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Abstract

Studiesof animalhuman reldons in the Old Norse world haveften focussed on
symbolic or economic relations with animals. In contrast, this thegestigates
relationships between domestic animalsnansand the householférm as expressed in
laws, sagas, and material culture from Iceland. It demonstrates the complexityabf ani
human relations in forming and sustaining the housefawid, and in shaping the
admiration and anxieties expressed towardmals andnimathuman relationships
narratives about the creation and operation of these-ptanes.

Chapter 1 analysagarratives constructed around the settlement of Iceland, examining
Landnamabdkand stories about settlement in tfgendingasdguras well as modern
archaeological interpretations of the Adalstraeti house. It argues that medieval Icelanders
presented settiment as a tripartite exchange between humans, domestic animals, and the
land; a representation at odds with recent archaeological interpretations.

Chapter 2 reconstructs the legal regulation of aAmalan relations inGragas.lt
demonstrates that thekavs encourage a demarcated legal landscape, in which domestic
animals were to be controlled, protected, and punished; though these animals were not a
homogenous category, and different animals had different status under the law and
required differentiatreatment.

Chapter 3 trials an experimental method to depict the areas of the farm, and to map how
associations between animal and human spaces changed over time. It argues that relations
between animals and humans shaped, and were shaped by thergpaisdton of the
householegfarm, and that such interactions constitutee past communities with which

the /slendingasdgisought to engage

Chapter 4 examines the concept of home in medieval Iceland, and the close relationship
between the home, humarand domestic animals in tf&endingasdguit argues that

these sagas emphasise commonalities between certain men and domestic animals, anc
portray these animals simultaneously as anjeradsactors in human social networks.
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Conventions

H\fch[\chg g\]3 ~cf_ g\Y 3dYWJU W\ UfUWgYf 1T

their nominative Old Norse forms, and nicknesnor epithets have been retained,
although they are translated on their first appearance in the text. The Old Norse quoted
is reproduced in the form found in the published editions used, although when discussing
individual words from an unstandardisedttekave standardised the spelling to enable
the reader to identify the word in a dictionary. In the Bibliography, Icelandic authors are
listed in alphabetical order by their patronym or matronym in contrast to the Icelandic

academic tradition of indexiry first name.

All translations in this thesis are my own, unless otherwise stated. An effort has
been made to adhere closely to the vocabulary and idiom of the Old Norse in my
translations. The purpose of this is to consider the semantic and concephealdrks
involved in the descriptions of animals and animahan interactions. Less literal
translations may conceal differences in the Old Norse expressions,-methddicise
idioms and concepts. For example, in translationsaoffand /¢ which canboth be
gf Ub3  UgYX U3 tWUgg Y+K ]J]g aUk VY JadcfgUbg
usefulness in the former, and wealth and property in the latter. In a few cases, however, |

have had to make concessions to readability.

This thesis also flows the Scandinavian chronological tradition, in keeping with

many of the secondary sources that have been consulted and cited in this work:

Late Iron Age: Migration Period (AD 406675)
Vendel Period (AD 57350)
Viking Age (AD 7561050)

Medievalperiod: Early (AD 1056€1200)
(ending with the High (AD 12001400)
Danish Reformation) Late (AD 14061536)

Regarding the specific chronology of Iceland, Settlement Peribgmatramsoldgc. AD
870930) and Commonwealth Period (c. AD 92®2/64) are s used.
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Key terms

householdarm

homefield,tdn, tangardr

a) The physical space in which the housel
existed and operated, including the m
longhouse building, outbuildings, byres, ba

and haystacks, the homefield, and pastures.

b) The ideological conceptualisation of t
physical space; the cultural sphere in which f
work is processed and members of the house

interact with each other.

a)An enclosed space in which thenpei hay was
grown and collected|ose to the main farmhous
and boumded by a wall dardy that may alsc

enclose the farm buildings.

b) Tun(gardr)is also used to indicate the cen
area of the farm, whether a hayfield is explic

indicatedor not
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| nt roducti on

In Hrafnkelssaga <f UZb _ Y =~ hyxi, dtanfislomside the dgor of the f Y
farmhouseandneighs c h X" k gc [ Yg <fUZb_Y " h3 UggVYbq

Ok er hestrinn kemr fyrir dyrr, hneggjadi hann pa hatt. Hrafnkell maelti vid eina
konu, pa sem pjénadi fyrir bordinu, at hon skyldi fara til duranna, pvi a$ hro
hneggjadif kok poti mér likt vera gnegg Freyfax@ohannesson, 195(. 104)

And when the horse comes in front of the door, then he neighed loudly. Hrafnkell
said to a woman, whservedhim at the table, that she should go to dioer,
because a horse neighfdt Ub X ] g 3YYaYX gc a¥Y ] _Y k
Freyfay - K
Hrafnkellu3d f Y3dcb 3Y gc : f Y kaednotlrush3o thefddot himdelf ] 3
to see what Freyfaxi wants, but sends out a servant woman. While this incident is often
highlighted as remarkable, the wording of the episode suggestérdfiaitell is used to
3h W\ i1 3193- =b XYY X+ : f Ydod ftbmthéufgrm istoely ~ Y X[
plausible to the reader or listener of the saga if this is a journey made marbgfiinges
(Budiansky, 1997, p. 16% f UZb _Y "~ hn3 ] b]lg] U WU3hU"
recognition of the neigh, suggestshe tistener or reader that this occasion was a common
cbY- K\VYb <fUZb_Y ° YiYbghU" "k iYbghfY3
XY3ZWf]ldg]cb ¢z :fYkzUj]l]hn3 dccf UddYUf UbW

Freyfaxi agarpr(bold ane, rascal) and higstr/ (fosterkin):

lla pykki mér, at pu ert pann veg tilmg, fostri minn, en heima hafdir pu vit pitt,
er pu sagoir mér til, ok skal pessa hefnt verda. Far pu til lids Bimeann gekk
pegar upp eptir dalnum til stéds s{ddhannesson, 1950a, p. 104)

15



t6UX J]g 3YYa3 gc aY+ g\ Ug kcknbuyauY VYYb gf YUgyY

had your reason at home, when you told this to me, and this shall bedaGeng

kch gc kchf héwentatoencapfin® th& valkeyptXhis stuthares.
Hrafnkell has made a vow to kill anyone who rides this horse without permission, and
when he realises his shepherd Einarr has done so, he killsshemesultHrafnkell loses

his farmandFreyfaxi loses his life.

Re-reading this episode was the genesis moment for this research. The mixture of
concern, familiarity, and kinship expressed by Hrafnkell towards Freyfaxi in this episode,
and the placing of the communicatiencounter at the very point of contact between the
human hone and theouter animabkpaces prompted areading of this episodthat
considered imgreaterdetail the place of animlman relationgn the socialfarmscape.

The location of the exchange beem Hrafnkell and Freyfaxi has never before been
considered as a key component in this relationship between horse and man, and the figure
of Freyfaxi as a horse and agent in his own right is often neglected, in favour of
interpretations that focus on Freyi as a figure of pr€hristian religious focus, and
controlled by fate or FreyiMiller, 2017) However, animals dedicated to {@bristian

gods in the/slendingasdguare rare, with only one otheccurrencén Fldamannsaga

(ch.21), in which a newlyonverted Chrisan must throw an ox overboard while sailing

to Greenland because he had dedicated it to Pérr as a calf. This is not a common trope,
and should not beonsidered thdominantpatterninto which theHrafkelssagapisode

can be placed. Rather, as thisighesll demonstrate, domestic animals often act as agents

in these sagas, outside of any divine control. WhileU Z b reféréncehozhis horse as

fostri seems at first tgimply demonstrate &ction towards a prized animhe use of

fostriin this sga can be read more convincingly as an expression of a relationship beyond
solelyaffection or the religious devoticeen by Mille{Miller, 2017) Freyfaxi is a foster

brother or fosteison figure, and punished for his actions as a free agent. In the relationship
between Hrafnkell and Freyfaxi we see sociality and obligation: an animal participating in
t\haUbK 3cW]U"  bYg~cf 3-

Freyfaxi demands attention frafnkelssagaHe demands it fronthe shepherd,
Einarr, he demands it from Hrafnkell, and he demands it fromethaer or listener of the
sagaHeisloulb X df ci cWUg] i Y/ UbX XcY3 acfyY g\ Ub

16
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behaviour. Freyfakiigcorporation into human homosocialboigds f c h[ \ <f UZb
of terms such agarprand fostri; echoes the tensiobetween the vividly animal and
implicitly humanlike features demonstrated by ceridamesti@animals when placed into

relationships with humaria the /slendingaségur

In the case of Freyfaxi, discussed attleng Chapter 4 we can give this
troublesane horse the attention he demands, and move towards seeing animals in the
sagas as characters worthy of investigation, and as key players in the networks of social
relations between farmers, their families, friends or enemies, and their farms. This thesis
investigates greater depth the presence of domestic animals in Viking Age and medieval

Iceland, and theiranslationinto textual culture.

Aims of the thesis

This thesis aimt examine the anim&uman relationships expressed in the material and
textual culture of Viking Age and medieval Iceland, focussing on the place of the
householefarm. It takes a wide approach, considering the formation and development of
the Icelandic community from the time of settlement (c.870) to the compilation of the
[slerdingaségufc.12001400).In undertaking a study of animhlman relations that
considershe domestianimals in thessources as embodied animals, not jusybols,
metaphorseconomic markersr disembodietiumbers, this thesis aimsgtate the cas

for the interdisciplinary study of animals in both textual sources and archaeological

remains

This thesisalsotrialsa methodological experentto visualise the househeiarm.
It develops a way of mapping the spamictional orgargation of archeological siteto
better enable the multlisciplinary researcher to compare sites and consider associations
between buildings, their functions, their visual interrelaiops, and the experience of
humans intereting with the animals of the farthroughthese structured his method is
fully outlined and demonstrated in Chaptef=8iwrthermore, this thesis aims to reconsider
how the animal is translated from Old Norse into English, advocating the retention of
Zcf Y] [ b WcbWYdg3 UbXe[gecYef3aY]Kb cc fe dkic-agkhAR WY T
domesticated translations appear to be preferred in creating fluent translations into a

17



consumable product for modern domestic readers, this thesis aims to demonstrate that
such translations irrevocably lose meaning wt@mes to translations of the animal and
animathuman relationships that do not adhere closely to the origingMemtiti, 2000,

p. 468, 1995, ppF58).

Research Questions

This thesis had four key research questidfist, to asseskiow domestic animalsra
represented in textual narratives and interpretations of faunal remains, both those involved
with the settlement of Iceland, and the experiencing of everyday life. Siecoorkider

how the spaces of the farm were representedaws, sagasand archaeological
interpretations offarm sites to better articulate the relationship between animal and
human members of the household and the .faimrd, to investigatehow the spadl
organisabn of the householarm may have shapeshimathuman interactions, and
whether certain interactions between animals and humans are represented in the sagas as
happening only in specific plag@ndfourth, to understanchow domestic animalsd
animathuman relationgontributed tothe formation, adaptation, and remembering of

places and events.

Viking age and medieval Iceland

Iceland was settled in the late ninth centiy settlerprimarily from Norway and the

British Isles(McGovern et al., 2007)t is generally assumed that settlement took place
overseverabecades, though scholars disagree on the intensity of settldagad Gee
Chapterl). By the mietenth century, a large part of Iceland had been settled, farmhouses
built, and a society of chieftains, free farmers, tenants, and slaves establisheligdvho re
heavily on animal husbandry for the survival of so¢MtCooey, 2017a, p. 33)hile

there is archaeological evidence for the utilisation of wild resources, and limited cultivation
of barley on warmer southern Icelandic farms, the settlers seem to have adopted husbandry

1 While the settlemenof Iceland was previously considered to have taken place around 87112 due to this
date assigned to theandndmephra laye(Gronvold et al., 1995, p. 152)more recent study has dated
this layer to 877+1{Schmid et al., 2017)
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practices inheriteddm their homelands, with cattle and pigs playing a significant role in
initial settlements(Amorosi, 1991; Brewington et al., 2015; Dugmore et al., 2005;
McGovern et al., 2006, 2007, p.2Bnpson et al., 2002&he number of pig bones found

in the archaeofauna frofarm sites decline over time as numbers of sheep increase;
however, cattle, as will be seen ime@ters2 and3, remain a key feature of how Icelanders
presented and construdtéheir societyPasture was #refore an important resourand

the cultivation and protection of hay was of paramount concefoetandic farmers
(Hartman et al., 2017, p. 129; McCooey, 2Q17a)

The Alping accepted QOfstianity in ¢.999/1000, and by the 1260s, when
Norwegian rule wasdopted, the pressures on grewingnumbers otenant farmers to
produce a surplus on their farms for payment of tithes, rents, and participation in overseas
trading networks were increimg (Ingimundarson, 1995, 1992; Olafsson, 2005;
Sigurdsson, 1999, p. 116; Sveinbjarnardottir, 1992; Vésteinsson, 2007, Phelstl)
increasedoressures were aggravated by clindtictuationin the thirteenth century,
which resulted in unpredictable farming conditions, and increasing occurrences of sea ice
(Ogilvie, 1991; Ogilvie et al., 2000; Ogilvie and Jonsson, @@fl¥ie and McGovern,

2000) The care of domestic animalsd the production of foddewould have been a
source of anxiety in this period in which environmental stability could not be taken for
granted, and animal produdi®camean increasingly importarpart of survival and

participation in society.

Research context:

The research context of the methods and sources used in this thesis are examined in greater
detail at the beginning of each chapter. However, the genesis and progreshisn of t
projed rests on severkey studies and researchers, of whom a brief overview is provided

here.

The relationship between animals and humans is a field of study that has been
steadily increasing over the last few decades. Scholars from across disciplines have
atempted to redefine or deconstruct the animainan divide, taking a pestimanist

approach to animdduman relationshipéee, for example: Taylor and Signal, 2011; and

19



Watts, 2013) Alongsidethis explosion of interest in postmodern discussions of the
animal, an increasing level of interest in (pre)historic armna@an relations has emerged;

and in the last decade, a number apiproaches fromanthropology and social
zooarchaeology have been developed that enhance discussions of pabum@saimal
relations andemphasisé¢he entanglement odnimals, humans, material remains, and
narrativegArgent, 2013, 2016, Armstrong Oma, 2010, 2013, 2016a, 2016b; Ingold, 2011,
Overton and Hamilakis, 2013; Pluskowski, 200Xa&X while scholarssuch as Kalof
(2007) Steel(2011) andCrane(2013have discussededieval animdluman relations

western Europe, these studlesveoften ignorel the Viking Age and medieval north.

Animals in medieval Scandinavia

In many respects, disssions of animals in Icelandic archaeology are anthropocentric,
focussing on economic relations between ¢itesas and McGovern, 2007; McGovern,
2009; McGovern et al., 2007; Milek et al., 2014; Sveinbjarnardattir et al. 26:8ntly
completed PhD thesis addressing huraaimal inerdependencies and farming practices

in the Norse North AtlantidHogg, 2015inay begin to redress this balance, although this

is not yet in the public domai€urrently, while archaeological reports from Icelandic
excavations provide summaries of thargity and location of domestic animals on farm
sites, they often have little to say on the interactions between people and animals on the
site, aside frontheorising onherd management strategies. Where spatial dimensions of
farming are considered, thecfis lies on discussions of the effect of shielings and
transhumance on human social relat{gupiec and Milek, 2015; Lucas, 2Q08pwever,

while cattle, sheep, and pigs appear often restricted to interpretation within economic
frameworks, horses and dogs have been discussed in the context of cultural traditions
(Leifsson, 2012; Loumand, 2006; Pétursdottir, 2009, 2007; Sikora2@dBlicular, the

large number of horse burials in Iceland has led to a series of publications on the role of
this particular animal in pr€hristian belief systems, of whid>6ra Pétuls 3 gg] f u3d A5
thesisprovidesa comprehensiwdiscussion of the muifaceted relations between humans

and horses that may have informed this praféeursdottir, 2007)

A focus on amnals in preChristian cultural traditions and beliefs is widespread in

scholarship on animals in Iron Age Scandin@yedeager, 2011, 2004, Jennbert, 2011,
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2006, 2004, 2002ennbert in particular focusses closely on domestic animatbeand
animathuman relations on the farm that are created and sustained through daily practice
(Jennbert, 2011, pp. F88) Like Xnnbert, this thesis attempts to consider the mentality

of Viking Age and medieval Icelanders through the experience of animal husbandry on
the farm, and the organisation of space that accompanies this. However, unlike Jennbert,
who uses this context to alyse ritual practice in pi€hristian Scandinavia, this thesis

uses this context to discuss the representation of these spaces and relations in later
medieval writings about the Viking Age pé&¥tnnbert, 2011, pp. J3EB9)

5faj3dgfcb|[] CaUhi3 ac3g f YWYbg d#hwma)j WUGg]
relations in the organisation of the farm in Iron Age and Viking Age Nore@aysiders
domestic animals in the period of transition betweenGirestian and Christian
Scandinavig2016a, 2016b, 2016Epr Armstrong Oma,animal husbandry practices
createl and maintaied both theneed and desire for shared-kfgaces in the Iron Age
longhouse, and the close animainan relations that ensi{2016b, 20162013) She
emphasises the intertwining of environmental, economic, and social concerns in the
network of animal, human, and house, and how close relationships with animals benefit
both parties on the farnHowever, whileArmstrong Oma suggests that ptdaristian
Scandinavia was characterised by a flat ontological structure in which animafeams h
co-existed, which washen changed by the introduction @f Christian belief in the
hierarchy of specigsuch an interpretation is less complex than ther@sgion provided
by theanalysis in this thesfer an Icelandic contexBy examining both archaeological
interpretations of farm spaces, and textual representations of dnimah relationships
on the househotthrm, this thesis considers additiopalspectiveso the animahuman
interactions discussed by Armstrong Oraad Jennbertwho focus primarily on

archaeological sources.

Animals in Old Norse -Icelandic literature

Studies of Old Norsécelandic literature dwve often given limited attention smimal
human relationsSimon Teuscher (1990) attempted a discussamofls and men in the
[slendingasdégybuthis method was simply to use the sagas as evidence for society with

little linguistic or literary analysis. In contrast, Rohrbach (2009) iteses\l analysis to
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access a wide range of Old Nerselandic texts in search ahimathuman relations.
However, Rohrbach primarily considers the uses of animals, rather than the
interdependent relationships that exigtween animals and humaigjually she uses
archaeological sources to provide costiexther discussion of medieval Icelandic ahim
husbandry, or evidence of a speaiiemal in Iceland, rather thangaging withthe
animathuman interaction within such contefor Rohrbach, the presce of animals in

Old Norselcelandic literature tells us about huntamman interactions rather than
animathuman relatiorfsips. A moreecocritical approach to saga literature is taken by Carl
Phelpsteado Y 9 Wc Wf ] g] W] 3 a20u4pwkichvkilé onll bripfly @aling U[ U hu
with animalg2014, pp. $012) highlightskey pointstaken up in this thesis: nametpe

role of the animahuman community in the settlement of Iceland as both a physical and
conceptual entityandthe establishment and destabilisatibhaundariesn saga narrative

through animahuman interactioriPhelpsead, 2014)

Wild animals vs. domestic

As mentioned above, this thesis focusses on doraesgtials andinteractions between
humans andvild animalshave been discussed at length elsewinerelation to pre-
Christian Scandinauwiasociety(Andrén, 2006; Hedeager, 2011; Jennbert, 2011, 2006;
Loumand, 2006; Ney, 2006;iélsen, 2006and OIld Norselcelandic poetry and prose
(Bourns, 2012; Gudmundsdottir, 2007; Pluskowski, 2015; Rohrbach, 2009; Tuczay, 2015)
particularly in reference to a warrior culture that placed great totemic emphasis on animals
such as wolves, boars, ravemsl the eaglgAndrén, 2006; Hedeager, 2004; Jesch, 2002)
However, Viking Age Iceland had mold boars, nor wolves, and onlihe occasional polar
bear(Guomundsdottir, 2007 he only land mammal prior to settlemerdsathe arctic

fox, and Icelandquickly becamea landscape populated by migratory birds and the
domestic animals the settlers brought with them. This thesissées on this distinct
idertity for Icelandic animahuman relationsas formed not by experiences of wild
animals, but through experiences of domestic animals: cattle, sheep, pigs, horegs, and d
Although not predatory,sadiscussed in Chapters 2 ahdhese familiar animals were
recognised as having the potential to be dangerous anpitishs to the householtarm,
suggesting perhapkat straightforwardlivisiorns between wild and domestic animaite
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not so useful Chu7 c b bcf + |, especially ondkhtconsider ~ J( - XK Ub] al
unfamiliar, dangerous, and aktic a Y+ Ub X { Xsasfahifigr]saf fedtubed o U
the domusAnderson, 1997, p. 471; Hodder, 1990)

Focussing ordomestic animailuman relabns allows different questions to be
asked of my sources. Rather than searching for aderttestic dichotomy, in which
twildKanimals are placed in contrast to the hqtaee and the househaJdb X t+ XcaVY 3g
animals at its centr¢his thesis attempts tnpick the relationships, commonalitiasad
X]11]3]cb3 WcbgU]bYX ~]g\]b g\Y WUgY[cfk
soWU™ " YX t+ WYbgf U K 3dUWY Bhe soZietygph Viking=AgerandJ b X ]
medieval Iceland was anrmaithuman community, in which certain animals occupied the
same spaces as their human part(fenelpstead, 2014, pp FlIP) However, secalled
t XcaY3g] WK Wbsésasbee angd pigd/inay EiZp bé regarded as heing
semiwild status in Iceland, due herding strategies thambraced leaving animaisself
forage in the summer monttiBrewington et al., 2015; McCooey, 2017a; McGovern,
2003)

Animals and place

The onstructionof a farmis a manifestation of a relationship between the builtiezs,
world, andother agentshat may come into contact withese structuresuch as animals
(Thomas, 1996, p. 9@ndthe construction of boundaries facilitates differing epees

of space which areproduced when places are viewed from alternate perspectives
(MerleauPonty, 2011, p. 230; Thomas, 199@&4p.Unwin, 2012, p. 12frigures who are
within aspace (or allowed withimspace) will have a different perception and experience
of that place compared to those outsidasgface, or not permitted within it, or permitted
within only in certain circumancegGibson, 2005, p. 116; Walsh et al., 2006, p. 437)
Experiences of placedsochange depending on gender, age, household membership,
social standing, or, indeed, species; and theydbimove between places is a meaningful,
identity-building activityWalsh, 2008, p. 553 key part @ this thesis is the examination

of the spaces occupied by animals, and shaped and maintained byhamiamal
interactions, both in archaeological interpretations of physical remains and textual

depictions of animals and humans in the social landscapelafid. Taking a spatial
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approach to Viking Age and medieval farm sites in Iceland, enables us to better understand
relations between domestic animals and humans in and through places: particularly built

spaces.

While previous studies have been clear enhiliman relations that structure the
organisation of spac@®unhof, 2005 p. 109; Marciniak, 2005, pp. 10,,2it)is only
recently that animals have been considered in thinking about the organisation of space and
the formation of everyday plad@gmstrong Oma, 2016a, 2016b, 2(Bykes, 20147
particular place may therefore conjure up the memory of animal presence, and animals can
act as classifying markers, tying an aniphede into more general conceptions of the
environment(Jones, 1998, p. 302; Wolch, 1998 dwelling of both domesticated and
wild animals in particular spaces can be perceived as constituting in part the human
experience of that pla@nd relations of action and reactiorvien animals and humans
are responsible for the formation of many places in th€Asamsstrong Oma, 2013; Jones,
1998, p. 303; Mills, 2005; Sykes, 2014, p. 99)

It has been argued that the influence of environmental conditions on the
perception oplaceshould be entpasised in approaches that attempt to give both humans
and norhuman agents appropriate consideration in understanding past networks of
relationg(Chapman and Gearey, 2000; Feld and Basso, 1996; Hastrup, 2010; Ingold, 2011,
2010; Walsh, 2008, pp. 547, 5%&bitation within fragile or dangerous environments
increases the need for agents to be aware of the world aroundtitetine way in which
space is incorporated into worldviews is influenced by topography and ¢liaateip,

2010, p. 194; James, 200@pnifestations of experiencing the environment in the
Islendingasdgyrsuch as stories about the formation of places, moving between places,
and the weather, often contain animals; and the experience of darkness amg isolati
weather, such as the long Icelandic wintersuld have affecte@erceptions ofthe
householdgarm, as well as the requirements and benefits of amiomabn relations
(Hastrup, 2010; James, 2Q08)verse weather increases the burdeareffelt by humans
towards domestic animals, aavill be seen in Chapter 4 thagertain types of weather
influencel the depiction ofsomeanimathuman relations in thds/endingascguiThe

t [ cc XK UbX t VUNXEKe rgediévg tcdagdicfaaéoappeay % prgsent
conceptions of climatic everttsat are primarily concerned with the effects on animal
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husbandry. In the early fourteenth century, bad seasons are often framed in terms such as
rossdellissvetr(winter of the death of horses)dafiar fellir micifl (Storm, 1888, pp. 265,

343; great death of livestock) addition, thevital nature of the hayfield in medieval
Iceland is evident from the laws and literature discussed in this Hrebisuch places, in

which fodder is @ltivated by humans for animal consumption, are key in the network of

relations between animals and humans.

Sources and methods

This thesis considers various representations of Icelandic society. It attempts to examine
cultural attitudes manifestedroughpractice, whethethe daily rhythm of the farm, the
construction of a farrspace, the formula of the law, or the construction and recording of

a saga.Textual depictions ofinimathuman interactions are formed from material
encounters, and such materiaceunters may in their turn have influenced or been
influenced by legal traditions. As such, this thesis takes adisgifplinary approach to

the examination of the animllman relations expre=s in these sources, drawiog

data and interpretationsdm both archaeological remains and readings of textual sources.

Textual sources

In this thesis, tonsult and analgsthree types of textual sourtke Gragadaw-codes

the nominallyhistorical work LandnamabokThe Book of Settlements), and the more
literary /slendingasdgufSagas of Icelanders). Reference will be made at times to various
Old Icelandic annals, which date from the end of the twelfth century onwards, and the
law-books Jarnsida(12711274) andJonsbok(introduced to Iceland in 1281). Two
redactions ofLandnamaboksurvive from the late thirteenth (c.128®) and early
fourteenth centuries (¢.13@808), and in this thesis | use the earlier of these two versions
(Benediktsson, 1968a, p. LXXV; J6hannesson, 1941, p. 18; PalssorwandsEd972,

pp. 3, 4; Vésteinsson et al., 2006, p. 48; Vésteinsson and Fridriksson, 2003,Tpel143)
Gragasmanuscripts and manuscript fragments are dated betweerl28®0and are
assumed to reflect the legal traditiongatokast the eleventh centFoote, 2004a, p. 98,
2004b, pp. 1¢2203; Pedersen, 1999, p..91)
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The /slendingasdguare a collection of around forty texts, compileddeland
between the 13th and 15th centuries. In many cases the sucopiag date from a later
period,and as we have no autograph manusangtsecords of authoyshe compilers of
the sagas remain a mystery. The sagas themselves relate storiéking Age past,
specificallythe lives of the families of those men and women who settled Iceland in the
ninth century. They vary considerably in length, although the shortest of these narratives
are often included under the terfs/endingapaettirfor example, Brandkrossa paéttr
discussed in Rapter 4. While, as previously mentioned, these stories are set in the Viking
Age, they are cultural artefacts of the thirteenth, fourteenth, aedritth centuries. They
are considereds written texts drawing on mumber of oral traditions, as well as the
imaginations of their medieval compilerand priorities of subsequent copyists
(Andersson, 2006, pp. 4, 19, 204, Lethbridge and Hartman, 2016; Meulengracht Sgrensen,
1993, p. 180)

The approach taken in this thesis to textual sources involves combining close
reading of extracts with linguistanalysis and a consideration of the literary and social
context of the texts. In working with these sources, it is importargdognis¢he various
factors affecting both the literary texts and laws, inclupingesses dfansmissionand
the bias othe views presented in favour of a certain set of Icelanders, primarily iéd X f
(farmers) angrodakchieftains) who formed the upper strata of medieval Icelandic society.
Details on each source are provided at the beginning of each chapter where Télevan
medieval sources used for the amslys this thesis both textual and material, are of
Icelandic provenance, dating from the smidth to the earlyfifteenthcentury It is known
that significant changes in husbandry practices took place frof0 cd®vards,
specifically the increase of shdapning for payment of tithes and taxesvadmg/and
for participation in arincreasing export econoniypgimundarson, 1995, 1992; Olafsson,
2005; Sveinbjaardéttir, 1992) As highlighted above,t ghis time the island also
experienced increasing climate fluctuatidoffmann, 2014, p. 335; Ogilvie, 2010, 1991,

p. 240) The fact that most of thés/endingasdguin question were recorded in tHate
period, that of Norwegian rule, allows me to consider how such documents, while gazing
at a recreated past, relate, and interact with the contemporary society in which they

were composed and recorded.
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Archaeology

The three sites on which | focus nayalysis in this thesis are Adalstraetil®4in
Reykjavik (Chapter 1) Vatnsfjorour in the Westfjals, and Sveigakot in Myvatnsveit
(both Chapter 3) Individual descriptions of the sites are included in fal®wing
chapters, but it should be noted hdrattall the phases examined at each site belong to the
Viking Age and Early Medieval Periddlwas not a methodological choice to analyse sites
from the earlier end of my timeframe, but rather a result of the bias of prior and current
archaeological prace inlceland: early sitesre more easily identifiable in the Icelandic
landscape, and often more likely to receive funding for te@sixe excavations required

to provide the data necessary for Hmatialfunctional analysis | discuss irh&pter3

(Kathryn Catlin, 2017, pers. comm.).

When working with archaeological data, it is necessary to consider how patterns
have been formed, and acknowledge the multiple possible causes for certain results. For
example, when considering the distribution of animdicators on a farrsite, the
parasites associated with sheep can either be a symptom of the presence of sheep, or the
processing of wool. Likewise, straw can indicate the stabling of animals, the storage of
fodder, or the pesence of a strawovered skping areaArchaeological data, for example,
animal bones, can be considered in isolation neither from the context of their deposition
on the site, nor wider social and economic interpretations of the social landscape, just as
my textual sources cannotdmnsidered in isolation from the context of their composition
or recording and the range of their focirs.Chapter 31 focuson the structures of
farmsteadsas the frames of the househdiarm. Networks of use at the siteme
constructedbagd on site plans andthe results offloor-level analyses suchs
micromorphological studieSpatiaifunctional analysis diagrams are produced to visualise
these animahuman spaces, and tiietails of the methods develo@edoutlinedin that
chapter.

A fruitful relationship: sagas and archaeology

Archaeology and the literature of medieval Iceland have always had a fraught relationship.

Prior to the bookprose theory that rose to prominence in Iceland in the 1930s, the
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Islendingasdgunad often been seas products of authentic oral traditions passed down
for hundreds of years, and therefore direct sources for Viking Age swigter et al.,

2012) As such, early archaeological activityefaltd was focussed around identifying and
excavating sites from the sa@ésteinsson, 2004&hen, from the 1930s onwards, the
sagas were predominantly seen as works of fiction, and therefore unreliable historical
sources for Viking Age Icelar{@ndersson, 2006, p. 3; Walker et al., 20A8p result,
Icelandic archaeologistttempted to reject any connection with textual sesirc
preferring instead to draw on the increasing number of scientific methods available to

them to build datasets for the earlier periods of Icelandic settlement and society.

5Xc Z . f |Sdgasland3PgouiarAigiquarianism in Icelandic Archaeology
(1994) discusseghe role of sags in archaeology, and suggetat while many
archaeologists since the 19h8seemphasised the need for archaeology to be studied
independently from the sagas, there was little discuastbe timeof why this should be,
and that combining literature and archaeology could lead to productive investigations of
the Icelandic pagfFridriksson, 1994, pp. 1P091) Indeed, in the last few decades a
middle way has been adopted in which fhé&endingasdguare seen as narratives
constructed by an author, but drawing on collections ofepigting oral traditions to
reconstruct stories about the past that were meaningful to thirtedathteenth, and
0O Chi7cbbcft +
al.,, 2012)In this way, the sagas can be seen as anthropological sources, reflecting both

fifteenth-century compilers and copyistsS b XYf 33c b + s
cultural memories and traditions of the Viking Age past, as well as the concerns and
preocupations of the time of their compositi@ormack, 2007, p. 207; Hermann, 2013)

It is this view that | take in my readings of tléendingasdgun this thesis.

Recent studies involving archaeology and the sagas have attempted to read the
sagas for evidence of cultural responses to ,sec@omic or environmental events, or
use saga episodes as another dataset in archaeological investiydicdosnd Zori,
2013; Lethbridge and Hartman, 2016he Mosfell Archaeology Project (MAP), in
particular, has tried to use archaeology to test the historicity of certain saga episodes
(Walker et al., 2012but amore nuanced approach is taken bgcen interdisciplinary
project, Inscribing Environmental Memory in the Icelandic Sagas (IBMigh aims to
understand how people in the past responded to environmental changes. On the one hand
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this involves using the sagas as sources, but also considersvir@wmental changes

may have influenced the writing of the sagas and the preoccupations of their narratives
'<UfgaUlUb Yg U -+  , .+ d- _ ., 0 +t=9A/ =Db3
Sagg + K . The Xagas are seen as both sourceerfeironmentalresponses, and
resporses in their own right, and the IEM projeotcognises the rootedness of the
Islendingasdgyvhich is integral to my understanding of the value of archaeology to
readingthe sagaf_ethbridge and Hartman, 2016, p. 38@)e inscription of memories in

the sagas is, however, not a simple process, as past traditions aed auttyresented

and represented for a later medieval audi@rethbridge and Hartman, 2016, p. 386)

This thesis attempts to understand the cultural posiig of domestic animals withthe
medieval Icelandic world (@pters 1, 2 and ,3ln order to better understand the
representations of these animals and their relationships with humans in the
IslendingaségutChapter 4) It is also hoped that the closeadings of the laws and
literature in this thesjsalongside the spatiiinctional analysis utilisedwill enable
alternate perspectives to be cast on animals on past farrhveitdswith the sagas, laws,

and archaeological interpretations of farmsssiele by sidg not to benefit one aspect of

a study by using the others in a emay exchange, but to come to more nuanced
understandings of both textual and archaeological interpreations, through analysis of

multiple sources.

Structure

This thesis expl@s animahumanrelations in Viking Age and medieve¢landthrough
literary narratives about, and archaeological interpretations of the settlement of Iceland,
the legal constructions of an ideal Icelandic society, the organisation of space onghe Vikin
Agehouseholegarm, and literary depictions of anistfalmaninteractionswith this home

place.

Chapter 1 considers the role of domestic animals within the establishment of
Iceland as a cultural and ideologeyaity, as well as a physicadlgttled ladmass. By
exploring the settlement origin stories recorded amdnamabdfand select settlement

episodes from thés/endingasdguit analyses the relatively high presenegyoépastoral
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concernsgn these narrativealongside archaeological interpretasi of animals and farms
in the earliest Icelandic contexts.

Chapter 2 examines the earliest extant set of laws for Iceland, the collection of texts
known asGrdgaswhich can be seen asexpression of the rules and regulations with
which the possettement community of Iceland constructed and maintained itself. This
chapter contains a detailed discussion of those laws in which animals and hunaes inter
and analyses thieamework presented in the laved how farming should have been
undertaken in thelcelandic landscape: a framework characterised by control and
compensation. This chapter demonstrates how medieval Icelanders may have been
expected to act in relation to their domestic animals, and the animals of others; and
considers how theseteractonsrelate to ideas of social and environmental responsibility
embodiedn the strictly regulated spacetbé Icelandic social landscape

Chapter 3 attempts to map the human and animakspatctwo Icelandic farm
sites,to better understand animalmanrelations on the Viking Age and medieval
Icelandic farm by conducting spafiahctional analysis of humaand animaplacesThe
chapterargues thathe spatial organisation of the farm, andlihed experience that both
shaped and was shaped by tpatial organisation, would have impacted on interactions
between humans and animals. While the whole farm is considered, the area of the
tun(gardrjandcentral farm enclosure chosen for this analysis the area moslativey
accessib and measurabih the arclaeologiclremains Specificallythe chapter focusses
on the organisation of space at the farms of Vatnsfjorour and Sveigakot, and places these
case studies in the wider context of Viking Age and medieval Icelandic farm sites. The
need for ptential animaplaces to be given closer attention in future excavations is
highlighted, tomore fully understand the internal networks and past experiencing of a

site.

Following the close examination tifie householedfarm area in the preceding
section, Chapter 4 explores Old Icelandic concepts of home, including linguistic
associations, legal traditions, and narrative representation. It then analyses a series of

animathuman interactions that take place witl@ind around the home, and demonstrates
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the inportance of place, environment, bodily practices, andsayocommunication in
animathuman relations in certaits/endingaséguand Islendingapeettir.

This thesis encourages a new way of reading the sagas that first and foremost
recognises animals as ageim these narratives, and timeportance of theemplaced
animathumanrelationshipsn Viking Age and medieval Icelandic society. Throughout
this thesis, thds/endingasdguare valued as cultuaistorical documents: texts that can
tell us about certaiaspects of the Icelandic past, and how medieval Icelanders used and
embellished traditional narratives. The addition of archaeological interpretatibesdo t
readings enables us to analyse these sauthesn awareness and active consideration of
the physical spaces of the medieval Icelandic, fanch the relations between humans,
animals, and environment that shaped the lived experience of Icelanders, and hence the
stories that they told about their ancestors and the earlier periods of their sétittemen

Iceland.

In addition to its contribution to theoretical discussions of arfraadan relations,
this project may also provide a context to more scientific enquiries, such as those
conducted by archaeologists working in the north Atlantic on the proviand
technicalities of agriculture and animal husbandry, and the impact these practices had on
the north Atlantic environments. By providing a cultural and social aspect to these
processes, my project may shed new lighttleninterpretations produced More
generallythis project will contribute to studies concerning the changing relations between
humans and nehumans in contemporary society, especially with relation to the
intensification of farming and the destruction of the environment: both singathich
find a sort of microcosm in the settlement, establishment, and development of Iceland as
an agrepastoral society. Such contemporary studies emphasise the need, and the growing
recognition of the need, to alter the way in which we relate to EniByastudying historic
cultural relations between humans and domestic animals, | hope to provide another piece

of the framework on which these contemporary studies can position themselves.
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1. Ani maanld h wmarc e s
Il n | cel andic sett

narrati ves

Introduction

In the story of medieval Icelanders and their aninagsshouldstart at the beginning.

This chapter will analyse material and literary narratives swtnog the settlement of
Icelandfocussing on the presentation and use ahats and spce The animals of agro

pastoral Iceland are narative species, exclusively brought in by the colonists who settled

the island, and in this way, the physical presence of domestic anirttasicelandic
landscapeid Uf g c¢cZ g\ Y 1t =Whése dditlXr&K While IbefugdfwhsWigt ¥nX  V k
empty island when settlers arrived in the ninth century, it was a blank cultural canvas of
spaces open to (re)construction. By building farms and boundaries, clearing land, and
naming places, the settlereated hmelands out of the Icelandic environment, anate

the terms of their society: terms in which domestic animals played a significant part.

A multitude of narratives exist surrounding the settlement of Iceland. Previous
debates have been dominated by tmaseatives found in Old Norskelandic written
sources, especiallsiendingabokndLandndamabdkand as discussed in the Introduction
to this thesisarchaeological metholdave beensed in attempts to justify these narratives

(Fridriksson, 1994, pp. E34) In recent decades, however, archaeologists studying
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settlementera Iceland havguestiored the dominance of medieval textssimping our

view of Viking Age Iceland, andsaa rest) competingnarratives of settlement have
emerged. cf Yj Uad Y+ g\Y i]Y~ df Y(géstbimggsoXand b + |
McGovern, 2012aklies on intensive and organised ferrying of migrants to Iceland for
farming purposes, while thexhibitionbook Reykjavik 871+2Vésteinsson et al., 2006)
emphasisethe early actions of walrus hunters in the reggae also: Frei et al., 20118)

contrast, the textual narratives favour a rather different set of causes, approaches, and
results of Icelandic settlement. It is these complexities with whichctiapter is
concerned: how do the various textual narratives of the settlement of Iceland relate to the
different archaeological interpretations, and more specifically, which places do domestic

animals and the househdlfm occupy in eaéh

Structure of thi s chapter

The many stories of the settlement of Iceland, including the most recent archaeological
interpretations, must be the background to tkigdy of relations between domestic
animals and humans in the Icelandauseholedfarm. This chapter will explre the
representation of domestic animals in the main narratlvest the settlement of Iceland,

first outlining the theories of settlement most often included in arcbgmall studies, and

then analysingthe presence of domestic animals and -pgstoml practice in
Landndamaboknd three examples of settlement narratives fronsthedingadgur. This
analysis will focus on the relation between settlement, land, domestic animals, and the
household or family in these texts, and in the latter sectidmeathapter, will discuss

these theories and findings in relatiorntandnamsdldrchaeology in the Reykjavik area,

and the Viking Age farm across Iceland. The chapter will demonstrate that not only are
animals prominent in the establishment and (re)coctsdn of Iceland, but that this
importance is reflected both in later medieval narratives and the early construction of

farms.

2For more detailed discussioafthe interaction between written sources and archaeologyiss@l
(1990) Fridriksson,(1994) Moreland (2001) andVésteinsson and Fridrikss¢a003)
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Sources

This chapter explores three forms of settlement narrative: those contained in
interpretations of material remains fran@ndnaméldsites in Icelandhose found in the
historiographical text, anadnamabdkandthose included in selectéslendingadgur. For

my material sources, | focus on the excavations at Adalstrafi ihdReykjavik, and
supply a critical discussion tife narratives of settlement that have been constructed
around these excavatiofidilek, 2006; Nordahl, 1988; Roberts, 2004, 20B6d)y my
discussion of settlement narratives in textual sourees|ysehe Sturlubokredaction of
Landnamabofkn account oit being considered the earlier and more reliable of the two
medieval redactior{fPalsson and Edwards, 1972, gpt)3andstories of settlemeritom

three of the/slendingaégur: Egils saga Skal@rimssonan122630) Hrafnkels sag
Freysgod&12641300)and Gull-boris sagdor borskfirdingasagal30050)3 Due to the
fairly complex histories of some of these textual sources, | shall provide a lviefxove

of relevant debates below.

Landramabolexists in two redactions from the medieval period, attached to the
names of Sturla Pérdarson (1-80} ad Haukr Erlendsson (d. 1331), ahéde two men
compiled their own redactions a&nadnamabok.127580 and ¢.1308308 respectively
(Benediktsson, 1968a, p. LXXV; Jéhannesson, 1941, p. 18; Palsson and Edwards, 1972,
pp. 3, 4; Vésteinsson et al., 2006, p. 48; Vésteinsson and Fridriksson, 2003, p. 143)
Although the differences between the two versions appear to be minor compared to the
bulk of similar text, there is a notable variation in their order of the first visitors to Iceland,
and the status of some of these first explo(®ésteinsson et al., 2006, p..4B)
Landnamabohkve find a text devoted to describing or recording individual settlemnents
and yetLandnamabdfalso contains much material not explicitly linked with the initial
claiming of land. Such material may rather be considered as having contributed to the
establishmentfdhe medieval agrpastoral society in which the text was compiled. In this

3 Dates after Olaso(R005, pp. 1J4115) The alternate titles foGu//-Poris sagare discussed below.

4For more detailed discussion of the differences between the two redactions, see: BenétidG6sop.
279279, 290, 1968a, pg-IL), J6hannessofl941)and Pason and Edwardd972, pp.B12)
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way, the narratives containedzanadnamabokot only record stories of settlement, but
stories of the development of Icelandic society.

Instead of the title of a single work, dikslendingabokl andnamabckas become
an overarching title for a collection of information abouts#ementthe Icelanders,
and their landfakings)® From its complex history, it can be séleat Landnamabokvas
not only a text that peopleerekeen to copy, but also one that peoplereeager to alter
by varying degrees since the initial collection of information in the early twelfth century
(Olason, 2004, p. 31; UiMigller, 2015) This is a point that | shall return to at the close
of this chapter, after my discussionSti/rluboku3 1 Uf | -elat@&l fedtbrgs.arithis
chapter, | use the teribandnamabokvhen referring to the idea of this text as a sum of
all its redactions, anfiturlubokwhen referring to the specific rexteon text | usdor my
analysis;all Landnamabokguotations used in this piece are fra®turiubok unless
otherwise specified. | focum this redaction of the text because there are no significant
differences betweein and Hauksbokregardingthe episodes | discuss in this chapter,
except in two cases: the ordering of the opening stories of the discovery of Iceland, and
the elaboratioof the story of Asolfr the Christian iauksbok

Modern perceptions of the settlement of Iceland

In Grettis saga 1 bhb Xf Wecb3] XYFT3 g\'Y WANUDbJ[]Db] W

moving from Norway to Iceland:

?2fdd Yfh _Uhd+ YZ \fYydd] _
20> XVU_ OgYmrRWE3cb+ . .+ d- . (

BUf fc-Yy MPFf§WU] b+ ]Z O= \UiYQ cVgU]byYX
20" XVU_ chbgWlbb @+ \Oag Q= Z\] Ufi* ¥X 3[-]

The risk of colonising a new land requifasopleto give up everything that cannot be

moved with them; fod nundr, this meant leaving his prosperous fields and farm in

5 Analysis offslendingaboks not included in this chapter as the section that deals with the settlement
process itself is brief, and adds little to the account as s&é&wkmbok
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Norway, to be pushed to apparently hostile land in Iceland, asseyed by the

mountain.

Colonisation is a process, rather than a single eventharahoice to settle in a
new place is a complex one, reliant on a number of push and pull factors aatiageiy
of agentgAnthony, 1990, pp. 905, 898; Vésteinsson et al., 2006, WittB8jegards to
the settlerent of Iceland, it is most likely that a range of factors acted on a range of
individuals, family groupsnd other social units, such as villages or vocation groups, and
some scholars have acknowledged the likelihood of great regional variation inomodels
settlementAmorosi, 1991, p. 281; Jesch, 2015; McGuire, 2006,. pid@@ver, while
the excavation of famsites and pr€hristian burials have demonstratece thital
importance of agrpastoral practice and domestic animalssdciety in Viking Age
Iceland the role of farming and domestic animals in initial settlement has been debated.
Both settlement hypotheses focussing on farming and those focussinging bawzk
profound implications on the formation and value of the -pgisioral household in

Iceland(Frei et al., 2015, p..4Bach incorporate a distinct relation to domestic animals.

The search for good land

The date and causes of thendnamperiod have been a matter of intense debate in
Icelandic archaeologgndin recent decades, archaeologid&ré@st in matters such as
settlement patterns, resource exploitation, and anthropogenic influence ooltgy ef
Iceland has increas@&dwards, 2012, p. 221; Olafsson, 2005; Sveinbjarnardattir, 2012, pp.
225-226; Sveinbjornsdéttir et al., 2007, p. 393; beoddrsson, 1998 ApgB&jents over

the starting point of Icelatic settlement hawatengone hand in hand with criticism over

the previously extensive use of textual sources to inform these arg(xfidémsson,

1992, pp. 175, 1991a, p. 43, 1991b, p.,1@)recent studies have accorded less
influence to textual sources, to the point where Vésteinsson and McGovern have
suggested that studies on the settlement of Iceland should foelysosoarchaeological
investigations, and abandon narratives informed by textual sdésteinsson and
McGovern, 2012b, p. 231)
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However, farming hypotheses of Icelandic settlement have been, and continue to
VY+ \VYUi] k ]1]bZ hYbWYX Vk gYjghU > 3chf Wy
acXY K UbX g\ Y-Grimga &JX YWE#einsbon, 2030, p." 50Ihese
hypotheses have doraied discussion, not least because these are the models often
indicated by the textual sources. That a literary figure, SBalhar, has been used in
archaeological discourse, indicates the strong interrelationship between these Old Norse
Icelandic textand scientific discussion of Viking Age Icel@xdsteinsson, 2010. 501)
=b g\Y3Y \kdcg\VY3Y3+ g\Y tZUfaYf acXY K
UbX g\Yb g\Y [fUXhU" Jbz] "]1b[ Vk XYdYbXI
large landaking, followed by almost instantaneous donsiof the land among
dependants such as slaves or freedf¥ésteinsson, 2010, pp. 501, 503,.506¢se
models support the two stages of settlement suggested by Simps¢20&2dd)n which
coastal and river valley wetland areas were settled first, before woodland was cleared at
further inland sites controlled by first dets(Simpson et al., 2002b, p. 14@bn Vidar
Sigurdsson has also affirmed his belief in the S&allar model and the likelihood that
those farmers important enough to have boats would have taken possession of as much
land as possible, and brougitagstock with them to better cement their social position in
the new landSigurdsson, 2012, p. 224)

Both these settlement theores V c g\ t ZUf aacknBwledgd e t+ 3°
important role of the householthrm in this process, and while excavations and
archaeological surveys have revealed settlements that appear to have been initially focusse
on processes other than raising livestock, these sites often show increased evidence of
more general farming activities over time. Such sites, apparently focussed on smelting and
the collection and processing of bog jnorayhave beeminor specialised farms linked
to a larger main farm as proposed in the Skalienr model. However, they ma}so be
seen as evidence for independent settlers with priorities focussed on the acquisition and
processing of bog iron to sell to other migrants, perhaps in exchange for food they did not
produce themselvébicGuire, 2006, pp. FAL5; Smith, 1995, p. 335)

Excavations in the Reykjavédcea have supported theories of early -pgstoral
settlement in Icelandrirst undertakerfrom 197175, and then returned to between 2001
2003Nordahl, 1988; Roberts, 200these excavations identifiedltiple sites, including
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a tenthcentury residentlduilding at Adalstreeti 148, later extensions to this house, and
the remains of a turf wall at Grjétagata (Begure 1). The wall is part of an unroofed
outside structure, perhaps a sheep shelter or boundarnamalas been dated to before
AD 877+1 on account of tHeanadnamtephra layer resting atop of the tgRoberts, 2001,
p. 38; Schmid et al., 201A&s such, it cannot besagiated with the later house, but must

belong to a nearby farmstead as yet uncovered beneath Reykjavik, though it is unclear how

early this structure was constructed prior to thdnamtephra depositior{Roberts,

2001, p. 39)The disturbance of the remains by previous excavations and modern
development wrk has limited the scope of interpretation for the structure, but the
significance of this wall fragment is not only its early date, but its potential for agro
pastoral associatiofRoberts, 2001, p. 64j such an early, unroofed structure is part of

a farmstead that involved sheltering livestock, thesnwould suggest that the arrival and

establishment of livestock on Iceland occurred at an early stage of settlement.

Within the hypotheses discussed above, the acquisition and working of land plays
a significant role. This high emphasis on the spdcetttement is reflected in the textual
sources, as the first thing almost every settler to Iceland déemdtwamaboind the
[slendingaéguris stake out a claim to some land and set up a farm. However, studies of
the settlemenera excavations at Rggltik have also suggested a more complex picture
of how the settlement of Iceland may have unfo{fédteinsson et al., 2006, p.. 3B)is
settlement narrative does not involve livestock or-pgstoralpractice; at least not in its
initial stagegFrei et al., 2015, p. 20; Vésteinsson et al., 2006, pp0@8

The search for fame and fortune

Once Iceland was discovered, decisions about where to settle may have been directed by

considerationgs varied as the control of rowt@ys, access to bog iron, proximity to
natural boundariesand occupation of defensible points; therefore, not just the availability
of good land for winter fodde(McGuire, 2006) The desire toexploit trading
opportunities forluxury items, such as walrus ivpoan be added to this l{gtrei et al.,

2015) Some current theories about Reykjavik have increasingly focussed on the high

status economic potential for walfush b g ] b | ] b g\Y Uf Ydug H\ ] 3

U X\

\kdecgl Y3] 3+K ]b ~\V]W\ 3hW\ dcgYbg]uU> dfci] XYX
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w Wall fragments
A Adalstraeti house S House and iron-working
R Partially excavated; house | I Industrial area with evidence for iron-working, craft
and iron-working remains workshops, brewery, wall, and wooden walkway
P Stone pathways Grey area  Waterline in the settlement period
L Leekjargata house ? Not yet excavated; suspected early remains

FigurelThelocations of thenain Viking Age and medieval archaeological sites in Reykjaafladapted fror
Helgason, 2015)

pastoral settlement is considered the next step in the pfécesst al., 2015, p..9h this

way, this hypothesis does not exclude domestic animals from their role in the settlement
of Iceland, merely delay it. This tension between farming, land, andlgont@alth
parallels archaeological discourse on Viking Age expansion in other areas of the north
Atlantic, such as Scotlghthough it is only recently that these debates have begun to take

root in discussions of migration to Iceland.

6 For discussions of this, and the motives of Viking Age expansion in generAkiBeg(2015) Barrett
(2010, 2008and GraharCampbell and Batgi1 998)
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At multiple excavation s in Reykjavik, walrus remains have been found,
including bones and tuskBrei et al.2015, pp. 4, 5)n the Viking Age house discussed
in the final section of this chapter, the walrus bones were apparently deposited in places
where they would have been visible to the human occupants of the house, as well as visitors
to thedwelling andso may have acted as a display of prestige ertisggFrei et al.,
2015, p. 5)The walrus tus& found at this site showed signs of having been extracted by
experienced hunters or craftsmamnlicating the presence of at least one specialist worker
at the site before the extinction of the walrus colofiésGovern, 2001, pp. 106, 107;
Mehler, 2001, p. 71)As can be seen from the map of Reykjavik alfBigure 1),
interpretation of this area is ongoing and subject to change with fetbavationThis
map suggests thamithies and workshops (I, R, and Skigure 1), were castructed
close to the shore on the one side of the water, while definitive daniifthhgs have yet
to be interpreted from the remains uncoveredate.Agro-pastoral activity may have
beenconcentrated on thasyet unexcavate@astern side of the detinent, at a safe
distance from the workshops, smithies, and storage buildings. Nonetheless, without
further dating evidence on the western sites and excavation of the eastern shore of the
Viking Age lake, it cannot be said with any certainty how thesfattiements at Reykjavik
wereinhabited. What is clear, however, is that the remains at Adalstreeti are the tip of the

iceberg, and this initial settlement may have been far more complex than first expected.

In Sturlubok when Ingolfr selects the place for hispanent settlement, his thrall

Karli expresses surprise:

1 adb>g] ?2Uf ]/ ++H]> 13 zZBfh i0Of ha [R*F \
€YY goUKH Y g3.3\¢b, +d -

H\ Yb 3U] X 2Uf"

1]/ t=g ]3 VUX ~Y gfUiY “YX ciVYf
g\ ] 3 chg k] b[ \YUX UbX-

K

Such sentiments, perhaps, reflda confusion that the compilers dandnamabok
settled into their own agrpastoralistsociety, may have felt over the spot of supposed
first settlement. Theplacelngolfr chooses is far from the best area for seed or cattle;
instead, it is perhaps the most suitable area for a settleetiant on marine resources
(Vésteinsson et al., 2006, p..44)
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It has been suggested then, that the impetus for settlement of the Reykjavik area
may have been triggered by walhusiters(Frei et al., 2015; Vésteinsson et al., 2006)
Prepared and willing to take great risks in search of valuable products for the European
market, walus-huntersmay have set up temporary camps at first and then, if Iceland had
proved a profitable hunting ground, taken the first steps towards establishing a permanent
camp on the islan@icGovern, 2015, pers. comm.; Vésteinsson et al., 2006,.p. 36)
However, it has been suggested that surviving by hunting alone would have been difficult
to maintain in the Icefalic environmen{Smith, 1995, p. 324%uch a permanent camp
would have required, thergrae sort of livestock, most likely cattle and pigs. While pigs
could forage for themselves in such virgin territory, cattle would have required winter
fodder and shelter, forcing the wakiusnters to cultivate meadows for hay, and construct
byres(Vésteinsson et al., 2006, p..3)ch a camp or permanent settlement could then
act as a livestock station farbsequent settlergn this way, the trade opportunities
facilitated by temporary camps develop tiecessity for an agpastoral settlement. On
the other hand, such hunters may havegdefs on the island to breed and survive by
themselvein between less permanent vigit&steinsson et al., 2046,36) As | shall

discuss below, storiepparently mirroringsuch strategies are foundliandnamabok

In this model of settlement, the initial settlers in Iceland would not have been
focussed on livestock. Rather the establishment of a local stawknafsa from which
subsequent settlers could procure livelihoods or supplement their own stocks is likely to
have come about at a later point from initial temporary settlement. A first group of
permanent migrants, in this model, would not have come emitéboking for farmland,
let alone some kind of agpastoral paradise, until this stock was established. It is
important to note, then, that the textual sources, and espetidlynamabdokfocus

primarily on domestic animals and the establishment dfahseholegarm.

A thirteenth -century settlement narrative

From the analysis and discussion ia thist section of this chaptdt can be seen that
competing settlement narratives shape archaeological discourse on Viking Age Iceland.
Scholars consider dhsettlement of Iceland as a complex set of processes, in which the

trade of valuable export goods might have played a greater part than previously thought.
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In contrast, the textual sources discussed below seem to consider the draw of land as a
much more mportant factor in the settlement of Iceland than any competing resource,
and animals are given a role in claiming, naming, and selecting the land on which these

Norse migrants eventually settle.

