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A rchaeologicalR egearch at G asir, 2001.
An Interin Report

SUMM ARY

A preliminary programme of archaeological survey and test excavation was
conducted at Gasir, Glaesibagarhreppur, Eyjafjordur, NE Iceland in June and July of
2001. The work was undertaken by Fornleifastofnun islands on behalf of Minjasafnid
a Akureyri. Survey work has produced a new map of the site, and a number of
previous excavation trenches were re-opened and re-assessed. This evidence suggests
a lengthy and complex sequence of occupation, and is interpreted as seasonal
occupation for the purposes of trading. Re-excavation found the remains of informal
temporary structures, along with deposits located below the present water table that

indicate potential for the preservation of organic remains.
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Figure 1 - Site Location

INTRODUCTION
Gésirkaupstadur is located at the southern edge of the Horga river delta, on the
western shore of Eyjafjordour, 11km north of Akureyri. The low lying area of
surviving archaeology is protected from the open water of Eyjafjordur by asystem of
sandbars and mudflats. A great number of broadly sub-rectangular earthworks up to
2m tall are clearly visible to the west of an area of salt marsh, itself protected from the



sea by alarge sandbar. The visible archaeological remains lie in a 2ne of grass and
low shrub, between 1m and 7m above sea level. The land rises quite sharply to the
south of the site, to a height of circa 16m above sea level, where the land is now
utilised for pasture/hay production by the modern farm of Gésir. Higher areas of the
site that have no visible archaeology are heavily thufurised.

The archaeology of Géasir has been investigated on a number of previous
occasions. A survey of the site was conducted by Premierlgjtnant F. Frodain 1902 on
behaf of Daniel Bruun, and excavation was first undertaken in 1907 by Daniel Bruun
and Finnur Jonsson. These investigations focused on the church at Gésir, and upon a
group of structures at the eastern edge of the site. More recently, four trial trenches
were excavated by Margrét Hermanns-Audardéttir and Bjarni F. Einarsson during the
summer of 1986, each located within a different part of the site. This previous work
documented the uniqueness of the site, and indicated the tremendous complexity of
surviving archaeological deposits at Gasir.

At the initiative of Minjasafnid & Akureyri, further work was undertaken at
Gésir during July 2001. This initiative aims to further archaeological research at
Gasir, and to enhance the public presentation of the remains. In collaboration with
Minjasafnid Akureyri and bjodminjasafn islands, Fornleifastofnun islands has
undertaken atopographical survey of the site and a re-assessment of previous work at
Gédir, including the re-excavation of earlier trenches. In addition, an assessment of
geophysical survey techniques at the site has been carried out by Tim Hordey
(University of Bradford, UK) and asearch of Daniel Bruun's documentary archives
stored at the Nationalmuseet in Copenhagen has been undertaken An initial analysis
of the tephra horizons encountered has been carried out by Magnis A. Sigurgeirsson.
A study of the previously found artefacts has been undertaken — of particular interest
are three pot sherds and a bronze object. These are dicussed below (See Mehler).
These steps ae seen as a prerequisite to further investigation, and will hopefully

provide the foundation for a wide ranging programme of further research.



M ETHODOLOGY

M easured survey

In order to generate a three dimensiona model of the surviving archaeology and its
environs, the entire area was surveyed using a Total Station Theodolite. A 20m grid
system was marked out based on control points supplied by the staff of Vegagerdin a
Akureyri. These points were used as the basis for locating all further work. Within
this grid system 3D measurements were taken at 1m intervals over the area of visible
archaeological remains, and at 5m intervals for a larger area surrounding the site.
Additionally, landscape features were noted and measurements were aso taken along
the shore line. This data was subsequently processed and interpolated to produce a
3D model of the site and a map of the visible archaeology.

Figure 2 — Surface model of site environs, interpolated from 5m survey.

Isometric view from the northeast.

This survey will serve as a record of the archaeological remains prior to

further investigation, and will be of use in identifying areas for further study, the



protection of the monument, and the presentation of the site to the public. The result
of this suvey is a new map of the site, intended to complement other surveys and
imaging methods (e.g. Aeria photography, stereo photogrammetry, geophysical
survey etc.). The survey also helped establish the locations of previous excavation
trenches by a comparison with previously published drawings.

Figure 3 — Surface model of archaeological remains, interpolated from 1m survey.

Isometric view from the northeast.
G eophysical Survey
An assessment of routine geophysical techniques was undertaken by Tim Hordey
(University of Bradford, UK). The results of this work are discussed below (See
Appendix 1).

Excavation

In order to more fully assess the nature, extent and condition of the surviving
archaeological remains, a number of previously excavated archaeological trenches
were targeted for re-excavation. The larger part of this effort was directed towards a

cluster of structures partially excavated under the direction of Daniel Bruun and



Finnur Jonsson in 1907, and designated as “Rummene” A, B, C and D in Bruun's

report® .

A single open area encompassing these structures was defined (Area A), measuring in
total 180m2.  Turf was removed by hand and reserved for replacement. The soil
backfilling the excavation of 1907 was hand excavated to a depth in excess of 1m
Effort was then focused on the complete re-excavation of the structure designated
“Rum B” by Bruun (hereafter Structure Al), being that in which he recorded the
greatest concentration of features.

Once the backfill had been removed, the remaining archaeological deposits
were recorded. Plans were made at a scale of 1:20 and sectiong/elevations were
drawn at appropriate scales. This record was supplemented by photography as
appropriate.  Archaeological deposits were described in accordance with a
stardardised terminology set out in the “Archaeologica Field Manual” of
Fornleifastofnun islands.? Additionally, 3 of 4 trial trenches excavated by Margrét
Hermanns-Audarddttir and Bjarni F. Einarsson in 1986 were re-examined and
recorded. These trenches were designated “Prh /A", “Prh 3/D” and “Prh 4/E” in the
published report®, and these identifiers are used here for ease of reference.

The 1986 trial trenches each measured 3m?, and had been backfilled with
coarse grey black sand. Trenches 1/A and 4/E were re-excavated in their entirety,
aong with the southernmost part of trench 3/D. The archaeological deposits
encountered were re-recorded according to the methodol ogy described above.

All artefacts and bones encountered in the backfill of the trenches were
retained for further study. All previously undisturbed archaeological deposits were

left as found, excepting where sampling was required or clarification was necessary.

! Bruun 1928, pgs 114-125
2
Lucas (ed) 2000
3 Hermannsdéttir 1987, pgs 3-39



Figure 4 - Overview of surveyed earthworks and 2001 excavation areas




RESULTS

Excavation

AreaA - Fgures5,6,7 and 8)

The re-excavation and recording of these apparent structures revealed a sequence of
deposits and features that appear somewhat different from the previously published
evidence.* Only the north-easternmost of the 4 apparent structures was completely re-
excavated (Structure Al). Excavation of the southeastern “structure” was
discontinued after the removal of turf and topsoil, and excavation of the 2 western
structures continued to a level where the elevations of the trench could be studied.
Structure A1l contained a complex sequence of debris layers and a number of
archaeological features that must represent multiple phases of use. Prior to further
excavation only a limited understanding can be gained from these previously

excavated features and deposits, but a number of new discoveries have come to light.

Whereas al of the features
noted by Bruun are still
identifiable, the  size
location and nature of these
features are not aways as
previousy recorded.
Additionally, an apparent
test pit discovered in the
centre of Structue Al is
not discussed by Bruun.
This sub-square test pit was
backfilled with the same
material as encountered
elsawhere in Area A and is
believed to have been dug
as pat of the 1907

Figure- Area A and Structure A1 .
excavation

“ Bruun 1928, pgs 114-125
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Figure 6 - Structure A1 ("Rum B")

The earliest deposits recorded were those encountered at the base of the test pit. The
test pit measured approximately 1m square at the surface, becoming narrower towards
its base and was a maximum of 0.9m in depth. The base of the test pit (at 0.13m

below sealevel) was subject to rapid inundation.

At the base of this test pit was a pale clay rich deposit (Context 214) found to contain
organic material and charcoal. These inclusions are thought to be anthropogenic, and
the possibly waterlogged nature of this deposit indicates the potential for excellent
preservation of organic materials and artefacts. At the upper horizon of context 214, a
deposit of dark, organic rich soil (context 213) was encountered. This latter deposit
may represent a buried surface. Context 213 was overlain by a sequence of mixed
deposits including turf debris and peat ash (contexts 212, 211, 210). These in turn
were sealed by adark blue grey tephra horizon (context 209), thought to be Grimswitn
~1320AD (See Appendix 4)
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Figure 7 - Sections of testpit in Structure A1

Context s
D escription

No.

201 Mid grey brown sandy silt with occasional dark red turf fragments

202 Very smal rounded stones/gravel, up to 6mm

203 Mid grey brown silty sand with lenses of orange/black turf inc blue grey tephra at
lower horizon.

04 Very mixed yellow brown sandy silt with small orange red turf fragments and
dark brown organic lens at lower horizon.

205 Y ellow/grey turf block.

206 Very mixed yellow brown silt with some organic content, frequent peat ash
inclusions and occasional charcoal.

207 Possible cut feature (pit?)

208 Dark yellow brown sandy silt with very occasiona turf fragments and peat ash

209 Blue grey tephra horizon (G~1320?)

210 As 208

211 Y ellow brown clay silt with yellow/brown/black turf fragments

212 Grey brown clay silt with occasiona orange red turf fragments

213 Dark brown organic horizon

214 Pale ydlow grey clay silt with frequent organic lenses and occasional charcoal

Table 1 — Context descriptions for Figure 7




Above the latter tephra horizon was a further mixed deposit (context 208). Context
208 appeared to be truncated by an irregular pit [207], which had subsequently been
filled with a succession of mixed debris layers (contexts 206, 205, 204 and 203).
Both the fills of feature [207] and deposit 208 were sealed by a thin band of very
small rounded gravel (context 202). This gravel horizon had in turn been overlain by

afurther deposit of grey brown sandy silt (context 201) including fragments of turf.

Further excavation will be needed to confirm the stratigraphic relationship between
these deposits and those seen elsewhere in Structure Al, but it seems clear that the
stone surface (context 215) and possible hearths (216 and 217) recorded in plan (see
Figure 6, and below) must post-date both the G~1320 tephra horizon, and the

construction, use and disuse of the possible pit feature [207].

This interpretation was supported by the re-recording of the west facing elevation of
Structure A1 (Bruun's “Ostre vagy’), and the excavation of a small tria hole

extending that sequence down to the water table (See Figure 8).

