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/\NHII\L BONE FI,ml S,\XON SOlJT11,\~:PT()": 

THE 51>( DI/\L'; V,\IU,\BTUTY STUny 

I. TilE AnlS 

This study was devised in order to take advantage 

of an abundance of well excavated animal bone from the sites at 

Hann.ic six Dials 

area of 4,500 

( ,';OU 
2 

m 

23, 24, 26, 30, 31 and 169), where a total 

offered a good variety of context types and 

where, most rare in Hamwic excavations, a few well stratified 

deposits enabled some features to be confidently phased. 

~iuch animal bone from Saxon Southampton had 

already heen studied, and over 100,000 fragments had been re­

ported on by the start of this present project (Bourdillon and 

Coy 1980, Coy 1981'and 1982, Rourdil10n 1983, Driver awaiting 

publication a); but the material h"d come almost entirely from 

unph".sed pits, and these earlier studies had been forced to take 

the exc?vated bone en bloc as evidence for the animal economy of 

the Middle Saxon town as "whole. In contrast to the much 

smaller quantity of animal bone frQm medievar-Southampton, where 

patterns of difference had been found in space (Driver, awaiting 

publication b) And also over time (Rourdillon 1980), the large 

assemblages of Hamwic seemed startlingly homogeneous both 

between different sites and between different features (Bourdillon 

1983, 54 - 70). Yet there had been hints of a slightly higher 

con~ntration of pig bones on a trace of occupation surface in 

Site 4 (Bourdillon and Coy 1980, 104) and some shreds, of support 

for a tentative suggestion of 'the huild-up of cattle over time 

(Rourdillon 1983, 109). One could only speculate on whether the 

near-uniformity of cont(>xt type concealed some degree of sample 

bias so that evidence of real difference had been missed. 

~10re recent ly, animal bone study had advanced 

with Sarah Colle)"s mrtjor investigation of the contents of a 

single feature (SOU 31, F?-008), meticulously excavated and 



recorded item by item with 3-dilnensiohal co-ordinates (Colley 

19133 "nd 19134a). The richness of this d"t" h"s greatly ex­

tended the potential of the HClmwic studies, but even here the 

mClteriCll is unphased, and from a pit. It was therefore with 

9re~t satisfRction tJlat it \vas found that the sites at six 

Dials, and in particular the latest excavations, gave animal 

bone from several differ81t context types and from feCltures with 

stratified phasing. ~ study of variability sl,ould help either 

to confirm or to modify interpretations based only on part of 

the whole, and could well help to shape an informed strategy on 

which groups of animal bone might most most use.fully be studied 

in ·the future. 

There was also the need to produce a computer­

recorded archive in accordance with the system of the Ancient 

~lonutllents Laboratory and there,fore readily comparable with other 

sites whose bones have been recorded in this way. The materi;d 

frOM Saxon Southamrton is important by any standards .,nd it may 

perh"ps have been a pity that early work on it had been completed 

before the national system of recording was set up, for the two 

sets of archives are not directly interchangeable: the basic 

ctifference is that in the origin;,l Hamwic archive the unit of 

'recordin<] is the 2.ssembl a0e of bones from the 1'10st finely dif­

ferentiated archaeological context, normally one of the many com­

ponent layers within a pit, anct not the inclivirlu;d bone. Coy 

(1.97C)) had incteect recorded by computer the individual bird bones 

from the Hamwic i'le1bourne Street sites, but this was only one 

part of the ~le1bottrne Street work as a whole, ?-nd Sarah Colley's 

pit project, fully COPlputer-rccorcted, so far surpassed the 

stanrl"rds of normal trench ·recovery as not to be immeciiate1y 

renrpsentativc of the USHi1l nattern of fincis. ..... .. -'-
/'In import"nt aim 

of tl,e variability study was therefore to mi1k~ a full "nd dc­

t"j led computer ;,rchj ve to serve .. \s i1 st.,ncbrd for qtli1ntified 

referr>nce both within HaM\\'ic "nel beyond. 
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/·,,,teri,, 1 w"s chosen froPl Sites 30, 31 and 169 of 

tl,P six Ilials excavations, together with bone from one context 

on the Stoner l';otors site (SOU 99 / \-J 36), a separate excavation 

SOl"e 450 m to the south. 

The material was selected in consultation with 

the archCleolo<]ists 'r-,.'.. Brisb£lI1e il.nd P. Andrews,il.nd the m2.in 

crjterion for selection was the interest of the context type; 

close on this followed secure phasing, particulil.rly where 

material could be ascribed to years close to the beginning or 

the end of Occupil.tion in the area. One context and one group 

of contexts had to be sampled, since their very large assem­

blages could not be studied in a twelve months' project without 

encro"ching unauly on the claims of other fe"tures; 

s"l'1;>lin<] took place is made cle,u below. 

where such 

These feCltures and gr6ups were chosen for study: 

1) Pi ts 

Pits han predominated in past studies of the 

H<:)T1wic Clnimal hone but it was thought import;nt that a goon 

ri'nge of different pit-types should be <i,uantified by current 

methocls: 

- i) SOU 30, Floon: This could be taken as 

typical of sever"l,small rectangular pits, all roughlY 1 m hy 

1. 5 m in plan and about 1 m deep. 

- 1]. ~ - ') "OU 30, £"1009: ~bout 1.5 m square in plan 

ann 1.5 m in depth ?t the centre, this was one of a small 

number of pits which had steeply sloping sides. 

- iii) SOU 30, FIOla is thought to be the latest 

feature in the Six Dials excavations. This pit celn be d"tf?rI 

'from the pot to tllP l"te 9th or "'arly 1 Oth century, though j t 

may hi've included some' residual nl"terial in its filLLno. 

- i v) SOU 31, lo~OOq: Thi.s f",,,ture w:,s chosen "'5 

t)'pic;ll j,j;)n1\\'ic pi t, not obvi.ously disti nctive in elny way. ,\fter 



study of thr> bon'?, how(>v(>r, the i1ssembJ"S)e w"s found to be 

r"ther sm"ll for any thorough examination of rel~tionships, 

and ~ search w"s made for some other pit to be ti1ken CIS 

provisionally a norm. 

4 

- v) SOU 30, F201.'3: Of three altern~tive pits 

suC)C)ested nc,xt <:is app;uently lmspecii\lised and likely on arch­

aeoloC)ica1 C)rol,nds to contain good representative assemblages, 

a quick scan showed F2013 to have the gre<:itest number of bone 

fr-:tgments and yet not so many <:is to be exceptional by the 

standards of earlier H<:i~wic excavations. This pit was accor-

dingly chosen for study. 

- vi) SOU 30, F2063, vii) SOU 31, F2066 and 

viii) SOU 31, F2068 are likely to be the earliest pits at Six 

Dials. F2063 in fact is cut by F2016, a well which itself is 

notably ei1rly •.. 

2)· Wells 

Two wells 'vere chosen. Stratigri1phically related 

to each other, they provide a valuable contrast in time. 

- ix) SOU 30, F2014 contains inlayer 3 (context 

3533) the latest coin to be found in the Six Dials excavations. 

This is a penny of Coelnoth (855 - 9). 

- x) SOU 30, F2016: 

foundation timbers have been dated 

--. 

Its 

to 

}\. i). 709 i. 9. Its primary deposit (layer 12, context 4522) is 

likely to date closely from that time, and.all other l"yers 

fro'" 6 down\qard are likely· to have been quite early, for 

al though they .represent infilling they lie beneath layers from 

the nearby F2015 which spre"d over the abandoned well and then 

sank into its sh"ft, and F2015 is linked to a fairly early 

bui1clinS). The two uppcrmost l"yers of the infilU.nC) of the 

shaft of the well (contexts 3300 and 3542) eIre thought tod"te 

from much later, prob"bly from the middl.e of the 9th century, 

and to be roughly contemporary wi th the other weI l, F2014. In 

contoxt-b."sed "nalysis thcse> two li\yers have bepn inclurlerl ,ioith 

F201~, but in comparisons of e"rly witll li\ter m"terii\l they 

h"ve heen t"ken on thejr own. 
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xi) son 30, [<'2015: Thollgh t~kel' as a single 

feature, F2015 rp~resents a series of occllpation yard surf~ces 

attached to a huilding post-dating the \vell F2016. Anirml hone 

\Vas found in 16 different contexts within this feature, each 

COlltext a riistiJ1Ct l~yer of occupation. 

xii) SOU 99 / \'1 36, context 242: idone of the 

material in this study, this comes from outside the six Dials 

excavations. The main bulk of the animal bone from this site 

ho.s not yet been studied, but during excavation it was noticed 

that in one occupation area anim;\l bones Were particula.rly 

closely packed together. Such close-packing is so f::lr unique 

to llal'lWic and it was decided that this context should be in-

cluded in the present 

S. ~. Davies, £or her 

study; thanks are clue to the ~cavator, 

help in making the necessary information 

availallie. ~!orkings and scratches on the individual bones made 

their recording particularly time-consuming and it was not 

;:'Ossible for all bones from the context to be included; three 

out of the nine large hoxes froD! the context were therefore 

selected for study. 111 nine boxes appeared similar in their 

rnateri~l save that several mandihles had been individual].y 

bag!]ed and were inc Inned in on ly two o.f the nine boxes one 

such box was t;,ken, and the other left.. L,ter enquiries showed 

that there had been some initial sartin!] of the main longbones 

at the original processin!] of finds, hut it is to be hoped that 

subs0quent reboxing "'hen the finds were marked went some way to 

redressing an)' bi"s. Certainly there werc' no clear differences 

of content among the three boxes chosen for this study. 

4) Tl-Je To",n flitch 

On '~i te SOl! 169 p",rt of the early ditch of the 

town "f"S reve"led for the first time in the Ilamwic excavations. 

:\bout 1.5 m dee:" "nd 3 m .... ide, th.i S \\'0\11 d seem to have been d\lg 

,,5 " hO\lndary ctp."'arc",tion rathC'r th;\n as a defence and it 

proh0hly d~tes from tI,e 1ayin0 out of the town in the Six 

l)i",ls are.,. It would seem likely on ;,rchaeol00ical grounds 

that the lower l.'yers silted \II' n"turally, and quite quickly • 

.'\ stretch of 1 H m had heen pxcavt,ted at the time of this st\ldy 



i\nG it t\'(lS essential to lll,""l,kp t1 selec~ion Among the many contexts 

which producer! <lnin<ll bone. The f0110\\'1.nO were chosen for 

study: 

- xiii) <lll <lv<lilable p,n:-i,Xl<Y fillin9s and 

closely-rel<lted layers SOU 169, contexts 10102, 10791,11002, 

11039, 11444, IJ()15, 1162il, 116:.30, 11769, 117ilO, 11784, 117fl5, 

11786, 12290, 12729, .13205, 13216, 13218, 13320; 

- xiv} contexts from a SEG~IENT of the remaining 

infilling of the ditch, chosen on archaeological grounds <lS most 

likely to be typical of ,,11 infilling above the primary layers: 

10230, 10248, 10301, 10460, 11023, 11024, 11402, 11405, 11412, 

11432, 11433, 11442, 11443, 11612, 11613; 

- xv) one otlier context from the ditch, c.10015, 

1'1;,,5 at first thought to be part of the prim?,ry fill, but when 

its sn,"\11 rtssc"inbl"ge of bone W?S ex;:,mined this seemed from the 

hutchery :ni\rkin<Js to be sor1<>,;,h2.t "lien from the rest. An rtrch­

acolo<Jical re-appraisal of the context suooested that it could 

perhaps be linked with a li\ter fe"t'lre cut into the ditch and 

. b h" l. ts one "'as t er<?llpon keptt3eprtrate 1n the records. 
I 

5) Others 

- xvi) :;OU 31, F1005: This is a pit, and W<lS 

chosen bec<lt\se it cont?,inecl sood ,",uanti tics of bone-workino 

waste; hut one cannot securely sepi\rate concomitants of ind­

IIstr i2.1 bone-"!?,ste from the rest of the bone in the pit;:, nd its 

records have be!?n 'kept a!)rirt r?ther than risk wrighti.n<J unduly 

the.,results for the pit <Jrollp riS rt whole • 

. _ xvii) SOU 31, F2006, lrtyers 17, 18 and 20 

(contexts 52il9, 5405 i\nd 5449.): this bone is also pit mAterLel, 

but it comes from three lower layers only, layers which At the 

tin'? of d1.<J<JinS were noted AS being 1.mlllPdi;,t01y distinctive in 

rich bro,"n colour Anrl i.n soi.l ,",ur..l.it)!. Simil;;r rleroosits h"ve 

b0en n0ticp.d from tim0 to ti1'l0 in tho IlAPl\v1C oxcAv"tions. 

- xviii) SOl} :n, F20R2 WriS ;") "rtif1.c1.<ll gully, 

12 m:in length ~nd from JO to 15 cm in dorth. 

- xix) :C;()11 1()<), c;ontcxts 10717, 10966 "nd 11286 

were thrp.f? separate ],'ycrs froll) house OCCll~"ti<?n surf"ces :1nd 

,"C'ro chos('n loy th0 "rch;\('olo<]ist i\S heine well-dpfille>d of their 



7 

I II TJ W ~J:CTJ !()!)S 

1) !<ethods of r~CCovQry 

DClti} in the main tClhlcs relate to normal trench 

recovery. 

In addition, sieved materiClI from soil samples was 

availi\ble from 75 of the contexts which were studied. Problems 

of direction and of logistics at the time of the digging of 

sites 30 and 31 h"d meant that the rClnge of their sClmples was 

not complete and there Wi'S no sieved material from 1"2009, 1"2063, 

1"2066 or 1"2068. Site 169, however, was sampled exhaustively. 

Early processing of the material was organised by 

Sarah Colley of the Faunal Remains Unit,who undertook much of 

the early I':orl< and of the trnining in the interim which followed 

the endin<] of such work by the former Southampton\rchaeolo<]ical 

Research Committee; later, when the main programme of pro-

cessing wns organised and su['ervised by P. Cotterill on behCllf 

of Southanpton 1'luseums, she continued j::o giv~ help and advice. 

The selection and taking of samples were under the 

direction of the archaeologist, P. ,\ndrews. /\ 5000 cc sample of 

soil waS taken from neClr the centre of a context; samples were 

soaked in Wi1 ter, when necessClry with the addition of H20? to 

600 micron assist and sieved throu<]h a .' mesh. The dried residues were sievedthrou<]h a 1 mm mesh. 

~i\terii\l from soil samples is tabled sepi\ri\tely 

but is referred to as i\ppr0pria.te, for confirm"tion or for 

co.rrpcti.ve, in the <]eneral discnssion of results. 

2) I,l(>thods of Study 

~Ii\t(>ria I IVi\S nli\rked by 

studi<?d i\t the "aun",l H(>lnains Unit. 

Southi\mpton ~lus(>ums i\nd 

Identifications were made 

\lsina the compiu",tiv(' collection i\t the Unit; identificati.ons 



of hirds were m~dc or clleckcd by Jennie Coy, and fisll was 

identified by Sartl.h Colley. 

~leasurcments were t~](en lvith Vernier c~lliners 
CP • 

attached directly to a Conart ComMunicator 520 compl.ter. They 

arc ~ccurate to O~]. m~. 

To maintain ease of comp;uabili ty with earlier 

work on the Hanwic nateri".l, the mC1mmal bones were wei<Jhed. In 

the first fe2.tt1l:e to he studied in the present project (SOU31, 

F2009) the wei<Jhts were recorded hone by bone in field 12 of 

the recording programme, but this I'm.s found ·to take far too 

much time. \vei<:;hts \'Jere thereupon rccord<"d by hand and, as in 

earlier SouthaM~ton studies, species by species and for each 

arch," eolo<Jica.f context as a whole. 

:» 1"<"thods of r(ccordirx; 

Recording was made directly on to the Comart com­

~ut"r by means of the .\ncient i'!onuments [..,.hor?tory Interactive 

cJjccking progra",ne, and the general principles were those> o.t 

the . • 1.;. L. handhook. Sone gloss '1n recording practices and on 

co~ina m~y be in order: 

i) Descriptive field 2: An effort was made to 

be very pr<"cise in ('st"hlishing the location of the fra<Jment 

(rlictsh~ft proxipl~l later;>.]. back, or dist?l medial front joint, 

for.~x?mple, hein~ suhtly different fro", nidshaft later?l prox­

inal hack and from distal front medial joint). In fact this fine 

differentiation made it hard to discover useful general patterns 

through the usc of Table 2 software; were a similar study to 

be made in future, 1,'or(' ~!enel'alisecl ai)l)roxi:".'ltions would he mor<" 

effective. 

- ii) ?ield 5: A similar criticism of undue pre­

cision 171ay be made for the locntion of butchery marks. There arc 

ellso probleMS in the n.,ture of the cuts themsC'lvC's. The Hamwic 

style o.t butchery would "ppC';tr to h,"ve been v('ry rOIl<]h "nd ready, 

;:lnd it 1'.';'5 often hard· to be sllrC' th"t rt bone h"d indeed been cut 
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in a [,articular ['lac(' thou']h the fr;,,]ment had 'lui tG cl"F\rly 

be('n h;,ndlGd and brokGn. Th" aim W<'IS to avoid unwarranted 

claims when hlademarks werG not in evidence and yet not to 

leave ;'. f;,lsG impression th"t such matGri<ll was unbutchered. 

~Iistaltes have undoubtedly bGen made; 

consistent. 

but one hi\S tried to be 

- iii) . Field 5: Lei\ding on from this was the 

distinction in the archive of cuts made by knives and those 

made by chorrin<]. This too could be a question of judgPJUent, 

but in cases of doubt a cut would be recorded as a CHOP where 

the result wO;lld seem to have been caused by a hard and heavy 

impact rather th"n by more sliding pressure on a bone. 

,- iv) Sawn butChery is so doubtful to establish 

in the lfa11l1o:i.c m"terial that its possible occurrence is of 

particular importance, and likely ex?mples were described 

individually in Field 12. 

4) 1'!ethons of Presentation of the Results 

I'lith the help of the compar"tive collections and 

on the basis of earlier familiarity wi~h arch~eological material 

from S2-xon South;-.mpton, confident inentific"tions could be 

achieved even at the level of 'lui te small fr?<]ments. ;\s between 

horse "nd cow the buIlt of bones could be assignen to one or 

other species, ov~r'vheJ.Min0]Y to cow. Their costal ci\rtil"ges 

ans non-?J:ticul;>.tin<] fra0ments of rib were> for com,:Jlete accur"cy 

rec~Jrderl as 'large m·i\mrl?.l' "nd they "ppe,".r as such in the prilQe 

"rchive "nd in all printouts directly from this data; "in gen­

eral tF\bles and interpretatidn, however, this material has been 

ti\ken with th.".t of cow. ·\s between sheep "I))d gOi\t, rlollbtful 

m~tcrial is dnscribed in the n~{n archive ~s ovicaprin; hut a 

ri 00rous scrutiny for 'Jo.,t on the pri.nci [>1 es of Boessn('ck, 

I,Ii.lller _'n<1 T('ichert (1904), on the 11.'\sis of the F;nin<ll i(emains 

Unit's collection and on the :1ceumul"ted (>xpcTience of workers 

At So"thi\~~ton have l)e(,l) lleln to justify the intcrprctation and 

sp.cond,'ry I istino::; of such r.,,'\tp.rjal. ,,\S 'shec;,->'. In thi.s, curTent 

work is consist",nt wi. th th,? ':nl.bourne ,;treet report (Hourdi.llon 

i'\nd Co)' lOl1n), !"hich h~s pr.oved ,,\ v:,l.tt"l'llc st;,rtin<] point faT 



discussion Ann which hAS not b00n chi, 11 enewd in th0s0 identi-

it is ;;1so consistpnt "6th Coll(>y's (1983 and 

19i14 a) studies on 'jOU 31, r.200g, with which it is desir;,b] e 

thAt comp~risons mAy r(>adilyb0 made. 

