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Just over 4,000 bone frar;Inents were exrunined, most of them (about 

equally)from Areas A and B with small numbers also from Areas C 

and D. The number of fragments seen from the various layers of 

these four areas are shown in Table '1 which also gives the Table 

references for the dEtailed results. 

Methods Used 

All fragments were identified to species or as nearly as possible 

usin[; the modern comparative collecti_ons of mmnmals, birds, and 

fish at the Faunal Remains Project, University of Southsmpton. 

Details, including part of the bone present, butchery, state of 

preservation, and age of the animal, were recorded using the 

Ancient t'1onuments I,aboratory' s computer coding scheme (Jones n .0..). 

The initial work was carried out under supervision by two 

unde:rr;raduate students in the Department of Archaeology, Nicki 

Cleminson and Rose Seagrief. 

Various 'unidentifiable' categories are used in the Tables, 

as follows: 

s/g - sheep or goat 

sfg -from a mammal the size of sheep (on this site mostly sheep) 

c fg -from a m'Dllmal the size of mttJe(on this site probably cattle) 

Ul\'1'1 unidentifiable species but mamroalian 

UNB unidentifiable species but bird bone 

UNF unidentifiable species but fish bone 

In addition to an assessment of the range of mammal, bird, and 

fish species exploited an attempt was made to deduce what type of 

deposits these were - for example whether material had been initially 

deposited here or redeposited, whether bones were from food remains, 

and wlwt stage of discnrd they represented if so. 



TABLE '1 Numbers of bone fragments examined for each layer 

Publication Number 

AREA A 
2 
4 

'10 
'1'1 
'12 
'13 
'14 
'15 
'16 

Total from A 

AHEA B ·---- '19 
20 
2'1 
22 
25 
28 
30 

\ 
3'1 
32 
33 
7.5 .) 

36 
39 
lj.Q 

Tot<Jl from B 

ARF:i\ C 
---112 

l!l+ 

45 

Total from c 

Number of Frar;men_ts 

'19 
'13 
5 

Further Details 

683 • • * • • • • • Table 2 
786 • * * • • • • • Table 3 

'1 
4 
2 

3Le2 • • • • • • * • Table 4 

'1 '8 55 

L>7 
'15 

'1 
24 

6 
53 
'14 
2f> 

S 17 • • • • • • • " Table 5 
3 
2 

209 
6 01~. • • • • • • • • Table 6 
'103 

'12 
7 

22 

LVi 

ARJ:A D 
sand 
46 
50 
52 
53 

to E of D (old '12) 

Total froiii1'J 

GHAND TO'l'AL 
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If deposits were suitable for the purpose it was hoped to use 

this material to comment on the husbandry of this period and ree;ion. 

Layer Analysis of Area A - using Publication Numbers 

Earlz He~rth_2 produced 19 fragments, most of them unidentiable 

fragments of fish bone but also cattle and sheep femur (the latter 

showine; an eroded surface), an antler fragment of red deer, Cervus 

elaphus, and 7 small unidentifiable frag;ments of mrunmalian bone. 

Slot_i! conte.ined 13 fre.r';lllents e.r;ain, 1·1here identifiable, of meat­

bea:dne; bones- humerus, rib, and vertebrR of cattle; 8n.other 6 

fragments of large ungulate incluclinc; scapula and sternal frae;ments; 

a dog radius; and 8 unidentifiable frar_';rllcnts of fish bone. T1w of 

the (:attle bonPs shoHcd knife cut:s or choppinc; marlw and 5 fra[")llCnts 

were badly preserved. 

Note In this account a very rou[".,h divir;ion of the skeleton into 

'meat-bearjng' parts (trunk and upper limbs) and 'non meat-bear:Lne;' 

parts (cranial fragments, jmvs, distal limbs) is used al thoue;h this 

is some1·1hat crude as brains and trotters are sometimes delicacies. 

Base _ _JJQ_Y_£r_o.f. Ho])ow.l.. .:!_0 contained a distal tibia of cattle and mid­

shaft tibia frRgment of sbeep or goat - not necessarily meat-bearing 

bones. These were accompanied by large and sma.ll ungulate rib 

fra[";nents. Three of the five fragments were eroded. 