At the base of this sequence was a soft, wet, grey silty clay (context 200) with organic
inclusions and occasiona charcoal. Context 200 was sedled by a mixed deposit
including turf debris (context 199). The latter deposit was in turn sedled by an
horizon of dak blue grey tephra (context 198), also thought to be
Grimswitn~1320AD. Above the tephra horizon were a layer of silt and turf debris
(context 197), alayer of peat ash (context 196), alayer of sand (context 195), a further
layer of turf debris (context 194) and a grey black ash horizon (context 193). These
deposits were in turn overlain by awidespread layer of dark brown silt and turf debris
(context 192). Context 192 was exposed in plan throughout the larger part of Bruun's
excavation trench. It appears that the stone surface 215 lies at the surface of this
deposit, although the relationship has been obscured by Bruun's excavation of a

shallow trench between the drawn elevation and the stone surface.

10
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Context

No D escription

Mixed yellow brown sandy silt with frequent turf fragments, occasiona peat ash,
187

charcoa and small rounded gravel
188 Reddish pink peat ash at surface, becoming blackened soot and charcoa towards

base. Fill of hearth [217]

189 Yellow and grey turf blocks, with frequent bands of fine dark grey sand

190 Mid brown sandy silt with frequent large turf fragments (inc. dark grey tephra)

Dark yellow brown sandy silt, with frequent small, variable turf debris, occasional

191 dark grey and pale yellow tephra, and small rounded gravel

Dark brown sandy silt, with occasional larger fragments of turf and angular stones

192 (up to 100mm)

193 Grey black wood ash horizon

194 (As 190)

195 Fine grey black sand

196 Pink peat ash with occasional charcoal

197 | (As192)

198 Dark blue grey tephra horizon (G~1320)

199 Mid yellow brown sandy clay silt, dightly plastic, with occasional turf debris

Soft, dark blue grey sty clay with occasional charcoa and organic inclusions,

200 . .
and ferric precipitation.

217 Shallow cut of hearth

Table 2 — Context descriptions for Figure 8

Context 192 lies beneath a thick, mixed deposit of turf debris (context 191), extending
along the entire length of the eastern elevation of Structure A1. At the southern limit
of Structure A1, the elevation has been undercut by previous excavation. This is
likely to have been undertaken to investigate the extent of a sub-circular feature filled
with peat ash (feature 216, or fireplace “a” as recorded by Bruun). This feature is
believed to be a hearth or temporary fireplace, and appears to truncate the surface of
context 191. Feature 216 is sealed by a deposit of silt and turf debris (context 190)
measuring up to 0.55m in thickness and up to 35m in length. Set in to the surface of
deposit 190 was a block of regular turf (context 189) yellow/grey in colour and
including horizontal bands of fine grey sand. This block of turf was truncated by a
shalow sub-circular feature [217], filled with charcoal and ash at its base and peat ash
a its surface (context 188). Feature 217 had been half excavated by Bruun and
corresponds to his fireplace “b”. Context 190 was additionally overlain by a further
mixed deposit of sandy silt and turf debris (context 187) up to 0.52m in depth.

12




This sequence of depositiononce again indicates numerous episodes of archaeol ogical
activity postdating the deposition of the G~1320AD tephra horizon, and details the
accumulation of very large quantities of anthropogenic material after that date. This
evidence suggests considerable activity continuing within this area of the site into the
latter part of the 14" century and possibly longer. Tephrochronological study has
identified fragments of the “A” layer (V-1477 AD) tephrawithin turf debris above the
stone surface 215, suggesting that human activity at Gasir extends into the last quarter
of the 15" century.

The features seen in plan within Structure A1 are those recorded by Bruun, although
their detail is amended somewhat. Located at the northern end of the areais a deposit
of stone (context 215, or Bruun's “c Stenbrolaggning”). Deposit 215 measures up to
3m east-west and 2.3m north-south, extending beyond the northern limit of
excavation. It is formed from an uneven spread of unworked angular stones
measuring 0.10-0.25m in length. It isinterpreted as a surface, and is believed to have
been partially removed by previous excavation. Feature 216 (see above) was located
at the southeastern corner of Al, and had also been partially excavated. It appears
that this feature would have originaly measured circa 1.5m in diameter, and up to
0.30m in depth. Feature 216 is interpreted as a hearth or temporary fireplace. The
remaining portion of feature 217 (see above) suggeds a diameter of circa 0.90m, and

is also interpreted as a temporary hearth

These three features recorded by Bruun appear to belong to different phases of
activity, in addition to further phases recorded within the test pit, which they overlie.

An examination of the exposed archaeological deposits seen elsewhere in Area A did
not locate any structural features, and most particularly did not identify any deposits
thought likely to represent walls for the rooms or structures enumerated by Daniel
Bruun. Rather, the remaining elevations of the excavation area, and the baulks of soil
left between the four “Rummene’ are formed from a sequence of sandy silts and turf
debris deposits not unlike those detailed above. It is unclear at this time why Bruun

and Jonsson felt these limits represented defined structures.

13



Testtrench /Prufuhol “Prh.4E” Figures9,10and 11)

Prh. 4/E was located circa 18m to the west of Area A. This test trench was first
excavated by Margré Hermanns-Audardéttir and Bjarni F. Einarsson in 1986. The
trench measured 3m x 1m and is aigned broadly east-west. Unlike the 1907
investigations, excavation within this trench had proceeded to and beneath the lowest
archaeological deposits, (at up to 1.85m below the current surface) and thus it offers a

compl ete sequence of the deposits to be found at this location.

Once again, this trench evidences the multi-phase nature of activity at the site, and the
accumulation of large quantities of anthropogenic material. The earliest deposits seen
within Prh.4/E were a number of prehistoric naturally deposited layers (contexts 123,
124, 125, 126, 129, 130 and 141) exposed by the excavationof a small trial hole in the
southwestern corner of the trench These include several episodes of aeolian
deposition, along with two pale yellow / white tephra horizons (possibly Hekla 3 and
4). Upper most in this sequence was a pale grey to dark grey tephra horizon (context
123) thought to be the Landndm layer (871AD+2). These prehistoric deposits were
seen to have been subject to some modification, probably as a result of cryoturbation.
Overlying deposit 123 was a band of sterile orange brown silt (context 122) up to 3cm
thick. This layer, and the underlying natura horizons, had been truncated by a large
negative feature (Feature 173) at the south eastern limit of the trench. Context 122

was a'so overlain by a multi-lenticular deposit of gray sand (context 117)

The excavated portion of feature 173 is semi-circular in shape and measures circa
1.45m in diameter and up to 0.40m in depth, continuing beyond the southern limit of
excavation. Feature 173 has moderately steep concave sides and a flattish base, and
was filled by deposits 137 and 136. Deposit 137 seems to be derived from natural
deposits and may represent either sslumping or upcast, but deposit 136 was seen to
contain peat ash, firecracked stone and fragments of decayed bone. Without
knowing its full extent, the function of feature 173 is unclear. A number of possible
postholes/stakeholes were identified in the base of Prh. 4/E, and these could be
associated features. However, it is not clear from what level these features were cut,

and they may belong to alater phase of activity.

14
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Context

No. D escription

105 Pale brown sandy silt, with moderate bands of coarse grey sand

Loe Mid brown sandy silt, with occasional turf debris, peat ash, dark grey and pale
yellow tephra

107 Pale grey-brown silty sand with very occasional charcoal and peat ash

Log Mid brown sandy siIt with occasional pale yellow tephra and small rounded
pebbles

109 Reddish brown silt with frequent flecks of pale yellow tephra and occasiona
charcoal

110 Mid grey sand with occasiona pale yellow tephra
Mid brown silty sand with occasional pae yellow tephra, lenses of coarse sand,

M and turf debris

119 Dark brown silt with occasional peat ash, lenses of coarse sand, pae yellow
tephra, very small rounded pebbles and charcod flecks
Mid grey sand with occasional silt lenses, flecks of pale yellow tephra and small

113 rounded pebbles.

114 Mid brown sandy st with moderate pale yellow tephra, occasiona rounded
pebbles, peat ash, coarse sand lenses, flecks of charcoa and turf debris
Pde brown st with frequent patches of peat ash, occasional charcoal, turf

115 debris and dark grey tephra

116 Mid-dark brown sandy silt with occasional charcoal, pale yellow tephra, bands
of coarse sand, turf debris, dark grey tephra and fragments of decomposed bone

117 Mid grey laminar coarse sand interleaved with silt.

118 Pale pink peat ash with occasiona charcoal and bone fragments

119 Mid-dark brown silty sand with occasional pale yellow and dark grey tephra

120 Turf collapse ?- dark brown st with bands of dark grey tephra and flecks of
pale yellow tephra

11 Grey brown silty sand with occasional flecks of dark grey and pae yellow
tephra. Includes peat ash lens at eastern limit

122 Mid brown silt

12 Dark grey to pae grey tephra horizon. “Landnam” layer ? Affected by cryo-
turbation

124 Red brown silt.

125 Fine pale yellow tephra horizon. “H3" layer ?

126 Fine mid yellow tephra horizon. “H4” layer ?

127 Coarser dark blue grey tephra horizon. “ G~1320" layer ?

128 Coarse grey sand with occasiona pale yellow tephra and charcoal flecks

129 Soft grey brown clay silt. Affected by cryo-turbation

130 Fine red brown silt. Aeolian deposit ?

131 Medium grey sand with occasiond pale yellow tephra

130 Mid brown silt with occasiona pale yellow and dark grey tephra, and lenses of
sand

13 Grey brown silty sand with occasional turf debris, lenses of coarse sand, peat

ash and pale yellow/dark grey tephra

18




Context .
D
No. escription

134 (As132)

135 Mid red-pink peat ash with occasional burnt bone fragments and charcoal

Mid grey sand with occasional pale yellow tephra, peat ash, fire-cracked stone

136 and bone fragments

137 Mid brown silt with lenses of sand and occasional pale yellow tephra
138 Grey brown sand with silty lenses

139 Red brown silt with occasional pale yellow and dark gray tephra

140 Turf collapse ? - Mid grey sandy silt with lenses of mid brown silt

141 (As 130)

142 Mixed fill of posthole / stakehole

143 Cut of posthole / stakehole

169 Recut of large negative feature

170 Cut of larger negative feature

171 Middlefill of cut 170. (Sumping, derived from 1177)

172 Recut of smaller negative feature

173 Cut of smaller negative feature

Table 3 - Context descriptions for Prh .4 £

The fills of feature 173 and the sand deposit 117 were truncated by a further negative
feature (cut 172). Feature 172 was only evident in the southern and eastern sections,
and measured a minimum of 1.9m in length, 1.05m in width and up to 0.40m in depth.
It wasfilled by adeposit of peat ash (context 135) containing fragments of burnt bone
and charcoal, and by a mixed st deposit (context 134). These fills were in turn
overlain by sand and debris layers (context 128, 132, and 133).