Landnamabdk

TheseWU ™ = Y X t Vcc _ ¢ Z ingpomtdor céresidiebing médiealjcelgndicy 3 g Uf g
attitudes to the settlement of Iceland, and the roémwhals in thesearratives. However,
scholarship on medieval Icelandic literature and history has a long and complicated
relationship with Landnamabok Much scholarship orthis text has focussed on
establishing its unreliability as a historical source for the settlement bygafguits
ideological naturegs either a collection of unifying myths for a new so¢iBdynasson,

1980, pp. 4, 6, F24) a text concernedith an increasing sense of a written Icelandic
identity separate from mainland Scandiné@enediktsson, 1966, pp. F&®4) or a text
exercising distinct political purpose for individuals and families in the thirteenth century
(Benediktsson, 1966, p. 288; Olason, 2004, p. 30; Stefansson, 2003, p. 209; Whaley, 2000,
p. 192) In these ways, the value b&indnamabofas a historical sourcedsminished.

However, sich studies apply modern conceptualisat@frisistoriography to this text; a

model that is very different from the medieval idea of historical texts as written documents
not overly concerned with the recording of genuine specifics of events, but rather having

a wider, more symbolic function thatntobutes to the (re)construction of society
(Assmann, 2011, p. 66; Hermann, 2007, p. 18; Lindow, 1997, p. 454; McCone, 1990, pp.

6 65; Vansina, 1985)

Some scholars haweggested that the storiesiandnamaboknay be considered
ashaving their origins in genuine narratives about the settlement of I¢&@ndottir,
2006, p. 48; Sigurdsson, 2004, p. 248; Smith, 1995, p. 320; Vésteinsson and Fridriksson,
2003, p. 141However, such studies can become drawn into complicated discussions
aboutthet cf ][] bU K bUghfyY ¢cZ YUW\ 3Jgcf k- H\V] 3 W L
to uncover the origins of individual passagesSiw/ubok but instead on the nature of
these narratives as they are recorded in this redaction. The history or myth castained

created within this text can be used to examine a certain set of thiteaidiny
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perceptions of a useful past. This recording of the past can tell us about the role that agro
du3gcf U df UWg] WY d UkYX ] b Whstoy djdthe = WY "
historic landscape. In addition, if these texts were produced in an atmosphere of a
degrading environment or fluctuating climétllgrimsson et al., 2004, p. 270; McGuire,
2006, p. 13; Ogilvie, 1991hen perhps ecological concerns, as well as political ones,
might inform these narratives of settleme@verrir Jakobsson, writing about the
Hauksbokmanuscript, has analysed the texts included in the manuscript alongside the
redaction ofLandnamaboksuggestinghat Haukr Erlendsson intended to create an
encyclopaedic collection of texts representing the worldview of the thirteerdlearly
fourteenthcentury Icelandic élite of which he was a dakobsson, 2007, pp.fF32)
Unfortunately, no such study has yet been uradkem placing th&turlubokredaction of

Landnamaboin its manuscript context.

It is likely that a complex relation of exchange exists between many
[slendingaégur and Landnamabdkwith storiesoften appearing in both sets of texts
(Kristjansson, 1998, pp. F0& 263, 288; Olason, 2004, p. 31; Tomasson, R008)
However, rather than an indication of the complete lack of differing settlement traditions
as suggested by Vésteinsson and FriorikE€&003, pp. 144145) this may have been the
result of a concerted effort by members of the Icelandic élite to present a united myth of
settlement tdhe modification or exclusion of varied thirteexsntury traditions. Gisli
Sigurdsson refutes the idea of saga writers drawing solélgrmmamabokor vice versa)
as a result of a lack of extant traditions in his discussion dAdak&irdinga sgurard
orality (Sigurdsson, 2004, p. 248)d t is too simple an interpretation to suggest that the
narratives contained within thesexts were the only settlement traoins known in
medieval Icelandl he narratives irSturlubokare in places distinctly different to those
found in the sagas in both style and fo@msnediktsson, 1968a, pp. LILX; Clover,

1985, p. 254therefore the different narratives chosen by each text must express a

deliberate intention in their way of depicting the settlement of Iceland.

Rather than attempting to construct aa@mological order of settlemer&{uriubok
is arranged into five sections: an introductory section, and then four parts corresponding
to the division of the Icelandic landscape into political spheres based on the cardinal points.
The text moves from the wiesn quarter to the southern, and shapes its narrative
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therefore in terms of place rather than tifieis arrangement of entries according to place
means thaévents describefdr apart in the text often overlap as the chronology jumps
backwards and forwds, and time is perceived through households, fapalessocial
alliances rather than in a linear fashidmith, 1995, p. 32WVith its emphasis on space
animds, and the formation of the househdlm, | would argue that this ideological
history rationalises the adoption of a uniform settlement pattern of choosing land with
respect to livestocluilding a farm, and becoming in this way integrated with the new
society of medieval Iceland. If the creatiorl@hdnamabokvas indeed dictated by the
needs of the Blandic cultural and politicalite, the role of domestic animals and the

emphasi®nthe establishment of agpastoral society is notable.

Explorer traditions and agro  -pastoral settlement

The opening chapters dfandnamabofresent the reader with three stages of discovery
for Iceland. According to the account &turlubok the first Naosemen to encounter
Iceland were led by a Vikingalled Naddoddr, who stayed only to ascertain the
uninhabited state of the islafBlenediktsson1968b, p. 34Pespite naming the territory
Sneeland, these Farbeund travellers spoke highly of teikit /and (Benediktsson,
1968b, p. 34; great lanthey had encountered. Likewise, the second visitors led by
Gardarr Svavarssplofudu myj k landit(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 36; praised the land very
much) and the island is thereafter call&@&rdarsho/mfBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 36)
When Gardarr returns to Norway, a man called Néattfari (and two slaves) are left behind
on the island, ansettle at NattfaravikBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 38khough these two
episodes contain no mention of agrstoralism or livestock, such explorations may have
been motivated by trade opportunitiesotimations that.Landnamabokneglects to

include.

The traditions as recorded &Yuriubokmake no mention of the purpose or result
of these visits, other than the discovery of the land, andiihiebaccounts arelearly not
as valuable to the compilertae settlement of Ingolthat follows. They aran indication
of the various traditions surrounding the settlement of Iceland, from which the compilers
of Landnamaboavished to make a coherent settlement narrative. While the compiler of

Sturluboklists these events as though in a chronological sequence, these traditions may
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have ceexisted before the written record was composed. As such, they would have been
told alongside each other, as well as with the two episodes | shall discus$ el ow.

mentidb ] 3 aUXY c¢Z g\Y X] 3 Wcthe¥ubdequenZsettBeineng Z U f
stories further supports the view that these may be descriptionsegfstimg traditons

of the discovery of Icelan@his would also fit with the plaegrientated construn of

time in the rest of the text, and explain, perhaps// _ &6 f W¥f ] b[ c¢cZ g\Y
visitsthatlists Gardarr as the first explorer, then Naddo@8enediktsson, 1968b, p. 35)

The third exploration or settlement test of Iceland is attributedw@éiagr mikill
(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 36; great Vikjitrafna-FIoki Vilgerdarson, and it is here that

agrepastoral concerns are highlighted in the text:

Med Floka var & skipi bénda sa, er boérolfr hét, annarr Herjélixi Rét
sudreyskr madBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 36)

With FIéki on the ship was that farmer, whaas called Po6rélfr, another
Herjolfr. A Hebrideanman was called Faxi.

There are two significant points to draw from this introduction to Floki and his
companions: firstly, that FIoki is describedagkingr mikill, and secondly, that he brings

a bondi(farmer) or two with him. While Faxi is defined bys place of origin, the three

other named individuals in the expedition are listed by their occupation. This allows a
comparison to be made between FI6ki and his comparamalsthe sworfbrothers
Ingolfrand Hjif ~ Y] zf ' X] 3Wh 33Y2{ fV3Yg c3 Y(gtg WF 30K\ YUF Y
not farmers. Rather they are raiders, especially Leifr, who gets his nareitd{ Sword

Leifr) after killing a man in Ireland and taking his wealth and possessions, inaluéing

fé(Benediktsson, 1968b, ppHR; geat wealth, cattle, or sheep)

The stories spread by these first travellers to Iceland about thavefgare
mixed, and are givedifferent amounts of space in the manuscript. While both
BUXXc XXf h3 UbX ; Uf #Uf f @ IcAddal ardriebtibred iy d ¢ 3
briefly (Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. 34,,36)the case of FI6KI | ~ [ Y f attgrhpgat b hu3
settlement, a morelaborate anecdote is recorded:

P& var fjrorinn fullr af veidiskap, ok gadu peir eigi fyrir veidum at fa heyjanna, ok
do allt kvikfé peira um vetrinn. Var var heldr Kdenediktsson1968b, p. 38)
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Then the fjord was full of fishing (or hunting) catch, and they heeded not to get
the hay before gathering all the fishing (or hunting) catches and all their livestock
(or cattle) died over the winter. The spring was rather cold.

In theselines, the ease of fishing or hunting is contrasted with the responsibility ef agro
pastoral practice. The reference to hunting or fishing may indicate walrus hunting,
however, the presence of livestock in the settlement also suggests that FIoki and his
companions brought animals with them. No mention is made of their acquiring animals
from existing settlers (for example, Néattfari), and presumably such a disaster would not
have occurred had previous settlers been around to advise Floki and his men on the
necessity of gathering hay to feed the livestock over the winter. As well as being the only
reference to hunting isturiubok this extract seems to advertise the dangers of focussing
solely on hunting or fishing, to the detriment of the herd, no mattieiformer is the

easier or more lucrative option. The construction of such a narrative may act as a warning
to those future Icelanders who neglected their hay and jeopardised their livestock in such
a way. By setting Iceland up as a difficult land, inctvisiettlers must be responsible to
survive, the compiler afandnamaboks perhaps emphasising the importance of such

responsibility in his postettlement society.

The conception of Iceland as a land for grastoralism isurther emphasisenh

therespp 3Y3 Zfca : B _]h3 dUfgk c¢cb g\Y]f fYghfb

Ok er menn spurdu af landinu, pa Iét Fléki illa yfir, en Herjolfr sagdi kogtsik |
af landinu, en Porélfr kvad drjapa §maf hverju strai a landin@Benediktsson,
1968b, p. 38)

And when men asked of the land, then Figkpressed disapproval, but Herjolfr
said the good and faults of the land, and bér6lfr said buttexfdyip each straw
in the land.

Here it is the great Viking who is reluctant to present Iceland in a positive light, whereas

the farmer is provided with awverthe-top commendation for the environmeRather

than/slendingabdko3 Udd Uf Ybg UggYadg gc df Y3Ybg =WY"

conception of paradigélermann, 2007, p. 24this story presents Iceland as a paradise
for agropastoralists. The use of butter for this metaphor reflects the society ef post
settlement Iceland, the time and place in whighdnamaboxas formedin whichdairy

products were a vital part of the community and social ide¢@ggnan, 2003, p. 279)

46

g (

Ub X



While stra] 3 ac3g c¢cZg¥Yb gfUb3 UgYX U3 t+V UXY
agricultural association is clear, espgaiien put into the mouth of a mamehatically

listed as a farmer, asitter from grasss only achievable through dairy anin{@kasby

and Vigfasson, 1874, p. 597)

As discussed abe in relation to the archaeological theories of settlement, Ingolfr
5fbUf 3cb+ g\'Y ac3g ZUach3 c&dwithagropbstoélhu3d 3
practice Both he and hisworn-brother Hji rleifr appear to be raiders, which is perhaps
why Hjif ~ Y] zf v3 d  Ub gc YaVvVfuUwy g\yY U[f] Wh" g

HjTrleifr Iét par gera skala tva [...] En um vérit vildi hann sa; hann atti einn uxa, ok
lét hann preelana draga aréciin er peir Hjrleifr vara at skéla, pa gerdi Dufpakr

pat rad, at peir skyldu drepa uxann ok segja, at skbgaHgfdi drepit, en sidan

skyldu peir rdda a pa Hijeif, ef peir leitadi bjarnarins. Eptir paigdu peir

HjTrleifi petta. Ok er peir foru deita bjarnarins ok dreifdusk i skéginn, pa settu
preelarnir at sérhverjum peira ok myréu pa alla jafnmarga sér. beir hljépu a brutt
aY$ _cbhf @Y]f U (Benedikisébh,3968bM.48) VI g] bbh

Hj1 rleifr let there be made two temporary sheds, [...] And in the spring, he wanted
to sow; he owned one ox, and he let the thralls draw the plough. Wiideif]

and his men were at the sheds, thafpakr (one of the thralls) made this counsel:
that they should kill the ox and say that a wbedr had killed it, then afterwards

they should attack Hjleifr, if they should seek the bear. After that they said this

to Hjirleifr. And when they went tdook for the bear and were dispersed
throughout the wood, then the thralls set on each of them separately and then they
murdered all an equal amount. Thean away with their (the men of the
3Ygg YaYbg 3hu(propedyaadathebdatX ~ cc 3Y

< ™ Tifir hasyan unorthodompproach to farm work, foireg his slaves to pull the plough
ratherthan commit his ox to hard labour. Using lirish slaves as anim#&ads to the

ZU] "hfY UbX XY3gfhWg]lcb czZ \]3 3YgsionYaYhbc
to only bring one ox, or to actively remove his ox from farm labouchsiee grounded

either in complete ignorance of farm work or a significant artmaldan relation in which

he values his ox higher than his slaves. When Ingolfr finds the stereldjaf = Y] Z f hu;
death, they arat maiBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 44; at meat/fgatherthan working to

establish a settlement proper; and perhaps they should be imagined as &atingyHj Z f hu:

0X, relegating the animal to a position below them in the social value system of the

household. The conflict between men who value animals too much and those who see
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animals merely as possessions is repeatedly emphasised throughout thedit@atarga
discussed in this thegsee Chaptet).

Animal -places

One of the most prominent appearances of domestic anintggrinboks in the naming

of placesPlacenames indicate spacesttbipan three temporal aspects of the landscape
They occupyhe past thragh the story of their namindjey are reinforced in the present
through the process of everyday use of names and stories, and they may influence the
future by providing conceptions of utility associated with the plmgencourging its

use for a specific purpas@s mentioned in the Introduction to this theasjmalsplay

an important role inthe conception of landscapes and environments, and this is
duf g] wWwh  Uf "k 3][b]l]Z]WUbg ]b fYatehgpllatib gc g\ VY
used to reflect the role gfazingsheep in shaping the landscape of IcgflBndmore and
Buckland, 1991, p. 156)he complex relatiordentified between spaces, animals, and
humans in the formation of places can be used to consider the role of animals in generating

placenames in medieval Icelandic settlement narratives.

Human relations witkcertain aspects of the environment assists in the formation
of identity (Jones, 1998, p. 302 Iceland, this may be reflectedthe association of
different groups of people with the fjord or valley of their settlement, but these fjords and
valleys are in turn associated with animals that occupy those spaces. A particular space may
conveythe memory of animal presence, and animals can act as classifying markers, tying
that animalplace into more general conceptions of the environ@enes, 1998, B02;
Sykes, 2014, p. 99 distinction can be made between plaa@ees that are generated by
the act of observinghanimain a place, or those that are formed by the active participation
(including death) of an animal, or animals, in the environrRenexample, Hrutakjror
(ramjord) in Sturlubokis named by Ingimundenngamli(the old) and his company of
exploring migrants after seeing two rams in the @Bemediktsson, 1968b, p. 2IR)is
episode can be compared to other narrativegunubokin which the naming of places
after animals is an active exchamiggnimal, human, and landscapleree such exchanges
are episodes in which pigs are abandomeelscape human control to reprodace claim

their ownplacesn the island
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It is currently suggested that the pig population of Iceland had declined by the
eleventh centuryMcGovern, 2009, R16) and so the inclusion of stories about large
numbers of pigs roaming the Icelandic landscape, preservedreated by a society in
which the presence of the pig is assumed to be reduced, suggests that pigs may have beel
a key part of later medidweonceptions of early Icelandic settlement. The first of these

exchangem Sturlubokappears to set the linguistic formula for this type of story

Steindlfi [enn 1agi] hurfu svin prjd; pau fundusk tveim vetrum sidar i Svinadal, ok
varu pau pé prir tigisvina(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 158)

Three pigs turned away from Steino6lfr [the low]; two winters later in Svinadalr

[pig-dale] they were foud, and then there were thirty pigs.
Here we se¢he pigs turning away frortheir human owner, multiging in number (in
this case by ten), abeingfound after a certain period of time. Whether the compiler of
Landnamabois suggesting the area was caBeinadalr because of this event, or whether
the pigs did well there because it was known to be an excellent area for keeping pigs (hence
Svinadalr) imot made explicit. What is strongly implied, though, is the productivity of
these pigs and Iceland, aedless of human interventioand throughhe initiative of the
pigs. The pigs are the subject of the verb and are therefore the ones doing the losing or the
turning away. As we shall see in the episode discussed directly below, and the instances
involving Skallg f Ua f hu3 3 ¥Egigsadathiy ib got ah Isolated occurrence of

animals driving the success of settlement.

The second episodef livestock abandonment is longand contains a named

boar:

Ingimundi hurfu svin tiu ok fundusk annat haids$vinadal, ok var pa hundrad
svina. Gltr hét Beigadr; hann hljop & Svinavatn ok svam, par til er af gengu
klaufirnar; hann sprakk a Beigadarhi@enediktsson, 1968b, p. 220)

Ten pigs turned away from Ingimundr and they were found the next autumn in
Svinadalr [pigdale], and then there were a hundred pigs. A boar was called
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Beigadr; he leapt into Svinavatn fgter] and swam there untiishcloven hoofs
fell off; he died (from exertion) at Beigadarhal.

As in the above passage, the varbrfais used to indicate trectionof the animals, the

pigs are the subject of the verb, and they are also found at a place called Svinadalr; but this
episode is more extensive. Perhaps indicating the status and wealth of Ingimundr, this
time it is t/u pigs whodisappearand ahundradigs that are found. As mentioned above,

given the destructive tendencies pigs have towards farmland, this scenabe wewsed

as having taken place in a landscagenhs far from heavily settled, and tbe presence

of pigs in the later material and textuaterd is assumed to reflect themwelcome
destructive naturéMcGovern, 2009, p. 216; see Chapter 2)

While Svinadalr and Svinavatn are plausible jrlacees based on the value of an
area for pigkeepingthe naming of Beigadarhdlr after a named b@aksout this animal
place as a stronger example of interaction between animals, humans, and the environment.

Here, this place is remembered and named because of the actiortzoat; ttviso actively

participated in the manner of his death in the areeldh 3 h W\  Ub Ub] aU 3 XY Uc

remembered, or seem plausible to the recordesmdnamaboko be remembered in this

way, suggests that this text engages with a strong recognition of relations between the
experience of places and events associatbdawimals, particularly events in which
animals exercised agency. This shall be further discussed below with regards to the mare,
Skalm.

The naming of a place after a boar is also found in the third episode involving the
reproduction of pigs ithceland However, in this episode, the agency of the event rests on

Helgi, who puts these pigs ashore while looking for a place to settle:

Helgi lendi pa vid Galtarhamar; par skaut hann a land svinum tveimr, ok hét
gi Itrinn ST'lvi. Pau fundusk premr vetrum sidafii&dal; varu pa saman sjau tigir
svina(Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. F262)

"The same event is depictedinl/ g 6 3 X Rch.1b), &tholgh in the saga the episode is extended
further, and the wildness or anger of the pigs is emphasised.
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Helgi then lands at Galtarharhar O6 ¢ Uf lu3d Wf U[ Q0O g\ Yf Y \Y 3Y

the boar was called|8i. They were found three winters later ii&dalr [$ i ] hu3

dale]; then there we together seven tens of pigs.
This passage is distinguished from the two discussed above &l sexes: the numbers
involved (no longer ten times the starting number of pigs), length of time the pigs are left
(three years instead of two), the lack ofgygncy, and the placement of the pigs explicitly
next to the shore, at a place called firstaBladtmarr and theri &adalr. Unusually, both
the landing place and the valley in which the pigs are found are named after boars rather
than the apparently more common Svflacenames. Perhaps this story was not
associated with an area previously considered good for glpigsito sustain themselves
andmultiply, suggesting that ihay belong to an earlier tradition than those seemingly
better remembered episodes discussed above. In relation to other animal reproduction
narratives inLandnamabokthe absence of human intention in the first two pig
episodes may suggest an association with the influence afpiaits (anadvaettiy in the
productivity ofthe animalsas discussed below in relation to more expeit/veettir
episodes. This latter episode, which shows humaetus behind the pigolonisation of
the areamay emphasisénstead alesire for humans to control the shaping of animal
placesand this tension between animal agency and human comtifelaire of many of
the sources discussed lnstthesis.

In another episode of placaming after an implicitly autonomous animal, a
named cow, Brynja, triggers a conflict between Hvdpdmir and Refrenn gamliathe
old):

Paorir deildi vio Ref enn gamla um ka pa, er Brynja hét; vid hana er dalrinn kenndr.
Hon gekk far uti med fjora tigu nauta, ok vanlifra henni komin(Benediktsson,
1968b, pp. 56, 58)

Périr quarrelled with Refr the old abt that cow, which was called Brynja; after
her is the valley named. She went out there with four tens of cattle, and all had
comre from her (were her offspring)

Like the passagedove, this episode links an exchange between unsupervised animals and
thereproduction of the herd with the naming of a place. However, this incident of place
naming is not the central focus of the passage, perhaps suggesting that such names and

storieswere commonplac&.he naming of places after animals is a feature thatsrecur
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throughout Sturlubok As can be seen from these episodes, the Icelandic landscape
presented inSturlubokis a fertile resource for both animals and humans, although there
is a contrast between narratives that emphasise the importance of human agiosg and

that emphasise the agency of the animals.

In Sturlubok the enforcement of humaorientated agrgastoral order on the land
is best associated with Geirmurfee/jarskinr{Hel-skin), andGeirmundr is inked with
the naming of animadlaces. In this stion of Sturlubok Geirmundris listed as having
four farms run by slaves or servants, and these settlements were closely tied to the division

of his livestock

Hann var vellaudigr at lausafé ok hafdi of kvikfjar. Sva segja menn, at svin hans
gengi & Svianesi, en saudir & Hjardarnesi, en hann hafdir sélBitru
(Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. F356)

He (Geirmundr hefjarskiny was incredibly wealthy with regards to movable

property and had [wealth] from livestock. |gople saythat his pigs went to

Svinanes, and [his] sheep to Hjardarnes, and he had the keeping of cattle at a

shieling in Bitra.
This expansi approach to farming iakin to SkallaGrimr in Egils saga, and this
description would not seem out of place in one of endingaségunn Sturlubok
however, such itemised descriptions are rare. The details could have easily been
constructed by theompiler of Landnamaboxk U3 d] [ 3b Y 33K WX t+3\YYd
VYT XK cd YIZFZIKYDY YT XVi]l]ch3 "] b_3 gc VY aUXYO
been named after traditisof keeping these sorts of animals in these locations. However,
this passag stands out from other planaming episodes isturiubokdue to its ske
emphasis on human activiti@gd it may be suggested that this episode was included in

Landnamaboko present Geirmundr in a certain way

The compiler ofLandnamabokhose to inclde or create these details alongside

g\'Y XY3Wf]dg]cbhb c¢cz ;Y]fahbXfh3 3Ygg YaYbg 1]b
149

g\'Y 3cb ¢czZ U _]1b[ 1b aU]lb UbX GWUbX] bUi] U+
emphasised YWf Y - ;Y] f sthus XhéakFothingUnithis new land without a
specific type of wealth: animals and farmskgl. By being listed as keeping pigs, sheep,

and cattle, it is implied that Geirmundr had enough land to allow the pigs to roam without
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doing damage to the land dhers, and that he could be a producemeét,milk, and
wool. Geirmundr is very much an animaalthy figure.Evidently the use of animal
associated placemes inLandnamabokannot beonsidered a uniform traditiomstead
such plac@ames are used various ways depending on whether they are contributing to

the perception of the land, an animal, or a human figure.

Landveettir and the herd

As mentioned abovégndveettilandspirits) can appear either explicitly or implicitly in
these settlement natives, especially in relation to the productivity of animals in Iceland,
and the subsequent prosperity of the setfler episodes irSturlubokappear to portray
supernaturaanimals: one that shows a horse running away when abused under the agro
pastotd © ] 3 g u3 k c _in¥whichthé/abdveeiisénda billy-godt to assist a settler

with his livestock.

In the first of these, &estr apalgrdapplegrey stallion) comes ® h # h btidtu 3
horses from Hjardarvatn (Hendater) andhafdi undir stodhegin (subdued one of the
stud-horses). Rather than allowing the stallion to breed with his h&wsésnntakes the

grd hestinn (grey stallion), and:

(Hann) setti fyrir tveggja yxna sleda ok 6k samanidlagina. Hestrinn var géor
medfarar um middegit; en er a leid, steig harirlina til héfskeggja; en eptir
so6larfall sleit hann allan reiding ok hljop til vatnsins. Hann sask aldri sidan
(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 120)

(He) se (the horse) in front of a twox sled and ploughed all of his hefiedd.

The horse was easily managed through the middle of the day; but eventually
stepped in the grnd up to his fetlocks; and after sunset he snapped all the harness
andranto the water. He was never seen afterwards.

Kirsten Wolf notesthat grarand apalgrarare considered indicators of supernatural
animas (2009, pp 23%6), and he line: Hann sdsk aldri sidafhe was never seen
afterwardspuggestshat this was not a stray horse from a known neighbour, but rather a
horse of folkloric origin, with an assumed home in the lake mentioned in the episode
(Wolf, 2009, p. 236; see also Almqvist, 19ti¢ strength of the horse in pulling a two
yoke plough and stamping fiercely enoogtithe ground to sink into it, is also reminiscent

of the feats of strength of the giadmbrse of the" 7 g Buikdér in theProse Eddéaulkes,
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1982, p. 35hat Audunn attempts to force the stallion to assist him with his-feonk

rather than accepting a reproductive contise®ms to leai the animal vanishingand

bcg\]b[ 13 3U] X ¢cZ Ubk czz3df]l]b[ fY3h g]lb[ 2Zf
This shows a possiblé&andveettirwilling to assist with pastoral concerns, such as

maintaining and improving the herd, but not with the agjtural processes of arable

farming represented by the ploughing.

It seemghatthe compilersof Landnamabokonsideregbastoralist concerns much
more appropriate tdandveettirassistanceThe prosperity of a manalled HaffBji rn
(Billy-goat6é ™ T,1islestablished througa contract made between a man awe/gbu/
(rockdweller)Zzcf g\'Y dhfdc3Y3 cZ = ]suppydpglicedlocki¥ f YY X] b [ -

sparse, this supernatural figaepears to hinrm a dream

Bjif b Xf Yka#$] ha bR pogunoklpudVtydérd f&lagpyio harb,a] Ug
en hann péttisk jata pvi. Eptir pat kom hafr til geita hans, ok timgadisk pa sva

skjétt fé hans, at hann vard skjétt vellaudigr; sidan var hanrBfiafr kalladr
(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 330)

Bjirn dreamed at night that a redikveller came to him and offered to make a
partnership with him, and it seemed to him that he agreed to this. After that a billy
goat came to his goats, and then his property (or livestock) rapidly thrived in such
a way, thahe quickly became immensely rich; afterwards he was calleddaitly
Bji rn.
6 N T fparteGhip with the figure manifests itself in the form of a {gthat, andhis
episodeexplicitly emphasises the reproductive purpose and potential of thesamdl(
as well as the material rewards of allowing such a contract. A tale similar to both of the
episodesbovas that of a horsd-luga, who is impregnated byrast f xottan ok grara
grey stallion with a different coloured mane), produciniglent ard noteworthy stallion
called EidfaxiBenediktsson, 1968b, pp. E236) The name of Eidfaxi (oattmane)
perhaps reflects the nature of his conception through a perceived contract with a

supernatural figure, as explicitly laid out in the story of HBjfirn.

However, Bjf b u3 dUf gbYf 3\ ]d ~]g\ gl\-pastorabb X ] 3bhug
practice as represea by livestocloreeding, andturiubokdescribes hovwefreskirmen
(men endowed with second sight) were abke®thdandveettiaccompanying Bin and

his companions to the assem{@gnediktsson, 1968b, p. 3383 discussed later in this

54



chapter, animals idandnamabokappear to play an important role in initiating and
forming Icelandic society, so it is perhaps significant that taeséag/r are associated

both with the increase of the herd as well as attendancetatigheshich was a vital part

of the experience of being a medieval Icelamdexddition, he use of the terné/agin

theHafr6 T f b Yd] 3c XY+ -~ \ fidsfhe a jugneds paftreership bédwedn3 Y X
two men, places thiergbuiand perhaps the bilgoat,on the same social and ontological

level as Byn in this settlement narrativ@his language of homosocial partnership used
between human and ndruman figuresvill be discussedurtherin Chapter 4 in relation

to the 70striepisodes from thés/endingasdgur

A fourth exampleof a contractmadewith the /andvzettirfor agrepastoral success
is suggested in the story of borsteiaudnefr(rednose) and his appatemnorship of a
waterfall Porsteinnis able torecognise eacf his sheep individually and assdiseir

health, and the text implies that this suceessdue tohisworship of the waterfall:

porsteinn raudnefr var bl6tmadr mikill; hann blétadi forsirknskyldi bera leifar

allar & forsinn. Hann var ok framsynnij Porsteinn Iét telja saudi sina or rétt

tuttugu hundrud, en pa hljép alla réttina padan af. bvi var saudrinn svd margr, at

hann sa & haustum, hverir feigir varu, ok 1ét pa skera. En et $idastaer hann

lifdi, pa meelti hann i saudaréiBkeri pér ni saudi pa, er pér vilid; feigr em ek na

YU U f 3Uh#f]lbb Y ][Uf+ bYaU VOf] 30-K
allan i forsinnBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 358)

porsteinn reehose was a great heathen worshipper; he worshipped the waterfall

(with sacrifices), and instructed that leftovers should all be carried to the Waterfa

He was also possessed of great foresight. Porsiedisnable to courtiventy-

hundred sheep from the common (sheep)fold, viteeran around the whole fold

The sheep were so many, because in the autumn he saw those which were fated to

die, and let thoske slaughtered. But at the last autumn that he lived, then he said

in the sheez ¢ ~ X/ t+ Bc-~ g\'Y 3\'YYd aUk U VY 3 LU
Y] g\ Yf = Ua ZUg¥YX gc X]Y+ cf U " g\yY 3\YY
breathed his last, heade all the sheep into the waterfall.

_cf 3gY] b b h3bldtmadmilgl//isdédreclibkeduwgh hid ability to predict which
of his sheep will die that wintean ability that seenisiplicitly tied to his veneration of

the waterfall.

_ ¢ f 3 g “arganwihihz landpirit is indicated by the words spoken before his
death. He stands in the shefgfd and says to an anonymous figure that they should

slaughter all the sheéme diesand then as borsteinn dies, the sheep are driven into the
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waterfal, again by an anonymous figure. No indication is given as to who drives the sheep,

and likewise there is no suggestion that there is a shepherd in thefadtdeeith

porsteinn when he made his earlier rematgs a Uk VY 3h[ [ Y39gYX g\ Ug
companon is one of theandveettirlike those that accompanied H&f* T f b Ub X \ ] 3 ayYb
to the assembly. If this is the implication of the story, it makes sense that the sheep are

driven into the waterfall, rather than slaughtered and kept as meat for th&li@sheep

ufy Xf]lJiYb ]J]bgc g\Y ~UgYfzZzU °~ Ug _cf 3gY] bbh3
born from partnership with the waterfall, or the land, and not to remain in human society.

By depicting agrgastoral success in Iceland as the result afframgement between
land-spirits)andhumans, in which animals are the mediators and vehideshsticcess,

these narratives fit within the tripartite relationshipanimal, human, and lapdesented

in many of the settlement narratives discussetignahapterparticdarly those stories

involving animal placeames discussed above, and the conceptualisation of animal

settlement discussed below.

Animals and the migrant family

Exchanges between humans, land, and animals in the settlement narratives i
Landnamabokseem to have been especially strong when the animals involved are
presented dmost as a part of the migranfamily. In an episodeombining supernatural

figures, animainspired placenames, and the choosing of the correct piece of land, a settler
cones across mermenni{merman) whilst fishing, who tells him his seka/ par byggja

ok land nema, er Skalm merr your leggsk undir klyfleenediktsson, 1968b, p. 96; shall

settle and take land there, where Skalm your mare lays down [her] lp&ekbke episode

involving Helgi and his pigs (discussed above), this line suggests that there was a period

in Iceland after prospectivettiers had arrived, before they selected their final settling

place: a place in which the preferences of animals could not be athdedhis episode

includes a supernatural figure, in this case a vegaiat rather than a landpirit, it is the

name mare, Skalm, that dasg this passag&€he feminine nounska/ma Y Ub 3 -t 3\ cf g
3~cf X+K UbX ]3 g\YfYZcfyY bcg Ub hb ] Y k bUay
names associated with battle are common in skaldic §6&tgsby and Vigisson, 1874,

p. 542; Evans, 2013, p..Hpwever, to have a mare associated with battle through naming

is perhaps unusual.
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This episoddlisplays a recognition of the importance certain domastimals
may have played in the settlement traditions obaeitelandic families. However, the
text is disappointingly sparse: it does not tell us whether this mare was brought with the
family from their homeland, or whether she was purchased on arrival in Iceland from a
previous settler. Nonetheless, the clage this animal plays in this story in which her
name is recollected, suggests a close relationship with the human family to whom her
actions are vitdt if only to the descendants of this family, who have created or preserved
this settlement narrative. En if this story were solely orchestrated to explain theplace
name here associated WBké a dedh . Skalmarkeldéskalmbog), the conceptualisation
of deciding where to settfe a decision that would have had severe implications for the
migrant househd F on the actions of a mare, suggests that domestic animals were
considered by thirteentbentury Icelanders as plausible companions in such important
decisionsNotably, Skalm is a mare, and not a stallion, which is the usual object of favour
in Old Norselcelandic text§Evans, 2013However, ecent aDNA analyses on horse
burials in Icelanchavesuggestd that thee weremore mares present in Viking Age
inhumations than previously thought, and Pétursdottir has emphasised the potential belief
in horses as esettlers that may have beexpressedy these burial@Palsdottir, 2015;
Pétursdéttir, 2007)Pétursdattir links the presence of horses in, and alongside human
burials to the process of settlement in Iceland, suggesting that these animals may have been
those thatcame to leland with settlefamilies and struggled alongside the human
colonists to carve out a place in this new (@007, pp. 74, 76)he cooperation between
humans and nehumans that Pétursdattsees as indispensable to the construction of
Iceland and Icelandic soci€B007, p. 76)s also the impression given by the settlement
narratives in this chaptéinat showhorses, cattle, sheep, andspigs c@reators of the

Icelandic world.

The introduction to the Southern Quarter settlements pres#rnssview of

animadinfluenced settlement

Sumir peir, er fyrstir komu Gt, byggdu naestitllifim ok merkdu at pvi
landskostina, at kvikféit fystisk frgjonum til fjallanngBenediktsson, 1968b, p.
337)

Some of those, who came out first, settled near to the mountains and marked out
the bestdnd that the livestock degiréom the sea to the mountains.
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This passage does two things: fjritplaces the first settlers as far as possible from the
sea; and second it gives the impression that cattle and other livestock dictated the
settlement pa#rns of Iceland for these first settlers. However, the lsaenir peir, er

fyrstir komu ut, could be interpreted in various wgenediktsso, 1968b, p. 337t

could indicate that only some of those who came out first to Iceland settled in this way, or
that some of the settlers, that is, those who came out first to Iceland, settled in this way,
leaving later settlers to colonise the landen to the sea. Either way, the relation to the

sea and marine resources is minimalised. These lines portray Iceland as a land settled from
the inside out: a practice that, as outlined in the first half of this chapter, would not have
been practical ithe initial settlersreeded to rely on the sea or exploit tradeable goods,
such as walrus ivory, until their livestock herds were sufficiently established. The
emphasis on the agency of cattle and other livestock in this description echoes the
impressions m other episodes iSturlubokand thelslendingasdgudiscussed below),

in which the actionsnd preferencesf animals are strongly linked withe 3 Ygg Y f 3 hu

experiencing of Iceland

The role of animals in integrating with an agro -pastoral society

In addition to the strong role of animals in narratives concerned with the process of
physical settlement in Iceland, animals also appeuifubokas important mediators in

the establishment of Icelandic society. However, such episodes focus less tionthe ac

of animals and more on their use and appropriation by human settlers for social and
personaladvantages withisociety, especially in secondiayel implications, such as
meat and representations of weaimphasis on secondalgvel meanings of anals can

be seen in the story of Hf = Y] Zf hu3 c j-dirddtedXanimgalsYof Geimmaundib
heljarskinmiscussed abovEéhe exchange of livestoekid meabetween households in
Iceland must havesbn a&ommon event in the establishment of settlements. Such relations
between people, medidtby animals, foster bonds of community and obligation that are

central to the formation of society.

In  Sturlubok settlers generously sharing their food is considered noble
(Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. 102, 127, 2@di)e asettlerwho refusesto tradefood with

others is portrayed with suspiciofi and he story of Asdfr the Christian can be
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interpreted as a naative on the formation of an agpastoral community, as well as
emphasising tensions between Christian and heathen settlers. The text describes how
AsOlfr var kristinn vel ok vildi ekki eiga vid heidna menn ok eigi vildi hann piggja mat at
peim(Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 62asva good Christian and wanted not to have to deal
with the heathen men and he wanted not to receive meat/food from ivdntg¢ we must

bear in mind the Christian nature of the compsler Old Norselcelandic texts such as
Sturlubok(Clunies Ross, 2000, p. 147) 3R zZf 3 XYgYfa] bUg] chb
other settlers is not regarded as suspicious because he is ariCHriagther the settlers
mistrust his behaviour because he has no need (or desire) to trade for meat or livestock
with them:

T i uf ha Zcfi]lgbUl + \iUg \Ubb \UZ#%#] g]
aUf[U- 9b Yf aYbb [ Yb gkllangn, var hari fultrdff é Y 33+
fiskum, sva at slik undr po6ttusk menn eigi sét hafa. En er héradsmenn urdu pessa

i uUuf]f+ f1T _h eY]f \VUbb T VIf hBegediktssoni ] > Xh Y]
1968b, p. 62)

Then it was enquired about, what he had for food, and men saw many fish in the
house And when men went to the brodhkat fell near to théouse it was full of

fish, so that it seemed to theen they had never seen such a wonder. And when
the men of the district came to be aware of thig; tlieve him away and wanted

not that he should become enriched from this advantage.

This situation repeats itself three times, asdlft is eventually vematedas a holy figure.

He is praised for his commitment to his Christian values anchifseulous nature of his
settlement. Nonetheless, the text does not suggest that the heathen settlers were wrong to
be suspicious of Asolfr, or drive him away froneithcommunity because of his
disinclination to share his abundance with them: instead, the language suggests that the
heathen settlers were willing, even eager, to trade with Asolfr, but he held himself apart,
thus justifying their behaviour.

Alongside ditrust of those wishing to stand outside of the aninigntated
exchange networkhis story also acknowledgae powetrelations mediated through the
exchange of animals and food in which the objects of trade are not only a necessity of life,
but alsosymbols of power and control. By refusing to trade for livestock with the other
settlersand focusing only on his abundance of fishsolfr placesimself outside of their

system of economic and social obligatemmdoutside of their animadrientated world.
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The exchange of domestic animals as a method of integration witllicslaciety is also

seen in aeference to Uni Gardarsson, son of one of the first visitors to Iceland discussed
above, who attempte claim Iceland for King Haraldr (and for himsadjar). Sturlubok

says that when thlandsmenfgmen of the land/settlers) discover his intentiddsy peir

at yfask vio hann ok vildu eigi selja honum kvikfé eda vistir, ok matti hann eigi par haldask
(Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. F290; they took it upon themselves to be angry with him
and wanted not to sell to him livestock or other provisions, and he was not able to stay
there)

Along with refusal to trade,namal treft is also an ansocial act inSturlubok
especially the stealing of slpe however, ccasions of actisaudatakgheepgaking)may
contribute to the formation and integration of settlers into an-pgstoral societyl.here
are three instances of gipestealing recorded among the anecdotefimubok and one
of the episodes contributes to the establishment of the land systems we recognise in later
medieval texts and documentary sources. These three episodes involve the three different
classes of nmeat the time: a slave, a freed man, and a named man; hawé#vethree it
is the slavethat shall be discussed here. The sI&j&n, belongs to Geirmundr
heljarskinnwho, as discussed above, was associated with extensive and suawessful ag
pastoral practicdHowever, the episode of shegtealing for which this man minished
] 3 fYWcf XYX U3 \ Ui ] b[ eagttFirstly, thdn, thishakesldcg Y ; Y] f &
after the period of initial settlement in Iceland, and secondly, after the passing of an
excellent farmmanager. Of thepunishmenthat isgivento Bji rn, the text has this to say:
arf hans sekdarfé urdu almenningBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 154; from his confiscated
goods was become common pastwd) g\ | 3 -~ U-koeial &t'of thkindsBeedJ b g |
unlawfully from the community, enables society to continugrésper, andghowsthe

assocition of enforcement of social order with communal success.

When does Landnam end?

Studying Landnamaboks a challenge, because unlike Blendingascguyiit does not
follow a linear narrative thread, focussing on one family or district. Instead, itsahom
focus is the whole of Icelanover a period that stretches beydahanamAs such,it is

difficult to make divisions betweelsettlemeri stories, and those dealing with the
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descendants of the initial settlers (down to the eleventh century). Peshepsa
distinctionshould not be made.llAhese stories are included in a tidvett appears to set

itself the task of recording the discovery and settlement of Iceland. In such a text, perhaps
these later stories were considered as much a part of tleensat of Iceland as the

immediate settlement stories themselves.

If we readLandnamabodfas an idological history, in which multiple compilers
have attempted to historicise the landscape of Ic@lgsteinsson and Fridriksson, 2003,
p. 146) we can traca thematic line fronthese stories of the settleméatthe society in
which they were recorde@he genealogical loracludedin Landnamaboknay reflect
actual fanty lines,but more significantly expressthe history of individuals withithese
families, and their ties to the physical and social landscape of I¢glradey, 2000, p.
192) This tying of Icelanders to the land further reinforces the apparent desire to construct
an agrepastoral myttof settlement fotceland, to the exclusion tsaditions portraying
the possible huntesrigins of the ver earliest settlers. Througtiescriptions of the
settlements, the physical environment of Iceland is reconceptuaksedtasal landscape
in which the agrepastoral society of medieval Iceland was fo(Géal®r, 2000, p. 209)
This appropriation of settlement narratives and cultural reconceptualization of the

Icelandic environment is also found expressed in variant ways in defaningasgur.

Settlement narratives in the  Islendingasogur

The /slendingasgurare considered as texts compiled later thaminamabdkandrelate
stories of families or districts beyond the settlement pgowii as mentioned above, many
of the /slendingadguralso contain stories of individual settlements made ihahelnam

period.

Outlined below are brief analyses of the settlement narratives usgddsaga
SkallaGrimssonarHrafnkels sagaFreysgodaand Gull-boris sag&@borskfirdinga saja
The two names given for this last saga telling, as they represent thigide between
sagas such &gyilssagar Hrafnkelssagathat stand focussed on a single figure or family,
and those sagas suchE@byggjasagahat take their names and foci from a specific area
of Iceland. borskfirdinga sag#s referred to in both theStulubok and Hauksbok
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redactionof Landnamabokand can therefore be assumed to be a title given to an earlier
saga similar to that preserved in the late fourteemtlearly fifteenthcentury vellum
manuscript that is introduced.aleér hefst saga Gultons' + 5 A . . gc+K _ .10
begins the saga of GuHbrir; Benediktsson, 1968b, p. 154; Cardew, 2004, {1918

Olsen, 1910, pp. B61) HYY X]i ] XY VUYGXYYDH Y} JobedUi KXBU[ K3
reflects two different ways of using settlement narratives in the texts. For example, the

sagas focussed on one figure or a certain family tend to use settlement narratives as a way

of saying something about that family or figuwhereas the sagas focussed on a region of

Iceland are more general in their use of settlement nagatiten using them to place

the saga in a sociattpnstructed temporal and physical sp&mh uses reflecthe

primacy of agrgpastoral concernglthough the focus shifts from personal (or family)

excellence, to a more general sense ofpgptoralism as a defining feauin the

establishment of sadicohesion.

Animal -human s ettlement in  Egils saga Skalla-Grimssonar

Chapters 229 of Egils sageelatethe settlement of Skallarimr and his companions in
Iceland. As discussed above, SkallaU asdttlergent has provided a model for settlement
patterns more generally, and has often been used in archaeological interpretations of
settlement. Howewe in literary analyses, Skaimr has received little attention
(Barreiro, 2015, p. 29)

As mentioned above, the sagas use the settlement of Iceland in various ways. In
Egils sagawe find the settlement ddkallaGrimr used as a medium through which the
family of KveldUlfr is established as one closely linked to -@@storal success.
Industriousness and farming ability are claimed as important parts of the family long
before the move to Iceland:

Sva er g, at Ulfr var basyslumadr mikill. Var pat sidr hans at risa upp ardegis ok
ganga pa um syslur manna eda par, er smidir varu ok sja yfir fénad sinn ok akra
(Nordal, 1933, p. 4)

It is said, that Ulfr was a great farmer. It was his custom to rise edlly day
and then go around the workings of the men or those who were smiths, and
oversee his livestock and fields.
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Although this description is set in Norway ptomotesthe idea of agrpastoral success

as something natural to Kveldifr, though necessdy something that requires work. It

also presents him as a figure greatly involved in the workings of the farm, rather than a
distantoverseer. Involvement with all members of the household is also shown by his son
SkallaGrimr in this opening Norwegianpsode, as Grimr is described as going fishing
with the farm workergNordal, 1933, p. 56kalla; f Uaf tu3 ~ ] "] b[ bY33
work, even with those lower members of the household, implies perhagsetvit

successfully negotiate the compaksistence demands of settlement in Iceland.

This implication of settlement success comes to the fore of the narrative as Skalla

Grimr starts his settlement process

SkallaGrimr var idjumadr mikill; hann hafdi med sér jafnan margt manna, lét
3 D _ AWK ng Pauer fyrir varu ok til atvinnu moénnum vahvi at pa fyrst hfou

peir fatt kvikfjar, hja pvi sem purfti tilifimennis pess, sem var. En pat sem var
kvikfjarins, pa gekkllum vetrum sjalfala i skéguhlordal, 1933, p. 75)

SkallaGrimr was a great hangorking man; he had with him always many people,

he had them seek much fishing, those who were already there until there were
means of sustenance for peoplecause at firsthey hadtoo few livestock with

them as were needed by the marmgn that were there.uBthe livestock that was
therewent every winter sefieeding inthe woods.

The representation of Skaflaf Uaf hu3 3Ygg Y a Yiegrch&ologieag g c
interpretationsdiscussed aboyvandthe men focus first on fishing whi their herds

become established. However, what is most interesting about the establishment of these
cattle herds is thahe cattle establish themselwedependerty of the men. They look

after themselves, feed themselves through the winter, and wmajsare cgpartners of

Skalla; f Uaf 3 3Ygg YaYbg- Bcg cb >k UfY g\lyYy \
establishing themselves and thus allowing the men more time to perform other activities,

they are contributing to the continued survival arasperity of the human settlement.

This cattle herd growsapidly from little livestock, to too mangs SkallaGrimr
then has too many cattle fgraze them near the farmste#tie text informs us that his
cattlegekK...| upp tl fjalla allt a sumrum~ Yb g OWQ hd gc g\'Y achb
Nordal, 1933, p. 76)n these passagekalla; f Uaf u3 ZUf a] b[ 3 h WWY 3
seems to rely on the agency of SkalleUa f 3 Ub ] a U’ -Grimd@Fmselfh W\ U
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and the movement of the cattle is represented as som#thiligestock do regardless of
Skalla; f U airitednv@ntion Like in the Landndmabokepisods discussed above, the
preferences of animals shape human settlement; a circumstance that perhaps reflects
observable animal behaviour, as cattle are capable of intelligently dblettastyrazing
places(Gordon, 1989, pp. F34)e SkallaGrimr only reacts to animal activity, as he
realisegpat fe vard betra ok feitara, er a heioum deek cattle became better and fatter,
those which went on the moors/heaths; Nordal, 1933, p.Likwise, while Sélla
fUafh3y X]3Wci Yfk g\Ug 3\YYd Wch> X [fUIY
a way that focusses on his apparent farrmiglligencethe textlatterlyimplies thathis

was discovered through the agency of the stidaolal, 1933p. 76) Thus, when Skala

Grimr builds in the mountains arélt/ par bu, lét par vardveita saudré $itad there a
dwelling; the sheep let themselves be kept there; Nordal, 1933, the@xt makes clear

this is a settlement allowed by the sh&®pile the settlement narratives Kyils sagare
dearlydeployedo position9 [ ] family\a3excepional farmers and farnmanagersthe

ways in whichthis isachieved emphasiee vital roleof animal agency in agpastoral

strategies.

The destruction of a household in  Hrafnkels saga Freysgoda

The settlement narrative iKrafnkels sage used, as ifg//ssagato link a central family
with a certain relation to agimastoral practice and the fouwrtdn of a successful
household, but this processmediated through the presence of a drfigune, perhaps
echoing the landpirit narratives preserved 8turlubok Among theAustfirdinga sgur,
there exist two versions tfie dreamlandslideanimal story told inHrafmkels sagaone
version in which Hallfredr, father of HrafnkelFreysgodais the sett#r-dreamer
(Hrafnkels sagaand the other in which Hrafnkell, son of Hrafn, grandfather of Hrafnkell
Freysgoda is the setttdreamer Brandkrossa pajtrAs well aghe name of the dreamer,
and the name of the settleménlisted either as @tdalrin Hrarfnkels sagar Skridudalr

in SturlubokandBrandkross@attrf- these two traditions disagree in the type of livestock

8This mix of observable grazing behaviour and aratspiovider is also found in the story of Harri the
oxin@U; Xb (&h33.u/f U
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killed by the landslide of which the dream appears to wasiiubokand Brandkrossa
pattrthe landslide kills a boar and a fBEnediktsson, 1968b, p. 299; J6hannesson, 1950Db,
p. 183) as opposed to a boar and a {gthat inHrafmkels saga

Hrafnkels sageells us:

Ok eina nott dreymdi hanmt madr kom at honum ok meelfear liggr pu,

Hallfredr,o. \ Y  Xf Ri Uf Y[ U- :Pf ée&e I Vfcgg Ve
heill pini> 9dtg] f éUg i U_bUf \Ubb c¢c_ zZbf]f Ve 3]
sidan heitir & Hallfredafisbum, ok bjo par til elliEn honum vard par eptifi gr

ok hafr. Okinn sama dag, sem Hallfredr var i brott, hljop skrida a husin, ok

tyndusk par pessir gripir, ok pvi heitir pat sidan i Geitddhannesson, 1950a, pp.

97F98)

5bX c¢cbyY b]J[\Vg VY XfYUa¥YX g\ Ug U aUb WuUa)
Hallfredr, and rather unsafe. Go you away from this settlement and go west over

to Lagarfljot; therey 3 U~ kchf ~hW_-K 5zZgYf g\ Ug \Y
settlement out beyond Rangd in Tungmthat placevhich was afterwards called
Hallfredarstadir, and he lived there until-aige. But a boar and a bigpat were

left there by him. And in theasne day as Hallfredr left that place, a landslide

suddenly came to the house, and these valuable things were lost there, and from

this that place is called afterwards Geitdalr.

H\'] 3 dU33U[Y \U3 Vcg\ dc3]gliyY UYbrkstlypbY[ Ug
the dreardfigure who warns Hallfredr of the impending landslide is not only saving his

life, but moving him to a replacement farmstead on which he shall be lucky; although this
may simply refer to not being crushed by the landslide, ratheatrapastoral success.
However, the saga does specify that Hallfredr lives to an old age, and this episode sets up
his son, Hrafnkell, as a member of a prosperous family. In this way, thefityaegrcan

be linked to the landpirits encountered in otheettlement narratives. As seen from the
analysis ofSturlubokabove, such spirits were portrayed as associates in the settlement of

Iceland, especially in relation to agastoral success.

However, the positive connotations suggested by the advibe ofearfigure
UbX <U” " ZfY+fhn3d 3hV3YehYbg 3hWWY33Zh ™ 3Y
destroyed household and the two animals left behind to be crushed. The destruction of the
initial settlement maymply thatHallfredr does not mak#e correct choice in his first
place of settlement. Rather, he chooses a place from which the land itself violently rejects

him. The leaving behind of thggjp/r (valuable things) also reflects negatively on Hallfredr.
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While this tradition could simply b& record of a memorable natural event, and the death

of the animalsn indicatiorof the speed at which the settlement had to be evacuated, this
episode perhapshows Hallfredr and his descendaasirresponsible farmers, guilty of
neglecting their liveésck. Thismay alsobe Y Z° Y Wg Y X ] lactienfinihé bagay = = hu3
that lead to the confiscation of his farmstead and the death of higdemsehapted).

With regards to the plaseame that the saga ascribes to the valley after this event,
the \ariation in the different traditions, as well as the fact gegtoften has the specific
meaning of femaigoat (rather than theafrmentioned in the text), may suggest that this
name is not an example of an animal phagring story as discussed abdl@wever, if
not traditionally attached to this story, it is interesting that the-gaigar chose tanclude
the name, perhadtemping to ground this story in the context of settlement narratives
that showcase the naming of platesough animals The settlement narratives in
Hrafnkels sagacho the traditions raised from discussionSalir/ubok especially in
relation to thelandveettias assistants to settlement, and the experiencing of the Icelandic

environment through the actions or fates of ansmal

Regional obligation

In contrast, the settlement narratives utilised in sagas suEwaggg/asagaare less
focussed on identifyingnaindividual figure or family with agrepastoral settlement
success, and more on establishing an am@lettivesacial settlemenin the landscape
The opening chapters &yrbyggjasagaise settlement narratives to tie the identity of the
sagdigures to a historic sense of place that is bound up with the possesgiodaof
landakost(Sveinsson and Pordarson, 1935, p. 7; good quality lkacdh be suggestd
that settlement narratives are used in two different ways in/sfedingadgur,
depending on the individual or regional focus of the saga, oftentadfleg the title
ascribed to jtthoughthe two names o&u//-boris sag@borskfirdinga sagamaysuggest

that use of settlement narratives in this saggnt not conform to this simplistic division.

As mentioned abov&orskfirdinga saga referred to inLandnamabokand the
equation othis earlier title with the later manuscriptcurrence o&Gull-boris sagis not

certain; however, many details@u//-boris sagare similar or identical to those found in
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LandnamabokBenediktsson, 1968b, p. 154; Olason, 2005, p. 115; Olsen, 191§, pp. 35
61) Unlike Egils sagar Hrafnkels sagaGulFboris sagamakes no attempt to use
settlement narratives to emphasise the -pgstoral intelligence or strength of Gull

porl f w3 ZUa] k- =b g\ ] 3 -~ Waskfirdngaagaay beXhe b Ug Y
more appropriate one, reflecting a regidmaded attitude towards settlement narratives.

While it cannot be denied th&u/l-boris sages a sagprimarily based aund the
lead character @ull-Porir, it is notable that the descriptionof GullR f 1 f 3 a] [ f U
and settlement of Icelanch(6-7) is not so much a narrativeof GulR f ] f 3 3Ygg Y

rather emphasises his subsidiary role in the p@weinangs of Hallsteinn and his rivals:

Porir helt vestr fyrir borskadfyd skipi sinu oklendivid Grenitrésnes. bar fann
hann Hallstein ok adra baendr, ok budu peir Péri land inn ff& Bitli & tveggja.
Hallsteinn fekk honum bufé ok buridi, dottur sina, til forrada. Gekk pPérarinn, son
Hallsteins, & skip med Pori, olru par fimmtan & skipi, en Hallsteinn fér it efra
med buferli Poris, ok&u margir samafVilmundarson and Vilhjalmsson, 1991a,
p. 194)

Porir held course on his ship west to borskéfj and landed at Grenitrésnes.

There he met Hallsteinn and other farmers and they offered bérir land mward

from GIi f between two rivers. Hallsteinn gave livestock to him, as well as his
XUh[\gYf+ _ hfU+f+ gc aUbU[Y g\Y ZUfa- _ RBf
with Porir and they were fifteen on the ship; but Hallsteinn travelled along the
landwiththy VY > cb[ ] b[ 3 ¢ahdtheRefwré magy oftleem.3 Y\ ¢ = X

In this passage, we see Hallsteinn and his allies offeringrGuilland, livestock, and a

farm manager who is familiar with Icelandic conditions. In the view of thisssamgety,

these arghe three things necessary to succeed in Iceland. Hov@ueRo6rir does not

acquire the land himsdifit is given it by Hallsteinn. This exchange plagab-Porir in

<U” " 3gY] bbh3 XYVg+ ]b U dUfg cZ getavbe3U[ U
Uf [ hYX g\ Ug g\'Y []Zg czZ <U " J3@UWiparibiud XU
<U’" " 3gY] bbh3 ZUa] " k+ Vhg bcg U3 GUWHGiX¥ ehU"
sagdhen, it seems that settlement narratives are used in a way tiersbcial integration
narratives fromSturlubok in which the language and conventions of -pgisioral
settlement are used as methods of social, and in this case perhaps, political integration

within the community.

