytical categories in 

accordance with principles of stepwise-deductive induction (Tjora 2021: 195–198, 216–225). 

 The study is designed as a comparative research framework in which two institutional 

cases are systematically analysed in order to identify change and continuity in interpretive 

practice (Smith & Peregrine 2011). The comparative approach enables analysis of how 

different understandings of the Viking Age materialise within the exhibition space through the 

interaction between text, objects, scenography, and digital media. The exhibitions are 

therefore understood as composite institutional expressions of contemporary scholarly, 

pedagogical, and cultural policy priorities rather than as neutral presentations of the past. 

Following archaeological comparative methodology as discussed by Michael Edward 

Smith and Peter Neal Peregrine (2011), comparison is not treated as a search for universal 

explanations, but as an analytical strategy for identifying patterns, variation, and structural 

differences within historically and institutionally bounded contexts. The comparative analysis 

is thus used to clarify institutional and interpretative shifts over time rather than to establish 

general laws of development. 

The selection is limited to these two exhibitions because they represent clearly defined 

and institutionally grounded main phases in the museum’s development. This delimitation 



provides a basis for an in-depth analysis of concrete interpretive choices, rather than a 

broader, more descriptive review of the museum’s overall activities. 

 

6.2. Data Basis and Source Material 

The study is based on qualitative document analysis as its overarching methodological 

framework, understood as a systematic procedure for identifying, evaluating, and analysing 

document-based empirical material (Bowen 2009: 27). The coding followed principles of 

stepwise-deductive induction, in which empirically grounded codes are gradually abstracted 

into thematic patterns through systematic comparison and conceptual refinement (Tjora 2021: 

195–198, 216–225). This approach made it possible to move analytically from specific 

formulations in the exhibition texts to more overarching categories such as narrative structure, 

actor positioning, and explanatory models. 

The comparative dimension is grounded in comparison as an analytical strategy for 

identifying patterns and structural differences between empirical cases (Smith & Peregrine 

2011) and is operationalised here through a systematic comparison of two exhibition phases 

aimed at analysing change and continuity in interpretive practice. 

The analysis was conducted through systematic reading and coding of both primary and 

secondary sources. The material includes: 

o exhibition plans, manuscript drafts, and internal notes from the development phases 

o exhibition texts, display texts, and audio guide scripts 

o fragmentary documentation of the 1995–2011 exhibition in the form of Word files, 

sketches, 

o photographs, and retrospective descriptions 

o archaeological scholarly literature and research publications related to the Borg finds 

o relevant museum policy documents, strategies, and media coverage 

o the author’s own systematic observation of the current exhibition 

The observation was carried out as a systematic, non-participant observation of the 

exhibition’s spatial organisation, visitor flow, and interpretive strategies. In accordance with 

principles of qualitative observation, emphasis was placed on documenting how material and 

spatial structures shape movement, attention, and interpretation, rather than mapping 

individual visitors’ responses (Tjora 2021: 104–109). The observation functioned as a 

contextualising supplement to the document analysis by making visible how text, space, and 

visual devices interact within the actual exhibition situation. 



The overall material consists of exhibition texts, digital installations, and curatorial 

documents, and includes both printed and digital document types, as required by the 

document analysis method (Bowen 2009: 27–28). The documents were assessed with regard 

to relevance, context, authenticity, and degree of completeness, in accordance with 

methodological recommendations for critical document analysis (Bowen 2009: 30–32). 

 

6.3. Analytical Operationalisation 

The analysis has been conducted as a thematic and analytical synthesis in which exhibition 

texts are analysed both on their own terms and in relation to one another, and always read in 

connection with spatial, visual, and material contexts. The textual material has been examined 

with particular emphasis on word choice, metaphors, actor positioning, and causal 

explanatory patterns, while meaning is understood as the result of interaction between 

multiple forms of expression within the exhibition space. 

The available textual material from the first exhibition (1995–2011) is fragmentary 

and consists of a limited number of exhibition texts, manuscript drafts, and retrospective 

descriptions. This means that the analysis cannot be based on complete coverage of all 

interpretive texts, but rather on an analytically and thematically delimited selection that 

highlights central narratives, thematic priorities, and interpretive strategies. The analyses 

presented in the report therefore aim to identify overarching patterns and developmental 

tendencies rather than to provide an exhaustive textual mapping. 

The primary units of analysis have been exhibition texts in the form of panels, display 

texts, and relevant sequences from audio guides and films where these function as textually 

explanatory elements. The texts were read thematically and coded according to the 

overarching themes they address (for example power, wealth, religion, trade, and social 

organisation), which actors are assigned active or explanatory roles, and which explanatory 

models are employed. The comparison between the two exhibitions was conducted by 

analysing how corresponding themes are treated in the 1995 and 2011 exhibitions, with 

particular emphasis on changes in language use, narrative structure, and level of explanation. 