Additionally, the sand deposit 117 and the underlying natural horizons were aso
truncated by a further large negative feature (170) located in the northwestern portion
of the trench. Feature 170 measured at least 2.28m in length, 0.53m in width and
0.60m in depth, extending beyond the northern and western limits of excavation. The
lowest part of this feature was filled by a deposit of grey brown silty sand (context
121) with occasional peat ash lenses and up to 0.17m in depth. Two upper fills of
sand and possible turf collapse (contexts 171 and 140) were noted in the western
section of the trench Fill 140 was in turn sealed by a mixed silty horizon (context
139), itself sealed by an extensive layer of dark brown silt (context 116) including
anthropogenic debris. Context 116 was truncated by a additional large negative

19




feature (169) located over feature 170. This feature was only apparent in section but
appears to have dimensions broadly similar to those of feature 170, and may replace
it. Feature 169 was filled by, in turn, turf debris (context 120), mixed silt and tephra
fragments (context 119) and athin layer of peat ash (context 118). The latter deposits
were themselves sealed by a complex accumulation of sands, silt and turf debris
(contexts 114, 113, 112, 111, 110, 109, 108, 107, 106 and 105), together up to 1.48m
in depth. A dark blue grey tephra horizon (context 127) was noted in the southern and
eastern ends of the trench, believed to be Grimsvotn ~1320AD. It is noted that the
plane of deposition appears to alter after the deposition of this horizon. A small

possible posthole (feature 143) was aso noted in the eastern section of the trench,
truncating deposit 114.

Taken together these features and deposits must represent at least four separate phases
of activity plus a further lengthy period of deposition In contrast to Area A, this
activity nust have largely taken place significantly prior to the deposition of the
G~1320 tephra horizon. The earliest activity in Prh. 4/E may have commenced only a
short time after the deposition of an earlier tephra horizon at the base of the trench,
believed b be the Landndm layer. Unfortunately, truncation by later activity has
obscured this relationship.

The function of the four large negative features encountered in Prh. 4/E is unclear,
and each has only been partially investigated. Prior to discovering of the full extent of
any of these features, the assignment of function must be speculative at best. Whereas
they are associated with deposits of peat ash and bone etc, they do not appear to be
waste pits, or industrial features. Nor do they possess any horizons clearly resembling
trampled floors, and no heat sources have been located. This may yet be consistent
with their use as temporary shelters, storage areas or trading facilities, but this
hypothesis requires significant further proof — and will require further detailed

excavation.

20



Testtrench /Prufuhol “Prh.1A” Figuresl2 and 13)

Prh.JA was located circa 90m to the west of Area A, within a circular enclosure
believed to be a churchyard, and intersecting the northern wall of a rectangular
earthwork believed to be the remains of a church. The trid trench, first excavated in
1986, measured 3m x 1m and was aligned north-south. Excavation had proceeded
into the underlying natural horizons, and the full archaeological sequence was
exposed.

The earliest deposits encountered were a sequence of naturally deposited prehistoric
layers (contexts 166, 168, 165, 164, 163/154, 162/153, 161/152, 160/151, 159/150),
including two pale yellow/white tephra horizons, thought to be Hekla 3 and 4. At the
southern end of the trench this sequence had been overlain by a deposit of dark grey
tephra (context 149), thought to be part of the Landndm sequence. At the northern
end of the trench, the prehistoric layers were overlain by a deposit of dark brown
sandy silt (context 158) with occasiona bands of redder silt and dark grey tephra

Context 158 may represent turf debris, but does not appear to be in situ turf blocks.
The latter context was overlain by a sequence of clean brown sandy silts (contexts
157, 156 and 155). Truncating the latter layers was an interface (feature 175)
associated with aline of large stones bisecting the trench

Feature 175 is highly irregular but is believed to represent a construction event
associated with the building of the church. Feature 175 was filled by a mixed deposit
of silt with tephra fragments (context 148) deposited around an east-west linear
aligment of unworked angular stones measuring up to 0.40m in length These stones
are interpreted as the footing of a wall located 0.60-1.0m from the southern limit of
the trench.

Context 148 had been truncated from above by a further irregular cut (feature 176)
filled by turf debris (context167) and including further angular stone in the eastern
section of Prh.l/A. This feature is thought to represent an episode of repair or
modification to the wall. Feature 175 was sealed by a layer of clean brown silt
(context 147), and that layer was in turn overlain by a more mixed layer of st and
upcast white tephra (context 147). These latter layers were truncated from above by a
small irregular trench (feature 174) seen only in the western section. Feature 174 is
associated with Bruun’s 1907 excavation.
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Context

D escription
No. b

144 Mid grey brown silty sand, turf and topsoil

145 Mixed red brown silt with occasional pale yellow tephra— Bruun’s backfill

146 Mid brown sandy silt with occasional pale yellow tephra

147 Clean dark brown sandy silt

148 Mid brown silt with occasiona flecks of dark grey tephraand pae yellow tephra

149 Dark grey tephra — disturbed in places, but broadly continuous (“Landnam’
layer?)

150 Clean red brown silt. Aeolian deposit?

151 Pale yellow tephra horizon (“*H3"?)

152 Clean pale grey brown silt

153 Mid yellow tephra horizon (“H4"?)

154 Clean red brown silt

155 Clean mid brown sandy silt

156 (As 147)

157 (As 155)

158 Dark brown sandy silt

159 (As 150)

160 (Equals 151)

161 (As152)

162 | (As153)

163 (Equds 154)

164 Mid brown st

165 Red brown slt

166 Compact grey brown clay silt

167 Mixed dark brown silt with occasional dark grey tephra— Turf debris?

168 Mid grey brown silt.

174 Cut of Bruun's excavation

175 Construction cut / interface for church

176 Recut — for repair ?

Table 4 -C ontext descriptions for Prh 1A

Unlike Prh4/E and Area A, the deposits seen in Prhl/A only appear to represent a
limited amount of activity — one event of construction and one of repair. The
currently available evidence does not permit a close dating of these remains. It is
noted that no occupation layers are apparent in the trench. This evidence is not
inconsistent with interpretation of this structure as a church, but it is further noted that

no evidence of inhumation has yet come to light.
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Figure 14 - Prh.3/D, East facing section

Context
No

D escription

177

Turf and topsoil — pale brown silty sand

178 Mid brown sandy silt with occasional charcoal, roots and flecks of tephra

179 Mid grey brown silty sand, banded, with occasional charcoa and peat ash flecks

180 Mixed / redeposited pale yellow tephra (H3?) - upcast

181 Dark brown sandy silt with occasional turf fragments and charcoal

182 Dark blue grey tephra horizon - (G~1320?)

183 Mid brown sandy clay silt with occasional charcoal

184 Fine mid grey brown sand, banded, with very occasiona charcoa and turf
fragments

185 Pale brown clay silt, with redeposited pale yellow tephra (H3?)

186 Coarse dark grey sand with occasiona highly decomposed organic inclusions

Tablk 5 -C ontexts descriptions for Prh3 D
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Testtrench /Prufihola “Prh.3 D" Figure 14)

Prh. 3/D was located circa 15m to the north of Area A. Only the southern most
portion of this trench was re-excavated. The illustrated section (Figure 14) revealed
only a sequence of glts, sands and debris layers — all seen to contain anthropogenic
inputs, but none that could be said to be structural or occupational in origin. These
layers together form an accumulation of up to 1.35m, and were separated in the centre
of this sequence by a thin layer of blue grey tephra (context 182) believed to be
Grimsvotn ~1320. The lowest part of the trench was subject to rapid inundation.

Prh.3/D therefore adds little to the evidence from Area A.

DISCUSSION

Evidence from preliminary excavations at Géasir in July 2001 suggests that the
site enjoyed a lengthy period of occupation and use. Preliminary data from the re-
excavation of earlier investigations shows a lengthy sequence of anthropogenic
activity, interpreted as seasonal occupation for the purpose of trading. The re-
excavation of four structures dug by Daniel Bruun and Finnur Jonsson requires a re-
interpretation of these remains. The positive structures visible on the surface do not
yet appear to represent buildings with turf or turf and stone walls. Turf debris was
evident, but nowhere layered or ordered. Rather than semi-permanent “booths’ it
seems that occupation at Gasir has generated more complex accumulations, more
correctly associated with tents or other temporary structures. The discovery of a test
pit within Daniel Bruun's excavation revealed anthropogenic layers below the current
water table. This discovery implies that waterlogged remains may survive within
some areas of the site. Examination of the deposits seen in Prh. /A suggests an
interpretation in line with that of Daniel Bruun. The form and layout of these remains
are seen as consistent with this structure being a church. In the absence of preserved
turf walls it is thought most likely that this structure was largely built of timber on a
stone footing.

Initial results from the study of in-situ tephra horizons found in association
with the archaeological deposits indicate that activity at Gasir continued for some

considerable period after the deposition of a tephra horizon tentatively dated to the
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1320's and thought to originate from the Grimsvotn system. This tephra horizon was
sealed by up to 1.05m of later deposits, including the stone surface and firepits
identified by Bruun and Jonsson. Although the “A” layer /V-1477 tephra horizon
may be expected at Gésir, this layer was not seen in situ during this season’s work.

The study of pottery from Gasir holds tremendous potential for both the dating
of trading activity and determining the origin of trade goods (see Mehler, below). To
date, six small sherds have been recovered from very limited excavation areas, and
unfortunately are not securely stratified. Nonetheless, given the great rarity of
medieval pottery finds from excavations in Iceland, these few sherds indicate that
Gadir is likely to generate anunparalleled assemblage.

Environm ental C hange

It is evident that considerable environmental change has occurred at Gésir within the
historic period. The area of archaeological structures at Gasir is no longer readily
accessible by sea from Eyjafjordur, and a number of structures at the southern limit of
activity have evidently suffered from coastal erosion at some point since their
abandonment. It seems clear that sedimentation from the Horga river system has
blocked sea-access to the site by the creation or modification of sandbars and mud
flats.

A preliminary study of this question by Halldér Pétursson,® suggests that a
catastrophic sequence of mudslides in Hérgéadalur in 1390 could have deposited a vast
guantity of sediment into the Horga, and may be responsible for the creation of the
outer beach ridge of Gaseyri. This environmental event would certainly have had a
major impact on the viability of Gasir as a trading site, but much more work needs to
be done before this can be seen as a causal factor for site abandonment. Many other
environmental questions must also be addressed, not least the extent of changes to site

morphology during the period of occupation.