Lazor .:!_1 results are given in Table 2. About 7l1% of the cattle 

and cattle-sized fragments end 86% of the sheep-sized fragments 

crone from meat-bearing bones of the body, notably vertebrae and 

ribs. '!'hose figures exclude loor;e teeth and small unidentifiable 

frne;ments althouc;h the latter (labelled 'other' in Table 2) may 



'rli.BLI~ 2 Pravnent Distribution in Layer 11 - Species & Anatomies 

cow she 
6 1 

s/g cfg sfg pig cer dog unm fow unb fsh unf total 
--1---

1 3 1 /p 21 10 ~~? 

mandible 5 2 2 

sternum 1 

vertebra 

ribs 

3 

7 

8 6 

3 20 14 

1 

2 

scapula 

humerus 

radius 

ulna 

pelvis 

femur 

car/t<lr 

met<~podial 

phalanx 

teeth 

LBP 

other 

fish scales 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

3 

6 

·-------- --

4 

3 

1 

1 

3 

6 15 

113 5 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 156 

TO'l'li.LS 43 2 18 30 /.j7 5 '+ 9 187 2 

• three fravnents were antler 

key to species: cow 
she 
s/g 
cfg 
sfg 
cer 
unm 
fo~1 
unb 
fsh 
unf 

cattle 
sheep 
sheep or goat (cvicaprid) 
from ca.ttle-sizcd ma.mmal 
from sheep-sized mammal 
Ccrvus elanhus, red deer 
unidentifiahle InflillWc:J 
domestic foHl 
unidentifiable l>ird 
fish identified to species 
tmidentifiablc fish 

2 

14 5 

8 

247 

/ ./ 

2 2'+ 260 

In nddj.tion to the bones above there Has 1 tooth of horse 

10 

1 

37 

54 

4 

1 

6 

3 

2 

3 

5 

1 

10 

7 

24 

45'+ 

683 
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be r:JOstly from processed food remains. 'l'his meat/non-meat division 

is detailed for this and some other deposits in Table 7. ~~he high 

proportion of 'other' fragments especially those unidentifia1Jle to 

species and under the heading 'unknown mmnmal' is a result of the 

sieving of some bulk samples in some of the more productive ls.yers. 

This sieving produced most of the fish evidence. 

About '10]0 of the bones in this layer 1·1ere eroded, some badly. 

Very little butchery was noted in this layer - only cuts on deer 

antler, and cattle metapodials and vertebrae. The paucity of 

butchery may be linked \'lith poor preservation of the bone (fine 

knife cuts on the sma.ller species may just not be visible)and the 

fact that a grerctt deal of it was very fine1y fragmented. 

'Jlhe identifiab1e fish represented we;'e pollack, P~J]acJ!t~2S 

Pr~ll an wrr~sse, La~ berr;;yl ta; br~ss, Diccntrarchuc; labrax; and cod, 

La;y_er 12 results are shovm in Tnbl e 3 and provided a similar number 

of frngments to Layer '11, most of them unidentifiable mammal or 

fish fra{':,ments and. only a very small proportion recoe;nizable cattle, 

sheep, and pig bones. Dut aga:~n meat-besring bones of cattle and 

sheep were more important than head and foot bones (Table 7). Only 

9 of the 786 bones were eroded and butchery was recorded for a few 

bones ac;ain showing that these were food remains. 

'l'he identifiable fish bones v1ere again all from marine species -

pol1 ack, bGss, and horse mackerel - and represented fish from 

about 0.2 to 1.6kg in weight, 

§rms_l o.bov_e_l!_£llow £I1S~ §1_£to ,_1_.~-'-11-J ,_ fl!J_cl_ 12 • ~'hcse layers conto.ined 

torr,ethcr only 7 fr8gmento of meat-1,enri.nc; bone of cattle nnd pi[!;. 



'I'ATILE 3 Fre.gment Distribution in Layer '12 - Species & Anatomies 

cow she s/g c:!g sfg pig cer unm fov1 dck unb fsh unf total 

cranial 

mandible 

coracoid 

sternum 

vertebra '1 

ribs 3 

scapula '1 

radius 

ulna 

tibia 

car/ten' 

rnetapodinl '1 

pha.lunx 

teeth 5 

other 

fif;h sc:Jles 

TCTAI,S '1'+ 

* antler 

key to species 

'1 

2 

2 2 

3 3 

'1 

6 

2 27 

'17 '1 

7 25 35 

2 

'1 

'1 

'1 

'1 

2 

7 

'15 

3* 67 

4 

'18 

'19 

232 

3 3'+0 

'1 

'1 

'1 

2 '1 

'1 

4 

8 

'13 

9 

.; 

'1'1 

302 

./ 

22 3'13 

86 

2 

'1 

'1 

29 

28 

'1 

'1 

2 

'1 

'1 

4 

5 

'18 

1+9 

558 

780 

car/tar = carpals and ta.rsuls LBF= long bone fragment 

C0\'1 

she 
s/g 
cfg 
sfg 
cer 
unm 
fow 
dck 
unb 
fsh 
tmf 

cattle 
sheep 
sheep or goat (ovicaprid) 
from cattle-sized mammal 
from sheep-sized mammal 
~1s elaphus, red deer 
unident:Lfiabl e mammal 
domestic fowl 
domest:i c duck or mallard, Anas l~latyrhynchos 
tmidentifiable bird 
fish identified to species 
unidentifiable fish 
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Bl.2_wn Sand_and_Shell_L~er_,_ .:!_6,produced a small collection detailed 

in Table 4 which showed a high proportion of u11identifiable mammal 

and fish fragments and a preponderance in the identifiable bones 

of cattle- and sheep-sized meat-bearing fragments. Sample size 

was hovwver small but in this small collection several bones 1;ere 

charred and 47 showed some erosion, a higher proportion than in 

any layer since some of the early layers of A. 