In this context, source use refers both to the explicit use of named sources or quotations and to 

the implicit use of research-based knowledge in which finds, dating, or interpretations are 

presented without direct source references. 

The comparison of the two exhibitions is structured around the following overarching 

analytical criteria: 



1. Language and narrative structure 

How the historical account is organised, which actors are assigned central roles, and 

how power, wealth, everyday life, and social differentiation are represented. 

2. Knowledge foundations and source use 

The extent to which research-based knowledge is explicit, implicit, or absent in the 

interpretation, and how different types of sources (archaeological finds, written 

sources, and analogies) are employed. 

3. Interpretive strategies and media 

The use of reconstruction, scenography, text, film, sound, digital solutions, and 

interactive elements, and how these contribute to narrative coherence or 

fragmentation. 

4. Audience orientation and pacing 

How the exhibitions facilitate immersion, overview, emotional engagement, or 

efficient visitor flow, and which implicit audience roles are constructed. 

The concepts academic knowledge and experience-based interpretation are used as 

analytical tools to describe tensions and priorities within the material. They are not 

understood as mutually exclusive categories, but as ideal-typical poles within a broad 

interpretive field. 

An example of this approach is that the chieftain’s power in the 1995 exhibition is 

primarily communicated through spatial and symbolic devices, whereas the 2011 exhibition to 

a greater extent explains power as a result of economic and administrative structures. Both 

exhibitions combine scholarly assumptions with interpretive strategies aimed at creating 

proximity, immersion, and recognition for audiences, and can therefore be understood as 

representing graded differences rather than absolute distinctions. 

In this context, the term commercial or visitor-economy frameworks is not used to analyse 

intentions, economic strategies, or market logic, but to describe structural conditions related to 

visitor flow, time use, and accessibility, as these are expressed through exhibition design and 

interpretive arrangements. 

 

6.4. Reflexive and Contextual Reading 

The analysis is based on an explicit principle of contemporaneity. The exhibitions are 

understood as historical and institutionally situated products and are analysed within the 

museological, scholarly, and cultural policy frameworks that were established or under 

development at the time of their creation. The 1995 exhibition is interpreted as an institutional 



expression of the knowledge foundations, disciplinary traditions, and cultural policy 

frameworks of the 1990s, including the emphasis on national history, identity, and the use of 

reconstruction, as reflected in contemporary museum policy documents (St.meld. nr. 22 1999–

2000; St.meld. nr. 49 2008–2009). 

Later museum policy documents and scholarly discussions are not used as normative 

benchmarks for evaluating earlier practices, but as analytical reference points for identifying 

developmental trends and institutional shifts over time. The more recent exhibition is 

correspondingly interpreted within a context characterised by increased research production, 

digitalisation, and clearer expectations regarding audience orientation and societal roles, as 

first articulated in later museum policy reports (Meld. St. 23 2020–2021). This contextual 

approach makes it possible to analyse change as transformation rather than as improvement or 

deficiency judged according to later standards. 

A methodological limitation of the analysis is that it is conducted with access to 

knowledge, concepts, and museum policy frameworks that were developed only after the 

exhibitions were established. Despite an explicitly contemporaneity-oriented approach, this 

retrospective position entails a risk of unconscious retrospective rationalisation. Later 

scholarly discussions and normative expectations may influence which issues appear central 

and how earlier decisions are interpreted. To mitigate this, interpretations are grounded in 

contemporary sources where possible, and interpretive strategies are read as institutional 

practices rather than as fully articulated scholarly positions. 

 

6.5. Methodological Limitations 

An additional methodological challenge is the asymmetry in the source material. The current 

exhibition can be analysed directly through observation and full access to textual material, 

whereas the exhibition from 1995–2011 exists only through fragmentary documentation (cf. 

challenges related to the selectivity and incompleteness of documents; Bowen 2009: 31–32). 

To reduce this imbalance, earlier textual material has been reproduced as closely as possible 

to the original and interpreted in light of its contemporary context and available planning 

documents. 

This means that the report’s findings have the greatest validity with regard to 

overarching developmental trends, institutional priorities, and museological issues. Details of 

the early exhibition must be interpreted with caution; nevertheless, the material provides a 

sufficient analytical basis for comparison with later museum practices. 

 



7. Empirical Material: Exhibition Phases and Source Basis 

7.1. Exhibition 1: Reconstructed Chieftain’s House and Interpretation Space (1995–

2011) 

During the museum’s first operational period, the reconstructed chieftain’s house constituted 

the central exhibition arena. The building was constructed in close proximity to the structural 

remains uncovered during the archaeological excavations at Borg between 1986 and 1989. 

