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The Animal Bones from Balksbury, Old Down Farm and R17

The identification of the animal bones from all three.sifes has

n{ -ly been completed. The samples all oconsisti of over 40,060 fragmentis

.yﬁpé are ﬁhera{ore large enough for detailed analysis. As well as their

'- imp6§§an§étiﬁ,£hq understanding of eadh site, the samples provide an .

opportunity for detailed inter~ and intra-site comparisons.

A. Inter-Site Comparisons

Such studies are obviously of fundamentallimportance, if we are
to obtain the regional picture of animal exploitation and the
organisation of food production. However, detailed comparisons of
faunal assemblages are rare snd, where a general review of a particulay
area or period has been attempted, the resulis are often uﬁéonvincing
both because of the lack of adequate data and sometimes a naive
understanding of the variability of faunal material and its causes,
Inter-site comparisons between these sites have the following
advantages over previous studies:-
4) The samples are reasonably large.

2) There are similarities in the types of sites and features being

_investigated., The sites are all multiperiod and have comparable Iron

Age occupations, In addition, Balksbury and 0ld Down Farm are

. situated close together in the Andover area; 0ld Down and R17 are'

‘sites of similar t&pe and size with sub-rectangular ditches dug in

the Eafly Iron Age; the largest samples from. a}l‘'three sites have bheen
obtained from pits of Middle Iron Age date; both R17 and Balksbury
have Romano-British enclosure systems consisting of a series of

linear gullies. Analysis of all aspects of the faunal studies will
enable comparisons of the character of the assemblages of roughly
chtemporary deposits from different sites in the same region and
broadly comparable locations. | |

3) The animal bones from the sites have all been computer recorded

using the same system. Two of them (Balksbury, R17) have been



recorded by me and 01d Down Farm by Robert Fool, who worked in close
co nperstion with the F.R.P. This facilitateé inter-site comparisons,

which in the past have been severely handicapped by the heterogeneity

. eof :;?ﬁ;.catciz'ii-ﬁg-j,mé%?llqd..’“f’ .

4) Computer rédbrdiﬁg has a}so énabled the boneé'to be examined in
grester detail. In parﬁicnlaf,'fhe depth of recording should make
possible comparisons of butchery, preservation and fragmentation on
the sites., These are important varisbles of faunal assemblages bub
‘have been little‘studied on British archaeological material and their
effects on the nature of the excavated bone ssmple are poorly

understood.,

B..  Intro-Site Comparisons

1) Preservation: recording of erésion and gnawing on all bones has
_shéwn that preservation conditions varied in different fratures on
each siteL .Preliminary gnulysis of the Balksbury data has shown that
there is a correlation between preservation conditions and the types of
fragmeﬁt recovered. The problem is a complex one and the analysis
fequires multivariste statistical techniques examining the coryelationa
betﬁeen variables in the faunal assenblage (including species
representation, bone density, survival of epiphyses/shaft fragmenté,
soportion of eroded, gnawed, iveried bone etc.) and variability in
the'archaealogical deposits (e.g. feature type, soil type, depth of
deposit), If, as I suspect, this analysis reveals significant results,
it raises the question of how differentidly preserved faunél
assemblages can be compared in a meaningful way. It is hoped that
this detailed analysis will be able to indicate some guide towards this
. end,
2) Differential disposal of bone elements: a secon& major cause .of
variability in the faunal assemblage is the butchery and disposal of

the carcasses, Individual skeletal elements can be treated in




different ways and this can have a significant effect on where the
%gne is eventually deposited. CQGuestions such as whether fhe animalg
were bqtghefed at the site or brought in as dressed carcasses and

: whichibones.were broken for marrow or used as raw material for tools
ete. can be answered by detéilgé study of the bones. Of course,
variability caused by differential preservation has first to be
spparated from variability resulting from human agency - e.g. is the
fact that thargizo few cattle phalanges recovered from R17 and
Balksbury a reflection of poor preservation conditions (or recovery)
or the result of the trectment of cattle carcasses? Although some -
worly has heen done on loteral variation in faunal assemdblages, no one
has yet demonsirated satisfacforily the causes of all the variations.
The deplh of recording and anslysis of these sampleg may help to
clarify the gitvation, or &t lesst show the complexities involved.

3) Bone densibices: this i related to 1)and 2) above and carries on
the work of Niall Griffiths on R27. I will be Qorking in cogoperatian |
with Peter Fasham on the density of the K17 bone and we'll be

comparing thiswith the poticry densities in the saﬁe features.

G, Vider Tmplications of these Btudies

The analysis of these three samples will provide a ‘
continuation in the develobment in the methodblogy of studying animel "
bones, which needs rapi§ improvement in opger to answer the more
detailed questions being asked of the material, On their own the
three sites do not represent an adequate sample of Iron Kée sites in

Wessex, although the analysis will develop our knowledge of animal -

hushandry in the area. I suspect, however, tnat the apalysis will
réise many new questions. Accordingly, I propose to attempt to
synthesise the evidence of Iron Age faunal remains in the light of

this work and recent work from other sites in Wessex (Danebury,



Winklebuby, Gussage All Saints, R27 etc.) in oxrder to review our

@mascnt ¥nowledge and the directions we should be taking in the

T L L 8 e

study of Iron Age material,
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