Initidl study of the topography of Gasir suggests that there may have been
considerable aggradation of the shoreline during the period of occupation. It is
thought that the structures investigated (within Area A), at the easternmost limit of the

5 Halldér Pétursson 1999

27



positive surviving archaeology, may have been constructed upon sediments deposited
after the initial occupation of the site. The majority of archaeological features to the
west of this area appear to respect a linear alignment located up to 30m from the
present shoreline. This may represent an earlier shore, and might suggest that human
activity at the site contributed to the advance of the shoreline.

As the G~1320 tephra is found to be undisturbed within parts of the site, it seems
likely that these foci at least suffer an hiatus of structural activity in the period after
this event.

In order to understand how landscape morphology has affected site formation
processes and possibly site abandonment, a study of environmental change in and

around Gasir will prove invaluable.

H istory

Gésir is mentioned in numerous historical documents from the 13" and 14™ centuries.
These documents are a valuable resource for shedding further light on archaeological
research at Gasir, but may be of limited use in determining the chronology of the site.
Gasir disappears from the historical record at the end of the 14" century, but this may
only reflect the paucity of the historical record from the following period. The
development of Akureyri must to a significant extent eclipse Gasir as the major
regional trading centre. However, Akureyri is not mentioned as a trading site until the

16M century.

Broader historical factors may also play a role in the abandonment of Gésir. These
might include the decline in trade between Iceland and Scandinavia in the late 14"
Jearly 15" century, and the impact of political struggles in Scandinavia associated
with Nordic union and conflict with the Hansa. This may suggest changes in trade
routes to Iceland and the growth of alternative trading centres. Another factor may be
changes in trade items, resulting from these political developments, which may have

reduced the importance of Gasir as aregional trade centre.
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PROPOSALS

In light of the complex evidence gathered by this preliminary investigation, it is clear
that significant further study is needed to more fully establish the nature, extent and
dating of human activity at Gasir.

To this end a five year program of archaeological excavation is proposed, continuing
the work begun in Area A and extending the study area progressively towards the
west.  Additionally, it is hoped to target further investigations in the area of the
churchyard. Further, a pilot study of possible offshore remains is suggested. These
proposals are more fully detailed below (Appendix 7)
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Appendix 1

Prelim inary A ssessm ent of G eophysical Surveysat G asir,
Eyjafidrdur.

T.J. Hordley
Doctoral Research Student, Department of Archaeological Science, University of

Bradford, UK.

Introduction

Geophysical surveys were undertaken at Gasir during the summer of 2001 as part of a
broader assessment of archaeological prospection techniques in Iceland. This work is
being conducted by the author as a Natural Environmental Research Council (NERC)-
funded doctoral research project, in collaboration with Fornleifastofnun islands and
the North Atlantic Biocultural Organisation (NABO).

Previous research at Gasir and at other sitesin 1999 demonstrated the effectiveness of
magnetometer and earth resistance techniques for such prospection in Iceland
(Hordley & Dockrill, forthcom ing; Horsley, 1999), and the aim of this curent work is
to better understand the reasons for the results obtained. Integration with the results
from other archaeologica evaluation methods and excavation allows a fuller
understanding of the geophysical anomalies, and consequently a better assessment of

these prospection techniques.

The underlying geology at Gésir consists of Tertiary basic and intermediate extrusive
rocks (Johannesson & Saanundsson 1998). The bedrock can be seen to outcrop at
various parts of the site indicating that in places the soil may be very shalow,
although excavations indicate that the depth of deposits is quite variable.

M ethodology

The geophysical surveys conducted at Gasir employed the grid of 20m x 20m squares
established for the topographical survey of the earthworks.

The gradiometer survey was undertaken using a Geoscan FM 36 fluxgate gradiometer,
with readings being recorded at a sampling interval of 0.25m along traverses spaced
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0.5m apart. The data are presented here in the form of a greyscale plot (Figure 1),
following the application of a High Pass (Gaussian) filter and interpolation to enhance
the data.

The earth resistance survey employed a Geoscan RM 15 earth resistance meter using
the twin probe electrode configuration with a mobile probe separation of 0.5m. The
resistance data are also presented as a greyscale plot (Figure 2), following
interpolation and smoothing with a Low Pass (Gaussian) filter to reduce the
background noise caused by thufur.

Resuls

Fluxgate gradiom eter survey
The results of the gradiometer survey (Figure 1) contain a variety of anomalies, of
archaeological, geological and periglacial origin — a combination very characteristic

of such surveysin Iceland.

Most obvious is the circular ring of positive anomalies on the western side of the
survey area. This 30m rough circle coincides with the turf ring earthwork of the
probable churchyard boundary, visible on the surface. Previous surveys in Iceland
have indicated that individua rocks can often produce discrete positive spikes on
account of their being strongly magnetic. This circular anomaly is therefore
interpreted as being due to rocks within the boundary wall, possibly as a stone core or
foundation.

Within the churchyard the outline of the church can aso be made out as linear
positive anomalies, again probably due to the buried rocks of the foundations.
However, there is a difference in the strength of these anomalies between the nave of
the church and the eastern “apse’. Previous excavations into this probable church
suggest that the huilding had a stone foundation, possibly with an outer turf wall
(Bruun and Jonsson 1908; Jonsson 1908; Bruun 1928; Hermannsdottir 1987). Since
the apse contains more intense readings than the rest of the structure, this might
indicate better survival of this end of the building or, more likely, that a greater

guantity of stone was used in constructing the apse. Different construction techniques
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for the two sections of the church might indicate different phases, although since little
work has been undertaken to identify Icelandic church typologies such a difference

could also my functional or symbolic in nature.

Although rather confused, many of the booths have been detected by the gradiometer.
The limited excavation of the booths to date has revealed that they are almost entirely
constructed of turf and soil, and that there may be many phases of these booth
structures at this site. Excavation has also revealed a very high quantity of windblown
basaltic sand depositsin the soil at Gasir. This will increase the magnetism of the soil,
causing earthwork features to produce magnetic anomalies. Re-cutting and rebuilding
of booths over time will have left a host of disturbances in the soil, and the resulting
anomalies would be expected to be very confusing.

Despite this, a few booths do show up quite clearly in the data, especiadly the large
booth first excavated by Bruun and reopened in 2001. It may be that the interior of
this booth appears clearer as a result of this earlier excavation. Immediately west of
this booth a row of at least four booths is visible, running NNE-SSW. These
rectangular booths are remarkably similar in shape, having an interna space of
approximately 9m x 4.5m with two smaller round annexes projecting off each on the
western side. This row may contain as many as eight such booths although the
anomalies become more jumbled towards the northern end. This is particularly
interesting as this pattern of booths had not previously been recognised from aerial
photographs of the site, nor is it immediately obvious from the 2001 topographical

survey results.

It is an interesting question exactly why some of the booths are being detected as they
are. It may be that the high content of magnetic sand in the soil plays a large part,
however further excavations at Gésir and geophysical surveys at this, and other sites

in lceland should help to understand the cause of the anomalies.

Three areas demonstrate the intense broad positive and negative magnetic responses
due to near-surface igneous bedrock; two of these, immediately outside the
churchyard anomaly, coincide with positions where outcropping rock was noted. The
third geological anomaly has been detected at the northwest end of the booth

remains, in an area where no such outcrops were visible. This indicates that the
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bedrock is particularly shallow at this position, maybe less than 0.5m below the

present ground surface.

The small-scale “speckled” noise over much of the site is due to periglacial features
such as thufur which cover the surface of much of the site, although the area of the
booths are generdly free of them. Each frost hummock has atered the soil conditions
such that it produces its own discrete magnetic anomaly. Unfortunately the noise
created by a great number of thufur across the surface may reduce the ability of this
technique to detect more subtle anomalies of archaeological origin, and might prevent
the identification of features buried below them.

Other surface deformations have also been detected, for example the parallel ruts cu
into the surface by the passage of horses over time, and the soil erosion front along the

eastern edge of the survey area.

Earth resistance survey
A smaller area was surveyed using the earth resistance meter, including the probable
church and a few of the booth remains. The results are presented in Figure 2, along

with the results of the gradiometer survey over the same area for comparison.

The remains of the churchyard show up very clearly in the resistance data, with the
turf wall having been detected as a low resistance anomaly on account of the higher
water content and better electrical conductivity. Narrow bands of high resistance
within this correspond to the positive magnetic anomalies and back up the
interpretation of the use of stone in the corstruction of the bank.

As the gradiometer survey, the two cells of the church structure have been detected
differently. The walls of the main body of the church are generally unclear, with a
dight low resistance anomaly indicating the south (turf) wall of the building. The
eastern end of the church appears as clear high resistance anomalies, consistent with
the interpretation that it is constructed of stone rather than turf. With no standing
remains surviving these results may indicate that only the foundations are constructed
of stone, rather than the entire wall, yet there is a clear distinction in construction
between the two parts of the building.

35



The resistance data is slightly confused in the area of the church due to anomalies
caused by thufur, again producing a speckled effect in the data. The surface outside
the churchyard is covered with thufur and the same small-scale noise can be seen in
this area of the resistance survey.

The broader areas of high resistance are caused by the near-surface bedrock.

Over the area of the booths the earthwork banks have been detected as low resistance
anomalies, again apparently caused by the higher water content of the turf and soil
used in their construction. Comparison with the gradiometer survey shows good
correlation but reveals that the booth walls are not as well defined, and that the whole
area is ill confused by the deep deposits of many phases of booths. The
southernmost booth in the resistance survey contains a high resistance anomaly in the
internal space that could either be due to the fact that this lower floor is closer to the

bedrock, or may indicate the presence of a packed stone floor.

Conclusion

The results of both surveys demonstrate the effectiveness of these techniques for the
detection and characterisation of the turf structures at Gasir, despite the effects
produced by near-surface geology and thufur. The complimentary nature of the two
methods indicates that used in combination they have the potential to provide

information not otherwise discernable from the surface remains.

Comparison of the gradiometer survey with the topographical survey interpretation
reveals an excellent correlation with the archaeological remains. Indeed, a number of
these features are more clearly defined through geophysical survey, in particular the
row of booths running north-south down the eastern side of the site.