Although the building is referred to as a reconstruction, it was not intended as an exact replica 

of the original house. It nevertheless reproduced the main features of the spatial organisation, 

including a residential section and a hall, while the byre section was adapted as an exhibition 

space. The architecture thus functioned both as a reconstruction and as an integrated 

interpretive framework. The building itself established an overarching temporal and spatial 

authority that shaped visitors’ encounters with the exhibition. 

In the space called Yggdrasil, different themes were presented through display cases, 

props, models, film, and guided interpretation (Figure 1). The exhibitions combined concrete 

finds with broader interpretations of society, belief systems, and power relations. A display 

case dedicated to gullgubber (gold foil figures) placed the period within a wider historical 

perspective through timelines and photographs, while models of the chieftain’s house 

visualised building traditions and spatial structure. Panoramic images connected the farm 

complex to the surrounding landscape (Mikkelsen 1994: 1–2). 

Everyday life and social organisation were communicated through clearly gendered 

scenes. In the residential section, a woman was depicted at work, surrounded by weaving 

swords, ceramic fragments, and glass beads. This presentation emphasised women’s roles 

within the household through textile production, food preparation, and childcare. Men’s 

activities, by contrast, were associated with craftsmanship, hunting, and warfare. In the hall, 

the chieftain’s power was staged through weapons, costumes, and food displays, and his role 

as a social and political centre was emphasised (Mikkelsen 1994: 2–5). Division of labour and 

gendered spheres were thus made explicit through spatial organisation and object selection. 

The exhibition also included elements addressing religious beliefs and social practices. 

A bed platform inspired by the Oseberg find grounded the interpretation in well-known 

archaeological references, while a religion display case containing jewellery and bronze 

brooches addressed ritual practices and belief systems. Animal husbandry was presented 

through posters visible through an opening toward the byre section, contributing to a more 

complete representation of the farm’s functions. 



For children, the exhibition was supplemented with play elements in the form of 

wooden animals that invited physical participation and play (Mikkelsen 1994: 5–6). These 

strategies combined learning and attraction, though without a clearly articulated pedagogical 

framework. 

The boat exhibition functioned as the visual and thematic focal point of the space, 

illustrating Viking Age mobility and networks. Finds such as glass fragments, a tating jug, and 

a timber log from the bridge across Borgpollen (an inlet) were used to highlight contact, trade, 

and travel. Film, illustrations, and posters further elaborated the theme and situated the farm 

within a maritime context. 

 

 

Figure 1. The exhibition from 1995–2011 in the reconstructed chieftain’s house. The byre was used as an 

exhibition space for displayed objects. The prop-based exhibition Power and Wealth is not included, nor is the 

film that was added later (sketch: Anne Donnars, guide and craftsperson at Lofotr Viking Museum). 

 



 

Figure 2. A rare photograph of the exhibition from 1995–2011. This is the only known image documenting the 

exhibition. To the right is the prop-based exhibition Power and Wealth, a title that later gained significance in 

subsequent exhibitions, and to the left the women’s exhibition. The Viking reenactor in the photograph is Kåre 

Saupstad Bertelsen (Photo: Lofotr Viking Museum). 

 

7.2. Exhibition 2: Visitor Centre and Digital Interpretation (from 2011) 

The opening of the visitor centre in 2011 marked a clear break with earlier interpretive 

practices. Digital interpretation became a guiding principle, and traditional wall texts and 

guided tours were largely replaced by film and audio guides. The exhibition thus shifted from 

a primarily spatial and material experience to a more sequential and audiovisually guided 

narrative. 

The overall structure of the exhibition is built around the story of Olaf Tvennumbruni, 

a historical figure known from Landnámabók, who may have been a Viking chieftain at Borg 

(Nielssen 2019: 173). Previously more discrete themes were reorganised and brought together 

into overarching categories such as power, wealth, and trade. Visitors are guided through three 

main sections: first, an introductory space featuring short films about the excavations. These 

function not only as atmospheric entry points but also as explicit presentations of finds and 



processes, including the course of the excavations and key discoveries. This is followed by a 

cinema where the film The Dream of Borg (13 minutes) conveys the life and role of the 

Viking chieftain. Finally, an exhibition space presents six display cases, in which 

interpretation is communicated through an audio guide. 

Digital interpretation is supplemented by physical staging. Three display figures 

dressed in replica Viking clothing – a chieftain, a housewife, and a warrior – add an embodied 

dimension to an otherwise digitally driven narrative. In 2021, the exhibition was expanded 

with QR codes related to fishing and marine resource exploitation (Museum Nord 2025, 

“Fishing and Sea Capture in the Viking Age”. These are integrated into an installation 

featuring seal skins and nests filled with down, linking tactile and visual elements to digital 

information. 