,\ sel: ies of clA t;" she(>ts \\'2\.S dr;ywn up, topic by 
to;:>ic, to serve both as a workina tool in the prepG1ri1tion of 
this re;)ort and .·11. so as d full f1nd pr~rn.:..nent record on the 
hi\sis of context types. It is hoped that these sheets may be 

of real use in the intefpret;;tion of Ilamwic assemblaQes in· the 

futur(>. 

[>llrisons. 
The sheets were designed for simple visual com­

The ain has been to com~x,re and contrast the ;,ss-

e'OlblAC)es in br9ad Qroups, PITS, ;'JGLLS, y,\:ms, DITCII and OT!lERS*, 

and at tile Same time to check for consistencie~ (or otherwis0) 

.')'1ong the separat0 features of these groups. ~)ata are commonly 

C)iv0n both in abSOlute figures and in percentaC)es: sorne i"\SS-

er'lh.1<'Q(>s are SO small that their internal percentaQes h;we Ii ttle 

me.'ininC) y(>t their prime r(>sul ts serve nonetheless to <:!uantify 

bo~c-f>Over t~'. 

The first sh(>(>ts dprtl with all the m;;terirtl from 

the? french exc.~v2tions. Subser:u(>nt shepts cover s(>lected 

contexts only ertrly rtS rtgainst tat(> ones, and tops of pits 

Sinc0 th(>r(> is no duplication of numbers eith0r for 

featur(>s or for indiviclurtl cont0xts the site prefixes are not 

used in these sheets, nor in the rest bf this report; th(> sole 

exception is for context 242 on the Stoner ~lotors site and i.t is 

hoped that this dif.terence in trpatment mAy he a quiet r0111indpr 

of the distinctiv(> prov(>nnnce of tllnt Mnterirtl. 

.,. 1 '). T" lo'17r r c-
o ?, ... " -' ... "") f etc. nre capitalised as n(>ccssary to indicate 

rf'ferenc(>s to th" p}:f'cise 0rouPS of contr> xts in this stlldy 

r., ther th"n general stat(>';('I1ts on stich context-typf'S as a whole. 
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It is not claimed th~t the groups of m~teri~l 

(pits, wells, y~rds, djtch ~nd others) ~ppear in this study in 

proportion either to their excavated frequency or to their Saxon 

occurrence. The line of WT/\LS and the percentages therein may 

therefore be t;,ken as no more th~n a very raw score for the 

intric~cies of lIamwic bones; but they are a useful measure of 

VJorJ{ achieved. 

IV THS '\RCHIVl': 

The archive consists of the prime computer-coded 

files, context by context ("X-.CON). ~'laterial from, soil samples 

has been recorded separately (*.SS5): in order that this 

material should always be readily distinguishable in the archive 

from that of normal trench recovery, the context numbers for 

soil snmple material have each been prefixed with '99'. 

For ease of h-'\ndling, the context files were con­

catenated feature by feature, and these files when sorted into 

species/~natomy/context form a working treasury used time and 

A0idn in the prepar~tion of data sheets and tahles (*. TSY). 

1\11 archive files were made on -the Comart Com~ 

municator CP 520 computer ~nd are on 5" floppy disks .. 

Some computer printouts are reg-'\rded as integral 

parts of the working ~rchive. These ,'.re the T;\l~LE 1s for each 

feature ~nd e~ch group of features; the typed record, coded and 

in context order, for the whole study; and the metrical catalo'.Jue 

m~de ",i th nrocn','mmes N:cT 101 and l>:T,T 104 for -'\11 the measure~ble . -
bO!1es. All these printouts are in duplicate, one copy lodged ~t 

Southan~lton r··! seums ;mel the other at the F;nll)~l Remr>ins Unit. In 

Addition there are ~ great m~ny printouts from wnrleing software, 

mostl)' for T,'\RTY 2s, which are Jeept ;,t the ,,~unal ~{crl"lins Unit. 

Copies n'" rt~teriAl rela.tins to contp.xt :?42 of th" Stoner ";otors 

si te, :·;0[1 99 / ; .. i 36, have a'lso been sent to the e'{c~vator <'.t 

the ':.'essex .,\rch,-,eolo']ic,-,l Committcc. 
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A notebook wi th recorded \'!eishts is ) octoed with 

SOtltbl\~1pton r':useurns, tOlJethcr with (\ c2_rrl-index, one c("\rd for 

ever)' context studied, ,vith contl\i.ns ~rcJ12eolosic;\1 data, 

relntionsllips, and useful information rpl~tino to the progress 

of the study. There is "Iso <1 simil<1r but 5m2-ller index for 

material from the soil s~nples. 

---
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V THE >iioSULTS GENERAL CONSIDERJ\TIONS 

1) Irlentifierl ~:~terial (Tables 1 - 4) 

28306 fragments were eXc\lllined from normal trench 

recovery, and of these 19182 were identified. In addition 

there were 7469 fragments from the soil samples, 2745 of Wllich 

werei dentified. 

2) R;,te of Identificat'ion (Table 5) 

Figures for unidentified material relate to that 

recorded simplY as fragments of Large ~I"mmal or of Small 

~rtiodactyl or, occasionally, of Unknown ~lammal. 

\~hi 1st by fragment count it might seem tha t a 

considerable cl.mount o_f material was not identified (32.3:,;), 

the results by weight ar~ reassuring and are well within 

I<ubasiewicz's (l975) parameters for reliability on large urban 

sites. ~bout 63% of the soil sample materi"l was unidentified 

by fragment count, but this consisted mainly ofinsubstanti"l 

frClg.,ents of unknown mammal and with" mean weight of only 

0.3 g these need cause no concern. 

Variability of identific"tion rate is most use­

fully "ssessed from recovery in the trench. The small assem­

blages of 1"1008 and 1"2063 were poorly identified by fragment 

count; 1"1008 was poor by weight as well, but in 1"2063 the 

mean weiCJht of the unidentified materi<11 w;>,s triviCll. The 

nlUch larger <1ssemblage of FI005 a_ISO had a high rate of 

llnidentified fragments, but most of tllese came as tiny residues 

from boneworking "nd even if not identifiable to species i'\nd to 

bone of the body they could nonetheless give good information 

on :i ndustri" 1 techni<Jues. 

It IV"S 1"1005 which pulled down the identification 

rate of the OTI-IFi/ '.)rollp. The next low<'st rate c"me wi th \'JELLS 

ann here it was the reslll t from F201{, which hroll(Jht down th" 
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TABLE 1 FRAQ.1ENTS IDENTIFIED FROM NORMAL RECOVERY 

RED ROE WILD WEIGHT 
COW SHEEP GOAT PIG HORSE DOG CAT FOWL GOOSE DEER DEER ANTLER BIRD FISH TOTAL in 9 

pic pic 

PITS 3833 2821 14 1158 6 3 6 90 83 2 23 3 4 8046 10)030 

WELLS 1806 841 40 453 50 3 30 12 4 3 46 3 6 3297 52)60 

YAROS 1507 716 12 477 5 2 3 40 13 4 2 7 2 8 2798 56185 

DITCH 182 380 36 198 16 11 6 3 1 1513 36445 

OTHER 1161 742 19 188 .20 2 2 19 7 3 2 1356 6 1 3528 25750 

TOTAL 9169 5500 121 2474 97 18 14 185 118 12 9 1432 14 19 19182 273770 

FIOa8 23 3 2 1 29 550 

FIOG9 150 49 12 I 2 214 3550 

FIOIG 975 423 2 121 2 2 4 17 I 5 2 1 1555 25300 

F2009 123 140 4 33 1 6 2 3 312 3995 

F2013 2485 2106 5 960 3" I 1 59 71 I 10 I 3 5706 66935 

F20.3 10 10 210 

F20'6 44 85 2 23 • 9 3 172 1675 

F20.8 23 15 I 7 2 ~-.- ~ 48 865 

F2014 1024 349 31 123 50 2 5 4 3 46 3 1640 28440 

. 

F2016 782 492 9 330 I 25 12 6 1657 23920 

FlO1S 800 495 6 321 2 39 13 4 2 6 2 8 1698 22475 

99.2142 707 221 6 156 5 2 I I I 1100 33710 

Primary 625 172 34 91 12 11 1 946 25110 

Segment 221 183 1 100 4 2 3 I 515 10650 

CIOOIS 16 25 1 7 3 52 625 

Fl00S 728 297 13 75 7 1 13 1 2 1349 1 2487 11150 

F20GG 264 241 5 56 13 2 2 5 7 5 600 8890 

F20B2 148 172 1 44 I 4 1 1 2 1 375 4755 

House 21 32 13 66 955 



TABLE 2 

SPECISS 0[<' '.'!ILI) BJlW i\ND [<'lSI! IDENTIFIED 

[<'RO~: NOm,:,'IJ _ RECOVERY 

1'1;, 1 1. <1 r. ct 

Seoter. 

GoOS?n0P:r. 

Pigeon, rrob. 
~'·.'o()rlpi0eon 

t{ook 

ConC)er e0.1 

Rc.-.ss 

r.louncter 

Anas platyrhyncos 

~'Jelanitta nigra 

Mergus mergrtnser 

Columba palumbus 

Corvus frugilegus 

C. corax 

Conger conger 

Dicentrarehus labrax 

Platichthys flesus 

15 
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TABLE 3 FRAG~1ENTS IDENTIFIED-FRON SOIL SA~lPLES 

no. of prob. roe wild small amph-
samples cow sheep pig goat fowl fowl goose pic antler bird mammal iblan fish TOTAL 

r- ,~= """"'" -
PITS 15 51 75 28 - 15 3 3 1 - - 1 12 717 906 

WELLS 11 14 18 8 - 3 8 1 - 67 - 4 1 220 344 

YARDS =9 43 31 14 3 2 2 - - - - - - 21 116 

OITCH 36 20 66 23 1 '3 3 6 - - 1 1 5 1097 1226 

OTHER 7 16 19 3 - 3 1 - - 25 - 5 - 81 153 

TOTAL 78 144 209 76 4 26 17 10 1 92 1 11 18 2136 2745 

FIOOS 3 1 2 1 - - - - - - - - - 13 17 

FIOO9 2 2 4 1 - 9 - - - - - - 12 55 83 

FIOIO 3 10 15 2 - 3 3 3 1 - - - - 430 467 

F2009 - N T SAM PLED -

F201) 7 38 54 24 - 3 - - - - - 1 - 219 339 

F20G3 - -
Fl066 -~- -- N T SAM PLED -
F20GS - - -

F20lQ 8 8 4 1 - 3 3 - - 67 - - 1 23 110 

F20lG 3 6 14 7 - - 5 1 - - - 4 - 197 234 

F201S 3 3 4 1 - - - - - - - - - 19 27 
. 

99.2112 "6 40 27 13 3 2 2 - - - - - - 2 89 

Primary 16 3 18 5 - - - 5 - - - - 5 24 60 

Segment 19 17 47 18 1 3 3 1 - - 1 1 - 827 919 

CIOO1S 1 - 1 - - - - - - - - - - 246 247 

FIOOS 2 11 6 1 - 1 - - - 25 - 4 - 11 59 

F2006 1 4 7 1 - 2 - - - - - - - 32 46 

F2082 1 - 2 - - - - - - - - - - - 2 

House 3 1 4 1 - - 1 - - - - 1 - 38 46 

. 
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TABLE 4 

SPECIES Or- S~';i\LL ~IN'N,\L, i\~lPHIBI!\N !\ND r-ISH' 

IDENTIFIED r-RO~l THE SOIL Si\~IPLES 

/·olp. T.'\1;:>" euror'"e;) 

~':ouse sr .. 

"rog sp_ 

YOi'd s;>_ 

Conser 0e1 

!Tl'?rr 5.:v,::­

Foll~ck 

~d,ickerel. 

Dlr\icc 

r.lonnder 

Clnd: 

';.,lmon .' Trout 

Con f?ni.ly 

~anr\ 5['1. 

Bnfo S!? .. 

'\n0Hi 11;'1 ;In<]ui 11a 

Cont]er conGer 

ClurE'Zl. hi'rf'!1Gus 

Pollilchius ro11(lchius 

Dicentr"rchus Ii'hrrtx 

Scofllb0"t ~cor]hrus 

PI P.\ !rnect es ;> 1." tess" 

Platichthys flesus 

17 
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TABLE 5 RATES OF IDENTIFICATION AND ~lEAN. FRAGl'1ENT WEIGHTS 

% total t mean fragt. wt. I mean rragl. wt., 
total Identified weight Identified Identified ut:tidentlfied 

fragments by fragments In 9 by weight material mater.ial 

-. "j ,,~ , 

PITS 11947 67.3 113430 90.8 12.8 2.7 

WELLS 5174 .63.7 57480 91.1 15.9 2.7 

YARDS 3664 76.3 59535 94.4 20.1 3.9 

DITCH 2037 74.3 37975 96.0 24.1 2.9 

OTl-tER 5484 64.3 28990 88.0 7.3 1.7 

TOTAL 28306 67.7 297410 92.1 14.3 2.6 

FIOOa 60 48.3 725 69.0 17 .2 7.3 

FlOO9 347 61.7 3960 89.6 16.6 3.1 

FIOIO 2366 65.7 27730 91.2 16.3 3.0 

F2009 377 82.8 4205 95.0 12.8 3.2 

F2013 8490 67.2 73790 90.7 11.7 2.5 

. 
F20G] 18 55.6 215 97.7 21.0 0.6 

f20GG 227 75.8 1825 91.8 9.7 -- - 2.7 . 
FlOGS 62 77.4 980 88.3 18.0 8.2 

f2014 2426 67.6 30730 92.5 17.4 2.9 

FlOIG 2748 60.2 26750 89.4 14.5 2.6 

F20tS 2422 70.0 24890 90.3 13.3 3.3 

.' 99.21:i2 1242 88.6 34645 97.3 30.6 6.6 

Primary 1313 72.0 26160 93.8 26.6 2.7 

Segment 646 79.7 11145 95.6 20.6 3.8 

CIOotS 78 66.7 670 93.1 12.0 1.7 

FIOOS 4120 60.4 18460 82.8 4.5 1.4 

FlOOG 803 74.7 9420 94.4 14.8 2.6 

flOa2 478 72.2 5085 93.5 12.7 3.2 

House 83 79.5 1025 93.2 14.5 4.1 
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000~ figllres given by ~2014. Conversely the good rate of Y,~RI)S 

came from the E'xcr>ptiona] contr>xt 242 on Si.te 99. DITCH groups 

were consistently <.Jood; but "part from this the ic!entific"tion 

rates est,,!)U shed in this study would seeIll to be feature soe­

cific r"ther than linked to broad context type. 

3) The Condition of the ~laterial (Table G) 

r,arlier Hamwic studies hac! emphasised the gen­

erally good and clean condition of the recovered bone, but pit 

preservation might have been untypical and certainly the 

e!)rlier, quicker recording on the basis of assemblilges rather 

th"n of every separate fragment had allowed for less close 

scrutiny of each individual bone. The present study WrtS to 

offer a more exhaustive assessment. 

The greatest vririabili ty caPle wi th the st;<ining. 

Comp"red with, say, a bone "ssembl"ge recovered Cleanly from 

chalk, ,,11 H"MWic materi"l is stained, and it is only the 

sh"des of deeper st"ining which have been recorded here. !\ 

few contexts esca!",e these "ltogether but in others deep staining 

is widespread. The m"terial from the ditch is very dark; that 

from YARDS differed widely between contexts; -PITS were much· 

lighter and so, supremely, were \·JELLS. !\fter so pl\Ich tedious 

recording the impression is that the degree of staining is 

prob"bly relilted so directly to the soil matrix thilt its assess­

ment i.s not worth whi~e as a regular exercise at the level of 

the individual bone. What matters is on the one hand the gen­

eral appearance of the context, which could be recorded once 

for all, by hand; and then there should be a record of any 

individual fragment which differs so sharply from its fellows 

th"t an intrusion is sllspected or some diffe·rence in pre­

depositional treatment is inferred. 

Flurning WilS no more than sporildic. For the small 

samOle'of ditch context 10015 " total of 5 burnt fragMents . . 
giv(>s what may be a s!'urious interest to its percentage r,'\ting. 

The;:. only m"in context-type thilt seems of note is that of Yi\HDS, 

wl10rr both F'2015 and Si te 99, context 242 showed a measure of 

bllrni.n'J that m;,y h;we been more th;:m bilcl<grollnd noise. From. 
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TABLE 6 CONDITION OF THE IDENTIFIED MATERIAL 

n % % % % \ % % 
Identified stained burnt burnt chewed heavily eroded heavily 

black white chewed eroded 

=== -

PITS 8046 14.5 0.4 0;2 4.3 0.8 1.5 0.7 

WELLS 3297 5.8 0.6 0.1 5.3 0.8 2. I 0.6 

YARDS 2798 34.0 1.8 0.6 4.4 0.9 3.8 0.7 

DITCH 1513 71.2 0.3 0.1 4.8 1.5 26.2 3.2 . 
OTHER 3528 25.3 0.3 0.2 2.4 0.7 1.6 0.5 

TOTAL 19182 22.3 0.6 0.2 4.2 0.9 3.9 0.8 

FIOOS 29 17.2 - - 3.4 3.4 20.7 10.3 

FIOO9 214 15.4 0.9 - 3.3 1.9 3.3 0.9 

FIOIO 1555 23.1 0.1 - 3.7 0.8 4.4 2.3 

F2009 312 - - - 0.6 - - -
F20ll 5706 13.0 0.4 0.2 4.4 0.8 0.7 0.2 

F20G3 10 - - - - - - -
F2066 172 12.2 - - 3.5 0.6- ___ 1.7 1.2 

nOG8 48 - 2.1 - 16.7 2.1 - -

F2014 1640 9.3 1.2 0.1 7.3 . 1.0 1.3 0.4 

F20lG 1657 2.3 0.1 - 3.4 0.6 2.8 0.9 

F20tS 1698 5.4 2.1 0.9 3.6 0.6 1.1 O~2 

99,2112 1100 78.0 1.4 - 5.5 1.5 7.8 1.4 

Primary 946 85.6 - - 4.3 1.7 38.8 4.8 

Segment 515 52.0 - - 6.0 1.4 5.8 0.6 

C 10015 52 - 7.7 1.9 1.9 - - -
FIOOS 2487 12.1 0.4 0.1 1 .. I 0.4 0.9 0.2 

F200G 600 28.5 0.5 1.0 7.7 1.5 4.2 0.9' 

F2082 375 94.4 - - 3.2 1.6 1.1 0.5 

House 66 100.0 - - - - 6.1 6.1 
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the soil samples, on the other hand, though a total of 1.5~ of 

all identified material was burnt the Y!\l(J)S group, uniquely, 

was spf\red. 

It is surprising that there is so little ~ariation 

in the rate of chewing found in the different context-types. The 

overall rate of about 4~ is higher than had been apparent in 

earlier studies and in this the qUantification vindicates the 

bone by bone examination. 'Chewed' material in Table 6 covers 

all occurrences down to s.imple toothmari<s, which are likely 

almost always to be from 'dogs; 'heavy' chewing is where the 

bone has begun to break down at the ends or the shaft has been 

wrenched out of shape with 

Sl) • In heavy chewing the 

compression fractures (Binford 1981, 

ditch and the gully (1"2082) are quite 

high, which may~ell be context-related; for some reason 1"2006 

is high as well. What is really surprising is that the occurrence 

of all chewing, light and heavy, is so remarkably even between 

the different lJroups. There was no concentration on occupatio.n 

surfaces: Y:\RDS were very close to par and the Hous" contexts 

showed no chewing CIt 2.11. ',\'ith good clear preserv?.tion of 

materii11 and a good rate of recovery, this evenness of chewing 

might suggest that dogs 90t their teeth '1uite '1uick1y into rt 

certi1in ?mount of n"ter.ial but thrtt this Ylas rarely left lying 

around' for 10n0 enough for a. gr ert t de?l of di1mage to be done 1 

and rtrgui.ng from the proportion of heavy shewing withi.n the 

chewed mi1terial a.s a whole, one might suggest that not rt grertt 

many hones ar.e likcIy to have heen chewed aw"y entirely. 