In addition, it is possible to extract information regarding the different construction
techniques of the remains. Both methods have clearly detected the features of the
church and churchyard, where the results indicate the use of turf and stone in the
structures. This contrasts with the booth remains which appear to be constructed

almost entirely of turf.
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Appendix 2

Proposed Stratigraphic Matrix
Prh.4/E
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Appendix 3

Proposed Stratigraphic
Matrix
Prh. /A
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Appendix 4

Fomlifarannsbkn 4 G dsum iEyjafirdi
G skulagagreining

MagnUs A. Sigurgeirsson, Fjallalind 123, 201 Képavogur, netfang: masig@mmedia.is

Heildarrannsokn hefur ekki farid fram & gjéskulégum i Eyjafirdi enn sem komid er. Einstok
gjoskulog hafa po verid rakin um Eyjafjérd og négrenni, s.s. gjoskuldg fra Heklu (Sigurdur
Porarinsson 1968) og Landnamdagid (Gudrun Larsen 1984). Vid vinndu pessarar
greinargerdar var auk pessara heimilda studst vid athuganir & gjoskuldgum i innanverdum
Eyjafjardardal (Magnus A. Sigurgeirsson 1993, Bjarni F. Einarsson 1995) og vid Myvatn
(Arni Einarsson o.fl. 1988, Magnus A. Sigurgeirsson 1998).

G joskuldg vid G asir

1. Gjoskulag sem nefnt er “a’-lagid, sennilega fra arinu 1477, @ fundist hefur um alan
nordausturhluta landsins (Sigurdur Porarinsson 1958). Samkvaant Utbreidslukorti er pykkt
bessa lags 0,5-1 cm vid Gésa (Sigurdur borarinsson 1977, Jon Benjaminsson 1982). |
innanverdum Eyjafjardardal er lagid um 1 cm pykkt (Magnts A. Sigurgeirsson 1993).
Upptok lagsins eru i Veidivatnakerfinu.

2. Grétt (stalgratt) gjoskulag sem mjog dberandi er i jardvegi i innanverdum Eyjafjardardal
(Magnus A. Sigurgeirsson 1993). Greinilegur litamunur er §&anlegur & pessu lagi og “a’ -
laginu. Par sem pau eru saman i snidi, er “&’-lagid mun dekkra. Utbreidsla lagsins hefur
ekki verid kdnnud og gosar er ekki pekkt med vissu. Afstada lagsins til gjoskulaganna K-
1262 og “a'-lagsins bendir til ad pad sé fra fyrri hluta 14. aldar. Utreikningur & aldri
lagsins med tilliti til jardvegspykknunar bendir til ad pad sé fra pvi um 1320.
Efnagreiningar benda til upptaka i Vatngokli, sennilega Grimsvétnum. Mogulegt er ad
petta lag hafi myndast i fyrsta Grimsvatnagosi sem nefnt er i ritudum heimildum arid
1332 (Sigurdur Porarinsson 1974). Lagid hefur ekki fundist vid Myvatn (Magnds A.
Sigurgeirsson 1998) og heldur ekki vestan Eyjafjardar sem bendir til ad Utbreidsla pess a
Nordurlandi sé fremur litil og vel afmdrkud. Ad svo stéddu, medan aldur lagsins er ekki
betur pekktur, verdur pad nefnt G~1320.

3. H-1300. Nékveant utbreidslukorti er ekki til fyrir H-1300 en samkvaamt ritudum
heimildum vard umtalsvert gjoskufall i pessu gos um Eyjafjérd (Sigurdur borarinsson
1968). Vottur af laginu fannst i innanverdum Eyjafjardardal, vid bagnn Tjarnir (Magnls
A. Sigurgeirsson 1993).

4. H-1104 (H1). Fannst ekki med vissu & uppgraftarsvadinu & Gasum. Mogulega er p6 um
ditrur af pvi ad rasda & nokkrum stédum. Samkvaamt Utbreidslukorti er pad < 0,5 cm
pykkt vid utanverdan Eyjafjord (Sigurdur Pérarinsson 1968). Vid Myvatn er pad um 1
mm pykkt og dlitr6tt (Arni Einarsson o.fl. 1988, Magnus A. Sigurgeirsson 1998).

5. Landndmdagid eda 6nnur Bg af likum adri voru litid dberandi & uppgraftarsvasdinu.
Pykkt pess vid Gasa er < 0,5 cm samkvaamt madingum (Gudriin Larsen 1984).

A durm annvirkja 1§osigioskulaga
[ snidi 1 koma skyrt fram torflog, sem eru basdi eldri og yngri en gjéskulagid G~1320. Ekki er

haagt ad segjatil um hversu gdmul elstu mannvistarlog par eru en ekki hafdi verid grafid nidur
Ur peim pegar pess athugun var gerd. Torfuhnaus med svortu gjoskulagi, sem sennilega er H-
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1300, sast nedan vid G~1320 (& snidteikningu). Sé gengid Ut fra pvi ad um sé ad radda H-
1300 maljost vera ad torf hefur verid stungid eftir arid 1300 og &dur en gjoskulagio G~1320
fellur. | austurenda uppgraftarsvasdisins kom i ljos a® G~1320 liggur um 15-20 cm undir
grjGtiogninni (stéttinni ?) sem par er (snid 2). Han er pvi fra 14. old eda sidar. [ torflagi yfir
stéttinni eru torfhnausar med basdi G~1320 og a-laginu fra 1477, sem bendir til framkvaamda
um eda eftir 1500. Pad ad einungis gjoskulagio G~1320 skuli vera vardveitt a milli
mannvistarlaga bendir sterklega til ad um pad leiti, nokkru fyrir og eftir gjoskufalid, hafi litid
verid um framkvaandir & stadnum, ad minnsta kosti vid budirnar sem nu voru kannadar.

Athugun a prufuholu nr. 3 sem grafin var af Margréti Hermannsdottur (1987) stadfestir pad
sem fram kemur i snidi 1, p.e. ad i budaveggjunum sé torf baadi nedan og ofan gjéskulagsins
G~1320 (snid 3). Ekki komu fram skyrar visbendingar um ddur elstu mannvistaleifa a
Gasum. Telja verdur liklegt ad ytarlegri upplysingar um aldur mannvirkja a Gaseyri komi

fram samhlida frekari uppgreftri.
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Appendix 6
The Finds
Natascha M ehler Fomleifastofun Islands)

The excavations at the medieval trading site Gasir undertaken in July of 2001 recovered 22
finds in total. All but one were found in the covering top soil, in the backfill of Daniel

Bruun's excavations at the beginning of the 20™ century or are loose finds. The artefacts can
be divided into three material groups: most of them are made of metal, mostly iron, few others
of copper aloy. The second group consists of stone artefacts like whetstones of schist.

Ceramic forms the last materia group. The excavated fragments are the only datable finds
from this year's investigation. All finds were cleaned, dried and registered in the excavation
database. Metal objects are packed with silica gel in order to prevent humid storage. Further
conservation is not requested.

M etaldbjects

Eleven metal dojects were found: nine are made of iron, two of copper aloy. None of them is
typologically datable. Three corroded iron nails of different size were found in Area A and are
recorded as GAS 01-004. The largest nail, most likely modern, is 9.5 cm long, has a hook-like
bent end and a head with a diameter of 4.4cm. Another nail is 4.5 cm long, the last one is 3.3
cm long and double headed. None of those nails is datable, athough the double headed nail
appears to be medieval. Four corroded iron objects are listed as GAS 01-005: one rather small
complete nail, 1.7 cm long; three other objects of unknown purpose. Two modern loose finds
of corroded iron are given the number GAS 01-013. The larger object is rather flat and
rectangular in shape and could be part of an metal fitting or attachment. The smaller fragment
is of unknown purpose. Two copper aloy fragments (GAS 01-006) were found in the backfill,
flat sheets of unknown purpose.

Stone objects

Five objects of stone were found in total. GAS 01-002 is an unworked piece of unknown
stone type. The other pieces are of non icdandic origin. Three fragments belong to
whetstones; GAS 01-001, GAS 01-003 and GAS 01-012. GAS 01-003 (context 100, Area A)
is the small fragment of a whetstone edge made of light gray and rather porous schist. The
tool seems to have been rather small and lenticular in cross-section. GAS 01-001 (context
100) and GAS 01-012 (loose find) are of similar but more coarse stone types - gray schist —
the latter of finer quality. GAS 01-001 is damaged on all but one side. GAS 01-012 is better
preserved: the form tapers towards one end, and is square shaped in cross-section. On both
ends are two grooves. GAS 01-011 is the fragment of a soapstone object and could be part of
avessel. Only one surface is preserved which bears clear signs of working. This object was
found while cleaning the section of trench 4/E and is undgtratified. None of the stone objectsis
typologically datable, although the soapstone fragment most likely has a medieval date.

Ceram ic

Three pieces of ceramic were found, all in context 101 (Area A), (see Fig.1). The sherds
belong to three different vessels of stoneware, al made in the German Rhine-area around the
city of Cologne in the late 14™ or 15™ century. Their fabric is smilar but not the same. GAS
01-008 is the body sherd of a rather smal jug, most likely the fragment of the vessd’'s
shoulder or neck. The fabric is gray and fine, the outer surface bears patches of a greenish
brownish salt glaze containing ash (so-called “Ascheanflugglasur”). The inside is brownish to
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purple due to either sdlf-dip (so-called “Eigenengobe’) or meta-dip. The jug was without
doubt produced in the Rhine area. The place of origin can not be more closely identified,
athough the fabric resembles early Siegburg stoneware. GAS 01-009 is a rather small body
sherd most likely of ajug or jar. The fabric is dark gray, the outer surface evenly covered with
purple to brownish iron-containing glaze. The inner surface is covered with avery similar dip
to GAS 01-008. The vessel has most likely been made in a kiln of Langerwehe. GAS 01-010
is the rim sherd of another Rhenish stoneware vessal, possibly a beaker or a small jug. The
rim diameter is 4.5 cm, the fabric beige to gray in colour. The outer and inner surfaces are
evenly covered with a light brown dip under small patches of brownish speckled salt glaze.
The exact location of origin is unknown.

"

Ocm Scm

Fig. 1: Rhenish stoneware found at Gasir: GAS 01-008 (bottom left),
GAS 01-009 (bottom right) and GAS 01-010 (top).

Unknown cbjects

Three objects found at Gasir remain unidentified (GAS 01-007 and GAS 01-014). They are
most likely of mineralogical material, but it is unclear whether these fragments are samples of
a basalt-like porous stone type or small pieces of slag.