Fish represented were sa1mon, Salmo sa1ar; horse mnckere1; bass; 

and a species of sea bream. 

L::!;:t.:cr ..AT."ll'l,Ysis of Area B 

Bone material from Area B was notably less disturbed than that in 

Area A FW associ a ted bones such as contiguous toes and long bones 

and thtoir epiphyses 1·1ere still associated so that they mu<;t have 

been d cposi ted there vlhi1e there was still some soft ti~>sue holding 

them torr,cther. 

Gully ,26_ showed 3 instances of associated bones in a collection 

of 209 fragments. There were also some burnt and some gnawed 

bones. Cattle and cattle-sized mammal fragments tota1led 33; '107· 

fragments were sheep or sheep-sizedjand '17 came from pig. There 

were also '10 frag-,ments of domestic fowl a.nd bones of starling, 

Sturnus vv.lgaris, a sea bream species, .and pollack. 

Ar;ain the majority of the fragments were from meat-bearing 

bones ('l'able 7). Fifteen bones showed signs of erosion. 

Gu]);z ,23 produced a domestic fowl sternum, a fra.gment from ca. ttl e­

B:i 7.ed rnrunmal, and an ovic0.prid lonf; bone fracmcnt. 

HolJ_<?y_,_ LayeE_s_ '1_2_,_20 • This contained a co1lection of lf7 bones 

from the bottom of the hollOI'i. 'J'hey 11ere a mixture of meat and non-



~I'ABI·E 11· Fragment Distribution in Layer 16 - Species & Anatomies 

COW she s/g cfg sfg pig roe unm unb fsh unf 
----

cranial 1 1 3 1 6 1 

mandible 3 2 1 1 

vertebra 1 3 1 8 2 

ribs 7 13 4 

humerus 3 3 

radius 1 

ulna. 2 1 

pelvis 1 

patella 1 

tibia 1 2 4 

car/tilr 1 

LJetapodir>l 1 2 1 

phalanx 2 

teeth 9 5 4 1 

I.bF 26 '11-\- 9 

oth8r 48 I+ 57 79 

fir;h scale ,; 
-------------
TO'rAI,S 32 4 11+ 90 30 6 1 74 9 81 

key to species: cow 
she 
s/g 
cfg 
sfg 
roe 
unm 
unb 
fsh 
unf 

cattle 
sheep 
sheep or goat (ovicaprid) 
from cattle-sized ma1nmal 
from sheep-sized mammal 
C~preo~',: ,£apreol us , roe deer 

urndentlflable mammal 
unidentifiable bird 
fish identjfied to species 
unidentifiable fish 

total 

13 

7 

15 

24 

7 

1 

3 

1 

1 

7 

1 

4 

2 

19 

49 

188 

342 
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meat bones of cattle, sheep and pig with evidence also of salmon. 

This collection was presumably undisturbed si.nce its initial 

deposition as it contained bones from the same pig's trotter and 

pig and cattle vertebrae associated with their unfused epiphyses. 

Two fragments were burnt, four eroded and one chewed by a carnivore. 

The sand above contained '15 fragments, virtually all from meat­

bearin~ bones of cattle and sheep. 

Pits_-_2.1,22.1.3.2. contained very few fra.gments- one domestic fowl 

radius in 2'1, 3 ovicaprid frae;ments and n frog skeleton in 22, and 

a c(lttle ulna and a small ungulate fragment in 35. 

Pit 25 contained one cattle-sjzed, two sheep-sized and three 

unidentifiable fish fra('f'lents. 

CbaJ:CQcll frQm _Fir~,_28. This produced 53 bones, incl udinc; '11 meat, 

4 non-meat bones, and 3 loose teeth of sh8ep and sheep-sized m=mal; 

tv10 meat bon0 fra(';IIlents of cattlej :md 3 fowl long bones. 

J.w.£ As~o.£_i£t~d_Hearths_30 .§!ld 2_'1. The first of these contained '14 

frac;ments, six of which were rr.eat-bearing fraQIIents of sheep. 