The dati', sheets br.eak down the signs of chewin,] 

still further and it is interesting that there is little diff­

erence in the incidence of chewin'] on bones of different 

species. Of the domestic food species, ']oose and fowl gave a 

joint fi']l1re of 6.61 .. amI catt1(>, sheep 'l.nd pig all c·,,-me in the 

range of 4% - 51~ 

From th(> soil sRm~lcs, only 12 of the identified 

[r R91~ent S show(>d signs of chcl.'ling (2%), and only one of these 

was chewed heavily. 
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The m0stt(nrkC'd variClbility in bone condition 

comes with erosion. OverClll quite CI small proportion of 

matC'rial is ero~ed. but the incidence in the ditch contexts 

st;lncts out CIt once rind within the ditch i.t is the> primiuy 

fill th~t is by far the most widely affected. Heavy erosion 

does not increase n?ri nassu wit!1 the rest. Context 242 on 

Site 99 is notable for a moderate rate of erosion, yet F2015 

is very low. The high percenta~)e for FI008 comes from no 

more than 6 eroded fragments. and for the Hause occup",tio,n 

from 4. 

In the soil sample material it is again the 

ditch that domin;ltes the figures, and this time the Segment too 

has a fair <"mount of eroded material (at 12.0%, agriinst ?'5.8~,:· 

from the primary fill). 

/\5 with chel'ling. so with erosion: heavily riamaged 

miltcriill is rilrely found to any great extent, not even in the 

,primary fill of the ditch, and there is therefore cause to 

hope that in the assemblages which were studied no great 

amount of bone l,a5 been entirely eroded away. 

---
Indeed, the <Jeneral figures for chewinc ,'md 

erosion are much lower than, those given by ~lal tby (1984, in 

press) in his study of Iron i\ge and Homan material, where in 

CI great Plany contexts fClr More frClgments were chewed or eroded 

than were preserv'ed unClffected. ;';al tby sees such destruction 

as likely to have oblt"terClted ;, great many signs of butchery 

and by c::uantified comparisons he is able to substClntjate his 

fears. The results of this present Six DiRls study serve 

on the one hand to pinpoint the exceptional condition of the 

T:J?teri"l in the ditch; they also 'Jive i1 general confidence 

in the materiCll. AS CI whOle. 
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other ways .. 

The condition of the material may he assessed in 

~ fair idea of its disintegration, for example, 

may be obtajned from the percentaoe of loose teeth. F'or this 

each species must be taken separately as the only way of com­

paring like with like. 

By normal recovery the proportion of loose teeth 

is low at 4~ for sheep; at 4.5~ for cattle; and at 5.6~ for 

pigs, who start with more teeth anyway. R(>latively more 

loose teeth are found in the soil samples, yet as between 

these three species the ranking order stays the same. 

As between contexts, the DITCH groups are low for 

pig loose teeth and very low for cattle ones. PITS are far the 

lowest for sheep, and this confirms the long-term impression of 

good undisturbed preservation in this context-type. The late 

well, 1"2014, is the highest in the'proportion of its sheep loose 

teeth, but the early well is low, and no context stands· out 

conspicuously for a serious level of disintegration as measured 

ill this way. 

'-, 

VI THE REU\T1V": Rr.:PRESENT:\Tl0N OF THr.: SPECIES 

1) !~ild Snecies 

The.considerable ouantit}, of recovered antler Was 

found almost without exception either sawn or as tiny offcuts 

<lnd"'shavings ,md it will be considered in the section on \'Jorking 

below. Apart froI') this, little material from wild species was 

identified from normal recovery. 

\Vild food mammals were limited to red deer and 

roe de(>r, but the "cry scarcity of thei.r postcrani?,l fragments 

served to confirm th;,t the antler must have been brought sep­

arat~ly into the town to meet industrial needs. 

The tally of wild bird fragments is low, in 

spite of the inclusion of all mallard as wild:' Crnhtree (in 

press) is happy to accept as domestic the mallard from Saxon 



PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

F 1008 

FlOO9 

FI010 

FlOO9 

F20D 

-
FlO6) 

FlO66 

F2068 

F201Q 

FlOt6 

F20tS 

99,242 

Primary 

Segment 

C100IS 

FI005 

noos 

F2082 

House 

TABLE 7 LOOSE TEETH OF CATTLE, SHEEP AND PIG 

(a) from normal recovery; (b) from soil samples 
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- absolute numbers, 
(a) 

and percentaged on species total fragments -
(b) 

COW SHEEP PIC COW SHEEP PIC 

.... ~ ~;;m;."'" 
_r~ 

198 75 64 6 9 5 
5.2 2.7 5.5 11.8 12.0 17.9 

87 52 30 2 1 2 
4.8 6.2 6.6 14.3 5.6 25.0 

87 35 23 3 3 I 
5.8 4.9 4.8 7.0 9.7 7.1 

17 18 5 - - 4 
2.0 4.7 2.5 17 .4 

21 42 16 1 2 2 
1.8 5.7 8.5 6.3 10.5 66.7 

410 222 138 12 15 14 
4.5 4.0 5.6 8.3 7.2 18.4 

7 - - - - -
30.5 

, 

-18 5 3 1 1 I 
12.0 10.2 25.0 50.p 25.0 100 

53 20 10 - 2 -
5.4 4.7 8.3 13.3 

4 3 
3.3 2.1 

- N 0 T S A M P L E 0 

116 46 50 5 6 4 
4.7 2.2 5.2 13.2 11.1 16.7 

- - - N 0 T S A M P L E 0 

- I 1 N 0 T S - -
1.2 4.4 A M P L E 0 

- - - N 0 T S A M P L E 0 

59 38 17 1 I -
5.8 10.9 13.8 12.5 25.0 

28 14 13 1 - 2 
3.6 2.8 3.9 16.7 28.6 

43 25 II - 1 -
5.4 5. I ,3.4 25.0 

44 10 12 3 2 1 
6.2 4.5 7.7 7.5 9.4 7.7 

10 10 3' - - 1 
1.6 5.8 3.3 20.0 

6 6 2 - - 3 
2.7 3.3 2.0 16.6 

1 2 - - - -
6.2 8.0 

18 14 13 1 1 -
2.5 4.7 17.3 9.1 16.7 

3 13 3 - - 1 
1.1 5.4 5.4 100 

- 15 - - - -
8.7 

- - - - 1 1 
25.0 100 
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\'}est Sto\\', but all riuck so far recovered at H<lmwic could pass 

w011 for wild both in neasurements and in texture. In this 

study only one L,rse ri0ht coracoid gave any problems, since at 

first it seemed not impossible for domestic duck, but Jennie 

Coy has checlced it at the British ~Juseum's collection at Trin0 

as in ev~ry Wn)' a good lllrttch for goos?nder. 

It has been found in e?rlier Hamwic excavations 

that wild material w"s generally poorly represented in the pits, 

but its low incidence in the ditch was more surprising there 

\\'<lS none at all in the Primary fill and just one fragment of red 

deer in the Segment (a butchered cr;mium in context 1140~). It 

was surprisin,], too, but for opposite reasons, th<lt the best 

gener"l represent"tion came in the yard occupation layers of 

1'2015. The gully, 1'2082, h<ld red deer, roe deer and the 

<Joosander, Clnd in a sparse micrall collection of wild bird th.e 

layers of F200(, were conspicuous with their 5 fra<Jments, 3 of 

which were of mClllard and 2 which were certainly of corvid and 

veq' probab ly of rook; 

The soil samples added little for the lar<Jer wild 

Mam~als or for birds. There was ". butchered ·cervic.?l vcrtebr" 

of roe deer in Fl010, and as for wild bird there was only one 

fri'gnent (a scr"p of a possible ulna shaft in context 12995 of 

the Se<Jnent) which could be confiriently rejected for domestic 

£0\,,1 or goose. Th", single soil sample from the layers of 

1'2006 gave no si0n of its wild bird potential. 

.' 
·On the j,lelbourne Street sites only one feature 

(Site 5, 1~16) h .. ,d been sieved,· 2.nu this feature h,-.d produced 

fragments from '2. different species of wild bird. ;\t the time 

of writing the ~!elbourne Street report it was not clear from 

the records whether it had been ~oMethin~" distinctive "bout 

this featur0 which h"d led to its selection for sieving or 

wheth\?r such richness "'as '1uite common. Tn a way it is dis-

appointin0 th,'\t there h"s not been any compar"ble ,'\hundi\nce of 

\·::i.ld bird in th" sieved Matr.rj.i\l of the prr.sent study; 

111\t ' til0re !las h0.0.n i\ strons vindication of tile st<lnd"rris of 

recovery in t.10 trench, nnd Site 5, F16 rC~I~ins ~n eniQMR. 
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;-tnrl '.'.'0rp found onJ.~J occ".sion,'llly even in th0 Boil SA!TIl11 es. It 

is :-)I')ssihl C? th;lt JlJOJ."c v;'\r.i0't!' in tl1p loC":ritio!1 of the s('1)lJ:-,linC] , 

not t?kinS sim~ly fran th~ c@ntr~ of the context, MiSllt h~ve 

C!ivC:'l1 dif:forcnt r0sults (S0.e l(r\ckhZ\.!ll 1082 <'.nd .Jon8s 19B2), 

since SJ')i.'.ll J~)2..mJTIC\ls tr2!)['ec1 in Cl fe~-\t.ure J'light h;)ve mncle their 

2 (contexts L1.71 B ~ n,; 471 'l) cont;odncd, ho"'C'ver, rI right hUMerus 

rlnrl ulna of nole ~nd two mole vertebrrle. This was the 

bone-",'orJ<inCJ t indus t ii\l pi t ; but thC're were no m?,rks ;;s from 

sl<inninc; for the vel vet COi't and one cannot rule out the ::'055-

ihi] ity th~t such" 5uhterr,",ne;,n creature h;;<;1 du<) i t5 own 1'1"), 

clol'!!1 to die in situ "t sone time between the <Join,] of the 

S;;xons :,nel the comins of ourselv@s. 

Pi t s2rl~1 es ;,oroduced on1" Qne small mamu;; 1 

frns~ent, from ~~OI4 l"yer 10 (context 3571). This W?,S ," 1 eft 

tih:i.,'\ of nOllse, fullv fused {1.;}d c:uit(' sculntttrcc in C\nn(.\r\r~nc(' . ~ ... .. . 
hut not certainl!' identifi<"'.hle to s;?ccies" The e,~rly '<'cll, 

this ".';,s ;>roh,'\bl~' m0use, and included " 

Tl2tch.inS' :->l\it of rt!di.i. Context 1.1442' in the'ditch SC'S;!'10nt 

cont~ine~ ~ ninut(' fr~<Jnent from the side of a tooth, and the 

!!Oll::=C occu:'lltion CO!ltCXt 11?-86 hC\(~ £' .fr2CJT:Cnt of ''.·I1;~t mt='~r h:tV0 

h~cn ~ Ch~~0(~ (or mOTe liJ<el)1 ~ ~~rtly di.geste~) ~~~ll na~m~l' 

tihi,-. sha.ft .. 

. ' 

'71J)f)0 h..-\d 12 ;)-"l~hi"bi~.n :fr.."1~nents in its hottoP} l;'l~,pr (cont'?xt 

--!-313) ,"\nn O!lC 0.+ thr.S0, ;1 di.st?1 risht humerus, r!,"'s c('rtClinly 

frrpl 50:""1(:'0 s.~("'ciC'c: 0-:: to~rl.. ~:?()~.L1. h,"H1 one ~m~hihi.in fr.;'IC'r1cnt 

:Ct'O':l It1!',?;' n (r.ontr-xt 3.sf~1), r::lli.tc 10'," i'l the infillil'l<,) of 

Of tl1~ ,,·i.ld "};'ter.i;-\l so f.-.r rliSCl.1SS('Irl, ;\lthotHJh ,'"\. 

1:'0"" i.nrliv:irl'l1~l fe.'""\t1l1~~S h."\V0 SC:'('T"}0r1 r:~th0r 1110re int~r~:-tjntJ th,~J') 

th,.... ~('st ()l)C' h,'i$ to S,'1~' tl','"\t 1.inc1s ;).1:(" too spt::n~,":Hlic to "l.low tIny 

cln"r C'("?nrr;l,li.s:>ti.on h:1 thC' irv:::tJ!r:-!lCC> of· \'!:ild I;lt\t0ri."'\1 in ;\ny 

','i til fish,' how"vcr, it ,;s "i,ff('1:ent. ,'\ 
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~;r:!~);,.r;l..1.C> rp:-)\')]:t 11''l.S i.)(~'-::1 pr(~ij:·r("'.l l>~r· ~~,"'"\r;\11 Cnlle), (~0H4 b) j 

~tlt j.t Inry 1)0 s~id h0rr tll:lt th0 t~kin0 of s~~llrlcs fulJ_y vi.nd­

j C;\tcs i tS01.f bV ~~howin(J the ~).rc~encc of .fish rCIH3.ins in f.:\r 

greater numbers than the me;1g:::e finds from the trench would 

sU00cst. Of particular intC'rest lVas the great v,'1riation in 

their incidence: marked diffC'renccs "re thrown into pro­

lninencC' betl'.'een the two 'Jroups in y,\!/DS, F2015 on the one hand 

and context ;:>42 from Site 99 on the other, rmd tile few finds 

from the primary filling of the rlitch stand in great contrast 

to the far Greater abundance in the Segment. The separation 

of context J.0015 from the primary fillin<] of the ditch would 

seem to be fully confin'led. Such things point to real diff­

erences in site formation processes and with fish remains the 

samplin<] pro<]ramme has added a new dimension to the arch-

.a00 1 o<]ica 1 int er;>ret2, tion. 

2) Domestic Poultry (Table. 8) 

It is only the very small assemblages which have 

no dom<?stic fowl or goose ilt all, yet these are conspicuous by 

their near-absence bbth in context 242 from Site 99 and in the 

::>rimary fill of the ditch. The ditch indeed seems generally 

low in poultry, particularly if context 10015 is an intrusion --
from the later digging of a pit; but the yard occupation 

lc'.Yers of F2015 are well supplied by l'amwic standards. The 

spre,vi in ;''IT'-; is high, though thc>re is a good overall rate 

for these features as a whole. The two wells vary greiltly. 

fit the level of the groups there is an encour­

agin correlation in the reliltive ilbundance of domestic poultry 

fr01" the soil samples with the ranking established in the 

trench. Ditch contexts seem to be markedly low and PITS Clre 

securely in the lead. ~t the level of the geparate features, 

however, the corr<?L,tion is £"r weaker. One likely explancttion 

of this chan<]e is th:,-t fraGments 0.1' d01nestic poul try are not 

rlistribllted evenly but "re likely to be found in sm"ll clusters: 

if tl1is 1\'''S so ,'\ r'"rticular s.'.J:1ple, even in .'\ context that was 

rpl"tively rich, might well not yield the evidence, but for a 

contpxt-t~,r'C' .".s .'\ whole th" ore.'\tcr the i\bundi\nce of ['9ultry 

the 0rC';\tcr would be the ch"nccs th"t fr,,<]nlents would s0n10where 

loR found. 



, 
PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIODS 

FIOO9 

FIOIO 

FlOO9 

F201l 

F206) 

F2066 

FlOG8 

F20H 

F20lG 

FZOt 5 

99,242 

Primary 

Segment 

CIOO1S 

Floas 

F200G 

F2082 

House 

TABLE 8 

(a) from normal 
recovery 

fragments % of 
of all 

domestic Identified 
poultry fragments 

I7J 2.2 

42 1.3 

53 1.9 

9 0.6 

26 0.7 

303 1.6 

- -
I 0.5 

17 1. I 

8 2.6 

130 2.3 

- -
15 8.7 

2 4.2 

5 0.3 

37 2.2 

52 3.1 

I 0.1 

I 0.1 

5 1.0 

3 ·5.8 

14 0.6 

7 1.2 

5 1.3 

- -

ABUNDANCE OF OO~1ESTIC POULTRY 

-

. 

(b) from soil 
samples 

no. of 
poultry 5000 cc 

fragments samples 

21 15 

12 11 

4 9 

12 36 

4 7 

53 78 

- 3 

9 2 

9 3 

3 7 

6 8 

6 3 

- 3 

- -

4 3 double ;: 6 

. 5 16 

7 19 

- I 

I 2 

2 I 

- 1 

1 3 

28 

poultry 
fragments 

per 
5000 cc 

1.4 

1.1 

0.4 

0.3 

0.6 

0.7 

-
4.5 

3.0 

0.4 

0.8 

2.0 

-
0.7 

0.3 

0.4 

-
0.5 

2.0 

-

0.3 
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Goat was found quite often in the ditch, but only in the 

Primary fill and overwhelmingly there as horn core. The only 

other concentration of goat came in the late well, F2014, where 

horn core was strong agClin, this time with some cranial frClgments. 

The pattern of Distribution over the Body shows that goat horn 

core is present in disproportionate abundance and presumably it 

was often brought. on its own into the settlement on account of 

its aood industrial use: even in the PrimClry layers of the ditch 

much of the material had been sawn, and there were splendidly 

solid males horn cores there which would have supported very 

substantial horns. The contrast with PITS was marked, for not 

only was goat much rarer in this group but in the small occurrences 

it was mainly the limb bones that were found. 

Hors·e 'was more common in this study than in the ~lelbourne 

\ Street material, where its ove:i::all percentage by fragment count had 

been only 0.1~. PITS indeed tallied precisely with this figure; 

but it must be remembered that although the horse-rich lower layers 
"'.-"-

of F2006 ;;w; classed as· OTHER they too are part of a pit. 

It was however the late well F2014 which dominated the 

finds of horse in this study. There were two sa:wn fragments of 

horse, proximal radius and proximal tibia, ;\lona with a good 

quantity.of sawn cattle offcuts in layer 1 (context 3296), but the 

main contentration came in layer 14 (context 5701), the first 

infilling of the·shaft when ·the well went out of use. Here there 

were 36 fragments, all similar in texture and light in colour 

and with several left/right pairs: they are taken therefore as 

coming from a single individual. There are few signs of butchery 

and none of sawing. ·In layer 7 (context 3574) several fragments 

are very similar to these in texture and some·of these pair well -

the Clccessory carpals, left and right, Clre exCel)tionally well 

p)<:\tched between the layers. There is also in layer 7 some horse 

material \vhich is heavier and darker, some at least of which must 

on ~linimum Number calculations must have come from another individual, 

and two of ·these dark fragments are sawn (a left radius and its 

accor'lpanying ulna). 

U\y('r 7 cOPIes from the original backfill in the constructior. 
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of the 1"0.11 .,nd layer 1.4 is unl ikely to h;:\Ve been deposited 

until the \'.'ell I'las 00ing out of usc. They "xc thought to be 

sepnrRted by a gap of sever~l years, yet there is no differ­

cnce in texture, colour or state of erosion (minimal) het\'.'een 

the lisht(>r horse mntcrinl in them both. Purther <lrch"eolosical 

evidence! J1l"-Y lwrh"ps throw more light on this problem. 

Dog might seem well represented in the primary 

fill of the ditch, hut the 11 fra<]r.:ents ,,11 came from the same 

contl?xt (10102) and are illmost certninly from the same indiv-

- iclual, an Ddult nnimal. of medium size. There is no dog in the 

Se,]mentj ;:\I1d elsewhere it is present only rRrely. There is 

no cat ., II in the ditch contexts but there were a few r;>.ndom 

finds in other groups. 

4) Co'~mon f)omestic '·';<.mmals: C:1ttle, Sheen and Pio (Tnble 9) 

It w,J.s cle<'.r from T.'\ble 1 that the overwhelming 

proportion of the identified fr2-<Jments came from cattle, 

sheep and pig. They W8re challenged only in the bonel'!orking 

pit ("'1005) b~' the antler, ilnd if variation is to be found it 

mUBt be sought in the relRtive representation between the 

three species themselves. 