Finds from previousexcavationsatG asir

In 1986 Dr. Margré Hermanns-Audardéttir opened two trenches (3/D and 4/E) where she
found three pieces of medieval pottery and an object of copper alloy. The pottery was
published shortly afterwards, without their origin or type being identified®. In alater analysis
of these sherds carried out by Dr. Gudrun Sveinbjarnardéttir two of the pieces were identified
as Rhenish stoneware of Langerwehe type, the third fragment as English earthenware of
Grimston type’. The latter has recently been suggested to be earthenware of east English type
rather than Grimston ware® but nevertheless, al six pottery fragments found at Gasir so far
can be dated to the 14™ or 15™ century. The copper alloy object found in 1986 (see Appendix
6) was originaly identified as a late Viking age weight most likely originating in eastern
Sweden and made in the 10" or 11" century.® A re-evaluation of this artefact has given new
results: the small weight of 4.29 g dates to the 12" or 13" century with closest comparative
materia in Telemark, eastern Norway. The weight is of droplike shape and has a rounded
knob at the upper side with a surrounding metal wire. The bottom bears deep cross cut marks.
Theweight’s metal composition is unclear at present state. It seems to be made of lead or iron
with a surrounding copper aloy covering. A metal anaysis of this artefact is therefore
suggested.

Discussion and conclusion

The artefacts recovered at Gasir are of high importance for our understanding of Iceland’s
medieval materia culture. Six sherds of medieva pottery found in a rather small excavation
areais an unusualy high number, since medieva pottery is very rarely found in Iceland. This
is no doubt explained by the fact that Gasir was a trading site where stoneware and
earthenware vessals from the Rhine area and eastern England were traded, as well as stedtite
vessels and whetstones. It has previousy been suggested that most of the medieval ceramics
found in Iceland came via Norwegian trading centres like Bergen, where Langerwehe
stoneware and earthenware of east english origin were found in large quantities. In 1262
Iceland became part of the norwegian crown and by the early 14™ century direct trade from
Northern Europe to Iceland was prohibited. Items could only be traded via Hansesatic
merchants in Bergen." By the early 15th century English merchants had established direct
trade-links with Iceland, followed by Germans trading directly with Iceland from the late 15th
century onwards. The small metal weight, the steatite and schist artefacts could also represent
links with Norway and a petrological analysis of both stone types is therefore suggested. All
datable artefacts found at Gésir are high or late medieval. No object datable to the viking
period has been found thus far.

® Margrét Hermannsdéttir 1987, 20 and 26 ff.

" Gudrun Sveinbjarnardéttir 1996, 93, 96, 99 and 161.
8 Mehler 2000, 75.

¥ Margrét Hermannsdéttir 1999, 23.

10 Mehler 2000, 127.
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Listof Finds

Nr C G eneral M aterial Description Date

001 100 Whetstone Stone Whetstone, 1 fragment, 23 g Medieval?

002 100 Object Stone Stone of unknown type, 1 piece, 13 g

003 100  Whetstone Stone Whetstone, schist, 1 fragment, 3 g Medieval?

004 100 Nails Metal Iron, 3 complete nails of various size, 108 g

005 101 Objects Metal Iron, 4 objects (one complete nail), 26 g

006 101 Objects Metal Copper alloy sheets, 2 fragments, 5 g

007 101 Objects Unknown  Slag or stone, 2 fragments, 12 g

008 101 Pottery Ceramic Body sherd, rhenish stoneware, 6 g 14/15" cent.

009 101 Pottery Ceramic Body sherd, rhenish stoneware, 3 g, 14/15" cent.
Langerwehe type?

010 101 Pottery Ceramic Rim sherd, rhenish stoneware, 4 g 14/15" cent.

011 LF Vessel? Stone Steatite, worked, 1 fragment, 11 g Medieval?

012 LF Whetstone  Stone Whetstone, 1 fragment, 25 g Medieval?

013 LF Objects Metal Iron, 2 fragments, 36 g

014 LF Object Unknown  Slagor basalt, 1 fragment, 5 g
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Appendix 6
Das Gewicht aus Gasir

Prof. Dr. Heiko Steuer

Institut fur Ur-und Friihgeschichte und Archéologie des Mittelalters
Belfortstral3e 22; D-79085 Freiburg

Das kleine Gewicht von Gésir (4,29 g) ist in der Seitenansicht tropfen-,birnen- oder auch
glockenformig mit profiliertem Kopf (Bakka 1980, 156) und zeigt an der Unterseite eine
kréftige kreuzformige Einkerbung. Damit verkorpert das Stick zwei Traditionen im
skandinavischen Gewichtswesen.

a) Einerseits gab es anscheinend in Stédten Sétze aus birnenformigen Gewichten, die zumeist
jedoch vollsténdig aus Bronze sind und eigentlich keine Drahtumwicklung (zum Tarieren?)
aufwel sen.

b) Andererseits wurden in der spaten Wikingerzeit Kugelzonen-Gewichte (aus Eisen mit
einem Bronzemantel oder vollstdndig aus Bronze) mit Kreuzkerben versehen, oft
nachtraglich, aber manchmal direkt bel der Herstellung. Der Zweck der Kerben ist nicht
eindeutig geklart; es konnte auf eine nicht hoheitlich autorisierte Gewichteproduktion
hinweisen.

Zu (8): Birnenformige Gewichte sind vertffentlicht bei A. W. Bragger, Ertog og @re (1921),
S. 86 Fig. 45 (Akerhaugen i Sauda mit Paralelen). Dieser Gewichtssatz von Akerhaugen ist
neu veroffentlicht: E. Bakka, Ein mittelaterlicher Gewichtssatz von Akerhaugen in Sauderad,
Telemark, Ostnorwegen. Offa 37, 1980, 154-168. Abb. 1 bringt die Waage des Fundes (von
meinem Typ 7 "spd") und den Gewichtssatz, darunter zwei birnenformige Gewichte. Der
Fund gehort ins 12./13. Jahrhundert. Die glockenférmigen Gewichte wiegen 12,85 g und 6,70
g. Bakka diskutiert das aus dem Gesamtsatz zu errechnende Oregewicht. Die weiteren
Fundorte solcher Gewichte sind Holte, Eidfjord, Hardanger (B 6999) (Gewicht 12,695 / 12,7
0), Bergen (B 6601) (Gewicht 99,585 g) und Odo (C 16811) (Gewicht 107,03 g). Sie gehdren
ale - so Bakka - in den Zusammenhang der hochmittelaterlichen Stédte.

Zu (b): Die mir seinerzeit bekannten Gewichte mit Kreuzkerben habe ich vertffentlicht:
Gekerbte Gewichte der spéten Wikingerzeit. Fornvannen 82, 1987, 66-74. Aulerdem in: H.
Steuer, Waagen und Gewichte aus dem mittelalterlichen Schleswig. Funde des 11. bis 13.
Jahrhunderts aus Europa als Quellen zur Handels- und Wahrungsgeschichte. Beitheft 10 zur
"Zeitschrift fir Archdologie des Mittelalters' (Koln Bonn 1997) 312-315. Ich zitiere S. 313:
"Kerben wurden an Gewichten der Typen des 10., haufiger des 11. und vor dlem an den
Typen des 11./12. Jahrhunderts angebracht.” Kerben kommen aso an verschieden aten
Gewichten vor, sind aber nach der statistischen Verteilung und den datierten Fundkomplexen
auch im 12./13. Jahrhundert haufiger moglich.

Das Gewicht von Gésir gehort mit seiner Glockenform in einen spéten Zusammenhang des
12., wenn nicht 13. Jahrhunderts, was der Zweitstellung der Waage von Akerhaugen
entspricht. In jener Zeit wurden Gewichte mit Kreuzkerben versehen. Die Gewichtsgrofie aus
Gésir mit 4,29 g ist fur die Einheiten der Wikingerzeit eigentlich zu hoch; man miifite das



Stiick ohne Draht wiegen. Die von mir aufgelisteten Kugelzonen-Gewichte sind ale
schwerer; aber da es auch Kugelzone-Gewichte von 4,25 g oder 4,0 ggibt, ist das nur eine
Frage der Zeit, bis auch en leichteres gefunden wird. Die anderen mir bekannten
glockenférmigen Gewichte - ausschliefdich aus Norwegen - haben keine Kreuzkerben.
Kreuzkerben kommen auch an den Kugel zonen-Gewichten in Norwegen bisher nicht vor. Der
Draht ist, wie oben gesagt, sicherlich zum Austarieren angebracht worden.

Abb. 1: Das Gewicht aus Gasir.
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Appendix 7
Fornleifarannsoknir & Gasum 2002-2006

— Tillaga ad rannsoknaréediun

Orri Vésteinsson

Gasir vid Eyjafjord eru eingakur gadur.  Ekki eru vardveittar jafnmiklar mannvidarleifar & neinum
6drum verdunargtad fra middldum & idandi. Af pessum sikum er mikill &oyrgdarhiuti a8 gera
fornleifarannsdkn & Gasum og ekki verjandi ad hefja par framkvaandir nema fyrir liggi skyr
rannsdknarmarkmid, nyjustu og bestu takni verdi beitt og fjarmagn <2 tryggat til ad ljuka verkinu a
vidunandi hétt.

| pessari greinargerd e fjallad er um forsendur rannsokna, markmid peirraog adferdafragi, og
et fram tillaga ad rannsoknardadiun fyrir &in 2002 til 2006.

Forsendur

Gasir vio Horgarésavoru helsti verdunarstadur @ Nordurlandi &middldum og er vidagetid i fornritum
frd13. og 14. 6ld. Gésaer sidast getid 1391 og virdist verdun par hafalagst af skémmu sidar eda
amk. 415. dld. Elstu lysingar &ristum & Gasum eru fradseinni hluta 18. aldar og pegar 419. 6ld var
monnum ordid |jGst ad Gésir veau einn umfangsmesti og merkilegasti minjastadur aidandi. Arid 1907
gréfu Danid Bruun og Finnur Jonsson 16 prufuholur & Gasum auk pess sem pair grofu Ut fjorar

samtengdar budatoftir. Nidurstadan af peirri rannsokn var ad skyr merki vagru um ad budirnar hoféu
verid i notkun um langahrid. Veggir voru eingdngu Ur torfi og engar sodarholur fundust og tdldu peir a0
pad benti til ad adeins hefdi verid tjadad yfir bidirnar. Ekkert kom i 1jés sem peim fannst benda til

kirkjutdft toldu peir syna ad kirkjan hefdi eingdngu verid byggd Ur tré. Arid 1986 gerdu Bjarni F.