67



Spaces of settlement

As shown in theabove discussioa multiplicity of narratives surround the settlement of
Iceland, each placing varying emphasis on the importance of domestic animals in the
settlement pocess; however, tfaalysiso farhasfocussean the presence of domestic
animalsin textual narrativesabout the settlementvith only brief comments on the
archaeology of settlement in Icelaftiis final section will take a closer look at how the
relations suggested by these narratives may have structured, and been structuged by, th
spatiality of the settlemestra householfarm. General trends of Viking Age farms will

be discussed, followed by a closer examination of the excavations at AdaldiBsais 14
=WY  UbXh3 ac3g XYYd k 3ghX]YX J] _]1b[ 5[Y

The Viking Age farm

The howseholdfarms of Viking Age Iceland wetargelydominated by the bowided,
threeaisled residential building often referred to a&a#in Icelandic archaeolo@ylilek,
2006, p. 88; Vidal, 2013, p..4Mese houses are reminiscent of those felselvhere in
Scandinavia at this timandMilek has suggested their form is most similatate Iron
Age buildings found in western and soutfestern Norway, and the presumed
Norwegian settlements in the feee island$Milek, 2006, pp. 147, 150; Myhre, 1998, 1980;
Schmidt, 1994; Skre, 1996; Zimmermann, 139@yever, it is important to note the
potential differences between thHeelandic building stylesndthe houseforms from

mainland Scandinavia

Scholars have emphasised the detachment of the byre from the main residential
building on these early Icelandic farms, which can be contrastetthevittrger and more
easily identifiable enblyres of longhouses in mainland Scandinavia, as shéwgune 2
(Berson, 2002; Hamerow, 2002, p. 15; Milek, 2006, p-H8@)ever,many excavations of
Icelandic Viking Age farms are incomplete or inconclusive, and therefore less useful for
analysis of animal spaces than we might wish. Byres, detached or otherwise, are rarely
found in a Viking Age context in Iceland and rewe later medieval contexts byres are
noted in less than a third of cagBerson, 2002, p. 57; see ChapteABkome sites, the
assumed detachment of the byre is based on the lack of any findings that can indicate
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animal stalls within the housather than the explicit presence of an external byre. Given

the analysis at Adalstreeti-18discussed below, Milek, in her comprehensive survey of
Viking Age houses in Iceland, has suggested that a small number of animal stalls may have
been present atadier excavated sites but remaingedietected because of tlaek of
appropriate excavation techniques, such as micromorphological analysis that might have
shed light on spacéise purposef which wasotherwise indecipherab{#ilek, 2006, p.

128) Nonetheless, it islear that if animals were stalled in some part of thesadozla
houses, it would have bearsignificantly lower number of animals than those stalled in

the Scandinavian longhousé®wn inFigure2.

The tenthcentury houses at Herjélfsdalificeland) shown in Figure 3, are
remarkable for their attached by(8grson, 2002, p. 54; Milek, 2006, pp.F13¥) The
close building of house and byrdaand also at Sveigak(gee Chapte8), although in
this case the later house is built adjacenand overlapping with the earlier animal
building. In contrast, it appears that a conjoined house and byre was always present at
Herjolfsdalur, from settlement to the late tenthearly eleventh century, as when the
earlier conjoined byre (V) falls out of use, buildings IV and V are fdétmann®Z
Audardéttir, 1991, p. 5)n contrast toHerjélfsdalur,Figure 4 shows threeexamples of
the most common early Icelandic building style; howeahoitldoe noted that the house
at Eiriksstadir shows signs of architectural change. As indicated on the illustration, an
earlier doorway has been filled in, and the hearth m@edsson, 1998, p. 149yhile
the movement of the hearth has been interpreted as a sign that the initial building was
placed to the south of the surviving structure and then moved after a landslide, it may also
indicate a rerganisation of thenterior space of the house very soon after settlement
(Olafsson, 1998, p. 14%)is known that architectural preferences in Iceland changed over
time, as indicated by the presence of pit houseslinthe earliest staged settlement
(Milek, 2006, p. 307)The later abandonment and, in places, wilful infillinghef pit
houses (see Chapter 3) are considered part of the changing symbolic expression of the
farm, and the rbuilding, movement, or rerganisation of dwellings can likewise be

considered as an indication of changing relationships between the buddteesiiavorld.

As outlined in the introduction, thaim of this chapter has not been to examine
3Ygg YaYbg buUffUg]i Y3 ]J]b U ehY3g Zcf g\Y
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Figure2 Two examples of longhousgologyin mainlandScandinavia from tH#" century (top) and®®century
(bottom). The substantial animal stalling areas can bénsnenboxed areas. Adaptiedm Fig. 1(Beck, 2014, p
129)

o g
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v

Figure3 Two residential structures and attached byres at Herjolfsdalur eather (left) and later (rig!
stages of settlementUZ g Yf <Y f a Ub b 3 D5 hTReUfoXIGsgatjond ate not to scaler
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Figure4 The Viking Age houses atdalstreetil4-18 (a), Eiriksstadir (b) and Vatnsér (c). The rectangle or
the Eiriksstadir plan indicates an earlier doorway that was filled in and replaced by the doorways show
oval indicates the hearth relating to this earlier building gladspted from Milek, 2006. 200, fig. 4.42;
Edvardsson, 2005fig. 1; and Olafsson, 1998, fig..22)

rather to gather information about the settlement from a vaokperspectives, both
medieval and modern, and consider the interplay between animals, humans, and spaces
contained in these narratives. By exploring the physical places of settlement, as discussed
here with regards to early Icelandic buildings and théjRe¥ settlement, this section

of the chapter not only helps shape a nfalteted understanding of the settlement and

later medieval depictions of it, but also allows us to further explore the role that space and
built environments can play in the anaysf animahuman relations: analysis that is

further developed in Chapter 3.

Adalstreeti 14 -18

Reykjavik, the moderday capital of Iceland, and the supposed settlement place of Ingolfr
Arnarson, remains the centre of Icelandic conceptions of the saitlean can be seen by
the establishment of theandnamssyningifSettlement Exhibition) around the remains

of the house found at Adalstreetil18. Adalstreeti 248 is the earliest Icelandic house that
has been studieat a micromorphological levahd it proximity to a pre877 structure,
combined with its gparent links to walrudiunting, make it perhaps the most suitable
structure excavated-ttate for discussion alongside settlement narrativeshdise will

be used here for a focussed analysis dbseto-settlement householidrm and an
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Later building phase

A. Animal stall
(and human B. Storage
toilet) area area

C. Raised platform
for sitting or
sleeping

D. Grassesand a
wooden sillto
separat areafrom
the central aisle

E.Weaving
area

G. Central
hearth

F. Storage or food
processing area

H. Annexe and
second hearth

5m

Figure5 The organisation of space in the later building phase at Adalstrad&{ddbpted fronMilek, 2006, p.
200 fig. 4.43.
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opportunity todiscuss modern narratives of settlement. It should be noted that the 2017
exhibition at theLandnamssyningins that of Landnamsdyfanimals of settlement;
English name: Viking Animals), focusseduward the important role animals played in the
settlementoficelandt J] ] b[ 5b]JaU 3+K b- X-(

While the Adalstreeti house is evidently not part of the first phase of settlement in
the Reykjavik aregsee Figure 1), the builtup nature of the city means that archaeological
excavations are limited to those areas being cleared for new construction work, and that
sites are uravered on a basis reliant on the desires of city developers rather than
archaeological observatiddespite this, and despite the fact thatlyeaites have been
uncovered lsewhere in Iceland, mosgbtably inMyvatnsveitin the north(Edvardsson,
2005b, 2003; Hicks et al., 2013; McGovern et al., 2007; Roberts, 2009; Vésteinsson,
2004b) the house ahdalstreeti 1418 offers the best opportunity so far to examine the
interior organisatin of a Viking Age household in Icelatidilek, 2006, pp. 156209,

2001, p. 35)Dated from the tenth century, this house conforms to the Viking Age
Icelandic trendfoa bowsided, curved roof, thressled building with a prominent central
hearth; however, it contains unusual internal features in what Milek perceives as the
tdf]i UgVYK 3d(Miek Z06¢cpp. 161)298; Robelnts3 2001, pp. 64, 92)

The division otthe main house into six different spg@ssshown ifrigure5, was
effectively enforced or encouraged by a number of woodeHAdhsror supestructural
dividing mechanism@&oberts, 2004, p. 4@urther divisions are made by the transitory
spaces of the doorways and the later extended threshold anddedtantree. As discussed
above, the threaisled structure of the house is familiar from elsewhere in the North
Atlantic in this periodbut this structural similaritghould not be seen solely as a method
of reinforcing cultural memory in replicating builds fromthe3 Ygg  Yf 3hu \ cayY
as a decision made by thdividual householtb conformto a desired cultural standard
(Milek, 2006, pp. 146, 1BT150; Vidal, 2013, p. 7@uilding in a certai way reflects a
conscious choice, and that choice must have been meaningful in the context of settlement

era Iceland.

The divisions appear to split the house into an antcalipation area (A), storage
area (B) and entrance porch, a hmecupation arebased around the long hearth (G)
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and two living areas (C and D) including a weaving area (E), and the south end of the hall
with another entrance porch and areas (F) for food preparation and gidilegie 2006,

pp. 19¢209, 2004, p. 86)he two living areas appear to have been separated from the
hearth space, one by elevatior tre other by a wooden iMilek, 2006, pp. 1§9192)

and thelayout of this buildingwas a deliberate attempt to organise the household,
reflecing ideas about the relatidmpsbetween the acupants of the house

Evidence foapotential animabccupation area in this houseasideredinusual
in an Icelandic context from this period. The exception to this, so far, is Hrisbrd in the
Mosfell valley (seBigure6). Given the small spacktbe animal stalling area at Adalstraeti
1418, it has been suggested either sheep or goats would have been likely candidates for
this shared humaanimal space; and based on the dung remains analysed at the site, it can
be seen that these animals wereegifed waste from the preparation of human food, or
this space was also usedtslet by the human occupants of the ho(Méek, 2006, p.
180, 2004, p. 82)he feeding of food waste to these animals may indicate a lack of fodder
available at the sita, recognition othe recycling capabilities of the animals, or a fluid
perception between what was ciaesl ashuman or animal food. This was a common

10m

Figure6 The house at Hrisbru, with the dashed line showing the boundary of the eastern gable room tt
sometimes uskfor stalling animals. AfteByock and Zor{2014, p. 4)
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practice with pigs in Viking Age towns, presumably where the penpeghimals were
favoured for their ability teonsumea wide range of food was{é/igh, 2001, pp. 1¥7
138)

Unlike Scandiavian longhousesin which almost half of the building could be
devoted to animal stalls (shownFigure2), the structure at Adalstraeti-18 could only
have held a very limited number of aninflgek, 2006, p. 202, 2001, p. 82; Vidal, 2014,
p. 141) The suggestion of shared sheep/duanhan space is surprising given the alleged
preference of cattle among théiad migrants; although alternatively a few cattle could
have been stalled in the af@asteinsson et al., 2006, p. 10Bjs may seem to be a less
efficient use of space, providing shelter for feew@imals, but may have indicated the
status or heritage of the migrant family. If the stalls were primarily for display, then they
could have been for the keeping of select animals, such as valued fighting horses or a strong
pair of oxen(Vésteinsson et al., 2006, p. 10@jeedclosenes® the human inhabitants
of the dwelling may indicate a special relationship with whichever anmgiis have
been kepthere. However, in the current absence ségarate or joined byre comparable
to other farm sites in Icelarfdee Chapter 3jhe settlement at Adalstraeti-18 may also
suggest that when the house was first constructed, the limited stall space at the end of the
building was sufficient for the ligéock initially brought to the island. As mentioned
above, the walrus bones deposited in various contexts in the house suggests that this
migrant family may have based their prestige, or at least an equal amount of prestige on

animals other than cattle sineep, therefore justifying a srealitalling area.

For determining what kinds of animals we might expect to find on the settlement
era householthrm, a faunal signature has been suggested for I¢@larwtosi, 1991, p.
281) Using data taken from Herjolfsdalur and Tjarnargata 4 in Reykjavik, Amorosi has
suggested the earliest midden layers ahdtads are characterised by a preferential
sequence of remains, with bird bones making up the highest numbers in the assemblages,
cattle or pig bones the second most, and sheep and goats theg/Aon@stsi, 1991, p.
280) Although these results vary by region, as land strategies were necessarily diverse, the
emphasis on cattle and pigs in theiahiperiod of settlement is consistent across almost
every site(Amorosi, 1991, pp. 281, 280; Veésteinsson et al., 2006, pTABOMight
3hddcfg JO3gY] b33cbh3 3h[[Y3g]lcb g\Ug U
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inhabitants of this spaceowever, as only sheep or goat dung has been found at the site
so far, the suggestion of cattle must remain the least likely sugg@éilieky 2006, p.
186)

In its later building phase, as can be seé&igure5, the house showssidence of
~\VUg 5bbU 6YW_ WU "3 Ub t+Yb\UbWYX Xccf~ Uk+K ]
is accompanied by a structure jutting outwards from the main(Bedk, 2014, p. 132;

Milek, 2006, p. 160)n household archaeology, doorways are understood as keyipoints

the constructiorof a dwelling acting as both a barrier and bridge to the outside world
(Beck, 2014, p. 13ap access analysis terms, an enhanced doorway ietheaspace
between the outside and the deepest part of the house, and therefore fetieatistof

moving in and ouof the house, as well as providing a greater distinction between the two
states of being in or oyBeck, 2014, p. 13Fowever, this addition to the original
structure belongs to the second buildpigase of the site, along with the addition of an
annexe on the south efidilek, 2006, p. 157; Vidal, 2013, p. 1d&lis might suggest that

for the initial builders of the houseutward displays of status were only a latter
consideration, perhaps after more settlers had arrived in the area, or once the prosperity

of the houskold had increased.

Beck associates the enhancement of doorways in southern Denmark with the
Viking Age hospitality principle, and it is notable that the enhanced doorway at Adalstraeti
is directly opposite théheorisedanimatoccumtion area. The&nhancd doorway may
have been the doorway through which animals were moved on their route to the external
aspects of the househdlrm, given that it provides the shortest distance from the stalls
to the outside. If this doorway was not for animal use, an@énrdfie stalls were based
opposite it to provide a display to those using the enhanced doorway, then the animals
would have to have been led from their stalls, and throughutharroccupational space
to use the unenhanced doorway at the other end of ftdngy which seems unlikely.
Spatial aspects of aniraliman relations are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.
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Alternative spaces and conforming to a cultural norm

The role of alternative housing structures in Iceland have been relatively jgvitreéde
majority of archaeological work focussed on the remains of farmsteads and only a few
scholars considering cadwellings(Ahronson, 2015, 2002, 2000; Hjartarson et al.; 1991
Hjartarson and Gisladéttir, 1993, 1985, 1983; Holt and Gudmundsson, 1980; Olafsson et
al., 2006; bordarson, 193This is primarily a result of the method of sourcing sites for
excavation in Iceland, which was historically focussed on textual re$gfenteksson,

1994, pp. 1416) Caves areaferenced on three occasionSiar/ubokas places associated

with outlaws and nouman figuresand are marginal places in thelendingadgur,

outside of society and likewise normally occupied by outlaws ofitnaies (Hastrup,

1986, p. 281; Palsson and Edwards, 1972, pp. 30, 83{l®dsagas, caves are occasionally
utilised as animahelters, but often become embroiled in the actions of outlaey

are not places of civilised settlement. This apparent exclusion afveeNiegs from the
structure of the househaofdrm in Old Norselcelandic literature implies the ¢eality of

the traditional form of thdarmhousein these narratives. This is also implied in the
apparent determination idandnamabokof the initial explorers to build houses to

overwinter in, rather than utilising the potential for manmade caves agahsielters.

Conclusions

This chapter has explored the various settlement narratives formed around the
establishment of Iceland in relation to the housefaith and the role of animals,
focussing on the textual sources and the most recent archaedlmpcals of Norse
settlement.Iceland is a country in which livestock and gmmetoralism are the
foundations on which society is built; or so the later textual sources seem to tell us.

For decades, scholars have argued over the various redactiangmabok
suggesting these texts were compiled and constructed with distinct ideological

9 See:Grettis saga Asmundarsan.57, 62, 6Gjotsdzela sageh 5, 17;Gunnars saga Keldugnupsfifis
ch.1l and 2; anBdrdar saga Sneefellsdss
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frameworks in mind: either to provide a unified myth of settlement for Iceland, or to boost
the political interests of certain individuals or families in the-pedement period. |
would suggest that the-fashioning of the settlement of Iceland as evidesttin/ubok

has been designed, at leaspart, to emphasise animplaces and the association of
animals and the land with the establishment of the housédroidas the primary unit of
Icelandic society, around which Icelandic identity was construldtedtextual sources
appear to showhe establishment aiomestic animals and the process of setting up a farm
as methodof induction into the Icelandic commupjtperhaps drawing on a collective

memory of the farm and its formative role in the establishment of the place of Iceland.

The social relations between spaces and actors are especially significant in a society
that is under stress and heavily reliant acheof its members, as settlermera Iceland
must have beefCarlisle and Milek, 206) It is this strain, perhaps, that the later textual
narratives recollect in their emphasis on the establishment of the farm as the primary
action in settling Iceland, and the prominence of arpa&les in this settlement process.
The impetus behindacording such narratives in the thirteenth century atschavebeen
triggered by ecological tensitimt revivedsocial memaoes of the time of settlement.
Although the members of Icelandic society involved with the recording and redacting of
these textsvould have been thdite, and therefore not those members of society most
affected by the worsening climatic conditions of the thirteenth century, it cannot be said
that the conditions of the tenant farmers and other lestesius figures would haved
no impact orthose ofhigher status. For example, the eventé/ansnaboris sagahat
culminate in the burning of Blurdetil show a fourteentttentury perspective on the
economic and ecological plight of tenant farmers triggering social conflict between
chieftains. Trouble for some farmemsould be a cause of concéon all, in this society
that relied on cooperation and exchafggghe community tesurvive and prosperhis

is exploredurtherin Chapter 2.

While explorer traditions are referred tothre opening chapters atndnamabdok
the text isprimarily concerned with thremainstrands of settlement narrative. The first
of these is the naming of aninmaces and the role of these places in the formation of

successful agipastoral househotidrms, which is also shown Bgils sagérough the

agency of Skalaf Uaf 3 ~]i Y3gcW._ - H\ Y -sgppoitvdb X 3 gf Ub X
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relationship between animals and the land in establishing a successhésagral
settlement, demonstrated by the intervemtof landspirits in Landnamabotnd the
dreamfigure in Hrafnkels sagar he third type of settlememiarrativeis used to show the
householegfarm and relations with livestock as methods of social integration in Icelandic
society and to emphasise theesban of this society, often on a regional scale. This is seen
in Sturlubokthrough episodes of shesfealing and the exchange of food or livestock, and

is the primary use of settlement narrative3a/-Porissaga

The ideological place of settlementanstructed by the assemblage of various
spaces emphasised in these texts and their associated traditions. For example, spaces o
animalgrazing memorialised by an aniragkociated placeame become enshrined in the
social landscape of later Icelandiciedy, just ashie locationof a previous, or first
farmhouse on a farmvas accorded special meaning by subsequent generations of
inhabitants of the area. These are two components of the social landscape that have been
incorporated into the construction edttlement narratives, or rather, they are components
of the sociallconstrued landscape around which these settlement narratives are
constructed. The concept &inain Old Norse could indicate a honw,placec Zile, as
well as a physical landmads 2@ 3¢ g\Y gYfa + @Ub XbbbokofVR _ K
the taking of tre homeplU WY ' ¢ Z (Cleasby ahdb\Ygfusson, 1874, p. 370)
Settlement narratives are not only represematad settlement, but part of the settlement
itself. The narratives recorded frandnamabokand the [slendingadgur are acts of
colonisation, settling ideas and concepts onto the parchment, and into the minds of readers
or listeners of these storids\ FYigg YaYbgK c¢cZ =WY UbX 3\ ch
a physical event, but a medtranded cultural process in which these texts played an active
role in the creation, consolidatioand maintenanceof a certain perception of the
settlement. A perspege thatmay have beepopular in medieval Icelanfihe multiple
copies and redactions bandnamabokuggest that these were narratives with a strong

social value in Icelandic society.

The complex relationship between the narratif@sned from archaeolgcal
interpretations of settlemerand those exhibited in the textual sourseggests these
textual sources codify the material importance of livestock and the hotiseholit
medieval Icelandic society, regardless of their actual significanceanitst settlements.
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=b g\]3 i]Y~+ g\Y { VdstendingadyurFevomegtexsaeaing 3K Ub X V
with the establishment of Iceland as a development of a society, a community, and a world
view that was at least partly preoccupied with presgnéin agrgpastoral myth of

settlement. This is a myth based around the agency of livestock and the central importance
of the household Uf a g\ Ug aUk fYZ YWg ~\Ug 7Uf ]3 Y Ub
hbWYfgU] bgkK ] i02015,]p.262b [ 5[ Y =WY Ub X

The construction of place and narratives are pothesses obsietybuilding, in
which the first and subsequent generations of Icelanders sought to relate themselves to
their environment and their animg&arlisle and Milek, 2016, p. 265)animals who
could both help and hinder processes of settlement and the continuation of the productive
community. Representains ofadesire for the assistance of animals alongside recognition
of the need to control them are discussed further in the next chapter, in whi&tatees
laws are analysed to determine how ideal relations between animals and humans were

constructed ashenforcedn medieval Icelandic legal traditions.
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2. Anit mal s and hum
| egal | andscapes
| cel and

Introduction

As highlighted in the previous chapter, domestic animals were vital to the creation and
continuation of society in Viking Agand medieval Iceland; and we will see in this chapter
that the lawtexts produced in the thirteenth century are filled with rules concerning the
protection of animals and the structural regulation of their relations with huiiaiss.
chapter contains athiled discussion of tieragasaws of medieval Iceland, focussing on

the presentation of correct aninrfalman relations in these texts. The laws suggest that
working with animals, anthe responsibility for their actions, were the domain of certain
individuals within the household, and both humans and animals had their roles and their
obligations towards each othdrhese lawspresent a structured framework of how
farming should have been undertaken in the Icelandic landscape: a framework
characterised by otvol and compensation. However, the capability of animals to act
independently of this control is recognisedhe laws Ub X + XcaVY3g] W Ub
texts are not a homogenous category; instead different animals are given different legal

values, stats, and agency. This chapter demonstrates how medieval Icelanders may have
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been expected to act in relation to cattle, pigs, sheep, horses, and dogs, and the relation
between these animals and certain spaces in the legal landscape.

Structure of this chapt er

This chapter begins witin overview of previous scholarship adragasemphasising the
anthropocentrism of much of this research, and discusses the two key manuscripts in
which the bulk of these laws are found. The chapter then outlines and arfaykey t
areas of animdduman relations that are included in these texts: the value of animals and
milk; the importance of careful herding; the relationship between the householder,
animals, and the shepherd; and the laws surrounding deviant animalahdhsse that

kill humans, and those that are unsuitable for inclusion within a Christian society. The
chapter finishes with a discussion of the concept of thgardr(legal wall) as a point of

connection between material remains and these law

Thefocus and presentation Giragastands in contrast to the more narrative texts
discussed in this project. As highlighted in the previous chaptds/¢neingasdgueften
revolve around certain figures or regions. In contraett of thelaws discusseid this
chapterappearto representhe whole of Icelandthough regiorspecific fragments do
exist, such as that froBe/gdalsbokliscussetielow) These manuscripts offamarrative
of daily lifein an agrepastoral Christian society, and the focushis thapter is on the
relations between people and things, structures, and aniitiails this daily practicel
shall demonstrate that the texts of tBedgdsnanuscripts contain laws that focus on the
responsibility of individual farmers to keep theirnfiaand household as ordered as
possible. In the dispersed settlement structure of Iceland, the tight ordering of the
farmsteadnay bean attempt to secure wider society against disruption, whether by inter
farmstead conflict or the worsening of the envinemt. On a micro level, the
manipulationof domestic animals is linked with control over personal success; and on a
macro level, a community of responsible farmers results in a secure and prosperous society.
No scholar has yet examined the laws from thespsetive of animal spaces, nor
considered these in the structure of the legal landscape of medieval Icelandic society. The
presentation onimatplacedy these lawsay have influenced wider conceptualisation

of animalhuman relations.
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Previous schola rship on Icelandic law and its origins

This section will first provide a brief overview of the history of law in medieval Iceland,
before looking in more detail at the specific texts used in this ch&a#diarh1o/stk and
Konungsbok Much of the previouscholarship concerned with early law in Iceland has
focussed on tracing the omgi of the law and legal systéByock, 1986; Miller, 1990;
Lindal, 1993; McGlynn, 2009; Koszowski, 2Qpdyticularly on detertg oral Batues of

early Icelandic lawnd tracing aspects of this orality in later manusc(kaste, 1977,
Jochens, 1993; Koszowski, 2014; McGlynn, 2009; Miller, 1889de from the origins of
Icelandic law, the sections d¥ragasdealing with Christian laws, killings, welfare
provison, and outlawry in general have generated the most discésiola, 2011;
Byock, 1986, 1988, 2001, 2003; Foote, 2004b; Miller, 1986, 1990, 1991; Pedersen, 1999
Vésteinsson, 2000&lthoughmany studies dve looked further afield than Scandinavia

for more varied influencem thelcelandic lawgMcGlynn, 2009; Foote, 2004b; Stein
Wilkeshuis, 1986; Friedan, 1979; Byock, 1986; Runolfsson, 2014; Brink, 2013; Palsson,
1995; Miller, 1990, 1991; Koszowski, 2014; Orfield, 1953; Schroeter, 1994; Sigurdsson,
1999; Hoff, 2012)when it comes to animal&rdagasseems to represent a distinctly
Icelandic frame ofcgiety, with the regulations around animalsGragaseing quite
different in many respects from those found in later Icelandic laws and contemporary

Norwegian codes (discussed further below).

According to the medieval historian, Ari Porgilsson, a Noraregettler in Iceland
returned to his homeland and brought back a set of laws for Iceland inspired by the laws
used at the NorwegianGulaping (Berediktsson, 1968c, p..7)lhe account in
[slendingabdkells us that these lawgere thenadaptedwith the advice of Porleifinn
spaki(the wise), who indicated where things should be added or rerfBemediktsson,
1968c, p. 7)it may be assumed that these adaptations were to make a Norveegian |
more suitable for Icelanthough this is not made explicit in the text. However, we have
no written evidence of Norwegian or Icelandic law from this early period, and so it is
difficult to verify or refute this accourfochens, 1993, p. 4The earliest legal text we
have for theGulapinglaw (c.1267) bears little similarity teetmainGragasnanuscripts,

and these Norwegian laws were perhaps instead the influence for théalateiddaw
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(AD 12711281) introduced in the immediate aftermath of Norwegian iruleeland
(Orfield, 1953; Runolfsson, 2014%till, Foote has advocated for the -prelandic
Scandinavian origins gfome of the laws contained in tli&agasmanuscripts. For
example, he notes that the alliterative phease? ok eldihearth and fire) appears not
only in Grdgdsbut alsoin the Frostapingand Ostgotalandaws, suggesting that these
three occurrencesndicate a précelandic tradition(Foote, 2004, p.93However, the
Gulapingand Frostapingawsdo not have the same number or kind of detailed laws about
animals, animailuman relations, or hay as those express&tagasnd analysed in this
chapter° T here iggenerallynot the same emphasis on careful handling of animals, nor so

manyregulationoncerning milkn the Norwegian laws

According to Ari, the laws of Iceland were written downADb 111718 and
Islendingabokch.10)written within fifteen years of this date, provides us with a narrative
of collective lawmaking, instigated by thd/b/ing and undertaken by the foremost legal
experts availabi@Benediktssn, 1968c, p. 23; Foote, 20a3pwever, it should be noted
that chronological proximity to this alleged time of writing does not automatically suggest
Ari was offering an accurate portrayal of events, or that scholars should take this moment
as the coditation of Icelandic law. It seems perhaps that the purpose of this event was
not to write the laws for the first time, but rather to make new provisions in the law, and
adapt or remove outdated regulatio§pakr menn(wise men) are involved both in the
bringing of laws to Iceland, and in this (re)writing of the laws, and no one objects to the
apparent judgements and changes the wise men havéBraddiktsson, 1968c, p. 23)
=g 3YYa3 g\ Ug 5f]hn3 dhfdc3Y ] 3 gc Yad\ U3] 3Y g

law, rather than the first moment of writing.

Scholars have suggested thattiple copies of the laws existed, both before and
after this canonised date, aMdler considers the multiplicity of legal texts at this time as
a result of oral traditions being recorded in an unregulated syStaote, 2003; Miller,
1990, p. 225; SteWilkeshuis, 1986)it has been suggested that once written texts began

10]n contrast to the protective stance@tdgdstrespassing cattle could have been killed with impunity in
the Gulapinglaws(Larson, 1935, p. 95)
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to be produced, each man with an idea of what the laws were may have sought to
commission 1 own copy of a written recor@liller, 1990, p. 225)The Gragadaws,

then, while largely consistent across manuscripts|dth@uconsidered as collections of
legal traditions rather than a single definitive-teact. The term Gragasvas only applied

to these collections of texts from the sixteenth century onwards and therefore gives an
unrepresentative impression of unifiedelandic law in the Commonwealth period
(Dennis et al., 1980, p.. M contrast to theGragagexts,the later lawbooks for Iceland

can be considered as codified documents, commissioned by the king of Norway, and
formed as coheretextsfrom their moment of genesis. After the political unadceland

with the Kingdom of Norway c¢.126@4, a new lawjarnsidavas brought to Iceland from
Norway by Sturla P6rdarson #D 1271. However, this code was mostly a reproduction

of Norwegian law, judged inapplicable for Iceland, and repealed witeraddélochens,

1993) After this, Jonsbokwvas confirmed by thel/pingin AD 1281, a mixture of the
recently formed Norwegian national law and sections taken fronGtigadradition
(Orfield, 1953) Jonsbokremained effectively the law of Iceland until the modern era
(Jochens, 1993, p. 47; Orfield, 1953, ppp99%

The 0Gr8g8sdé manuscripts

Gragass a term used to refer to those fragments and enmanuscripts of laws that

are not considered to be part of the latertewoks,Jarnsidand JonsboKMcSweeney,

2014) These texts are often assumed to reflect the laws used in Iceland in the
Commonwealth perid, and some scholars have suggested that the laws contained in
Gragasepresent the earliest attempt at recording legal traditiodsDin111718, as
discussed aboy@&dhannesson, 1974; Pedersen, 1999,.in@&d, the earliest fragments

we have attributed to th€ragagradition have beedated to only thirty years from this

date AM 315d fol) and many fragments of law survive from betw&Bn115601250
(Pedersen, 1999, p. 9 this chapter, | shall use thermn Gragaso refer to these

traditions, and only refer to specific manuscripts by name when required.

Two full manuscriptssurvivewithin this tradition: Konungsbok(c1260) and
Stadarholsbokc.1280), andof this chager | use both manuscript sourceshely are

similar in content, andifferences between the two are mostly in variations in the level of
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detail provided. Theinclude many of the same errors in scribal work, suggesting that in
some cases the scribes may have worked from a similar ex@oplay 1977; Larusson,
1958) However, Stadarholsbols a more coherent manuscript, with evidence of better
editing practte and greater detail in the passages which survive in botfDertss et

al., 1980, p. 15; Lindal, 1993, p. 3hese manuscripts daiem the second half of the
thirteenth century, which is around the time these laws would have stopped being used on
UWWchbg c¢cZ =WY UbXh3 dc ] g] WU’ b ftwas ~ ] g\ g\ )
evidentlyof value to copy these compilations of traditional Icelandic legal customs while
these political shifts were taking platae production of these manuscripts at the end of

the Commonwealth period raises questions over why theseatesasnritten,copied, or
compiled in this periadThere are laws included Konungsbokhat appear to have been
rejected by the time these manuscripts were produced. For exémeptestriction on
owning more than onegodord when in the thirteenth centyy, Snorri Sturluson
administered at least fi¢@dhannesson, 1974, pp.2338) If these lawbooks were not
concerned with providing a practical manual of legal practice, then perhaps their
commissioners were concerned with preserving old laws for their antiquarian interest.
However, the creation of manuscripts was expensive, both in tidnesources, and it is

hard to believe that antiquarian interest alone would have inspired such production, unless
this interest was meaningful in a sphere beyond the persosatlisBussed in the
preceding chapter, keen interest in the past is evidemrh the works of Icelandic
historiography and liteture produced in this perigdand such texts create and sustain
ideas of a collective past thetremeaningful in the context of thirteenttentury Iceland.

The Gragasnanuscripts may have fulfilled engar function.

Sigurdur Lindal has considered written law as rigid, inflexible, and concerned
primarily with conformity as opposed to flexible, evolutionary oral (8983) This,
however, does not correlate entirely with the impression we get fronGthHgas
manuscripts. While the compilers &bnungsbokand Stadarholsbokay have wished to
avoid uncertaintyand provide a greater sense of order to the Icelandic legal system
(Lindal, 1993, p. 73%tadarhdlsbdéppears to have been a copy of a manuscript that was
updated on a number of occasions, and the tgrmae/i(new law) is written in the

margins by multiple early modern hands to indicate where these additions ai@utadbe
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+t 5A |, Thezevdidenc&df editing iftadarholsbokdicates that the exemplar for
this manuscript was supposed to be keptasx Ug Y+ Wc bgU] b] b U3l
T U~ 3+K Ub X UXXY thihgs thad are utdeinpdbifoguhgstidk §Fookec
2004a, p. 97Yhat both old and new laws appear to be copieStadarholsbgiclearly
indicates that these laws in their entirety were considered valuable to late thirteenth
century societyThe majority of thdaws discussed ithis chapterare assumed to be
eleventhor twelfth-century regulationbased on linguistic and orthographic analysés,
inclusion of outof-date lawsand an assumed slow rate of social change in eleventh
century IcelandFoote, 2004a, p. 98, 2004b, ppf103; J6hannesson, 1974, pp 237
238; Pedersen, 1999, p..9hat they continued to be copied into the #thdteenth
century suggests that, in theory at least, these regulations wartvarpart bmedieval

Icelandic social thinking or practice for an extended period.

Tablel The distribution of "animal laws" iGrdgas

Section ofGragas Animal law sections

Kristinnalagapattr (Christian laws Law on fasting, haymakeexempt

section) Law against eating animals that have kil
men

Laws on cleansing flesh when a pig has
eaten human or horse

bingskapapattr (Assembly Procedure Law on milkingstock making a househol

section) Responsibility of a man joining a
household

Vigs/odi(Manslaughter section) Laws on provoking animals to attack
humans

Baugata/(Wergild Ring List) None

Logségumannspattt @U~ 3 d Y U_ None
section)

Logréttupattr (Law Council section) None

Arfapattr(Inheritance section) None
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OmagabélktDependent section)

None

Festapatt(Betrothals section)

Laws on horse theft, mistreatment, and
lending

Laws on stray horses

Lanagbrigdspattr(Land Claims section)

Laws concerning common pasture
regulations and quotas

Laws on livestock straying onto land
besidecommon pasture

Laws on the driving and mishandling of
animals, inkading driving animals to caust
harm, driving animals to avoid milking
times or to cause milk to fail

Laws about starving pens

Section about pigs

Um fjarleigur(On Hire of Property)

Laws an using milk beyond hire period
Laws on theft of milk

Regulations around collection of purchas
animals and animals used as payment

Law on the quality of loaned animals

Legalimperativefor men to treat other
animals like their own

Laws about collectingpac g\ Yf al
animals, and subsequently assuming
responsibility for these

Further laws on stray animals
Laws on animal marks
@uU~ 3 UVchg thbVcfb

Rannsoknapattr(Searches sectipn

None

Um hreppaski{On Commune
Obligations)

None

Miscellaneous visions

Laws on a bull killing a man

Section on dogs

Um tiundargjaldOn Tithe Payment)

Further laws concerning common pastur

*these sections are Konungsbokonly, althoughStadarholsbokontains some of the san
provisions incorporated into otheecions(Burrows, 2007, p. 54)
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Legal relations with animals

The restof this chapter will first outline the limited previous scholarship on animals in
Gragasbefore analysing the laws involving domestic animals in these texts. These laws
can be roughly divided into three sections: laws concerned with the value, armteheref
protection of aimals; laws concerning anir@bces and the incorporation of animals into
society; and laws stipulating procedures for dealing with animals that move from these
spaces. As can be seen fibable 1, these laws are distributed throughout the text, with
high concentrations in théandgbrigdspatirand Um farleigursections. However, the
inclusion of many of the laws surrounding horses, particularly horse lending,
mistreatment, andhe proceduresof dealing with stray horses within theestapattr
(Betrothals sectignmayshowthese animalplacedwithin a different legal category to
other domestic animals in these laws. It is also notable that the laws around bulls and dogs
committing manslaughter X] 3Wh33YX VY ¢~ (+ UfY d KUWYX
section, and not with the laws on men committing manslaughtégisiodiF- even when

this manslaughter is committed by provoking animals to attack a suggesting a

division perhaps betwadiuman and animal manslaughter

With regards to animahuman studies, the laws of medieval Iceland have only
been considered in any depth by one publicgfRwhrbach, 2009)n which Rohrbach
provides a concise summary of the main sectiokemingsboiconcerned with animals.
However, in MenschTier Relaticmerr Fc\ f VUW\ 3 h3Y c¢cZ =~ U~
functional. She takes the legal points constructed around animals iGhthsand

~

Jonsboko illuminate her examinations of the sagas, and her analysis of the laws for their
own sake is limited. She righhtdemonstrates that domestic animals are highly valued in
these texts, and acknowledges the challenging nature of using theseédavas sources

of Icelandic law at the time of the Commonwe@Rbhrbach, 2009)s a result, Rohrbach
asserts that th&rdagdsnanuscripts should be viewed, not unlike f¥erdingasigur, as
products of their time of compositidgRohrbach, 2009, p. 4However, Rohrbach views

the agricultural everyday presented in these texts as representing a state of affairs common
to Iceland from the tenth to the thirteenth centuasserting that no significant clyas

to the daily practice of Icelanders would have taken place, and therefore the practices
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portrayed in the laws are consistent with Viking Age and medieval expdgRaiobach,
2009, p. 41)This statement makes two assumptions: firstly, that no significant changes
to Icelandidaily life took place during this period, and secondly, that the laws contained
in Gragagrovide accurate representations of this daily life. While 1 agree with Rohrbach
that these texts portray a society characterised by its close contact with donneslks; a

| do not consider this portrayal to be a simple depiction of Icelandic society.

| suggest that, rather thasolely examples of functioning procedures and
punishments that would have been used at the end of the Commonwealth period, these
manuscrips shouldalsobe perceived as deliberately constructed images. The production
of a text is always a matter of choiaed a discussed in the previous chaptextsare
formed by what is included, or excluded from these narralihesGragadexts presen
both laws concerning society as it was, and a depiction of society as it should have been.
In pursuing its ideological agenda, and to project amteienarrative, the ideas and
concepts in thes€ragasnanuscripts would have needed to have been assilyilated
into thirteenthcentury ideas of the Commonwealth and Icelandic [alwus, the
depictions of the reliance of Icelandic society on-pgstoral production, and the
conceptualisation of animhlman relations that we find depicted in these Ewesildbe

considered gdausibleepresentationsf societyto a thirteentkhcentury Icelander.

Kugildi

Sections ofGrdagashat use the termkugildi (cow-esteem, or cowvorth) appear to place

this animal at the centre of the Icelandic legal value syBbentargest of these sections,

um fiarlag mangabout the fixed value of the property of men) lays out the values of the
different domestic animals in reference to the cow as a basic unit dffasesn, 1852a,

p. 193) This section remaed in Icelndic law after the events of 12B2as it is
reproduced almost exactly inlonsbokSchulman, 2010, pp. FBD3) This particular

legal concept is unique to Iceland, with no similar lists existing in the Norwegian laws of
this period(Larson, 1935; Rohrbach, 2008he Gulapinglaw does indiate that cattle,
stallions, and sheep could be used in the payment of wergild, but only the most perfect
and outstanding specimens were suitable to be used in these important exchanges, and

they were noto be used for general, everyday valuatfbasson, 1935, p. 151)
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In Gragascows and ewes are both listed as legal tender, but thekdevrd/
suggests that the cow was the initial sole beneficianysodtatugDennis et al., 2000, pp.

155-153) The section also begins its descriptions of animal valuations with the cow:

At kyr prevetr eda ellre .x. vatedayngr kalbaerocmiolk hyrnd oc lasta lavsigé
vere en medal vaherad reek at farddgooc mélke kalfs méla sy giald geig
Priu nait vetr gavmol \@ku. ii. tvevetr vid ka. Kyr gelld miolc oaiga ii. vetr

kyr oc Oxi prevetr iii. Itrr kugildis. Oxi .v. vetagamall. pipiungr aNarskugildis.
Oxi .vi. veragamall Jrir .ii. kyr. oc sa pott ellre se. Ardr 6xi gamall a var gr
met fe(Finsen, 1852a, pp. J234)

That cow threewinters orolder, terwinters or youngercalf and milkbearing,
horned and faultless, no worse than a cow driven between districts at the moving
XUk3 UbX k] Y X]b[ U WU Zh3 aYU3hfY c¢cZ al]’
winter-old cows equal one cow, twwo-winter-old cows equal one cow. A cow,
dry of milk, and a young cow, twainters old and calbearing are worth one cow,
minus the hire charge. A fowinter old ox, gelded or entire, is worth a cow
dry cow and a threwinter-old oxareworth threeparts of the cowvorth. A five-
winter-old ox is worth a coworth plus a third. A sbwinter-old ox is worth two
cows, and so on for any ox older than thatold plough ox in spring is a valued
animal (that is, subject to individual assessment).
As can b seen from the above passage, a legal cow is deftmettats eda elire .x. vat
éa yngi kalbaeoc miolk hyrnd oc lasta la@sinsen, 1852a, p. 193; thaemters or older,
ten winters or younger, calf andlkibearing, horned and faultles§he valuations in this
passage aneryspecific, categorising different types of animal by age, sex and ability to
produce offspring, milkor wool. However, oxen are some of the most valuable animals
in this listing, a all specified groupings of animals that are worthkoggd/involve more
than one animal, except certain oxen and horses. While the value of an ox depended on its
age, the youngest ox is listed as worth kegv/di; and the oldest worth two. The only
other animal that is worth onktigi/diis a stallion betweehree and ten winters oklahd
without defects (discussed beloBgverabnimals, like the old plough ox in the above

quotation, are also consideredrast/g(valuedproperty) a specific designah suggesting

1 This suggests that the Old Norse tegr/may refer to a bovine of either castrated or uncastrated status.
It may specitally refer to a working animal, as opposed gaaungfbull), which may refer to an animal
used for stud. This value list does not provideaiyes for @radungrindicating that bulls used for stud
were not used in payments, and perhaps only fkegthree years before slaughteriicCooey, 20173,

pp. 8F88)
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that these animals were likely to be variable in quality and usefulness, and therefore

required individual assessment.

This section moves through each type of animal in turn, with the valuations of
sheep following the cattle:

Vi. aer vid ku ii. tuévera oc iiii. garar. ocale 16mb sin oc orotnar lodnar oc
lermbdar. Ar viii. alsgelldar iii. vet oc ellre @ka. Viii. gelldimgar vioky. ii. vetrir.
Viii. lambgymbra oc ale lérb sin. vi. geldigar iii. vetir vidky. iiii. vetrageldingr
oc aNaR .ii. vetr. rir ger .ii. Rutr .ii. vetr a gildr. xii. vetr gdir savpr vidkv. Allt
pettafe qillt oc i ullo. Rutr .iii. \etr ocellri ocforosto gelldigr pater met fe
(Finsen, 1852a, pp. Jo®4)

Six eves, two twewinters old and four older, and feeding their lambs and without

having lost their fleece and with lamb, are worth one cow. Eigbamatn ewes,

threewinters old and older are worth one cow. Eight twinter-old wethers are

worth one cow, aare eight ewdambs able to feed their lambs. Six thwager-

old wethers are worth one cow. A fenimter-old wether and another tweinters

old are worth two ewes. A ram tweinters old is worth one ewe. Twelve sheep

onewinter old are worth a cow. Athat livestock should be healthy and with wool.

A threewinter-old ram and older, and a lea@lather, are valued animals.
As can be seen in this passage, sheep were considered much less valuable than cattle.
However, among sheep a clear distinction isentatween the more valuable ewes and
wethers, and the less valuable ram. This suggests that animals that provide wool and milk
are particularly valued in this systédenethelessthe individual valuations specified for
older rams and leadsheep may indate that certain rams, who produced particularly
excellent offspring, and the most intelligent leadethers, may have been worth more

than other sheep.

A pattern can be discerned in this listing when we consider that the dastion
considers cowshén oxen, then ewes and other sheep, then rgoatg and other goats.

Clearly, the female animals of each type of domesticate are given prominence:

Geitr vi. med kidan oc ga faret sg7am. em viii. gelldar vidky. praeveta ™ &

hafra. oc iiii. algeld™ N vi. prevetir vidky. halfir hvéars alsgelldoc kiringar. iiii.
vetragamall hafr oc aNaR ivetrf yrir geitr .ii. Tvevetr hafr \@geit. Ef hafa ero
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ellre eN nv ero talpp ocer patmet fe. ii. vetrgadir geitsavdi¥? vid geit. halfr
hédnor J alsgelldigaren Hfirkiarn hata.” dagrdp hata (Finsen, 1852a, pp.
19F194)

Six goats with kids and in the same condition as ewes (with fleece and milk), and

eight barren goats, thre@nters or older, are both worth a cow. Eight young

nannygoats able to feed their kids are worth a cow. Eightviver-old billy-

goats are wortla cow, when four are uncastrated bjbats and four are all

gelded; and six threeinter [billy-goats] are worth a cow when half aregelded

and half uncastrated. A fewinter-old billy-goat, and another twavinters old are

worth two nannygoats. Atwo-winter-old billy-goat is worth a nanngoat. If a

billy-goat is older than those already listed then thatvialieedanimal. Two

winter-old goats are worth a namggat when one is a female kid or a castrated

male, and the other an uncastrated-ggigt or an entire bilkgoat.
Again, we sethat an old billygoat,presumably one that is a successful breeding goat, is
an animal subject to individual assessment and therefore potentially worth more than other
billy-goats. Likewise, nanagoats withkids, fleece, and milk are worth the same as ewes.
This may suggest that the milk of sheep and goats is considered of equal importance, and
it is only in the woolproducing capabilities of castrated rams that sheejistirguished
from goats, as eighivb-winter billy-goats are only worth a cow when four are castrated
and four not, compared to eight twanter castrated rams (wethers) that are worth one
cow. Clearly male goats were more valued for their reproductive, angnoeéating

potential than thie ability to produce wool.

However, although the regulations concerning cattle, sheep, and goats appear to
follow a pattern of listing the value of the female animal before the male, this is reversed
in the entry on the value of horses, which starts artkentry on stallions before providing

values for mares of various ages:

Hross ero oc laviy Hestr iiii. vetragamall J ellre. oc x. veoc yngi heill oc
lasta las vidkv. MeR iiii. vetraoc ellre oc x.a&fra og/ngr gelld heil oc lasta lavs.
fiordungi veri™ N kyr. Hestr iii. vetriafn vid mere. MeR iii. \etrii. lut/r kugilldis.
Tuav hross tve vetr. hestrocmeR vidky. priu vetr @mo/hross voky. ocer eitt
hestr. Ef nad gelldr mer hoss \etrgamalf yrir pripiurg ku gildis. ba &4 fylgia
© rir. betta gdo vera méal hvoss oc g/ vere. Stod hestr oc sefe beti fyrir

12 Geitsaudfgoatsheep) is a term for goats in genegalfféis also use(Cleasby and Vigflsson, 1874, p.
196)
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sadr vigs.ocgelldr hestrocse \eBe beti fyrir reidar sak. ocfyl meR istoe fat
ermet fe(Finsen, 1852a, pp. 1oP4)

Horses are also standardly valued. A stallionfonters old or older, temvinters

and younger, healthy and without fault is worth a cow. A mareviters old

and older, or ten winters old or younger, barren, healthy and without fault is worth

a gquarterdss than a cow. A stallion three wintelcis worth the same as a mare.

A mare threavinters old is worth two parts of a ceworth. Two horses of twe

winters, stallion and mare, are worth a cdtwee winterold horses are worth a

cow, if one is a statln. If a man has a barren mé@se one winter old that is

worth a third of a cowalue, then shall an ounce be added. These shall be average

horses and no less. A stsidllion that is worth more for the sake of fighting and

a gelded horse that is worrtiore for the sake of riding and a fertile mare in stud,

suchare valued animals.
The initial placing of female cattle, sheep, and goats before their male counterparts seems
to place a value on mifkoducing animals that will be discussed further belolne T
reversal of tid order when it comes to horgeay be a result of the role stallions were
perceived to play in the formation of masculine iderfiyans, 2013and the fact that
mares while useful, were ngtroducers of milk in Iceland. However, the placement of
three specific types of horse in theetfécategory may highlight the threefold importance

of horsesfighting, riding, and breeding.

Regarding pigs,here is no mention of boars in this valuation system, perhaps
suggesting that boars were not suitable for exchange or use in payments, in contrast to a
syr ii. wetr efa ellreoc ix. grisr med (a sow twavinters old or older with nine piglets),
which is worth one coyFinsen, 1852a, p. 19Fhis sow with piglets is relatively highly
valued compared to the other animalghis sectionperhaps suggesting that pigere
expensive animals to keep; dhd single mention of pigs in this list may indicate that pigs
were not generally used for payments, exsteadwere kept on the same fards shall
be discussed below irh@pters 3 and 4, pigs are the animal most often combined with
words forthomefieldKindicating a close link between these animals and the cetaal
of thehouseholelarm.

The apparent importance of cows in this value system requires further attention.
On a linguistic level, the common nodmay imply a cultural tradition linking ttke
with systems of exchange. This Old Norse word meaning livestock, cattle, or wealth
comes originally from the protmdo-European pékir a Y Ub ] b [ (AdamsjandY 3gc W_ K
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Mallory, 2006) and he primary importance of catileealth may be reflected in the
positioning of the runéé(*fehu)- at the beginning of both the elder and younger Futhark
traditions in Scandinavidhough Barnes has suggested the names of the runes in the
Scandinavian systemshould be valued more for their assistance in showing the sounds of
the rune, rather than angymbolic meanindgBarnes, 2012, pp. 222) The multiple
meanings ofécan cause a problem for translators at times, uncertain about how to render
the term in modern English. However, it is perhaps the case that in Old Norse, and
medieval Iceland, the concepts of wealth, property, and livestock were combined in the
one tem. This would create a semantic equivalence of cattle and wealth that ureterpin
the social and legjlandscape of Iceland, and mémdeprotection of cattle of paramount
importance. As discussed in the previous chapter, the majority of settlers id brelan
believed to have originated from Norway, and therefore from a cultural tradition in which
the agrepastoral household revolved around caffrallgren, 2008, p. 73)xnd
archaeological westigations of early faunal assemblagdselandappear to favour the

idea of cattle as a major resource in the earliest stages of settlement (see Chapter 1).

However, as also seen from the previous chapter, the presence and importance of
cattle in lagr literary narratives of settlement is ambiguous. Cattle appear to have no
special position in thirteentbentury narratives of the early periods of Icelandic history,
appearing equally alongside sheep, horses, and goats in these tales; and althaeyh a nam
cow appears ihandnamabdokmultiple named horsedsoappear. This may problematize
interpretations of thekugildi section ofKonungsbokas a simple representation of the
importance of cattle to Icelandic sociétyaddition, itis important to notete different
meanings oféin Old Icelandic texts spiically, asit has been suggested that the term
refersespecially to sheap Old Icelandic usagileasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 147;

b AT JZ30-+]KF his pexhaps presents a problem when it comes to linkinkg i/

section ofKonungsbokwith the multiple meanings of It can besuggesd that the
meaningof féshifted from livestock, often cattle (original meaning) to wealth (secondary
meaning, but equally as prevalent) to sheep, particularly in an Icelandid, camtex
possibly as the importance of sheep increased in Icelandic economic réiatiensigh
medieval period in Iceland when tBagasnanuscripts were written and copied, wool
UbX \VNcaY3dhb W cg\ \UX ] bWf YU Z3hebecondmic Wc aY
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markets of Européngimundarson, 1992; 1998hd inthe Gragasnanuscriptsféis used

equally to indicate portable wealth and domestic animals in general. Perhaps reflecting this
ambiguity or multiplicity of meanings, thé&griag manaection, rather than exclusively

XYgU] "] b[ YiYf k Ulkegli detg out tkefvaglle of]alblivektack Ug ] c b
animals in relation to each other. Seen from a functional perspective, this suggests that the
importance okyrin the kdgildiwas perhaps not central to the Icelandic value system after

all; rather, domestianimals in general were important.

The version of this section froBelgdalsbokAM 347 fol), dealing with standard
values from the Arnes assembly district, seerazpess different system of vaition.
Although this section igery similar tathe caresponding section iKonungsbok some
of the standard values are given in ownaés, starting with:kyr kalf bor &al vera at xxx.
priggiaalna aurgFinsen, 1852a, p. 247; a-taaring cow shall be valued at 30 ells of an
ounce) As inKonungsbokthe cow is the first animal listed, ahdnoxen, before movin
onto the value of ewes, uncastrated horses and mares. Three things are important to note
about this alternate text. Firstly, tlvaluation of animals by ouncesgondly, that the
order of animals ishe same as in the section fré&fanungsbok and thirdy, that goats
and pigsare completely excludéfennis et al., 2000, p. 358Bg/gdalsbois esimated to
have been producedl8001350, and is thefore a later manuscript thatonungsbok
The laws inBelgdalsbofalso specify the values of food and wool in termguoices
(Dennis et al., 2000, pp. F#59) This is in contrast to th&onungsboktext, which
provides the amounts of food or wool in referencégi/di (Dennis et al., 2000, p. 210)
This alteration in focus in this later manuscript malewfa shift in perception of methods

of exchange, from an aniralimal basis, to a system based on eunits.

However, the inclusion okdgildivalues inJonsboksuggest that this was still a
working system in medieval Iceland pA& 1281:3If this cow-orientated system of value
was operating in this period, and the system of internal economic exchange was still based
around thekyr, it is safe to say that cattle, or at least, cows, were important animals to

13 Jonsbok AM 351 Pl (copied c.1360), includes an aniaminal value system, though specifies that
g\ Y3Y tWcaacb 3gUbXUf X i(S¢human32010pf303)Zcf h3Y ] b 3df] b]
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medieval Icelandic socielilk and otherdairy products were vital to survival in the long
Icelandic winters, and so the value of cattle, as the supreme providers of milk, should not
be underestimated, even after the growtlvadma(standardised homespun cloth) as an

important item for internahnd foreign trade.

Milk and productivity

The important relationship between Icelanders and their domestic animals is reinforced
by the number of regulations concerning their secondary products. $besedary
productsfall into two categories: those th@an be consumed, such as milk and meat, and
that which became vital for economic exchangadmal/ While these laws do not
explicitly impact on the anim&uman relations with which thteesisconcerns itself, the

value of these products would haveeased the duty of care taken towards these animal
producers, and brought Icelanders into closer contact with them. Close physical contact,
as well as soceconomic importance, is a factor that wdwddeincreasd the mutually
beneficial ties of dependembetween animals and humé@hsnstrong Oma, 2016d)

In the Gragasexts, care and protection of milkksgpck appears as an important
part of the work of the farm. One law suggests that the herder dealing with rstkicig
was a person set apart from the main household. This law is included in the section on
religious fasting, and states that the meho bring in the sheep or cattheere excused

from observing the fagDennis et al., 1980, p. 49)

SEto mavnnmer skylt at fastamengi wek. oc eigi verk mavNvm. peim er i engi
veki erv. oc eigi peim maNi er smala rekr heim. oc eigi peim er avNemgs|vr.
fyrir bve manz(Finsen, 1852b, p. 35)

Those men who should be fasting should do no work; but no workmen should
fast, not those who work in the meadows, nor those men who drive the sheep
\'caY UbX bcf g\lc3Y ~\c Xc "~ UVchf]b[ ~cf _

However,asthis stipulation also includes other labouring workers on the faparhaps
demonstrates a perception of fawork in general as more important than religious
observance, rather than any special significance for milking. Nonetheless|sib is
stipulated that women may do tasks related to milking on a Sunday, when almost all other

work was to ceas@ennis et al., 1980, p. 39his may reflect not only the important
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economic value milk had to the farm, but @s@awareness of the care required on the
part of humans towardsheir dairy animals. Dairy animals may develop illnesses and
certainly discomfort if they are not milked regularly in peak lactation pdfEesson et

al., 2007)though this is likely a greater problem in modday dairying than medieval

practice.

The Icelandic household relied on milk, not only for sustenance, but for legal
definition. The ownership of milkingtock was key in establishiaghousehold, and a
man, even if he owned landasnot considereds a householder proper unless e ha

access to miliDennis et al., 1980, p. 132)

Madr sa &bv geir vmvar 4 segia sic ifmg pa a hannvill. bater bv & mad
hefir malnytan smala. pa@s hannsegia sic i fmg pott hannhafe €3/ mal nyto ef
hanner landeigande. Efdmnerat krbeigandeochefirat malnytoocvedr hann
ba i pingi er sa boande eramrfelr sec iNi vm(Finsen, 1852b, p. 134)

That man who makes a household in the spring shall declare himselfrelutmise

in any assembly he wishes. That is a household when a man hgelatiig

animals, though he shall declare himself a householder at the assembly even if he
has no milk, if he is a landowner. If he is not a landowner and has no milk, then he
is tojoin the assembly with that farmer into whose charge he puts himself.

It can be seen here that although milk was not vital to gaacces® legal rights, it was
certainlypreferableand the mark of a proper household as opposed to a householder who

simply had land.