The visitor experience is structured through two alternative routes. A shorter route of 

approximately 20 minutes provides an overall introduction to the Borg finds and the Viking 

Age in Scandinavia, adapted for visitors with limited time. A longer route, which may take 

more than three hours, allows for in-depth engagement with the digital material. This division 

illustrates an institutional compromise between accessibility and scholarly depth. 

 

 

Figure 3. The exhibition from 2011–present, Room 1. The introductory space presents films about the 

excavations at Borg and provides an overall introduction to the Viking Age in Scandinavia. The tractor 

constitutes the dominant object in the room and marks the starting point of the archaeological investigations at 

Borg (Photo: Kjell Ove Storvik/Lofotr Viking Museum). 

 



 

Figure 4. The exhibition from 2011–present, Room 2. Note the lighting, the cooking pits in the floor, and the 

display figures (Photo: Kjell Ove Storvik/Lofotr Viking Museum). 

 

Table 1 shows how the interpretation of the Viking Age (based on exhibition texts) has 

changed from the first to the current exhibition. The comparison highlights a shift from a 

narrative centred on warfare, honour, and individual figures toward a broader presentation of 

society, economy, and power relations. In the more recent exhibition, greater emphasis is 

placed on trade, resource control, and social relations as the foundation of the chieftain’s 

power. 

Several themes are also treated in a more nuanced manner. Religion and ritual are 

more closely connected to political power, Sámi relations are more clearly situated within an 

economic context, and women’s roles are explained through daily and social practices. 

Everyday life and material culture are given greater prominence as explanatory frameworks 

for status and social structure. 

The change is also reflected in narrative strategies. Whereas the earlier exhibition 

often employs short, declarative statements, the current exhibition uses more explanatory and 

reflective texts. This contributes to a more coherent and analytical interpretation of the Viking 

Age. 

 

Table 1. Selected texts from the exhibitions, comparative overview. 

Theme First Exhibition (earlier) Second Exhibition (current) 

Framework of 

the Viking Age 

“The Viking Age began in the latter half of 

the 8th century and ended in 1066, when the 

Norwegian king Harald Hardråde fell at the 

Battle of Stamford Bridge in England.” 

“The Viking Age is characterised by major sea 

voyages undertaken for trade, warfare, and the 

search for new lands to settle.” 



Theme First Exhibition (earlier) Second Exhibition (current) 

Wealth and 

Honour 

“They gained honour and wealth through war 

and raiding.” 

“Material wealth could be acquired in many 

ways: control over production and exchange of 

goods was important.” 

The Chieftain’s 

Power 

“The hall and the high seat were the centre of 

the chieftaincy. From there the chieftain’s 

power was exercised and orders were given.” 

“The chieftaincy was organised around a 

central farm … where resources were collected 

under the chieftain’s authority and 

subsequently redistributed to the population.” 

Religion and 

Ritual 

“It was in the hall that they held pagan blót 

feasts.” 

“Without blót and seiðr, sacrifice and sorcery, 

the chieftain cannot maintain power.” 

Trade and 

Contact 
“Ottar from Hålogaland was a skilled trader.” 

“We imagine that trade could take place 

directly with courts and nobility in Northern 

Europe, but also in Viking Age towns such as 

York, Hedeby, and Birka.” 

Sámi Relations 

“The greatest wealth he [the chieftain] 

acquired came from the tax paid by the 

Sámi.” 

“In the Viking Age, the Sámi were 

professional hunters … ‘Our greatest source of 

income is the tax that the Sámi pay us.’” 

Women’s Roles 
“The right to divorce belonged to women. 

They separated whenever they wished.” 

“When weaving swords are found in women’s 

graves, they were likely placed there to show 

that the woman was a skilled housewife, 

something that brought her great honour.” 

Everyday Life 
“Vikings often drank water mixed with 

whey.” 

“Textile work was one of the most important 

activities on the farm and involved many 

people.” 

Material 

Culture and 

Status 

“The glasses … were found together with the 

gullgubber (gold foil figures) and the tin-foil-

decorated jug by the high seat in the feast 

hall.” 

“Glass was a high-status imported commodity 

in the Viking Age, and the finds here 

demonstrate how wealthy the chieftain’s farm 

at Borg was.” 

War and 

Violence 

“The Vikings’ expeditions into the wider 

world have left stories of violence and 

plunder.” 

“If the chieftain’s economic resources were 

insufficient, plundering could be a tempting 

alternative.” 

Power and 

Society 

“The chieftaincies of Northern Europe were 

held together by extensive networks of 

contact.” 

“Power and wealth are closely connected to 

the chieftain’s lineage and religious status.” 

Narrative 

Strategy 

“Best is to be able to drink without losing 

one’s wits.” 

“The chieftain’s leadership position could only 

be maintained through economic surplus and 

social support.” 