Einarsson og Margrét Hermanns- Audardattir kénnun & Gasum og gréfu par 4 prufuholur, par af einai
kirkjutéftina. Nidurstddur peirravoru sambegilegar vid fyrri rannsokn. Pau tdldu pd ad dstagerd blda
aGasum vagru nidurgrafnar toftir en ad seinnahefdu verid byggdir upp veggir i bidunum. Einnig fundu
pau tasvert a gripum, par & medd hluti gerda Ur lifraaaum dénum, en pad er visbending um g6d
vardvaduskilyrdi i jardvegi a Gaseyri. Vid kirkjuna téldu pau dg finna torfvegg, i andsttdu vid

nidurstddu peirra Finns og Bruuns um gerd kirkjunnar.*

1 Adolf Fridriksson, Birna Gunnarsdéttir og Orri Vésteinsson (1995): Fomleifar og ferdam 41 1Eypfirdi:



Forkdnnun sem gerd var &id 2001 folst i yfirbordsmadingu, fjarkbnnun og uppgrefti ar edri
konnunarholum. Helstu nidurstddur voru pessar:

- Mannvirkjdeifar er ekki ad finna utan pess svadis par sem paa eru synilegar a yfirbordi.

- Mannvirkjdeifar pagr sem gégt ayfirbordi eru ad 6llum likindum ekki uppbyggdar budir ar
torfi og grjéti heldur uppmokstur ad tjadbotnum og gefa yfirborddefar pvi hugsanlegaadeins mynd af
Sidagta figi athafna a sadnum.

- Mannvigtarlogin eru flest afar punn og gridarlegamaorg en pad pydir ad skipulegur uppgroftur
verdur mjog seinlegur og flokinn.

- Upphledda mannvigarleifa & 14. 6ld og sidar hefur sennilega verid mest austast & svasdinu,
nesst §onum.

- AdtaBaer til ad adlaad avarstadavid Gaseyri hafi breyst & medan versunarstadurinn var i
notkun og fagst it m.a. vegna upphleddu Grgangs- og mannvigarlaga

- Veruleg upphleddamannvigtarlaga hefur &t sér sad eftir um 1320, almarg leirker hafafundist
sem timasett eru til loka 14. adar og 15. 6ld, og torfhnausar hafa verid stungnir & tadnum eftir 1477.
Allt pettabendir til ad Gésir hefi verid i notkun sem verdunarstadur lengur enn hingad til hefur verid taio,
p.e. framal15. ogjafnve 16. 6ld. Mdgulegt er ad athafnasvaadid 415. og 16. dld hafi verid mun minna
en &ur var og afmarkad vid 5 bldir austast a verd unarstadnum, p.e. pagr budir sem grafnar voru upp
1907 og ad hluta 2001.

- §or gendur uppi i dypstu kénnunarholum naest fjérunni og eru pvi likur &ad dstu 16gin par séu
vatnsosa. Pad gadi pytt ad par stu skilyrdi til vardveidu lifreenaleifa, ss timburs. bad gerir uppgroft
a Gasum meira spennandi en jafnframt floknari og dyrari i framkvaamd.

- Ekki er torfveggur um kirkjuna eins og fyrri rannsakendur téldu og er han pvi en orfara
bekktra trékirknaaidandi. Enn hafaekki komid i ljos grafir i kirkjugardinum.

- Tdsvert fanngt & gripum vid uppgréftinn, par ameda midddaeirker, sem gefagddavon um
heagt verdi ad byggja a gripum um timasatningar og edli umsvifa & gadnum.

Vid petta ma bada premur dmennum athugunum :

- §6r hefur brotid af budatoftum sydst & svasdinu fyrir 20. 6ld. Ekki er par neitt landbrot nu.
- Toftir sem ekki er vitad hvort edahvernig tengjast verd unarstadnum er ad finna bagdi nordan

Rannsdknir og kynning 4 G dsakaups@zd, Reykjavik.



0g sunnan vid addriustasvaio.
- Hugsanlegt er a0 fornleifar leynist undir yfirbordi gavar i loninu austan vid Gasayri.

Rannsdkn & Gasakaupstad mun eflaust varpanyju ljos averdun vid Nordur- Atlantshaf aha- middldum
og eru Gasir pvi mikilvasgur minjastadur i apjodlegu samhengi. Hann ber pvi ad skodamed hlidgon af
60rum verd unarst6dum og bagum frasamatimabili sem pegar hafaverid rannsakadir. bar manefnat.d.
Bjorgvin, Prandheim, Tunsberg, Od6 og Kaupang i Noregi — par sem uppgroftur slendur yfr nd —,
Heldabaeog Sésvik aJotlandi, Birkai Svidpjod, Visby 4Gotlandi, Novgorod i Risdandi, Quentowic i
Hollandi, Jorvik & Englandi og Dyflinni og Watford & irlandi. P& eru ni i bigerd rannsoknir &
Herjolfsnes & Graalandi sem gedi reynist mjog hugaverdur stadur til samanburdar. A undanférnum
aratugum hafa fornleifarannsdknir aukid skilning okkar a vidskiptum i nordanverdri Evropu sem og
hlutverki pessarastadaog er brynt ad sU pekking verdi nytt og sett i samhengi vid rannsoknir & Gasum.

Engar sagnfraddilegar rannsoknir hafa verid gerdar um Gésa gdfa, fyrir utan pad sem menn hafa tint
saman Ur ritheimildum i tilefni af &durnefndum fornlefarannsdknum.  Heimildum um utanferdir og

skipakomur & Gasum hefur pé verid safnad & einn stad og eru pvi adgengilegar til frekari greiningar.?
Hitt er [jost ad Gésir gegna mikilvaagu hiutverki i rannsdknum & verd unarsbgu midalda, basdi ad pvi er
vardar hagfrasdileg og samfdagdeg atridi. Eitt af hestu ditamaum um idenskt midddasamfélag er ad
hve miklu leyti utanrikisverdun skipti mdi fyrir samféagid i heild eda hvort fyrs og fremst var verdad
med munadarvoru. Einnig er 0ljést hvort verdunarstadir eins og Gasir voru fyrst og fremst til vegna
utanrikisverdunar, eda hvort par var einnig innanlandsmarkadur par sem voruskipti foru fram og hvort
peir héfdu lika dmennara hlutverk, sem méts- og jafnve pingstadir, timabundnar midstédvar | Sinum
landshluta

Eintilgatan um pad af hverju Gasakaupstadur hafi lagst af i 1ok 14. adar byggir apvi ad Horgarésar hefi

breyst vegna stérfelldra skridufalla i Horgardal &id 1390, svo ad framburdur safnadist upp vid 6sa
Horgér og gerdi hofninavid Gasaonothada.3 P ad uppgrdfturinn 2001 bendi til ad verdad hafi verid &
Géasum fram eftir 15. 6ld og jafnvel fram &pa 16. er pess tilgataenn markverd og 1jost er ad rannsoknir
aumhverfi Gasa, basdi ajardfraadi og grodurfari skiptamiklu mdi til ad takaa ditaefnum sem pessum.

2 Bogi Th. Melsted (1907-15): * Ferdir, siglingar og samgongur milli {slands og annara landa & dégum
bjédveldisins.’ saf tHlsdgu Islands4, 585-911.
3 Halldor Pétursson ATH



Osar Horgér eru fridland & néttiruverndarskra en par er stért samfelt votlendi med fjolbreytilegu
fugldifi. Fridlandid hefur rannsdknargildi en pad hefur likaaddréttarafl fyrir nattGruunnendur. Ped kalar
aad lausnir verdi fundnar & pvi hvernig néattdruskodun —t.d. i samhengi vid minjaskodun & Gasum — fer

saman vid verndun fridlandsins.

A undanférnum &um hefur ferdapjonusta eflst mjog & idandi og er langt sidan menn bentu &4 ad Gasir
gadu haft mikilvaggu hlutverki ad gegna sem ferdamannagtadur. Stadurinn er ndaagt dfardeld og
pjonustu & Akureyri, ristasvesdid er S0rt og tilkomumikid og audvelt ad tengja pad vid meginatridi i
midaldasigu [dands. Einnig er neesta négrenni dhugavert til néttiruskodunar og eykur pad mjog agildi
gadarins.

Ljost er ad til pess ad Gasir geti ordid fjolsottur og spennandi vidkomustadur ferdamanna parf ymsar
framkvaamdir og undirblning. bar ma nefna:

- fornlefa-, umhverfis- og sagnfragdirannsoknir parf til ad aflapekkingar og aukaskilning astadnum og
hlutverki hansi samféagi midada

- koma parf upp adsttdu til ad taka & méti ferdamdnnum, m.a. adkeyrdu og bilastasdi, sderni,

gongustigum og upplysingum um pad sem fyrir augu ber & skiltum edamed 6drum hedti. Einnig parf ad
kynna stadinn (ta vid til ad lada ad ferdamenn.

- leysaparf hvernig komamavid néttiruskodun i négrenni Gasaan pess ad dik umferd raski vidkvaamu
dyrdifi og grédurfari.

Pess prju grundvdlaratridi tengjast innbyrdis og naudsynlegt er ad rannsoknir, kynning og verndun falli
saman i edlilega hald.

M arkm 1 omleifarannsdkna

Helldarmarkmid fornleifarannsoknad Gasum er ad afla pekkingar um Gésa og auka skilning astadhum
sem verdunarstad og midstod i Eyjafirdl & middldum. bad er einnig hdfudmarkmid og meginastada
pessad rédist er i uppgroft nd, ad uppgrofturinn verdi flétadur inn i kynningu aGasum. Par er &t vid a0
gedtir geti skodad uppgrdftinn a medan hann stendur yfir, pannig ad hann verdi §afur addréttaraf| fyrir



ferdamenn, en lika ad pekking s sem dflad verdur verdi jafnbdum gerd adgengileg dmenningi og
gestum.

H elstu rannstknarm arkm 1

- a0 amarka verdunarstadinn og kanna samhengi hans vid byggd i négrenninu. P6 ad stagrdti hiuti
bUdanna s2 vel greinilegur eru nokkrar &jadri svadisns, flestar mjog ogreinilegar og liklegt ad fleiri séu
semgé&dt dlsekki. Naudsynlegt er pvi ad finnaystu mork mannvigarleifadverdunarsadnum. Einnig er
mikilvaegt ad fa hugmynd um edli byggdarinnar i kring & peim tima sem verdad var a Gasum.

- ad timasgtjaupphaf og enda ok verdunar aGasum. Af rithemildum ad deamavar verdad aGasum fra
10. ald til loka 14. ddar og fornleifarannsdknir bendatil ad verdad hafi verid lengur, et.v. fram a 16.
old, en mikilvaegt er ad fabetri hugmynd um hvar nékvaamlega timamarkin eru. Af hverju vard pess
gtadur fyrir vainu i byrjun og hversvegnalagdist hann & ?

- ad kortleggja préun verdunarstadarins fra upphéfi til enda. Ljost er ad budirnar a Gasum hafa verid
endurbyggdar margoft og liklegt er ad verdunarstadurinn hefi tekid breytingum i timansrés. Kortleggja
paf hvar dstu budirnar eru, hversu hrat verdunarsadurinn byggdist upp og stakkadi, hvort
timabundnar sveiflur hefi verid i bidabyggingum a akvednum svasdum eda timabilum o.sfr.v.