With such a milkorientated legal definition of the household, it is logical that the
theft of milk is presented as one of the most serious offences in these laws. The penalty
for stealing milkis listed in Konungsbokas full outlawry(Dennis et al, 2000, pp.1¢6
167) and this extreme punishment is extended even to those who might use or take milk

from hired animals after the period of hiring had ended:

Nv nyt/r hannsernyt fiar pess fyrir patofan. oc wrdathonompa £ogGang oc
sva hverompeirra er fiar nytiar |pirrar neytr visvitandgFinsen, 1852b, p.152)

Now if he benefits from the milk of the livestock beyond that point, then he is
punishable by full outlawry, and likese any of those who intentionally make use
of the milk of that livestock.
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The wording of this phrase, using the verrawith its meanings of use, consumption,

and benefit, suggests that any work with the milk must be completed before the end of
the hiing period. After that, the milk seems to count as part of the hired animal, and must
be returned with the animals to the initial owner. The stipulation laid out in this
manuscript that the highest possible penalty applied to those who stole milk, sitfieate

i U hY ¢c2Z g\]3 dfcXhWg0 UbX g\ ] 3thepbdusty ] 3
of allmilking-stock. However, what is also implied, is that the milk of an animal is integral

to the value and usefulness of that animal, and therpémthiring period milking,

removes qualitative item from the animal that must be returned to the owner.

The terms used in this passaget(milk) andnyta(to make use of), appear to link
to a range of associated terms, almost all to do with use, adyantagethiness. The
adjectivesiygafullr(profitable), omytalausandnytlausfuseless), and the verpga(to
milk) point to a connection between milk and the concept of use or value. The nouns
nyyjamadrand nytiungrare used of useful men, butalsen of worth(Cleasby and
Vigfusson, 1957, p.46@vidently mlk wasan important part of the package of a milking
animal, and unlawful milkig reduceahot only the value of the animal to the owner, but
the ability of the animal to contribute as a socially useful member of the household. This
T U~ aUk ZcWh3 c¢cb g\Y t+Ub]auU’ df c XhWYf K
needed protecting. Likéhe farmhands disobliged from observing a fast because they
needed energy for their work, milkirgjock needed to be treated correctly to better enable
them to provide for the farm, and their milk was the product of this labour. This product
belongedto Y Wc~ + UbX g\'Y Wc~ 3 ¢~ bYf+ bcg g\
person milking the cow after the hiring period is over must not profit from the labour of
that animal who has now passed back into their initial ownership.

An additioral lawin Stadaholsboksuggests that conceptions of the importance of

milk to the functioning and status of the famay have changed over time:

pat vardafij. marcasecd go moNomef peirselia eer til ostéinsen, 1879, p. 483)

That is punishable by a fine of three mérksn household meif they hire out
ewes fo cheeseanaking.
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This addition stipulates that any householders pragecutehis case on a firgstome
first-served basis, and Dennis et al. suggest thdathieflectslisapprovabf a gridmadr
(householeman) loaning out his own ewes in the shontiqgue between the weaning of
lambs and the dryingp of the eweqDennis et al, 2000, pp.34846) However,
elsewhere in the laws a distinction is made betwegrdaadr(household man) and a
buand (householder), withgridmadrused as a term fa farm labourer andvandi
indicatinga householdeowning stock andand (Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 74;
Dennis et al., 1980, p. 64 this @se, it is likely that thgridmenrin this law are giving
away the ewes of their householder, rather than their, @ant is remarkable thahe
punishmentis listed only as a fine of three markgerhapssuggeshg that ewes were
considered as inferiamilking-stock However,g\ Y h 3Y ¢ Z @nd aikb hu3
without his permissiois elsewhera Gragasonsidered worthy of more severe penalties,
sothis law might also demonstratinese ewes were hired out with the permission of the
householder, butat by the householder himself. This could have been prosecuthble if
ultimate responsibility for anids rested with the householder.eation from the
system of responsibility outlined i@ragasin which the householder is the head of the
animathuman householdind responsible for all contractaalangementsnay have been
percaéved as a disruption of society and therefore worthy of punishiihbugh as seen
above, the law is designed to punishgh@menrand not the householdéionetheless,
anemphasisn the householder attimatelyresponsible for his animals is highlighted in

laws about the control and protection of anindédsussed in the proceeding section

Controlling animals and humans

Control of domestic animals appears to be a kagega in these lawssrdgasontains
many rules regulating the contact between anifBalsnis et al., 2000, pp. 170,[3348)

the stipulation of specific times animals were to be m@ednis et al., 2000, p. 132)
and theareas in which they were allowed to dy@knnis et al., 2000, pp. FAB1, 347)

The movement of animals was oty regulated by space, but also by time; and the places

of animals varied throughout the year. T$estion focusses on the summer grazing space

of the communal pasture, and the procedures for moving animals between households.
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Communal pastureafrétt), as a section of upland pasture owned by multiple
farms, was a highlsegulated space. This regigat manifested itself in rules concerning
which animals were allowed to access the space, when they were allowed to graze, which
men were allowed to drive animals there, and how the space was den(Beratesies
al, 2000, pp.1¥F1 39, 318319) Pigs forfeited their immunity if they accessed communal
pasture(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 138hd it was only permissible for certain men to graze
their animals on the land at a legaléfined period of the summendhonly then with the
permission of all the owners of the past{Pennis et al., 2000, p. 131t)s clear from the
laws that animals would stray from these atmatthat the animals themselves were not
at fault for this straying. If livestock strayed onto anbthea Ub 3 ~ Ub X g\ Ug
communal pasture, the man whose livestock strayed from the pasture was not responsible
for any damage done as a result; rather, it can be assumed that the man whose land was
next to the pasture was at fault for not protegthis land with sufficient fences or walls
(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 136)ften located in the highlands at a distance from the main
farm complex, the communagture is presentedaspace for certain animals to exercise
their agency and sdlfed themselves ovidre summerShielings were prohibited, and

human access was limited to the beginning and end of the grazing season.

Above all, the proper treatment of animals at the proper time aweé [Ha
emphasised in these laws, and rif@vement of animals betweenuseholddo make
paymentds alsoa strictly regulated affair. When receiving livestock in payment as legal
tender, there was a specified tweek periodn the middle of summer in which livestock
were to be collected by the person receiving the payifight payee did not come
forward, nor send anyone else to collect the animals, then the payer haaptioes: e
was allowed to deliver the animals himself, let the animals graze on his own land, or drive
the animals to a communal pasture qpavhed bythe man who was supposed to collect
them(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 158; Finsen, 1852a, p.TheWliffering optiondikely reflect
the different types of animal exchanged, for example, cattle would be driven to a different
part of the farm than sheep, hence the option of driving animals taathe dr to the
communal pasture. Nonetheless, all animals still entitled to graze on their previous
c~ bYf hu3 ently thXcare 8f th¢ akimalssygaramount, and more importanttha
the fodder resources of either party.
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Handle with care

Strict care of individual animals was also required when using animals in payments, not
just feeding them until they were collected. This system of exchange was not & straight
forward transaction, it a process that involved responsibility and adherence to strict
regulations; demonstrating the intense care taken at every stage ofremidialg. The

age, conditionand productivity of an animal played a formative role in its worth, and an
offering d substandard anima(ghdicatingsubstandard cgrewas not to be accepted.
Equally, if a farmer were to loan animals to another man, then he could expect the animals
on return to fulfil the value he had given in the first p(&mnnis et al., 2000, p. 16Bhis

was not a matter of a cow for a cow, but rather, a system in which individual circumstances
were recognised. The wounding of livestock, including horses, carried a number of
penalties, depending on the animal harmed and the level of damagPelume et al.,

2000, pp. 586, 136) The most extreme penalty was lesser outlawry, except for the
harming of sheep, which resulted in the man forfeiting his immumhg cold thenbe

killed with impunity, regardless of the amount damage causéBennis et al., 1980, p.

227; Finsen, 187 p. 374)

These sources depict a view of anthrealding that relies on careful handling and
presumablyskilled technique. The laws state that driving animals in a way that caused
damage was punishable either by lesser or full outlawry, depending \aiubef the
damagéDennis et al., 2000, p. 136)

Ef madmrekr geld fe aMrssia at v. avra scadede a eameireocerpatspellvike
at meira ‘vamdarpatfiorbavgssard ocasa pad e fe dvidpaN errak feet
reka & (Finsen, 1852a, p. 118)

If a man drives barren livestock of another so that five ounces worth of damage or

acfyY ] 3 XcbY+ g\ Ug ] 3 Xmeblegserdudalgndf XUaUJ[ YK
that one who owns the livestock [should bring the case] against he who drove the

animals or allowed them to be driven.

Lesser outlawry is also laid out as the appropriate penalty fonemyno herdeddairy
animals in such a walgat caused them to become lost or delayed, and therefore miss a

milking time:
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Ef mad recr bu fe mnzaNas™ dalaetr reca®m at mals mis edahanrvillde mals
lata missa. &fvardaf iorbaugssard(Finsen, 1852a, p. 112)

If a man drives milkingtock of a second man or allows them to be driven in such
a way that they miss a milking time, or he wanted to let them miss a milking time,
that becomes lesser outlawry.

The term for milkingstock used here iBuf& ~ \'] W\ "~ ] gYf U'holk gf U
11 Y3gcW_-K H\V] 3 gVYfa &lvéstodk ¥oberdwned befosg\ Y b
proper legal househotdin be formedr to a close association between these animals and
the physical househofdrm. The link with the householder himself isail inthe lines
following thispassage, as the figure who caused, or intended to cause the subsequent loss
of milk could defend himself by demonstrating that the owner of testtek could have
herded the animals in such a way as to prevent the logi& gbennis et al., 2000, p. 131;
Finsen, 1852a, p. 118ssentially, this stipulates that if the owner could have herded his
animals in a more efficient manner than the first man, then the man at fault is the owner,
and not theman herding the animals. These laws reinforce the desire for the most efficient
herding and handling of animals, and the responsibility of the householder to ensure
things function in their correct, and most controlled mar{dexcussed further below)

The same penalty could also be applicable for those who mishlarefitock in a way

that cause their milk to fail (Dennis et al., 2000, p. 131; Finsen, 1852a, pp113?

These laws explicitlyacognise the importance of care in ensuring a reliable supply of milk
for the Icelandic household. In addition to delays causing animals not to be home in time
for the milking, stress from mishandling or trauma reduces the milk yield provided by
cattle, ad careful and attentive care of animals is important for reducing stress not only
to maintain milk production, but also to reduce the risk of disease or {(Btoyucek et

al., 2017; Campbell, 2009, p. 24&)careful approach, aimed reducing stress and
working with animals in the most productive manner, relies on awareness of moods and

personalities within the herd.

Awareness of the temperaments of different animals is reflected in the regulations
surrounding the construction and wdesve/tikviafFinsen, 1852a, pp. JABL9; starving
pens) These enclosures, which were lawful to be constructed on land bordering common
pasture so long dksere was no legal wall between the land and the pasture, were places in

which animals straying from the common pasture could be detained until their owners
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collecedthem(Dennis et al., 2000, pp. 137, 13B)s term is found only in law texts, and

primarily in the earlieKonungsboknanuscript, perhaps suggesting that it was a practice

considered unimportant by the redactorSthdarholsbgkn which it only appears once

" 1 CB D +.KHoweverXvile thetermt 3gUd YH K[ 3chbX3 WfhY + g\ YfY
stipulations regulating the construction of these enclosures:

H annsca sva gera suellti @i at g/ drucne fe jpirra manra e par eigo nersbpiz
> ‘lata hlid&™ ‘grind fyrir- 8 hurd sa at up vm luke edaaptr. Hanna lavgar
dagiN at setia gelld fedter or afrétt gergr fyrir non. Ef fe [attreydz isuellti ai
beire isavré  iprong” d drvcnar J fellr gadr & pa abyrgizaeriN | & setia
ef v. avra sée vedr aoc \ardaatfiorbavgsGard poat suelti J stamiz i qu
pbeire sua at deyicabyrgiz safgr pateriN let (Finsen, 1852a, p. 119)

He shall make the starving pen so that the animals that other men own that are

there @ not drown nor are trampled, and let the gate or door of the pen [be made]

so that it can open and close. Oraaiifay, a man may set [into the pen] barren

sheep that walk out of the common pasture before nones (3pm). If the livestock in

the starving pemre trampled in the dirt or are crowded in or drowned or a wall

falls on them, then that one is responsible who set them in the pen. If five ounces

worth of damage occurs, then that becomes lesser outlawry, although [if an animal]

starves or is gored shat they die, then that one who let the animals in is not

responsible.
The owner of the animals appears to be responsible if his animals are gored to death,
perhapsfor not collecting his animalgquickly enough.In this way, the law may
acknowledgthe essntial animal nature of the occupants of the pen, the need for human
restraint to correct this unrestrained animal behayenathe limited ability of humans
to control thisbehaviour The agency of certain animals to act in a certain way despite
human #empts at control is recognised elsewhere in the laws, and will be discussed
further below with regards to straying horses. Notably, it was considered unlawful to
enclose a horse in a starvjpen, and so it seems that certain animals were perceived as
unsuitable for enclosure in these structyi2snnis et al., 2000, p. 137; Finsen, 1852a, p.

119)

The details in these texts seem almost too extreme and obsessive over the condition
of domestic animals, so that it is tempting to sgsphat no man would actually have
bothered to adhere to all these regulatididler, 1990, p. 223)if that were the case,
however, it seems strange that these detailed rules would have been recorded in these

manuscripts in the first placenless these were a key feature of the ideal society presented
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in these laws. Aigh levebf detail is not just found in thetigildisecton of Konungsbok

but throughout the twomanuscripts, in almost all regulations concerning domestic
animals. Specifically, there aranylaws concerning the use, misuse, mutilation, and theft
cZ \cf3Y3+ gc VY ZchbX = Uleftofalkrsd couldgausée + 6°
all involved in the plot to be subject to full outlawry, if the havsee taken to be
unlawfully ridden(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 84; Finsen, 1852a, pTb#) emphasis on the

use of the horse, as well Bs theft, suggests that the harshest punishment may have been
a result of the combination of thefihd userather than solely the theft. This suggests that

it was not simply the loss of the economic value of the horse that mattered, but the illegal
use, wich had a wider range of significance in medieval Iceland, linked to the extreme
riding or use of the horse. Suabncerns arund in Old Norselcelandic literary sources
(Evans, 2013)

A series ofnymaeliinew laws) included istadarholsboappear to show greater
severity in reaction to the misuse of horses than tbdepected inKonungsbok For
example Stadarholatklists full outlawry as the punishment filmlemajoruse Z U a Ub h
horse witlout his permissioi(that is, if the horse would have suffered less as a result of a
day of moderately hariting to the A/bing, Dennis et al., 2000, p. 285; Finsen, 1879, p.
247) Lesser outlawry is also added as the punishment for securing a horse in such a way
that it cannot graz€Dennis et al., 2000, p. 28%Again, theselaws emphasise the
importance attached toiamal care, and the important link between a man and his animals.
Mishandling livestock, milking or otherwise, is presented as a serious offence in these
laws with the herding of these animals a heavily regulated and closely protected
practice. This impession of herding livestocls @an important and careful tasists at
odds with the common interpretation of shepherds: that the herding of animals was a low
status and lowpaid occupation, only fit for slaves or servgdMsCooey, 2017a, p. 74,

Miller, 1990, p. 223)These laws also emphasise the relations of obligation and

responsibility the householder had to protect and control his animals

The householder and the shepherd

As seen above in the restriction on the hiring out of ewes for ehredseg and the

multiple laws regulatingnimatherding the householder is an important figuredragas
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However, while the householdsits at thecentre of the legal househd&atm, other
figures are significant in the anirfalman relations depicted. Some tasks on the farm are
presented as the domain of many workers, and some appear to be reserved for certain

figures

The emphasis on the ultimatentrol a householder would have over his animals
is further shown by a law that stipulates that it was unlawful for a woman to lend out her
\ h3VUbXh3 \Vcf3Y ~\VYb 3\VY+ cf g\Y fYW]d]Ybg c:
agree to the lendin@ennis et al., 2000, p. 284; Finsen, 187207) This emplasis on
the owner of the animad also demonstrated by a law thécifiest was unlawful for a
aUb gc Xf]iY WKawayfdmyafold anlessheHaeBnginstidicted to do so
by theowner (Dennis et al., 2000, p. 169; Finsen, 1852a, pp156) Presumably the
farmworkers responsible for herding work would hbaaea regular mandate to do so by
the terms of their employment; however, the presence of this clausetexttsuggests
this was a matter worth recording, and that the obligation of care required by the
householder to his animals needed reinforcige unlawful taker of the animals this
situationwould have to assume responsibility for this livestock tn& owner claimed it
back and again we see the responsibdityphasised @l men to care for the animals of
another as they would their owybBennis et al., 2000, p. 169; Finsen, 1852a, p. 156)

As will be discussed furthar Chapter 4, every man in Iceland had a responsibility
and legal obligation to belong to a household, and therefore be answerable to a
householder. However, this requirement feather controlled, as there were only certain
times of year, thdardagafmoving days)when people could enter into this contractual
arrangemengDennis et al., 1980, p. 126; Finsen, 1852b, p. 28 uties of a man who
joined the household, according to these texts, was to accompany the householder on
journeys and contribute to tharfctioning of the farm, including slaughtering, spreading

dung, and repairingingardafhomefield walls; Finsen, 1852a, p. 129)

framidio sumre 4 hannviNa béanda allt fivetra slia er hannvill fyrir smala
for utan. Hann s4 gamga afiall w7 siN = ‘ sldra ocfaa herman farar ned
hustbnda.” ‘slgda wmvar ocbgta tungard(Finsen, 1852b, p. 129)

From midsummer, he shall work for the farmer in all things until winter such as
he wants except tending sheep outside. He shall go on the mountaimdnce a
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slaughter and go from home on a journey with the householder and spread manure
in spring and repair the homefiehdll.

It can be argued that tli@ngardis the most important wall on the farm, representing the
enclosure and guarding of the farm buntgli, the household members, and the prime hay,

as will be discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4. The requirement of new male household
members to be responsible for repairing tirgardrthen, may be read as a symbolic

gesture, representing an initiatiaot of joining the household.

The explicit exclusion from shepherding emphasised in this passage could indicate
that this job was too lowtatus for this type of man, although it could also imply that
shepherding was a job that required a specialigtetialhd wathereforeonly suitable for
certain people with these skillds shown above, there is an indication that prop
handling of livestockwas importanin these tgts. According to Miller shepherding was
a low status occupation, though his evadefor this negative view appears to be one
reference fromHrafnkels sagaand a lawin Konungsbok that stipulates the whole
household should assist in the digging up and reburial of bodies, except the sl@pherd,
account of his being too low status (Mil suggestsho touch the consecrated bodies
(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 31; Finsen, 1852b, p. 13; Miller, 199@3pHowever, this
passage is far from clear, and cannot be used as evidence for the derogatory opinions
commonly supposed tave beeheld of shepherds in medieval Iceland. It may be, in fact,
that the shepherd was too important a figure to wastedammon-shepherding activities
As seen above, handling and herding animals required care and experience to avoid legal
repercussions. It does not follow that one of the most vital tasks on the medieval Icelandic
farm would be entrusted to the lowliestwadrkers. Rather, the position of herder would
have needed to be extended to workers that could be trusted and relied upon as capable
men or women.Shepherds and coWwerdersare depicted ambiguousiy the social
landscape of thés/endingadgur F though trese relationships aret addressed in this
thesis focussed specifically as it is on relations in the homefield area. For the moment, it
suffices to say that the high vabfeand protective concern for domestic animals in these
laws is presented in sualway that problematizes traditional readings of the Old Norse

Icelandic literary sources and the theory of the despisedidbus role ohnimatherder
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Deviant animals

The previous sections of this chapter have demonstrated that the careful control of
domestic animals and regulation of human actions towards these animals were twin
concerns in tharagagnanuscripts. The following section attempts to interpret those
situations which imply that certain domestic animals especiallyifficult to control

could brealout of their prescribed animapaces, ocould bepulled out of these places

by humans for a violent or sacrilegious purpose.

Animals and killings

Domestic aimals could be used to haonkill people, and the laws around these acts
provideseparate punishments depending on the type of provocation used, and the animal
involved. For starithg an animal into causing accidental hampersorcould be subject

to lesser outlawry, whereasdeliberatehattack another man with a dog, fightinglson,

or bull, resulted in the outcome of the attack being considered as though the man
provoking the animal had inflicted the damage himself. In this latter case, an animal being
used to kill a man would result in the same penalty being given to thesmgrhe animal

as if he had killed a man himg@gnnis et al., 1980, p. 147; Finsen, 1852h, pp156%

In this case, the animal becomes an extension of human agency, and the crime is punished

as such.

However, there is enarked division made between situations in which an animal
acts as an extension of human agency, and those in which the atsifogltbemselves
These manuscripts include the provision that a bull forfeits its immunity if it wounds or
kills a manor other animals, and so not only would the owner of the bull be subject to
lesser or full outlawry for this, but the bull could also be killed without incurring any
penaltiegDennis et al., 2000, p. 203; Finsen, 1852a, p. T88)bul and the man are
equally liable for punishment, and the pifithree winters old or older beconedtectively
an outlawas he i® heilagnio aerkom pegr hannvidr a monnom (without security with
regards to wounds as soon as he injures a man; Finsen, 1852a,Td &8k ofherlagr
is the sameoncepused to indicate the outlawing of a mansa#agrs that space within
which human life is sacrosarfgianerva, 2015, p. 6@ndif a bull kills a manpa vadar
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slict sen hundr bane mnne(Finsen, 1852a, p. 188; then it becomes such as a dog killing a
man) The designation that this killing is the same as a dog kilimangliscussed further
below), places it into the category iy 5 £, a manslaughter case, just as a human killing
another. However, as highlightedTiable 1, the laws about bulls and dogs as agents are
ZchbX ]Jb g\'Y +A] 3WY " UbYch3 Df cdoth&lawsb 3 K
about manslaughter, perhaps indicating a sepaifagivveen the concepts of aniraad

human manslaughter.

Relations between animals and humans also became skewed when domestic
animals assumed the role of reatters. Men were not permitted éat domestic animals
thatdid so, including dogs and cats, for which the penalty was lesser oyflzemryis et
al., 1980, p. 49; Finsen, 1852b, pp.35% though he eating of horses was also under the
same punishmerDennis et al., 1980, p. 4Fhese laws are foundgn\ ¥ t+ 7\ f ] 3g] U
3Y Wg ] dike theKprotkbsXf cleansing a pig which has eaten horse or humamefiesh
traditionally been linked to Christianityrhe procedur¢o cleanse a pigvolves starving
and then fattening the pig before slaughter, ardstiarvation period is listed as three
months if horse flesh had been eaten, or six months if human flesh had been consumed
(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 48; Finsen, 1852b, p.T3)se rules echo laws found in the
seventkcentury canons of Archbishop Theodore of Canigybsuggesting they were

heavily influenced by ecclesiastical tradiffeoote, 2004b, p. 5)

Such regulations may suggest a conceptualisation of the-animeh boundary
that is fluid and permeable: the eating of a pig that had eaten horse or human flesh was
taboo because, for a period of months, the pig was viewed as resmigfected with
that which it was forbidden Christia to eat: horse or human fleShe act of eating meat
itself may havealsobeenconsidered an activity limited to humans and wild carniores
not one to be adopted by domestic aninkasr ofthe adbption of human characteristics
by animals can be seen in the stipulation that a man may not under any circumstances eat
a domestic animal that has killed someone, for which the penalty was lesser outlawry
(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 49)

patfe er eigi eett. er @fr veit at manz bani ver|jFinsen, 182b, p. 34)

That livestock is not eatabMhicha man knowsasbecome a mansbane.

109



This may suggest that the act of killing was likewise perceived as a human action, and an
animal that enacts this receives the same label as a humamkiesbary + CBD+ K b - X- (
If we return to the prohibition on men eating carnivorous animals mentioned above, we

can suggest that the killing and eating of prey hwae been considerechamanlike

action, and therefe the eating of a killingnimal is forbidden, as it may be viewed as

ingesting an animal with human characteristics. Unlike the pig which has only eaten of
human flesh, the act of killing a human evidently damaged the animal so mucothdt i

not beeaten afterwards.tiBulating that the animal was not to be eaten reinforces the

serious nature of this transgression. Elsewhe@ridgashe food value of animal bodies

seems to beonsidered of vital importances apparently highlighted in the procesitor

dealing with rogue pigs

The most detailedegulation surrounding the killing @in animal, ithe procedure
Zcf ~\VYb U aUb ZchbX (Demniget¥f 200 pblRgsed ] [ cb \] 3
1852a, pp. 1F122) Like bulls, pigs had immunity they could forfeit by their actions, and
a pig without a ring or stud in its snout could be legally killed for trespassing and damage
(Finsen, 1852a, p. 12However, this procedure was nott VY Zc  ~ ¢~ YX 1 Z 3ca¥Yc
was killed by a man on land belonging to a third party. In this case, the texts suggest the
aUggyYf VY gfyYUgYX U3 g\ch[\ g\Y 3YWcbX aUb \ U
(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 13Bjgs had immunitg b g\ Y] f ¢~ bYf hu3d ~ Ub X+ Ub X
the man who killed the pig would be prosecuted for harming livestock. This stipulation
reinforces the responsibilities of the householder, in this case the second man, to take
action on hisown land. twasnatty f ¢ Y ¢Z g\yY g\]fX aUb gc df
"UbX ¢f dhb] 3\ g\'Y Z]f3g aUbh3 Ub] aU" -

The treatment of pigs in these laws can be interpreted in two ways: firstly, pigs
were extremely valuable animals, as the text suggests that a pig with atarspaui
coudgf Y3dU33 ¢cb Ubcg\Yfh3d " UbX ~]g\lchg Zcf ZY] g]
without rings in their snouts were dangerous and should be killedmigteation is that
this killing is the correct action to take, and it is cohdemnedo long as # correct
procedure is followednce the animal is killed, the killexd hylia far hree sa at fr falle
eligl a dyr ne fuglar oc geord pam er svin &Finsen, 1852a, pp. F2122; must cover
there the dead body so that it falls not to animals nor birds and send word to those who
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own the pig) The text emphasises the importance of providing enoughstrtieat the
owner of the pig can collect the body before it had spoiled or been destroyed by wild

animals.

Df Y3haUV k g\'Y 3dc] ]b[ c¢czZ g\Y d] [ h3
the animal would wish to utilise the body for food. However, thigudtion is found
nowhere else attached to the killing of an animal, and instead echoes the procedure for

manslaughter committed against men, which echoes the wording almost exactly:

H annsca hylia hrae ef Bnngemgr framannedavdan. siaat hrarke aete fugr ne
dyr (Finsen, 1852b, p. 154)

He shall cover the body if he walks from a dead man, so that it is eatable by neither
birds nor animals.

In the sagas, we also find the same phrasiad to describe the actionsbéracterafter

killing a man, who mushyjja hrae hangover his dead bod@U; Xdagadh.37;Njals
sagach.17;Egilssagach.80, 81). In addition, the text states specifically that the killer of
the pig must announce the act to his neighbours, which is also a regulation required to be

performed by men after a slayi(i@ennis et al., 1980, pp. FI43)

Stadarholsboklaborates on this law, specifying that failure to follow the correct
procedure could be punished by full outlawry, unlike the punishment for failing to cover
a dead man &t a killing, which only incurred lesser outlaybennis et al., 2000, p. 320,
1980, p. 146Whileg\ ¥ i U " hY c¢Z g\yY d] [ h3 VcXk Zcf .
as thisalsorepresent a method of returning a deviant animal to the proper space of the
legal hoseholdfarm of its owner, andghay suggeghat suchviolentritualised actions

based on a moithaneconomic value of the pig.

Stray animals

If the complex procedure following the killing of a pig was a method of returning order
to the householdiarm after a disruption, then the lawsncerning stray animals may be

less violent incarnations of ttpsocess
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Straying animals agecleaconcern inGragasand the resulting procedures are as
varied as the types of domestic animals themg@&eesis et al., 2000, pp.fe34, 17F
172) However, the emphasis in all cases is on careful treatment of the animals and a
responsibility to avoid damage, except in the case of pigs, as discussed above. For all other
animals who stray onto mabited land, it is the duty of the farmer whose land has been
strayedupon to gather up thivestockand treat them as though they were his own until
they are claimed. The man who owns stray animals is considered atdaulist collect
his animals befe a month of winter passes, or pay the cost of their upkeep as assessed by
neighbours. If this upkeep is not paid, the original owner owes a fine of three marks as
well as the upkeep cost. If this upkeep is still not paid, then the man on whose land they
have dwelt may keep the animals without pen@d@gnnis et al., 2000, p. 171; Finsen,
1852a, p. 157puch detailed procedures emphasise above all things the need for balance
and compensation in anirf@iman, and humahuman relatns, and thebligation of
men to support animals untiltheycare&y 3g UV " ] 3V YX ¢cb Y] g\ Yf g\ VY] f

or the land they strayed upon.

The ability for certain animals to travel great distances while straying is
acknowledged in the detallgorotocol fordealing with astray horse folloimg a man
(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 85)

Ef hross manzbeisltamt rennr egt manre a neesta bacsca hannbeida nenn
taca hross & ‘secz lnneigipa a potreNi ti/aNas Wbiar (Finsen, 1852a, p.
64)

=Z U hase,lam@d to the bridle, runs after a man to the next farm, then he
shall request men take that horse and he himself is not then responsible if it runs
after him to a second farm.

Althoughthe man has responsibility for this horse, the agency of dheehs presented
differently thanthat of other livestockexplicitly chasing after a maather than simply

VY] b[ ZchbX cb.Therasjondibility of thEgnfangalso notaxsimple

as pesented in other casdbe man is not responsibfer any damage the horse might
cause while following him, nor for any damage that might be caused to the horse, who to
a certain extent is responsible for their own actibnaddition, this passage emphasises
co-operdion and social responsibilitfhe men atthe farmsasked to catch the honsay

be subject to fines or lesser outlawry for refusing tondcke theinitial man is only liable
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for lesser outlawrypnce the horse has followed him over moors, from one Quarter to

another, or away from farms.

If a horse approaches a man in uninhabited country, it may follow him anywhere
so long as the man tethers it at the next farm he reaches. The phrase used in this law is
worth noting. It begins:Ef frass kemr at nmanre a obygda (Finsen, 1852a, p. 65; if a
horse comes upon a man in the wilderngsdaging the horse securely as the subject of the
clause anthe instigator of the encounter. In addition, the man is only required to tether
the horse at the next farm he reaches if the hosers#am{Finsen, 1852a, p. 65; used
to the bidle), suggesting that horses could eithewbsgs/tamyor not. A horse that was
not bridletamed was perhaps conceivedtas difficult for men to catchand thus
permitted togo wherever it pleased; although it might also be the case that such horses
were accorded a special legal status. They are ceptaseynted asapable of independent
actionin these textsln Landnamabokmissing horses are described using the tegnfa
(to lose/turn away from a thingh contrast to sheep, which are stoleing faka(to take;
see Chapter 1)These studhorsesin Landnamabokare the subjects of the verb,
emphasisinghe agency of the animals in becoming tmstefusing human control
(Benediktsson, 1968b, pp. 114, 282jvever, thesamemissinghorse episodesrealso
includedin Eyrbyggja sagé&@veinsson and bordarson, 1935, pp38p andHromundar
pattr haltdSveinsson, 1939a, p. 3@8)d in these ga episodes, ontje Hromundarpattr
halta episodeuses thisAveria construction. Depictions of animal agenavidently

depended on the perception or preferences of individual scribes or campiler

Dogs

As mentioned above, men weyenerallyexpected tdareat thelivestockof others as they
would their own, and take responsibility for any livestock encouni{@ednis et al.,
2000, pp. 167168, 17B175) Like other domestic animals, a dodis¢ed as the legal
responsibility of the man who takes it into his cit@wever, unlike other animalspzan

has a choice whether to include or exclude the dog from his society:

Ef hundr kanr ifor medmanre oc bidr ennmat gefa bnumedasyslkr vimhann
erpeircomma til huss. ba abyrgizhnhurd pétraNaR eigi. eN &/ ef hannsciptir
ser ecki afFinsen, 1852a, p. 188)
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If a doggoesalongwith a man and h@he mansks for food to be given to him
or works for him when they come to a housenttme is responsible for the dog
even if another owns it; but not if he concerns himself not (with the dog).

K\'] Y g\Y aUbh3 UWg]cb3 XYW] XY ~\Yg\Yf \Y ]3
not a passive figure in the exchange. Like the hardeeipassage quoted above, the dog

approaches the man, and the two are presented as accompanying each other. The
partnership of the canirdog relationship is also indicated in the emphasis on the work

the human figure performs for the dog before hevsmgiresponsibility for the animal:

df cWhf ] b[ ZccX UbX 3YY]b[ gc g\Y Xc[h3 ~ Y ZUf

This mutualcompanionship between dogs and humans is one way in wdgsh d
areplaced aparfrom other domestic animals. Unlike bulls and pigs who can forfeit their
immunity by their actions, dogs are classified as hasgnghae/g(no legal immunity;
Finsen, 1852a, p. 18@)begin with, and thegeenonly to gainsecurityby being correctly
leashedBoth men and other animals are responsible for their own actions if they are
wounded after approaching a leashed dog while the dog is correctly leashed, neither
the human owner of the dog, nor the dog itself are responsible for its gEtemss et
al., 2000, p. 201; Finsen, 1852a, p. E&Xyever, if a dog is not leashed correctly, a scale
of punishments is laid outanging from a threenark fine to full outlawryDennis etal,
2000, p.2(A202) As mentioned above, if a man dies from a dog bite, the case is to treated
as avig soo(manslaughter charge; Finsen, 1852a, p, 487)the tme were committed
byaman- @] _Y~]3Y+ ~h3g U3 ]J]g 13 hb U~ Zh" Zcf U
unlawful for a dog to attack f W\ U3Y Ubcg)\ Yf thapdiaky$s bdsed] aU™ 3+ g\
on compensation rather than fines or outlawngdigating a distinction between the
violence of dogs and humans towards livegtideknis et al., 2000, p. 202; Finsen, 1852a,
pp. 18F188) This distinction may suggest that in violence towards thendog is
considered as committing a human crime, but in violence against animals this dog is very
much the carnivorous semild animal.There is an implicit recognitionf ahe blurred
nature of the dogas botltarnivore and domestic anintabth capale of human actions,
andasanimas bound by an animal nature that required husmaposed restraint (the

leash) to participate in society.
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Un-Christian animals

If the procedures dealing with trespassing or stray animals were designed to return animals
to their proper places on the farm, then the marking of animals with ownership marks
was one method (wabluilding being the other) by which this proper place was established
(Dennisetal, 2000, ppf86, 168169) In the Gragasnanuscripts, failure to mark animals,

or to alter marks promptly when animals changed hands, could result i(Dieress et

al., 2000, p. 158)ut falsifying marks, with the purpose of claiming an animal that was
not your own could rest in full outlawry(Dennisetal, 2000, pp.168.69) These marks

were important to the farm, allowing the workers to keep track of which animals belonged
to which household. However, rather thprst assisting in the identification of who
owned which animal a passage in these {gaxts suggests that these marks of ownership

may have had a secondary association.

The marking of animals branded them as figures included within the human
society thavalued and required ownerstopthem. Through this process, animals were
positioned within the sphere of the known and controllable. In contrast, animals who were
left unmarked were a risk. They perhaps encouraged dishonest behaviourirny itnak
easieto commit theft, andtey were also lked with unChristian practiceAs mentioned
above, Christian thinking is seen to have impacted on some laws involving animals in
GragasThis impact is not restricted to the regulations on maéihg or violent amals,
but rathermay perva@ the conceptualisation of agpasteal society at a wider level.
Konungsbokprovides us with a law concerning the illegal nature -alaled/e oborit

(unborn livestock):

Scalat rafr eiga fé dborit. ef @ a fe oborit. oc te omerkt ganga. thessat hann
trvir aparhddr enna anmat fe. epa ferr i hindr vitni neccvers kyns. oc varp
honm fiorbavgssarp(Finsen, 1852b, p. 23)

Men must not own unborn livestock, if a man owns unborn livestouk]ets it
walk unmarked, sthat he believes in that rather than in other livestock, or goes
with idolatry of any kind, then he is punishable for that by lesser outlawry.

It has been assumed that the phréseborit refers to those animals that required a
caesarean delivery in orderlie born(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 39)he stipulation that

allowing the animal to live unmarked would incur lesser outlasuggests that these
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animals were not automatically discardesithe law indicates should happen, but were
sometimes kepandesteemedvithin a value system excludiedm GrdgasBy being left
unmarked, the animal was not tied to a specific ownership, and the text implies that the
refusal to mark the animal was the result of a desire to believaihet than in other
livestock Although this passage is clearlyuefhiced by Christian ideas, and timplicit

purpose of the law is to prevent superstition and the renadipsrceivegre-Christian
practice, the link made between marked animals, and included, safe animals, is worth
noting. The act of marking an animalaynbe perceived as drawing the animal into
Christian society, and this law is included alongside prohibitionseathen practice
(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 3Fhe animal that is not marked is the opposite of the ordered,

natural, safe, Christian socighat Gragagromotes

Connecting lega | and physical spaces

The Gragasawsdepict therelationipsthat people were perceivedencouragetb hold

with each other, their animals, and the environnrenthich they livedandmay be used

as an example diie interaction betweetexts and thghysical environment. Thénal
sectionof this chapteexamines the interrelation of narrative, legal theory, and physical
landscape depicted in these laws.

Foote has noted that in th&rdgdasmanuscripts, although the rights of the
landowner are paramoyra strong emphasis is also laid on the management of resources
(Foote, 2004a, p.99here is a concern reflected in some partSra@yaseemingly aimed
Ug dfcgYWg] b[ g\Y Ybi ] f c blsagrakegand tis perhagswW\ g\ Y =V
suggests recognition of the close relationship necessary between the environment,
domestic animals, and the humans who relied on themDlo¢ghheavy emphasis on the
protecton of livestock in these textsould have beerof little use if the land were
overworked and unable to sustdirem The laws stipulate that a tenant was legally
obliged to take on enough workers to properly work the [@wehnis et al., 2000, p. 150;
Finsen, 1852a, p. 13%) househdker could be punished for letting land be abandoned
(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 112; Finsen, 1852a, a®@puotas were established, apparently
to ensure the communal pasture was not overgrd@xednis et al., 2000, pp. 109,A32

133) These lawsseem to represers desire to safeguard thmoductivity of the
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environmentWhile explicitconcern for the environment is only reflected in a few laws
in the Grdagasorpus, andd use these laws as evideror ecological awareness in the
medieval Icelandic worldview is therefore difficettological security was sought through

the regulation and division of spabgs’ 7gardaflegal walls).

LKg garzar

The laws refer to two types of boundaryrerki(maks) andgardafwalls, enclosures).
Both Konungsbokand Stadarholsbokefer to landmarks and meadownarks, and
Konungsbokefers toskogarmerki Zc f Y3g aUf 30 : ] b3YDhe .
movement, concealment, or falsification of boundary markers was punishéddser
outlawry (Dennis et al., 2000, p. 103Yith regards to moresubstantialooundaries,
different types of gardarare referred tan these lawtexts: fngardr(homefield wall),
heygardfhay enclosure), and7 [/ (fedaFwall). Of these, references to legal walls and
legal walling work gardlayare the most common, and these specific terpeaapnuch
more in the earlieKonungsbokmanuscript than irStadarhdlsbck + CB D +.Rheib - X - (
usage also seems mostly restricted to legal texts, with onippearancef gardlagn

one of thelslendingadgur(Svarx £ saga.1450). In contrastjngardis predominantly
found used in the sagigerature of medieal IcelandHeygardrappears mostly in legal or
documentary texts, and while botleygardand gardlagappear in the same version of
G/ Uf Bagaheyappear hardly, if at all, in any other literary texts of the medieval
period' + C B D +.Rhisbsuggest$§ that different boundary or enclogarminology
belonged talifferent types of text.

A man was legally obliged to build & gardraround haystack®ennis et al.,
2000, p. 16; Finsen, 1852a, p. 86) Ubk dUf WY 3 c¢Z ~UbX \Y ¢
outfields (Dennis et al., 2000, pp. FHL6; Finsen, 1852a, p. 96gtween communal
pasture and privatelgwned landDennis et al., 2000, p. 138; Finsen, 1852a, p.dritl)
Yi Yb UfchbX \V\Uk g\ Ug \ UX VYDébnis¥talg2000, pc b gc
116; Finsen, 1852a, p. 9B)was the responsibility of all men be vigilant for damage
done to their’ 7gardar c f U b kandoadcording B Yh&rggadexts, there were
specific periods of time in which these turf walls were to be built and main(Bieedis
et al., 2000, pp. 116, 111; Finsen, 1852a, pp. 96h81aws set aside three months for
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this work, andStadarholsbokmphasises that duringarddnn (walling season; Finsen,
1879, p. 450work-men should work only on the walls, aside fronvidg home sheep
and collecting firewoo(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 30Taking three months out of the year

to build walls seenmextraordinary especially when the working seasons in Iceland are so
short,and sucldedication to walbuilding may reflect the importanoéthese structures

to the functioning of the househetdrm and the wider community.

Many collapsedgardar constructed out of turf in the Viking Age and medieval
periods, are still visible in the Icelandic landscape today, and a series t& pavec
focussed on mappirthese structures in the norerast of Icelan¢Einarssoret al., 2002;
Einarsson, 2015; Einarsson and Aldred, 2011) f b] 9] bUf 33cbh3 t+J] ] b]|
9Uf "k GYgg YaYbg 8kbUa]l]W3 ]b =WY UbXK ' , .. (-
relation to systems of farming in Viking Age Iceland, and the ressanailable to the
early Icelanders. Theroject takes a structural approach to the archaeological landscape
that has the potential talter the way weeadtextual representations of tluvision of
space Since 2002, over 600km of boundaries haventegped in nortkeastern Iceland
(Einarsson2015, p. 4)and of these, outfield boundaries are the most prominent features
recorded, although they are by no means the only structures (&silalesson and Aldred,
2011) Aerial photography haalso highlighted other earthworksyhich have been
interpreted as homefield walls, hay storage enclosures, and animal penstales
defined or regulated in thEéragadaws(Einarsson and Aldred, 20) However, like the
excavated farm sites highlighted in Chapter 3, the best preservation of these boundaries is
biased. In these cases, this bias is in favour of marginal or abandoned places, which have
been the least disturbed by subsequent buildidgreodern farming practicéginarsson
and Aldred, 2011, pp. 253, 30@)erefore, applying the analysis generated from these

boundaries to less marginal places may be difficult.

The perceived outfield boundariase seen stretching from the coastline to the
lower highland¢Einarsson, 2015, p. 2; Einarsson and Aldred, 28id)yetle secalled
outfield is the most elusive aspect of the housefferoh in the textual sources used in this
project. While the literature of medieval Iceland gives us an idea of where the infield area
was perceived to belong, and the communal pastures are described in both lagasand s
this outfield area can be seen in the lamgssagasnly by its individual parts of shielings
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and pastureThere is also no term for outfield used @ragdsrather the outfield is a
disjointed concept, made up of separate parts of-iark not pemitted in the

cammunal pasture or the homefield

As previously mentioned, scholars have suggested that some laws in these
manuscripts can be traced back to the twelfth century in their written form, and perhaps
even to eleventbentury traditions(Foote, 2004, pp.1p203) This would appear to
correlate with the construction of the majority of the earthworks surveyed and dated in
the earthworks projecdEinarsson, 2015, p..9)he tephra layersisible in cross sections
of these structuresuggesthese outfield walls had collapsed long before ¢.1477, and
Einarsson claims many tifemcould have ceased to have been repaired in the thirteenth
century (2015, p. 5)This period of neglect corresponds with the production of the
Stadarholsboénd KonungsbokGragasnaniscripts(Einarsson, 2015, p..4)he evenial
cessation of repairing these walls may be linked wathifain focus from ddéle farming
to wool production as discussed in the Introduction to this thesis. Sheep were often
grazed on highland pastures, and therefore required little structuralbdiyederea the
keeping of cattle required system of intensive hayoduction to sustain the animals
throughout the winter, as well as the division of the herd into mikiogk, juvenile
males, and bulls. Such a division would have been refledtesddemarcation of land.
Increased emphasis on shé&mpming for wool production may have encouraged
diminisheduse of these walls, and a reduction in the need to masotaiany boundaries
However, the abandonment of this walling system correspondeathiér major changes
in the Icelandic landscape, including the abandonment of previous farm sites and the
hdgU_ Y ¢cZ U X]ZzZYfYbg zZUfa]lb[ 3gfhWghfyY
the neglect of the walls should be viewed as a complexgrpeet of many changes in
Icelandic societfEinarsson, 2015, p. 1M is nonetheless interesting that these changes
take place alongside increased compilation of these textual sources, and the ambiguity of

the continuing value dfdgildiand definition offédiscussed in this chapter.

In these earthwork structures, weaysee the physical representations of the legal
walls required in theGragasnanuscripts. It is evident that both the physical structures
that survive in the landscapad tlosediscussed in these texts are significant feature
within the separate spaces in which they exist. The earthworks that we can see today in
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the archaeological landscape of Iceland are remains of structures that would have taken a
considerable amount of timedaaffort to build and maintain, andowld nothave been

tasks to undertake lightly. Likewise, the marking and controlling of space in these legal
texts was considered important enough to demand the walls on a farm were maintained,
even when there were other aspects to farming more obviously vilalii@bkthanvall-
building. The legal walls required by so many regulations inGagasmanuscripts
shouldbe constructed, not only in the three months set aside febuilding, but at any

point when a wall begins to no longer function in the comeainer. The maintenance

of these walls ensures the correct functioning of the farm. It ensures that animals remain
where they are supposedidtet g\ Ug U arked forBis anioh&ls ajorge, ahdt 3 Y
other men know where their actions are restrictée laws stipulate that a 7gardrwas
expected to be five feet thick at ground level, three feet thick at the top, and the shoulder
height of a marfc.150cm; Dennis et al., 2000, p. 1TO¢ substantial size specified for

the * Tgardr and the time and effort legally required for building and repairing them,
suggests that these were important structures for the organisation and conceptualisation

of the Icelandic landscape@ragas

The choice to use the specific tefnT [ drif Grégass significant. Einarsson
suggests that the terms used for certain types of walls would depend on the perspective of
the person using the term: a wall between a haystack and a pastaither a haystaek
wall or a meadowall depending on wére the person was stofinarsson, 2, p. 13)

By calling walls in these texis7 gardarthey are marked out as something specific to
these sorts of narratives: an explicitly legal demarcation of space. As mentioned above, this
term is used little in Old Norskelandic literature, but greatly in legal documents.
Clearly, * 7 garda were an important way of conceptualising the legal landscape of

Iceland.

Conclusions

Writing laws is a matter of establishing boundaridé® above sections have demonstrated
that the householtrm, as presented in these texts, is a place to be thtFalrming
in medieval Icelandncluding livestock management, hay collection and storage, renting

land, and using animals in paymentas a practice involving complex legal procedures
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and strict adherence to regulatiowg¢ithin these detailed lawsthing was to be lost or
wasted, everything was to be balanced, and men were to treat animals with respect or face
the consequences. In this discussion of the careful relationship represented in the laws
between men, animals, and the environment, the stagsgciation of the structured
landscape with social order is emphasised. Domestic animals were valued and cared for
within society. They had rights of protection, and immunity to forfeit. They lived within

the legawalls demarcating thandscape anlkadtheir places on the legaiructured
householdgarm | andit was destructive for society when they disregarded these. The de
structuring of the spaces of the farm was the oppo$ the structured communitgnd

concern over the spaces and structuranihathuman relations is foundlsoin the

[slendingasdguias will be discussed in Chapter 4

The next chapter of this thesis will consider the demarcatidarof spaces in
Viking Age and medieval Iceland in greater detail, by looking at archaeological
interpretations of the physical househtddm, and the animahuman relations that
formed, and were formed by the processes of care, protection, and socialisation

encouraged bthese laws.
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3. Ani mal s and human:
t Yan

Introduction

Animals do notrespect disciplinary boundaries, at®pictions of animals and animal
human relations in medieval literature are infused thitghexperience of real animals
(Crane, 2013, p. 171As outlined in the Introduction to this thesis, this research
undertakes a holistic, grounded approach to aromalan relations, and this chapter
builds on the work of the previous chapters by examining places of -twimah

interactionon the Icelandic farm.

This chapterattempts to better understand anirhalman relations on théiking
Age and medieval farim Icelandoy combining spatiglunctional analysis of human and
animal spaces with a consideration of the experienogeatiird) in these place¥/ithin
archaeology, approaches interested in embodied experience have sought to engage with
archaeological remains in a way that assists our understanding of how agents in the past
dwelt, moved within, and interacted with their mundings through the activities of the

everyday(Edmonds, 199 Mills, 2014, p. 20lndtwo studiesin Icelandic archaeology
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have focussesh the embodied practice of everyday actiiired, 2013, 2010; Heide,
2009) The area of théun (homefield) or main settlement space is choseddtailed
analysisin this chapterbecauseof its relative accessibility and measilitgbin the
archaeological record. However, analysis oftihés also used as a point of departure for
explaing relations between animals amamars, and outfields or highland pasturés.
shown in Chapter 2,he fungardrwas a& important compoent of the Icelandic
householegarm, andthe homefield and homefield wall are significstniictures in the
saga narratives discussed inhapter4. Referring both to an areaportant for hay
making and the associated central farm enclosure, filmggardy structures the
interactions oboth animas and humaswith(in) the householdarm.

For this part of the thesis | focus on the organisation of space at the household
farms of Vatnsfjorour in the Westfjordsand Sveigakot in Myvatnsvéghown inFigure
7), and placdhesetwo case studies in the ved context of Icelandic Viking gee and
medievafarm sites| first provide anoutline ofthe methoddevelopedor my analysis,
before discussing the previous work artdken in examining and classifying animal
buildings in medieval Icelantithen focus on the sieatVatnsfjérourand Sveigakot

Vatnsfjordur

Sveigakot
[

Adalstraeti

Figure7 Vatnsfjordur and Sveigakot locations in relatiothw Adalstreeti houseiB Yk _ ~ Ui U_ - 5t
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specifically orthe built features of the homefield area, and consider these built spaces in
relation to animahuman inteaction on the farm.finish this chapter with a comgtive
discussiorof the two siteslt is hoped thatthe approach trialled in this chapteill
contribute to ongoing social and economic interpretations eéfiettlementsespecially
interpretationsthat focus on the utility of animals in intearm networks(Sayle et al.,
2016; Simpson, 2009)he visual impact animatbuildings and thetactileexperience of
animatkeepingwould have both shapdtde animathuman relationghat developed at

thesefarm sites.

Method ology and sample

My method in thischaptelis toreconstruct the possible interactions betwlumans and
domestic animals in the central built areanaf Viking Age farmshroughanalysis of
associations betweebuildings and routeways on the sjtend the interactional
experiences that would have been part of living and working on these $alchsa study
contributego ongoing analyseof society in Viking Age and medieval Iceland, and offers
an alternate ggoach to zooarchaeological discussions of domestic animals in these
periods. In this chapter I(re)consider the data collected frohe texcavations at
Vatnsfjorour and Sveigakotand synthesisehis information into diagrammatical
depictions of space, fuiman, and meaninfgl associationg1 the homefield area. These
diagrammatical representations are then used to digmotssitial animathuman
interactionson the siteandconsidemhow interpretations of animdduman relations may
impact onreadingsof the wider economic, social, or political roletbése sitesn the

Viking Age.The data used in this study has been collected from the seasonal excavation
reports but as there is0 monograph yet published for either site, | have @ssuled

with people nvolved in the postxcavation work, namely Thomas McGovern and Céline

Dupont-Hébert (Vatnsfjorourand Orri Vésteinsson (Sveigakot).

| have focussed on these sitedviar reasons. Firstlythey argéwo sites in Iceland
for which significantevidence isvailable and the only two sites thhavethe detailed
information about site plans and phasingcluding animabuildings and human
dwellings, required fothe implementation othis method Seconty, multiple buildings

have been excavatedath Vatngjoérour and Sveigakotith a clear chronological eatf
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point for their use. That is, we do not find structures that have been repaired and used
throughout Icelandic history, but rathemly for a short amount of time. This is necessary

for this study a#t isimportant to be able to map the spatial organisation of the site with
some confidence that the structure of the localaditebeen substantially altered between
abandonment and excavatidvhile it is notwholly possible for contemporary viewers

to reconstruct how a site pdave looked in the Viking Agen some excavation reports
therearemoredetaik availabléhan othersandVatnsfjorour and Sveigakot amo such
sites.Despite the wealth of information available for Hofstadir lnidbra, andthe wide

range of analytical methods appletdhese sites, tise farm sitetack the extensive site

plan data required fdhekind of studyundertaken in this projecas well as the evidence

for roofed animabuildings The aim of this chapter thereforenot to consider a sample

and offer statistical analysis, but rather to propose a method that might be adopted for use

with suitable sites excavated in the future.

My diagrams are formed from a combination of site plans, descriptive data, and by
conslting independent maps of the area (ArcGIS and Kortasja/Landmeelingar Islands).
The decision touse geometric shapasd varied dashed linas symbolso represent
certain types of building or functional spacasinfluenced by access analysis diagrams,
in which circles are use@ tsymbolise specific spaces, which larked by lines
representing the routes taken to those spdoegxampleseeFigure8). | wanted a way
of visualising the spatial organisation i&fees that would allow for easy comparison across
sites as well as allow me to consider whether functional variation plays a role in the
creationof places in relation to oth&aturesl also believe associative links may be made
between structures based proximity, threshold direction, and supposed function, as
shall be shown below. In the diagrams used in this chapter, the differing functions of
buildings or fenced areas are demonstrated by different dashedrohése direction of
thresholds arendicated by arrows of varyinlgicknessas a starting point for discussing
the accessiltty of the buildings and intersual relationships between structures and
agents. ldeally, it would have been advantageous to consider the pathways between
structures and the possible interactions to be expected upon those routes. However, the
open nature of the links between buildings in many cases, means that few specific

pathways can be indicated on the diagrams; only the point in which these pathways
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transition nto a building via a threshold can be highlighted. Nonetheless, suggested route
ways may be postulated at Sveigakot, given the number of marked pathways at the site.

To demonstrate the diagrammatical method developed and utilised for this analysis, |

include a hypothetical farm plaRrigure 9), which | then convert to the diagrammatical

form used in this chapter.

In Figure9 we see abtructures from two stages of occupatata farm. Taking

the information presented in the site plan, | can represent the relationships between space

and function with the following diagrasrfigure 10andFigurel1l). It is also possible to

represent any waterways significant to the site, and the sloping terrain. These hypothetical

3gf hWghfY3 \UiY V

YYb Vh] g

Ub X

h3YX Ug

diagrams reflect the two stages of agtiat the site and subsequent changes in spatial
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Figure10Example spatiglunctional diagram. Phase 1.

organisationaccordiny. The site consists of multiple struces, including dwellings,
fire-pits, and amaktbuildings;\ ¢~ Yi Yf + g\Y gf UX]g]lcbU" ¢t~
built until Phase 2,ral the locationof the fire-pit moves over time. Thresholds are
indicated by arrows, and the enlarged arrow protruding from the ahumding suggests

an elongated threshold in the form of a paved path. The thick arrow in the southern
doorway of the dwéhg in Figure1lindicates a poretype structure, which emphasises

that doorway in contrast to the northern doorwd@oorways and thresholds aee
necessary consideratiam examining the organisation of spaced dhe location and
orientation of doorways within the structures discussed in this chapter can be considered

as structuring the experience of the site as a whole, as well as the individual buildings
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(Aslan, 2006, p. 135; Unwin, 2012, pp. 1Ad)thresholds to enclosed spaces, doorways
are placethrough which conflict and identity are negotiated through ideas of inclusion
and exclusiofEdmonds, 1999, p. 95; Unwin, 2012, p. 155)

The dashed ovals around certain structures and their thresholds are used to indicate
associationgn Figure10we can see that both the dwelling and the smithy maeyliean
associated with the figit structure, and therefore relational experiences at both these
sitesmay have overlapped at the 4pnié When theseassociationsire highlightedin
Figure 10, the animatbuilding appears to be relatively isolated fridra other buildings
of the central farm aredhis is less apparent in the second phase of the sitee aew
X~ Y " ]1b[ YjgYbX3 g\Y t\haUbK 3dUWMding.Z g\yY 3Ygc¢
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As the positias of the dwelling and the fu@t change, we can see #wolution of spatial
functional or@nisation at the site. The fiy@t moves further fom the smithy, and
movement between the two may have been shaptg: bbyins of the previous firgit,
perhaps reflecting a decreassmithing activity. The firgoit becomes more central, and
further spatially associatemdith the animabuilding. Howewer, in this second phase of
occupationno threshold of the dwelling faces the animalding, and although the
animatbuilding is upslope of the other structurés threshold faces outwardgslope
(aswe will also see at Vatnsfjorguirhe presencef ruins at tte site is also significant, as
thedwelling and fire pit fronthe previous phase at the siterefeatures that would have
influenced subsequent experiences ofdhea.