 



8. Analysis: Narrative Structure and Source Use in Two Exhibition Phases 

8.1. Narrative Structure and Thematic Priorities 

The description of the two permanent exhibitions forms the basis for the following analysis. 

The analysis examines how narrative, language use, and source selection are employed to 

structure visitors’ understanding of the Viking Age, and how these strategies have changed 

over time. 

The analysis is grounded in interpretive strategies that can be directly observed in the 

material, such as choices of narrative structure, thematic connections, and the ways in which 

objects and texts are placed in relation to one another. Based on these observations, an 

interpretation is proposed regarding the meanings and effects these strategies may have within 

the interpretive situation. The interpretation should therefore be understood as analytical, in 

the sense that it describes how the material may be read and what implications this may have, 

rather than as a claim that the exhibition team consciously or explicitly formulated these 

intentions. 

In the documentation from 1995–2011, the exhibition appears characterised by a 

heroizing and relatively simplified narrative structure. The texts establish early on a 

chronological and event-based framework in which the Viking Age is defined through well-

known political and military milestones, such as the Battle of Stamford Bridge. In the current 

exhibition, this approach is toned down. The chronological boundaries are less sharply 

defined, although the period is still broadly placed between approximately 800 and 1050. This 

is explained by the understanding that cultural expressions both precede and continue beyond 

this period, and that the Viking Age is therefore not defined by singular events but understood 

as part of longer cultural processes in which practices are adopted and further developed in 

later contexts. 

The material indicates that the narrative of the earlier exhibition is largely actor-driven 

and centred on the chieftain as an acting and decision-making subject. In the later exhibition, 

the emphasis shifts more clearly toward structures and relationships, where the chieftain’s role 

is understood as grounded in economic systems, social networks, and religious practices. 

Power is no longer primarily presented as the result of individual decisions, but as something 

negotiated and maintained through control of resources, alliances, and symbolic authority. 

This difference in narrative strategy becomes particularly evident when the exhibitions 

are viewed in light of the planning and conceptual frameworks within which they were 

developed. Planning documents from the early 1990s show that the aim was to disseminate 

both the grandeur of the Viking Age and the chieftain’s position of power, supplemented by 



selected elements of everyday life and craftsmanship (Mikkelsen 1992: 52–58). This is clearly 

reflected in the language of the exhibition texts, where wealth and honour are primarily 

explained as results of war and plunder, for example through formulations such as: “They 

gained honour and wealth through war and raiding.” Similar connections between power, 

violence, and social prestige are repeated in descriptions of Viking expeditions and the contact 

networks of chieftaincies. 

Such formulations demonstrate that the exhibition largely draws on established and 

easily recognisable conceptions of Vikings as warriors and conquerors. Value-laden language, 

combined with poetic references and marked contrasts, creates a clear and audience-oriented 

narrative. This is evident, for instance, in allusions to Hávamál, such as the formulation “Best 

is to be able to drink without losing one’s wits.” At the same time, the material indicates that 

more complex economic and social relationships are only rarely addressed explicitly. 

Representations of everyday life, craftsmanship, and gendered practices remain largely 

descriptive and detached from broader structures of power and society. 

This mode of presentation is not unique to Lofotr Viking Museum but forms part of a 

broader museum practice in which Viking exhibitions in the Nordic countries (Sindbæk 2019: 

20–21, 23), particularly during the 1990s, often emphasised dramatic and heroic elements. 

The earlier exhibition can therefore be understood within a general tendency in which 

interpretive clarity and emotional recognition were prioritised, often at the expense of social 

and economic complexity. 

The exhibition that opened in 2011 represents a clear shift in thematic orientation and 

narrative logic. Here, the narrative is structured to a greater extent around economic systems, 

resource exploitation, and networks, and less around singular events. War and violence are 

still addressed but are given an explanatory role within broader contexts rather than 

functioning as primary narrative drivers. 

This shift is reflected, among other things, in formulations such as: “Material wealth 

could be acquired in many ways: control over production and exchange of goods was 

important,” as well as in detailed descriptions of trade, taxation, and Sámi–Norse interaction 

related to trapping, hunting, and raw material extraction. Whereas the earlier exhibition 

presents Ottar as an outstanding individual, his account in the later exhibition is used as an 

entry point for explaining larger economic systems and regional connections. 

The shift also entails a change in how the chieftain’s power is understood and 

legitimised. In the earlier exhibition, power appears primarily as ritual and symbolic authority, 

concentrated in the hall and the high seat as political and cosmological centres. In the later 



exhibition, this is largely replaced by a system-oriented explanation in which the chieftaincy 

is presented as a redistributive system based on a central farm, subordinate farms, taxation, 

and labour obligations. Power is thus understood as economic and administrative control, 

where resources are collected and redistributed in ways that secure loyalty, alliances, and 

social stability. 