Unidentifiable bird and fish bones were also present. The second 

contained 26 fragments, mostly meat-bea.ring bones of cattle and. sheep 

with 3 fish fragments. 

JAJ;y_e_E 2_2 results are given in Table 5. A(';ain the majority of these 

were meat-bearing bones of cattle and sheep. The lar(';est sample yet 

of pig bones comes from this deposit and there was one definite 

idcmtification of goat. Domestic f01vl, bass, pollack, and horse mackerel 

(reprencnted by scales) were alr;o present. A few small mammal fragments 

were identified to the vole sub-fand ly, J1icrot:Lnae, but not to species. 



TABLE 5 

cranial 

mandible 

coracoid 

vertebra 

ribs 

sternum 

seapula 

h<unerus 

radius 

ulna 

pelvis 

femur 

patella 

tibia 

fibula 

car/tar 

metapodial 

phalanx 

teeth 

other 

TO'J'ALS 

Fragment Distribution in J"ayer 32 - Species & Anato:nies 

cow she s/g cfg sfg pig unm fow unb 

5 15 10 15 12 40 

4 

13 

3 

1 

4 

6 

3 

5 

1 

5 

8 

8 

70 

1 

1 

1 

20 

9 

1 

2 

2 

2 

7 

2 

1 

6 

5 

12 

1 

27 

1 

6 116 

10 

2 

1 

1 

20 

9 

1 

12 

80 

2 

77 

19 

90 208 

5 

4 

4 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

7 

2 

3 

7 

1 

1 

28 

133 

56 216 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 

2 

7 10 

fsh unf 

4 

2 

32 

4 

total 

101 

30 

1 

55 

135 

1 

12 

9 

13 

9 

16 

6 

2 

'11 

2 

14 

21 

43 

128 

195 

0 

817 

In addition to these there was 1 r;oat bone and Lf small mammal bones 
key to species: cow cattle 

she sheep 
s/g sheep or r,oat (ovicaprid) 
cfg from cattlc-si?.cd mmnmal 
sfr; from shccp-si zed mruamal 
unm unidentifir•1,le mn1nmul 
unb un:i.dfmtifi nb] e bird 
fsh fish identifiable to species 
unf unidcntif:inlJle f:i.sh 
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There were 36 instances of eroded bone, seventeen instances of knife 

and chopping marks (apart from one noted on a sheep bone, all these 

\1Cre on cattle), three charred or calcined bones, and three instances 

of bone gnawing, one pro1}ably human gnawing. In four cases bone 

shafts were associated with their unfused epiphyses suggestine; that 

they had remained undisturbed since deposit~on. 

Co]!!.p_£si t~ I;a;y_er _29. Results for this substantial collection are in 

Table 6. These show the lowest results so far for the proportion of. 

meat--beRring bones of the body. Like the previous layer there is a 

higher proportion of head and foot fra[')nents than in most Area A 

depos:it.s, in this case for cattle, sheep,nncl pig. There were also 

two horse and tl1ree coat fravncnts in these deposits. Erosion was 

recorded on 45 fragments, knife cuts and choppine; marks on 22 

cattle oones and on red deer antler, and cnnid gnaHing on 8 bones 

of various species. There was one e<Jse of assodated bones belonging 

to a eattle ankleo 

Fi.£nl JJi!:!Jl~t_D~osit.l..L>O, contained '103 bones which wore mainly 

unidentifiable manunalian (42) and fish (311) bone fragments from 

sieved samples but some identifiable frn(':ments of cattle, ovi:­

caprid, pig, dug, foHl, and house sparrow, :fasser domesticus, 

were present. Two bones were recorded as eroded. 

Laye:" Analysis of Area C 

This area contained onJ~' 11'1 bones in total so that detailed 

analysis is pointless. llorse, cattle, sheep, pi~, and hare (one 

rib of Lepus sp. ) vwre represented. 'rhree frncments showed an 

eroded surfnce. 



'i'ABIJ~ 6 Fragment Distribution in Layer 39 - Species and Anatomies 

cow goa she s/g cfg sfg pig dog cer unm fow dck unb fsh unf to1 

cranial '18 2 2 6 3 9 5 '1 7 '1 1 55 

mandible '12 '12 6 30 

coracoid 2 2 

vertebra '15 4 '15 8 '1 43 

ribs 22 1+4 54 3 3 '127 

scapula 6 '1 4 '1 10 '1 211-

humerus 2 3 1 1 '1 8 

radius 2 '1 2 '1 6 

ulnn 8 '1 2 2 2 '15 

pelvis 2 '1 2 G 

.femur lj. 2 '1 '1 '10 

patella '1 1 

tibia 6 5 2 ']/~ 

fibula '1 1 

car/tar 4 3 '( 

metnpodial 8 '10 3 2' 

phalanx 9 3 "l; 

teeth '13 1 '15 6 1 )l 

J,BF 26 37 2 6' 

other '18 18 64 2'1 12 

TOTALS 129 3 6 69 107 '131 48 1 77 5 1 3 '1 22 60; 