As discussed abovhetresearch questions of pastaations of Vikinghge sites
in Icelandwere focussed on a particular aspect of the past, often on the search for the
homes of figures from the sagas pre-Christian graves or templéBridriksson, 1994;
Vésteinsson, 2004a)he research agenda of Icelandic archaedlagymore recently
widened,moving beyond the search for a religious or-g#@igenced past&nd, in some
cases, towards excavatitra soughtto escape whétadbeenperceiveas the misleading
influence of texal sourcesin part, this wa a result of the greater suitabilitpda
availability of scientific methods for excavations in Iceland, enabling different and more
wide-ranging questions to be asked of sitdswever, this complete denial of textual
sourceshasled to a different set of biases in archaeological interpreta@md more
recently, Zori has argued for an inclusive approach to Icelandic archaeology, in which the
full-range of methodsnd datdrom archaeology and related disciplines are utilBgack
and Zori, 2013; Walker et al., 2012; Zori, 20lt63upportof this proposedvide-ranging
approach,his study embraces particularismd attempts to make my diagrams, though
symbolic, informed by all available datatlo@ organisation and usef the places in
question.T his study attempts to reconnect archaeological reports and site plans with the
experience of working with these structures and the antivatlslweltwithin and around
them by andysing the spatiafunctional organisation ofafms with refeence to

intervisual and tactile relationships between animals and hiyrlamslton et al., 2006,
pp. 5F52)
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Roofed animal -buildings in Iceland

The most extensive survey of anirballdings in medieval Iceland was published by
Bruno Berson (2002). This article reviews the excavatedvaysd byres that up until

that point had been wovered in Iceland, and proposes a rigorous scheme of research to
further increase our knowledge of anirhaildings at these sites. The determination at
Vatnsfjordurand Sveigakdb survey and excavate all archaeological structures can be seen
in part asa respons to such a challenge. Due to tressumegblacemenbn slopesat a
distance from the main farmhouse buildifoften the mostprominent archaeological
remain$, these animdiuildings are relatively difficult to locate, having been at a
substantl risk ofdestruction or covering by subsequent building or farming activity, or
erosion as seen with Structure 8 at Vatnsfjoiscussed belawlhis is suggested by
Berson as the likely fate of the anirballdings at Hofstadir that angresumed to hae

once existe@002, p. 59)

NonethelessBerson identifieshree structural features common to all medieval
byres in Iceland: a thremsledstructure sloping central pavements towards a door in the
gable end, and a rectangular shape oftedn3.&ide(2002, p. 59Fxamples of such are
shown inFigure 12 and demonstrate the attributes that we might expect to see when
looking foranimaV h] * X] b[ 3 ] b Ub =WY UbX] W WcbgYjg- <c.
in its scope, looking specifically for catthgres; and to date, very little attentioasbeen
paid to alternate structures that may have been required, particularly those associated with
pig-keeping (Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2004, p. 20; McGovern, 2008% is
attempted, albeit brieflyaterin this chapterWhen found,Bern suggestthese byres
are often located within the homefield, at a distance from the main farmhouse, upslope
and overlooking the other buildin@Berson, 2002, p. 6d)owever, the study conducted
]b g\]13 W\ UdgVYf Wcad ] WUgVY3 6 Ylilgmgb a3 Wc bW h 3
Sveigakot or Vatnsfjdur fit wholly into this model, if at allAs we shall see in this
WA\ UdgYf+ 6Yf3cbh3d WF]lgYf]l]U Zcf U3I3Y33]b[ ayYX]
extenakd universally into the Viking de.
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Figurel2H\ Y t a Y X] YGrdd (a)kGjaskiga(l) Z5o0ddteettur(c), Herjolfsdalu VIII (d)and IV (e), Lundur
(f), and Bergporshvoly). Adapted from Berso(2002) Where arrows are not shown, the buildings are aligned
north-south.
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In addition to the byres surveyed by Bersoaecontype of animaktructurehas
been identifiecat Viking Age sites in Idand, most often referred to as emclosureor
animatpen. This is a term given to a sewircular or fully enclosed structure, without
evidence for a roof or hearth, often at a distefrom the other buildings in the settlement
area. Examples of this type of structure hewdarbeenidentified at three sites dating
from the Viking Age:Hofstadir, P&stoftir, and Granstadir éeeFigure13, andtheyare
often interpreted as statures associated with dairyirtgpugh evidence dhe location
of dairying is difficult to discern archaeologicélycas, 2008T he enclosure at Hofstadir
is treated minimally in the monograph on the §litecas et al., 2009nd has nobeen
subject to analysis beyond a formal comparison with these two other structures. In
contrast the Palstoftir report pays greater attention to the structure as a key feature of the
animal management required by a shieling site henstiidyof Palstoftr has showitow

useful phosphate analysis can be in interpreting such stru@tucess, 2008)

Structure 1ll & Palstofti, shown inFigure 13 is a large structure without
postholes interpreted as an opgnanimalpen. Here phosphate mapping was conducted
on the interior of the penwhich was judged to be heavily inflneed by organic
phosphates suggestitige presence ainimal dung. Just north of the structure, highly
concentrated levels of phosphates were identified, which have been interpreted as

indicating a dung heap formed by the repeated clearing out of therstr8ach methods

.

/
L

/. c
Q‘:‘::D <) Q,/

5m  10m 20m

Figure13The enclosures at Grastadir (a), Palstoftir (b), and Hofstadir Td)e light grey lines are assumed wal
reconstructed by the excavators. AR#y. 3.42 (Lucas et al., 2009).
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would be useful in future analgf assumed animstructures\Whatever the purpose of

these enclosures, they indicate the requirement to gather large numbers of animals
together, without théenefitof shelter provided by roofed bdithgs, and show that the
organisation of animatsn the farmcould be varied depending on the animals involved,
and the purposes of such management. The evidence for such structures at both main
farms(Hofstadir and Granastadiand shielings (Palstoftiguggests that this is a type of
animaidstructure that should be investigated further, and s@gexias comprehensive a

survey as Berson provides for the roofed buildings.

While many medieval byres have been surveyed, these supposedbaitiimagls
are discussed in isolation tiee other buildings of the farmely on old illustrations and
reports, and have not been subsequently excavated or survieyedaarn technological
methodgBerson, 2002)n addition, dscussion of animgdlaces in Icelandic archaeology
has often seemeaukglected in favour of analyses of zooarchgeallaremainsyhich can
offer suggestions aboterding strategies or ritual activity, but such discussions only

provide a partiaimpressiorof animalhuman relationsn the householefarm.

A place in the homefield

As outlinedin the Introduction to thé chapter this project attempts tanalysethe
organisation of space on Vikinggd and medieval fagim Iceland andconsider how
animathuman relations may have begpezienced at select farm sitdgents bothshape
andareshaped byhe expernceof dwelling within acculturated structuresnd the social
spaces of the househdidm were not only formed through activities undertalsy
humans and animals, buemoresof previousactivitiesat theseplaceghat would have
sustained future human andimal interactions at the si(Barrett, P97, p. 91, 1988, p. 9;
Bourdieu, 1977, p. 89; Giddens, 1995, p.[Bdgisiondo build and use farm spaces in a
certain way would have been a key aspect of dwelling in the Icelandic landscap®y reflect
power relations, cosmological beliefad awaremss of environmental conditioriBhe
management of the landscape was a vital part of thepagparal way of life in Viking

Age and medieval Icelarohdthe organisation of spaces in this landscape would have had
meaning for those whdevelopednd abidd bythe methods of management employed
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Each farm can be codsred as a microcosm of societyd the structure of the farm, like
the structure of societgiscussed in Chapter ghapedhe daily livesof the household.

The act of enclosing land near, around the farmhouse, in order to create a
separate space from the surrounding environment, is now assumed to have taken place
from the earliest stages of settlement in Ice(&upiec and Milek, 2015, p. 10d)hese
walls would not only have been designed to enadosestrict access to certain areas by
animals and humans, but alscettablistcontrol over certain spaces through regulation
of access and visual impositidine perception of space in Vikingge and medieval
Iceland has been much discussed by Kirsten Hastrup, especially in relhipetoeived
presence of amnangardf utangaroginside the fencg outside the fence) dichotomy in
Old Norse cosmology, society, and literatilna structurespace as either safe and inside,
or unsafe and outsiqelastrup, 1985)This theoryis developed by Kristina Jennbert, who
emphasises the importance of everyday life on farms in shaping the cosmological view of
pre7\ f] 3g] Ub GWUbX] bUi ] Ub 3+ ] bJennbed,01Ep.Y gVYf a3 |
53) However, nterpretations of the outfield asdangerouslace andthe homefiet as
safe, relies om structural binary(Hastrup, 1985)and this interpretation has been
criticised(Kupiecand Milek, 2015; Loumand, 2006, p. 132; Vikstrand, 2006, pp. 354
356) While saga and legal texts from medieval Iceland suggest a demarcation between
homefield and outfield areas, the physical material remains suggest a closer integration
betweerthe cetral farmand outfield areas such as shieliggiec and Milek, 2015, p.

102) Nonetheless,ite materiality of turf walls in the wider Icelandindscape, and their

visual impacton closer approach to the farmay have made suggestions about the

Wc b WY d g ,Kc ZU btX\+c a=Y aboubwhoXwadJgefmiited taccefisupiec and

Milek, 2015, p. 105)n addition,a g\ ch [\ <U3gf hd huffelddgadnilca dg] cb c Z
and dangerougplace has been refuted on account of the culturadlyided landscape

beyond the homefield wall, it has been suggested that the homefield boundary was a
significant markenonethelessand the act of crossing to beydahd-homefield may have
hadpsychological connotations, if not physical dan@éupiec and Milek, 2015, p. 105)

The homefield has been identified as the primary social area of the farm, and the
location of a diverse range of activity gséalilek, 2012, p. 85)t is impatant to bear in

mind that homefield activities would have taken place both inside buildings and in the

134



spaces between thdiMilek, 2012, p. 85)and that spaces could serve multiple purposes
and host multiple stages of activifor Ingold, tasks shape and are shaped by the
environment inwhich they are undertaken, and together the task and the place are
combined in the experience of dwell{thggold, 2000, p. 195, 1993, p. 158k Icelandic
householegarm was a taskscape in which domestic animals and humans worked together
in the business of settling and subsisting in the Icelandic environment.

This chapter considetee homefielchsa series of bdered spaces connected by
multiple thresholdsl propose that the relationship between the safe, central areas, and the
further afield areas often perceived as periphery is not a binary but a continuum, in which
there are grduated stages of controlled and uncontrolled spachall be seen from the
analysis and discussion below, the positioning of domestic animals within tmswon
is significant.Different animals would be placed variably along such a continuum, with
cattle placed in thergtly controlled human spacesidsheep and pigs potentially placed
on the wilder ed; although both sheep and pigs would be required to tedwegithe
spectrum, requiring close human care and interaction in certain seasorspecifat

stages of life.

Case study: Vatnsfjorour

The first case study for this chapter is the farm excavakéatrafjordir between 2063

2011. his site might seem like an odd choice for a studgamhestic animatuman
relations, givetthatthe traditonal archaeologicapproach fosuch a studis to analyse

the faunal remains found in the middens of the settlensnt & Vatnsfjorour he
presevation of animal bones is poeith a high level ofragmentationPalsdottir et al.,
2008)In addition,subsistence at the site has historically tended towards the manipulation
of marineresoWY 3 [ ] i1 Yb g\Y 3] gasbegnifgureld(Pastiogik g c
et al.,, 2008)However, despite these factors, the presence of two structures at the site
interpreted as animduildingspromptsus to consider the domestic animals at Viking
Age Vatnsfjordur, and the detailedcavatiorof the structural remains at the site makes

it particularly suited to mwglternative method of analysis that focussethe structural
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ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

Vatnsfjoréur

Figure14The location of the Vatnsfjordur site with tisteep slope to the west of the stteX ¢ f ,gnldl3. ~ |
The single road around the headland can also be seen.
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organisation of théarmrather than faunal remains as a way of engaging with past-animal

humanrelations.

This section wilfirst examine the dwelling at the site in relatiorthie Viking Age
houses discussed in Chapterafiwhich evidence fanternal animaistalling has been
identified. The multiple animduildings will then be discussed in detaiitially
consideringhe pithouse on which the first of these anithalldings was (re)constructed,
before discussing each potential byre in turn. Finally, the chapédyses the spatial
functional organisation of the homefield area in its two occupation phases.

Table2: The buildirgs from the Viking Aje area at Vatnsfjorour

Number Type Notes Dating Phase

Cow mandible. Carbowlated 894030
St House AD (95% probability). 1+2

V) House Shortened Structure 1 2

3 Smithy 1+2
7] Storehouse 1+2
5 Storehouse 1+2
S6 Storehouse 1+2
S7 Animal-building Re-built/built over Structure 9 2

| Animalbuilding 1+2
S¢) Animalbuilding Built over Structure 10 1b
S10 Pit house la
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Table3: Dating phases for Vatnsfjéur. Data from Edvardssq2005a, p. 3'@nd Milek (2005, pp. 47
51)

Phase Date Identifiable changes

1 €.908950 Early 10thcentury house blii(S1). S9 built over S10.
2 €.9561000 S1 shortened (S2). S7 built over S9.

3 €.100a1050 S2 abandoned and collapses.

Little activity except temporary outside hearths between collapse and

th_1 7th
4 117170 century deposition of Heklal693 or Katld 721 tepra layer.

Dating of the site

The Vatnsfjérour project spannesdverasummers between 2003 and 2011, and focussed
on forming an interpretation of how the site evolved from initial settlement to the modern
day. Two main areas of excavation weeniified the secalledtViking Age are&anda

farm mound thatcontained mostly early modern remains (Begire 15. This neat
chronological division of space is methodologicaiwenient for archaeologists, liut
likely misrepresents the past use of the site. With regards to Viking Age or medieval
involvement in the site south of the stream, so far the only evidence of this has been from
a prel693 sheenidden beneath the twentiettentury farmhouse in which a gamin
piece was found, dated from the twelfth or thirteenth cenfisgksen, 2012, pp.[3490)

The results of the test® these midden remains are ongoing arghity stages (Dupont
Hébert,2016pers. comn), and it is not unlikely that further medieval remains lie beneath
the early modern area, as the Viking Age areabasdoned in the elevergbntury (see
TableJ).

All the structures in area (A) Figure15 are considered contemporary with each
other. The dwelling (S1) has been cartiated at 95% probability to 82030 AD, from
a cattle bone deposited in the flgbtilek, 2007a, p. 9and although the othéwildings
on the site are stratigraphically isolated from this structure, the turf used in their
construction is cut from the same type of podsol soiltthdérlies the construction of the
dwellings(Daxbock et al., 2009, p. 73; Milek, 2010a, p. 52; see I &nlaletails of the
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buildings on the site)A notable feature of construction shared by the dwelhgndd

that may be another indicator of contemporary building is that all three contain gravel
between turf layers instead of foundation stqiMitek, 2010b, p. 16)hissuggestsapid
building at the time of settlement, or prior to the area being properly explored, as there
are suitable stones the area that could have been used for a stone wall instead of these
gravelreinforced turf wall{Edvardsson, 2005a, p. .3€pnsequently, b S8 andS9,
interpreted as animduildings of some kind (and discussed in detail below), may show
evidence dfiaving beebuilt very soon after settlementniét at settlement, alongsid&,S
though it shold be emphasised that S10 is earlier tfaraf so S9 cannot have been

built in the very earliest stages of settlement.

In contrast with the other buildings on the sB2andS7 are constructed of a turf
cut fromt f Y X U baXoliaw {windhdowK) soil associated with Phase 2 of the site

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

Figure15The Viking Age buildings (A) in relation to more recent struct@®satnsfiorour early modern farm
mound (B), church (C), churchyard (D), homefield wall (E), and stream (pxeddeom Fig. §Milek, 2008a, p
10) On the western side, thiepography rises sharply, placing the farm buildings in a hollow that slopes dc¢
thefjord in the east.
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(Milek, 2010a, pp. 51, 52)nfortunately, no images of turf samples are included in the
reportsfor comparisonThe buildings are universally covered with aeolian andosol soils
after their abadonment, suggesting a similar period of abandonment for each, and they
are therefore considered contemporary both in use and diBaskock et al., 2009, p.
674)

Structures 1 and 2

As shown inFigure 16 the Vatnsfjérdursite contains dwelling(S1) similar in structure

to other Viking Age houses excavatedceland, especially the house at AdalstrelB14

(see Chapter 1). Like the Adalstreeti hoi&ehas curved long walls and two doorways,

one at either end of the building. One of these thresholds is paved, and therefore may be
considered as having #eling function and purpose from the second doorway. fbg

(trough) below the centre of the northern gable enthefhouse (seEigure 16 is an
intriguing feature, largely ignored in the published reportstiom site and to my
knowledge, unique in Icelandic excavatioisdvardsson implies that the inside of the
trough containednjog lifraen(richly organic) layers of deposits, and that samples from
these layers were sent off for analy@sdvardsson, 2004, pp. 7,,160it no further

information on theséest results has been published.

This small stonatructureis placed in such a way as to confront those using the
northern doorway, as well as those using the northabteendand the main room of the
house. As can be seerFigure 16 the boundary of the northern gable room intersects
with the stone trough, and the trough is also aligned with the central hearth. Therefore,
there may be some association between the stone paving of the northern threshold, the
cenral hearth, and the trough in the northern gabamboundary. It has been suggested
that the northern end of the house was used for stohagyvever this interpretatiseems
to have been based on lack of evidence for any other fynatiem than posive evidence

for use as atorageareaEdvardsson, 2005a, p).38lthough the trough may have served

14 Similar structures may have been found on previously excavated sites but been disregarded by
publications.
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Figure16The division of internal space im&tture 1, the earliest dwellirgVatnsfjorour Adapted from: Fig. 2
(Edvardsson, 2005, p.38) and Fig. 5 (Edvardsson, 2004, p.9).
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as a storage place for organic materials such as food, this could have been for either human

or animal consumption.

At the excavated house at Adaitiri418discussed in Chapter the northern
gableend of the haise showed evidence of having been used to stall animals, and the
potential animasktalling area was |dea next to the paved thresholdkewise, he one
end of the housat Hrisbri hasalsobeen proposed as animaistaling areathoughat
Hrisbru it is the gable end opposite from the elaborated entrance that has been interpreted
as a space used for stalling animals, in contrist ttouse ahdalstreetilt is tempting to
suggest thathe northern gable end at Vatnsfjérdur, therefore, may have lssehfar
galling animals.An interpretation that suggests an aniredated function for the
northern end of the house, although difficult to make with the evidence provided, would
impact significantly on readings of anirhaiman relations at the site. Theoximity of
certaindomestic animalin the house, and the disicing of others in the Viking ge
animatbuildings couldindicatea narrative of variation in the perception and care of

different animals, perhaps depending on their species or their ftdie. Such an

T10m

Hearth

Figure17Structue 2, the later stage of the hous¥athsfjordur Adapted from Fig2 (Edvardsson, 2004, p.15
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interpretation couldlsoindicate a changing relationship to animals over time, as it could

be suggested that the stalling of animals in the gable end was associated with the earliest
phase of settlern¢ followed by the two Viking &e animaibuildings (S8 and 9
discussed below), and then the rebuddai S9 into 3 in Phase 2 of the settlement.
However, without micromorphological analysis of #figyand surranding floor layers,

the purpose of the area and the trough at Vatnsfjosuremain a mystery.

Althoughthe presence of animals ifi @mains a matter of speculation, the later
rebuilding of this dwelling 2, shown inFigure 17) almost certainly did not house
domestic animakslongsileits human occupants. This rebuilding deviated from the boat
shapedform adopted by § which is the building style most often associated with
Icelandic farms this period andS2 is shorter and more rectangular in outline. As we can
see fronFigure 17, although the pavinfyjom the northern entranas still apparent, the
trough of S1 is no longer associated with the occupation layers, and the decreased space
makes it unlikely that the northern gable exdld tave beenised for animadtalling in

this phase obccupation.

Structure 10

S10 ajardhus(pit-house, pihouses)n the west of the homefield area, belongs to the
earlieststage ofsettlementon the site, and is subsequerilyilt overwith the animal
buildings S9 an&7. Jardhusre a common feature of \iky Age settlements in Iceland,
oftenbelonging to the earliest phasé settlement. Therave beewellstudied by Milek

as parbf her work on Viking Aye housing culture in Icelanand have been piorward

as evidence for Slavic influence on the settlemetiteoisland(Milek, 2006, 2012,

I f VUTI WI k However, while sthdll, sunkefeatured buildings are conomin early
Slavic contexfsthey are also evident elsewhere in Eurap@ &candinavia prior to
Icelandic settlemeriMilek, 2006, pp. 244255)

Unlike pit-houses elsewhere in Eurgpeich buildings in Icelarappear tdhave a
consistent style of oven covered by a lintel stone, and a specialisedatiaft fssociated
with textile production(Milek, 2012) In cortrast, Slavic pit houses do not h#we same
style of ovennor do they show evidence for wooden seating platforms often found in
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Icelandic examplgMilek, 2012) Slavic pithouseswere also used as dwellings, rather
than, as Milek proposes for Icelandirdhus craft space@Milek, 2012, 2006, p. 243)
Elsewhere in northwestern Europe the funan of these housesems variablepmpared

with the apparent consistency of the Icelandic exam(Mdsk, 2006, p. 244; Schmidt,
1994, p. 20)However, egardless ofny potentialinfluence from Slavic areas or
grubenhdusezlsewhere in Europe, gitouses were evident in Scandinavia by the time
Iceland was settlecnd so it ignost likely that these phouseswere influenced by
Scandinavian practi¢€hristensen, 1988; Fallgren, 1994; Meier and Reichstein, 1984;
Mortensen, 1997; Rieck, 198R) any of the farms excavated so far from the settlement
periodin Icelandshowsigns of having had at least gaed/isconstructed at the site;
however, unlike mainland Scandinavian examples, it is most common to find only one or
two together, rather than substantial collecti(see Table 5.1 in Milek, 2006, pp. 212
213). As such, althoudleelandigardhdsnay be similar in form to Scandinavian examples
the function of such buildings is unlikely tothe same

Icelandigardhusare often close to the main farmhouse, of rectangular shape with
a sunken floor and arven inonecorner and S10 at Vatnsfjoroufigure 18 conforms
to this patternMilek, 2012, p. 85, 2011, p. 34, 2006¢ structure would have had timber
walls andapitched roof covered with tufMilek, 2012, p. 94)and while he method b
accessing therstture is often undetermined, it is likehat a door at ground level would
have been followed by a wooden ladder or seepshown irFigure 19 (Milek, 2012, p.
94) Three loom weights and an iron punch used in leather workimg aleo uncovered
]b g\'Y Z ccf T UkYf3I+ ~\V]J]W\ ~ch X Z]lg ~1]g\
associated with textile producti¢iilek, 2012) Material culture from the Viking Age
areas at Vatnsfjordur is limited, and trdy other evidence of textile production at the
site is a spindle whorl, dategpologically from the Viking Age, but found mixed in with
the collapse debris associated with S7, the later dmiitgihg constructed over the
remains of S9 and S10, as showhable2 (Milek, 2008b, p. 68)

However, while seemingly common in the first century or two of Icelandic
settlementthe jarohusvere abandoned by the twelfth cent(Milek, 2012, p. 86While
it is common to findardhusbackfilled on abandonment ireland, it is unusual to find
multiple buildings then constructed over them. Only in two casegaa@/rideen built
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Floor cut

Figure180utline of the pit cut for Structure 10, therdhdsat Vatnsfjérdur with the stone oven outlinedhe
corner. Adapted from Fig. 6 (Milek, 2011, p.34).

Figure19Sketch of a turtoveredardhusThe sunkerfloor of thejardhusvould have been accessible via a li
cf ~ccXYb 3gYd3 3Yg ]J]bgc g\yY ~ U " - 5hg\lcfh3 c-~
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over with a different type of building: here at Vatnsfjordur, and at Stéraborg where the
JjaréhugHuas 36) lies directly beneath the Vigi Age farmhouséBuckland et al., 2004;
Milek, 2011, p. 32)In no instanceare jardhusassociated with anim#&keeping,though

they may have served a purpose in storing fodder. Therefore, although S10 was originally
used for a specialised function, it was not the same as the function attributed to the later
buildings constructed in its pladéne transformation of a structure from one type of space

to another is a meaningful act and signals a significant reclaiming on the part of those
doing the (re)buildingMullin, 2011, p. 7; Thomas996, p. 89)Althoughturf buildings

would have required repairing on a regular basis to remain in a usable condition, a
distinction can be made between significant rebuilding and everyday raaggewhile

both are meangful actions, one is involved twitransformation and the other with

continuity.

The limited deposits associated with the collapse or abandonment of S10 suggests
that thejardhusamay have been quickly closed and built over in an urgent redevelopment
of the spacéMilek, 2011, p. 32)This rapid redesign of supposed craft space for the
purposes of animddeeping is important for considering what may be a relatively swift
redevelopment of the aniraliman relations at this sitA.need to reappropriate space
for the purposes of stalling animals might indicate either increasing animals being kept at
the site, changing herding strategies, or an increasingly fluctuating climate and subsequent
need for animashelters. Such transformati of space might also be linked to the specific

location of this animabuilding: Milek has argued that the abandonment ofidnéhusat

Icelandic sites coincided] g\ W\ Ub[ ] b[ i ] Y~ 3Chcsfianpracacy¥ b u3d ~ c f _

(Milek, 2012, pp. 170121, and it may be that as these textile crafts are brought into the
house, animals that might previously have been stalled inside the human house were
brought outside in an attempt to enforce greater distance between animals and humans
and abide by a mofehristian spatial organisation, emphasised by the placement of the

animaibuilding over a space previously associated witkCpristian activities.

A notable find associated with the change from craft space to-duitdalg was
the apparent depositiorf ten iron cakes beneathet eastern wall & (Figure20). These
seem to have been placed dehkely as part of the buildirayer of 30, andmay be
considered as foundation depositstfessubstantialamountof iron was placedn a
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Figure20Ten blocks of iron found beneath thastern wall of Structure 9\aatnsfjoréur(Milek, 2010a, p57,
fig. 5). The image on the left shows the blocks stacked on top of each other as they were found, and th
image showdhe bottom layer after the removal of the top five.

position that wouldhot have facilitated future udeon objects are elsewhenterpreted
asfoundationdeposits at a number of VikinggAsites in Iceland, and this may be linked
to the perceived association of smelting witingfarmation in past European societies
(Fogelin, 2007, pp. p61; Jonsson, 2013, p. 58; Walsh et al., 2006, pT4#83ymbolism
of foundation deposits is stiussed in greater detail bel@as theebuilding ofS9 into S7

is associated with the deposition of a cow mandible

Structure 9

Figure21showsS9, the animabuilding that was constructed ovet(s The southern wall

is absent, although the extent of the organic flogarlas well as the limit of the paving
suggests where it may have existadure 22 shows the nortktsouth alignment othe
central pavig in the Viking Age structure, which is seen in greater detail in the remains
of the later S7dfscussed belgwThe floor level in S9 is raised across the centre of the
building, perpendicutato the northsouth depression, suggestiagaised walkway led
from the western doorway. The central paving sedfignre21andFigure22is one of

the main reasons for this having been interpreted as an dniittlhg, along with the
thick organic floor layer indicative of animal dung and the lack ofthh€he paving is
reused in S7, markingevelof continuity between the two buildings.
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Figure21 Structure %t Vatnsfjorour Adapted from Fig. 6 (Milek, 2010a, p.58)

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

Western

doorway

Figure22 Showing VatnsfjérourStructure 9 from tl north, facing south. The dashed line is along the raisec
level, while the solid line shows the depression interpreted as a drain. Adapted from Fig. 7 (Milek, 2010t
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A mandible from an adult cow was found beneath the wéfleofaterS7, and it
hasbeensuggestedhis bone was placed as part fed tebuilding of 9 into S7 (Milek,
2010a, pp. $o6) Although the excavation revealed signs of rukthishping on the
walls of S9 before the building$f, the preservation of bone in such depdsigenerally
poor, and for this reason the wpleserved mandible is disassociated from these rubbish
depositgMilek, 2010a, p. 56T he collapse and disuse pha$ S9, prior to the building
of S7,suggests that the decision to rebuild on $piscificspot was a meaningful choice,
influenced by the prior existence of S%his location As mentioned above, the building
of a new structure, or rebuilding of a current one, is a transformation ef fasact of
alteration or creationanbe marked by the placing of a foundation deposit under walls, in
postholes, and beneath floors or hea(@arlie, 2006)The placement of a cattle mandible
beneath the wall of a building interpreted as an artonfding may negotiat a
transformatiorfrom one sort of animagdhelter to another, or +&ffirm the desire for good
health in the cattl&limothy Carlisle has suggested thaihg animad bones as foundation
depositswvas a distinctly Icelandic ritual agéty and a method of establishing the heme
pla@ inanewly settled lan{Carlisle, 2017However, unlike all other Icelandic examples
of animal bone specidéposits, the cattle mandible and ic@kesare notable for not
being incorporated into the human house, and are more like the Scandinavian examples of
special deposits in the (re)building of outbuildi(@arlisle, 2017 he inclusion of these
deposits in the animdduilding may then indicate the desire fbe inclusion of this
building within the conceptual sphere of treelandidhome or represent a continuation
of the Scandinavian tradition of establishing new buildings on the farm through

foundational deposits.

Structure 7

S7 is depicted iRigure23 This building is the later phase%#, and was constructed over

its remains after a period of disuse. Although the timescale is not clear, S7 was constructed
from the same turf as S2 (as discussed above) and therefore belongs to the second phase ¢
occupatioratthe site (seTable3). The motive behind the rebuilding is rad¢ar. It may

reflect a need to extensively repair the older building, or a desire to change the structure
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Figure23The final occupatin phase of Structar7 aWatnsfjorour After Fig. 3 (Milek, 2010a, p.58).

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

South-eastern
. | doorway

Western

doorway

Figure24 Structure 7at Vatnsfjorouras seen from the noriliest. The central drain is shown with a dashed line
Adapted from Fig. 2 (Milek, 2010a, p.53).
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to incorporate a different function. While S7 is still interpredasdan animduilding, the
structure is not an exaeplicaof .

A number of features support the interpretation of this structure as an animal
building: the paving sloping towards a central channel, thel8wet holes in the walls,
the rich orgart deposits (grass or dung) in the occupation layers, the evidence for ash
dumps (to keep floors dry) and the absence of a H&sktbdckeral 2009; Milek 2010a)
Looking atFigure23andFigure 24 the extent of the internal pag in the structure can
clearly be seen, as well as the nedtth cuts in the walls interpreted as a central drain.
The sloping of the paving towards the central line that cuts across the building can be seen
in Figure 24, although unlike S9, there does not seem to be a raised walkway associated
with the floor layer. According to Milek, the building showed evidence of several layers
of paving with turf placed between stones, which may have been laid at thersatoe t
ensure a more secure floor layerbeen laid over a longer timeframe, perhaps reflecting
an extended period of use for this phase of the bui{iigk, 2010a, p. 54) his building
has two hresholds, one on the sotghstern side, and the other on the sawutistern
gable endasseen inFigure 24 (Milek, 2009, p. 54)The pavement othe eastern side
extends througlthe southeastern doorwayelongatingthe thresholdMilek, 2010a, p.
54) andwasdesignegerhapgo reduce the trampling of the threshold into mud by the
frequent moement of animalgroughthis doorway It is important to consider theize
and orentation of this building taeconstruct theaccessibility of the structure and its
intervisual relationshipwith other places on the sjtend such details enable suggess
to be made about the relative closeness of animals and lomthegarmand the nature

of their interactdns.

Contrary to farmhouse buildings ajatdhughat appear to show great similarities
from site to site in Viking Age Iceland, it has beeggasted that outbuildings such as
byres and smithies show littteomogeneityof form (Milek, 2007b, p. 42)though as
discussed abovBersonhas claimed that high level of similarity is fowl in boththe
form and featuresf medieval byres in Icelaf@Berson, 20024t Vatnsfjorour, S9 an87
can be compared to an additiostalicture identified as an animalilding (S8) built on a

slope east of the farmhou@dilek, 2011, p. 3Q)and theuse of this potentlaanimai
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building in the same phase of occupation as S9 adds another dimension to the animal
human interactions at the site (Daxb@a/ 2009, 74).

Structure 8

3 is an aimatbuilding from the Viking Aje period of the siteindis the easternmost
building in the homefield complgaxbock et al., 2009, pp.F/#) As can be seen

Figure 25 the building itself is different in shape andusture from S9 andS7, and
remains of the western wall are the only substantial structural feature to survive. However,
the detection of a northwestutheast central drain supports timerpretation of the
building as an anim#luilding (Daxbock et |, 2009, p. 77althoughfrustratingly, this
depression isot shown in any of the photograpimsthe excavation reports.

Like the animabuilding(s) on the souttvest of the siteS8 is constructed on a
slope and lacks a hearth: both attribube Berson ascribes tmedieval byre@erson,
2002, p38) The positioning of such buildings on slopes is considered advantageous, as it
facilitates the easy removal of manure and therefore fertilization of the homefield
downslopgBerson, 2002, p. 60; Daxbock et al., 2009, PaVing stones associated with
this structure were also found, which may provide further evidence for the claim of this

_Trench cut
S

5m

Figure25Structure 8 aVatnsfjérour Adapted fronfig. 7 (Daxbéck et al., 2009, p.75)
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being an animduilding; however, the whole structure has suffered from erosion and
slippage down the slope, which has removed many features that may have helped in more
effectively interpreting the spa¢@axbock et al., 2009, p. 7W) particular, the lack of
evident postholes means that the internal arrangement of space in the building cannot be
reconstructed, although it hasyob  dc 3gh UgYX g\ Ug t+dUi ] b[ K
occupation layer may be pgestds rather than threshold paviiidaxbock et al., 2009, p.

77) It is impossible to reconstruct what the roof may have looked like, or even if the
structure had one at all, although it seems unlikely that a potentially paved area with a
drain would have been open to tharedats. The nortkeast wall has been eroded away,

but Figure 26 shows how the building could have looked, with an estimated doorway on

the east wall, and the central drain. This reconstruction is, however, atspetased

on the extent of the potential floor layer. Alternatively, if we consider the form of byres
proposed by Berson, this remaining wall could represent the western gable enctbf a
largerbuilding.

The organic floofayer associated with occupatof the structureand shown in
Figure 26 has been postulated both as the decayed remains of a wooden floor, and as

churned up soil from the trampling of animals and hunjBagbéck et al., 2009, p. 75)

Floor
e
- layer

Trench
cut

_ - Attempted
reconstruction

Evident wall

Figure 26 ShowingVatnsfjorourStructure 8 with the associated organic floor layer and the cut for the slot trer
The structures reconstructed to show a potential shape for the complete building. Adapted from Fig. 8 (Da:
al., 2009, p.76), but the reconstructiomysown speculation.
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As yet the results of micnmorphological tests on thiayer have not been published, and
the interpretatio of the presence of a wooden floor is based on the trench cut seen in
Figure 25 and Figure 26 The presence of a wooden floor in a building on such a
pronounced slope imique in Iceland, and perhapsmplicates the interpretation of this
building (Daxbdck et al., 2009, @8) It has been suggested that the wooden floor
supported by sills entrenched in this cut could have constitutetfla@nspacéDaxbock

et al., 2009, p. 77but the use of wooden floors in animalildings neeslto be
investigated furtheif this structure represents the gable end of a larger building, then the
slot trench and proposed woodendt would match a similar feature in the animal
building at Sveigakot, as discussed below.

The Vatnsfjorour homefield: a spatial  -functional analysis

The above survey of the potential aniplates on the Vatnsfjorour farmemonstrates
that the constructim and maintenance of two distinct anirballdings is a deliberate
choice for the householdpplying the methods outlinedarlier in this chapterthis

section will analyse the spatial positioning of the arbuadliings at Vatnsfjordur in
relation to tke other structures on the siterom these diagramseverakuggestions can

be made about the anikfaman relations on the Vikingge farm.

Figure 27 and Figure 28 repregnt the spatialunctional relationships in the
homefield area and provide the reader with a way of visualising the different spaces of the
homefield. Firstly, the main house of the site becomes less accessible over time, as the
number of access points tioe space reduces from two to one. Secondly, the animal
buildings may be perceived as the most accessible structures on the site, along with the
Phase 1 house, as they potentially had two entrancesTeachmithy and associdte
storebuilding are semintervisually connected to the fire pits and outside activity area,
while the building closedib the western animdduilding faces away from itThe
shortening of the house (S2) in the Phase 2 diadgtamyur¢ 28 further increases the
distance between the western andmalding and the house. As seerFigure 27 and
Figure 28 the closest feature that can be associated with S®& stream, while the
dwelling and smithy mighhaveboth been associated with the fire pits. This latter

association seems to demarcate a human interaction area that excludes tptaaasnal
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of S9/7 in the west and S8 in the east. However, the tidssof all structures at the site
(except S9/7) face directly or indirectly towards S8. This might indicate that different
animals were kept at the site, towards which the household held different attitudes. S8 can
be interpreted as a place to which iswaluable for the rest of the buildings to be visually
connected, whereas S9/7 is visually disconnected from the rest of the settlement complex.
While the associations shownkigure27andFigure28indicatethatthe central complex

of buldings at this site is a humgtace, this farm looks towards a specific anptade

(S8), and the fjord beyond, as its focus.

Despite their difference in intervisual connections witier buildings on the site,
the animabuildings are a linked pair of structures. In both phase diagrams these
buildings, though standing on opposite ends of the occupation area, exhibit similarity of
placement and orientation. They are almost equidistant the main farmhouse, and
have complete, uncut walls facing the inside of the main human activity area and thresholds
facing outwards. If we consider these structures in terms of thevistbility analysis
approach adopted by Aldred, it can be ssiggethat it may not hav®en important for
human figures to see the entrances of either afimlaing from the humaspaces of
the homefieldAldred, 2009, p. 28)s can be seen Figure 14, the farm at Vatnsfjorour
was bordered on the one side by the highlands, and the other by the fjord, and the entrances
to the animabuildings are aligned away from the hurspaces, and instead face out onto
upland andghore Although the entranceways to S8 cannot be known for certain, it seems
clear from the structural remains excavated that the threshold was not facing into the main

farm area.

There are multiple ways in which tle@posingplacement and orientation tife
animatbuildings may be interpreted. Timanagement of humaand animaplaces on
the site can be linked to relations of power, and care and dependence, as well as the
negotiation of an ideological landscape. One interpretation of the orientatithe of
buildings is that the animlildings were designed to display the animals to people
approacmg the farm #&n extension of the possible display connotations of keeping
animals next to the elaborated doorwathim house at Adalstreeti-18; as discussl in
Chapter 1)Such animalwould have acted agpressions of power or wealtthoughthis
interpretationrelies on humatuman networks of relations and ignores the effect of this
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arrangement on the animals inhabiting these buildings and the resultar@human
relationshipsFrom a care perspectivey placing the animdduildings on opposite far
edges ofthe homefield, tis arrangement of space distances the animals from the
potentially dangerous activities of the smithy, and the cogkiagn the centre of the
Viking Age area. Viewed in this way, the organisation of the aulae¢s on the farm
might haverefleced management of the risks associated with certain activities, and a
recognition of the duyt of care towards animasid haywhich wa necessary to animal

and human survivaind needed to be protected

However, tis distance would also have restricted the contact between the
livestock kept in these buildings and the members of the household, and only the specific
household figures witprescribed responsibility for these animals would have had cause
to move out of the humadwelling-placeo explicitlyvisit these buildingl though routes
to and from the fjord for fishinggnd communication may have passed alongside S8,
suggesting thistructure, as indicated above, may have held animals more prominent to
the identity of the household than S9The placing of these animaliildings on the
outskirts of the homefield area creasn animaplace on the edges of the human
occupation aredat mediates between the human centre of the homefield and the places
beyond. In this way, the arrangement of space positttg humarcentre within an
encirclingdomestic animgblace. Although the places beyond the homefield walls (the
fiord and the odteld activity areas) were undoubtedly the location of many necessary farm
activities organised by humans, they were also wnéidly wilder spaces, andss
controlledthan the central place of the farm buildingsontrastas the second case study
will demonstratgthe animabuilding at Sveigakot seems to have been much more closely

incorporated within the human spaces of the farm.
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Case-sstudy: Sveigakot

Sveigakoin Myvatnsveit(seeFigure 29 lies approximatly 80km from the coast and
285m above sea le(Rérdikaris and McGovern, 2008, p. 205; Tinsley, 2001,.pL3&
Vatnsfjordur,it is the site of a Viking §e farm; and it has been suggested ghudt in

a poor location for longerm farming succesNonethelessthe proportions ofanimal

bones excavated from the middens conform to what researchers expect from a higher
status, wetconnected farm in this perigdinsley, 2001, p. 36)\sa result, interpretations
generally suggest that Sveigakot was a tenant or outpost farm, closely linked with a higher

status farm elsewhere in Myvatnsv@itcGovern, 2003, p. 3Gjowever, the mkeup of

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

® Sveigakot

Figure29The location of the Sveigakot site (ArcGIS, n.d.).
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a midden cannot in isolati@@monstratéhe character of theconomic, social, or political
relationships on and beyond the farm.

The site at Sveigakot is complex, and signifigatitferentfrom the Viking Age
farm at Vatnsfjodur, and from other sites across Iceland. In many ways, Sveigakot
exhibits similar features to these other sites: for example, there is awatvizdmhouse,
evidence for outside cooking pits, and a rectangular -ésksel cattle byref the form
disaissed by Bersaf2002) However, these features are not manifestednmanner that
we might have gected, and the dating sequermesent a comek lifecycle fothe site,
its structures, and subsequently theactice and interactions that would have been
experiencedn theseplacesThe animabuilding is earlypreAD 940+ hb ] Y 6 Yf
medieval examples with which it may formally confoamd the long farmhouse with
curvedwalls and central hearib a later addition to the si{@ostAD 940, and not
contempoary with the byre. However, theurvedwall farmhouse ibuilt adjacent to the
disused animduilding, so iseems likely that the history of the anithalldingmay have
played a role in the location of tlaevelling. This will be discussddrther below in the
section on the spatifinctional analysis of tHaveigakot homefieldlong with the nature
and orientation of the structures contemporary with and constructed immediately after
the animabuilding.As is undertaken with the Vatnsfjérdur site abavis,case studwill
attempt to understand the spatagjanisation and rerganisation of the Sveigakot home
place andconsiderthe influence animduman relations may have had on the use and
demarcationof space, and the influenad these demarcationsn animahuman

interactions.

Terminology

Severabpoints should be noted before commencing this case study. Firstly, the term

t 3hb _YbK Wch X VY aht@gbXldingsand<sivugtiivés Jextcatated ata ¢ 3
Sveigakot. Thiscontrasts withthe excavations at Vatnsfjérour, which draw a neat
distinction ketween Structure 10 asj@dhus and the other buildings on the site. At
Sveigakot it is not so easy to make this distindfig@steinsson, 2008a, p. .6B)ise the

gYfa t+3hb_YbK U3 Ub Uddfcdf] UgyY UX~AYWg] i

building. Where a building may be substantially sunken, or contain features conforming
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to the current views of Icelang&rdhusas outlined aboyéhis shighlighted. In addition,
| will use the termt X~ Y "to ihdlzde & place in which humans lives, opposed to
t zUfalch3Y+K U3 g\ ]3 " UggyYf gYfa XcY3 bcg UX

multiple humanoccupatiorsgtructures on the Sveigaksite

Dating of the site

The farm at Sveigakot has several incarnations. However, modifications across the site
appear to benore tharrepairsor improvements. Instead, occupation and use of the site
appears to shift between defined areas, although ulcsinot be assumed that use of a
structure enddwith its collapse or primary abandonmeéhhe animabuilding &7) was

a varied and mulpurpose space throughout the lifecycle ofahiding and itswins.

Table4: The structurs at Sveigakot

Structure Type Details

S1 Dwelling Overlies S4

S2 meaI_I feature (2m x 3m), uncerte Associated with S1

unction

S3 Paved outdoor area Overlies S6

sa Dwelling ngr_lles previous anthropogenic
activity
Multiple functions, including

S5 Attached to the north wall of S1 pantry and kitchen; barrel pit

SubS6 Outside activity area Series of pits and hearths

S6 Domestic structure attached to tl Associated hearths
eastern gable of S4

S7 Animal-building Beneath S4

Various constration and
P1 Dwelling occupation phases and multiple
hearths
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Connected to P1 via covered

P2 Outside activity area corridor; elaborate fireplaces

P3 Elongated manmade pit of One of the earliest features at
uncertain function Sveigakot

MP1 Dwelling Overlain by beet midden (M)

MP2 Either domestic annexe to MP1« o iy by sheet midden (M)
outside aCt|V|ty area

MP3 Small, terdike structure PreMP1

Overlain by sheet midden (M)

T1 Sunkenfeatured building Alternatively called Sunken House
I, MT1,0orT

MT Sunkenfeatured building, Alternatively called Sunken House
I, or MT2

SP Pavement associated with S7

N Pavement associated with S7

Used for Storage, and temporary Southernmost feature of the site.

T2 ; :
and permanent dwelling. Alternatively called Housé

Table5 (overleaf)shows the complex phasing of the site as indicated by tephra
layers, stratigraphy, and radiocarbon dating. This dating is taken from the information
provided in the published site repopart from the construction, usnd disuse phases
of MP1, MP2, P1, and P2which have been revised in pestavation analysis
(Vésteinsson and Gestsdottir, 2016, p. 138; Vésteinsson, 2017, pers. dorkroh the
site is currently ongoing, and so these sequences may change as the datings are refined
The focus of tis study will be phases3l as these are the main phases of occupation
associated with S7 which will form the centre point of this analysis. As s€abl&,
the structures at the site were assigned initialsnaimbers depending on their location

and the sequence of their excavation. | shall refer to the buildings and strincthess
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identifying codes throughout this chapter.also add an identifier of my own: S&i6,
which refers to the depressions esatad beneath the remains of the S6 structure.

Using data from sediment cores taken from Lake Myvatn and soil accumulation
rates in samples from the farm site itself, the most prevalent tephra at the site has been
dated to AD 94QVésteinsson, 2008b, p. Given the short time between the deposition
of the Landnamtephra and this deposition, the rate of change between structural
organisation at the site is rerkable. The dating of individual structures is discussed
further in the appropriate sectionand Figure 30 and Figure 31 depict the spatial
relationships between structuriesthe first four phases of the site, both those in use and

disuse.

Table5: Phases of occupation/use at Sveigakot

Phase 1 (c. AD 87®40)
A MP3in use
S7 built
P1 and P2 built
N (pavement) built
SP (pavement) built
T2 built
SubS6 depressions and hearths form (uncertain)
P3 cut

B S7 abandoned
P1 and Pt use
Lower midden (M) begins to accumulate
Trenches cut into the ruins of Structure 7
SubS6 depressions and hearths form (uncertain)

16] am grateful to Orri Vésteinsson for clarifying the labelling of these structures, specifically those in
Area T, whch are inconsistenthabelled in the report2Q16 pers. commn).
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C P1and P2 abandoned
T1 (T, MT1, House 1) and MT (MT2, or House II)
built
Upper midden (M) begins to accumulate
T2 abandoned
MP1 and MP2 in use

Phase 2AD 940- 1050)
A MP1 and MP2 abandoned.
MT (MT2 or House II) rebuilt (larger)
T1 abandoned
Upper midden (M) continues to accumuat
Midden in T1 begins to accumulate
Midden dump on P3
Midden forms on N
Smithy built in ruined east end of Structure 7

B MT abandoned
Upper midden (M) ceases to accumulate
S4 built
S6 (activity area) in use

Phase 3AD 1050) Structure 4: abandonmeand collapse

Phase 4 (AD 1050090 Sporadic use of bapsed dwelling S4 for shelter

Phase $AD 10901190) Structures 1, 2, 3 and 5 constructed and used

Phase 64D 1190) Abandonment and collapse of dwejlcomplexand
associated struates

Phase 7AD 119@present day Aeolian accumulation and wind/water erosion of the ¢
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Structure 7: the animal -building

This case study will begin with a discussion of the armiing identified at Sveigakot:

S7. This structure was onéthe first buildings constructed at the site, and represents the
materialisation of the relationships between animals and humans at this period of
occupation. As can be seerFigure32 at 11x4.4m this struatl is substantially larger

than all human dwellings on the site during its use, and it is not until the erectiorasf S4 (
seen in Phase 2Bjgure 31 above, making use of the north wall of S7, that a larger

strudure is built(Gisladaottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 8)
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The animalbuilding at Sveigakot hagverakignificant features. Firstly, despite
its size this building belongs to one of the earliest phases of activity at the site, showing
evidence of ruin before the deposition of the V~940 tephra. The strinetdtrerf-walls,
a threeaisled construction with a central pavement, multiple entrances, and a further
threepart division of internal spag€ésteinsson, 2008b, p. Bs shown irFigure33 the
soft, highly organic floor layer associated with the byre stage of the building is perforated
with a multitude of holesnterpreted as post holésoth posts to support the structure of
the building, and around which to tether anim@gsladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, pp.
11, 15) Animal management through tethering, ratkiean the animastalling Berson
suggests for later medieval byres is more flexible than rigid stall divisions, and suggests
that this was anulti-purposespacgBerson, 2002; Vésteinsson, 2008c, pp. 141 bdgy
have been open teelatively easytransformationof function with adaptable internal
divisionsMany holes were also uncovered beneathattganic floor layeisuggestinghe
excavated layer was orlhe last in a sees of organic layers that heden removed by
regular clearing out of dung and bedding from the buildimg. size of the building and
the apparent evidence ftethering indiates thatather different organisatioof animai
placesoperated at Viking Age Sveigakot than at Vatnsfjordur, as discussed at the end of

this chapter.

There is evidence for a number of developments in the architectural fabric of the
building, as showmiTable6, though it is likely that the three doorways, pavement, and
threepart division of internal space as seeRigure34belonged to the earliest phase of
use. Theevidence for the abandonment of the structure before the deposition of the
VV~940 tephra is represented by a large trench that crosscuts the north wall of the building
and was cut shortly prior to the tephra deposition (se€igure4land discussed further
in the section on SuB6). This trench cuts into the organic floor layer and has been
] bgYfdf YgYX U3 aUf _]Jb[ g\Y -MidMg(@itadogin ¥ 3I3gf hWgtl
and Vésteinsson, 2006, p.lpwever, this trench is not considered as part of the smithing
activity in the noth-east end of the building that took place in Phase 2a sitthésee
Table6). Therefore, after initial abandonment, but before the collapse of the roof a number
of occupation layers represent stages of larétetivity in the buildindGisladottir and

Vésteinsson, 2006pp8, 11) Charcoal and iron slag deposits were found beneath the
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organic animabuilding occupation layer, suggesting that a range of activities were hosted
in this building even during its earliest pha@@tsladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 15)
This evidence may represent seasonal activity, for example differetieadtiking place

in the summer, when livestock were able to graze out in pafBistadottir and
Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 1Bhis suggests that S7 was a mpltipose building throughout

its lifecycle, an interpretation that contrasts with the perceived dingtéon of the

animatbuildings at Vatnsfjordour.

Table6: The use of Structure 7 at Sveigakot

Phase 1la Constructed; primarily for use as an anithallding
Phase 1b Building abandoned and trench cut into northern wall
Phase 14ic Period of limited or norexistent use

Phase 2a Smithy in the estern gable

Phase 2b onwards Final abandonment and collapse

This animalbuilding has played a large role in the interpretation of the site as a
tenant farm givenits appareriy oversized nature in contrast to the small dwell{sge
Figure 30. However, while &first glance, itmay seenan oversized structure for the
dwellings with which it is contemporanys suggested mupurpose nature suggeste
shouldnot place too much emphasis on the oversizedeafuhe structure in terms of
its apparently largearrying capacity for animald. should be notedthough,that the
decision to build a large, mufiurpose buildingincorporating an animdeeping
function, rather thanseveralsmaller buildingsith separate functionsis a deliberate
choice of theéhouseholdat the site. The preponderea of other smaller structures at
Sveigakoshows that the builders were not opposeddastructing smallebuildings
therefore the size &7 is meaningful, anglas neant to dominate the site, but does not

necessarilindicate a poorer household keeping the animals of a higher status landlord.

Of the internal divisiongn the building the eastern section is the longest (c.5m),

and the middle and westernmost sectiafisthe structure measure 3.2m and 3m
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respectivelyVésteinsson, 2008c, p. 1Dhe easternwst section is poorly preserwaith

the mostragmented flootayers, buit is suggested that the central pavement cannot have
extended the full 5m length, and so this section may have been divided ipéotsyone

of which was pave(l/ésteinsson, 2008c, p. .10he organic floor layer seems to extend

the full length of the building, and so perhaps the unpaved section of the building was for
storing manure or hay, but not for animal tethering. The poor presenvafi the
easternmost section of the structure is perhaps as a result of the subsequent use of this end
of theruins for smithing activitythough it has been suggested that this could also reflect
alternate activities taking part in this end of the hquise to the collapse of the building
(Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, pp.fF16) However, such suggestions should
carefully consider the various access points to the space, and the experience of directing
animals through each. As can be seen ffguare 34 it is suggested that7Shad three
doorways contemporary with its uae an animajuilding. Not only does this make the
structure the most accessible on the site, but it may also suggest a tripartite practice of
access accompanying these different doorw@ien the internal divisions discussed
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above, and absence or presence of paving, it should be considered which doorway may
have most likely been the primary method of animals accessing the building.

Both the northern and southern doorways @early narked by a threshold. At
the northerndoorway, this is marked by theemains of wooden plankand on the
southern doorwayy doubledup paving at the threshold pmvemenSP.The doorway
on the westernmost gable may be considered as the doorway thitaaglihe dung and
hay was cleared out, as it may have been the easiest route, faced downslope, and no deposit
is immediately associated with a step or sill in this end dbultiéing. Nor does this
doorway face another building, unlike the soutlterarway. However, there are two slot
trenches in the western gable that, while not aligned with the paving and the presumed
doorway, may have supported a wooden platform threshold marker of some kind
associated with passage in and out of the buildingsetwo slottrenches in the gable
end (seen inFigure 34 and Figure 35 may offer an alternate view of the intal
structuring of the buildingf these trenches are evidef@ewooden floors, as suggested
for VatnsfjorourS8(Veésteinsson, 2008c, p. 14dmsussed abov@his western doorway
may have been the one used to move animals to and from the bisdied,on the

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

Figure35 Slot trenches in the western gable end of StrudtateSveigakofVésteinsson, 2008c, p. 12, §y.
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evidence for animal dung among the starfggavement N (discussed further below). If
this were the case, then the potential for weoglatforms or flooring at this point

requires further investigation.

The western endf S7alsoshowssigns of having been redesigned and rebuilt on
an alternate alignment to the rest of gteucture postonstructionand prior to the
deposition of the/~940 tephrgVésteinsson, 2008b, p. Bhe structure is otherwise a
straightwalled, rectangular building, while the western gable shows signs of curving to
the south, and the central paving also curves to the south instead of continuing its
approximate eastest alignment, suggestirtjat the walls were redesigned before the
paving was laiddowever, he pavement (N), which is discussed further belowHigeee
36), does not neatly match up with the postulated evasentrance to the building,
suggesting that this redesign took place after the formation of this outside pavement, but
still beforethe deposition of thev~940 tephrgVésteinsson, 2008c, p. 18uch details
indicate that S7 is a structure that had been constructed, adapted, and used in various ways

in arelatively short period.

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR
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Figure36Structure 7 and associated pavements SP atdGeigakotAfter Fig. 5 (Gisladottir and Vésteinsso
20086, p. 12).
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Pavements

To better understand the use and positior5@at Sveigakot, it is vital to examine the
paved areas at the siteo of which are associated with use of the anbudtling (see
Figure36). One of these (N) has a more compgt@mation than the other (S”)pwever,
both are worth discussing in further detRibived areas are important in the consideration
of meaningful spatial organisation, as these areas elongate or enteshoddd, andase

and direct access to and from certain places.

SP

Pavement SP extends frohetsoutheastern doorway of7Sstretching 7.6m to the south
and making a substantial 2mde pathway to the animalilding (Vésteinsson, 2008c, p.

15) Its use corresponds to the use of S7 as an amintdihg, as the $borganic floor

layer within § [1587]as showrn Figure36 matches a layer [1668] covering the outside
paving and the surrounding soil, indicating a significant amount of activity in this area
associated with passage to and from the afbmbuling (Gisladottir and Vésteinsson,
2006, p. 16)This surface layer is not cut intyg the construction of § and instead runs

into the building at this phase, further suggesting a contemporaneous use of both areas
(Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. Il paving of SP seems wlaid, with the
stones pressed into n@mthropogenic soilsuggesting it may be amiginal part of the
building from the earliest stage of settlement at théGitdadottir and Vésteinsson, 2006,

p. 17; Vésteinsson, 2008c, p. 15)

While pavemenSPwas at first considered to be an outside feature of the site, the
close similarity between the two surface lagaggestshat the walkway may have been
covered, facilitating similar conditions of deposition to those in the interior of the building
(Vésteinsson, 2008c, p. .18)number of possible postholes and pomstls have been
excavated from around the pavement, and these are particularly concentrated onthe north
eastern side, close to the doonweéthe building as seen iRigure37(Vésteinsson, 2008c,
pp. 13-16) A tentative interpretatioinas beemroposed that includes either a wooden
superstructure fothe length of the paved area, and to the south and west of the paving

(the extent of the surface layer), or perhaps an elaboration of the doorway, given the tight
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S7

Figure37S7 and associated pavements in relation to P2, MP1 anédiMR@igakotAdapted fromFig 2
(Vésteinsson, 2008c, p. 8).

cluster of holes on the norastern cornefVésteinsson, 2008c, p. 1Hpwever,there

are only two holes aime southwestern side of the thresldanto &, so this interpretation

is uncertain(Vésteinsson, 2008c, p. 1®onethelessas previously mentionedhe
pavement contains a double layema¥ingclosest to the doorway into the building
(Vésteinsson, 2008c, p. I5vas not necessary to create a step up to the building for ease
of access, and the raising of the threshold woaleé ilmade mucking out the animal
building more difficult This suggests that it was important to distinguish the threshold in
someway, even though thisould have impacted negatively on the practical utility of the

structure.