- ad synafram ahvernig budirnar voru byggdar, hvort par voru jardhis eda ekki og hvort adeins var
tjddad yfir pegr edareft yfir med torfpaki, og hvort— og pahvada— breytingum bidagerdin tok i timans
rés.

- ad varpaljos aedli perrar garfsemi sem fram for 4 Gasum. Var pad adeins verdun, eda komu
pangad idnadarmenn til ad framleida og sdlja voru sina? §ast merki um pinghad, déma eda
skemmtanir? Hve lengi var verdad eda hadid til 8 Gasum? Var par fost blseta eda ekki?

- Hvert var vidurvaai peirrasem dvoldust 4 Gésum? Lifdu peir vid skrinukost sem per fluttu med sér
edatreystu peir aveidar og voruskipti vid nagrannabaa?

- Hverskonar varning var verdad med? Hvada vorur voru fluttar inn og hvadan komu paa? Hvada
vOrur \oru til Gtflutnings? Urdu breytingar & pessu i gegnum tidina? Ljost er ad svor vid pessum
spurningum verda grundvallarheimildir i hagsbgu Idands & middldum.

- Hvenaz var kirkjan byggd og hvernig var hin gerd? Var hin endurbyggd og pahvernig? Eru gréfir i
kirkjugardinum edakuml i négrenni budanna? Getamaogulegar grefir sagt eitthvad um pjéofd agssttdu
0g uppruna pess folks sem kom til Gasa?

- Hvada éhrif hafdi verdunarstadurinn a nesstu bag, p.e. Gésa og Skipddn? Voru pad blstadir



hofdingja vegna régrennis vid verdunarstadinn eda lidu jardirnar fyrir &rodning hesta og manna sem

komu til Gasa?

- Hvada aif hafdi verdunarstadurinn a nagsveitir, p.e. Horgardd og Kraklingahlid? Jokst politiskt

mikilvaggi peirravegna ndagdar vid verduninaeda skipti hinengu mdi? Er tam. samhengi milli Gésa
og klausturstofnunar 8 Méoruvollum i Horgardd 413. 6ld?

- Hve langan veg féru menn til ad verda & Gésum? Voru Gésr fyrg og fremst midstod verdunar i

Eyjafirdi edakomu menn pangad af 6llu Nordurlandi til ad verda, edajafnve lengra ad?

b#lfin Eenskra omkeifafiee Sihga.

Eitt a markmidum rannsdknarinnar edti ad veraad sudlaad bedtri pjdfun idenskraforniefafrasingaog
fornleifafrasdinema. Stor uppgroftur eins og s sem rédgerdur er a Gasum, par sem éedlad er ad grafa
lengi hvert sumar og til margra&amed pétttoku inn- og Utlendrasérfradinga, gefur svigrim il a0 pjdfa
ungafornleifafragdingaog fornlefafrasinemaaskipulegri og rangursrikari héit en algafnaer mogulegt.

Adferdafize 81

Lagt er til a0 SO meginforsendaverdi 16ga til grundvalar rannsdknum & Gésum ad fara heagt i sakirnar,
grefalitid i enu og beita bestu adferdum sem val er atil ad faupplysingar Gt Ur pvi sem grafio er fram.
Grafid verdi i langan timaahverju sumri (2-3 ménudi) en 8hofn ad samaskapi litil (um 5 manns).

Med pvi ad grafa med famennri &hdfn en lengi i einu vinngt margt:

- upplysingar sem safnad er &hverju sumri verdaekki meiri en svo ad haagt verdur ad vinna Ur
peim & komandi vetri og pannig tryggt ad ekki safnist upp frumgdgn sem efitt eda Ogerlegt verdur ad
vinna Ur Sidar.

- heagt verdur ad breyta stefnu milli &ra i 1jés nyrra uppgdtvanna,

- raunhedt verdur ad vaantamegi nidurstadnasarfraadigreiningaddur en uppgrefti lykur og pannig
heegt ad takatillit til peirravid uppgroftinn.

- naggt svigrdm verdur til ad taka a méti gestum og Snna dmannatengdum.

Innan vid pridjungur addrdstasvadisnsverdi grafinn en hinn geymdur ésnertur fyrir komandi kynd dir.
Kirkjan verdi dll grafin fram og staarsti hiuti bida a jadri svaisns.



Grafid verdur i plani en pad felst i pvi ad St6r svasdi verdaopnud i einu, t.d. 20x20 m skikar eda
daari og per grafnir lag fyrir lag.

Ekki er reiknad med ad 6l uppgraftarsvaadin verdi endilegagrafintil botnsheldur verd asumum
S60um skildar eftir bldaefar sem hentad gediu til kynningar.

L6gd er aherdadad komadal pjédlegri og fjdlfaglegri samvinnu i rannsdkninni og ad henni komi
S6r hopur séxfragdinga sem ekki vinni endilega vid uppgrdftinn nemallitinn tima & hverju ai.

Urvinndafari fram jafnddum og haldnir reglulegir fundir/radstefnur par sem sérfrasdingar og adrir
semvinnaad rannsdkninni hittast og farayfir £68u mda. Uppgraftarskyrdaverdi gefin Ut Ahverju haudti
og Sfradigreinar samhlida uppgreftinum en lokaltgéfa verdur bok eda ritréd sem Gt mun koma ad
uppgrefti loknum.

Ramnsdknarae thin

Vid métun tilldgu ad rannsdknardedlun hafa ofangreindar nidurstddur og athuganir verid hafder til
hlidgénar. Einnig er byggt a peirri meginforsendu ad Gasir er einstakur minjastadur sem 4 s&r enga
hlidstasdu aldandi. Af pvi l€idir ad faraverdur med meiri gét en annarstadar vid uppgroft og gedapess
a0 gildi gadarins ryrni ekki vid rannsoknirnar.
Meginforsendur eru pvi pessar :

- ada@nshiuti verdunarstadarins verdur grafin upp

- batt verdur bestu adferdum sem val er & vid uppgroftinn og hvergi dakad a kréfum um
skréningu upplysinga og greiningu syna

- rannsoknin verdur sett | samhengi vid uppbyggingu Gasa sem ferdamannastadar, bagdi &
medan & uppgrefti gendur og pannig ad rannsdknarni durstddur nytist jafnhardan vid pa uppbyggingu

- rannsdknarsvaadi verdur skilid eftir pannig ad heagt verdi ad vardveita mannvirkjdeifar a
gadnum til syningar fyrir gesti

- Aherda er 1698 & dpjodlegt samstarf og pjdfun ungra visndamanna i sambandi vié

rannsdknina

T illaga ad rannstknardze thin 20022006
Lagt er til ad opnad verdi tort rannsdknarsvadi (um 1900 m2 = A) i kringum og vestur &f
uppgraftarsvaad Daniels Bruun og Finns Jonssonar fra 1907. Svasdid nag einnig Yfir ena &



konnunarholunum fra 1986. Pettarannsoknarsvaadi (§amedfylgjandi uppdrétt) nea frafjorubordi og
uppfyrir ristasvaadio og er liklegt til ad geymamannvidarlefar fradliu pvi timaskeidi ssm verdad var a
Géasum — adrir hlutar ristasvagdisns gadu spannad styttri timabil. Innan pess eru einnig dlar helstu
tegundir bliida sem greina maayfirbordi.

Ekki er reiknad med ad alt svadid verdi grafid i botn, heldur verdi vel vardvettar mannvirkjaefar fra
mismunandi timum skilder eftir til vardveidu og syningar. Engu ad sidur er um stért rannsdknarsvasi a0
radda sem Oliklegt er ad grefid verdi til fulls afimm &um.

Lagt er til ad grafid verdi ofan & kirkju og kirkjugardi (8). Uppgrdftur akirkju midast vid ad gera
undirgt6dur hennar synilegar og komast naar um adur hennar og gerd, sem og hvort eldri kirkjugrunnar
leynast undir. Uppgroftur i kirkjugardi midest vid ad ganga Ur skugga um hvort greftrad hafi verid i
gardinum, en hafi svo verid e um mjog spennandi rannsdknarefni ad ragda pvi likur erudad i gardinum

hafi fyrs og fremst verid grafnir Gtlendingar og adrir adkomumenn.

Lagt er til ad grafnir verdi konnunarskurdir i paar téftir sem eru utan vid add rlstasvasdio, basdi nordan
0g sunnan vid pad til ad ganga Ur skugga um hvort paer tengjast verdunarstadnum eda ekki (C).

Lagt er til ad budir paa sem brotid hefur af sydst & svadinu verdi grafnar upp og gengid pannig fraad
peim safi ekki frekari hedta af landbroti (D).

Lagt er til ad kannad verdi hvort fornleifar (béatsflok, bryggj ur eda annad) leynist nedangavar i 16ninu
sudvedtan vio Géseyri (E). begar hafa verid 16g0 drog ad samdtarfi vid Vikingaskipasafnid i
Hréarskeldu um petta verkefni.

Lagt er til a fengnir verdi til lids vid verkefnid néitdruvisndamenn til ad kanna breytingar & mikro-

landdagi & verdunarstadnum gdfum, einkum m.t.t. évarsoou.



Verkpéitum ma skipta svo milli &a

2002 * Uppgroftur i kirkju og kirkjugardi (B)
* Uppgroftur a bldasvasdi (A)
* Konnun i 16ni (E) 2005

* Uppgroftur & bldasvadi (2)

2003 * Uppgroftur i kirkju og kirkjugardi (B)
* Uppgroftur a bludasvasdi (A)
* Konnunarskurdir i budir &jadri (C) 2006
* Uppgroftur & bldasvadi (2)
2004 * Uppgroftur & budum sem brotid hefur & (D)

* Uppgroftur & bldasvasdi (A)

Ljost er a0 sérhver nyr verkpéttur getur leitt af sér margraaraframhadsverk og er hér pvi engdéngu um
a0 rada tillégu um i hvada rod verdi byrjad a mismunandi verkpéttum. Hun byggir & méati a hversu
umfangsmikid framhad hvers verkpéitar er liklegt til ad verda og hversu liklegt er ad nidursddur eins

verkpattar hafi ahrif aframvindu verksinsi heild.

Jafnframt er synt ad komi i 1jés fornleifar i [6ninu sem tdid verdur vert ad rannsska pa er par um ad
rasdaverkefni sem krefdist annarskonar fjaroflunar en hin hefdbundni uppgroftur sem hér er gerdtillaga

um.
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