In addition to above there are 2 horse teeth 
key to species: 

cow cattle 
goa goat 
she sheep 
s/g sheep or p;oat (ovicaprid) 
cfg from cattle-sized mammnl 
sfg from sheep--sized mammal 
cer Ccrvus elnnhus, red deer 

-,.-......--- -r-:~ .J....-~-

unm unJ.cientJfJ_nble J!Wlllmal 
unb unid entifiahl e bird 
fsh fish identif:i.Dble to f;pecies 
unf unidentifiable fish 
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JJayer Analysis of Area D 

Of the 316 bones from Area D most (174) came from layer 52. Of the 

total D collection over one third of the bones (108) were eroded, 

some badly, which is a much higher proportion than for the other 

areas. There was also no evidence for associated bones remaining 

buried to(';ether. Layer 52 contained over 90% meat-bearing bones 

in the cattle and sheep categories, there were 31 eroded and three 

charred bones. Horse and dog and domestic fowl were found in Area 

D ru1d some fish bone al thouf,h no indivj dual fish species could be 

identified. 

§J.?.~cie~ nnd _.~natomies Present 

As 'l'ables 2 to 6 inclusive show most of the identifiable bone 

frapnents nrc the remains of domestic euttle and ovicaprid (sheep 

or r,oat). There nrc many positive identifications of sheep but 

very few of e;oat so that it can be presumed that most ovicaprid 

relllains (and those called 'sheep-sized') are from sheep. 'l'here 

are very few bones of pig. 

Table 'l demonstrates for the three major species the percentage 

of bone fravments from meat-bearing and non meat-bearinr, parts'in 

the ma;jor deposits. As would be expected in deposits consisting 

primarily of food remains the former is high throug,hout, suggesting 

that some of the primary butchery took place elsewhere. There.is, 

however, some variation fron1 deposit to deposit. 

Layers 12 and 52 are especially high in meat-bearing bones. 

These tables use figures which include the 'sheep-sized' and 

'cattle-sized' categories. 

The second fact demonstrated hy Table '? is the enonnous variation 

that these frar>;ments suggest for the specific ratios in these layers. 

Somewhat different ratios nrc given later in Tnblc '10 where all the 

loose teeth and fracments assir;ned to size catecory but not to 

nnntomical r:;roup arc :included. These results wj11 be more fully 



'!'ABLE 7 

Pub. No. 

'1'1 

'12 

'16 

36 

32 

39 

52 

TOTALS 

Numbers of meat, non-meat bones (omitting loose teeth) 
in major layers 
This table also 

species no. meat 
bones 

cattle 54 
ovicaprid 48 
pig 

cattle '13 
ovicaprid 33 
pig 2 

cattle 58 

0vic::qirid 29 
pig '1 

eattle 23 
ovicaprid 78 
pig '1'1 

cattle 107 
ovicaprid 2'14 
pig 25 

cattle '15'1 
ovicaprid '13'1 
pig 25 

cattle 28 
ovic'oprid 22 
pig 2 

cattle 1>34 

ovicaprid 555 
pig 66 

for the three main domestic species. 
gives specific percentages for these. 

no. non- total no. 
meat bones bones 

'19 
8 

3 

2 
2 

6 

7 
'10 

'1 

7 
'16 
4 

27 
7'1 
24 

51~ 

l>2 

'17 

3 
'1 

'1'19 
'150 

55 

73 J 
5~ '132 

15} 
3~ 58 

65l 39 '106 
2 

301 94 139 
'15 

1341 285 1168 

49 

2051 
'173 420 
42 

311 23 56 
2 

553l 
?05 '1, 379 
'12'1 

% meat 
bones 

74 % 
86 

87 

94 

89 
74 

77 
83 

80 

75 

5'1 

71+ 

?6 

59 

90 
96 

?8 
?9 
54 

specific 
% 

55 %f 4; '100 ~ 

26} 60 '100,t 
'14 

611 3~ '10C ;: 

211 68 '100, 
'1'1 

29} 
6'1 '100: 
'10 

49} 
41 100'. 
'10 

551 4: '100' 

401 5'1 '100 
. 9 
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discussed in the section on site economy. 

The Size of the Animals 

Measurements are few as much of the bone was highly fragmented, 

those available are given in Table SA-D as it was felt that these 

details \·/ere important for this unique collection. All the 

mea.surements taken are described in Von den Driesch ('1976) and the 

abbreviations used are hers. 