N

The apparently carefuliaid and weltended paving at SP stands in contradtéssecond

pavemen associated witls7, which has been interpreted as a hastily laid path to ease
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traffic to the structure (sefeigure 36), though both werapparently) b h 3Y ~ ] g\ ] b

animatbuilding phas€Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. Nayrrower than SP, the
pavement (N)s approximately 1m in width, extending 9m or so downslope to a stream

or body of water to the west of the buildin@sisladéttir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. [k9)

has been suggested that this pavement formed over a long period of use, providing a record
of practice and routmaking at the site betweethe animabuilding andthe wet

environment to the west of the si{i@isladottir and Vésteinsso)@5, p. 18)

The depression in which the pavement sits is both a natural and manmade feature:
a path carved out either by famffic, or by deliberateutting, which was then eroded by
hydrological activityGisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. R@3 plausible that an initial
path susceptible to being churned upvisgather and use, would haten been laid with
pavingto improve the surface for passage by both humans and aoieaksme This
interpretation is supported both by the varied nature of the paving, and the detection of
organic deposits (hay, or dun@nieath the paving ston@Sisladottir and Vésteinsson,
2006, p. 20)However while this pathway seemss though it would have greatly
benefitted from being under cover, given its appamdency towards disturbanc®
postholes have been uncovered alongside the path,raag have been too narrow for
an effective coverinstructurethat wouldnot havehinderedthe passage of animals and
humans together. The fact that the path does not seem to connect two built spaces may

also have been a reason for itsawered status.

In later occupation phases of the site, N is cav&rith midden layersuggesting
its disuse once the human dwelli8g had been constructed andf&lén out of use
(Gisladéttir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. B®wever, the site would still have needed to
access the water from the bottom of the slope, so it is perhaps significant that this path
was neglected when the destioatwas presumably still frequented/hy was this
substantial, and extensively constructed pathway ignored in favour of anothedtroute?
should be investigatda) future studiesvhether therevasany other source of water at
Sveigakator whether this watrcourse had dried up or changed route by this later phase

of occupation.
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Outdoor activity areas

At Sveigakot we find an outdoor activity area (P2) that is clearly constructed as a distinct
space in relation to both Ste depression Pand thedwelling P1 (discussed below). It

is important to consider such spaceshapresencef substantiabutsidehearthsand an
ovenmay indicate an externaentification of the househald he placemenbf certain
householdactivitiesoutside of roofed structures one stp closer to the external animal
places of the farmis outlined above, when studying ani#haman relationd, believe it

is importantnot just to consider the suggested animaldings and their associated
strudures, but the whole farm site.ow humans choose to organise their space does not
just tell us about their relations with each other, but also with the land and their animals
whichstood between the human and the wilde outside activity areas at Sveigakot have
been more closely apséd than those to the east of the dwelling at Vatnsfjdaddthere
arethree main outdoor aregB2, P3, and Sub6)associated withctivities undertaken
during the preeAD 940 phases adccupationat the site(Vésteinsson, 2008a, p. .70)
Postholes on the norbast side of the cooking pits suggéstsome othese areamay

have beenovered, as well as, in the case of P2, potentially demarcatedryy feitice or
wooden superstructure | f VUTWI k _ UbX : U3 UXRgg] f+ . |

P2

P2, shown inFigure38 wasan activity areaonnected to the earliest permanent dwelling,

P1, by a partiallycovered walkway, avdaspotentially associated thithe less permanent
structure MP3(Vésteinsson, 2008b, p.. Hhe southern side of the corridor shows
evidence of two large postholes, which may indicate the area was cowtredporch

like structure, though it is suggested that this could only have extended 1.5m from the
house Thus,while the corridor may have been coverigd unlikely that the wholef P2

was sheltered in this wisladottir, 2008, p. 21)

P2represents some of the earliegidence fostructurebuilding at thesite, and

containsanelaborate sunken cooking utsideoven and multiple less elaborate hearths

with a long period ofuse | f VUT Wl k _ UbX ; U3  UXRBgg]f+ . ,

4). There is a marked contrast between the permanent and substantial hearths in this
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Figure380utside activity area R Sveigakowith outside hearth and oveiddapted fromx ] [ - .
and Gisladaéttir, 2008, p. 37).

outside area, and the transitory hearths within(@%cussed belowand t may be
suggestethat the pemanent hearthassociated witR1 exishere outside of the building
(Vésteinsson, 2008a, ppF7Q) The orientation of these pitsugges that they were
accessed and used from P1, and therefore facedeasttiiowards7, SP, and MP3
"1 f VUITWI k_ UbX : Us3seenoRiguredzf + . , ,  + d-

P3

P3 isinterpreted as ananmadealepressionand one othe earliest featuseof the site
(Gisladattir, 2008, p. 18j is one of several negative and irregular features at thhesite
explanationof which has so far eluded investigatdi/ésteinssor2017, pers. comn).
This elongated cut, like P1 and P2,-degtes the V~940 tephra deposition, although it is
dated earlier than thesgo structureson stratigraphic ground$isladaottir, 2008, p. 18)
The stratigraphy also suggests that the temporary dwelling MP3 (discussed dredow
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shown inFigure37andFigure42) is contemporary with the cg&isladaottir, 2008, p. 18)

The postholes considered in association with the feature haweiriegpreted as
supporting either a fence around the structorea wooden frame of some kjmerhaps

a tentlike frame as is postulateidr MP3' | f VUT WI k _ Ub X ; UthasUXR g ¢
U 3c VYYb 3h[[Y3gYX+ \c~ YiYf+ g\Ug g\Y3Y
removal of boulderfrom the area, bun this case it may be asked for what reason the
boulderscouldhave been removed, and whether the alignment with P3 is coincidental or
designed | f VUT WI k _  Ub X ; U3ThaJbokg fepoin fthe remgval of+ d -
boulders shown inFigure 39 may have acted as convenient natural postholes for the

raising of some sort of structure.

Concerning the function of thigature it isdifficult to suggest that the depression
was used for the storage of fodder, due to the proximity to the hearthsattHeigh it
should be noted that the nearest pit to P3 is the pit oven, and this coveredrfesture
have decrease the risk of sparks catching whatever was stored in this depression.
However, it seems unlikely that this area was used to store foddée asditional
method of storing hay in Iceland was to stack it against a wall anditcowgr turf

(McCooey, 2017a, p. 61) may be possible that this space was used to store fuel for the

P2

“Corridor”
Postholes

MP2 T

5m
Figure39P3 between MP2 and P1/H2 corridorat SveigakotAdapted from | [ - . . "I fvur
Gisladdéttir, 2008, p. 38).
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operationof the outside hearths and oveni given the requiremerdf keepng fuel dry,
this wouldhave beemmore effectivelytored inside a proper building gtering anyting

in a depression is not affective way of keepingfitom becomingwvaterlogged

Alternatively this depressiomay have beeawsed for keeping pigsr formed by
the activities opigs. These animafsayhave required a less structured shéttan a full
animatbuilding, and may have onitgade use of such a structatecertain times of year
or in particularly harsh weathdn addition, he location of the depression between P1,
P2 and the MP buildings may haalsoafforded shelter from adverse weather conditions.
It has been suggested that pigs played an important role in establishing the domestic
economy in early Iceland, and the faunal remains found at Sveigakotwweohne
this (Amorosi et al.,, 1997; Arnalds, 1987; Buckland et al., 1994, 1994; Dugmore and
Erskine, 1994; McGovern, 2003; Sveinbjarnardéttir, 1992; Tinsley, 2001, ph&3)
presence of pigs dhe siteis wellattested from the faunal remairendit hasbeen
proposedhatthe tethering of pigs may have causeddhmation of thedepressionm
the SubS6 aregGisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2004, p. 20)

Sub-S6

The areanorth-east of S7, below S6 (and below the wall da8élled irfFigure30 shows
evidence of several elongated pits and various smaller depressions that were filled with
turf before the construction of S4 aggl(Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2004, p. Thjs

Uf YU ] 3 XY-6] KBiduk 30lagd ist niehtivhed, butot labeled in the
excavation report3.hese pits had the V~940 tephra in their base, as sEegune4Q so

were constructed oformed before the deposition of this tephréGisladéttir and
Vésteinsson, 2004, p. 18his dating places them in the first phase of settlement at the
site, alongsid&7, the nearest structure to therkhowever, deposit [1187], an orange or

pink layer found in the largest of these pits, is also found in the trench c8¥ ((s&®en in
Figure4l), so the pitsnaypostdate the disuse of éhanimabuilding, or at leadtelong

to a period of limited use associated with this trg@ikladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006,

p. 8) Alternatively, the same use may apply to both the pits and the trench cuts, although
chronologically separatedne] bgYf df YguUg]cb c¢Z g\ Yg@ghy d]J]g3 ] 3 |
the keeping of tethered pig&isladéttir and VésteinssokQ04, p. 2Qalthough this may

178



~ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

s o IR ERRG,, .7

Figure40Pit at Sveigakotried with the V~940 tephi@isladéttir and Vésteinsson, 2004, p. 1911%).

ORIGINAL IN COLOUI

Depressions

10m
Figure41 Features of Structure 7 at Sveigakot between its use as anrlauildiagy and the irorworking
activity in the eastern end. Adapted from Fi¢G&ladottir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 9)
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part of early herding strategies at SveiggktitGovern, 2003, p. 57; discussed further

below)

Human dwelling(s)

The site at Sveigakot contaissverabuildings apparently used for human habitation
throughout its multiple phases occupationContrary tothe traditional picture of the
Viking Age farmstead, the long, curwedll farmhouse with a central hearth appears to
be a relatively late addition to the farm organisatidany of the early dwellings are
sunken to some degresnd show a mix of permanent twhlled buildings and more
temporary wooden structureBhere ardour areas of dwellings at the sig:PMP, and

MT /T (as shown orfrigure 30andFigure 31), andall dwellings(apart from S4 and $1
areinterpreted as temporapy transitory dwellinggthatis, structures thabhave been used

as dwellings periodically with other uses, and often with changeable internal orggnisation
It is not until S4wasbuilt that a permanent dwelling with a fixed inteneasconstructed

at the site.

Postholes

Figure42ShowingSveigakoMP3 in detail. Adapted from Fig. 32 (Gisladéttir and Avarsson, 2008, p. 51).
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Pre-AD 940

Bebw layers of sheet midden lie the remainsvof structures one of which overlies the
other. MP3 and MP1.The single floor layer of MR&s shown irfrigure42 is surrounded

by postholes in a rectangular shape, and has been interpreted as a dikalbtauntture,

or woodenframed hutmeasuring only c.3x2(Weésteinsson, 2008b, p. #owever, this
structure can only have beesedfor a short period, as it is capped by a thick, dark floor
layer, associated with structure MPL1. It is suggested that M&htemporary with the
cut P3 and the first stages of activity in B2d this would make the first occupation of
Sveigakot very different from the traditional view of the Vikkhge farm(Gisladattir,
2008, p. 18)n contrastMP1, shown inFigure43 is a sunken feature interpreted as the

floor of a dwelling with only timber walls and a small heartthecentre of the floor

ORIGINALIN COLOUR

MP1 floor
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Stones

Figure43Showing MP2 and MP At SveigakotAdapted from Fig. 23 (Gisladéttir and Avarsson, 2008, p. 4
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(Gisladaéttir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 30; Vésteinsson, 2008b, MPH)is more
reminiscent of the rectangular wooden buildings construatétedeby or Dublin, than
the turfwalled buildngs most often uncoveréal Iceland(Gisladéttir and Vésteinsson,
2006, p. 30; Schmidt, 1990, 1994, Vésteinsson, 2006a, p.,5.2@3a addition, it is
connected to a sunkdeature, MP2, which may be either another building or an outside

activity spacévésteinsson and McGovern, 2012a)

The most complex ahe preAD 940 dwellings at Sveigakstthe significanyl
sunkenfeatured structure labelled P1, whicld lsesequencef eight stages before its
abandonmengVésteinsson, 2008b, p. As shown inFigure44, dmost every one of the
floor layers in P1 contasrevidence of a hear{sisladoéttir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 27;
Vésteinsson, 2008b, p.. 4Jowever, unlike the fix@ central harth of thetraditional
Viking Agefarmhousethese hearths are relocated with each floor layer, and represent
therefore a changeable and transitory feature of the house. Considering the perceived
importance of the hearth in Vikingg® Norse culture, thimay indicate a rather different
household presence than assumed at sites such as Vatnsfjorour, or at the stage of
Gi Y] [ U _upmatiohy gssocidféw with43Gisladoéttir, 2008, p. 31; Gisladéttir and
AEvarsson, 2008; Vésteinsson, 2006b, pp. 51n58)final stage of usshown inFigure
45 P1 hadeen interpreted as a storage room, given tbavaxion ofa large barrel pit
thatcrosscut hearth debris in the layer bengathkladottir, 2008, p. 18)

In addition to the relocation of ¢hhearth, in theixty years between the deposition
of the Landnamtephra (87+1) and the V~940 tephra, Plike S7 discussed abowas
structurally reorganiseVhile the first detectable threshold at P1 was in the western wall,
this was closed up andptaced withan easterrdoorway and construction tie covered
corridor or walkway to PRGisladétir, 2008, pp. 24, 28,BB1) This lateraccessouteis
shown inFigure 45 and shows the walkway connecting P1 and P2 itgithssociated
sunken fire pits and later hearthBough the outdoor activity area B2also associated
with MP3 that predates P{Vésteinsson, 2008b, p. @4ndP2 seems to have been

prominent part of the site before theagganisation of Pfo connect with it.

In addition to areas P and MP, the structurearaeMT/T as shown inFigure
46 also predate theAB40 tephra layer, although MTs thought to have been enlarged
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Figure44The earlier phases of P1 at Sveigakdapted from Fig. 13 (Gisladéttir, 2008, p. 26).

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR

Stepup to
corridor

Hearths

5m

Figure45The later stage of P1 at Sveigakatapted from Fig. 14 (Gisladéttir and Vésteinsson, 2006, p. 24).
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Figure46The MT/T structuresand irregular depression at Sveigakatapted from Fig. 8 (Batt et al., 301
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and used po€940 AD.These structures seem to have had both dwelling and storage
functions periodically, andtar the collapse of P1 prior to the V~940 tephra deposition,
MT is considered the most likely dwelling to bridge the occupational phase between the
collapse of P1 ante building ofs4 (Vésteinsson, 2006b, p. S6ke P1, MT hasnultiple
occupation layers involving the reorganisation of internal structure and hearth location
which mayfurther strengthen potential litkbetween these buildings and the outside
hearths in the P2 activity area, although the substantial disfavidefrom the northern

part of the site is remarkable (c.25m), and may reflect changing attitudes towards this

initial central place.

A secad bulding, T1, was connected by a 1.2m long corridorto™MT f VUT WI k _
2006, p. 37, 2002b, p..38)its later phase, evidence oftiexvorking was found in a row
of loom weights that suggest a standing loom would havedresent in the building,
and this fits with the prevailing view gfirdhusin Viking Age IcelandMilek, 2012;
I f VUT WI k _ +However, his suken building had many incarnations before this
point, with a similar process of formation as se¢h P1and MT' | f VUT WI k _ +
46) An additional ankenfeatured buildingvas found beneath TZteferred to as Tih
thisthesis Thistwo-roomed structure extended to the south of drid may belong to the
earliest stage of dwelling at the sitdong with some of the structures in MP and P
Clearly, the site abveigakot was complex from its earliest settlemerggsha is the
furthestpoint from S7with which it may have been contemporaneous, anddvegtiing
and storage functions have been proposet@iZpprimarily the storage of organic matter,
suchakay' | f VUl WI k _+ _ , ,.Howevdr-the conditions in Area® make
it difficult to reconstruct the spatial organization around these structures, and the area has
particularlysuffered from wind erosion aftéycaldeforestation | f VUI WI k _.+ . |
If T2 and S7 are contemporaneous, then it is significant that a dwelling and fodder storage
are place at such a distance from the an#mailding. An alternative interpretation is that
this dwelling is associated with a phase of the site prior to the construction of S7, but given
the proposed function of at least one of the rooms of T2 with the stofdgdder, it
would be likely associated with some form of anistralcture. The depression to the west
of the building, shown ifrigure46 is onlymentioned briefly in thexcavation reports of

the site andits interior has not been analysed. It may be significant that both areas S and
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P contain similar depressignshich | have postulated here may be the result of pig
keeping at the site.

Post-AD 940

After AD 94Q S7 is no longer used as an an#malding. It remains, however, a
significant feature of the Sveigakot site, most particularly in its proximity to and inclusion
within S4 $4 (shown inFigure47) is the most recognisable of the structures excavated at
Sveigakotadhering to the curvedall longhousestyleof building most often associated
with Viking Age farms in Icelan@ilek, 2003, pp. 20, 23)hestructuraremairs indicate

a measurement of 12m #)8m, although it has besuaggested that3m may have been
lost to erosion on the western end, making the dwelling betwedBrhSong(Milek,

2003, p. 18}t is not known whether the building had a doorway on this western gable

end.

As previously mentiorge this dwellinghas no associated anirbailding, despite
the faunal remains showitlgatthe agrepastoral way of life continued through all phases
of occupation aSveigako{McGovern et al., 2006%6 indicatedalso onFigure 47, is
interpreted asan annexe to the main building, bigtnot associated with zoogenic
indicatorslt is possibleghat an animabuilding associated withis phase has since been

eroded, as it seems unlikely that climabnditionsin this occupation phasgere such

ORIGINAL IN COLOUR
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Figure47 SveigakoStructure 4and the area of annexe 8@apted from Fig. 3 (Milek, 2003, p. 17).
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that animals did not need to be sheltered during the wiMésteinsson2017 pers.
comm). Unfortunately the remains of the dwelling ane damaged by erosion and the
building of S1 to facilitate analysis of the interior in such a wayniémaindicatevhether
animalswere stalledunder the dwelling roofGisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2005, p. 10)
However, at this period of occupation at Sveigakstis discussed further below, the
proportion of sheegkept or pracessed at the sisteadily increasedPerhaps it is this
emphasis on sheep, which may not have required such a substehéalciise to the
humanplaceswhichhas dictated the way tB&ucturalremainsof the siteare preserved

for example, the diancing of an animdduilding associated with this phase

S4 respects the earlier space of S7, with the long south wall of the later dwelling

constructed so as not to intrude into the float made for the earlier aniralilding,

though part of the S4 all overlapped with wall remains of $Gisladéttir and
Vésteinsson, 2005, p0) In addition, one of the thresholds of B4located within the
southern wall, intersecting almost perfectly with the doorway in the northern w&dl of
(Gisladottir and Vésteinsson, 2004, pp. 9,. While these structures are not
contemporary in their main periods of us®jdentlycare was taken tensure that S4
interlocked andvorked alongside the ruin of S7, rather than imposing itsethese

remains

The fluctuation in dwellings constructed, used, and abandoned at Svsigakst
a site constantly subject to adaptation and transiénwvas bandoned in the eleventh
century, and left standing as a patrtially collapsed ruin experiencing sporadic occupation,
before the space was reartitedbby the building of Bin the late eleventh centyiyilek,
2003, p. 7)S1, shown inFigure 48 comprises a rectangular dwelling wath additioml
roomattached to the northern w#86), used as a store room, pantry, and kitchen during
its lifecycleand an unroofed area3)SWhile S1 itself ismaller than & the addion of
S3andSh provides the dwelling with additional spaaad thestructuredn this dwelling
complexare the main components of the site constructed and used in the lai2thlth
century(Milek, 2003, p 23) Continuity between & and S1 is demonstrated by a shared
north wall, and both structures werellbon an eastvest orientatior(Milek, 2003, p. 18)
However, by building the south wall further notthan its predecessorl $ distanced
from the remains of SMilek, 2003, p. 18)
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Figure48The later dwelling compleat Sveigakotincluding Structures 1, 8nd 5. Adapted from Fig. 1 (Milek,
2003, p. 10).

The pavement seen kigure48within areaS3 is an unevenly paved path laid over
a preexiging depression, similar to pavement discussed abovgsisladottir and
Vésteirsson, 2004, pp. E36) AlthoughS3appears to reise the walls of thearlier S6
for shelter, thgpavement seems to contribute to @nentation of the site, as both the
postulated thresholds for SAs shownon Figure 48 face away from the rest of the
structures.This dwelling therefore appears, as far as the current evidence can show, to
suggest a rejection of the older site, and perhaps the husbandry practices associated with

that site.

The Sveigakot settle ment : a spatial -functional analysis

Sveigakot is a highland sifehe buildings are placed on a slight slope downwards to the

south, with theanimaitbuilding S7and latterly the dwellings S4 and S1, placed at the head

of this slope. Unfortunately, we haxe wall remains from a central enclosure, although

it is very likely thasuch a structurexisted given the evidence for homefield walls at other

sites from the Commonwealth perio&everaldiagrams are required to mape

chronological shifts at thiste, andsubsequent experiences of the site will have been

] bz hYbWYX Vk g\'Y cf[Ub] 3Ug]cb ¢cZ ah > g]d Y +t+d
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In Figures 4%1, we see several dwellings linked by outside or parteaitgred
activity areas and paved patnsdit is evident thadifferent parts of theitewerein use
at different times. The initial occupation of the Sveigakot site (Phase la, sHeigurén
49 the phase to which the anintmlilding belongs, is very different from thaditional
view of the Viking Age Icelandic farm, includiagsmall, sunkefioored building anda
woodentent-like structure The space of the farm is predominantly taken up with animal
places: the cattle byre, buildings for fodder storage, and pdtentidtiple pig wallows,
andS7 is the most prominent, masatcessible, and most elaborated building in this initial
stage of settlement; although the distance between the northern and southern parts of the
site is remarkable, with roughly 25m between &lFthe MT/T structures(Batt et al.,
2015, p. 170)

It has been difficult to discern thresholtsmany of the Sveigakbuildingsdue
to their sunken nature. However, the thresholds in S7 are clearly emphasised. These can
be seen offrigure 49 phase 1la, with extended paving elongating access to the- animal
building and marking it out in contrast to the indistinct thresholds of the smaller buildings
on the site. The suggestion that pavement SP may have been covered presents it as a
comparable feature to the covered, or part@iered corridor between dwatli P1 and
outdoor area P2. While the covering of a route between a human dwelling and the outside
hearthsthat mark out P2 as a significant area may not be surprism@xistencef a
paved potentiallycovered walkway leading to and from S7 while ¢ wause as an
animatbuilding is remarkableHowever, it is unlikely that pavement SP was used by
animals; rather, theorthern doorway eems a plausible optiomhe northernthreshold
has no extended paving, and leads out inteS&ulind its possible pigallows. It may
thereforegjoin two animalplacesand is isolated from the humataces on the south side
of S7. As such, it would be a suitable point from which to lead out animals to further
enclosures to the north of the site, or grazing in the pastarehighlands beyond.

However, the remains of animal dung found amongst the paving at pavement N indicates
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Figure49 Spatialfunctional analysis diegms for Sveigakot, phaseslta Author's own.
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that the western doorwayight also have been used by animals at the site.

In phaselg use of the site appears to revolve around the tstrinaturesP1, P2,
P3 and MP3, whichwereclosely associated with S7thgir proximity to the building
andthedirection of their thresholdscing towards it, or towards pavementAthough
the P structures seem to remain in use later than S7 anq@i&s 1b), they would still
have been intervisually connected to the disusedVBife the dwelling and storage
building (T 2) appeasto have been inse inbothphasegt remairsdisassociated from the
northern cluster of structuretn phase 1cMP1 and MP2 replace the P structures in
mediating betweethe northern and southern buildings, and in this phase, the animal
building is used only intermittently. Phase 2a is the point of lowest use at the site, with
only the eastern end of S7 used for smithictgrity, and MT as a dwelling. However, the
enlargement of MT in this period suggests some investment in the site.

In phase 2bHigure 51), the site is rdormed around the large dwelling built
adjacent to theld animalbuilding, however, the rest of the structures analysed here are
abandoned at this point, and it is likely that further structures associated with this stage
have been lost through erosion. The area immediately east of the site has beenlyarticular
damagegbut substantial gatherings of stones suggest this is the likely location of further
structures(Vésteinsson2017,pers.comm). Nonethelessgven if an animal building
associated with this dwelling wasistentand has since been lost, itrisaningfulthat it
was not builtwithin the initial settlementcomplex,and that S4 is built adjacent to, and
incorporded withthe ruin of S7In all phases, the building, or ruin 8f dominates the
areanot onlyby beingthe largest structure untihg® 2b but alsby its elevated position
relative to the other structurabat meant itwould have impacted visually on the
experiene of those dwelling at the sit&everal factors might have influenced the
construction of S4 adjacent to S7, including kigh visibility of the place, the ability or
need to reuse the ruined north wall of &1da desire to rebuild closettee earliest focus
of the site Buildingin this placenay have been perceived as a usurpation, an assumption,

or incorporation of an amakocussed past.

Sveigakot is a difficult site interpret having suffered froraignificant levels of
erosion between depositi and excavation (Vésteinss@f17 pers. comn). However,
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the aspects of the site that have been excavated shoWwetbeganisation of space at

Gi Y][U_cg 13 X]1zzYfYbg Zf clLandeagmsoidthasBeddt a3 Y| WUI |
proposed as a low statiasm, where the small dwelling®ntrastwith the large animal

building; yet the remains uncovered from the siteh boaterial culture and midden
XYdc3]g3+ UfY Wcb3] 39Ybg ~]g\ ~\VUg ~Y alJ[\g Y
(Vésteinsson, 2006b, p. S¥implistic explanations shoultereforebe avoided. Svgakot

may have been a lower status or tenant farm in the Viking Age, or it may have been a farm

of similarstatus to VatnsfjéroumWhat is clear is that the organisation of space is different.

It can be suggested that the household at thistetapedto project a higistatus
image.In the Viking Age and medieval period, domestic animals, especially cattle, were
indicators of wealth. Therefore, a large anilmalding, regardless of the unseen number
of cattle within the building, would immediately progia marker of prosperity for those
passing or visiting the farmand display a specific identity to the communiyall
dwellings should not be assumed to indicate low st limitation of resources, but
rather an active decision to build in a ¢geneay.It may be argued th#te largeanimat
building not only expressed the desired identity of the farm, but also demonstrated how
the householdvished to display their economic potential to their society. This may
explain why this conspicuous and elatted building was constructed, and then used as a
multi-purpose space in the same period as sheltering animals. Such a display could suggest
that the household at Sveigakot was building defensively to establish their place in a society
that valuedfé (catle, sheep, wealthor property) andn an aredhat was densely settled
from the earliest time of settlemgmMésteinsson and McGovern, 201Z&)at Sveigakot
is an architectural manifestation of the conceg#dfscussed in Chapter 2. It regents
at once livestock, wealth, and physical propergwever, it also reinforces the
prominence of animdluman relations at this sit€he multiple-purpose Swould have
been visually and interactively prominent at the site, aditess to the buildjnfor a
variety of uses and layvariety of household membgrgatly increasinthe contact and
interactons betweenetheredanimals and humans conducting a variety of activities.
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Two places, two sets of animal -human relations

At Sveigakot, hie large buding associated with animals is the focus of the farm site, not
only for its size, but its visibility upslope from the human dwellings. If we contrast this
with Vatnsfjoérour, we see a different organisation of space, and a different relation
expressed toanimaiplaces. Although in both cases, the buildings are physically
constructed on the edges of the settlement, at Sveigakot the-hniltialg hasthree
doorways, and both faces away from, aod/ardsthe human dwelhgs andthe human
dwellingsand outdoor areasappear to facéhe animal buildingn many caseévhere
thresholdscan be discerngdin contrast to the apparent exclusion of Structure 9/7 at
Vatnsfjordur While S9/7 at Vatnsfjérours constructed on a slope above the huma
buildings, likeS7at Sveigakotthisis unlikelyto indicate a similar meaning in the spatial

organisation of the sitgjiven thano buildings face towards S9/7 at Vatnsfjérour.

It is important to consider what purposeich buildings might fulfibeyond
shelter At Sveig&ot the animabuildingmay have represented the importance of a tenant
relationship if this farm was a tenasmaltholdingin association with a more prominent
farm in the districtacting as a reminder of lower statw®f the duty of care towards the
animals it sheltered: a visual indicator that the cattle they worked with had a higher status
than the humans on the sitéowever, S7at Sveigakonayalternativelyhave acted as a
projection of real, aspirational, or imaginegalth constructed by raindependent
household struggling to assert their identity in a fragile frontier sodregontrastthe
animal buildingst Vatnsfjordurare smaller than the human dwelling at every stage of its
occupation. While the Vatnsfjérour animalildings have thesame amount of space
available for shelter as Sveigakot, this space is divided into two, with a building on either
side of the settlement. This organisation of space may reflect the stalling of different
animals in the Vatnsfjorouromefield, or the adojain of different herding practicthan
those adopted &@veigakotHaving multiple animabuildings at the sitenayalsohave
hadpractical or meaningful advantages, sudheasbility to more effectively manuae
large homefield arear to investthe dructureswith aspecificvisualor auralimpact for

display purposes.
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The changing o$patial organisatioaver time can be seen at both Vatnsfjérour
and Sveigakoand reinforcéhat thedynamic nature of relations with the animals at these
sites should not be viewed in isolation from other developments on the.fém
Vatnsfjordurone of the first recordednimaiplace is constructed over the remains of
S1Qand it can be assumed that the function ofah#svas incorporated into the main
dwelling & the same time as animals are established in this outer, and -dstiatged
place while at Sveigakot the animgpacas most likelymoved eastwardsvay from the
central building areafter theabandonment of S7. This movement of anipiate at
Swigakot may have been the result of a desire-&ppmpriate the space previously
occupied by S7 for the large dwelling &!discussed above

In generalthe animabuildings at Vatnsfjorour araore isolatedrom the human
dwelling than at Sveigakorhis distance between animals and humans may reflect the
herding stategies at Vatnsfjérour requiringess closerelationships between
environments, animals, and humahiéernatively, or concurrenthprestige and identity
at Vatnsfjorourmight have beemediated through the presence of animals, but also
through other factors, such as-fishing, the collection of driftvood, and iroavorking,
given its proximity to the fjord and prominent smithy at the.Sitee most distinctive
structure at early Vatngirdur was the human dwelling, while at Sveigakot it was S7. This
suggests a marked difference in how the farm would have been perceived, from a distance,
in approaching the place, and when standing among the buildintjse Sveigakot,
Vatnsfjordur is itervisually connected ther farms in the area, and played a central role
in the politics ofthe fjord, andthe splitting of the animabuildings might have been

designed to make the faappear largerom theseocations.

Earlier in this chapte | suggested that the Viking ge and medieval farm may
have been conceived as a place at which safe, central, controlled space gave way in
graduated stages to the uncontrolled cepaaway from human interactiomn
interpretation supported by recent studiesbielings(Kupiec and Milek, 2015While
this mayhave beethe casgwhat is clear from this studs/that the positioning of animals
in this continuum is not fixed, and that domestic animals did not have a consistent
expression of place onRiing Age farms in relation to neanimal space$he placement
of the animabuildings at Vatnsfjordur very clearly mark out places for the animals into
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which only certain household members wdwgte beenequired to venture, in contrast

to the more conreted, more accessible Sveigakolrsaddition, hie suggestion that Sub

S6 at Sveigakot mahow evidence of pikeeping,indicates that pigs may have been
domestic animals able to traverse and permeate diffggaces of the househd&im,
andrequiredat least partly to occupy places around the farm buildings. This may fit with
the Old Norse terng e b [(lomefiéldboar) that suggests a link existed between pigs
and the more controlled spaceshaf farm (discussed further irh@pter 4). As analysed

in Chapter 1, Old Icelandic settlement narratives do contain stories evgdrpigs in

Iceland but rather than simply being permitted to roam sewid in the Icelandic
landscape, these stories always note the pigs turning away from their human owners,
3h[[Y3g]b[ Ub hb~ Y WcaY¥Y UWg ' 3YY 7\ UdgyYf
refusal tosubmit to human control, particularly in the extended versfaine storyin

J Ug b 3sadga(cit/l5) suggests uncontrolled pigs were viewed negatively by the
compilersof these narratives. Asiggested bthe Gragadaws, pigs were permitted to

roam onlywith the appropriate apparel (rings in their snouts) and never over common
pasture (see Chapter 2). This further suggests thahayeconsidepigs to be animals

under greater human control than proposed by McGovern for Svei@alag, p. 57)

No uniform animal -place

Part of the aim of this chapter was to evaluate the abinidings at Vatnsfjoérour and
Sveigakot in relation to the existing work oriraatbuildings in Iceland,ral the above
analysis demonstratédsat certain key features ofedievabyres as identified by Berson

(2002) cannot be universally appliedhe Viking Age While the animabuilding at
Sveigakot appears to conform formally to the byres surveyed imB&x30 f Ydcf g+ ]
no evidence of stalls, and is evidently a plurtctional building ather than a consistent
animaiplace. Iseems not to have bemmstructedo facilitatethe easy removal of manure

and is situated much closer to the main buildoigke central farm complex.

The animatbuildingsat Vatnsfjorour do not share this thraisled constructian
They are far shorter than those surveyed by BersorHgeee 12, capable of holding a
very limitednumber of animals, and square rather than obsétvaged in their floor plans.

The buildings at Vatnsfjordur, like Sveigakot, are not aligned to facilitate the clearing of
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manure, rather showingyvidence of a central drdiaving beeut throughthe sidewalls.

The animabuildings at Sveigakot and Vatnsfjorour conttagt g\ 6 Yf 3cbhu3d 3h[ [ Y?Z
that the central paving in the byres sloped downwards towards the entrance, and the
structure was drained in this w@3002, p. 59except perhaps S8 at Vatnsfjordthis
indicates that the buildings weneot orientated to manage rwaif through one of the

doors, but rather that the placement of the thresholds had a purpose beyond .drainage
Thoughthe animabuildings at these sites warenstructed on slopesjs cannot be said

to assist in the drainage thie building, andlid not mean that the building necessarily
overlooledthe farm.S8 at Vatnsfjordur, while downslope from the central farm buildings,
appears to have had a greater presence in the intervisual relationships ofttaeirsie,
beenplacedbetween these buildings and the fjord, and in direct line of sight from the

house.

While the byres surveyed by Berson are medieval, where they can be dated, and
locatel in the southwest of Iceland2002, p. 59)they provide important poistof
comparison for these earlier examples of admitdings at Vatnsfjérour and Sveigakot.
There was clearly no one way in which animaldings were constructed and placed at
Icelandic farmg the VikingAge, and if consistency develojrethe medieval period, as
suggested by Berson, this might reflectaXc] Zz] WUg] cb ¢cZ g\Y Ub] aU  h3
and of distinct animgiuman relations at these sitel®wever, the possibility cannot be
excluded that variation in the construction of byres degérah regional and
topographical conditiors Ub X g\ XJgYigl YK tZacfa chg ] bYX Vk 6Yf

byres aWiking Agesites in soutbwest Iceland

Conclusions

As outlined in the Introduction to this chapter, the purpose of this part of my thasis
to survey the sites dfatnsfjorour and Sveigakand aaly the spatial organisaticat
these sitesconsidering the relationships betwegawtential animatplaces, andhuman
activity and dwelling areakshave attemptetb re-construct how humans organised their
spaces in relation to their animals, smdse thisreconstructioras a way of approaching

past animahuman relations.
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From the analyses conducted in this chag&reratonclusions may bdrawn
and a number of further questions proposedsthy, it is clear thathe structures within
the cental farm enclosures atiking Age and medieval farms in Icelawere not
consistently organised, with variatiooscurringdepending ordate location, and focus
of site.Secondlyby approaching these places in a way that considers the everyday practice
that shaped and was shaped by these strudiseastensity and nature of anirfaiman
interactions at these sitean be reonstructed Thirdly, conductingspatiaifunctional
analysisof the farm alongside considerations of wider regional links can alter
interpretations of the economic and political status of 3Ndsle spatialanalysis cannot
solely identifyanimaiplacer the nature of animdduman interactionsn these sites, it
highlights the need forpotential animaplacesto be given clger aténtion in fuure
excavationsalongside zooarchaeological analysimore fully understand the internal

networks and past experiencing of a site.

| propose that suckpatialfunctional analysamight be applied to Icelandic farm
sites excavated in thaetfire to add depth to interpretations and lessen anthropocentric
bias in such studieBor example, the Viking Age and medieval farm at H6fdagerdi would
besuitable for such a study, once further excavations have taken place at the site and this
datais published(Aldred, 2004 However, a number of issuagse frommy method as it
currentlystandsFor examte, future development dhe method outside of this thesis,
may include topographical information and details of the farm locale, as well as including
the locations of middens and rubbish disposal areas on the site. This methadsobald
developed fuher by attempting to map the aural and/or olfactory signatures of various
activities onta spatiafunctionaldiagram, although such a diagram could be speculative
only, given (for instancehe many variations in weather conditions that would affextt su

experiences

Taking aspatialapproach to the past arrangamand use of buildings on Viking
Age and medieval farmsteads in Icelandtim@®e advantagesthen addedto previous
approacheskirstly, this approach enables us to better understand theenatuand
restrictions on the various activitiaad movementthat may have taken place in the
homeplaceof the Viking Age farm. Secondly, by better understanding the nature and

restrictions of these activities, we can provide more plausible explarfatidhe status
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or position of a farm in widesocial political, or economicelationshipsThirdly, and
most importantly for this thesisye can makemore informed suggestions about the
interactions between humans and animals on these Bytdsing ale to make more
plausible suggestions about the interactions between humans and domestic animals, this
research allows us to readitten texts from medieval Iceland in a manner potentially
more informed by the everyday practice of animahan relation®n Icelandic farms
Humans and animals experience place each other througiensory interactiomnd the
texts disaossed in @apters1, 2, and 4(below) have likewisedevelopedthrough
engagememith this entangleavorld (Gibson, 1966; Hartman et al., 2017, p. 134; Wallter,
1988, p. 134 hey enshrine a cultural memory of the agastoral past perceived by
thirteenth-century Icelanders to have developed into their medieval presergflectan
image of formativeelationships between animal, human, and paaosidered useful or
interesting by medieval Icelandic socigtgrtman et al., 2017, p. 136he final chapter

of this thesiswill thereforeexamine exampled animathuman interaction in literary
homefields informed by the spatial awareness of physical fpawesdemonstrated

above.
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4. Anil rhauman r el at i
t h@sl endi ngas®gu

Introduction

This chapter investigates the representation of arfnaan relations in the
[slendingasdgyand the intersection of these relatinipswith the home. The preceding
chapters have demonstrated that domestic animals weoetamt figures in both the

mateaial and narrative settlement of Iceland, anthe wayin whichthe Icelandic home

place physically and legally developed. This importance, as can be seen in the settlement
narratives, is interwoven into the stories that Icelanders told about theiflpasthapter
examines these narratives of thecoastructed past in greater detail, with a focus on

animathuman relationships with each other, dmehomeplace.

It should not be assumed that the functional importance of domestic animals in
Iceland auwimatically set them up for inclusion in the stories the Icelanders told about
themselves and their ancestors. For example, despite their proposed importance to early
Icelandic society, pigs occur rarely in teéendingascgyroften represented only as

humans in illusionary disguigBrewington et al., 2015; McGovern, 2003)his chapter

"These episodes in which humans turn, or are turned into pigs are fott@tdar sagach.26,Gull-
boris sagahl10 and Eyrbyggja sagah.20. Elsewhere in thglendingasdgupigsappear six times:
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first outlines the previous research on domestic animals in the Icelandic sagas before

splitting its analysis intothredof g 3/ Wc bWYdg] cb3 ¢cZ t\caYK ] b ad
including an overview of the meanings/@&imr/heimaand associated verbal phrases;

closereadings oftie animal in the homglace andictive kinship in the sagas; and an

Ub U™ k3] 3 atidnships With animblsudrettis aga Asmundarsonar

Previous research

It has been argued that an interdisciplinary approach is necessary to fully understand
medieval Icelandic tex{Meulengracht Sgrensen, 1993; Mortensen, 2@l#houghthe
requirement for synthesis with the physical world of Iceland has not so often been
recognised, andhis interdisciplinarity has only recently been extended to include
archaeologyVidal, 2014, 2013Reading animahuman relationsn the sagasvith a
perspective enhancég the spatiafunctional analysis in the preceding chaptegbles
deeper understandings of these narratives in relation todtexial world in which they

were produced.

Considerations ofnimaklhuman relations in Iceland are practically-e&istent
in literary studiesbar two publications. Teusch@©90)rovides a discussion of animals
and men in thelslendingasdgubut uses the sagas as evidence for society with little
linguistic or lierary analysis. In contrast, RobrbW\ 3 Wc a d f,D&r¥ebsgfiei Y 3 g h XKk
Blick: MenschTier-Relationen in der Sagaliterat@009), uses literary analysis to access
a wide range adnimathuman relations i®ld Norselcelandic textsHowever, although
Rohrbach combines both archaeological and literary data, she primarily considers the uses
of animals as narrative features of the sagas, rather than analysing the relationships
represented between animals and humans in these texts. Archaeological souseds are
to provide context for her discussion of medieval Icelandic animal husbandry, and evidence
for specificanimals in an Icelandic setting, but this information is taken no further, and

there is little discussion of the anirmaiman interactions expeneNY X ~ 1 g\ { b 3 h W\ t f

Hardar sagah.29,Gull-boris sagah.17,J U g b 3saglchid; Viga-Glums sagah.18 VallaLjots
sagachl; andFldamannaagach?20.
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~ cf XK ~icdxampl¢eRohsbach highlights the central position of domesticates,
such as oxen, and their function of providing markers against which figures in the
[slendingasdguand samtidarséguran measure their personaéitities(2009, p. 20)

but does not considéhemas epresentations of real animals

While it can be arguethat animahuman relations are used in these texts to
provide a foil against which human masculine behaisaemonstrated and reinforged
and through which oldiations between men are illustraiRadhrbach, 2009, pp. 291, 294)
animathuman relations in these texts are not exclusplatyed within an elite masculine
sphereof meaning There isnot one way of depicting animbluman relations that is
followed consistety between the sagas, nor even within the sameaadgthough nale
animals appear to dominate tséendingasdgimith malehomasocial relationfeatuing
heavilyin many of the animaluman relationships in these texts, mearrior identities
and fenale or noAmasculineaspects of these relations should not be igndfethale
Ub]JaU 3+ Zcf YjUad> Y ?2Yb[T U UbX :;fYgg]f
Inni-Krakr in Fljotsadsel@agaFleyqir inHeidarvigasagaand personalised or named oxen
in Brandkrossa pattr, Haroaaga@U j /X agand Pidranda pattr ok Porha/lareall
depicted as involveith animalhuman relationships and play significant roles in their
narratives(Johannesson, 1950c, pp.[2338, 254; Jonsson, 1936, pd-49 195200;
Nordal and Jonsson, 1938a, p. 270; Sveinsson, 1984Vmf8sson and Unger, 1860, p.
419; Vilmundarson and Vilhjalmsson, 1991b, pp78%| believe greater attention should
be paid to female and castrated animals in these representations, and that the interactions
betweendomestic animasndhumansdeptted in the/slendingasdguare not primarily
used to reinforce masculine human behavioaomparisn to an inferior animal figure.
These aimalsare notsimply used to mirror the attributes or chaeaistics of their human
partner, andhough commonales in these partnerships are evident (discussed further
below) this thesis considetbe animals and humans in these partnersigptacedon a

more equal ontologic&doting thanin the conclusiongroposed by previous studies

islendingasdgur: ontolo gical uncertainty and social redefinition

Rohrbach provides a cregsnre study of animals in Old Norsmelandic literature,

incorporating the/slendingasdgursamtidarséguand Konungasdgyrand placing the
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Islendingasdguinto a systm with these othesaga genrebased on their use and
representation of animauman relations. Unlike thés/endingasdgurthe other saga
genres do not depict animals exercising agency, nor dgtibeyso many occasions of
humans interacting with individual animé@fohrbach, 2009, p. 292)particular contrast

can be drawn, Rohrbach argues, betweeristeadingasdgiand Sturlungasagawhich

having been recorded in similar periods, have nonetheless dissimilar representations of
animathuman relations(2009, p. 293)However, the /slendingasdgumre set in a
mythologised VikingAge past, incontrastto the contemporary or neapntemporary

setting of Sturlungasagaand it may be that the projection of a Vikilge past enables
relationships and interactions to be portrayed that would otherwise be unsuitable fo

depiction.

Rohrbach suggests that the prominence of domestic animals in the sagas is a
reflection of the stratification of Icelandic society at their time of writing, in particular the
emphasis on masculine behaviour for membership of thg2018, pp. 2§£295) She
suggestshat this elite masculine code of behaviour rgstetly on appropriate distance
from animals, and that thés/endingasdgushow the development of thisarrative of
distance, whileSturlungasagaand someKonungasoguishow the pinnacle of thislite
masculine identit{Rohrbach, 2009, p. 293y this way, the/slendingasdgumay be
interpreted as a collective biography of sorts: a representation of Iceland and Icelandic
society becoming civilise constructing and reinforcing distandrom animals~
preceding the emergence of the elite class depicteSturiungasagaF c \ f VUW\ hu3
interpretation fits the animahuman relations depicted in the sagas it
conceptualisatiorof a collectivet 3 Wvprld,K espousedoy both Clunies Ross ral
Tulinius (Clunies Ross, 1998; Rohrbach, 2009, p. 295; Tulinius,.2003)

In 1998, Clunies Ross suggested that the saga genres are each part of the same
narrative and conceptual system, and Tulinius has pealibat this shared continuum of
meaning fits within a literary system in which the different saga genres ir{tehaies
Ross, 1998, pp. 16002; Tulinius, 2003, p. 52@)ke Rohrbach, Tulinius considers the
Islendingasdguas occupying a particularly significant place within this continuum,

d UW] b[ tcbgc c[] WU" h skendihggddduanghe Kasityag g\ Y
religious, supernatural, and social activity in the texidin relation to the contemporary
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events of the thirteenth and fourteenth centu(@®03, p. 527)Tulinius swgests that
thirteenth-century social redefinition, in which elite figures attesaio redefine their

origins in relation to heroic, legendaoy royal Norwegian ancestors, may have triggered

the recording and compilation of tiiglendingaségug2003, pp. 527, 53@)ulinius also
proposes that social anxiety existed towards the ideological basis for this social redefinition
(2003, p. 536t can be argued that an appropriate outlet for such social anxiety or tension
would be the stories closest to the place and identity of the saga compilers, writers, readers,
or listenerqTulinius, 2003, p. 537)ike the stories of settlement discusse@hapter 1

the tales in thés/endingasdguran be interpreted as narratives produced by a set of people
making sense of their society and theorld, and the ancestokgho formed them.
However, sich ancestors, and their descendants, were people for whom-lamimaad
interactions were a vital and daily occurrghtartman et al., 2017, p. 13dndl suggest

we should not simply look for social redefinition in the production of these texts, but
awarenes®f the importance of, and risks around close admalan relationships,
particularly in light of changing econarand environmental conditiorfgvans, 2016;
Ingimundarson, 1995, 1992)

My aim in thischaptet 3 gc¢c Vh] X ¢cb Fc\fVUW\ 3 -~ ¢
a starting point for a refocussed analysis of the domestic dnimah interactions in the
Islendingasdgun do not need to survey all anirhaiman interactions in the sagas, as
g\ Y3Y UfY chg ] bY X(2009, ppF3FB27)\WorWa lief3pf all tdrchsY b X ] j
Zcf UblJaU 3 ]b g\Y3Y gYjg3 fYROY ppY3d® Zcf
348) What is provided in this chapter is a deeper analysis of episodes in selected
[slendingasdgyrfocussed on demonstrating what approachcentredon place and
animal behavioubrings to the study of anim@lman relations in thedexts. | will
suggest that ratihethan simply foils for masculinity or indicators of hurfamman
relations, certain animals are represented as active players@ivibeksof exchange,
honour, and kinshim these textsthey echo human social organisation and are attributed
human chacteristics ~ \ ] Y Yj df-Y@F3] ¥K WhHJyaJUSuch VY\ U
representations of certain animals echo the ambiguities found@rdpeisawsdiscussed
in Chapter 2, in which pigs, horses, and dogs seem to occupy a legal space that cannot be
WU "hYaXU bt+\K  V h g b c gTheYimtagaktiong arkl relatiorshipa depicteld
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the saga narratives analysed in this chapégr demonstrate not the difference between
animals and humans, as Rohrbach suggests, but commonalities between the two.

Conceptio ns of home in medieval Iceland

In discussing the househdiam in the /slendingascgiyrthis chapter focusses on

heimi heimaand gardr as the terms most often used to indicate movement towards and
WcbgU] baYbg -d]1@gwY K U] B \ WchixgpdoJ\lZAthatgare usgdr f a3 3 h
to refer to farms, farmhouses, and househaldsdescriptive sens#&/'hile the termgardr

has often been discussed in relation to cosmological principles, medieval literature, and
everyday practic€Arge, 2005; Battles, 2007; Dunhof, 2005; Hastrup, 1990, 1985;
Jennbert, 2011; Lindow, 1997; @ye, 2005; Steinsland, 20€&¥ion of the ternbeinr

in scholarly discourse has most often focussed on its presence -inaph&seacroghe

North Atlantic (Brink, 1995; Jesch, 2015, pp-48) However, heimr, heim heimaand

related words are used extensively in/dtendingasdguo indicate the househefdrm

and a place of dwelling, as well as those figures associated with such pl&&D + K b - X - (
In some cases, the significance of these teandeemeglected in modermanslations,

considered perhaps as merely part of the background representation of th&sagas.

chapter also include&in(gardr)in its digussions of the home. Whilkeim can be

considered as@nceptual and physical entity, the(gardrlseems to heeindicatedthe

homefield, physical enclosure, and buildings within iwhich theseinwould be situated

(but by which theheimis not necessarily constraingdhwever, a clear link between the

heimand thefdnis indicated by terms such/esnaadaa compound ofeima and-tada

(hay from the manured field, from tl#7) as discussed below.

The nounheimrhas a number of meanings in Old Norse, but all are linked to the
concept of dwelling in a particular pldsee Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, pp-232;
Ub X t CB DFhéte ibofteta glose link betweeheimrand gardy particularly in
G b ¢ fEtdamygich bothMidgardr, andNifiheimr and Alfheimrarenamedor general
regions(Faulkes, 1982, pp. 13, 9). Both Midgardrand heimrare used in Old Norse to
refer to the human world, and althougl/mris common to all Germanic languages, its
aYUb] b[ c¢cZ t~cf XK cf {Studdvant, ¥016] p3259Hisa] gY X gc
section will discuss the multiple facets of the home in Old Nleedandic society with
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references to the meanings and compounds formed from thehbase The fun is
discussed in relan to certain domestic animalsd the importance of thgngardno the

household as demonstrated in Chapter 2.

Verbal phrases: home and being

The nounheimr; and the adverbse/imand heimaare used with verbs to indicate the act

of doing something relating to the home. The pheaga Aeiméo have a homeédicates

the dwelling of someone at a certain place, butefiss tdiving in this world as opposed

to death.Heimris used to shape the beginning and ending of Athea /7 heiminm(to

come into the homworld, to be born) andara af heiminurfto go from the homavorld,

to die)i#sHome then, was a place in which one lived, and from which one departed upon
death (or natas shall be discussed belthe,dead are presentasiunwilling to leave their
homes). The phrasgg/a milli heims ok heljdto lie between home and hel) is used to
suggest a state of uncertain placement, in which a figure lies on the border between life
and death. The link between death and departora home is extended in the concept

of outlawry, in which the command to leave home is equated with closeness to death, or

at least the prospect of being killed with impunity at any {ishider, 2004, p. 133)

Other heim -compounds

As well as its use in verbal phragesir is often compounded with other noui&everal

of these relate to the domestic arrangements of the hoohdouseholdHeimarolk

heimalig heimasvejt and heimkynn; are all terms used to indicate the household,
although of theséieimkynniis by far the most popular, witheimasveiand heimalio
appearing only inSturlungasagdCleasby and Vigfasson, 1874, pp.249 , 0 t+ CBD +
n.d.) Theseterms refesspecificallyo the people of the housdtdpwith a sense of kindred

and supporting allies beyond bletiels; andas seen in Chapter2male servant who was

hired to assist in the household is referred to girmamadthomeman). Although the

heimamadmay have only gained accesshousehtd in the lastfardagafmoving days),

8This phrase is rare, but found across all genres of Old Icelandic literature inchsditig sagéch.37;
t CBD+K b- X-(
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they wereammediately included into the concept/mimrthrough such a titleand their
obligation to maintain thé&ingardr With the threat of poor seasons and famine hanging
constantly over the medieval Icelandéng, integrity of the household and domestic
economy was particularly importafHansen, 2008a, p. 4Bnd an immediate sense of
inclusion may have contributed to the secwitthe householdiarm. As well adetween

the human members of a househatdl the concept of the hombere is a close link
between home and the best hayfields. The ferin{a)hag(homepasture) can be linked
to tun (homefield), &un)gardor(homefieldwall), andgardr(enclosure around the farm),
which are more often used in thendingascgufCleasby and Vigfasson, 1874, pp. 249
250) The heimatadéhomehay from the manured fieléom the homefield) is a valued
and protected entity in both laws and the sagas and, as shall be demonstrated below, is
often the homeentity under attack from animal€leasby and Vigfasson, 1874, p. 219)

is evident thathespace and boundaofthe tin(gardpwas degally and socially important
aspect of the medieval Icelandic cpheaisation of the homplace as was the hay

produced and stacked within

However, he compoundieimaelskfhomeloving) suggests too mudie/mris a
bad thing, a# is used to indicate a figure whot@ afraid to leave home to go out into
the world (Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 24%is may suggest thatdistinction
should be made betweéa/mras an individual dwellinglace, andie/mras the world in
generglas in this above definitipthe world and the home seem set at otftdsvever,
perhay g\ ] 3 gYfa Wch X VY gfUb3 UK W3HE tcbyY -
meaning both the fireside and the world; that is, one who is unprepared to take the risks
to their life that travelling or raiding might include. Indeed, such dangers ars@atagph
] b g\'Y gYfa h3YX Zcf Yb Wcriskagewrkvarbuto misd Y hu3d XY Ug)\
homecoming) and suggests that/me/imaelskwe can see the combination of home and
world meaninggCleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 258Jthough heimaelskis a rare
term in the /slendingasdguronly appearing once id U g b 3s¥da itsUderivative

19 Heimkvamuor heimkvamas more common in genres of Old Notleelandic literature other than the
Islendingaségurt CBD+.K b - X- (
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heimskr is a common adjective in tiglendingaséger a Y Ub ] b [ Zcc ] 3\
"7 YU3Vk UbX J][Z&33cb+ [ ..+ d- .  _0 tcC

Earlier studies clearly demarcated between different meanirfgsrofand ts
compoundsFor example, Albert Sturtevamt the early twentith centurydiscusses the
compound verlheimsokjgto seek again, to returms used in thEddas asserting that
with regards to inanimate objects, the conceliieai? as home cannot app$turtevant,

1916, p. 258QAlthough it is not within the remit of this chigy to discuss such compounds

at length | would suggest it this verb incorporates a sense of belonging to a certain place
that can be linked to the horsencept discussed in this chapter.Aem(r)and its
adverbial use d@me/m(a)l believe we can perceive thediirg together of place anding:

a sense ofldeworld in which human and animal figures experience their living in relation
to each other and the physical places of their environiingield, 2011, pp. $Z0, 2000)

Legal home

Heimili (domicile), originally a compourtd heimaand odallancestral land) is the term
primarily used for home irGragasand Jonsbok and roots this concept of home in
inheritance and ancestral propgi®teasby and Vigfasson, 1874, p. 258¢ association

of the legal home with memory of, and attachmerglace has social implications, and
oheimilt(un-homed, without domicile) is term for an dtilegumadfoutlyingman) that

is, an outlaw(Halldorsson, 19%9 p. 123)Such terms reinforce the association of the

home, place, arabcial and physichbundaries.

The home was legally important in medieval Iceland, and the laws reflect a
necessary fixation with the productivity of the household economy anéekeor each
member of the community to be socially and economically useful in a harsh environment
(Miller, 2004, pp. 175126) Legally, the household was the pliscehichyou belonged,;
andeven if you were abroad, you counted as belonging to that Icelandic household
which you were last a resideliHansen, 2008a, p. 42Nonetheless, household
membership was not automatic, but depended on the work and resources available
(Hansen, 2008@. 42) Like animals slaughtered in the autumn to ensure there was

enough hay for over the winteve/imamenghomemen, hired workers) could be rejected
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from the household on th&rdagato conserve the efficiency of the household and the
continued proserity of the home(Hansen, 2008a, p. 43Jhe medieval Iceland
household, then, would have been a unit of fluid structure depending on the time of year,
and the productivity ofthe seasons. The-pdacement of children seems to have been
encouraged (thisystem offosterage is discussed further below) and therefore Icelandic
society would have been one in which peaopight be born, grow up, and work in
multiple places throughouheir lives. Attachment to home would have necessarily been
different from our conceptions of the home, perhaps requiring nftaeble
understandings of such a place, and this must be borne in mind when assessing narratives

involving heimrin these saga

What made a home?