The over'lll means for such reliltive representation 

come closely with those for the much larger ilssenbL\ge of 

H;u:Jwic i,;cl.bournQ ~;1reet, which were 52. 0~~. 31. 6~~'; and 16f' 4~: by 

fr0<JJncnt count for cattle, shee;-> and pig and - ;>.mazingly simi12r -

74.5--.13.9.: and 11.6: respectively by "'eight. 

When rel.-.tive representation had heen plotted on 

to tri.,ngul;\r gr,,:,hs for the lar<:J<2r pit assenb laoes 2. t 

;;01bourne -Street and Chilpel i?o"d there "~las indeed found to be 

so!~e vC'.riCltion between l~any individual 2ssemblagcs but this 

seenled to be ,;uite randon Clnd cert.-.inly gClve no pCltternin\) into 

,]rm!,'s (:'.onrdillon lOS3, ';4 - 70). In the present study" 

si~li ],')': ;:,l'ottino for ,,1.1 hut the le"st ,,,bund,,nt cont0xts (Figures 



PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIOOS 

FIOO9 

FIOIO 

F2009 

F2013 

FlOG3 . 

F20G6 

F20GS 

F20!4 

F20lG 

F20tS 

99,242 

Primary 

Segment 

Cla01S 

FIOOS 

F200G 

F2082 

House 
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TABLE 9 RELATIVE REPRESENTATION OF CATTLE, SHEEP AND PIG 

(a) by fragment 
count 

cow SHEEP PIG 
% % % 

49. I 36.1 14.8 

56.3 27.1 14.6 

55.6 26.5 17.7 

59.9 26.4 13.7 

55.5 35.5 9.0 

53.5 32.1 14.4 

(62. 1) , (10.7) (7.2) 

71.1 23.2 5.7 , 

64.2 27.8 6.0 

41.6 47.3 11.1 

44.8 37.9 17.3 

( 100) - -

29.0 55.9 15.1 

(51.1) (33.3) (15.6) 

66.5 23.3 8.2 

46.6 30.7 20.5 

49.5 30.6 19.' 

.,5.2 20.4 14.4 

70.4 19.4 . 10.2 

43.8 36.3 19.9 

(33.3) (52.1) (14.6) 

66.2 27.0 6.6 

47.0 43.0 10.0 

40.6 47.3 12.1 

31.8 46.5 19.7 

(b) by weight 

cow SHEEP PIG 
% % % 

70.8 16.5 12.7 

76.7 13.1 10.2 

75.3 11.1 13.6 

80.6 9.5 9.7 

72.0 17.5 10.5 

74.2 13.9 11.9 

(65.4) (12.4) (2.2) 

64.6 11.1 4.1 

76.9 14.9 6.2 

65.5 25.4 '9.1 

67.6 16.4 15.6 

(100) - -

36.0 43.0 19.0 

73.5 13.0 13.5 

63.5 10.1 6.4 . 

69.4 16.3 14.3 

69.2 13.6 17.2 

79.4 9.4 11.2 

87.2 5.6 7.0 

66.4 16.6 15.0 

51.3 27.6 20.9 

62.9 11.3 5.6 

72.3 16.0 9.7 

54.6 26.3 16.9 

45.5 22.0 32.5 

(c) cattle pig 
ratio 

by by 
fragt~. weight 

3.3: 1 5,6: 1 

4.0: I 7,5: 1 

3.2: 1 5.5" 

4.4: 1 8.3: 1 

6.2: 1 6.9: 1 

3.7: 1 6.2: 1 

(11.5,1) (26,1) 

12.5: 1 20.6" 

8." 1 12.6: 1 

3.7" 1.2: 1 

2.6, I 4.3, I 

( " 

. ", 
1.9,1 2.0, I 

(3.3: 1) 5.4:1 

8.3, I 13.1, 1 

2.4: I 4.9, I 

2.S: 1 4.0: 1 

4.5" 7.1: 1 

6.9, I 12.3: I 

2.2:1 4.5: I 

2.3: I 2.5, I 

9.7, I 14.4, I 

4.7, I 7.4, I 

3.4,1 3.2" 

1.6: I 1.4: I 



FIGURE 1 

RELATIVE REPRESENTATION OF CATTLE, SHEEP and PIG 

by fragment count 

COW 100% 

o 

SHEEP 100% 
PIG 100% 

based on data in Table 9 (a) 

plotted by assemblages: 

p - from pit 

W from well 

y - from yard 

D - from ditch 

0 - from other 

with groups of assemblages thus: 0] 
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FIGURE 2 

RELATIVE REPRESENTATION OF CATTLE, SHEEP and PIG 

by weight 

SHEEP 100% 

COW 100% 

!) 

p~ 

~~ 
<mp>lY 

p P 

o 
l} 

o 

based on data in Table 9 (b) 

plotted by assemblages: 

P - from pit 

W - from well 

Y - from yard 

D - from ditch 

o - from other 

with groups of assemblages thus ill 

PIG 100% 

33 
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TABLE 10 INCIDENCE OF' CATTLE BONES IN D+F'F'ERENT F'RAG~1ENT SIZES 

PITS 

WELLS 

YAROS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIOOS 

FIOD9 

FIOta 

F200S 

F201) 

F206) 

FlOGG 

F20G8 

F20t" 

F20t6 

F20tS 

99,2 1U 

Primary 

Segment 

CHID1S 

FI005 

F200G 

F2082 

House 

(a) longbones 

nand % 

(25% 1:;25% ;:50% 1:;75% 
(50% <75% (100% 

~-
303 69 32 7 

73.7 16.8 7.8 L7 

194 35 9 2 
80.6 14.5 3.7 0.8 

99 30 16 -
67.8 20.5 11.0 

44 30 10 12 
43.6 29.7 9.9 14.9 

61 13 5 1 
75.3 16.1 6.2 L2 

701 117 72 22 
71.5 18.1 7.4 7.2 

3 1 
.' 

13 4 5 1 
56.5 17 .4 21.7 4.4 

105 24 8 2 
15.5 17.3 5.8 L4 

9 4 2 
60.0 26.7 13.3 

168 36 17 2 
15.4 16.1 7.6 0.9 

1 

3 

1 1 1 

148 20 9 2 
82.7 11.2 5.0 1.1 

46 15 
74.2 24.2 -

44 6 5 
78.6 10.7 8.9 

55 24 11 
61.1 26.7 12.2 

29 17 6 11 
43.2 25.4 9.0 16.4 

13 12 4 I 
42.0 38.7 12.9 3.2 

2 I 

43 4 I 
89.6 8.3 2.1 

8 : 6 2 I 
44.4 33.3 It. I 5.6 

7 3 2 
58.3 25.0 16.7 

3 

Total 
whole lon9-

bone 
fragts 

- 411 

1 241 
0.4 

1 146 
0.7 

5' 101 
4.9 

1 81 
L2 

8 980 
0.8 

4 

23 

139 

15 

223 

1 

3 

3 

179 

I 62 
L6 

I 56 
1.8 

90 

4 67 
6.0 

I 31 
3.2 

3 

48 

I 18 
5.6 

12 

3 

(b) metapodia 

nand % 

<25% 1:;25% 1:;50% 1:;75% whole 
(50% <75% <100% 

91 24 1', 13 4 
62.4 16.4 9.6 8.9 2.7 

100 10 7 1 6 
80.7 8.1 5.6 0.8 4.8 

44 23 7 13 5 
47.9 25.0 7.6 14.1 5.4 

6 5 3 2 8 
25.0 20.9 12.5 8.3 33.3 

247 13 1 - 2 
93.9 4.9 0.4 0.8 

488 75 32 29 25 
75. I 11.6 4.9 4.5 3.9 

5 3 1 
55.6 33.3 11. 1 

15 10 3 4 
46.8 31.3 9.4 12.5 

3 

65 11 10 9 4 
65.6 ILl 10.1 9.1 4.1 

2 

- ~ -
1 

90 7 7 1 1 
85.0 6.6 6.6 0.9 0,9 

10 3 5 
55.6 16.7 27.7 

25 5 4 6 3 
58.1 11.6 9.3 14.0 7.0 

19 18 3 7 2 
38.8 36. 7 6.1 14 .3 4.1 

4 I I 1 7 
28.7 7.1 7.1 7.1 50.0 

I 4 2 I I 
11.1 44.5 22.2 11.1 11.1 

1 

239 10 
96.0 4,0 

6 3 I I 
54.5 27.3 9.1 9.1 

2 1 

Total 
meta-
podia 
fragts 

tll6 

124 

92 

24 

263 

649 . 

-

9 

32 

3 

99 

2 

1 

-

106 

18 

43 

49 

14 

9 

I 

249 

/I 

3 

-



TABLE 11 

(25% 

PITS 113 
34. :l 

WELLS 60 
48.8 

YARDS 25 
25.0 

DITCH 17 
27.4 

OTHER 27 
25.0 

TOTAL 
242 

35.0 

I 
FIOOS 50.0 

4 
Fl009 66.6 

FIOIO 30 
32.5 

FlOO9 
7 

31.8 

F20tJ 70 
35.0 

F2063 

FlOGG I 
16.7 

FlO6S 

F2014 35 
47.3 

FlOIG 25 
51.0 

flOIS 13 
34.2 

99,2/42 
12 

19.4 

Primary 8 
24.3 

Segment 9 
>3.3 

C 1'lO15 -

FlOGS 20 
52.7 

flOOG 5 
.i 9.2 

FlOSl I 
8.3 

House 1 
100 
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INCIDENCE OF SHEEP BONES IN DIFFERENT FRAGMENT SIZES 

(a) longbones 

nand % 

0:25% .50% <:75% whole 
<50% 05% (100% 

92 66 36 22 
28.0 20.1 10.9 6.7 

25 27 8 3 
20.3 22.0 6.5 2.4 

26 25 18 6 
26.0 25.0 18.0 6.0 

14 21 7 3 
22.6 33.9 11.3 . 4.8 

21 17 8 4 
27.3 22. I 10.4 5.2 

178 156 77 38 
25.8 22.6 11.1 5.5 

- I - -
50.0 

I ·-1 - -
16.7 16.7 

26 - 23 It 2 
28.3 25.0 12.0 2.2 

6 - 6 3 
27.3 27.3 13.6 

57 39 18 16 
28.5 19.5 9.0 8.0 

1 2 I 1 
16.7 33.2 16.7 16.7 

1 - - -
100 

18 16 4 I 
24.3 21.6 5.4 1.4 

7 11 4 2 
14.3 22.4 8.2 4. I 

10 6 5 4 
26.3 15.8 13.2 10',5 

16 19 13 2 
25.8 30.6 21.0 3.2 

1\ 9 4 I 
>3.3 27.3 12.1 3.0 

2 It 3 2 
7.4 40.8 11.1 7.4 

1 1 - -
50.0 ;0.0 

10 7 - 1 
26.3 18.4 2.6 

6 6 7 2 
23.1 23.1 26.9 7.7 

5 4 I 1 
41.8 >3.3 8.3 8.3 

- - - -

iotal 
lon9-
bone 
fragts 

3Z9 

123 

100 

62 

77 

691 

2 

6 

92 

22 

200 

-

6 

-
74 

49 

38 

62 

>3 

27 

2 

38 

26 

12 

1 

(25% 

36 
28.3 

20 
41.7 

7 
15.6 

2 
7.7 

10 
28.6 

75 
26.7 

2 
>3.3 

7 
20.6 

2 
22.2 

25 
32.9 

-

14 
45.2 

6 
35.3 

2 
15.4 

5 
15.6 

2 
18.2 

-

3 
20.0 

4 
40.0 

I 
16.7 

2 
50.0 

(b) metapodia 

nand % 

.25% 0::50\ <:75% whole 
(50% <75% (100% 

22 26 38 5 
17. ) 20.6 29.9 3.9 

8 5 1\ 4 
16.7 10.4 22.9 8.3 

8 5 14 1\ 
17.8 11. I 36. I 24.4 

4 6 8 6 
15.4 23.1 30.7 23.1 

14 4 3 4 
40.0 11. 4 8.6 11.4 

56 46 74 30 
19.9 16.4 26.3 10.7 

- 4 - -
66.7 

9 9 7 2 
26.5 26.5 20.6 5.8 

- I 6 -
I I. 1 66.1 

13 12 24 2 
17.1 15.8 31.6 2.6 

'- -
- . - 1 1 

50.0 50.0 

6 5 5 1 
19.4 16.1 16.1 3.2 

2 - 6 3 
1\ .8 35.3 17.6 

2 - 3 6 
15.4 23.1 46.1 

6 5 11 5 
18.8 15.6 34.4 15.6 

I 2 3 3 
9.1 18.2 27.3 27.3 

3 4 5 3 
20.0 26.7 >3.3 20.0 

8 2 1 1 
53.3 13.3 6.7 6.7 

2 2 1 1 
20.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 

2 - 1 2 
>3.3 16.7 33.3 

2 - - -
50.0 

Total 
meta-
podi<l 
(ragts 

127 

48 

45 

26 

35 

281 

-

6 

34 

9 

76 

-
-
2 

3\ 

17 

13 

32 

11 

15 

-
15 

10 

6 

4 



TABLE 12 

<25% 

PITS 58 

WELLS 19 

YARDS 8 

DITCH 9 

OTHER 6 

TOTAL 100 

FIOGa I 

FIOO9 

FIOIG 
18 

FlOO9 

F20ll 37 

F.2063 

F2066 I 

F20GS I 

F20lQ 6 

F2016 
13 

FlOIS 5 

99,2112 3 

Primary 4 

Segment 5 

CIOOIS 

FlOGS 2 

F2006 2 

FlO82 2 

House 

38 

INCIDENCE OF PIG LONGBONES IN DIFFERENT FRAGMENT SIZES 

nand % 

0::25%, il:50%, i:7S%, whole TOTAL 
(50% <75% {100% 

60 27 2; 26 196 
29.6 30.6 13.8 12.B 13.2 

II 24 4 8 66 
28.8 16.7 36.3 6.1 12.1 

19 16 19 12 74 
10.8 25.7 21.6 25.7 16.2 

. 

10 24 3 4 50 
18.0 20.0 48.0 6.0 8.0 

8 6 3 5 28 
21.4 28.6 21.4 10.7 17 .9 

108 97 54 55 414 
24.2 26.1 23.4 13.0 13.3 

I 

I , 2 2 5 

15 5 3 41 
43.9 36.6 12.2 7.3 

I I 2 

43 18 22 22 142 
26.1 30.2 12.7 15.5 15.5 

-
I 2 -. -

I I 3 
. 

7 9 2 3 27 
22.2 26.0 33.3 7.4 11.1 

4 IS 2 5 39 
33.3 10 ... 3 38.5 5.1 12.8 

7 7 3 6 28 
17.9 25.0 25.0 10.7 21.4 

12 9 16 6 46 
6.5 26.1 19.6 34.8 11.0 

5 10 ·3 2 24 
16.7 20.8 41.7 12.5 8.3 

5 13 2 25 
20.0 20,0 52.0 8.0 

I I 

4 3 3 12 
16.7' 33,3 25.0 25.0 

I I 4 
50.0 25.0 25.0 

3 2 I I 9 
22.2 33.4 22.2 11.1 11.1 

I I I 3 
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the 7'i'~~;->lus <)rouf> bei.nS found in tht' r>rir1ary fill, the sole 

pelvis of that si~e in the SAarnent. 

The c:re"t mmher 0.£ small met"podial. fragments in 

;~1005 '""0' be explained by the honeworkin<J. The only other 

f>Oint of variation is to he found in the marked contrast 

betl·.'een the fra<)mentation p2.tterns of cattle in the two wells. 

SHr,;SP 

The 10n(Jbones of sheep are gener"lly less fr,,<)­

mented "nd there is no marked difference between the different 

context-types, thou<Jh within YARDS itself there is wide var­

iation. For the netapodia, the ditch and F2015 stand out with 

"ppreciahly more whole or near-whole bones. 

prG 

Pig mclZ\.podia are too small .to be <)re"tly frCl<)­

mented and have not been '1uantifit'd in the present tables. 

Pic: longboncs "re less fragmented than those of sheep, and far 

less so th"n those of cattle. There is '1uite a good spr·ead of 

the lC\rner fra0ments amon<) the rlifferent context-tynes, but 
~ sheen i'tnd .. 

in. contrast to what was found with~cattle it.is the ditch that 

is the lowest on \\'hole or near-whole bones. \vnat is especially 

strikin<) for pi<) is the concentration of the 75<'"o-plus group in 

context 242 of Site 99, wi.th the reiative decrease there of 

fra(Jments of less than 25%; in contrast, 

F2015 is close to that for the study as a 

(Table 13) 

the pattern 

whole. 

for 

Such details on .fragment"tion are made possible 

by the recordin'J of information for each separ2.te bone, and 

they go far beyond what could be ·adduced in earlier studies. It 

is useful nonetheless to milke comp;\risons with the more genQr­

;(lised st,:>.tistic of thQ mQAn fr;,<)ment "."Qicht for a spcciQs, 

part 1 y bQC;nlst' this is " rar2.meter ",hi ch has bQQl1 avai 1.ab] Q 

from otht'r lbn\\"ic sites. \.Jeight of course is not the sallle as 

size, but tvhcre mAteri~) is rc~sonabl!' const~nt, speciC?s by 



TABLE 13 

PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FlOGS 

FlOG9 

FIOIG 

FlaG9 

FlO13 

F20G) 

F20G6 

F20GS 

F20lQ 

F2016 

nots 

99,2Q2 

Primary 

Segment 

CIOO1S 

FlOGS 

F20GG 

FIOB2 

House 

MEAN FRAGMENT WEIGHT OF CATTLE, SHEEP AND PIG 

in 9 

COW SHEEP PIG 

18.9 6.0 11.3 

20.4 7.5 10.8 

27.6 8.5 15.8 

31.2 8.3 16.4 

14.5 5.6 13.1 

21.2 6.6 12.6 

16.5 (18.3) (5.0) 

20,1 8.1 12.1 

20.3 8.8 12.9 

20.8 7.1 10.8 

18.2 5.2 7.1 

20.5 - -
-

13.6 8.0 13.0 

27.2 7.3 16.4 

20.0 7.1 12.6 

20.8 '7.8 10.2 

22.1 6.1 12.0 

36.8 13.9 23.5 

31.4 7.6 18.6 

31.5 9.2 15.4 

lB.4 6.4 17.1 

10.8 3.6 7.3 

22.7 6.2 14.4 

17.5 7.8 18.2 

20.7 6.6 23.8 

40 



species, there is lil<ely to be a close relationshir bet"een 

the t,-.'o. 

41 

',"ihat stands out at once fro!'l T.'\ble 13 is the 

high mean fraanent ,.eight give by context .242 on Site 99 for· 

cattle, sheep and pig. Tt is for cattle that this is the most 

surprising, for the mean '"eight is hiaher even than that in the 

di teh where.-\s from the findings of longbone fragmentation one 

,'!ould h?ve expected the opl"osi teo The impression at the time 

of recording ,'.'as that there .¥ere fewer really small fragments 

of c~ttle within the general category of "less than 25%", and 

the :nee," frrtgment weisht would seem to bear this out. 

It is interesting too that for the ditch itself 

there is not the contrast between the primary fill and the 

, Se~ment \':hich the pattern of f:tasmentation might sugsest. 

3) 'listrihution over the ~orly (T?bles 14 - 16) 

Chan'Jing :'<ltterns o.f Distribution over the Dody 

c.lC'~! "how u~ ch;,ngerl concentr.'.tions of wa,st"..go or of meat bones 

and so serve. to locate arOrtS of prim" hutchery .. as distinct 

from those of food remains; inrIeed, M"ltby's (1979,4) 

classic denonstr..,tion of those in the rlitches and pits of' 

?o,~.~n Sxeter h,,~ been noted far afield (c.C;. cToh;-,nsson 1982, 

~~3 ) • Cr,~btrep (in press), follol'!ing M.'\l tby, ff)unc sorle similar 

diffe:o:eneos "t West ':;to,'!, tholl<Jh here the er;,n.1.rt 1 sur;::>lus which 

is linkec ,··.'i th h1ltehC'rs' trinmins 1I'<lS found in the ;:>i ts in con­

tr;'.st to the hllt·s ,~\:ld ell! tnr;l] l?ycrs . 