This thematic shift corresponds with more recent archaeological research that 

emphasises the Viking Age as a period characterised by economic differentiation, 

specialisation, and extensive networks of contact (Jesch 2015: 70). The language of the later 

exhibition is consistently more explanatory than normative, and the presentation places 

greater emphasis on structures, processes, and recurring practices rather than on singular 

heroic actions. 

At the same time, a clear focus on power and elite perspectives is maintained. The 

chieftain continues to function as the narrative entry point, and although economic and social 

structures are explained in greater detail, subordinate groups such as thralls, farmers, and 

labourers are only to a limited extent granted independent voices. The change therefore 

primarily concerns how the elite is explained rather than which actors are given narrative 

presence. 

 

8.2. Source Use and Knowledge Dissemination 

The use of sources constitutes a central difference between the two exhibitions. In the 

available documentation for the earlier exhibition (1995), interpretation is largely based on 

individual literary and historical sources, including sagas, Eddic poetry, runic inscriptions, and 

Ottar’s account. These sources possess strong narrative and pedagogical value but are 

simultaneously fragmentary, selective, and shaped by the political and ideological contexts of 

later periods (Fridriksson 1994: 187). 

The sources are rarely presented with explicit source-critical reservations. The material 

indicates that quotations function primarily as authoritative statements confirming the 

exhibition’s overarching narrative, rather than as historical texts open to interpretation. This 

contributes to a strong and coherent narrative voice but provides visitors with limited insight 

into uncertainty, alternative interpretations, or scholarly debate. 

The exhibition from 2011 stands in contrast to this by drawing on systematised 

archaeological research, particularly Borg in Lofoten. A Chieftain’s Farm in North Norway 

(ed. Munch, Johansen & Herschend 2003). Although research literature is seldom referenced 

explicitly within the exhibition space, the texts collectively express a more consistent and 



research-based conception of knowledge. Objects are placed within contexts of production, 

use, and distribution, and finds are explained through comparison, analysis, and chronological 

dating. 

This form of knowledge dissemination represents a clear scholarly strengthening but 

also involves an implicit mode of interpretation. Visitors are given limited insight into the 

methodological choices and interpretations underlying the presentation, and alternative or 

contested perspectives are only rarely made visible. This applies particularly to source 

referencing and levels of interpretation, even though the introductory films explicitly present 

the excavations and discoveries. The analysis therefore indicates that the newer exhibition 

also appears relatively authoritative, albeit grounded in a different epistemological framework 

than the earlier one. 

 

8.3. Continuities and Dramaturgical Patterns 

Despite changes in source foundations, language use, and thematic emphasis, the analysis 

reveals indications of significant continuities in the dramaturgical structure of the exhibitions. 

In both cases, the chieftain functions as a central focal point, and power appears as an 

overarching organising principle for the narratives. At the same time, the current exhibition 

marks a clear shift by situating the chieftain’s role within a broader context of social, 

economic, and religious structures. This relational framing contributes to a more nuanced and 

analytical presentation than in the earlier exhibition. 

In the available material from the earlier exhibition, power is articulated through war, 

honour, and ritual authority, whereas in the newer exhibition it is communicated through 

economic control, resource distribution, and administrative capacity. Nevertheless, the 

chieftain remains at the centre of the narrative, and both material and immaterial resources are 

largely understood as expressions of his position. 

This continuity may be interpreted in relation to a persistent need for narrative stability 

in museum interpretation. Elite history functions as a unifying framework that makes complex 

and fragmentary sources accessible to a broad audience. At the same time, this structure 

contributes to social differences, dependency relations, and marginalised groups remaining 

underrepresented, even within a more research-based and analytically oriented exhibition. 

 

9. Discussion: Change, Continuity, and Implications 

The material could also have been analysed through other museological perspectives than 

those applied here. Within museum studies, Marit Anne Hauan (2019: 212–215), among 



others, has used the concept of blind spots to highlight how exhibitions, through their 

narrative and scenographic structures, not only communicate history but also organise what 

becomes visible and what recedes into the background. The point is not necessarily that 

particular perspectives are consciously excluded, but that stable narrative frameworks and 

dramaturgical strategies may render certain experiences less accessible as historical 

perspectives. Viewed from such an approach, the material from Lofotr Viking Museum could 

likewise have been examined in terms of which experiences remain peripheral when the 

chieftain functions as the narrative’s consistent focal point, or how knowledge foundations 

and interpretive processes largely appear implicit even within a more research-based 

exhibition. The reference to blind spots is therefore introduced here not as an analytical 

framework for the study, but as a reflection that the observed stability in narrative structure 

may also be understood as the result of selection processes that open certain interpretive 

possibilities while limiting others. The concept thus points toward alternative ways the 

material might have been read and underscores that the analytical results represent one 

possible entry point into a complex museum material. 