The cattle sizes compare with the means and ranges for Hamvlic 

(Saxon Southampton). They were lare;e1' than Iron Age animals, but 

within Homano--Bri tish and Saxon ranges, and also compare well with 

the Early Saxon material from \-lest Stow (Crabtree n.d.). Comparison 

with material from Exeter (!-1al thy '1979) is interesting as bones in 

some cases are bigger Ht Bantham Ham. This is a small smnple of 

cattle bones and measurements, however, and they may give a false 

idea of the ranee of variation which occurred ih this area which 

could have beerr much widero 

Sheep measurements shovl a different picture. Banthrun bones 

appear to be at the very bottom of (sometimes even below) the. 

ran5es for Saxon sheep such as these for Hwnwic (Bourdillon & CoJ. 

'1980) and \>lest Stow (Crabtree n.dJwhereas they fit well within 

Iron Age size ranges - such as those for Hinnall Down, Hampshire 

(MHl tby forthcoming). 

This association of cattle well-built for the period with a 

sheep more reminiscent of Iron Age stoek is interesting, especially 

in an area where one would expect the effects of any Romrm stock 

improvements to have been negligible. It may however, merely be a 

direct reflection o.f the type of lnncl used to graze the tlw species. 

Pig measurements nre few but fit the quite narrow range Of size 

observed for both Iron Ap;e and Saxon domestic pigs from other sites 

in :':~outhern Britain. Confirmation that this is indeed a domestic 



TABLE 8 Neasurements of the main domestic species 

A. CATTLE GL )2p SD Bd BT SLC GLP u; 00. 
B39 scapula 43.0 58.2 50.2 38.8 
AI+ humerus 60.2 
A12 humerus 37.2 80.2 64.4 

B32 humerus 69.0 62.4 ID 
B32 radius 73.6 66.2 
B32 tibia 22.3 GLl GLm Dl 

B32 talus 41.6 39.3 59.7 53.7 32.8 

B39 talus 36.5 5?.4 51.9 
JXsand>talus 69.4 ~~0.1 

/ 
A12 metatarsus l!O. 3 36.6 

B32 metatarsus 53-3 
B39 metatarsus 52.2 

B. SHEEP AND GOA'l' 1+1 42 
!!J.ax d:i.am rrd._n~limu 

B39 horn cor~ s 28.5 17.!1 

B39 horn core g 28.6 20.7 
SLC GJ,p JoG BG 

B39 scapula s 23.9 
B36 scapula s 13.8 21~.6 19.9 16.'+ 

GL ID2. SD :3d BT 
A16 humerus s 24.1 23.9 
B32 humerus s 26.5 25.3 
n:')6 humerus g 29.4 28.9 ~ BFd 

B32 radius 8 26.0 

B39 radius 8 28.0 13.6 25.2 25.8 20.8 
A11 radius s 28.0 25.5 LO ~ 
B39 ulna s DD 35~8 16.3 
A2 femur s 41.6 GLl GLm Dl 

B39 talus s/g 17.3 16.9 25.5 24.5 14.3 

B39 talus s/g 16.0 25.2 23. 1~ 13.6 

B36 talus s/g 18.8 17.4 25.8 24.1 1l~. 5' 

NOTE All measurements ure to the nearest tenth of a millimetre and 
are taken accordinr; to the methods of Von den Driesch (1976). 



TABLE 8 continued 

c. PIG 
28 30 

molar row leng;th M3 
B39 maxilla 6'1.'1 29.8 SLC GIJP BG 
B39 scapula 20.2 31.4 23.0 
B39 scapula 23.3 
B39 scapula 22.9 
B39 scapula 22.6 32.8 

D. Jo'OHL GL JJm Bb BF --
B39 coracoid 1+3.8 42.7 '13 .I+ '10.5 

B39 coracoid 54.9 52.'1 '12.'1 

B36 coracoid 9.5 
D52 coracoid 46.5 Lfl+ .If '12.0 9.6 
B28 coracoid 53.4 50.9 '13.'1 '10.2 DiC 

B39 scapula '1'1.0 
GL llE. sc Bd 

B39 humerus '15.6 
B'<O humerus 7.2 
B36 ulna 7.8 lli?. Dd I,m 
B32 femur 67.'1 '13.8 5.8 '12 olt ';).2 '10.2 62.6 

B39 femur 66.3 '12.3 9.3 6'1.5 
B28 tar so- 57.4 '1'1.0 5.'1 '1'1.0 (female) 

metatarsus 
B28 tax--so- 56.2 '1'1.3 5o0 '10.5 (female) 

metatarsus 

Note: All mea.surements are to the nearest tenth of a millimetre and 
are taken according to the methodn of Von den Driesch ('1976). 
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pig comes from the single third molar mcasurement1 well within the 

rGnge for domestic pigs. 