" 

. The ,"lelhourn'" c;trC'et stwiy hrtd used the "lore cum­

ber,cone net hod of "'ininU!11 Nnnhexs bone by bone to shm'! that th", 

v<'ri.0115 :,?,xt5 of th~ body Se('l'l('(' to be rC!,r0scntec in rCi'\son'lblc 

proportions over the .-..sserlbl:~tJc {I~ PI. \':bole, p\nd to rule out f'ny 

rC'l..,tiv~ 8hort,"t0~ of !'l;1nd.ib10s of the- sor.t \" .. hic:h h,':\.d 10d 

Rdch:;t:oin and Tir'ssen (197t!·, 2:1) to ['ost11btc for !~;,i th; .. hn th . .,t 

c ..... ttlf' h.~d h("cn ki llc(~ ;)110 trj_p1P~cd ;,\\"I.,:\Y from th0 Sf?ttJ 0m~nt 

~'(1:r. '·.'cr" ,"">ny ~li\jor cO]1c-pntr.'\tions of fniJndihles noticeci 

nOT froll one si tc to "not h0r. 



TABLE 14 

Head 
minus 

loose teeth 

PITS 462 
12. I 

WELLS 300 
16.6 

YARDS 304 
20.2 

DITCH 104 
12.1 

OTHER 107 
9.2 

TOTAL 1277 
13.9 

FIODS 2 
8.7 

FIOO9 30 
20.0 

93 FIOIO 
9.5 

F2a09 18 

" .6 

f20tl 309 
12.4 

FlO6) 2 
- 20.0 

F20G6 7 
15.9 

F20G8 1 
4.3 

F201Q 173 
16.9 

F20lG 127 
16.2 

F20lS 132 

•• 16.5 

99.2Q2 172 
24.2 

Primary 72 
11.5 

Segment 32 
14.5 

CIOOtS -

FIODS 52 
7.1 

F200G 44 
. 16.7 

F2082 
8 

5.4 

3 
House 

" .3 

42 

DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY BY FRi\G~1ENT COUNT : CATTLE 

nand % 

Loose Long bones Feet Vertebrae Scapula Pelvis Rlljs, etc. TOTAL 
teeth and their and 

epiphyses ankles 

198 521 530 687 17.1 131 1 \33 3833 
5.2 13.6 13.8 17.9 4.5 3.4 29.5 

87 308 326 253 88 48 396 1806 
4.8 17 .1 18.1 ".0 4.9 2.7 21.8 

87 184 202 261 77 66 326 1507 
5.8 12.2 13.4 17.3 5.1 4.4 21.6 

17 115 71 197 24 34 300 862 
2.0 13.3 8.2 22.9 2.8 3.9 34.8 

21 117 485 "5 43 18 225 1161 
1.8 to.l 41.7 12.5 3.7 1.6 19.6 

410 1245 1614 1543 403 297 2380 9169 
4.5 13.7 17~6 16.8 4.4 3.2 25.9 

7 5 6 - - 1 2 23 
30.5 21.7 26.1 4.3 8.7 

18 28 19 " 3 4 34 150 
12.0 18.6 12.7 9.3 2.0 2.7 22.7 

. 

53 164 159 187 42 35 242 975 
5.4 16.8 16.3 19.2 4.3 3.6 24.9 

4 19 16 20 7 6 33 123 
3.3 15.3 13.0 16.3 5.7 4.9 26.8 

116 297 322 444 116 80 801 2485 
4.7 12.0 13.0 17.9 4.7 3.2 32.1 

- 1 2 1 - 2 2 10 
10.0 20.0 10.0 . 20.0 20.0 

-- -- 4 4 15 . 3 - 11 44 
9.1 9.1 34.1 6.8 25.0 

- 3 2 6 - 3 8 23 
13.0 8.7 26.1 13.0 34.9 

59 210 223 101 52 20 186 1024 
5.8 20.5 21.7 9.9 5.1 2.0 18.1 

28 98 103 152 36 28 210 782 
3.6 - 12.5 13.2 19.4 4.6 3.6 26.9 

43 74 109 135 42 30 235 800 
5.4 9.3 13.6 16.8 5.3 3.8 29.3 

. 

44 110 93 126 35 36 91 707 
6.2 15.6 13.2 17 .8 5.0 5.1 12.9 

10 77 42 i 53 9 21 241 625 
1.6 12.3 6.7 24.6 1.4 3.4 38.5 

6 34 28 41 13 12 55 221 
2.7 15.4 12.7 18.6 5.9 5.4 24.8 

1 4 1 3 2 1 4 16 
6.2 25.0 6.2 18.8 12.5 6.3 25.0 

18 60 419 40 22 7 110 728 
2.5 8.2 57.6 5.5 3.0 1.0 15.1 

3 35 41 72 7 5 57 264 
1.1 13.3 15.5 27.2 2.7 1.9 21.6 

- 18 23 32 13 6 48 148 
12.2 15.5 21.6 8.8 4.1 32.4 

- 4 2 1 1 - 10 21 
19.0 . 9.5 4.8 4.8 47.6 



TABLE 15 

Head 
minus 

loose teeth 

PITS 246 
B.1 

WELLS 141 
16.8 

YAROS 97 
13.5 

DITCH 40 
10.5 

OTHER 94 
12.7 

TOTAL 618 
11.2 

FIODa -

Fl009 
14 

2B.6 

FIOla 32 
7.6 

F2009 9 
6.4 

F201) 181 
B.6 

-FlOG3 -
F20G6 ·9 

10.6 

FlO68 1 
6.7 

F2014 74 
21.2 

F2016 67 
13.6 

FlO1S 65 
13.1 

99.242 32 
".5 

Primary 13 
7.6 

Segment 23 
12 .6 

CIOOIS 4 
16.0 

Floas 22 
7.4 

FlOOG 46 
19.1 

F2062 25 
14.5 

House 1 
3.1 

DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY BY FRAGMENT COUNT : SHEEP 

nand % 

Loose Long Feet . Vertebrae Scapula Pelvis Ribs, etc. TOTAL 
teeth bones and 

ankles 

75 416 22B 419 B7 B6 1264 2821 
2.7 14.1 B.1 14.9 3.1 3.0 44.8 

52 140 69 ", 43 29 250 841 
6.2 16.1 B.2 13.9 5.1 3.4 29.7 

35 119 56 101 24 26 258 716 
4.9 16.7 7.8 14.1 3.4 3.6 36.0 

18 66 33 36 15 17 155 380 
4.7 11.4 8.7 9.5 3.9 4.5 40.8 

42 91 74 109 21 23 288 742 
5.7 12.3 10.0 14.7 2.8 3.1 38.7 

222 B32 460 782 190 181 2215 5500 
4.0 15.1 8.4 14.3 3.5 3.3 40.4 

- 2 - - - - 1 3 

5 7 9 3 2 1 8 49 
10.2 14.3 18.4 6.1 4.1 2.0 16.3 

20 105 46 44 12 17 147 423 
4.7 24.B 10.9 10.4 2.8 4.0 34.8 

3 24 17 29 ·4 4 50 140 
2.1 17.1 12.1 20.7 2.9 2.9 35.8 

46 270 142 341 64 64 998 2106 
2.2 12.8 6.7 16.2 3.0 3.0 47.5 

- - - - - - - -
1 7 12 - 5 - 51 85 

1.2 8.2 14.1 5.9 
-_. ~ 

60.0 . 
- 1 2 2 - - 9 15 

6.7 13.3 13.3 60.0 

3B 80 41 35 12 12 57 349 
10.9 22.9 11.8 10.0 3.4 3.4 16.4 

14 60 28 82 31 17 193 492 
2.8 12.2 5.7 16.7 6.3 3.5 39.2 

25 52 19 76 10 20 228 495 
5.1 10.5 3.8 15.4 2.0 4.0 46.1 

10 67 37 25 14 6 30 221 
4.5 30.4 16.7 11.3 6.3 2.7 13.6 

10 39 15 12 9 8 66 172 
5.8 22.7 8.7 7.0 5.2 4.7 38.3 

6 25 17 17 6 8 81 183 
3.3 13.7 9.3 9.3 3.3 4.4 44.1 

2 2 1 7 - 1 8 25 
8.0 8.0 4.0 28.0· 4.0 32.0 

14 42 35 31 7 15 131 297 
4.7 14.1 ".8 10.4 2.4 5.1 44.1 

13 31 22 35 8 3 83 241 
5.4 12.9 9.1 14.5 3.3 1.2 34.5 

15 16 12 38 5 4 51 172 
8.7 9.3 7.0 22.1 2.9 2.3 33.2 

- 2 5 5 1 1 17 32 
6.3 15.6 15.6 3.1 3.1 53.2 

43 
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TABLE 16 DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY BY FRAG~lENT COUNT : PIG 

nand % 

Head Loose Long Feet Vertebrae Scapula Pelvis Ribs"etc. TOTAL 
minus teeth bones and 

loose teeth ankles 

. 

PITS 204 64 298 186 243 49 . 39 75 IISS 
17 .6 5.5 25.7 16.1 21.0 4.2 3.4 6.5 

WELLS 136 30 91 56 47 20 23 50 453 
30.1 6.6 20.0 12.4 10.4 4.4 5.1 11.0 

YARDS 132 23 100 81 70 25 27 19 477 
27.6 4.8 21.0 17.0 14.7 5.2 5.7 4.0 

DITCH 49 5 66 26 24 10 9 9 198 
24.7 2.5 33.3 13.2 12.1 5.1 4.6 4.5 

OTHER 37 16 41 40 28 7 6 13 188 
19.7 8.5 21.8 21.3 14.9 3.7 3.2 7.0 

TOTAL 558 138 596 389 412 111 104 166 2474 
22.6 5.6 24, I 15.7 16.6 4.5 4.2 6.7 

FIOOS - - 1 1 - - - - 2 
50.0 50.0 

3 3 4 1 1 - - - 12 FIQ09 25.0 25.0 33.4 12.3 12.3 

FIOIO 17 10 41 18 15 8 9 3 121 
14.0 8.3 33.9 14.9 12.4 6.6 7.4 2.5 

F2009 3 - 4 5 11 1 3 6 33 
9.1 12.1 15.2 33.3 3.0 9.1 18.2 

flO13 176 SO 237 ISS 215 37 27 63 960 
18.3 5.2 24.8 16.1 22.4 3.9 2.8 6.5 

F206) - - - - - - - - -
. . -- -

f20GG 3 1 7 5 1 
. 

3 - 3 23 
13.0 4.4 30.4 21.7 4.4 13.0 13.1 

F20GS 2 - 4 1 - - - - 7 
28.6 57.1 14.3 

F20tt! 36 17 37 10 10 6 5 2 123 
29.3 13.8 30.1 8.1 8.1 4.9 4.1 1.6 

F2016 100 13 54 46 37 14 18 48 330 
30.3 3.9 16.4 13.9 11.2 4.2 5.5 14.6 

F20tS 8\0, 11 45 70 62 15 14 18 321 
26.8 3.4 14.0 21.8 19.3 4.7 4.4 5.6 

99.21U 46 12 55 11 8 10 13 1 156 
29.5 7.7 35.3 7.1 5.1 6.4 8.3 0.6 

Primary 28 3 31 8 10 4 4 3 91 
30.8 3.3 34.0 8.8 11.0 4,4 4.4 3.3 

Segment 21 2 34 IS 12 6 4 6 100 
21.0 2.0 34.0 15.0 12.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 

CHIOIS - - 1 3 2 " I - 7 
14.3 42.8 28.6 14.3 

FIOOS 14 13 17 19 6 2 1 3 75 
18.7 17.3 22.7 25.3 8.0 2.7 1.3 4.0 

f200G 11 3 8 12 13 3 2 4 56 
19.6 5.4 14.3 21.4 23.2 5.4 3.6 7.1 

F2081 9 - 12 7 7 2 3 4 44 
20.5 27.3 15.9 15.9 4.5 6.8 9.1 

House 3 - 4 2 2 - - 2 13 
23.1 30.7 15.4 15.4 15.4 
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then bee:1 found to test for contrast. It was with an element of 

expectancy that the bone from the Six Dials ditch was studied 

and the first comparisons were made. 

Who would have believed that the percentages 

for cattle head fragments from PITS and from the ditch would 

have turned out to be identica.l even into decimals? It was 

YIIRDS that were highest, and then \vSLLS. Wells hewe indeed 

been shown on occasion to have a good display of skulls 

th~re was much cranial material in a Hamwic well in Chapel 

Road (Site 7, 1"53), and the well with Noddle's (1975) Barbary 

ape from medieval Southilmpton. But wells are not likely to 

betoken an area of systematic butchery; nor are yard occupation 

surfaces most lil<e1y to be chosen for the deliberate disposal 

of wastage and mess from the carcase. 

Cattle feet and ankles are also taken to be 

i~astage (see Johansson 1982, 49). For these it is 1"1005 that 

is supreme, with 1"2014 a poor second "nd other features and 

groups some way behind. 1"1005 was the boneworking pit which 

seemed to specialise in sawn metapodia1 fragments; and the 

figures for 1"2014 were also inflated by such offcuts. One has 

therefore to say that no area of prime and_specialised butchery 

hilS yet been located at Hamwic. 

Special.ised centres of butchery are in any case 

less likely to be necessary for the smaller species, sheep and 

pigs; but theii patterns of Distribution over the Body have 

an interest where variability is concerned. For sheep the 

greate~t differences lie in the disposal rate of ~ibs and in 

PITS, I.\'SLU, and Y/\RDS t'here differences cut right across the 

groups. For pig it is the longbones which show the main 

v(.I.riety. 
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4. Butchery Cuts (Tables 17 - 19) 

Butchery at Hamwic had seemed rough and ready, 

and indeed that is still the main impression after the careful 

inspection bone by bone which this present study has required. 

Many different cuts have been recorded, cuts in many directions 

and in many different places on the bone; but the multiplicity 

of data is slow to take a pattern on analysis. Particularly 

for the heavy bones of cattle there would seem ,to be much 

random knocking and rough breaking. 

Of the various lines of enquiry that have been 

collected on the data sheets, some that may prove more useful 

have been chosen for the tables. First there are the records 

of surface cuts, presumably for trimming meat from the bone, and 

of throughcuts where the bone itself has been divided, either as 

a means of disjointing the carcase or else for extracting the 

marrO'\.\}. 

Some variability may be seen on cattle longbones. 

In four assemblages throughcuts are prevalent, but in F1010 and 

in 1=he Segment this is through their own high numbers whereas 

in F2006 and F1009 it is because surface cuts are relatively 

rare. Other features have a strong preponderance of surface 

cuts most notably F2015, where there is a strange dearth of 

throughcuts, and to a lesser extent the two wells. In the 

large assemblage of F2013 the two types of cut have a broadly 

similar incidence. 

The same differences, and between the same assem­

blages, are found on the cattle metapodia, with context 242 

and the Segment of the ditch again distinctive for much 

cutting. The scapula in general has a higher proportion of 

throughcuts, for dismemberment surely and not for extraction 

of marrow, but with scapula too the assemblage differences are 

seen: there is great contrast in the incidence of throughcuts 

within 'PITS, within YARDS, within the ditch, for example, and 

this time too there is contrast between the two wells. 



TABLE 17 

fragments 
with 

surface 
cuts 

PITS 
115 

28.0 

WELLS 102 
40.5 

YARDS 60 
41.1 

)6 DITCH 
35.) 

OTHER 25 
30.9 

TOTAL ))8 
34.1 

FlOGS 
I 

25.0 

FIOO9 
6 

26.1 

FIOIO 
)4 

24.5 

-F2009 

f20ll 72 
32.3 

F2063 -
F20~6 -

F206S 2 
66.7 

F201Q 7) 
40.8 

F20tS 29 
39.7 

F20tS 21 
37.5 

99 :,242 )9 
43.3 

Primary 25 
37.3 

Segment 10 
32.3 

CIOOtS 1 
25.0 

FIOOS 16 
)).3 

F20a6 3 
16.7. 

F20.2 4 
33.3 

2 House 66.7 

SOME CATTLE BUTCHERY CUTS 

(a) longbones 
nand % 

fragments fragments fragments TOTAL 
with with with longbone 

through axial oblique fragments 
cuts lhroughcuts lhroughcuts 

199 122 52 ,11 
48.4 29.7 12.7 

69 )8 12 252 
27.4 15.1 '.8 

57 29 16 ,"6 
)9.0 19.9 11.0 

" 18 
. 

21 102 
,3.1 17.6 20.6 

33 14 11 81 
laO.7 17 .3 13.6 

,02 221 112 992 
40.5 22.3 11. 3 

1 1 - , 
25.0 25.0 

, 
10 5 ) 2) 

",.5 21.7 1).0 

105 56 )) 1)9 
75.5 40.) 23.7 

) - - 15 
20.0 

79 59 16 22) 

35.4 26.5 7.2 

- - - 1 

- - - ) 

1 1 - ) 

33.3 33.3 

53 33 6 179 
29.6 18.4 3.4 

16 5 6 73 
21.9 6:8 8.2 

7 6 - 56 
12.5 10.7 

SO 23 16 90 
55.6 25.6 17.6 

19 7 5 67 
28.4 10.4 7.5 

23 10 15 31 
74.2 32.3 48.4 

2 1 1 , 
50.0 25.0 25.0 

20 6 9 ,8 
4t.7 12.5 18.8 

10 6 - 18 
55.6 33.3 

3 2 2 12 
25.0 16.7 16.7 

- - - 3 
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PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIOOS 

FlOO9 

FIOIO 

F2009 

F2013 

-
F20G3 

F20G6 

F20GS 

F20114 

F201G 

F201S 

99,242 

Primary 

Segment 

C1OO1S 

Fl00S 

F2006 

F2082 

House 
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TABLE 17 (continued) SO~1E CATTLE BUTCHERY CUTS 

fragments 
with 

surface 
cuts 

52 
35.6 

61 
47.3 

53 
57.6 

9 
37.S 

43 
21.7 

218 
37.0 

-
3 

33.3 

7 
21.9 

-

42 
42.4 

-

-

-
51 

48.1 

10 
43.5 

28 
65. I 

25 
51.0 

4 
28.6 

5 
55.6 

-

39 
21.2 

4 
36.4 

-

-

(b) metapodia 
nand % 

fragments fragments fragments 
with with with 

through axial oblique 
cuts throughcuts throughcuts 

64 33 18 
-43.8 22.6 12.3 

23 11 6 
11 :8 8.5 4.7 

48 26 14 
52.2 28.3 15.2 

10 4 3 
-41.7 16.7 12.5 

88 34 12 
4-4.4 17.2 6.1 

221 108 53 
37.5 15.9 7.8 

- - -

3 
, 

2 1 
33.3 22.2 11. 1 

16 8 4 
50.0 25.0 12.S 

2 - -66.7 

43 23 13 
43.4 23.2 13.1 

- - -

- - -

- - -
17 8 3 

16.0 7.5 2.8 

6 3 3 
26.1 13.0 13.0 

13 3 4 
30.2 ,7.0 9.3 

35 23 10 
71.1. 46.9 20.4 

3 2 -
21.4 14.3 

6 2 3 
66.7 22.2 33.3 

1 - -
78 29 11 

42.4 15.8 6.0 

6 4 -
54.5 36.4 

2 1 1 
66.7 33.3 33.3 

- - -

TOTAL 
metapodia 
fragments 

146 

129 

92 

24 

198 

589 

-
9 

32 

3 

99 

2 

~ 

-

106 

23 

43 

49 

14 

9 

1 

184 

11 

3' 

-

(c) scapula 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with witb scapula 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 

39 65 172 
22.7 37.8 

33 37 86 
38.4 43.0 

35 36 77 
45.5 -46.8 

9 15 22 
40.9 68.2 

11 24 42 
26.2 57.1 

127 179 399 
31.8 44.9 

- - -
2 1 3 

66.7 33.3 

5 26 42 
11.9 61.9 

2 - 7 
28.6 

29 38 117 
24.8 32.5 

- - -
~-. -1 - 3 

33.3 

- - -

17 27 50 
34.0 54.0 

16 10 36 
44.4 27.8 

18 7 42 
42.9 16.7 

17 29 35 
48.6 82.9 

4 3 9 
44.4 33.3 

3 11 13 
23:1 84.6 

2 1 3 
66.7 33.3 

6 13 21 
28.6 61.9 

2 6 7 
28.6 85.1 

2 5 13 
15.4 38.5 

1 - 1 
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PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIOOS 

FIOOS 

FIOIO 

F2009 

F2013 

F206) 

FlO66 

F20G8 

F1OIl! 