While it may have been difficult to maintain a constant, holistic attachment to a home
place, the legal and social requirement to attach oneself to a household would have resulted
in close ties to the idea of the hofaem, regardlessf the fluid changing nature of the
householdHansen, 2008a, p. 4Ihe long Icelandiwinters, in which householagould

have become more isolated as travel became tiffiould also have fostered intensity of
feeling. For half the year, the home would have been a place in which the household spent
a large amount of time indoors, or within the farm boundary, in close proximity to certain
people, structures, and anim@t&ansen, 2008a, p. 4Bowever, while the winter would

have drawn the concept of home tightly around the homefield, in the summer this
household, and perhaps then the concepbofe, may have been split between the main
farm and shielingéHansen, 2008a, p. 42; Miller, 1988, p. 3@&Wever, in the sagas we

rarely find movement towards shielings expressed Wélma°

Many sagas reflect a strong sense of loyalty withisatial unit of the home, and
a figureis often identifiedby the farmstead which he or she owned, or on which they
worked (Milek et al., 2014, p. 143; Sigurdsson, 2008, pp. 238,A238)place in the

V@U;j XD  (th.35 ehowd Audr returninge/mafter her ride to injure her exusband, although while

3'Y Yjd J]Wlg k 3Yg3 chg Zfca g\yY 3\V]Y ]b[the g\'Y gV¥Yjg

main farm.
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[slendingascgiithe heimrcan be defined primarily as the homefield and enclosed area of
buildings, including the dwellings, haystacks, and certain abundings. However,
previous discussions of home in the sagas have disagreed on the role of the buildings of
the farm. Miller sees turf buildings, which would have required frequent maintenance or
rebuilding, as unable to foster attachment in the same way that a certain vigacor o
might have donéMiller, 2004, p. 127)n contrast, Hansen suggests farm buildings could
be considered as agentsohnectedness, which would draw figures together and trigger
interactions between humanand I would suggestbetween humans and animals
(Hansen, 2008a, p. 41; Miller, 2004, p. 1Ri7addition, the repetitive nature of the care
and attention required to maintain turfiildings would have created a bond between the
builders and the structures. Likige care of animals af&hd,the structures on the farm
required careful attention on a day by day or season by seasoRdm#gies andituals

of daily lifebind togethe the concept of hom@allasmaa, 1995, p. 138)d we see this

in the representation of home in ti&endingasdgur

Along with turf buildings and hay, theresence of doestic animals is another
thing every farm would have had in common, and therefore it may not be surprising if
animals appear to be encapsulated in the presentation of the homésievttigrgasdgur
The use of animals to conceptualise boundaries is tediitaan episode fror/slasaga
Surssonafn which the hearing of a dog is giveenthe limit of the homplacez! In Njals
sagaalso, the howl of Samr indicates to Gunnarr that the border of the home has been
breachedSveinsson, 1954, pp. F886) However, despite the association of dogs with
the home and yardie/im is never compounded with words for dog. In contrasvteral
other animal words are joined withe/m(a)In this category we findieimadynhome
animal, domestic animaheimagridungthomebull) foundtwice in borsteins saga hvjta
heimanauthomecattle) found inSturlungasagaand hein{d gashomegoose) found in
KormakssagaGrettis sagaand SturlungasagdCleasby and Vigfasson, 1874, pp.249
0 t C B Dhede tetms Xay (suggest that certain animals were more likely to

s J

2lIn Gislasagdch.3)a group of men escafrom a burning hall, and thainomentof safety is described
asok komusk sva brott or hunda hijodgiporoélfsson andonsson, 1943a, p. 13; and so they came away
out of the hearing of dogs)
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become associated with, or incorporaieid the concept of home than others: for
example, no word for horrgheep is recorded, though a couple of sagas do provide
descriptions of rams overly attached to the hamnea Heidarvigasagach7 andGrettis
sagach74). Furthermore, pigs are asstadavith thefun (homefield) andada(homefield

hay) throughg 7 # h (hamefgldhayboar,Floamanna sageh.2), g &b [(Homejield

boar, Viga-Glums sagach.18 andtunsvinin GragagFinsen, 1852a, p. 121; homefield

pig), although nowhere is &&inasvinrecorded Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, pp. 621,

645) As mentioned in therecedingchapter, interpetations of pigs in Iceland have often
focussed on theiability to seltforage and theipreference foroaming, and yet these

terms seem to suggest a closer relationship between pigs and humans than previously

considered, particularly focussed aroureddéntral homelace of theun.

Heimta: home, animals, and usefulness

The most important event in the Icelandic calendar wagelstur i haust(claims in
autumn,homebringing in autumn): the annual rowugh and bringing home of the sheep

from the highands at the end of summ@Eleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 25hg
opposite ofheimt(homed, brought in) waghe/mt(un-homed, urbrought in), anduch

stray animals are depicted in myaof the sagas as one of the main causes of conflict
between meriCleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 25Bpwever, thiscollectingof sheep

from the highlands has a secondary associas@e/mitacan also mean to claim a debt or
payment, and the noule/mtameans both a claim or payment due, as well as the bringing
home of the sheefCleasby and Vigfussot874, pp. 251, 252)his double meaning of
heimtag as recovering the sheep and being paid, may suggest that the return of the sheep
gc g\Y \NcayY UzZgyYf U 3haaVYf U~ Uk ~ U3 WcbWY]i YX
the wilder land beyond the faroente: a return of these animals fradfveimtto heimt

status. Although there may never have been a word féeaesaudr home was an
important place for sheep to imethe winter.

22For some examples, seavardar sagfirdings(sheep) Eyrbyggja sagah.18, horses), and
Bandamanna sa@n.5, sheep).

212



The language of reclamation from nature is perhaps indicated also in the phra
used to describe the milking of cattleOld Icelandic law texts + C B D +. Keirlwa nxt- (
af fe(to bring home/draw milk from cattle) utilises the same verb as the bringing home of
the sheep from tamountain pasturese find in the/slendingasdguend can perhaps be
linked with the same domesticating sense of bringing reward from the natural world by
bringing an animal or animal product from the-bbome into the homé¢Cleasby and
Vigfusson, 1874, p. 251) may be notable that some of the/mcompoundgiscussed
in this chaptecan be related to use and usefulness. As previously disouSkegter 2
the terms for milk and milkig are related to terms fbenefit and so the phragee/mta
nyt affécould have a sense of bringing a useful product to the home. Likdwiserm
heimahestroften assumed to indicate a prized stallibay have been the animal most
valued for his pential to produce the best offspring, amelmamadwas one of the terms
used taefer to the worker(s) who gathered tand maintained th&ingardfCleasby and
Vigfusson, 1874, p. 24%owever, there is a relative lack/@/manimals in the sagas,
suggesting that the home in ti&endingasdguis not presented primarily as a unit of
usefulness or productiohut rather thatvhen these termseredeployed by saga autlsor

theywereusedto indicate a specific relationship

Exclusion from the saga home

The conceptualisation of home involves exclusion as much as inclusion, and it is important
to note the structures, animals, or figures that e beemxcluded from the home
(Miller, 2004, p. 129)in the /slendingasdgyra marked effort appears to be made to
exclude the dead, and a link may be made betiveecomplex relationship between the
living and the dead with their homes, and the relation of animals to the(Nblee,

2004, p. 130Yhe restless deakem determined to return to the house and disrupt the
workings of the farm(Byock, 1982, pp. 18334; Kanerva, 2014, p. 220, 2013, p. 205;
Martin, 2005, pp. 7581; Miller, 2004, p. 128; Olason, 2003, ppF165) and i their

guest to deny the livingnjoyment of the home, the dead are represented as killing animals,
or possessing them to damage hay, humans, and other aremédscingthe integra

link between home and animals in these sagas. The haunting of Glé&refiis saga
appears to be a particularly aatimal campaign (sé€erettis saga;h33 especiallyput
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the most explicilinking of the dead, animals, and the destruction of the faiffound in
the haunting oborolfr baegifotrlamefoot) in Eyrbyggja sageh.63)the latter part of

which is discusseith detailbelow.

Medieval Icelanders expressly did not want the dead knowing the way home, for
fear of this disruption; and like édead, the movement of animals in the sagas, particularly
their knowledge of the hom@ace, is ambivalently depict@dill er, 2004, p. 130 some
cases, as demonstrated below, it was useful and indeed advantageous for animals to know
the way home, and such knowledge could be a feature of a closehannaal
relationship. In other cases, however, animal awarenésgmftriggers feuds between
men, and results in the damage and destruction of the homeé#idularly walls and
haystacks, whichre formative structures the home irthese textsBy destroying hay,
animals unmake the hoapdace of which they are a vic@mponent.

Animals at home in the Islendingasogur

As the opening of this chapter has demonstratedrrin Old Norseis a term in which
living and place are entwinedihe proceeding sectionsill attempt to deepen our
understanding of this concept, ameconstruct characteristics of threlationships
between animals, humans, and ttmne as presented in telendingasdgythrough
analysis ofarious animahuman interactions involving the hospkace. This homelace

is signifiedby the adverlfieima and the nounsieim(r),gardr, tunandtingardy and this
chapter analyses aninfmiman episodes that involve movement towards or within these

places.

Coming home

In Droplaugarsongagdch.3)a winterjourney is taken between farmmsa sled drawn by
a tean of oxen. Thisis rare asmost journeys in the/slendingaséguare made on
horsebaclandrarelydescribedAt first, the movement in this passage seems to beatirect
by two human figuredyut at a certain point in the journdlyey allow the oxen to take

control:
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Ok er pau kdmu ut um Hallormsstadi, pa foru preelarnir i sledann, pvi at uxarnir
kunnu pa heim(Jthannesson, 1950d, p. 144)

And when they came out around Hallormstadr then the thralls went in the sled
because the oxénenknew home.

The verb used herekunna, means to know, understand, to know bymory, or to
recognis€Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 3B8rordingly, this passage is translated as
the oxen knowing the way honfl®icTurk, 1997, p. 358However,theseoxen are also
required to know thatiteir human passengers wish to return to this plttele animals,
primarily oxen, cattle and horses, implicitly know the way home in many sagas, they are
usually travelling alone, and as far as | am awarphthsekunnaheimis used nowhere

else for tis movement, nor is it associated with animals in any other context. The use of
kunna,with its further connotations of knowledge and understandiagms to imply that

these oxen not only know the way horbet understand that their human passengers

wishto return therez

In contrast, another example of animals returning home can be folfavandar
saga [sfirdingéch.14) in whictheimis used to refer to the shebpuse, rather than the
human homefield. In this episode two brothers anxiously venturafteuta night of bad
weather to find out whetherth] f Ub] aU"™ 3 \ UXtormWcayY \ caVYK

_Ug i Uf Y]lbb XU[ T T7TbXiYf*+ha iYgf]l+ Yf &
komit mikit, ok aetludu at vita, hvart heim veeri kominn allr fénadfirdrélfsson
and Jénsson, 1943b, pp. B338)

That wasone day in the beginning of winter, when they, the brothers, went to the
sheephouse; the weathdad turned very badnd they intended to know whether
all the sheep had come home.

23 An episode inFinnboga sag@h.24) in which men aowllecting hay from the heath, may also depict

animals knowing the way homand knowing that home is the place where the hay is st6rédn fara

peir heimleidis, ok ganga fyrir eykirnir, sva hverr sem bdinn var. [...] Sidan Hrafn var bdinn, 16t hann

garf U Ydg] f (HAdérdsdn (185907 m 293; Then they go homewards, and walk in front of the
carts,aseachU3 f YUXk OWQ H\AVYb ~\Yb <fUzZb ~ U3 fYUXk+ \Y
<c~ Yi YT+ ~\V]7Y g\V]3 Yd] 3cXY VU3 VYYb gfUb3 UgVYX -
does not specify who these figures are; the text only mentionbdgi, his father, Hrafn, andiart

manngdmany men) who are attending the haying.
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The situation depicted here is one in which grazing sheep were exmestsktshelter

from bad weather bhemselvesandno mention of a shepherd is made. However, here it

is the animaplace that is referred to @&e/m rather than the farm buildings, and it is
implied that this sheepouse is at a distance from the humamé. Whileféand fénadr

can mean both sheep and cattle, in the context of thig gagest likely to mean sheep;

and thecontext of the passage also suggests sheep are more likely to be the animals
depicted, as sheep are most likely to be roaminguitupervision and sheltering in a

place at a distance from the homefield. In contrast, cattle required closer care and attention
(McGovern, 2003)The separabin then between human and shggces in this Esage

may emphasise the semdependent nature of sheep in medieval Icelandic farming, as for
half the year certain sheep had their own home in the mountains, distinctly outside of the
human homeplace in comparison to other animal$early the conceptfchome was
different when applied to different domestic animals. As seen in Chapters 2 and 3,

t XcaY3g]W Ub]JaU K ] 3 bcg U \cac[Ybch3 WUgY[cf

and humans in various distinctive ways.

A third occurrence of an animaturning home is the most elaborated. In
Fljotsdeelzagdch.13), the horse Indrakr returns home after having been used to pull

a sled:

BT ___hf h Zk-KrBkl. Enipessu kom lgridkona 6r fjési ok sagdi Gro, at
Inni-Krakr var kominn heim med undarligan baning. Gréa gengr Ut ok huskarlar
med henni ok taka Insrék ok beita fra sledanum, brynna ok gefur honum. Sidan
leysir hann 6r sleum rekendin@l6hannesson, 1950c, p. 254)

A while before InniKrakr had come. And at this moment a hoadgvoman
came out of the codvouse and said to Groa that lriakr had come home with
extraordnary attire. Gr6a goes out and hogsevantsvith her, and they take
Inni-Krakr and unharness him from thedlevater and feed him. Then Heosens
the chans from the sled.

In this episode, InaKrakr not only knows the way home, but apparently waits in the
gardrno be noticed by a servant, and is announced to the lady of the house in the same way
that a human visitor would have been. He is welcomed, edl&asn his outdoor attire

(the sled haress) and provided with a mealthough notably the linéeysir hann or
sledanum rekendirbes nospecifywho is releasing the chains from the sled, and it may

be suggested that InKirakr himself is assisting wWitthe household work.
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Inni-Krakr occupies an odd place in the home: his name ({osi@ suggests
that he should be assde@with the inside of the farm, bbé is no prize stalliomnstead,
gelded horses have calmer natures than stallionsn@indf 1 _cashegonwould have
made him aesirablevorkhorse,associated witthe outside world rather than the home
(Kilcoyne, 2013, p. 476; Shoemaker et al., 20@4hould be considered then that this
may be a parody of the prized stallion motif found in many of the §agass, 2013)
replacing the man and stafliovith a woman and her geldingowever, his is one of
multiple episodes in which Inidrakr appears in the saga, and he will therefore be

discusseth greater detaih a separate sectitelow.

The saga extracts presented helteywthatcertainanimals irthe /slendingaségur
were depicteédsunderstandindhomeKas a desirable place of sheltesusty, food, and
companionshipput that specificanimals werealsoexduded from the human home
depicted as having their own place at a distance from the homefiald.be suggested
that the more significant the representation of the antmiahan relationship in the saga,
the more elaborate depiction ofthe homecomig of the animaland the closer the
relationshipbetween the animal and the househ®liese suggestions will be developed
further in the proceeding sectionn the closest animhluman relations depicted in the

sagas

Fostri minn : animals and the family

In the previousectionjt was demonstrated that home in lséendingasdgus a place in
which humans or animals, ooth, are perceived as dwelling, formed arothedmain
buildings of the farm and the surroundi@gclosure and homefield, at@hceiveaf as a
place of productivity, security, and belongifis section analyses seveghtionships
that are distinguished from other animalman interactions in the sagas, both by the
length of their narrative episodendathe specificlanguage used, irelationto the
structures of the homplace.This discussion focussparticularly on the location of the

action(s), andthe detailed physical descriptiord the animals involvedSensory

24 Seelti gangshesfCleasby and Vigfusson, 1874, p. 249; outghorge, workhorse)
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experienceas expressed through the vocalisation and tactilapdests of the animals
seemsto be an importantcomponent of the representation of these animahan
relationships. | alsoonsiderthe terns used to describe teeanimals, includingostri,
gripr (valuable thing)and garprinn(the bold one), antlace theserelationships through
their wider context, both within the individutxt, andthe /slendingasdgunore widely

It is important to recognise théteseanimathumanrelatiorships do not exist in isolation

from these contexts.

Two sagas contaimapisode in which an animal is referred to &s#a/ (foster
kin): Njals sagand Hrafnkelssagaln both these sagas, an animal (Samr the dugiin
sagaand Freyfaxi the horse Hrafkels sagaare referred to by this term indicative of
fictive kinship networks, andhile /ostriin these cases is normally translated into English
h3]b[ g\'Y gYfa t+Zc3gYf ]J]b[+K ]b C X KY3g Bcf?
could be either fostdather, fostefbrother, or fosteison. The termfosterlingKimplying
as it does the sense of fosten, isthe wrong term to use for these episodes, as it may

simplify or misrepresent the meanings of the passages.

A common formula appears to be used in BgHrs sagandHrafnkelssagawith
the term/ostriin these cases being combined with a comment on the treatment or handling
of the animal, and a remark on the consequences of the Aueptisodefollowing a
similar narrative structurean be identified iddardarsaga ok Holmverjia whicha group
ofoxenregg WUdg]i ]J]gk Vk <7Tf#f UbX V] 3 aYb+ UbX ]6b
term fostriis not used in thé/ardar sagapisode, a part of the formula is utilised, and the
same level of close relationship is hinted at: although in this instance theuretfahe
oxen is ascribed tthe magical abilityof their owner The gelded horse, In#irakr,
introduced abovalso shows similarities to many of the tropes used in these more explicit
episodesandthe interactions or evenis these extractare entwined with the home
place In addition, communication between animals and hurappsars to ba key part
of these episodes. Both Sdmr and Freyfaxi communicate their distress or warnings to their
human fostekin through vocalisation (crying oahd neighmg), and both Freyfaxi and
Inni-Krakr appear to understand human speech. This section will first consider the
possible connotations of referring to an animal @&, before discussing each episode

in turn.
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Fosterage and bonding in medieval Iceland

The system of fosterage medieval Iceland was an important feature of the social fabric

of the family. Ths family unit, or extendeddusehold, was instrumental providing

defence of the farm, the fulfilment of legal cases, and the economic success of the
household Christiansen, 2002, p. 33owever, thekin-group, both fictive and bloed
relatedwas not an automatic bond of affiliation, and scholars have suggested that such
alliances had to be contrived and workednabider to reap benefits from such

arrangement@Christiansen, 2002, pp.[248)

In Gragas legal rights of vengeance are equivalent for blood and-Koster
(Dennis et al., 1980, p. 154f; Parkes, 2004, p. i6d&)ating that people may have not
only thought it appropriate to avenge their fodtar, but actively sought to do so. Aslh
be discussed in further detail below, such an attitude and apparent legal obligation towards
c b Ydsrg(plural fostraya h 3g VY VcfbyY ]b a]l]bX ~\VYb fY
cfYkzZzUj ] 3 a] 3gf YUgaYbag- < Cc~-rélgions was got Y f°
always perceived as a positive one. Icelandic sagas often depict the interweaving of natal
and foster kinship and the problems this may cause to s{feaes, 2004, p. 60Fhe
practice of allegiance fosterage, that is, families fostering their social superiors to cement
loyalties, may have been viewed with particular ambivalence as an artificial way of bonding
different social class€Bremmer, 1976; Parkes, 2004, p..6073 perhaps notable that
close bonds between humans and animals are likewise often viewed ambivalently in the

[slendingasdgyisis discussed further below.

When discussing the terrfostri in the contextof these animadpisodes, it is
important to consider the use of this term elsewhere in the sagads/@heingascgur
present aangeof parenting models that appdarbeplaced consistently under the label
of fostri; with the emphasis on figures whaedor children not biologically related to
them (Hansen, 2008b, pp. 73, .78Yhile this is not consistent with the specific legal
definitions of fosterage in the @lcelandic laws, the wide use of this term in the sagas,
referring to parenting care not involving the biological parents of a figure, may be suitable
to refer to an animal, particularly to a close relationship with an animal that requires careful

attention or is especially valu¢Bennis et al., 2000, p. 46)he suggested attention to

219



bonds of protection and obligation required for the maintenance of blood and foster
alliances, whether between social equals, superiors, or inferiors, is not far frarethe c
requiredin raising animals, and goes beyond the interpretation of this word as simply a
term of endearmerior a peta meaning thas listed in Cleasby and Vigfusson apparently
based solely on these two episodes from /tendingasdgyrand one mention in
Stunungasag&1874, p. 168)

In a marked contrast to impressions of surviving Old Icelandic laws, Old Swedish
laws refer to fostre(fostrg f.) ashemma (fodd och) upp-fostrad td/homeborn and
broughtup thrall), that is, a slaveat has been born and raised in the home, presumably
with the family’ : ccgyY UbX K]  3cb+ | _U,]+3._d-8Ug WV U3 +cK bb3i
However, while ach a definition could conceivably have a conceptual overlap with the
raising of working animalsikewisethe Old Icelandic meanings afsterfather,-son, or
-brother, as highlighted above, are tied very muchconeeptualisations ofi¢ socially
useful kingroup, though a fictive kinship bond may have involved more sentimental
attachment than to a slateither of thefostriepisodes invohaanimals which have been
explicitly raised or brought up bizdir human partner, unlike animalsuch as InAKrakr
or Brandkrossi, who are not referred tofastri, but who have been explicitly raised by

their human figuregdiscussed below)

Ties between fosterelations could be as strong as blood kinship, as depicted in
historiographical and literary accou(f®ote and Wilson, 1970, p. 11Bpakon, the son
of Harald Adrfagris often referred to as Hakofdalsteinsfostrand thelslendingascgur
contain episoddas which fosterkin are avenged, or blodth are defied in prefence of
fostetrMVc b X30 g\ ch[\ g\Y ~UggVyYf ][] 3faglyfirkK XYTdXWBgy
formed through homosocial friendships later in life rather than fagtenelations from
childhood(for example: Jonsson, 1936, pp. 14,\8%jle 7ostriis not the term most often
used for this fosteror slf-claimed bloodbrother, the death and mistreatment of Samr
and Freyfaxi evoke the same strong attachment as that expressed Hyrsthens in the
sagas. Instances of fictive brotherhood are sometimes accompanied, or represented by the
phraseertt skalyfir oss gang&onsson, 1936, pp. 14, 85; one [fate] shall go oyands)
this shall be discussed further below in relation to the deaths of Samr and GLinearr.
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use of the ternfostriin these episodesvokes connotations of dependence, attachment,

and alliance.

Hrafnkels saga Freysgoda

The most elaborate of th@str/ episodedollows the unauthorised riding of Freyfaxi,
which results inthe killing of Einarr the case against Hrafnkelat leads to the
confiscation ohis property, and the killig of Freyfaxi As shown in the opening to this
thesis, the relationship between Freyfaxi and Hrafnkell has often been interpreted in the

context of religios conflict, with the figure of Freyfaxi as a beloved substitute for.Freyr

Like many horsesoroxenthesagas : f Yk ZUj ] v3d 3] [ b] Z2] WU

emphasisettom his first mention in the sarfa

Hrafnkell atti pann grip i eigu sinni, er honum pétti betri en annarr. bat var hestr
branmaoalottr at lit, er hann kalladi Freyfaxa sinn. Hann gey Fvin sinum, pann

hest héalfan. A pessum hesti hafdi hann sva mikla elsku, at hann strengdi pess heit,
at hann skyldi peim manni at bana verda, sem honum ridi an hans vilja
(J6hannesson, 1950a, p. 100)

Hrafnkell had that treasure in his possession, which seemed better to him than
others. It was a horseousegrey in colourwith a black stripe down thback,

that he callethis Freyfaxi. He gave Freyr, his friend, half of this horse. He had
such great love for this horse, thatrhade this vow, that he should (would be
obliged tokill that man who rode him without hiwillingness.

Thisdescriptions@ : f Yk ZUj ] U cb[ 3] XY -Krgkr, Muitiggh, f Y XK
and Brandkross{Norda and Jonsson, 1938b, p. 136; {drakr and Brandkrossi are
discussed further belowAs mentioned in the Introduction to this thesise tpledging of

an animal to a pr€hristian deity is also referencedAfvoamannaagdch21), in which

calves are gén to Por(Vilmundarson and Vilhjaimsson, 1991c, p. A8ifjthe vow made

by Hrafnkell, and thenikla elskigreat love) explicitly expressedhn for this horse is

unparalleledHrafnkell calls FreyfaxiFreyfaxa sinnemphasisinghe belonging of the

25 Several animals in thiglendingasdguare described agijpr, although they are only briefly mentioned in
these narratives: an ox &/ U 7F Zay42h.17), the horse Svatf in Hardarsagdch.3), a stallion in

Gulk borissagdch.9)F explicitly a Gotlandic horse fed on grain all yeand a lost horse ie/darviga
sagdch.15)6 ¥Tb u3 g\ f YY i Barmansagandudivgite atalliorgHvitingrare discussed at
length by Rohrbach, and are not discussed in this chi@&ubkrbach, 2009, pp.639)
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namel horse to the man; yethile this can be interpretexba sign ofextreme affection
(Miller, 2017, p. 48)t may also be interpreted as emphasising ownership, or a recognition
of the responsibility Hrafnkell has towards Freyfaxi, in the same way a figure would have

responsibility forson sinr{his son) or other membeof his household.

This episode has most often been translated and read in a way that emphasises the
love betweerHrafnkell andFreyr (Miller, 2017; Palsson, 1978nd he phrasein hans
vilal 3 ac3g c¢cZgYb gf Ui3sionKgl X[ U3glb] gdgctg )\ BkdUY|
nature makes him a forbidden anillec g gc VY f ] XXYb ~]g\chg <fL
(Palsson, 1971, p. 3Bpwever, thenounvi/\ U3 U 3J3YWc b XUf k aYUb] b|[ <c¢Z
t a] b XK g\ Ug ataHaknkelBforlpids Ergane tg Yide Freyfawithout the
dispositionHrafnkell would take to the taskWhile this may be taken as a contrived
interpretation of the phrase when clearly teenset d Yf a] B [3 tvallK+ Kc f
t~ 1 ] b[ bY Hm3hHe mmediate Gntext]jofithe vow, | believe this secondary
meaning fits well with the later events of the saga. Hrafnkell does not tell his shepherd
not to ride Freyfaxi without asking for permission, but rather tells laikni/, at pa komir
aldri a bak honurf want, that you never come onto his back; J6hannesson, 1950a, p. 102)
For Hrafnkell, Einar is not of the right disposition to ride this horse. As if proving
<fUZb _Y ~ h3 "wh&n EYharydhagses Wdef Freyfakig ke does so in an
emphaticallyexcessivevay: hereid Freyfaxa alt fra eldingu ok til mids aptans. Hestrinn
bar hann skjott yfir ok vida, pvi at hestrinn var godr afreéle Freyfaxi all through
daybreak and until the middle of the evening. The horse carried him quickly far and wide,
because the horse was excellent; J6hannesson, 1950a, \Whileé3Fjreyfaxi is the only
horse thatloes not run from Einarseemingly provokinginarr to take advantage loik
availabilit 1] g WUb VY 3h[[Y3gYX g\ Ug 9] buUff 3 XYW]
manner was his downfal\lternatively,the line: hann skyldi beim manni at bana verda
sem honum ridi an hans viflae should kill that man, who rode him without his
willingness)s grammatically ambiguous, and it nmaicate that f Yk ZUj ] 3 Wc b 3Ybg
be given before the riding may take place. In this case, Freyfaxi may appeaciosging
by allowing Einarr to approadmnm, but Einartuubsequent treatmenf him violates

that contract, and causes Freyfaxi to report the behaviour to Hrafnkell.
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The manner in which riding was conducted was important in medieval Icelandic
societyUb X ] b dUfg] Wh > Uf g\Y ~ Uk kch fcXY Ub
if undertaken incorrectl{Finsen, 1879, p. 247; see also ChapteEiRarr reduces
Freyfaxi to a state in which her vatr allr af sveita, sva at grair hverju hari hans, var
myT k leirstokkinn ok modr nijk akafliggwas wet all over with sweat, so that it dripped
from each of his hairs, was very splashed with mud and exceedingly exhausted;
Johannesson, 1950a, p. 188J thissaninappropriate Uk gc gf YUg Ubcg)\
Thisdy 3Wf ] dg]lcb Yad\ U3] 3Y3 g\Y YjWY33]iyY b
physical implications of the mistreatment. It is a description that is aware of the sensory
experience of encountering an overworked haaed many of the episodes discussed in
this chapter include descriptions that emphasisesdhads and appearance of animals
Themost £nsory descriptions of animalee found in the episodes that arguably depict

the most intense animhlman relationships.

Once Einarr dismounts, Freyfaxiaets to his poor treatmerm an emphatic

manner
<Ubb iY g]3_ bT__hfha gR 2Z 3]bbha+ c¢c_ Ydg
tekr hann a mikilli r4s ofan epfir7 g h.lkihaar snyr eptir honum ok vill komask
Zkfl]f \VNY3g]lbb c¢c_ i] X] \VibX U \Ubb c¢_ Zb

styggr, aEinarr komsk hvergi i nandir honu@ohannesson, 1950a, pp J1IB1)

The horse turned himself some twelve times, and after thatdseip neighing
greatly.Thenhe takes off running down the path. Einarr turns after him and wants

to reach the horse and wanted to capture him so he could bring him back to the
studhorses, buhe was so angry, that Einarr reached near him not at all.

cfYkZU] 1 3 fY3dcb3Y oipggranidhbvhilédensgy agdf Y Ug
Vigfussonsuggest this adjective messisykwhen referring to animals athangryk
when used about meén7 ~ YU3VkKk UbX J] [ Za&3 3c bittis

appropriateto describe Freyfaxi as expressing anget mdignaton at his
treatmentUJ g 9 ] b U;farfdthi§is thelddomeé gescriptor used ofrtiraway pigs
inJ Ug b 3 X Hch/s) whd fetdse to return to human contiidglis anger might be
Yjdf Y33YX U® 3c ] b : f Yagitdtétjbéhhvur iutnimgkarobned | [ \ ]

and aound. Alternatively tihas beesuggestethatveltiskb 7 _ _ hf ha gekrsZz 3] |

[

to rolling around on the grounghowing Freyfaxmaking sure that dust and dirt sticks
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to his sweat and that hiisgruntledappearance will be fully visible to Hrafnk@Hiller,
2017, p. 68puch actiomaydemorstraethat the communication of the horse relies upon
bothvocalisation andppearanceand loth are noted by Hrafnkell whefreyfaxi runs to

the farm:

Hestrinn hleypr ofan eptir dalnum ok nemr eigi stad, fyrri en hann kemr & Adalbdl.
pa sat Hrafnkell fir bordum. Ok er hestrinn kemr fyrir dyrr, hneggjadi hann pa
hatt. Hrafnkell meelti vid eina konu, pa sem pjonadi fyrir bordinu, at hon skyldi
fara til durana, pvi at hross hneggjapikok pott mér likt vera gnegg Freyfaka.

Hon gengr framidyrrnarog Of : f Yk ZUj U a~1 R_ 03] " ][Ub- <cb

atFreyfaxivarfr f X hf ha @ag] HHvatmiingar@idnwiljia, ebhanh [ f -
er heim kominn?segir Hrafnkell KEigi mun pat godu gegi&idan gekk hann at

ok €r Freyfaxa ok meelti vido hanklla pykki mér, at pa ert pann veg til m,

féstri minn, en heima hafdir pu vit pitt, er pu sagdir mér til, ok skal pessa hefnt
verda. Far pu til lids pintsEn hann gekk pegar upp eptir dalnum til st6ds sins
(J6hannesson, 1950a, p. 104)

The horseruns down into the valley and stops at no place, before he comes to

Adalbdl. Then Hrafnkell sat at a table. Antlem the horse comes it of the

door, then he neighddudly. Hrafnkell said to a woman, wiservechim at the

table, that she should go to the door, because a horse neigh¢d, X ] g 3YYaYX gc

aY ] _Y k gc VY g\Y bYedobrhnd feescriyfaxiinY k ZUj ] - K G\ Y

a very poor state. She said to Hrafnkell, that Freyfaxi was outside the door, greatly

ill-favoure (dirtyy + K\VUg ~1°° g\Y Vc X ¢cbY ~ Ubg+ g\ U
<fuzb_Y " - t =g ~]1°° 3][b] donddeaesfreyfaki[ [ cc X- K
UbX 3U] X gc \V]Ja/ t6UX ]J]g 3YYa3 gc a¥Y+ g\ Ug

fosterkin; but you have your reason at home, when you told ¢hisd, and this

shallbeavenge@c kch gc kchf Zc "~ c¢c~ Yf 3oth¢e 5bX \'Y -~ Ybg

valley to his stuanares.

cfYkzUj] WcaY3 f][\Vg hd gc g\'Y Xccf c¢cZ <fUZb_

neighs loudly to attract the attention of those within. Even though Hrafnkell appears to

fYWc[b] 3Y :fYkZUj ] hd¥ke b bumsMwisitorgo the dwedifig3a¥ ] 3 gf Y|

Hrafnkell sends a servant to investigate the noise. Only when the woman returns, does
Hrafnkell go out to the doorway and speak to Freyfaxi himself. Thisnsniscent of
visitation scenes in which a man comeasédchouse Wile the householder is eatjragich
asBjarnar sagah.27).

<fUZb _Y "~ h3 fY3dcb3Y otalde fay thrée reasoastfipstu3 f Ya Uf _

he refers to Freyfaxi ggrprinn(the bold one)secondhe reinforces the impression that
Freyfax hasheim kominn(like Inni-Krakr discusse@bove, and thirdit suggests that
cfYkZUj ] 3 UWg] cb3 UbX Udd ¥gndspanpoougégh gc VY
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(it will signify nothing good). The presumption of bad omens from the presence or
appeaance of animals is also founddroka Refssagdch3), in which Porgerdr believes

the presence of cattle damaging her homefidldmundi gegngHalldérsson, 1959a, p.

123; may signify something ba@he motif of animals prading knowledge or signals of

bad events may be linked to prophetic abilities ascribed to certain animals, for example the
horse Kengalain Grettissagaand the oxSpamannin bidranda pattr ok borhalkgihile

these examples will be discussed in gretiil below in the section o@rettis saga

what is clear from these saga episodes is either that animals being out of place was viewed
with anxiety, as indicating social or environmental upheaval, or that animals were credited

with the ability to commuicate negative eventsdpecifichuman figures.

H\'Y Wcaahb] WUg]cb VYg~ YYb <fUZb_Y °~ U
appearancand behaviouthat enables Hrafnkell to discern what has happenbis.
interaction should not be dismissed asally implausible event, @das been suggested
that familiarity with an animal enables the handler to recodrebaviours indicating
distresyWemelsfelder, 2001, p. 1B)owever, h addition to somehow communicating
Yi Ybg3 gc <fUZb_Y "+ :fYkZUj] 13 Xarai] WgY.:
til lids pins(go you to your followers), which is echoed .in ™ * 8 gsggduben dhni
Krakr obeys an order to return to the fafaiscussed below)he noun used in this
Freyfaxi episode/d, is often translated asierdin this specificinstancgPalsson, 1971,

p. 42) However,/idis a very common noun indicating belonging or leadenshigh can

be translated gmople, troops or followers, or family or househalud is onlyisedwice

in an animal contexiutside ofHrafmkelssagato indicate the followersf boarqCleasby

UbX J] [ Z&e33cb+ ,ltsuse hereis a clearOndidat@mBtbat Ffeyfaxt, X -
although close to Hrafnkell, is not resident in the same place, and belongs to his own
household~ a householthat is conceptualised in human terifise termAeimhowever,

] 3 h3YX g~ ]1WY ]Jb g\] 3 ehcgUegrheirb komrifisUZb Y
come home) maguggest that while Freyfaxi lives outdoors with his own household, he
knows the location of f U Z b Aeiirand luriglerstands he will find Hrafnkell thefidne

second use dfeimin this passage can tvanslateddiomatically, asen heimaafdir pu

vit pitt (and you had your reason at home). This line suggests that Freyfaxi hagdms re
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where it belongedyith him, when e thought to come to Hrafnkelndthe use ofvit
may implya humarlevel of intelligence such as that ascribedaaty Samr (see below).

Finally,as mentioned abowvdrafnkell uses two or three notable terms to refer to
Freyfaxi. With regards tdostri, it can be suggested that rgeiving this animal atose
kin rather than simply an animal or possession of ri-tdgafnkell justifieshis future
actionsinthesaga. ~ ch X 3h[ [ Y39 g\ Ug g\]3 ]3 g\Y ]Jadfy
gc 9] buUffhn3d UWgli]lg]lVY3- K\V] Y <fUZb_Y  h3 cUg!'
to the peceived insult tdrreyr+  <f UZb _ Y™ " hu3d f YUWg]lcb gc g\Y ht
described in terms of sacrilegious activity. It may instead be perceavegaasion to a
legal transgression: both an excessive and disrespectfutiliorgeandan insult against
a close relatn. If Hrafnkell consider$is horse as @stri, this provides legitimisation, in
his eyes, for thpunishmentof Einarr; and the future actions of the saga can be seen in

these terms, rather than simply an act ebtlen to a preChristian deity

In addition, the redction of the text included iIAM 158 fol and AV 443 4to
presents Freyfaxi as possessing warrior characteristics, similar to the presentation of S&dmr
in Njals sagas Hrafnkell refers to Freyfaxas agarpr(bold/warlike one), which is
normaly used in he /slendingasdguo refer to great memnd is listed irSkdldskaparmal
as a positivésestifor man(Faulkes, 19, + d - [, , .0 hak fe@hBugdestdd thxt - (
garpris an affectionate term for a strong, but rash and wilful figadslison, 1930, p.

258) In particular, Eddison suggeske term may indicated t+ \ ¢ a YfiglheKandl Y f ¢

likens thetermto 3 _rdngr, meaning prominent man or woméaddison, 1930, p. 258)

Both garprand 3 _ringr are used often in thés/endingaségum introducing human

characters t CB D +-K <bY-fXY¥- (g\ Yb+ <fUZb_Y "~ h3 h3Y czZ g\Y
indicate an affectionate admiration towattuss stallion, or express a mild exasperation at

aninterruption that occurs oftersuch exasperation may link into the idea of Freyfaxi as

a repeated caller tof U Z b farivinouséy 3s proposed in tinéroduction to this thesis

26 Garprinn(the bold man, warlike on€leasby and Vigfusson, 1957, p. 18&jile used in AM. 158 fol
andAM. 4434to is replaced witgriprinn (the \alued one, treasure) in AM. 1f&8. or grepprim (the
poet, strange creatymaonster; Cleasby and Vigfusson, 1957, p. 244M. 551 c4to (J6hannesson,
1950a, p. 104fyhe editor of thdF edition includegyarpr(Johannesson, 1950a, p. 104)
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While home for Freyfaxs his herd, he clearly knows the way to the farmhouse at Adalbal,
and it is not implausible that readers or listeners of the saga would understand this
knowledge as evidence for a route repeatedly takenuse ofgarprinnoffers a bold
contrast to theéwo redaction®f Hrafnkelssagan which gripris usedThis latterterm

portrays therelationshipas more grounded mconomic and social worthanaffection.

The term gripr, used for animals such as Hvitingr Barnarsagaand in the opening
chapterof Hrafmkelssaggg ¢ f YZYf gc :fYkZUj] +33UZbK dIb
t 3caYg)\ ] b(Cleasby and \gfubsdnkK1874, p. 215)

However, if Freyfaxi is an objectively valle animal, then his Kkilling is

incongruous:

pjéstarssynir Iétu senda eptir Freyfaxa ok lidi hans/dRiksk vilja sja gripi pessa,

Yf 3il [Yb[h a] _~Uf 37T[hf Uz- _ 1T iT1Tfh \fec
Porgeirr meelti:kpessi hross litask mérTf buinu. Er pat mitt rad, at pau vinni

slikt, er pau megu, til gagnsmuna, pangat til er pau nmeigoetéri en adrir hestar,

heldr pvi verri, at margt illt hefir af honum hlotizk. Vil ek eigi, at fleiri vig hljétisk

af honum en &dr hafa af honum ordit. Mun pat ni makligt, at s& taki vid honum,
er hann 4.Peir leida nu hestinn ofan eptir vellinum. Eimamarr stendr nidr vid

ana, en fyrir framan hylr djupr. bar leida peir na hestinn fram & hamarinn.
_AR3JZgUf 33kb] f heshiinh takd Bidan Nayag sgengt ok hrindah #
hesthum af fram, binda stein vid halsinn ok tyndu honun{&idannesson, 1950a,

pp. 12F124)

The bjéstarssons sent for Freyfaxi and his followedssaid amongst themselves
they wanted to see this treasure, about whom were told such great stories. Then
were the horses led home. They, the brothers, look at the horses. borgeirr said:
t HAY3Y VNV cf 3Y3 “cc_ gc amyadviseiWdPeywdrkk Ug g\ Y
suchthat they are able, as useful things, until they are not able to be better than
other horses; in comparison that other is worse, and much ill has fallen from him.

I do not wish, that more killings should result from him as they hawe. dt will

now be proper, thathe one who owns him [i.e. Freyr] should take Hhhey

now lead the horse down out of the field. A certain cliff stands down by the river,
and in front of it is a deep pool. They now lead the horse there forwards to the
cliff. The bjdstarssons pull a piece of clothing over the head of the horse, and then
take long poles and push the horse forwards from them, bind a stone against his
neck and he loses his life in this way.

27 Gripr also comes to be used in a mannerfékbaving meanings of livestock or thiggigandgripir),
and cattle or horgestorgripr, Cleasby and Vigflsson, 1874, p. 215)
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This episode clearly demonstrates that Freyfagormsidered antagonistic to the home
that does not include Hrafnkefl After Hrafnkell has been exiled, his enemies take over
his property, including his horsesut in an assessment of the utility of the animals,
Freyfaxi is rejectedf such an assessmemere based on the objective usefulness of the
horses it may be assumed that Freyfaxi would have been kegrfjeasirethe saga it is
suggestdthat Freyfaxi would have been the most useful horse on the farm. When Einarr

is looking for a horse to rid@tcollect the sheep, the text says:

C_ Yf \VUbb _ca g] " \Vfec
iTb Ug [ Ub[ U hbXUb aUb
grafinn nidr(J6hannesson, 1950a, p. 103)

33UbbU+ &1 Y g] \Ubb &uUh
b] + bYaU :fYkzZUj] Y]bb-

And when he came to the horses, then he pursued them; and they were now shy,
those which were not accustomed tdkivay under a man, except Freyfaxi alone.
He was so quiet as if he were rooted in the ground.

H\'] 3 dU33U[Y VU3 VYYb ] bgYfdf YgYX idd@ 3\ c~ ] b
importantturning point in9 | b Weécfsibm3aide Freyfaxi(Miller, 2017) It has neve

been considered mliscussioac Z : f Yk ZUj ] hsgemXtg &hgthat FreMfaxg + g\ ] 3

is the only horse among the group who is accustomed to humans, and therefore the most

useful. The timid and untrained nature of the stodres would make them liéibes as

working animals on the farm, and reinforces the-paactical enmitythe bjostarssons

have towards Freyfaximplicated as he is the killing of Einarr His rejection from the

homeplace is explicitly emphasisexs he is led out of the fieddd taken to a place of

execution on a boundary between earth and watepeiadpdetween one set of lands

and another.

In Eyrbyggjasagapersons accused of magical practices are killed with their heads
covered, and iGautrekssagdigures jump off dffs either when old and no longer useful
to society or after extraordinary eventbut neither of these examples provide direct
] bgYfgYjghU WcadUf] 3cb3 gc dMirdy, 8p6f pvh a 3g Ub WY 3
211; Sveinsson and bérdarson, 1935,eh.260g aUk VY g\ Ug :fYkZUj] h3

28]t is known that close relationships between horses and their owners can lead to behaviourpbissues
3Yduf Ug]lcb+ ~\V]IW\ aUk dfci] XY Ub UXX(AgéngaDls) f YU3Zchb Zcf
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bestow the rmast humiliation and dishonour updirafnkell, orthat the act should be read

as the destruction of the pagan elements in the narridtveever,this evenimaybe read

as a responsive movement in a feudl ashe bjostarssortakingaction against Freyfaxi

in revenge for the killing of Einarr f Y k 2x&cptiprhigidthe punishmerdf a criminal,

ande U3 aYbg]cbYX UVci Y+ g\Y WciYf]b[ cZ
Katla inEyrbyggjasaggs ~ \ ¢ Y] YT W] 3Y U[ YbWK ] b hbh3hU
mayVY 3h[ [ Y3gY Xtiogsinpgvokirfg Eikar &hd thdw gomidiWicating the
unauthorised ride to Hrafnkellprovide an example of a horse acting outside of its
supposed sphere of action, which must be punished in a way that restricts agency by the
reductionof the senses priootdeath.h f Y~ Ug] cb gc g\ ] 3 f YUX]Ek
outlaw killing, t should be noted thatf Yk ZUj ] hu3d UNE ] X]bZardxrEy o'Jf b [
correct procedure following the receipt of an injury and the pursuit of a legéKeihke

Ruiter, 2017 pers. comn). Like a responsible member of society, Freyktxirns to his
householder and attempts to gather support for his cliusélrafnkell,who,in line with

his overbearing nature, takes the law into his own hands, as he had voweahtbaddhe
emphatically has done for previousongdoings?® This escalates the feud, and leads to

the killing of Freyfaxi in place of his troublesovistri, Hrafnkell.

The relationship between humans and horses in Iceland, as discussed briefly in
Chapterl, can be seen reflected in-ieristian gravegEldjarn and Fridriksson, 2000;
Pétursdottir, 2009, 2007; Vésteinsson, 2000b; Yeomans, 2009; ZugaiaM 264 Han
320 preChristian graves have been reported in Iceland, and of these, 11& iineol
interment ofhorsesCZgYb+ g\ Y3Y Ub]JaU" fYaU] b3 UfY
as objects of economic or symbolic value to the skxteend the grieving community
(Vésteinsson, 2000b, p. 17A@pwever, we do not only find horses included in human
burials, but also imdividualgraves with grave goods of their own, such as buckles, nails,
and bridlebits (Pétursdottir, 2009, p. 28, 2007, p=%8 75; Zugaiar, 2012, pp. 84, 94,

97) The burial of horses may also include canine renf@ugaiar, 2012)and in one

29For exampleHrafnkels sagéch.2) suggeststdfnkell always dealt unfairly with men outside of his
district, and in chapter 7, Hrafnkell himself emphasises his habit of never paying compensation for
killings.
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example a horse burial was situated within an oblong of gteéagsdottir, 2007, p. 75)
It appearss houghthere were two different kinds of horse graves in Viking Age Iceland:
the first in which a human would be entangled with an equine body; and a second in which

the horse is buried without a human companion.

Research into the pr€hristian period in 8andinavia, suggests that boundaries
between humans and animals were considered more fluid and ambiguougre the
Christianperiod(Armstrong Oma, 2016a, p. 180; Hedeager, 2011, 2004, p. 234, Jennbert,
2011, 2002, p. 118nd that horsesere particularly viewed as creatiretween human
and animaktates(Einarsdottir, 2013; Jennbert, 2011; Leifsson, 2012; Loumand, 2006;
Pétursdattir, 2007, p. 73; Sundkvist, 20@Hnceptualisation of the hse as an animal
betweenthe human andhe animamay be seen in the representatioriigiiressuch as
Freyfaxi, in which the animal intersects with, responds to, and is effective on human social
practicelcelandic horse graves suggestdtkatinhorseshouldnot simply be considered
as grave goods in human burials, but rather as persons in their own right, deserving, or
considered suitable for burial within the same social practices in which human persons are
buried and remembergBétursdéttir, 2007, p. 72)In thinking of horses involved in the
3UaY 3cW]lU  3d\VYfY U3 \haUb3+ ~Y 3YY UbU cJ[]

processsand his outlawike banisiment fromthe social world

Brennu-Njals saga

The dog Samr iperhaps the most famous anirmasaga literature. Given to Gunnarr as
a gift of friendship from Olafpd/(peacock), Samr is presented as the perfect companion,

possessig remarkableharacteristickor a dog.
Olafr says to Gunnarr:

KEk vil gefa pér prja gripi: gullhring ok skikkju, er att hefir Myrkjartan
irakonungr, ok hund, er mér var gefinn & irlandi; hann er mikill ok eigi verri til
Zk [ #Uf Yb f7T3_f aU*f- _Ug Zk []f c¢c_+ Ug \Ubb

30 Argent has emphasised the shared characteristics between humans and horses in héhevork o
prehistoric Pazyryk culture, and interprets the burial of horses in this region in the context of horse
human intersociality(Argent, 2016, p. 23)
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at hverjum mannpeim er hann veit, at évinr pinn er, en aldri at vinum pinum; sér

hann ok & hverjum manni, hvart honum er til pin vel eda illa; hann mun ok lifit &

leggja at vera périr. bPessi hundr heitir SanirSidan meelti hann vié hundinn:

KNU skalti Gunnari fylgjaok vera honum slikr sem pa méattHundrinn gekk

Y[ Uf Ug ; hbbUf] ¢ _ (Svdingspn3gl1954pp] 1#¥) zkf ] f zZB

| will give to you three treasures: a gold ring and a cloak, which has been owned
by Myrkjartan king of Ireland, and a dog, which was given to me in Ireland; he i
great and not worse as a follower than a brave man. It follows also, that he has a
aUbh3 _bc~ YX[YO \Y -] U 3c VUf_ Ug VYU
friend, but never at your friends; he sees also in each man, whether by him is
wished to you welbr ill; he will also lay down his life in order to be true to you.
H\']3 Xc[ ]3 WU "YX Glaf- 5zZgYf~ UfX3 \'Y 3U
chbbUff UbX VY gc \V]la 3hW\ U3 kch UfY UV
lay himself down at his fee
In this passage, we s8amr explicitly marked out as a brave wailiik@ companion, just
as good as a man, and as havimgsns vitthat is the intelligenaer reason of a human
This term, manns vitor mannsvitfor which the ONP lists only four emmies, can be
compared withmannvigg ~ \' ] W\ ] 3 h3YX ] b 9XX]W dcYgf
particularlyasexpressed by mént CBD+ K b - X - OHavgwagt. 6Z10,f11, Y9 Ua d
and Hamdismdlst 27)=b UXX] gl cb+ GI af hbXYf 3gUbX3
follow or accompangunnarr, and act in accordance with all the special abilities outlined
in the previous lines. Olafisosays Samr will sacrifice himself for his companion, perhaps
adhering to a human code of honoGrI a $elksgcrificing nature seems to go beyond
that of anormalguarddog, and his ability to know the meaning of loyalty is emphasised.
Rather than explicitly defendings human partnerSamr will befrar (true, faitful) to
Gunnarr, setting him alongsidae horseKengalaand in contrast tthe bull,Glaesir both

discussed below).

Unsurprisingly, given these characteristi8amris perceivedas a dangerous

impediment to the success of the men who wish to attatkikiGunnarr

AT f#f 3IY[]f+ Ug éY]f ahbXh Y][] _caU I Ri
Il bO3gU Vb+ Yf _cf_VY " VOg+ c_ "~ 0Og] \Ubb
c_ ZBbf]l \Ubb Y9Qvdinsson, Mp4ap. 185) VD] b b -

AT f ¥f 3JUk3+ g\ Ug g\ Yk ~ch™ X imgmpwingY UV Y g
it, unless they were to take the farmer there at the next farm, who was called

Porkell, and let him go under compulsion with them to take the dog Samr and he

would go alone homewards onto the farm.
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11 Yb Gl afh3 UV] ] gekmitgmeant thwéridsyGumnarion defvihgY b X 3\ ] d
a man, the attackers know that they will need a neighbouring farmer to approach the dog,

as a friendly and familiar figure addition,; h b b Uf f u3d Y b Yanfjwil®e b c-~ g\ Ug
watching over the horaglace and musthereforebe lured away to allothemto proceed

with their attack:

Tradir varu fyrir ofan gardinn at Hlidarenda, ok ndmu peir par stadar med
flokkinn. Porkell béondi gekk heim, ok la rakkinn & hisum uppi, ok teygir hann

\hbX] bb VfUhg avYs# 3Of U [ Y] Uf b7 __hfuf- » éi U
ok hleypra hannpory™ hdd c_ [fUdf U blfUbbO 1T bhbXf RBf
i1 U \7TzZh#% \hbX]bha+ 3J3il Ug U " g ca U \Y] Ubl

8RBgg] aY* BRXPaha+ (SveinsZof), 1954, ppUBBR6) X Uh #f b ] #f

There were animgbens at the top adhe enclosure at Hlidarendi, and they, with

the band of men, stopped there at that pleeemerborkell goes towards the

home, and the dog lay up on the house, and he enticed the dog away with him into

a certain lane. In thatomentthe dog sees thatdhe are men in front of him, and

\'Y "Yud3 hd c¢cb _cf_Y " UbX WUgW\ Y3 \c X cZ \]
struck with his axe into the head of the dog, so that the blade went into the brain;

the dog cried out loudly, so that it seemed to them unpeatedi and he fell down

dead.

In order to be ambushed, SAmr must be drawn away from the home, towards the animal

pens where the rest of the men have stopped. Thetragi,g f Ub 3" UgY X -\ YfY U3 1
pen WUb U g Y f toodden pathK k\Yd~-YEZ ¥f gg?¥& §f Ub3 Ug]cb cZ
suggests that the human enenmesst lure Samr into this anirlace and kill him there,

VYZcfY g\lYk aUk df cWYYX ~ ] g@l ag\h3] fd cBd mUW b cochb
roof of the house depicts him as ar¥ifitf U~ d Uf g c-@lace, and bylufilghu3 \ cayY
him away, the attackers not only dispatch a fearsome enemy, but also begin to deconstruct

; hbbUf f Fu&detorsauttion that is continued when they roll the roof from the

house later in their attacki{77). Notably, Samr is unleashex this episodeAs seen in

Chapter 2, dogs iragasre considered without legal protection unless they are correctly

leashed, and it may be suggested tiratpartnership between Gunnarr and Samr is

emphasised here: as@utlaw and aminleashed dogespectivelyneither figure has legal

immunity.

When Samr is killed, hvad vid hatfcried out loudly). While there are verbs in
Old Norse for different animal sounds, Sakead vidcried out), which is the remarkable

and distinctive communication useadlsoby the buHcalf in Eyrbyggjasagach.63), as
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discussebelow, and which is otherwise used forhumanspdegch ¥ : f Yk ZUj ] hu3
Glafh3 \'c~" U3 \'Y X]VY3 dfcic_Y3 U fYUWg]

Gunnar vaknadi i skalanum ok meekiSart ertd leikinn Samr fostri, ok bud sva
sé til eetlgtat skammt skyli okkar i medgBveinsson, 1954, p. 186)

sy hbbUff ~c_Y ]b g\Y VU " UbX 3J3UkiX/ t+DU] b2z
and it may be intended (to come to pass) that a simertshould be between-us
two.

Once again, the mistreatment of the animal is referenced¢ckose relationship triggered

by the termfostrc <c~ Yi Yf + ; hbbUffHh3 3YWcbX 3JIgUgyY
il omen found in multiple animdduman inteaction episodes discussed in this chapter,

also hints at a different side to the relationship. Unlike Hrafnkell, Gunnarr does not vow

to perform the vengeance due to mistredtestierkin, but instead alludes to the short

time that he sees will lapsetweY b G1 af tu3 X Y &hd this ddrbmentmayde c~ b
linked to the fostri allusion. As discussed above, swlmothersin the sagaare two

figures who, out of great friendship iorresponse ta particular event, claim themselves

to be bound together; drthe emphasis often rests on sharing the samediatskal yfir

0ss gangéone [fate] shall go over us; Jonsson, 1936, pp. 83/Vhéh Gunnar says:
skammt skyli okkar i med@ short time should be betweentw®), it can be suggested

that he is exyessing a similar attachmergjnforcedby his claim of Samr as fostien.

s hbbUf f vy Wc a athesgnseafbbligatiobelwedn higyseland Samrto

share the same fas is the duty of sworhrothers.

However, while the Freyfaxi and Samr epies can be singled out,ist also
evidentfrom the other animahuman interactions discussed in this chapter that the
various motifs and language used to represent the relationships between Gunnarr and
Samr and Hrafnkell and Freyfaxi are presenmnianyother episodeas well Samr and
Freyfaxi may be the only animals explicitly labeftesd#7in the sagas, but there are other
animals presented as enjoying clmsécommunicative relationshipgith humans. For
examplethe episodes involvinpe horselnni-Krakr, the ox Brandkrossiand the bull
Gleesir also show animathuman interactionswithin apparentlyclose and enduring

attachmerd
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FI'j-tsdila saga
In chapter 10 of ~ " 8 gsgpAafhordé called Iniirakr is introduced:

Hun hafdi eigi lengi bit, &dr hun 6l pann grip med fé sinu, er henni potti betri en
Tnnur eiga sin jafnmikil. Pat var hestr, er hun kalladi-Kwdik, pvi at hann var
inni hvern vetr. Hann var svartr kit Lét hun hann gelda snemriBbhannesson,
1950c, pp. 2§238)

She [Gréa] had not been farming for a long time, before she brought up that
treasure within her livestock, which seemed to her better than others they had
equally good. It was a horse, which she calleddrakr, because he was inside
each winterHe was black in colour. She had him gelded early.

Like Freyfaxi, InniKrakr is agripr (treasure) and like Brandkrossi (discudseldw) he

is o0/ (raised) by a human figurEhe name InnKrakr is explained by his being kept inside

all winter, althoughtiis not specified whereabouts IARiékr is considered to have dwelt.