Against this background, the following section summarises the central patterns 

identified by the analysis, with particular emphasis on the relationship between change and 

continuity in the museum’s interpretive practice. The analysis suggests that the scholarly 

updating characterising the newer exhibition has only to a limited extent resulted in changes 

to the overall dramaturgical organisation. In both exhibitions, the chieftain functions as the 

primary narrative focal point, and power – whether understood as ritual authority or 

economic-administrative control – constitutes the structuring principle of the narrative. The 

change therefore primarily concerns how power is explained rather than who is granted 

interpretive authority within the story. 

The results further show that the earlier exhibition employs value-laden and narrative-

driven language that actively draws on established conceptions of Vikings as warriors and 

conquerors. Quotations from sagas, poetry, and individual historical accounts function as 

authoritative confirmations of a heroic master narrative. In the newer exhibition, the language 

is more explanatory and analytical, and quotations function more often as illustrations of 

structural relationships. Nevertheless, a clear elite perspective is maintained, in which 

subordinate groups are primarily described as components of an economic system rather than 

as historical actors with their own experiences. 

Comparisons with other institutions, such as Midgard Viking Centre and Nordvegen 

History Centre, indicate that Lofotr Viking Museum forms part of a broader museum trend in 



which sensory experiences, reconstructions, and activity-based interpretation have gained 

increased importance. Such strategies contribute to accessibility and audience engagement but 

may also stabilise certain narratives, particularly those connected to chieftainly power, 

warfare, and masculine ideals of achievement (Løkka 2017: 114). Even where women and 

craft practices are given greater visibility, this often occurs within frameworks that reinforce 

existing hierarchies rather than challenge them. 

These priorities must be understood within the museum’s institutional and cultural 

policy frameworks. Reduced public funding and increased demands for self-generated income 

have over time made visitor numbers, recognisability, and interpretive clarity central premises 

for museum operations (St.meld. nr. 22, 1999–2000: 123). Within such conditions, strong and 

coherent narratives appear as functional solutions rather than as deliberate ideological 

choices. The available material nevertheless provides limited grounds for directly linking 

specific exhibition strategies to commercial motivations; rather, commercialisation functions 

as a structural backdrop influencing pacing, form, and narrative level. 

A central question emerging from the analysis concerns whom the exhibitions are 

effectively designed for in practice. Although the museum today explicitly addresses local 

visitors, tourists, and children and young people (Museum Nord 2023), the exhibition 

interpretation offers limited space for scholarly immersion, source-critical reflection, and the 

visibility of alternative interpretations. The earlier exhibition met analytical transparency only 

to a limited extent, but the newer exhibition likewise communicates knowledge largely 

implicitly, with research processes and interpretive choices seldom made visible to audiences. 

This development may be understood in light of museological research describing a shift in 

museum authority, from institutions exercising explicit scholarly definitional power toward 

more audience-oriented producers of knowledge. At the same time, recent studies demonstrate 

that sensory and narrative forms of interpretation do not necessarily stand in opposition to 

academic quality. The challenge instead lies in combining narrative accessibility with 

multivocality, source awareness, and reflection on uncertainty and interpretation. 

The analysis of Lofotr Viking Museum suggests that achieving this balance is difficult 

in practice. Even in the newer exhibition, where economic and social structures are explained 

in greater detail, narratives remain largely centred on a single dominant actor. Life 

experiences related to thralls, farmers, children, or Sámi trading partners primarily function as 

background elements within an elite narrative rather than as independent perspectives. The 

result is an interpretation that appears more academically precise than before yet still entails a 

selective representation of social complexity. 



This selectivity cannot be understood solely as the result of individual curatorial 

decisions but points toward more fundamental mechanisms in how historical narratives are 

structured and made coherent in museum representations. To understand this tendency beyond 

the individual case, it may be situated within a broader epistemological discussion of how 

overarching narrative frameworks organise historical understanding. Jean-François Lyotard 

describes the postmodern condition as characterised by an “incredulity toward 

metanarratives,” that is, overarching explanatory narratives that seek to provide unified 

meaning and legitimacy to knowledge and history (Lyotard 1984: xxiv). Such narratives 

function by organising complex and fragmented experiences within a single coherent 

interpretive framework, in which certain perspectives are granted explanatory priority. 

Transposed to a museum context, metanarratives may be understood as structuring historical 

stories that create orientation and coherence for audiences while simultaneously involving 

processes of selection and simplification. 

This points to a fundamental museological dilemma: the tension between the need for 

narrative coherence and the aspiration toward historical plurality. Elite narratives function as 

effective points of orientation when dealing with fragmentary sources but simultaneously 

contribute to reproducing what museological literature often describes as “grand narratives” 

(Amundsen 2001: 91–92), extending Lyotard’s concept of metanarratives. Such narratives 

provide structure and meaning but may also limit space for critical reflection and alternative 

voices. 