F2016 

F201S 

99,2112 

Primary 

Segment 

ClOD1S 

FIOQS 

Fl006 

F2082 

House 

TABLE 18 S01>JE SHEEP BUTCHERY CUTS 

(a) longbones 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with with /oogbane 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 

135 38 329 
41.0 11.6 

6) 8 123 
54.5 6.5 

48 10 100 
4B.O 10.0 

,. 15 62 
22.6 24.2 

36 13 )) 

46.8 16.9 

300 84 691 
43,4 12.2 

- - 2 

2 1 6 
33.3 16.7 

29 24 92 
31.5 26.1 

9 - 22 
40.9 

89 12 200 
44.5 6.0 

- - -
5 1 6 

83.3 16.1 

1 - -

41 .) 74 
55.4 9.5 

26 1 49 
53.1 2.0 

19 - 38 . 
50.0 

29 
! •. 8 

10 62 
16.1 

8 8 33 
24,2 24.2 

6 7 27 
22.2 25.9 

- - 2 

20 6 38 
52.6 15.8 

11 6 26 
42.3 23.1 

5 - 12 
41.7 

- 1 1 

(b) metapodia 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with' with rnetapodia 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 

" 35 12) 
33.1 27.6 

26 11 48 
54.2 22.9 

20 9 45 
44.4 20.0 

5 5 26 
19.2 19.2 

12 9 35 
34.2 25.7 

105 72 281 
37.4 25.6 

- - -
- 3 6 

50.0 

) 16 34 
20.6 47.1 

5 3 9 
55.6 33.3 

28 13 76 
36.8 17. I 

- - -
- - -
2 - 2 

100 

15 7 31 
48.4 22.6 

11 4 17 
64.7 23.5 

8 - 13 
61.5 

12 9 32 
37.5 28.1 

2 2 11 
18.2 18.2 

3 3 15 
20.0 20.0 

- - -
6 3 15 

40.0 20.0 

3 3 10 
30.0 30.0 

2 1 6 
33.3 16.7 

1 2 4 
25.0 

. 

(c) scapula 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with with scapula 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 

40 22 76 
52.6 2B.9 

24 6 43 
55.8 14.0 

11 5 24 
45.8 20.8 

3 10 15 
20.0 66.) 

6 ) 20 
30.0 35.0. 

84 50 1)8 
4).2 28.1 

- - -
- - 1 

3 8 12 
25.0 66.7 

2 - 3 
66.7 

33 13 56 
58.9 23.2 

- - -
2 1 4 

~O.O 25.0 

- - -

9 4 12 
75.0 33.3 

15 2 31 
48.4 6.5 

6 2 10 
60.0 20.0 

5 3 14 
35.7 21.4 

2 4 9 
22.2 44.4 

1 6 6 
16.7 100 

- - -

2 1 7 
28.6 14.3 

2 3 8 
25.0 37.3 

2 3 5 
40.0 60.0 

- - -
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PITS 

WELLS 

YARDS 

DITCH 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

FIOOS 

F1OO9 

Fl0l0 

FlOO9 

F20t) 

F2063 

F2066 

F206S 

F2014 

F20lG 

F201S 

99,2112 

Primary 

Segment 

ClOD1S 

FIOOS 

F200G 

F2082 

House 

TABLE 19 SOME PIG BUTCHERY CUTS 

(a) longbone 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with with long bone 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 

77 20 166 
41.4 10.8 

40 8 66 
60.6 12.1 

41 10 72 
56;9 13.9 

17 16 50 
34.0 32.0 

to 5 28 
35.7 17.9 

185 59 404 
45.8 14.6 

- - 1 

- I 5 
20.0 

13 6 31 
41.9 19.4 

1 - 2 
50.0 

60 13 142 
42.3 9.2 

- - -

I - 2 
50.0 

2 - 2 
100 

20 4 27 
74.1 14.8 

20 4 39 
51.3 10.3 

16 - 36 
.,44.4 

25 10 46 
54.3 21.7 

9 5 24 
37.5 20.8 

8 10 25 
32.0 40.0 

- I 1 

6 1 12 
50.0 8.3 

2 I 4 
50.0 25.0 

2 I 9 
22.2 11. 1 

- 2 3 
66.7 

(b) scapula 
nand % 

fragments fragments TOTAL 
with with scapula 

surface through fragments 
cuts cuts 
~ 

17 13 49 
34.7 26.5 

9 2 20 
45.0 10,0 

10 9 25 
40.0 36.0 

5 8 10 
50.0 80.0 

2 2 7 
28.6 28.6 

43 34 111 
38.7 30.6 

- - -
- - 1 

1 5 7 
14.3 71.4 

- - 1 

15 8 37 
40.5 21.6 

- - -
1 , - - -3' 

33.3 

- - -
I 1 6 

16.7 16.7 

8 1 14 
57.1 7. I 

8 2 15 
53.3 13.3 

2 7 10 
20.0 70.0 

,. 3 4 
25.0 75.0 

4 5 6 
66.7 83.3 

- - -
- - 2 

I I 3 
33.3 33.3 

I I 2 
50.0 50.0 

- - -
-
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Sheep longbones, metapodia and scapul~all have 

a generous proportion of surface cuts. A relative dearth of 

these is apparent only in the ditch, where both primary fill 

and the Segment are alike. Throughcuts are rarer than with 

cattle, as befits the smaller bones. 

With piQ it is the Segment that shows the 

highest rate of cutting, but generally the samples are quite 

small. 

It was only with cattle that throughcuts_were 

sufficiently common for cuts in different planes to be com­

pared. Longbones and metapodia were mostly cut either 

51 -

straight down axially or else obliquely (a contrast which 

proved irrelevant for scapulae with their different orien­

tation). In nearly all assemblages the a-xial cuts overshadowed 

the oblique by a ratio of roughly 2to 1. It is interesting 

that in F1010, with its strong concentration of throughcuts, 

the. _ cuts were found in this usual ratio.; but that in the 

other strong concentration, that of the Segment, oblique cuts 

so' far predominated that the assemblage stood apart • 

. ' 



5) Smooth Butchery (Table 20) 

Though nearly all butchery cuts were rough a 

xew examples were noticed where the style OX cutting seemed 

more controlled and the end product very much.neater. Some OX 
this material may even have been sawn, though it was quite 

distinct from the meticulous workmanship seen in the bone­

working offcuts (a distinction corroborated by Ian Ridler, 

who is currently making a thorough study of the Hamwic bone­

working techniques). 

52 

These smooth butchery cuts were·predorninantly 

found in cattle, and they occurred on various bones ox the body. 

Such cutting appeared sporadically in all the 

main context-types. Proportionally the highest rate came with 

the three examples found in the small assemblage·ox context 

; 10015 of the ditch, but the most notable conc-entrations are 

in F2906, F2082 and supremely - in FlOlO. There seems no 

reason c.t the moment, however, to associate these four contexts 

on any archaeological grounds. 



TABLE 20 

COW 

PITS 28 , 
0.7 

WELLS 4 -
0.2 

YARDS 8 -
0.5 

DITCH 11 -
1.3 

OTHER 11 5 
1.5 

TOTAL 68 9 
0.7 

FIOOS - -
2 -FlOO9 1.3 

25 4 F10l0 2.6 

F2009 - -

F20I3 1 -
0.04 

FlOG) - -

F206.6 - -

FlO68 - -

F2014 2 -
0.2 

2 -FlOt6 
0.2 

FlOtS - -

8 -99,242 1.1 

, -Primary 0.6 

, -Segment 1.8 

CHIO!5 3 -
IS.8 

FIOOS 
2 . -0.3 

10 3 
F2006 : 3.8 

F2082 5 2 
3.4 

House - -

S~l00TH BUTCHERY CUTS 

fragments with smooth cuts percentaged 
on species total fragments 

SHEEP PIC TOTAL 

- 32 
0.1 0.4 

- 4 
0.1 

- 8 
0.3 

- . 11 
0.1 

1 23 
0.1 0.5 0.1 

1 78 
0.2 0.04 0.4 

- -
.' - 2 

0.1 

- 29 
1.0 1.9 

- -

- 1 
0.02 

--
~-- -

- -

- 2 
0.1 

- 2 
0.1 

--
- 8 

0.7 

- , 
0.4 

- 4 
0.8 

- 3 
5.8 

- 2 
0.1 

1 14 
1.2 1.8 2.3 

- -7 
4.5 1.9 

- -
. 
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VIII ,\GSI!\'G Cr"bles 21 - 26) 

Ageing by mandibles was recorded by Grant's 

(1975) method. The archive and the data sheets contain full 

det?ils of tooth eruption and wear, but information in the 

tables has been simplified into the six broad age-groupings 

which were used in earlier Hamwic studies. Ageing by fusion 

fol101'.'s the normally-accepted fusion groupings· of early, 

middle and late-rusing epiphyses. 

The methods are useful as a general indication 

of biological age; absolute ageing has not been attempted. 

For cattle the general results fit quite well 

wi th those from Hamwic ~lelbourne Street; at the level of the 

separate assemblages there are some differences, but nowhere 

is there anything strange which is supported both by fusion 

and by mandibles. In context 242 of Site 99 the cattle m.an­

dibles give a uniform picture of maturity, yet the context is 

not far out from the overall figures by fusion, while F2016 

is abnormally young by fusion results but en.tirely typical by 

jaws. The <Jully, most unusually, has three unfused bones of 

cattie from the early-fusing group, and here there are no 

mi'.ndibles to put the resul t to the test. 

S4 

With sheep, though, there is. an immediate overall 

divergence from the general ~Ielbourne Street results. It may 

be seen at once from Figure 3 (page 61) that there is a great 

incre.".se in sheep mandibles in stages 2 i'.nd 4, an increase 

which would seem to be entirely due to the great numbers of 

such jaws (i\nd in [,articular of those of stage 2) which were 

found in abundance in the large pit assembli\ge of F2013. The 

contr.".st is most mi\rked both with Y·~rms and with the Ditch, 

since there no youno sheep j;w.'s in any context of either of 

theSe two groups. By fusion, however, F2013, YARDS and the· 

Ditch Clre all akin to the Helbourne Street ,results. One 
, 



TABLE 21 

stage 
I 2 

PITS 2 I 
9.1 4.5 

WELLS - I 
7.7 

YARDS I -
3.6 

DITCH - 3 
20.0 

OTHER 
I -

33.3 

TOTAL 4 5 
5.1 6.3 

FIOO8 

FIOO9 

FIOIO 
I 

50.0 

FlOO9 

nOl3 
I 2 

6.3 6.3 

F2063 

FlO66 

F20.68 

F20lQ 

F2016 I 
11.1 

FlOts 
I 

14.3 

99,2Q2 

Primar~, 2 
16.7 

Segment I 
33.3 

CI0015 

FIOaS 

F2006 I 
100 

FlO82 

House 

CATTLE AGEING BY MANDIBLES 
nand % 

3 4 5 6 TOTAL 

6 2 10 I 22 
27.3 9.1 45.5 4.5 

2 5 5 - !3 stage 1: 
15.3 36.5 36.5 

I 9 14 I 25 stage 2: 
3.8 34.7 53.9 

3 7 2 - 15 stage 3: 
20.0 46.7 13.3 

I - I - 3 stage 4: 33.3 33.3 

13 23 32 2 79 stage 5: 16.5 29.1 40.5 2.5 

- stage 6: 

2 2 
100 

I 2 
50.0 

.1 I 
100 

4. 2 7 I 16 
25.0 12.5 43.6 . 6.3 

I I 
. 100 

-
-

. _ .. 

I I 2 4 
25.0 25.0 50.0 

I 4 3 9 
11. t 44.5 33.3 

I 3 2 7 
14.3 42.6 28.6 

6 12 I 19 
31.6 63.2 5.2 

3 5 2 12 
25.0 41.6 16.7 

2 3 
66.7 

-
I I 2 

50.0 50.0 

I 

-
-
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M 1 not yet In wear 

M2 not yet in wear 

M s not yet In wear 

M s coming Into wear 

M, In "full wear 

M, In heavy wear 

, 
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TABLE 22 CATTLE AGEING BY EPIPHYSEAL FUSION 

Unfused Fused % Unfused Fused % Unfused Fused % 
Un fused Unfuscd Un(used 

PITS 18 257 6.5 45 64 41.3 83 78 51.6 

WELLS \I 135 7.5 31 61 33.7 41 23 64.0 

YARDS 5 77 6.1 19 36 34.5 37 32 53.6 

DITCH 3 45 6.3 7 15 31.8 22 21 51.2 

OTHER 7 56 11.1 24 43 35.8 22 11 66.7 

TOTAL 44 570 7.2 126 219 36.5 205 .165 55.4 

FIOOS - 5 - - - - 1 2 33.3 

Fl009 1 15 6.3 2 3 40.0 3 3 50.0 

FIOID 3 97 3.0 6 22 21.4 23 22 51.1 

F2009 2 9 18.2 3 - 100 5 2 71.4 

F2013 11 129 7.9 33 39 45.8 49 47 51.0 

F20G) - - - - - - 2 1 66.7 

F~066 1 1 50.0 1 - 100 - - -
-

F2068 -- 1 - - . - - - 1 -
F2014 3 89 3.3 16 49 24.6 23 14 62.2 

F2016 8 46 14.8 15 12 55.6 18 9 ~6.7 

F20tS 3 38 7.3 8 21 25.8 9 12 42.9 
. 

99.2Q2 2 39 4.9 \I 15 42.3 28 20 58.3 .' 
Primary 2 24 7.7 4 11 26.7 17 18 48.6 

Segment 1 20 4.8 3 3 50.0 4 3 57.1 

CIOOtS - 1 - - 1 - 1 - 100 

FIOaS 2 32 5.9 16 37 ' 30.2 7 3 ' . 70.0 
.. 

F20G6 2 15 11.8 4 6 40.0 10 4 71.4 

F20n' 3 8 27.3 4 - 100 5 2 71.4 

House - 1 - - - - - 1 -
. 
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TABLE 23 SHEEP AGEING BY HANDIBLES 

nand % 

stage with stages 
1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL as for cow 

PITS - 19 2 16 8 - 45 
42.2 4.4 35.6 17.8 

WELLS - 1 2 6 9 - 18 
5.6 11. 1 33.0 50.0 

YARDS - - - 7 9 - 16 
43.6 56.4 

DITCH - - - 7 4 - 11 
63.6 36.4 

OTHER I 2 2 6 1 - 12 
8.3 16.7 16.1 50.0 8.3 

TOTAL 1 22 6 42 31 - 102 
1.0 21.6 5.9 41.1 30.4 

FIOOS -
FlOO9 

1 1 2 
50.0 50.0 

FIOIO - 6 3 9 
66.7 33.3 

F2009 1 1 2 1 5 
20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 

F201l 17 - 8 3 28 
60.7 28.6 10.7 

F2063 -

F2066 1 1 
100 

FlO6S --- -

F20U 1 2 2 6 11 
9.1 18.2 18.2 54.5 

F20lG 1 4 3 8 
12.5 50.0 37.5 

FlO1S 5 6 11 
45.5 54.5 

99.2112 2 3 5 
40.0 60.0 

Primary 2 1 3 
66.7 33.3 

Segment 4 3 7 
57.2 42.8 

CIOotS 1 1 
100 

FIOOS 2 1 3 
66.7 33.3 

F2006 2 2 
100 

F20B2 1 1 2 4 
25.0 25.0 50.0 

House 1 2 3 
33.3 . 66.7 I 
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TABLE 24 SHEEP AGEING BY EPIPHYSEAL FUSION 

% % % 
Unfused Fused Unfused Unfused Fused Unfused Un fused Fused Un (used 

PITS 3S 294 10.6 30 51 37.0 86 66 56.6 

WELLS 2 49 3.9 9 23 28.1 8 16 :n.3 

YAROS - 42 - 10 35 22.2 19 24 44.2 

DITCH 2 18 10.0 3 18 14.3 It It 50.0 

OTHER S 30 14.3. 9 25 26.5 14 9 60.9 

TOTAL 44 433 9.2 61 152 28.6 138 126 52.3 

F1OO8 - I - - - - - I -

Fl009 - 2 - 2 3 40.0 - I -
, 

FlOlO I 35 2.8 7 19 26.9 8 15 34.7 

F2009 2 14 12.5 2 4 33.3 4 6 40.0 

FlOl3 22 98 18.3 19 23 45.2 7J 42 63.5 

f2063 - - - - - - - - -

FlO6G I 5 16.7 - - - 1 1 50.0 

f2068 - - - - 2 - -- - - -
F20n. I 28 3.4 3 14 17.6 3 6 33.3 

FlOt6 I 21 4.5 6 9 40.0 5 10 33.3 

F20tS - 17 - 3 !2 20.0 7 16 30.4 

99,2Q2 - 25 - 7 23 23.3 12 8 40.0 

Primary 2 7 22.2 2 6 25.0 9 7 56.3 

Segment - 10 - I 11 8.3 2 3 40.0 

C 10015 - I - - I - - I -

flOOS I 15 6.3 5 10 33.3 3 4 42.9 

F20D6 3 9 25.0 3 7 . 30.0 7 3 70.0 

F2082 I 4 20.0 - 7 - 4 2 66.7 

House - 2 - I I 50.0 - - - ) , 

/ 



TABLE 25 

stage 
1 2 

PITS 2 ) 

6.1 9.1 -
ViELLS - 1 

8.) 

YARDS - 1 
4.0 

DITCH - 2 
20.0 

OTHER - 1 
14.3 

TOTAL 2 8 
2.) 9.2 

Fues 

Fl609 

-1 
FlalO 16.7 

FlAg 

FBI) 
2 2 

9.1 9.1 

F_3 

F:n66 
-

F_8 

F21t14 

FJ016 
1 

12.5 

FlO15 

99 .. ZlJ2 
1 

8.) 

Prisnary 1 
20.0 

Segment 1 
20.0 

CUJOIS 

FlOGS 

F2.(106 

F2082. 1 
)).) 

House 

PIG AGEING BY t<lANDIBLES 
nand % 

3 q 5 6 TOTAL 

7 15 5 1 )) 
21.2 (,5.5 15. I ).0 

2 7 2 
~ 12 

16.7 58.) 16.7 

5 1) 6 - 25 
20.0 52.0 24.0 

) ) 2 - 10 
)0.0 )0.0 20.0 

I ) 1 1 7 
14.3 42.8 14.3 14.3 

18 41 16 2 87 
20.7 47.1 18.4 2.) 

-
1 1 2 

50.0 50.0 

1 2 2 6 
16.1 3).) )).3 

-
4 10 ) i 22 

18.2 45.5 13.6 4.5 

-
1 1 2 

50.0 50.0 

1 1 
100 . 