Measurements for domestic fowl are included. Some of the 

coracoid and femur measurements are rather small and below the 

Hamwic and West Stow ranges. Some of these birds were just what 

could be termed Bantams although there Here some smaller birds at 

Hmm·Tic that were not represented by these particular bones. Female 

tarso-metatarsals, for example, at Hamw:i.c showed a minimum Greatest 

Lc-mgth of IJ-9. 'lmro. 

The E:;cploitation of Fish 

The Tables have shO\m that sometimes almo;:t\half the bone fra(';ments 
t.-. 

were from fish. These figures are not comparable from lnyer to 

layc'r though) as in some layers more si evecl ssmples \<.'ere ana.lyscd 

Gnc1 these tended to produce 1 arr;e qunnti tics of uniclentifi cd 

fish fragments. \~hat is clear however is that fish played an 

important dietary role as did shellfish. 

The species present and the aJ2prox:i.mate si7.eS of the individuals 

:idcntif:i ed are e;iven in Table 9o A::>art from salmon which may have 

been caught in salt, fresh, or brackish Hater, all tho fish here 

e.re marine and are still caught in the area today. 

It is difficult to deduce what techniques cf fishing 11ere used 

as it would depend upon the time of the year 

whether it would be possible to catc;~ these species from the· shore. 

In tlle case of the horse mackerel or scad and the pollack) larger 

specimens do move in closer to the shore in the summer months. 

The sizes given in Table 9 mcu;t 1Je regm:ded as a rough guide 

only and are bnsed on a feVI di<1gnostic bones such as jaws and a 

comparison of their size with that of specimens in the modern fish 

skel ct6n collection at the Faunal Remains Project. In many cases 

there are p;aps in the size nnw of the species concerned so that 

it is only possible to s2y that a spnci.men i.s r:rcater thfln or 



AREA 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

A 

Fish Sizes by Compnrison with Modern Specimens 

LAYER 

'12 

'1'1 

'12 

sample 

'12 

'12 

32 

36 

'1'1 

'1'1 

'12 

f:lnmple 

II 

'11 

'1'1 

'12 

'11 

'11 

53 

area 

ar2a 

II 

NO. 

5 

'1 

'1 

3 

'1 

'1 

'1 

'1 

3 

'1 

3 

1 

'1 

1 

1 

1 

SPECIES 

salmon, Salmo ~)-<U:. 

pollack, Pollachiu'-s_ pollachius 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

cod, G;-,dus morlnu, ---- -~ .... -···-

bass, Diecntrarchus labrax ___________ ,. 
II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

scad, Trachurus trachurus 

II II II 

II II II 

II II 11 

II 11 11 

(Kg) 
APPRO X. vl'l' 

2 

> 2.7 

<< '1.6 

<< '1.6 

< '1.6 

'1.6 

'1.6 

< '1.6 

gutteJ j 

> 0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

·1.2 

(l"l) 
f< LENGT; 

0.7 

> 0.7 

<< 0.5 

.(( 0. 5 

<0.5 

0 <-. _) 

0 t: . /' 
< 0.5 

0.7 

'> O.l+ 

0.4 

O.lJ 

0.5 

0.3 

>> 0.3 )) 0.3 

0.3 0.3 

'1 

)) 1 

)/ 1 

o.G 

» 0.4 

>> 0.4 
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Gl:laller thtm the specimen available.~ The cod size estimate was taken 

from a dentary measurement according to the method of Wheeler and 

Jones (1976). 

Site Economy 

Table 10 gives the specific percentages for the three major domestic 

mammals using a.ll the fragments, including loose teeth and sheep­

and cattle-sized fragments not identi.fiable t.o anatomical element. 

Results for layers 11, 12, and 16 are somev1hHt different from·those 

in Table 7 - this reflects the addition of material from sieving. 

The order from left to right in 'l'a1Jle 10 is in increasing order 

of level of .eroded bones. This information and the sample size might 

be TE!levant to the specific percentap;cc~ a,; the level of eroded bones 

mny be an indicator of the t;ype of deposjt and the factors which 

ma;y have acted since clcporli tion und there mirr,ht be a sample size 

below which results could be considered unreliable. 

Layer 12 is obviously different from the other·s partly at least 

because of its very high proportion ( 113% awl 11 Cfi{, of total fragments 

respectively) of unidentifiable mam.nal and fish fragments cleri ved 

from sieving ('l'able 3). The extent to which the sieving has made 

its speci.fic percentages a more reliable reflection 

of the economy of +;he period at that site is arguable. The volume of 

soil sieved compared with the whole layer is not known, neither can 

vie knov1 at this stAge whether there was & tendency for the different 

species to become fr&~mented to the same extent. 