The fjos (contracted form ofé Aus cowhouse)is the only identified building near the

farmhouset Eyvindara{mentioned in the episode discussed abawve) ageis rarely, if

everused to refer to horses, it can be assumed thafidkis not Inni? f T _ f u3- X~ Y  ~ ] b
place, and that InfiKrakr insteadshares a place within the human dwelling. The final part

ofInni-?2 f T _ f h&Bikrimehaingy crow or raven, is found in the sagas asen epithet

for men, such as Porleikrakrin Njals sagaand the full name of animals, for example a

black horse itd/a sagdiekks' : Uh > _ Y 3+ tLikelall the ipd¥iduallCB D+ K b - X
animals named in the sagas, {Knakr seens better than any othanima) butthis praise

Ulm

is often phrased in a way that emphasises the subjective value of the Ahiteatbese
anmals seem best to their owners, the sagas do not state that théjeatwelybetter
than others, and closelationshifg betweenspecifichumans and animasg€ems to have
been ambiguously perceived is discussed further in relationBandkrossgattr and

Eyrbyggjasaga

Inni-Krékr is wised in multiple episodes of *= " 8 gsggXa®a ritfing horse or to
pull a sled. This is unusual in the sagas. No giweris used for riding or work without
incurring the wrath of the owner, exceptinoneep¥od] b ~ \' ] W\ 62T f bh3 ZUf a
Hvitingr in Bjarnar sagtpb get home in a stornHowever, as mentioned above, hni
2f1 _fh3 [Y XYX bUghfY aU_IN3 AF@mgpkMl2d UV Y Zcf
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Inni-Krékr is used for riding and carries two m@dhannesson, 195@c,247) and then

in chapter 13 he is harnessed to atbleiHelgi takesto visit a woman:

Pl Yf éY]f ViO*f \7TZ+h gi OfKrdkGkgoeitti\ Y] aU i )
fyrir sleda. Hanreetr koma had i sledann ok kvaddi Grim til ferdar med sér, snlda

sidan ofan & is. beir fara ut eptir isinum, allt fyrir Skeggjastadi, snua til beejar, lata

par kestinn Uti i tni ok kasta heyi fyribeir braedr ganga inn i stqfibhannesson,

1950c, p. 249)

Then when they, the brothers, had been two nights at home, then Helgi takes Inni

Krakr and harnessed him in front of a sled. He puts a cow hide into the sled and

summonedsrimr to journey with him, they then went over the ice. They go out

over the ice, all the way to Skeggjastadr, go to the farm, and there let the horse out

into the homefield and tbw hay in front of him. They, the btbers, go into the

living room.
Helgi takes InniKrakr without requesting any permission from Groa, which should be
an offerce; in addition,the horses harnessed in front of the sled like a usual beast of
burden. However, Helgi appears to treat the horse well enough at this point, as eshen th
reach their destinatiotme horse is fteasd from the sled into then, andprovided with
hay, althoughwithout the permissionof the householder Yad\ U3] 3] b[ <Y |
for the property of others. However, it is magbeplicit that InniKrakr remains outside
in the snow while Helgi and Grimare welcomed into thetofa The horse is not
permitted torestinside as he would have done at home, thiete is a clear distinction
madebetween the horse outside in the wintery homefield, and the twcemiering the

living room of the house.

When the two men leave Skeggjastadr, they do so with Helgi sitting in the sled,
and Grimr riding Inni2 f T _f - H\ Yk UfY W\ U3YX Vk <Y |

disguise their escapidelgi sets up InnKrakr in some bizarre attire:

Fyrir nesit voru allt vakar. par brynndi hirdir nautum sinum. Ok er peir braedr

_Rah Ug i7T _]bb]l+ &1 3Y[]f <Y []+ Ug éY]f

i Uf \vY]gg- _ T iUf a~1_ N1 >zf7_ _ilg- _Y]f
hlaupa upp i skginn. peir bregda knifum sinum ok kvista vidinn. Helgi bendi ok

gjérir sylt i nedan. P4 bindr Helgi & bak hestinum fram vid silann ok nidr undir

kvid. Hrislu bindr hann i tagl ok leggr upp tauma ok meelti, at hann skuli fara ofan

til Eyvindarar. Hrislunnith 7 _ i ] f ha _fU_U \Y3g]bha+ c¢c_
ofan eptir isunum. Peir braedr hlaupa upp i skédiddhannesson, 1950b, p. 252)

In front of the headland were everywhere holes in the ice. A herd of cattle watered
themselves there. And when they, the brothers, came to thalibéeice, then
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Helgi said, that they should water their horse, because he waséwothe night

was fast approachinghey do so. Then Helgi said, that thawstrun up into the

wood. They drev their knives and cut the tredelgibundledthe sticksard makes

a split in the lower end of the bundlden Helgitiesthebundle of stickento the

strap of the harnes® that they hang dowmnder the bellyof Inni-Krakr). He

binds the twigs into the tail and he lets go of the reins and said, {iratikkérakr)

should go over to Eyvindarar. The twigs lash around the groin of the horse, and he

ran hard then over the ice. They, the brothers, ran up into the wood.
Once again, Helgappears to treahe horse tolerably well, for althoudsmi-Krékr is
sweatirg, Helgi insists on them stopping to water him. However, once-Kmékr has
drunk from the hole in the ice, Helties branches to the horse so that the bundle of sticks
hangs down through Inf? f T _ f hiis dsuMmegl that such an arrangement was
desgned to make InAKrakr run fast without the encouragement of a human driver. This
would suggest perhaps that IAfidkr requires a human figure to direct his movement,
except that Helgi tells InfKrakr to go to Eyvindarar, and he does so: clearly theehisr

expected to know where his home is, and how to get there.

TNY XYgU] "YX UbX d\k3]WU" XY3Wf]ldg]cb czZ <
condition of the horse, and while the rubbing of the twigs agains®ldni _ f hmZay [ f ¢ ] b
bea method of spumig the horse onwards at speed, such treatment may be considered as
mistreatmentlt is in such attire that InAKrakr returns home to Eyvindaréar the episode

from chapter 13 first discussed above

BT __hf h Zk-KrBkl. Enibpessu kom lgridkona fdsi ok sagdi Gro, at
Inni-Krakr var kominn heim med undarligan buning. Gréa gengr Ut ok haskarlar
med henni ok taka Insrék ok beita fra sledanum, brynna ok gefur honum. Sidan
leysir hann 6r sledanum rekendi@hannesson, 1950c, p. 254)

A while before InniKrakr had come. And at this moment a housefadan

came out of the colwouse and said to Groéa thanhi-Krakr had come home with
extraordinary attire. Gréa goes out and hesswants with her, and they take
Inni-Krakr and unharness him from the sled, water and feed him. Then he loosens
the chains from the sled.

As highlighted abovénni-Krakr knowsthe way home. id is welcomed, released from

his outdoor attire (the sled harness and the twigs tied into his tail) and provided with a
meal. Such scene of hospitality involving an aninglnique in the sagas, amowhere
elseare we provided with a dagption of the care of a horse and the affirmation of their

place in the home. While Freyfaxi is also describedyaprahe is not absorbed into the
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home in the same way as IARiakr, andFreyfaxi is explicitly sent back to his own
household after hkas visited HrafnkelJéhannesson, 1950a, p. 184)it is winter at

this pointin. = " 8 gsgpAmi-Kedkr explicitly resides insideith these human figures
arguablyag\' Y ac3g dfca]l]bYbg auU Y ]Jb ;fRUN3 \cC

In some ways, this episode can be linked particularly with the depiction of Freyfaxi
in Hrafnkels sagas well ashe relationship teveenborgrimaand her oxen iHardar
sagddiscussed belowlike Freyfaxi, InniKrakr comes into the horglace of his own
accord and with an unusual appearance. However, unlike Freyfaxréiri does not
announce his own presence, andepictedadd eh] Yg [ Y X] b[ U3 <cd
indignation Nowhere else is such a gentle animal depictegrgr&n ananimathuman
relationship.As mentioned abovet may be suggested that this is an inversion of the
prized stallion motif found in many dfie sagas, replacing the man and stallion with a
woman and her gelding. Gréa does not react in an extreme way to the appearance of Inni
Krakr, but rather appears to accept {hasreatment of her animal and welcome him
home.This can be compared teorgrimau @actionin Hardar sagawho, when her
castrated animal(kpve beemistreated, does not vow revenge fotntthis way Groa
and porgrima seem toprovide more muted versions of the male animiahan

relationships presented in the sagas.

Animal -human relationships

Such episodes as these demonstiadt the sagasan depict closegenduring, and
communicative relationships between animals and humans. However, while the textual
representations of such relationships share many similar featuresagessshey do not
wholly follow a uniform pattern. Moreover, the use foktri, carryingconnotations of

fictive kinship, does nohecessarily indicatthe closest animdluman relatioships
depicted in the sagadowever,all of these relationships aoensistently inked tothe
homeplace, and in some cases the absorgicanimalsinto the dwelling itself The
exception to this is Freyfaxi, who has his own household of mares, and his ovimgedwell
place; however, Freyfaxi is not ordware ofthe locatn of< f U Z b hoMe,buthal3o

the protocols of visiting a farmike Samrhemay be presented as exhibitimgmanlike
intelligencd b hb XYf 3gUbX]b[ \]3 d .UWY ~]1g\]b \]
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As mentioned abovehdse animahuman relationships may beskd on a system
of value that ispecifido the human figure involveWhile both Hrafnkell and Groéa value
their horsesan indication is given in their respective sagas that such a valuation is not
universally accepted. InKirakr is not treated in aarkedly special way by Helgi, and
cfYkzZzUj]l] 13 _1 °~ YX Vk <dodg)Sarmrseemstdb@versalyy a] Y 3 -
admired However, the depiction of Sdmr appears to be unique in the aadaslividual
attachment to an animial oftenpresentd as an ambivalent characteristic of a pelso
Brandkrossaattr, an oxhuman relationship idepictedthat shares many features hwit
the episodes discussed abowe; hY i Y f + ttaclimgra fo i3 ox is proven have
been misplace@sBrandkrossivrecksthe homefield, destroysmystacksand deserts the
farm. The next part of this chapter will examirtbe expression ofanimathuman

relationshipsn thesenarratives when the animals involvedolt against the home.

Animals out of place

This sectiorexamines the antagonistic movement of animals to and from thegtacee

It begins by analysing three episodes in which groups of catfeesentedhs attacking

the homefield, before taking this forward into discussion of the destruction of the
homefidd asdepictedn the narratives of two individual animals: the Brandkrossiin
Brandkrossa patend the bullGleesirin Eyrbyggja sagén addition to the motif of the
animatdestroyer of the homefield discussed immediately befisvséction wilsuggest

that the relationships depicted between Brandkrossi and GafdrGleaesir and Péroddr
can be read as a mix of naturalistic description, supernatural elements, artiianamal

relationshipmotifs discussenh the preceding sectich

In Viga-Glumssagdch7) thenautafiold{herd of cattle) of another farmer cane
] bgec ; e&eafhd \caYzZ] VY X/

31The termnaturalisti¢ or the phraseaturalistic behavioig usedn this chapteto specify those animal
behaviours described timesetexts that mayave beeperceived by medieval Icelanders as behaviours
exhibited by animalsithe world outside of the text.
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Einn morgin vakti Astridr Glim ok sagdi, at nautafjoldi Sigmundar var kominn i

geb c¢_ i]>X] VfARgU UbXi]f_1/ ow ;fUafQ
Porkels ok Sigmundar; leetr pau par spilla, sem pau vildu. porkell gaetti heima

andvirkis um morgna, en Sigmundr fylgdi haskdrignarville-Petre, 1960, p. 13)

CbY acfb]l]b[] 3gf]#f ~c_Y ;  @eaf UbX 3U] X
WcaY ]J]bgc g\Y VNcaYZ]Y X UbX ~ Ubg¥YX gc XY
very much there until they come inteethomefield of bPorkell and Sigmundr; he

lets them destroy there, as they wanted. borkell guarded the haystacks of home

that morning, and Sigmundr accompaniedhibeseservants

In this passage, the cattle are perceived as a threat. They are agemtsbddesgith the
XY3]fY gc 3dc] g\yY \VUKk3IgUW_3+ UbX ; eaf
his homefield. Such a violent reaction is appropriate to an aiatoistinctly not the
behaviour expected towards stray cattle, which shahlelriaave been returned carefully

gc g\ Y] f ©Oenbigdt &b 32000, lpp. B3, 16P171; see Chapter.2n the
exchange that folloy g\ Y UVci Y dU3Z3U[ Y+ _cf Y~ Wi
againsthe cattle with his famous exploits abroad, highlighting the honourable nature of
overseas adventures, and the dishaie abuse of domestitmals;yet Glumr vows to

thrash the ca#lagainf they continue tarespass into his homefigf@urville-Petre, 1960,

p. 13) Clearly, these cattle areeceived by Glumas dangerous creaturés. discussed

in Chapter 2domesti@animals were perceived not only as figures to be protected, but also
creatures against which hay and humans required protection. Without proper herding and
the construction of legal walls, animals would be dangerous members of (Seaety
Chapter 2, and borkell clearlgnticipaesthe destructive tendenciestbt cattle as his

role at the farm is explicitly tgaetdguard) the haystacks. This vegketas used both to

mean guarding, for example, hay, but alsoitendr looking after animals, suggesting

that the care of both may have been semantically as well as practical(|e&=nland
Vigfasson, 1874, p. 223)Vhile the passage does not specify that the cattle move
homewards, unlike the other passages discussed in this chapter, a Jemwe isf
emphasised in the term for the hay that Porkell is charged to progeeta anadvirks the

t\ UKk39gWW Y3 KeZH\'Y ] bi UX] b[ WUg g -plece iddicated3 Y g
by these stacks of hay.

In all the episodes discussed in tthapter hay is exptiitly associated with the
home;and in all these animal episodes, violageaenst the haystacks is placed alongside
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either destruction of members of the household, or destruction of the home. In

descriptions of violent bulls found i&yrbyggja saga(ch.63), Hardar saga(ch.26),
Finnbogasagdch.7),pPorsteinssagaivita(ch.8),Vapnfirdingasagdch.l) andBollapattr

Bollasonafch.1)the violenceof these animais most often directed against haystacks, as

well ascausingthe disruption of the milk cows. As previously discussed, upsetting

livestock to such an extent that thability to provide milk is compromised is listed in

Gragass an offence with a penatif/lesser outlawry, anéh¢ actions of certain animals

in the /slendingasdgugeem to echo the unruly behaviour regulated against in these laws

(Dennis et al., 2000, p. 131; see Chapt&<23een in this episode, the destruction caused

VK g\'Y WUgg Y ]33 bcg 3c Y k U J[bYX ~]g\ g\Y
Gl][ahbXf 3 \caYZ] Y Xthdagimalsvare aforte3intg themselvesj3- =b 39
and prepared to harm each homefield equally. Such a depiction of a herd of cattle provides

a representation of the risks of keeping animals close to the-placee and further

reinforces the great trust placedaimmals thaarepermitted into the homefielith literary

narratives. ThissU ZYUghfY c¢Z Vcg\ 6fUbX_fc33] 3 UbX ;

human home.

However, cattle were also depicted as malleable agents of destruckiogkan
Refssagdch3), domestic animals are utilised as a weapon against Porgerdr following the
killing of her husband; and the emphasis in this passage rests on the twofold destruction
of both householder and hay. Aftee deatho6 Uf ¥ ] + \ ] 3 ] YO+ _cf VAT f
\'13 ~12Y 3h[[Y39g3 g\Ug 'Y 3\Vch X XfliyY g\VY]f

ensures that the househaoldl be devastated:

Gengr féit heim i tdnit ok brytr ofan seetit hennar ok gerir mart illt. Hon kemr Gt
ok sér nautin standa um allan gand béttist hon vita, at illu mundi gegna, sendir
til at reka i burt fénadinn, ok finna Barda veginn i skalatidatidérsson, 1959a,
p. 123)

The livestock geshome into the homefield and destroys her haystacks and causes
bad damage. She comes out and sees the cattle standing all around the enclosure.
She seems to knothat something bad must be signified, she sends (people) to
drive away the cattle, and finds Bardi slain in the hut.

Like the account discussed above, cattle enter the-places and destroy the haystacks,

though in this instance the attack is directgdhoaman figures, and not the cattle
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themselves. The death of Bardi represents the breakdown of protection for the s1ome, a
the presencef cattle in the farmyard and the destruction of the home haystacks alerts
Porgerdr to the lasence of Bardi and leadghe discoveryof his body As in the episode

from Hrafnkels sagdiscussed above, the movement and presence of animals in the wrong
place iperceiveas a bad omen. It shows that something in the locality is varchthat

these animalarenot supposedb be this close to the home.

An elaborated version of this motif is found@u/t Poris sagdch.14)in which a
herd of cattle consistently return tspecifichomefield:

Hey mikit 14 & vellinum um daginn, er hirda skyldi, en naut Helga af Hjollum
geng i. Gunnarr spurdi, hvi eigkgldi reka nautin 6r vellinunkEkki pykkir oss

pat tjoat segir Eyjulfr,Kovi at jafnskjott eru aptr rék nautin sem vér rekum i
brottt (Vilmundarson and Vilhjalmsson, 1991a, p..206)

A great amount of hay lay about the field that day, which should have been

gathered, and theattle of Helgi from Hjallawalked in. Gunnarr asked, why
should the cattlemg VY Xf]i Yb c¢chg c¢cZ g\Y s&$ VY X- + H
Eyj6' Zlesausk the cattlereturnasdo U3 ~ Y VUi Y Xf]iYb g\ Ya

Compared to the exssively violent episodes discussed elsewhere in this section, in this
episode the cattle in the homefield are presented in relatively calm terms. While clearly a
common and disruptive presenpeeventing the collection ohay, no damage is
emphasised. thay be suggested that this epesaimore about men than cattiewever,

it uses the motif of animal invasion of the homefield to present the cattle as active
participants in a human feud/hile the consistent return of the cattle on this occasion is

not explicitly asched to any human forcgsior to this episode, the saga statesd peim

Eyjulfi i Mula ok Helga a Hjollum var fiandskapr mikill um beiting, ok beittu Hjallamenn
fyrir Eyjalfi baedi tun ok engbetween Eyjolfr of Mdla and Helgi of Hjallar was a great
feud abat grazing and the men of Hjallar grazed [animals] on both the homefield and
meadow of Eyjolfr; Vilmundarson and Vilhjalmsson, 1991a, p. ?%)e no men are
mentioned in the invasion passggeted abovighe Hjallamenmaveevidentlypreviously
encouagelg\ Y WUgg Y gc VfYUW\ g\Y]f YbYakh3
working in tandem with the Hjallamenn, but withoakplicit humandirection at this

point: in contrast to the indiscriminate destruction portrayed in Wiga G/ums saga

episode, and thexplicitly humanenforced invasion croka RefssagaNotably, though
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these cattle are contributing to an ongoing feud based around thgaatpal concern of
pasturage, this feud over grazing could have been demonstrated using anyafiumbe
9 k » BmeZdowsgnd yet it is theun (homefield) that is picked by the Hjallamenn to
best damage Eyjolfr. By portraying an attack ortdimeand the hay of the homefield, this
episode showthatthere wa no greater injury than toolatethe honefield

9k "B Zf w3 3Ui ] c h fGulbdris sggabnFes iY thgé ranXoly Zf c a
Gunnarr, a man from the Eastfjords who presents a clear contrast to the farmers and
farmhands busy with the haymaking:

pat var einn vedrdag godan, at menn varu at heywadla, at peir sa, hvar madr

reid sunnan yfir borskafjord, ok at gardi i Mdla. En pvi var pessa vid getit, at pessi
madr var 6druvis bdinn en peir menn, er par ridu hversdagliga. Hann hafdi hjalm
a hofai, en skjold a hlig gyllitan: hann reid i steingddii ok hafdi 6xi rekna & 6xl,

neer alnar fyrir munn. Hann reid édkafa mikinn, ok var hestrinn mjok méar. Ok er
hestrinn kom i gardshlidit, var hann stadprotinn. P4 hljép madrinn af baki ok setti
Oxina i hoéfud hestinum, ok var hann pegar daudr. Hann tokaflkddoulinn ok

gekk heim eptir pat. Eyjulfr bédndi spurdi hann at nafni. Hann kvedst Gunnarr
heita, austfirzkr madr at eett, en kvedst Péri finna (Mamundarson and
Vilhjalmsson, 1991a, pp. FZ6)

That was one good weathday, that men were haymakinghfili, when they
sawamanXY Zf ca g\ Y 3 odhanttotbdelcfosure atiM@i. BUtZ ~ 1
this was how it was told, that this man was otherwise prepared than those men
who ride there daily. He had a helmet on his head, and a gilded shield at his side:
he rode in a paintedddle and had an inlaid axe over his shoulder, nearly an ell
wide at its mouth. He rode very impetuously, and the horse was very weary. And
when the horse came to the side of the enclosure, he was quite exhausted. Then
the man leapt from its back and set #xe into the head of the horse, &indas

at once dead. He took nothing from the saddle and went homewards after that.
FarmerEyjélfr asked him his name. He says of himself he was called Gunnatrr, a
manwhose family is from the Eastffis, and says he nta to find boérir.

Gunnar is depicted as a wetjuipped warrior emphatically different from the local

farmers, and his relationship to animals is presented in a negative manner. His horse is

weary, he has not ridden it well, and he unceremonioushyjtkilis dismountingat the

farm wall Eyjélfr, by his own admission, is not capable of effectively driving away the

cattle, and therefor@unnarr, a man who is emphaticatiglent towards animalss the

catalyst for this episod8.k ~ Rstatus dwgond' zUf aYf ( ] b WcadUf] 3cb g
evident warriofidentity, perhaps hinders his ability to express sufficient violence towards

the cattle. Here it may be suggested that while such violence towards animals may have
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been undesirabl@®ennis et al., 2000, p. 86; see Chapteb@h warriors and farmers

were necessary to defend land against human and animal foes. Alternatively, this
interactionmay demonstrate that violence against domestic animals feasueeof a
specificcharacterisation, for example as seen as in the figure of Bedgid SpikeHelgi)

in borsteins saga hvigh.8) and/apnfirdinga sag&h.1) and bPordmelrakki(arctic fox)

in Heidarvigasagdch.19)a3 3YYb UVci Y+ ; eattlé iwgorthy pfc ~ Y b
comment in Viga Glums sagaThe contrast between people portrayed as capable of
forming close bonds with animals, and those who are excessively violent towards them is
blurred in Grettis sagaas shall be discussed in the final sectithis chapteras Grettir

evolves throughout the saga from a violent-anitmal figure, to a man who recognises

and eventually appreciates empathetic relationships with animals.

In the above discussions, we have seen that amimmaln interactions inhe
[slendingascgurare often closelyentangledwith the concept of home. Home is
represented as a place of security, status, and productivity, for both humans and animals.
Animals can bedepictedas gardians, respected visitors, aralued members of the
human househojdut they can also be agents of destrudtian needo be vigorously
controlled.The animal is not always seamlesshygiraied into the homplace, and it shall
be seen thagven close relationships between a man and his animal(sptipesciude
the potential for destruction. The next section of tbiapterwill analyse two close
animathuman relationships that result in the destruction of the home(field): Brandkrossi

and Grimr, and Glaesir and béroddr.

Brandkrossa pattr

The damage caed by rampaging animaishe sagass often causedbyb c g\ Yf Z Uf
animals gettingnto thehomefield;however, in the case of Brandkrossi the ox, the animal
XY3gfck3 V] 3 ¢c~b \VcaY VYZcfY 3~ ]aa]b[ <ch
the cavedwelling of a figure in Norway, Geitir. The location of Geitir in a cave, which
placeshim alongside giarfigures such as Hallmundr iGrettis sagach.57), and his
assertiorthat he sent his servant to fetch Brandkrossi because he was covatctsaof s
Z]lbY Ub]lJaU  + 3h[[Y39g3 g\ Ug 6f Ub-Kfluénced 3] hu3

event. However, the relationship initially presented between Grimr and Brandkrossi
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seems to fit into the context of other anirnaman relaons discussed in thichapter
H\] 3 3YWg]lcb ~] ° UbU k3Y 6fUbX_fc33] 3 fY L
destruction ofand departure from the farrmndcompae the different relations depicted

between Grimr and Geitir with the ox.

While Brandkrossa parsurvives aly in paper manuscripts from the seventeenth
century,it is assumed to have travelled alongédev/augarsonasagarom the late
thirteenth centurywith all paper co@s originating fronAM 162c fol(Finlay, 1993)The
title of the pattr, which is unusually named after the prized ox in the sappears in all
paper manuscripts, which preserve the headfagtr af Brandkrossa ok um uppruna
Droplaugarson&dbdhannesson, 1950e, p. LXXXYHe tale of Brandkrossi and about the
origins of the sons of Droplaugyuggesting the focus on Brandkrossi is part of the
tradition handed down from parchment copies of these two texts f#iz and

Droplaugarsongagy

The following episode, whichpens chapter 2 of thegttr, demonstrates aspects
czZ g\Y fy Uglcb3\]d VYg~YYb 6fUbX_fc33] UbX ;

homeplace:

Madr hét Grimr, er bj6é i Vapnafirdi i Vik inni innri. Hann var ungr madr ok
kvangadr ok vellaudigr at.fHann 6l upp uxa pann, er brandkrossottr var at lit ok
ageetanaut at hlutum ok vexti. Honum potti hann betri en allt annat, pat er hann
atti i kvikfé. Hann gekk i tanum & sumrum ok drakk mjélk baedi vetr ok sumar
(J6hannesson, 1950b, p. 186)

A man was called Grimr, who lived\tdpnaZ » Tirf tHefinnermost part of Vik.

He was a young man and married and very rich with regards to livestock. He
brought up that ox, which was brindled (brownish) in colour with a white cross on
its foreheadandwas a highly-praisedox with regards to pastand stature. It
seemed to him better than all others, that which he owned in livestock. He went
in the homefield in the summer and drank milk both winter and summer.

Although Grimr is rich in livestock, Brandkrossi is singled out as the most important
fYUghfY cz ; f UadfupgBrarflkroaslypr&sgmably, frortarfdarn calf,

and this is a tegear relationship in which Brandkrossi is not described as showing violent
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tendencie& Like Inni-Krékr, Brandkrossi has been raisechisyhumanGrimr, and the
physical featuresf the oxarepraised, like the human hero praised for his strength and
stature and we see this link between positive descriptions of saga men and animals more

explicitly emphasiskin the description of Glaesir (analysed inrbgt section)

6f Ub X_f c 3 3] fimiy withii 3hle Kovheplaee, far Ghile thebatirtells
the reader that Brandkrossi stayed in the homefield in the summer, it can be assumed that
his winter dwelling was either the human house, or an afimialing closeby. Animals
were most likely to be resident near the human hplaee in the winter, which is perhaps
why the writer feels required to mention his unusual summer dwelling. The ox is also fed
on milk alkyearround, which not onlysuggests he livetose to the human place, but also
eitherenjoysa prolonged state of infancy, or inclusion within the human sphere of eating
and drinking.While adult cattle and oxen would have ordinarily relied on water for
refreshment(French, 1956; Murphy, 19923nd milk was an important commodity in
Icelandic society (s&ghapter 2, adult cattle enjoy drinking milk, and will take every
opportunity to do soJemifer Harland,2017 pers. comn). To a medieval audience, to be
told so much milk was lavished on Brandkrossi may indieatel that Grimr indulged
the animalto the point of ridculousnessand tis is the only example we have in the

[slendingasdgust an animal drinkingnilk.

Consideringg\ 1 3 W ¢c3YbY33 gc g\'Y \caY+ 1]g

departure from Iceland is portrayasa series of violent acts against the farm

pat bar vid um sumarit, pa er uxinn var tiu vetra gamall, en tadan st6d Uti umhverfis
hasin i storsaeti, at uxinn hljop Gt ok inn ok kastadi satunum 6r stad. P& vildu menn
taka hann ok gétu eigi, ok gerdi hann pa engan mun, ok var kominn p6 fj6ldi manna
til, en hann hljép a leid fram ok allt um sidir i ina ytri Krossavik ok par & sja ut ok
synti allt ut i haf, medan menn mattu §&hannesson, 1950b, p. 186)

It happened that in the summer, when the ox was ten winters old, and the hay from
the manured field stood out atbund the house in large haystacks, that the ox ran

32This stands in contrast to the many representations of bulls is#reingasdgymvhich are portrayed

as violent personalities, for exampleEwbyggja sagéch.63)Hardar sagdch.26)Finnboga sagéch.7),
borgeinssagavita (ch.8), and/dpnfirdingasagdch.1). The initial part of the narrative Bb/lapattr
Bollasonars also based around the excessively violent actions of a bull, and the feud that results from his
killing.
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out and in and cast the stacks oytlate. Then men wanted to take him, but they

did not catch him, and it by no means happened then, even though a multitude of
men had come to (catch him), and he ran a way forwards and all the way to the
outermost part of Krossavik and there out into tha and swam all out into the

sea, as far as men were able to see.

Brandkrossi, as if possessed by a violent force, runs amok through theriedoseire and
destroysthe haystackswhichare a symbol of the productivity and sustainability of the
homeplace appearingn almost all representations of violence against the home by
animals in the sagas. Like Beigadr, the rebellious bdaarndnamabondJ Ug b 3 XD~ U
sagaBrandkrossi resists capture and flees beyond the farm to the wilder places of Iceland,
as epresented both by his escape via water, and his vanishing from the visual sphere of

men.

K\'Yb 6fUbX_fc33] 3~] a3 U-ttdklosZdfhisaoxis WY ™ Ub X +
extreme, andik brother, who arrives to cdart him, becomes exasperated at hisuake.
The text tells us that Grimwndi nu storilla vid skada sifdbhannesson, 1950b, p. 186;
now felt his loss very badlygnd has a distinct lack of concern for the economic and even
social value of Brandkrossi. borsteinn tries to console his brotherd®ssing thatann
_kbb] Y][] 3il ] U 3_U+U 3Ubha éY33ha+ 3FU[ #]
dfi Obg+ Ug | Ubb P ] hdd UbbUb hj U Y] [] i YFFfU+
myndi sidan vera kenndar vio uxa h@éhannesson, 1950b, p. 186; he knew no such
great loss as this, his (loss), amaréteinn) said thatife) may bear much in consolations,
aslivestock was ample, and it would be not without hope that Grimr might bring up
another ox no worse, and borsteinn said it would also be of great reputation, that both of
the bays would be knownU g Y f  V k. Grirfirhaweveigoesbjc @ \ YUf V] 3 Vfcg)\
remarksT hey mean nothing to him, distracted as he is by what he perceives as the greatest
loss he could have sufferéd.contrast, Porsteinn se@andkrossassimply a valuable

ox. Hehad no personal connection with the animal, and so sees the creature as replaceable.

. f U amnterge grief is usedtereasorz ¢ f g\ Y Md NomgvayYahd3 hu g f ] d
acts as a catalyst filve events of the restof titgittr < c~ Yi YT + 6fndd X _f c 33] hu:
returns when they see his skin hanging in a-daxedling in Norway. Geitithenexplains
that he sent his thrall to retrieve Brandkrossi from Iceland, because he was jealous of

Grimr owning the bezt nautO WG/u Island{Jéhannesson, 1950b; best ox in all of
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Iceland) However, a clear contgs | 3 df ci ] XYX VYg~ YYD )
6f UbX _fc33]+ UbX g\Y W c3Y WUfY ;fUaf 3
Brandkrossi has resulted in death, either from drowning in the water and then having been
supernaturally retrieved, or by slatgghfor food or sacrifice. While thigattris part

folktale and part family origin legend, it cannot be ignored that the relationship between
Brandkrossi and Grimr is presented in a similar way to other close relationships in the
sagas; and that closeecaf a domestic animal seems to be depicted as a uniquely Icelandic
trait when contrasted with the stuffed skin displayed by Geitir in Norway. For Geitir it
3YYa3 gc VY 6fUbX_fc33]h3d 3 _]1b g\Ug 13
Grimr, the amimal was an integral part bishomeplace as a living creature. Were Grimr
interested mainly in the prestige associated with having raised such an ox, rather than the
physical ox itself, it would have been some consolation that the bays were named after

Brandkrossi, as his brother suggests.

The bodily experiences of dwellingnd eating and drinking are emphasised in
descriptions of Brandkrogsi3 Ub]XZ Y f Uaffn f[h3] YZ-] YZ ] 3 XY7?
physical affect, and the testateshe becorasmyjok darligar{Jéhannesson, 1950b, p. 186;
greatly unwellooking). His living is disrupted, asvarhannlitit (he sleeps little) and
neytti litt matar(J6hannesson, 1950b, p. 186; used little faodjthe descption of
cfUafhly [f]YZ 3gUbX3 ]b WecbgfU3g gc. g\yY
While Brandkrossi was excellent in form and stature, Grimr beconrbeskilhg; and
while Brandkrossi was indulged with unusual food, Grimr now makes Uisite of
provisions. The loss of Brandkrossi may be an emting loss for Grimr, and higief
is presented in a similar way to the pining melancholy of lovesick women in Old Norse
tradition. In the romance narratives fro@unnlaugsand Kormaks sagaaswell as
Brynhildr and Gudra in J 7 ° 3 mdgé#sthilar physical manifestations of loss are
presentedAndersson, 2008, p. 57; Eggertsdaottir, 2008; Finch, 1965, jn a8dition,
porsteinfiu3 UggYadg3 gc W\ YYf \']a hd UbX X] 3
analogues in attempts to destt the grieving women i 7' * 3 Sab4Ardersson, 2008,

p. 59; Finch, 1965, pp. 54, 62)

Lovelorn men are often portrayed negatively in Old Ndcggandic sources, with

melancholy me being perceived asibmissive individug| both in adoptindeminine
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roles but alsan withdrawing from the social world of mékggertsdottir, 2008, p. 9T)

is; f Ua f hiBen fhatinay Be emasculating, rather than the loss of thiselk The
aUbh3d UggUW\ aYbg gc g\'Y Ub]JaU + UbX \] 3 f YUWCc
him with abandoneéflgures and thir attachment to their love interektis odd that the
opening introduction of Grimr calls hikvangadfmarried) whenthere is no mention of

his wife and he later marries Droplaulpsteadthe most significant attachme@trimr

has prior to travellingo Norway seems to beith Brandkrossi. Brandkrossihen, is
presented as both child brought up by Grimaind a substitute love interest over which
his grietstricken self succurslio melancholiavhen Grimr agrees to go abroad with his
brother and moven from his grief, he ends up acquiring a wife and returning to Icelandic
society involved in a more appropriate social attachmérite Geitir takes the animal
from Grimr, he provides him in return with his daughter, allowing Grimr to establish a
more slitable legacy. The ox is replaced by the wormaad Grimris remasculated by
acquiringhiswife. The pattremphasises bothe reacquiring of masculireciaidentity
through gaining a womaanda suspicious attitude towartho great a reliance oniaral

human friendships.

Eyrbyggja saga

A more extreme&xample of a close anintiman relationship that ends in destruction is

the relationship between bPéroddr and GleesEmbyggja sagihe interactions of which

are placed firmly in the honpace. InEyrbyggja sageh.63)a special bultalf is born,

with whom Poéroddr forms a close relationship. This Hsalf appears to have been

supernaturally conceived, the offspring of a mysterious grey bull and a cow that has licked

the ashes of Porélfbaegifor, whose bodily ghost had previously been restless and
\Uhbg] b[ g\'Y Wcaahb]gk- _ BfcXXf VU3 _ ] "~ YX 3
that the bull has been somehow sent to kill P6roddr in revenge for this killing, and is

possessed by the spiit POrolfr.

While this episode has been extensively studied, the figure of the bull, Gleesir, is
most often discussed in terms of these supernatural happenings, and not as an animal in
his own right(Jakobsson, 2010, p. 205; Kanerva, 2013, p. 222, 2011; Martin, 2005; Olason,

2003) In contrast, this analysis aims to consider the animal behind the su zd nmetifi
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The relationship between P6roddr and Gleesir has hardly been scrutinisedlyaaféw
studieshave exploredhe expression of this supernatural theme throtlghanimal
human relationshiglepicted(Nedkvitne, 1997, p. 40; Olas, 2003, p. 166)n this
relationshipthe calf is brought into the household, named, and enjoys a close and attentive

relationship with Péroddr before turning on him.

H\'Y W] fWha3gUbWY3 ¢Z g\Y Vh ™ h3 Wch
supernaturaévent. The cow is seen encountering a mysterious grey bull, and then licks
the ashes of the burnt Por6lfr while pregnant. This is provided as the reason behind the
violence enacted by the bull later in the chapter, angetiseivedrollishness of the tfa

is emphasised from its birth:

9b ha i1Tf]Jg+ Yf ~Ug]lg iUf UZ 3ZIhaf]l+ &l VI
bar hon kalf annan, ok var pat gridungr, ok komst hon nauduliga fra, sva var hann

mikill; ok litlu sidar dé kyrin. Kalfr pessi inn mikli var borinn inn i stofu; var hann

amlgrar at lit ok alleiguligr; var pa hvarrtveggi kélfrinn i stofunni ok s4, er fyrr var

borinn (Sveinsson and bPoérdarson, 1935, p. 171)

And in the spring, just before summer, then the cow bore a calf, that was a heifer;
some time later she bore another calf, and it was a bull, and she received difficulty
from this, as he was large; andtéelilater the cow died. This calf, the large one
was carried into thefofg he was appigrey in colour and alorth-having; then

were both of the calves in tlagofa,including that one which was born first.

Like other supernatural or special animalshie /slendingasdgythe bulicalf is apple
grey(Wolf, 2009)and the text repeatedly emphastbe fast and dramatic growth of the
animal,wha8, XU[ i Tjgha+ 3ilT Ug ha il f]g+ YF _
Yb éY]f+ YF U’ b] f(Sveinbsbnrand/bordatson] 1935 #ph 172; frétg f |
visibly day by day, so that in spring, when the calves were put outside, then he was no
smaller than they, who had all been born at the beginning of winker)description of

the calf asaleiguligr (alkworth-having, or alprecious), uses a compound only found
elsewhere irG/ U f Zag40 delcribe a swotdt C B D +, End may Xugdest the social
capital associated with having thetdeoking animals. The desire to keep this animal
causes boéroddr to ignore the old woman at the farm who demands that the calf be killed
because of his perceived trollish na{@eesinsson and bPérdarson, 1935, p. Holyever,

w] Y g\Y WU Zh3 [ f c~-mgy beahiak of higveuderndtlird) g Y X

conceptionthis alsolinks him to certainsaga hems, such as Egdnd Gunnlaug who
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are both recorded as growing quicker than other childegs( sagach.40;Gunnlaugs
sagach.4); ~ O 3Jrmpfebsge appearance is repdgtethphasisedand the description
hann var hyrndr vaik allra nauta fridastr at §&veinsson and Pordarson, 1935, p. 172;
he was welhorned and of all the cattle the most bealtd seeyeinforces a connection
with heroes such @unnlaugr Gunnarr, and Olafpa who areemphaticalljhandsome
young menGunnlaugs sagah.4 Njals sagach.19,@U;j X P |, ¢h.163281/thig point

the bull is provided with a nam&/aesir meamg embellished or gilded, perhaps on

account of his magnificent horns.

This chapter containgé only description of neworn calves we have in the sagas,
apart from the birth of a calf iBjarnar sagéh.16). However, unlik&jarnar sagan
which the alf is kept in the byre, here the calves are brought intaztifg the central
living room of the housé@vidal, 2013, p. 49and mwhere else in the sagas are animals
brought this far into the human spaces of the hadegever, the bringing in ohew-
bornanimals into a warm place is also a feature of sensible farming practice as a response
to a traumatic birth and the death of the mother. In particular, calves born in the spring,
as Gleesir is, may suffer from cold stress (hypothermia) and require warmitogyibost
(Lanette et al., 2006)

When the calves are bound on the floor of $f@g the newborn bultcalf cries
out twice and the sameerbal phrasis used a&1 a f 3 | c Mdlssdogkagwioc b ] b
haty, discussed aboy8veinsson and bPdérdarson, 1935, p. 171his case, however, the
old woman at the farm seesthecryagac Z g\ Y Vh "~ h3 3hdYf bUghf U’
persuade bPoroddr to kill the calf. Vocalisationkeydeature of, = O Jritefattigns that
is increasingly emphasised throughout the chapter. He o&éadihdt (Sveinsson and
pordason, 1935, p. 172; bellowed louddnd jafnan, er hann beljadi, let hann storum
afskreemiliga(Sveinsson and bPordarson, 1935, p. dvi#ys, when he bellowed, he did

so in a greatly hideous manner)” O 3vpchlissgon emphasises pimximity to the

33The similarity of Géesitu 3scription with that of young men in certain sagas may also be extended to
included those saga characters who experience difficult father/son relationships, for example Egill and
SkallaGrimr (Egilssagi and Grettir anddsmundr(Grettis sagh as Glesirbecomes an antagonistic
character who attacks his fattigure.
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home, ake bejadi hatt, sem gridungrgp#3 i I Ug [ T f ° (Svdingsbrrasd U
pPérdarson, 1935, p. 172; bellowed lodddg, a shrieking bull, so that he was fully heard

in the house)and the bellowing seems to infuse all spaces of the narrative, making the
bull seem larger and more ominous than his unnaturally large physical predease.

been suggested that fgltown bulls vocalise more than any other type of cattle, which is
dyf\uUd3 ~\Vk g\'Y kchb[ WuU(Mdran]a® Doyle, 2015,9X g cC
53 K\ ] Y 3hW\ t\V] XYch3K VY ' Glakiftrdadflod dc f
a naturalistic perspéive, such bellowing could have indicated pain, frustration, or stress
likely to lead to later violent behavigii@ouissou et al., 2001, p. 116; Moran and Doyle,
2015,p.45@] _Y :fYkZUj] bY][\]lb[ chg3] XY <fUZ
read as an effort to communieaihowever His bellowing stands in contrast with the two

way communications we find between Samr angfgreé and their human partners, as
03] fhu3d WF]Y3 UfY hblYYXYX Vk _ BfcXXf+

bull (at their final encouar), the communication fails.

This bellowing while perceived bthe old woman as hideous, contrasted with
g\'Y Vh "~ h3 c g, andthe sdgg saysiglderrasar baombeedi Yid menn ok fé
sem saudiSveinsson and pordarson, 1935, p. 172; he was calm in mind both with men
and cattle as well as shiwfh livestock such as sheep) ; ~ 03] f u3 WU ab Y?
him in direct contrast téhe many other depictions of bulls in thglendingaséguBy
Yad\ U3] 3] bdsygoing nété téwardsboth humans and animalshe saga
author may be implitty drawing a comparison between the bull and men in the sagas who
are described d@wgveerfPorsteinn Egilsson, ch.lGunniaugsagarand vinsse/(popularg
porsteinn Egilsson ilGunniaugsagah.1; Porélfr Kveldllfsson in Egils sagah.1 and
Porolfr Skdla-Grimsson, ch.31 Despite seemingly living in harmony with the whole
farm,; ~ O Fjost exBlicily positive interactions are with Péroddr. Whenever man
visits the 3 g 7 (rhikking-pen): gekk Glaesir at honum ok daunsadi um hann ok sleikoi um
kleedi hans, en boroddr kiappadi um hégweinsson and pPérdarson, 1935, p. 172; Glaesir
went to him and sniffed at him and sniffed at his clothes, and Péroddr patted hen)

34 Gylli here is fromgyallato scream, shriek). Different manuscripts have different warde?/(AM 448,
4to0),andgildr (AM 442, 4to) perhaps fromy/la(to gild; Sveinsson and boérdarson, 1935, p. 172)
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relationship between GlaesincabPoroddr ighusdepicted in sensory and visceral terms,
~]1g\ ;> 03]f 3bhzz ]b[ UbX 3b]ZZ]b[ UfchbX

explicitly encouraging the close physical contact. The sniffing is a naturalistic description

of a bull greetingac g\ Yf Ub]JaU 0 UbX 3J3gfc ] b[+ fhVV]DbJ[ +

back mayepresent positive interaction on the part of a human figure designed to calm
the young bul{Moran and Doyle, 2015, p. 58)

As highlighted abové&;laesir socialises with both thews on the farm and those
humans involved in the dairying process. The saga statdmtiravar jafnan heima med

kuneytum(Sveinsson and bdérdarson, 1935, p. 172; he was always at home with-the milk

R

cows) and the milkingd Yb ] 3 fYdYUgYX k Yad\ U3] 3YX U3 g\Y

However, Glaesir is also strongly associated with the homefield, and the saga tells us that
hbb | > 2"Bd aj] _] g USwiiisgoh @nd Bowarsor, 1985/ B72; heoan aeg
greatly in the homefield, when he came algmonstratinghe great trust placed in the

bull, not to trample the haystacks that would have been a feature of the homefield at the
end of the summeHis presence in the homefield is a motif shared \Bithndkrossa

pattr, suggesting preferential treatment from other animalseems from this gaage

that Glaesir is the only animpermitted in the most valuable of fields, and by placing the

bull in the homefield and the milkiqgen, the narrative places him at the centre of the

home: directly alongside the hay and the milk on which the houselmid have

depended (seeh@pter?).3s However,for a medieval reader or listenaitpwing the bull

near the milkingcows and the haystack®suld have suggestéaat Poroddr was asking

for trouble.; > 03] f 3 df Y3YbWY ] b g\ N dairgimy¥ahpey ® X+ Ub X

compared to a ram ie/darviga sagah.7), who is explicitly raised at home and grazes
]b g\Y \V\caYz]yY X fUg\Yf g\Ub ~]g\ g\yY cg\ Yf
peaceful relationship with the human members of the farm,aevar glettinn vid

vinnukonur(Nordal and Jénsson, 1938a; was bantering with the-worken) and this

35Notably, the term used fanilk cows in this passageksneytuny ~ \' ] W\ WUb VY gf Ub3 UgyY
~\V]I W\ UfyYy Z]l]g Zcf h3Y+K ~\VYfY+ U3 X] I3WaEsxX df Yi ] ch
and bordarson, 1935, p. 172)

X
3"
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teasing is presented negatively, as the saift/ opt mjolk peiradNordal and Jénsson,
1938a, p. 226; often destroyed their milk)

5 _Yk W\ Ub[Y ]b ; 03]fh3 dc3]gliyY ]bg"®
when he reaches four winters old and becomes temperamental in nature practically
ovemnight. This change in behaviour is demonstrated through a bodily removal from

certain places and certain relationships:

1T Yf ;03] f iuUf zZzAT[hffU iYgfU [UaU "+ |
ungmennum, en ef karlar gengu at honum, reigdisk hanokviét étraliga, en

[ Y__ hbXUb éY]a U é&fUhg- _ Ug iUf Y]bb XU]
[U T _UZ ][U \Vlgg+ Ug 3il [Tf U \VYkf#] ]

ok sva kerlindSveinsson and bérdarson, 1935, pgd-1732)

Then when Glaesir was four winters old, he went away from the wochédren,

or young men, and if old men went to him d@wed his displeasuitgrigdledup)
and became unfaithfubnd escaped from them with difficulty. It was one day,
when Glaesir came home to the milkimgn, that he shrieked vehemently loudly,
so tha he was fully heard in the house it was nearby. béroddr was in gfefa
and so was the old woman.

In this passage, we see Gleaesir turning away from his previous home, and particularly from
the human members of the household with whom he had prevehaskd company. The

term Otriliga which has meanings of unfaithful, unsafe, or untrustworthy, may suggest
not only that Gleesir has become dangerous and unpredictable, but that he has somehow
betrayed the trust of his human partners. Unlike Samir (true, faithful) until the end,

Gleesir is otrar, the opposite and he close animdluman relationship has been
Wcadfca] 3YX Vk ;03] fhn3 WA\Ub[Y ¢cZ VY\Ui]

As emphasised throughout this sectidns £pisodesharesnanysimilarfeatures

with the close aninkdauman relationships discussed elsewhere in this chapter. The body
and voice of the butlalf are strongly emphasised in the narrative, and the physical
appearance of the animal is elevated as the best of all bulls. However, unlike the other
relationshipgpresented in this chapter, the loyalty and affection apparently demonstrated
] b g\'Y ]J]bgYfUWg]lcb3 VYg~ YYb _ BfcXXf Ub X
changes and he ends up killing Péroddr: a reversal of Freyfaxi, Samr, and Brandkrossi,
whoendhd VY] b[ ] "YX Vk a¥b ~\c¢c UfY UbgU]
angerin the above passagdrdicated by the use ebigjask vidé aYUb] b[ t+ gc g
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g\'Y VcXk+K cf t+39g]Z2Z2ZYb ] b X]ngedatbeldg@rideh YK aUk VY
by Einarr' 7° YU3Vk UbX J] [ Z&3 3 c;lhewever, in thistcasd, the | 0O tCB

animal does not appe@al his human partner for justice. Rather than a problem with a

nJ

specific person, Gleesir has developed an issue with all hgraadshe products of their

agrepastoral existence: hay.

The final confrontation between human and animahis episoddits into the
destruction of hay motif discussed abmegurringat the end of the summer, just after
the hay has been cut and raked into stacks:

_Ug iUf ha 3hauUf]lg+ Ug _ BRfcXXf \VUz#%] “1Tglg fU
a regn mikit; en um morguninn, er menn komu 0t, sa peir, at Glaesir var kominn i

tdn, ok var stokkrinn af hornum hans, er & hafdi feltdit, er hann ték at ygjask;

hannhafdi tynt venju sinni, pvi at hann var aldri vanr at granda heyvinu, p6 at hann

[ Yb[] U gi#*hbb]0 Yb ba \ > ~Rd \Ubb Ug 3T ghb
c_ \RZ hdd 30g]g c_ XfY] Z#] 3i1T ha i7" 1b
brotin, ok for svaly = ~ Ub X] ha i T  (Sveibskon and Poid&spn, 7 3 _f ~ ] [ U
1935, pp. 1FL75)

ha c
b0 ¢

It was in the summer, that P6roddr had the hay from his manured field all raked
into large haystacks, and then a great rain came; and in the morning, when men
came out, they saw, that Gleesir had come into the homefield, and hadkudfst

his horns, which had been fitted on when he took to fierceness; he had lost his
habits, because he was never accustomed to injure the hay, although he would go
into the homefield; but now he ran at the stacks, and with his horns under the
bottom ofthe haystack lifted up the stack and scattered it around ldiehfietook

at once another omeghen the other was broken, and went so bellowing around the
field and in a hideous manner.

Not only has Gleesir found his way into the homefield, but he has slonwithout the
wooden block that had been fitted onto his horns as a preventative measure when his
behaviour changed. These two points indicate that whatever follows in this passage will
be of negative consequence. Gleesir is now a malevolent preseat®meplace. While

\'Y h3YX gc X~ Y ° U cb[ 3] XY+ c¢cf ~]1g\]lb g\Y \c
previously mentioneds often presented aise focal point of the home and the recipient

cZ ahW\ dnwaldelmyidurin'tié sagas. HoweverZak] gY ; > O3] f hu3 Ugg UMW
the homed © UWY + b ¢ b Vieima@denrat@rhpt t& driivehbhgn off. This perhaps

3h[[ Y393 g\Y]f ~UW_ c¢cZ WchfU[Y+ cf Ub Yj dYWg

confront the figure with whom he had previously beeselor indeeds the householder,

to confrontany attacker of the home.
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Whenboroddr\ YUf 3 UVchg ;run®dujat dock ardddpd/iucgr 3 + \
398+ ZkfJ]Ff Xhfha &g]+ c_ gB_ | Ubb éUFf UZ
'Y g ha 3_7T  a]fbUf+ c_ | (Svehgsoncaddbbroarson 7 °
1935, pp. 1FL75; a pile of wood stood outside in front of the i@y, and he took a
birch-branch from there and carried it on his shoulder, so that he held the tip, and ran over
to the field to the bull)While this seemma logical decision when attempting to confront a
TUf[Y UbX gYadyYf UaY bgaldo corkéspdra the atlvice gdvercbX X f hu.
modernday livestock manuals on how to approach bulls: to carry a large stick or
equivalent in order to appear larger and attempt to present a more imposing figure to the
animal (Albright, 2004) The confrontation itself appeams a mix of naturalistic
description and motifs found in other anireglisodes. When Glaesees Poroddr enter
his spacepam hann stadar ok snerisk vid hor{f@weinsson and bPérdarson, 1935, p. 175;
he stopped and turned towards hjm)nfronting the threat head on, perhaps as a reaction
gc _ BfcXXf 3 ] bi UABrighty) 20@4ZBouis$og et al., 2001\  120L;c b
Houpt, 1998; Moran and Doyle, 2015, ppF49; Phillips, 1993; Shahhosseini, 2013, p.
17y =b g\ ] 3 fY3dYWg+ Ub X-branbh, thifepisodexnaysow~ | Y
signs of a reakorld encounter with a threatened or threatening bull. Witleig#
contains little information on the keeping of bulls, their dangerous nature is emphasised
(see Chapter 2), aricbom the number ofiolentbullsdescribedn the /slendingasdgtit
can be suggestddat such large aggressag@imalswere a prominent pamf the agre

pastoral imagination.

However, the prior intense connection between the two figures and potential
human understanding of Glaesirdmphasisedas Poroddr attempts to reason with the
bull, speaking harshly to hirAs seen abovepmmunication wh animals is not out of
placen the sagas, and both Freyfaxi and{krakr respond positively to such interaction.
However, in this case Poroddr is unsuccessfuyridsngrinn gekk eigi undan at heldr
(Sveinsson and Poérdarson, 1935, p. 175; the bull did not go away from him even then)
This linesuggesthat Glaesir may have been expected to resjjanBreyfaxi and Inni
Krakr, and listen to his human partnéut in this cas¢éhe animahuman relationship is

broken, and Péroddr has no choice but to fight Gleesir.
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The heaeo-head fighting describdaetween these two figurés fast and full of
movement. Rather than backing away slowly, Péroddr strikes theni#ihorna honum
(between his trns) with the stick, provoking Gleesir to run at him, his head lowered
(Sveinsson anddpdarson, 1935, p. 17%hedescription of the fightemains solidly aware
of the bodily presence of the bull, and echoes descriptions of bull behaviour in modern
times (Fraser, 1974, pp. JOX08) béroddr fekk tekit hornin ok veik honum hja ser
(Svensson and bordarson, 1935, p. 175; grasped hold of his horns and moved him near to
him), and the subsequent jostling for position may have been an image familiar to those
who had experienced fighting between b(Bleuissou et al., 2001, p. 124droddr and
Glaesir go backwards and forwards, preseaseelqually matched opponents until:

Yf _ BfcXXf gB_ Ug ab*xuU3j_+ &I \ " ~"38d \Ubb hd
\TbXha b]#f hbX]f _iYf_JbU+ Yb 1T zfua T \1
Og > Uf 3il Ug ab*U \Ubb- 9b [f]l#hb[f]lbb \ 2R
(Sveinsson and bérdarson, 1935, p. 175)

when bPo6roddr became wearied, then he leapt up on the neck of the loldsped

with his hands down under the throat, and lay forward on the head of the bull
between the horns and intended so to weary him. But the bull ran back and
forwards around the field with him.

It is at this point, perhaps inspired by the sight ofrtireiuseholder clinging to the neck

UbX VUW_ c¢cZ g\ Y \Vmmenhdeeide tp\gathgr theifweapohXdndygn thec a Y
battle. However, the addition of further men to the fight appeaawgoke Glaesir to

acfyY XfU3g] W UWg] cdofkiliBgdgradur, rigping into h $tgnfady a Y g \
with his horns, is the same method employed by bulls against other bulls:

Energridungrinnsapat, U_ \ Ubb \ T Zh#%]g bl *f a] "] ZBgU
Ug \Ubb ZzZY__ _cahlaognbdrddd h3UB0Ub] Whil hbX¥bb hdd \7TZ#
3i1 3bUfg+ Ug ZBRgU\ hg]lbha _RBfcXX3 3R 1T ¢
[ f]l]#hb[ ] bha- 9b Yf _chXX] 3iY]Z czZUb+ i Ugg
annat hornit & kvidinn, sva at pegar st6o & kafi; Iét Péroddipd 3g \ 7T b Xhbha+ Yb

grioungrinn rak vid skreek mikinn ok hljép ofan til arinnar eptir vellinum
(Sveinsson and bérdarson, 1935, p. 175)

And when the bull saw that, he drove his head down between his feet and turns
himself quickly, so that he got onehi$ horns under P6roddr; then he moved his
headup so swiftly, that the nether part of FOIX X f huSwungiotX tke air, so

that he stood on the neck of the mdlar the headAnd when Poroddfell from

above, Glaesir swung his head under himaasatond horcame into the stomach,

in such a way that #gank deet once P6éroddr then let Is hands fall loose, and

the bull uttered a great shriek and ran over to the river from the field.
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The skraek mikinn (great shriek) with which Glaesir leaves the homefield can be
interpreted inmultiple ways.It is perhaps a remindeif the trollishness oftie bull, as
interpreted by the old womanrmay indicate one final mark of dominance over the home,
ashehas by killing the householdedamaged the home in the most irrevocable manner.
Alternatively, this could be thieideous shriek of an angry bullerbapsone who is
frustrated that he has been made the instrument of such violence, forced by his
supernatural possession to kill a human figure with whom he had previously been

affectionate.

Like supernatural animals such as the grey horéarionamabk(Benediktsson,
1968b, p. 120; see ChapterGlgesir disappears into a marsha ahann kom aldri upp
sidar(Sveinsson and bPdrdarson, 1935, p. 176; so that he never came upcagane),
this may also be linked with the death of the violently rebellious boar Beigadr who swims
away from Ingimundr inJ U g b 3 X BASvéihssen/1980b, p. 48d the mare Skalm in
Landnamabaokafter whom a marsh is named by her d@aémediktsson, 1968p. 96)

The disappearance of these aninmatis waterscapes, aside from folklociennotations
(Almqvist, 1991)may representrmovemenbut of society and into the wilder, lessned
spacesfahe Icelandic environment. By fleeing the homefield, Glaesir is outlawing himself
for the killing of Péroddr As seenn Chapter 2, after a bull kills a man, he is to lose his

legal security and be killed in return.

=g WUbbcg VY XY lerdckage gf\béhgvioyr is forgghddbwgd irg h X
the narrative by the isolation of his mother, his fathering by the mysterious grey animal,
and the large troublesome nature of the calf at birth; however, the intensely positive
relationships described between Gilasd all members of the farm stand in stark contrast
to the earlier ominous events and the later violence. WhileO 3] f tu3andV\ Uf U
interactions with Poroddr arelearly part of a wider narrative about the haunting of
P6rolfr and the killing of Ankell, the descriptions of botine farm and the animauman
relationship are the most detailed in the sagas. It can be suggested that this part of the
narrative has been formed from experience of farmscapes and animals. In particular,
sudden changes in befaur are one of the risks of keeping dairy bulls, which are
considered more difficult to keep and more likely to attack humans than bulls kept for

beef; and advice for modern farmers sasissw evenseemingly tame and docile animals
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