4 4 
100 

2 ) 2 8 
25,0 37.S 25.0 

5 8 1) 
38.5 61.5 

5 6 12 
41.7 50.0 

2 2 5 
40.0 40.0 

1 1 2 5 
20.0 20.0 20.0 

-
2 2 

100 

-
1 1 ) 

)).) )).3 

1 1 2 
50.0 50.0 
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with stages 
as for cow 

- -

, 



60 

TABLE 26 PIG AGEING BY EPIPHYSEAL FUSION 

t t t 
Unfused Fused Unfused Unfused Fused Unfused Unfused Fused Un fused 

PITS 33 54 37.9 96 24 80,0 113 ·4 96.6 

WELLS 11 28 28.2 22 23 48.9 31 3 91.2 

YAROS 10 43 18.9 28 28 50.0 33 5 86.8 

DITCH 5 20 20.0 10 6 62.5 20 2 90.9 

OTHER 7 12 36.8 14 9 60.9 18 3 85.7 . 
TOTAL 66 157 29.6 170 90 65.4 2\5 17 92.7 

FIOas - - - - I - I - 100 

FIOO9 - I - - - - - - -

Flota 5 10 33.3 13 4 74.5 10 I 90.9 

F20a9 2 - 100 I 2 33.3 - I -
F20ll 25 41 37.9 81 17 82.7 100 1 99.0 

F2063 - - - - - - - - -
F2066 1 - 100 1 - 100 2 1 66.7 

F20GS - 2 - - - - . . - - -
F201l! 2 13 13.3 2 5 . 28.6 11 I 91.7 

F2016 9 15 37.5 20 18 52.6 20 2 90.9 

FlOtS 3 15 16.7 17 20 45.9 17 3 85.0 

. 
99,242 7 28 20.0 11 8 57.9 16 2 88.9 

Primary 2 10 16.7 3 3 50.0 10 - 100 

Segment 3 10 23.1 6 3 66.7 9 1 90.0 

CloatS - - - 1 - 100 I I 50.0 

flOaS 4 4 50.0 8 2 80.0 7 2 77.8 

F2006 - 4 - 4 2 66.7 2 1 66.7 

F20a2 3 3 50.0 I 4 20.0 6 - . 100 

House - I - I 1 50.0 3 - 100 



FIGURE 3 

SHloEP i\G[,ING BY MANDIBLES CO~IPi\R'':D 

:ielbourne :~treet six Dirtls Stuc~'y 

N 
1 

not in l\'ei',r 

N2 not in '''"ear 

N-
3 

not in ",'erl r 

1- r- r- ,-

f-- L-..I...._ 

N3 in flll1 wear 
-. 

Each block represents an entire population. The 

horizontal lines divide the population into those killed 

(above the line) and those still living (below it) at 

the start of each stage of tooth eruption or wear. 

61 



62 

has argued in the past th~t m~ndibles ~re more likely to be 

reliable than evidence from fusion (Bourdillon and Coy 1980, 

86-'0) but in the present study there would cert~inly seem to 

be a useful corrective in being able to compare the two 

approaches. 

Pig has few surprises either by jaws or by 

fusion. In view of. the cattle results from context 242 in Site 

99, however, it is worth.y of note that for pit as well that 

context is heavily weighted towards the older jaws. By fusion 

the context would seem, again as for cattle, to give results 

only slightly at variance with the overall mean. 

-'--
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'. 

IX. SURFACE t,j:\RKI;'\'GS (Table 27) 

Some unusual markings were found on many bones 

in Context 242 of Site 99, with many rough scrapes and scratches 

occurring apparently at random on the surfaces, sometimes in 

sharp straight lines but quite often in curves. Some of these 

marks were fairly li9ht and superficial but others were more 

trough-like and up to 5 mm wide and 2 or 3 rom deep; as their 

depth increased so did their intensity of staining. 

Some bones were . marked on ,"s-everal surfaces: 

one much-scratched cattle jaw, for example, had marks in all 

.directions over its lateral side, many more of the medial 

surface, and ~ few light scratches Ventrally. On the whole it 

was bones with flatter surfaces which seemed the most likely 

to be marked. Cattle bones predominated in these markings, as 

the)' did very strongly in the conte,xt as a whole, but some 

sheep and pig bones were also marl<ed and there were scratches 

on two of the five finds of horse. 

The bones in context 242 had been seen to be 

closely-packed in situ. 

cobbling was inferred. 

Stones were also present, and possible 

Nothing similar has been seen elsewhere at 

Hamwic. One possible par'allel might be the bones from the 

1963-4 excavation season at Haithabu, where a concentration 

of fragments ,(mostly cattle' vertebrae and ribs) was found near 

a brook which had .run through the settlement, and Reichstcin 

and Tiessen (1974, 15) had suggested that these bones had been 

used to consolidi\te a path in muddy ground; The finds there 

had however been recorded in quadrants rather than in precise 

archaeological contexts and the interpretaion of a path could 

not be proved; when other such concentrations were found in 

later Haithabu seasons, again near the brook, the more recent 

explanation h,"\s pointed simply to a local area of specialised 

butchers' waste deposited at trimming (Johannson 1982, 41 - 44). 
/ 
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TABLE 27 

Number of bones showing surface markings 

from Site 99, context 242 

COW SHEEP PIG HORSE 

Skull 6 - - -
Mandible 25 5 3 -
Scapula 6 2 - -
Humerus 1 2 5 -
Radius 7 4 6 1 

.' 

Ulna 2 - 1 -. 
Metacarpus 3 1 - -

1st phalanx 1 - - -
Pelvis 9 1 - -.-

Femur 2 - - -
.. - -

; 
4 9 

. 
Tibia - -

Patella 2 - - -
Metatarsus 7 2 - 1 

Rib 14, - - -

Ver.\ebrae 7 - - -
. 

TOTAL 96 26. 1.5 2 
( percentaged 13.6 11.8 9.6 40 
on species 
total finds) 



There is no sug<Jestion of unusual markin<Js on the surface of 

the Haithabu naterial. 

Figures for Distribution over the Body rule out 

prime butchery waste ;),s the explani"\tion for the concen'tration 

of bones in context 242, but the use of bones in cobblin<J 

secl'1S more likely. It is not clear why bones should be needed 

for such a purpose, for there would seem to be ample <Jravel 

underneath the Ham1'.'ic brickearth, but there may have been a 

deliberate selection of , chunks of good size for the patterns 
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of fra<Jnentation and of weight have C6(:h shown unusually heavy 

pieces of bone in the context. One would like t> think that the 

markings and gougings came from the hard abrasion of traffic, 

but since the narkings go in so many directions and on various 

sides of the i~dividual bones they are surely not the signs 

of wear t\nd tear on the c~bbled, surface,oi tself, and only there. 

It is more likely that these strange markings occurred when 

the material was first laid in position, perhaps when the bones 

themselves were still soft, and that they were caused by the 

close packing with shaxp stones. 



X. ~:E,\SUiEl:cClT'., (Tabl es 28 - :31) 

The measurement catalogue is a major part or the 

archive. 

A total of 2714-bones from normal trench recovery 

was measured for this study: 932 of cattle, 609 of sheep, 317 

of pig, 191 of domestic poultry and 125 of other species. This 

last group included 58 measureable bones of horse which were 

. particularly l'Ielcome in that they more than trebled the small 

Hamwic corpus for this species. 

Although in aggregate many measurements were taken, 

the wide range of bones of the body led to problems of sample 

size 'when it came to trying to make comparisons between the 

various assemblages of this study. .II. wider perspecitve was 

how,ever possible when results from Six Dials l':ere set against 

the larger assembla<,Je from ~Ielbourne Street, whose measurements 

had so far been tal<en as the Hamwic norm. 

Cattle 

Cattle withers heights were calctt}ated by FocJ< IS 

(1966) mean factors for the Greatest L~ngths of metacarpus and 

met?tarsus and by those of Hatolcsi (1970) for the limb bones. 

'\ total of 29 calculations gave an overall Mean figure of 1.152 m" 

little more than a hairsbreadth below the mean of 1.154 m from 

the 77 l'Iithers heights at Melbourne Street. As before, the cal­

culations based on the metapodia came out higher than those on 

the radius and tibia. Discussion of this problem in the Hel­

bourne Street material had left open two alternative explanations,. 

either that it had been only the smallest bones that were left 

unbutchered and so survived to give biassed figures for height, 

or else that the Hungarian steppe cattle on which ~latolcsi I s 

factors were b,")'sed have untypical bodily proportions. In her 

recent exhaustive study of the Dorestad material, in which on' 

the ba~is of the ~Ielbourne Street statistics she takes the 

cattle there to be virtually the same population, statistically 

speaking, as that of Haffil'lic, Prummel (1983, 172) discredits 



TABLE 28 

measurements 
(von den 

Driesch 1976) 

H, length 34.1 

Scapula SLC -
GLP 62.8 

Hume"[us 8d 70.1 . 

Radiu. Bp 74.8 

Bd 73.2 

Metacarpus Bp 50.4 

Bd 50.2 

1st Phalanx GL 52.8 

2nd Phalanx GL - 35.0 

3rd Phalanx GL 60.5 

Pelvis LA 60.9 

Femur DC 40.3 

Tibia Bd 55.9 

Calcaneul GL 129.1 

Astragalus GLI 59.9 

Bp 40.4 

Metatarsus Bp 44.3 

Bd "49.6 

•• 
RAdius 1.119 

(Hatolcsi) 

Metacarpus 
(Fock) -

Tibia 1.097 
(&t01C8i) 

Metatarsus 1.106 
(rock) 

OVERALL 1. 105 

SO~lE CA TILE ~lEASUR~lENTS COMPARED 

in rom with n 

early SiX D I A L S STUDY late 
group all group 

34.9 -
5 21 

45.2 44.4 
23 4 

61.4 58.1 
4 25 5 

73.4 77.5 
4 23 5 

73.7 72.9 
8 39 12 

67.2 57.3 
5 14 1 

53.9 55.4 
3 68 13 

56.4 55.0 
4 52 20 

54.4 54.4 
21 134 38 

35.5 35.7 
12 98 27 

62.5 63.4 
9 80 14 

59.2 60.0 
6 21 2 

40.5 38.5 
7 20 4 

57.7 57.6 
7 41 16 

126.9 - 121.3_ 
3 . 21 5 

60.9 61.3 
11 59 14 

41.2 41.5 
10 57 14 

46.1 44.1 
3 48 13 

53.2 54.0 
2 37 13 

WITHERS HEIGHTS (in m with nJ 

1.120 
1 2 -

1.148 1.158 
14 2 

1.097 
2 2 -

1.172 
2 11 -

1.152 1.158 
5 29 2 

67 

MELBOURNE 
STREET 

34.4 
93 

4-5'.4 
73 

61.9 
91 

70.8 
78 

73.9 
116 

68.3 
47 

53.5 
33 

55.9 
49 

-

-

-
59.4 

36 

42.3 
74 

56.8 
111 

123.1 
68 

60.9 
167 

40.9 
172 

43.5 
26 

50.4 
43 

1.061 
2 

1.162 
42 

1.017 

1.154 
32 

1.154 
77 



TABLE 29 

measurements 
(von den 

Driesch 1976) 

Mandible Cheek 69.9 
Tooth Rov 

Scapula SLC 19.9 

CLP 31.5 

Humerus 8p -
Bd 28.9 

Radius Bp 29.6 

Bd 26.9 

Ulna LO -
Hetacarpus Bp 22.2 

Bd , 24.4 

ht Phalanx CL 35. I 

Pelvis LA 25.8 

Femur Bd 36.0 

Tibia Bp 40.8 

Bd 25.4 

Calcaneus CL 53.7 

Astragalus ell 30.0 

Metatarsus Bp 19.3 

Bd 23.0 

all from Teichert .' (I~,S) 
Humerus -
Radius 0.618 

Metacarpus 0.619 

Tibia -
Metatarsus 0.610 

OVERALL 0.616 

SOME SHEEP l\1EASUREMENTS COl\IPARED 

in rom. with n 

early SIX o I A L S' ST. U 0 Y late 
Qrou'p all qroup 

67.8 66.0 
3 29 9 

19.5 
. 

19.3 
12 62 7 

31.5 30.S 
II 57 7 

37.4 -
7 

29.0 29.3 
4 71 1) 

29.5 29.7 
6 60 1) 

27.7 27.8 
3 23 6 

40.2 36.3 
18 I 

23.3 23.4 
4 22 8 

25.3 26.6 
4 15 I 

34.7 33.2 
2 38 5 

26.2 26.4 
3 43 7 

36.5 32.0 
2 I I I 

40.0 40.3 
2 14 3 

25.6 25.5 
3 75 " - " - 16 

55.3 -2 15 

28.2 -I 14' 

20.5 20.7 
3 23 6 

23.8 24.6 
2 17 I 

WITHERS HEIGHTS (In m with n) 

0.561 -I 

0.615 0.628 
2 14 I 

0.620 0.622 
4 16 4 

0.55,7 -·1 

0.618 0.590 
3 15 

0.616 0.618 
6 42 6 

68 

MELBOURNE 
STREET 

69.4 
'9 

20. I 
19' 

32.3 
192 

37.8 
3, 

30.0 
209 

30.9 
289 

28.4 
105 

39.9 
68 

23.0 
64 

25.5 
61 

-
26.3 

77 

37.0 
42 

40.2 
41 

25.9 
267 

55.3 
56 

28.1 
56 

20. I 
51 

23.8 
50 

0.542 
5 

0.617 
58 

0.618 
65 

0.613 
2 

0.613 
53 

0.614 
184 



TABLE 30 

.---~,-. 

measurements 
(von den 

Driesch 1976) 

H, 30. I 

Scapula SLC 24.3 

GLP 34.9 

Humerus Bd 39.0 

Radius Bp 28.6 

1st Phalanx GL 34.9 

Pelvis LA 27.2 

Tibia ad 27. I 

Astragalus GL 42.9 

smm PIG MEASUREMENTS COMPARED 

in rom with n 

ear-Iy SIX D I A L S STU D Y late 
group all group 

30. I 30.5 
3 24 4 

22.7 27.9 
6 31 I 

34.3 36.6 
6 30 I 

37.9 36.2 
10 47 6 

27.8 27.1 

4 40 9 

33.8 -5 22 

30.2 -4 26 

28.9 27.9 
I 18 I 

39.1 40.0 
I 24 2 

69 

MELBOURNE 
STREET 

31.1 
51 

21.2 
81 

34.9 
82 

38.7 
98 

27.S 

123 

-

31.9 
76 

29.4 
52 

38.4 
53 
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" 

TABLE 31 

SIZE FACTORS 

for Cattle, Sheep and Pig, with n 

see full explanation in the text 

SIX DIALS STUDY 

early all late 

COW 99.2 101.3 100.9 
63 54, 122 

SHEEP 
. 97.5 98.7 97.4 

63 561 91 

PIG 101.6 99.5 98.9 
32 24( 20 
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Matolcsi's factors as unsuitable for use on Western European 

stock. She makes a good case; but it seems true that at 

Hamwic the rare survivin<J whole cattle longbones were rather 

more slender than the rest, and they may well have been 

shorter too. 

Heasurenents of cattle bone widths were compared 

wi th those from ~lelbourne Street by using the principle of 

Size Factors evolved for comparisons between Hamwic material 

and that of the medieval town (Bourdillon 1980): measurements 

of articular width are assessed,. bone for bone, as a percentage 

of the relevant mean width measurement for Nelbourne Street, 

where large samples had given low coefficients of variation. 

Not.J1lore than two such measurements of width are used for any 
~. 

one bone of the body. ',':.ProvisiGnal-:..assessments of the 

medieval material were based at first on quite small samples 

and it was heartening when these assessments were confirmed by 

later work. Using this method for the present study, calcul­

ations on cattle give an overall Size Factor of 101.3% (n = 
547), with t·:elbourne StI::Eet as par at 100%. The Six Dials 

ca.ttle might therefore seem, if anything, to have been slightly 

more robust. It was noticed, however, that the main differences 

of measurement cal:le in the metapedial widths -. indeed, the 

cattle metapediCl., when taken on their own a0ainst their 

1·!elbourne Street equivalents, gave a Size Factor of 102.9% 

(n = 205); and with the metapedia rel:loved the Size Factors for 

the remaining bones dropped to 100.0%. Hovi's that? 

Sheen 

1\1i th the lower fr<l.omentation rate established 

for sheep longbones, and with quite a high rate of epiphysial 

fusion, a oood ranae of withers heights is available. As for 

cattle,the overall mean for heiahts is very similar to the 

fiOure established for i':elbourne Street 0.616 m as a{)ainst 

0.614 m. The sheep would seel:l, however, to have been somewhat 

more slender, since the Size Factors calculated from the 

me,l-surements of width give an overall figure of 98.7% on a 

fully adequate sample (n = 561). Sheep measurements and other 
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parameters (abundance, distribution over the body, and in 

this present study also ageing) have tended to show more 

fluctu?tion than those of cattle and pig. (\'Jere they perhaps 

driven into the town from further "field and subject to more 

variety in their provenance or to Dore hnzaxds on the \'lay?) It 

is to be hoped that the greater precision now estnblished in 

the methods of recording may enable more subtle distinctions 

to be traced. 

There were no fully-fused longbones on which pig 

withers heights could be based. Size Fp.ctois on 240 measure­

_ments of articular width gave a figure of 99.5%, just mar­

ginally lower than at t,lelbourne Street. 

Dol'lestic Fowl 

There are no equivalents to withers height factors 

for fowl and comparisons must simply be made bone by bone for 

length as well as for width. The samples are generally quite 

small for any particular bone and mean measurements vary up 

, or down on those established for 1;he N~lbourne St.reet material, 
, ~ 

but for the body as a whole such variations tend to cancel out. 

Using the principle of Size Factors again, proportions for 

length work out at 100.2% (n = 50) and those for bone breadth 
~ 

at 102.4% (n = 86). Fowl is relatively rare at Hamwic, however; 

the r'~elbourne Street measurements did not give a sufficiently 

subst.-'.ntial corpus for this to be taken without question as a 

permanent norm. Comparisons with the present material must 

therefore be treated with due' care. 

Other sp<"cies 

~Ieasurements of bones of other species will prove 

useful additions to the Hamwic compendium but do not arise in 

the present study in sufficient abundance for comparisons or 

contrasts to be made. 
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XI. BONEWORKING (T2.bles 32 i'lnd 33) 

variation. 

Evidence of boneworking produced considerable 

The ditch had no evidence of this at all; nor had 

the three smallest pit assemblages; nor the House occupation; 

nor the gully, 1"2082. Otheiwise, for antler there is a random 

level of sawn finds with a considerable increase in 1"2014 and a 

massive concentration in 1"1005. ~lost antler fragments are 

off-cut tips and pedicels, but those in 1"1005 are predominantly 

from the midshaft .. and ~re often very thin and sawn in more than 

one plane, most often from the making of handles and billets 

for combs; in addition to these sawn fragments of antler there 

are in 1"1005 a fUrther 362 small unsawn fragments which must 

-also be the residues of working procedures. About half of 

these were prqbably chips and a few - perhaps a dozen - seemed 

to be shavinas. 

For cattle. too the worked offcuts follow a. 'pattern 

of occasional random finds with a marked . increase ,in 1"2014 

and a massive one in 1"1005. Nost sawn cattle offcuts are from 

the metapodia, but it is interesting that the' ratio of offcuts 

from other bones of the body drops from one ·tQ three sawn 

meta podia in 1"2014 to one in twelve in .1"1005. That, with the 

very' different incidence of antler, would suggest that the 

two assembli'lges represent rather different processes of bone­

working. '. F'i ve sawn offcuts of sheep were found in 1"1005 (4 

metapodia ?nd 1 tibia), and none was found' anywhere else. 1"2014 

by contrast had four. sawn offcuts of horse. 

One other type of find which seems to be associated 

with boneworking is a hole in the proximal joint surface, either 

cylindrical or a hexagon. The hexagons are clearly artificial, 

and even the cylindrical hcks are deep and definite man-made 

intrusions, not the simple rounded r.ubbing which seems to be 

fairly common naturally on the surface of the proximal meta­

c;,rp;o(! joint. For cattle, one proximal worked hole was found 

in F20l5 on a metatarsus, and this would be a random find. 