The v.mount of erosion recorded iB, comp&red with some sites, 

lovl but it may be sip;nificant that the two deposits with the most 

eroded bone produce higher figures for cattle at the expense of the 

smaller species. Simi1&r effectr. have been noted at \1innnll Down 

where in nome c&scs erosion seems to have hnd a greater effect on 

ovicnprid remains (Maltl1y forthcomin(~). 



% Eroded Bone 

A :rea 

Layer 

CATTU~ 

BJlli'EP/GOilT% 

Specific Ratios for J,£\yers in Order of Increasing 

Percentage of Eroded Bone 

4% 7'/o '14% 

A B B A A 

12 

29 48 63 69 

45 61 27 '100% 

'15 '10 '10 

'l'otnl no. frnl\~1" ~ 786 8'17 6()1+ 683 



'1'1 

Layers 32 and 39, ho1~ever, both of 1~hich from the excava.tion account 

are deemed to have been laid down quickl~ show quite different 

results from one another. One could deduce a change between the 

time of deposition of 32 and that of the later layer 39 but this 

would be unwise without a more rigorous appraisal of the exact part 

played by sieving in the two layers and perhaps a more careful future 

study of the exact fragment and erosion qualities of all the bones. 

One possible explanation for the greater representation of 

ovicaprid in Layer 32 is swifter deposition than in other layers 

where cattle domina.tes, as this favours better preservation and poor 

preservation tend.s, under some situations, to favour the larger bones. 

Another explanation for the difference betv1een results for IJayers 

32 and 39 could be a seasonal one with one species being exploited 

more at one time of the year. 

No consistent pattern therefore seems forthcoming but these 

results are detailed here in order to stress the importance of 

knowinr; many of the qualities of 8n excavated Silmple before 9.ny 

comparison of the economy represented by different deposits. 

In addition to the specific percentilp;es the age of the stock 

at death must be considered. 

Cattle jaw remains for all sites vrere highly fragmented but ' 

it appeared that various age groups 11ere represen-ced. About half 

of the total a~;eable jaws had a Grant numerical value(n.v•) of more 

than 30 (Grant '1975). This means that they ha.d the third molar in 

wear. Eight of these represented animals with a numerical value 

of 38 or more - that is cattle with the third molar in full wear 

and probably aged 4 years or more. 
jaws 

The shecph1ere ap;nin hir;hly frnc:mcntnry but the majority (28) had 

an n.v. of 30 or more - only 6 jaws definitely had an n.v. of less 

than 30. Thi.s could partly have a preservational explanation assuming 
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that the more mature mandibles are more likely to survive (Maltby n.d.). 

But as most of these mandibular remains come from B, which contains 

numerous porous and immature bones, this is unlikely to be the only 

explana.tion. Additionally, some B layers are probably primary 

deposits and this makes the disappearance of young bones less likely 

than in deposits accumulated in other ways. There is therefore 

probably evidence here of a bias to1;.rrn'ds older sheep suggesting that 

after immature deaths animals were retained for wool where possible. 

This Gompares better with the Saxon picture than that 

for the pre-Homan Iron Age or Romano--British deposits (:Jal tby 1931,175). 

Nine of the 12 available pig ~jmiS p;ave an n. v. of 1 ess than 20 

(third molar unerupted). This is a. common pottern in pig husbandry in 

all periods. 

Conclusions 

Apart from one or two bones of ha.re nnd deer, these ~rere remains of 

domestic mrunmals and birds and they 1·1ere the remains of meals, with 

very little evidence of primary butcLery on these areas at all. 

Especially where sieving was carried out there were numerous 

srnRll fraf',ments of fish bone : fish (apart from Salmon, all 

marine species) and shellfish obviously formed important elements 

in the diet. Some of the fish caught we:::-e medium sized specimens 

for their species and would have weighed several kilogrammes. · 

Both cattle RDd ovicaprids (mostly sheep) dominate in some 

deposits and it is difficult to decide to what extent one or the 

other formed the major food source. Cattle, being larger, must at 

all tjmes have produced the most meat. Pig remains were relatively 

few. 

Many of the cattle and sheep represented \·.'ere mature with all 

permanent molRrs in wear and yet there is evidence of some very 
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young individuals. 

!1any other factors have played a rble in the production of what 

is left to interpret and some attempt has been made to stress the 

importance to archaeological interpretation of the careful recording 

of, for example, bone fragmentation and condition. On some sites 

the incidence of gnawing on bones can have significance if it occurs 

as a major factor aiding the disq)pearance of bone. On this site, 

although there v1ere a few cases of dog gnawing and evidence that 

dogs were kept, this does not seem to be the case. 
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