Experiences from other heritage institutions demonstrate that this issue is not unique to 

museum interpretations of the Viking Age. Criticism of sensationalisation in the interpretation 

of so-called “dark history,” such as at Bodmin Jail in Cornwall, illustrates how dramatization 

may reinforce established perceptions rather than generate new insight (Lewis, Channing & 

Smith 2025). Common to such cases is the risk that the museum functions more as an arena of 

recognition than as a space for intellectual challenge. 

In this context, Lofotr Viking Museum emerges as a case study with considerable, 

though partly unrealised, potential. The development from 1995 to the present demonstrates a 

clear movement toward stronger scholarly grounding and more analytical interpretation. At 

the same time, both historical and current exhibitions illustrate how difficult it is to break with 

established narrative structures without losing narrative clarity and audience orientation. Early 

criticism of the museum’s scholarly practice should therefore not be understood as a closed 

chapter but as an ongoing reminder of the need for reflexive exhibition development. The 

findings of this report indicate that future interpretive processes could be strengthened 



through clearer marking of source foundations, the use of parallel narratives, and explicit 

visibility of interpretation and uncertainty. In particular, digital and modular solutions may 

open possibilities for greater historical complexity without sacrificing accessibility, 

engagement, and interpretive effectiveness. 

 

10. Conclusion 

This report has analysed the development of exhibitions and interpretive strategies at Lofotr 

Viking Museum from its opening in 1995 to the present day. The comparison of the 

permanent exhibitions from the periods 1995–2011 and 2011–2026 indicates a clear scholarly 

shift toward stronger research-based knowledge foundations, more nuanced language use, and 

increased emphasis on explanatory presentations of economic, social, and political structures 

in the Viking Age. Particularly notable is the transition from an event- and actor-driven 

narrative toward a more system-oriented interpretive framework, in line with recent 

archaeological research. 

At the same time, the analysis shows that central dramaturgical and narrative 

structures have largely been maintained. Narratives remain organised around the Viking 

chieftain as the primary actor, and power continues to function as the overarching organising 

principle, even though the foundations and mechanisms of power are explained differently 

than before. The experiences of women, children, thralls, and other non-elite groups are only 

to a limited extent presented as independent perspectives, including in the more recent 

exhibition. This points to a persistent tension between the need for narrative clarity and the 

ambition to communicate greater social and historical complexity. 

The report further demonstrates that experience-based interpretive strategies – such as 

reconstructions, scenography, film, and digital elements – do not in themselves entail a 

weakening of scholarly quality. When combined with a solid research foundation, such 

approaches can contribute to accessibility, engagement, and understanding. At the same time, 

they involve a risk of simplification and selective representation if primarily used to stabilise 

established narratives or adapted to audience expectations without clearly communicating 

source foundations, interpretation, and uncertainty. 

The documented developments must be understood within institutional frameworks 

shaped by visitor economy conditions, cultural policy directives, and increasing demands for 

audience orientation. The analysis nevertheless provides limited grounds for claiming that 

individual interpretive choices at Lofotr Viking Museum are primarily driven by commercial 

considerations. Rather, such structural conditions appear as contextual premises influencing 



form, pacing, and accessibility in interpretation, without necessarily directly determining 

scholarly content. 

A central finding of the report is that increased research-based knowledge does not 

automatically become visible to audiences. Knowledge may be present within the exhibition 

without being explicitly communicated as source foundation, interpretation, or hypothesis – 

even when excavations and finds are presented directly in introductory films. This raises 

fundamental questions concerning verifiability, source awareness, and audiences’ 

understanding of archaeology as an interpretive and processual practice rather than as a set of 

definitive truths. 

On this basis, the report identifies several learning points for future exhibition 

development at Lofotr Viking Museum and comparable institutions. Particularly relevant is 

the need for clearer source tracing, explicit marking of different levels of reconstruction, and 

the development of parallel narratives capable of accommodating multiple social positions 

within the same historical context. Such strategies may contribute to greater historical depth 

and multivocality without weakening audience orientation or experiential quality. 

In conclusion, the analysis demonstrates that the tension between academic knowledge 

production and audience-oriented experience cannot be resolved once and for all but must be 

understood as an ongoing field of negotiation within museum practice. Lofotr Viking Museum 

thus emerges as a clear example of how this tension materialises over time, and how 

conscious and reflective choices in future interpretive processes may help realise the 

museum’s scholarly and communicative potential in more transparent, inclusive, and 

analytical ways. Several of the challenges identified in the report also point toward 

opportunities that may be addressed through new interpretive technologies, including site-

based AR platforms that enable more flexible, layered, and source-aware forms of 

interpretation. 
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