Otherwise all such holes come from the two boneworldna assem­

blages and indeed they are often found in fragments where the 
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TABLE 32 INCIDENCE OF SAWN OFF-CUTS 

percentaged on total identified fragments 

TOTAL 
Identified ANTLER COW SHEEP HORSE 
fragments 

metapodia other bones all bones 

PITS 8046 22 12 4 - -
o. '3 0.1 0.06 

WELLS 3297 46 67 . 22 - 4 
1.4 2.0 0.7 0.\ 

YARDS 2798 7 5 - - -
0.3 0.2 

DITCH 1513 - - - - -
OTHER 3528 994 210 17 5 1 

2~.2 6.0 0.5 0.1 0.03 

TOTAL 19182 1069 294 43 5 5 
5.6 1.5 0.3 0.03 0.03 

29 - -FIOOS - - -

214 2 4 - - -F1OO9 1.0 1.9 

FIOIQ 1555 , 5 5 2 - -
0.3 0.3 0.1 

F2009 312 2 - 1 - -
0.6 0.3 

F201l 5706 10 3 1 - -
0.2' 0.1 0.02 

F20G) 10 - - - - -
F206G 172 3 

1.7 
- - - -

F2068 48 - - - -- - -
F201ll 1640 46 65 21 - 4 

2.8 4.0 1.3 0.2 

1657 - 2 1 - -F2016 
0.1 0.06 

F20tS 1698 6 5 - - -
0.4 0.3 

99,242 1100 1 - - - -0.1 

Primary 946 - - - - -
Segment 515 - - - - -

CIOOtS 52 - - - - -
Fl00S 2487 987 208 17 5 -

39.7 8.4 0.7 0.2 

FlOOG 600 7 2 - - 1 
1.2 0.3 0.2 

F2081 375 - - - - - . 

House 66 - - - - -



TABLE 33 

cow 
MC 

PITS ~ 

WELLS 7 

YAROS -
DITCH -
OTHER 8 

TOTAL 15 

FlOO8 -

FIOO9 -
FIOIO -

-F2009 -
FlOl3 -
F2063 -
F20G6 -
F2068 -

F2014 7 

FlOl6 -
FlO1S -
99,242 -
Primary -
Segment -
CIOO1S -
FIOOS 8 

nOO6 -

F2082 -

House -

INCIDENCE OF WORKED HOLES IN PROXI~mL 

JOINT SURFACES 

SHEEP 

MT MC Tibia MT 

- 2 I I 

8 2 - -
I - - I 

- - - -
16 - - -
25 4 1 2 

- - - -
- - - -
-:. 1 - -
- - - , 
- 1 1 -
- - - -
- - - -
- - - - --- -
8 2 - -
- - - -
1 - - 1 

- - - -
- - - -
- - - -

- - - -
16 - - -
- - - -

- - - -
- - - -
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mid shaft had been sawn. Perhaps they were made if a bone was 

inverted and the proximal end stuck through with something 

rigid to keep the bone steady while the distal end was being 

worked. The incidence of similar holes in sheep metapodia is 

however harder to explain, for none was found in FI00S, the 

only feature which has evidence for the (limited) working of 

sheep bones, and yet there are several in the pits where no 

sheep bones were worked. 

~1easurements of worked cattle metaPOdia (Table 34) 

Since cattle metacarpus and metatarsus had both 

proved in this study to be .rather broader than were those at 

Nelbourne street, and since in the present study far more 

worked offcuts,of metapodia have been found, measurements 

were closely examined for the two worldng concentrations, 

F100S and F2014. Driver (awaiting publication a) 'had found a 

suggestion of selection for size in the cattle offcuts from 

Site 14 at the far southern edge of the settlement. 

For the worked material from F100S the four 

measurements of metapodial breadth. gave a joint Size Factor of 

101.6% against the norm of Nelbourne Street (whereas the over­

all metapodial figure for the present study was 102.8%). F100S 

is not phased and its bones could in theory be those of a lean 

year, but there were also two unworked distal metatarsal frag­

ments and these gave above-average meaSurements of SS.O and 

56.9 101m • . ' 
It looks as though the worked material in this ass-

emblage had not. been sroecially selected for good size. 

On the other hand F2014 gave a Size Factor of 

lOS. 870 for its worked cattle meta-podia when set against the 

Melbourne Street means. This is a high figure. There is only 

one metacarpus with no sign of workin9, and this is 'smaller 

than all its worked fellows; and at the same time there are 3 

out of 4 unworked met"tarsi which have breadths well below the 

ranee of those in the 2,ssemblage th"t i'\re worked. The fourth 

is below the mean. Selection for good size in this working 

assemblage would therefore seem to be 'lui,te likely. 
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TABLE 34 

COW METAPODIAL MEASUREMENTS 

in working assemblages. (x in mm. and n) 

measurement Fl005 Fl005 F2014 F2014 

(von den not not Driesch 
1976) 

sawn sawn sawn sawn 

Metacarpus Bp 52.7 - 56.9 48.3 
34 9 (1) 

Bd 57.4 - 55.4 -
16 15 

, 

Metatarsus Bp 48.4 - 48.2 42.6 
10 10 4 

Bd 50.0 53.5 55.6 -
5 2 10 

-'--



This then is a further contrast in the bone­

working practices as evinced by the offcuts from the two 

working groups in this study. 

XII. TOP, RUBfnSH AND BOTTO~; CONTEXTS (Tables 35 And 36) 
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For the main part of the study comparisons have 

been between bone assemblages. from different features, taken 

both singly and in group~. There was also a search for points 

of bone differentiation between differing context-types within 

individual features themselves. 

In many features a primary layer of infilling 

may be distinguished from the rest; above this there are 

commonly layers of wha:t on the evidence of most or all other 

classes of finds would seem to be general domestic rubbish; 

interspersing these, separate lenses of layers may be found, 

say of redeposited brickearth or of gravel. ,\t the top of the 

feature it may be possible to make an archaeological distinction 

between the main infilling and material which accumulated later 

above the abandoned feature, perhaps spreading-more widely over 

the ground surface but sinking into the feature as a final 

upper iayer or layers when the earlier deposits shrank in volume 

in the natural process of decay, 

Some such differentiation had been noticed in the 

two wells of the study, but the topmost layers of 1'2016 are 

likely to be so far separate in time from the lower ones that 

comparisons there are treated time-wise; ?nd differences 

within 1'2014 are lil<ely to be un typical since there is the 

unique large deposit of horse at the bottom and there are many 

working offcuts at. the top. The five smallest pit-assemblages 

were excluded from this aspect of the study either through 

archaeological problems or because of sample size. In 1'1005 

the spread of industrial waste goes down from layer 1 (context 

4718) to layer <) (context 4752) and it was not possible to est­

ablish any three-fold rlistinction of primary deposit, main 

rubbish layers, and a subseouent final infilling. 
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" 

There remained therefore only three pits where 

materiCl.l from clifferent types of deposition could safely be 

compared (F1010, F2009 and F2013). From these three features 

a few lenses and small layers of doubtful origin were exclucled, 

and the grouping of the remaining contexts is shown below. 

TABLE 35" 

-
F10lO (1)c.3350 

(2) 4411 

(4) 4413 

F2009 (1 ) 4638 

F2013 (1) 3293 

(2) 3532 

(4 ) 3.535 

TOP, RUBBISH AND BOTTO~1 CONTEXTS 

FOR CO~lPARISON 

TOP RUBBISH BOTTOM 

= c.72io (6)c.4415 = c.7757 (13)c.7764 

= 7211 (8) 4419 = 7759 

= 7214 (9 ) 4420 

(4) 4806 (5) 5644 

(6 ) 5645 
--~- (8) 5670 . 

(6) .3537 (12) 3578 

(7) 3541 (13) 3582 

(10 ) 3571 

(11 ) 3577 
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Generalisations based on three pits may not be 

taken as definitive, and the sample sizes vary greatly between 

the context-types. Nevertheless the data sheets give an ob­

jective quantification of what was found and they may be taken 

as a basis for discussion, both for present purposes and still 

more in assessing results in the future. Part of what is 

available in the data sheets has been condensed in Table 36 

There is no totalling of the results, for this gives a spurious 

prominence to the abundant material in F2013; what matters 

rather is to look for a pattern of change by context-type within 

each separate pit and then to see if there is any pattern which 

proves to be consistent in all three. 

One might expect the lowest layers to be the least· 

eroded and the·· exposed layers at the top to have been the most 

at risk. Such a pattern was 'evident in only one of the pits (in 

FIOlO); F2009 showed no obvious erosion in any of the layers and 

in F20l3 (where the bottom layer was' small) erosion was closely 

similar in its very l.ow incidence both in.the rubbish layers and 

at the top. 

Again, one might have expected-that chewing would 

have been more common in the top layers in that material here 

could well have been more vulnerable to dogs around the settle­

ment. Again one's expectations prove unfounded. There was more 

chewing in the .top layer of F2009, but this layer was so tiny, 

and in the two large assemblages of FIOIO and F2013 chewing was 

more commonly found in the rubbish layers. 

It would seem then that the upper layers of these 

. three features were not exposed to appreciab~y more risk than 

were those below them. It has to be remembered that,for the 

study as a whole the rate of chewing was low and that - with the 

clear exception of the primary di tC,hfill - this was true for 

erosion as well. Disposal of bone may well have been quite 

quick; and even the later infilling of the upper layers does not 

seem to have been exposed either to animals or to the elements 

for any length of time. 



COW 

F1010 711 
TOP 64.5 

RUBBISH 171 
54.4 

BOTTOM 44 
61.1 

F2009 7 
TOP 35 

RUBBISH 80 
38.4 

BOTTOM 14 
48.3 

F2013 1131 
TOP 63.8 

RUBBISH 1316 
34.1 

BOTTOM 27 
40.9 

TABLE 36 : TOP, ,RUBBISH AND BOTTOM CONTEXTS 

SHEEP FIG 

277 100 
25.1 9.1 

115 20 
36.5 6.3 

16 5 
22.2 6.9 

8 4 
40.0 20.0 

98 18 
47.1 8.6 

11 4 
37.9 13.8 

439 170 
24.9 9.6 

1649 764 
42.8 19.9 

17 20 
25.8 30.3 

a) Identified Fragments 
(n and %) 

, 

GOAT HORSE DOG CAT 

1 1 
0.1 0.1 

1 1 1 
0.3 0.3 0.3 

1 3 
1.4 4.2 

3 1 
1.4 0.5 , 

, 

2 
0.1 

3 2 1 1 
0.1 0.04 0.03 0.03 

FOWL GOOSE 

7 
0.6 . 

6 
1.9 

3 
4.2 

1 
5.0 

4 2 
2.0 1~0 

13 13 
0.7 0.7 

45 57 
1.2 1.5 

1 1 
1.5 1.5 

ANT- WILD 
LER BIRD 

5 
0.5 

2 
1.0 

1 1 
0.1 0.1 

10 
0.3 

I 
TOTAL I 

1102 
I 

315 

72 

, 

20 
i 

208 , 

, 

29 
I 

1770 
, 

I 

3848 I 

I 

I 
66 

I 

I 

, 
i 
r , 

(J) l'; 
f-' 

( 

I' ij'-" 
f, 
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TABLE 36: TOP, RUBBISH AND BOTTOM CONTEXTS 

b) Condition of recovered material 

. % mean fragment weight nand % 
identified (in g) 

by by COW SHEEP PIG UND chewing erosion 
frgts weight 

Fl0l0 61.9 89.7 17. 1 6.8 9.3 2.6 39 56 
TOP 3.5 5.1 

RUBBISH 76.5 94.2 32.9 13.4 28.0 5.0 15 9 
4.8 2.9 

BOTTOM 82.8 91.7 19.3 10.0 7.0 6.3 3 -
4.2 

F2009 76.9 82.2 1 7 • 1 6.3 3.8 6.7 3 -
TOP 15.0 

RUBBISH 81.3 95.0 19.5 6.9 10.8 2.7 6 -
2.9 

. BOTTOM 96.7 97.3 48.9 18.6 35.0 30.0 1 -
. - 3.4 . 

F2013 55.1 88.9 15. 1 5.5 8.9 1.8 33 13 
TOP 1.9 0.7 

RUBBISH 74.3 91.4 20.8 5. 1 11.2 3. 1 214 25 
5.6 0.6 

BOTTOM 88.0 96.8 22.2 6.5 17.0 3.9 2 -
3.0 .' . 



<25% 

Fl0l0 75 
TOP 77.3 

RUBBISH 13 
56.5 

BOTTOM 3 
75.0 

F2009 2 
TOP 100 

RUBBISH 2 
33.3 

BOTTOM 2 
100 

F2013 74 
TOP 77.9 

RUBBISH 90 
73.2 

BOTTOM 2 
66.7 

TABlE36: TOP" RUBBISH AND BOTTOM CONTEXTS 

COW 

25% . 
<75% . 

21 . 
21.6 

10 
43.5 

-

-

2 
33.3 

-

21 
22.1 

30 
24.4 

1 
33.3 

75% 

c) Fragmentation of long bones 

nand % 

SHEEP 

<25% 25% 75% 
-100% <75% -100% 

1 21 37 7 
1.1 32.3 56.9 10.8 

- 8 8 4 
40.0 40.0 20.0 

1 - 3 2 
25.0 60.0 40.0 

- 1 .1 -
50.0 50.0 

2 4 3 4 
33.3 36.4 27.2 36.4 

- ! - - 1 , 
10.0 

- 22 26 5 
41.5 49.1 9.4 

3 48 70 31 
2.4 32.2 47.0 20.8 

- - 1 -
100 

<25% 

15 
44.1 

2 
28.6 

-

-

-

-

7 
36.8 

62 
53.4 

1 
11. 1 

PIG 

25% 
<75% 

18 
52.9 

3 
42.8 

-

-

-

-

8 
42.1 

35 
30.2 

6 
66.7 

75% 
-100% 

1 
3.0 

2 
28.6 

-

-

2 
100 

-

4 
21.1 

19 
16.4 

2 
22.2 

, 

, 

i 
! 

i 

CD 
W 



head 
minus 
loose 
teeth 

F1010 64 
TOP 9.1 

RUBBISH 19 
11. 1 

BOTTOM 6 
13.6 

F2009 1 
TOP 14.3 

RUBBISH 9 
11.4 

BOTTOM 8 
34.8 

F2013 98 
TOP 8.7 

RUBBISH 208 
15.9 

BOTTOM 1 
3.7 

/ 

TABLE 36: TOP, RUBBISH AND BOTTOM CONTEXTS 

d) Cow distribution over the body, 

nand % 

loose long feet ribs, vertebrae 
teeth bones and etc. , 

ankles 

. 50 126 120 152 136 
7. 1 17.8 17.0 21.4 19.2 

3 26 19 60 33 
1.8 15.2 11. 1 35.0 19.3 

- 5 7 15 9 
11.4 15.9 34.0 20.5 

- 3 - 2 1 
42.8 28.6 14.3 

4 i; 9 27 14 
5.1 7.6 11.4 34.1 17.7 

- 6 ! 4 1 4 
26.1 17.4 4.3 17.4 

67 126 165 381 211 
5.9 11.2 14.6 33.8 18.6 

54 163 150 412 215 
4.1 12.4 11.4 31.4 16.4 

- 4 1 9 8 
14.8 3.7 33.3 29.7 

scapula 

31 
4.4 

9 
5.3 

-

-

6 
7.6 

-

54 
4.8 

61 
4.6 

1 
3.7 

pelvis 

28 
4.0 

2 
1.2 

2 
4.6 

-

4 
5.1 

-

27 
2.4 

50 
3.8 

3 
11. 1 (Xl 

"" 
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There were nevertheless some ways in which these 

upper layers could be distinQuished from the rest. There is a 

high proportion of unidentifiable material in the top layers of 

the, two largest assemblages, FlOlO and F20l3, and the mean, frag-

ment weights give an indication of its very small size. Even 

though the erosion rate as such is low the weights. give ~ strong 

suggestion of some ancient crumbling and breaking: this could 

well have happened in the pits themselves if this material in 

t~e upper layers had been subjected to hard and heavy movement 

on the surface directly above. It is interesting, too, that there 

were no loose teeth of cattle or of sheep in any of the bottom 

layers, and only two loose teeth of pig there. For all three 

'species there are more loose teeth at the top, and this may 

vindicate an index of loose teeth as a general measure of dis­

turbance. 

Before this study was undertaken one would have 

made a confident but unquantified generalisation that there was 

a bias to much larger chunks ,of bone'at the bottom of the Hamwic 

pits, and one seems to recall pits where indeed this was true. 

In these three features, however, the pattern of fragmentation 

on -the longbones shows that many whole or near-whole bones both 

,of pig and of sheep were in fact in the rubbish-layers and that 

there ,were few such bones anywhere for cattle. It could be that 

the mean fragment weight, species by species, i~, a more precise 

indicator than the fragmentation pattern where the smallest 

coded size is "less than 25%" of the whole bone and no variations 

below this are assessed; but for all three 'species in the rubbish 

layers and in the bottom ones the mean fragment weights seem just 

to lurch at whi~. 

Nor is there backing for the idea of some concen­

tration of butChers' waste in the lower layers of the pits. It 

is true that cattle head fragments were less well represented in 

the top layers of these three features (thouQh one has seen that 

loose teeth were more common there), but fragments of cattle .head 

appear' relatively as often in the rubbish layers as at the bottom, al 

their feet and ankles are £jenerally well represented even at the top, 
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In this connection, when looking for concentrations of butchery, 

it is interesting that althou<Jh the lowest layers tend to be 

large in the archaeological ~ections, as compared with their 

total volume the amount of their bone is quite spar"se. This 

is one earlier observation that has been vindicated and quant­

ified in.the present study. Attractive as these low layers 

might have seemed for ·the 'luick and deep disposal of unpleasant 

waste, they have not proved key dumping-grounds for bone. 

As for the representation of the species, the 

less common Hamwic species show no pattern of consistent var­

iation. There is no post-cranial deer at all, and only one 

fragment of wild bird. It may have been no coincidence that 

both cat and dog occurred among the small group of finds at the 

bottom of FIOIG; yet they both occurred elsewhere in the feat­

ure, and they were not found at the bottom of the other two 

pits. There was goat, though, in the rubbish layers of all 

three pits and in no other layers. This perhaps was more than 

random chance. 

For the main food mammals there was one clear 

I pattern which was seen in all three pits. Sh-e-ep was consis­

tently up in the rubbish layers both by fragment count and by 

Iveight, and up to the detriment of cattle: in all three pits 

cattle was down by weight in the rubbish layers when compared" 

with its relative weight at the top, and it was down very 

markedly by fragment count as well in the rubbish layers of the 

two -large assemblages, FIOIO and F2013. 

For these three"pits there can be no doubt about 

the change. One must sound a note of caution, for F2013 has 

already proved untypical for sheep in the ageing of their jaws, 

and it is to be noted that illl except- one of its J.S youthful 

sheep jaws came from the rubbish lClyers. It remains to be seen 

wheth.er other pits with clear ly differentia ted layers of domestic 

rubbish will also show a marl<ect bias to sheep in these partic­

ular l"yers. If thC'y do so such results could be important. 

Overall interpretation of the animal economy of Hamwic would 

most likely not be much "ffectecl, since this interpretation has 
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been based on a vast total assembla<Je of animal bone where the 

differin<J usages of differing features may be held to have 

cancelled out. \vhat is more likely is that some eXDlicit 

animal questions could be asked of this domestic rubbish: one 

mi<J ht need to be more cautious in ascribing the abundance of 

sheep in the settlement to the industrial uses of their wool 

or - more exciting - to think in greater detail about domestic 

and industrial links. One thing is sure: the animal bones 

have been studied in sufficient detail and with sufficient 

care to be able to play a useful part in any such debate. 
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XIII. EARLY I\ND LI\ TE 

Finally, it was possible to make comparisons 

bet!','een known early contexts and sone late ones and to set 

both such groups against the whole. 

88 

Changes over tiMe may prove the most interesting 

question of all where the aninal bone is concerned. \'Jhen the 

Ham1'lic Material was first studied there were few precise stat­

istics for the donestic animals of IVIiddle Saxon England 

(Clutton-J3roc]< 1976) and the good sizes at Hamwic were unex­

pected; again, when the bones from the early centuries of the 

medieval town ~f Southampton were found to have been generally 

SrIe,ller this again threw emphasis on the Hiddle Saxon achieve­

ment in the re<:;ion. For the early· years of Haml'lic, questions· 

of some possible linl< with <Jood Roman stock rem2,in absorbing 

but still speCUlative; similarly one would much like to know 

whether there were any si<Jns in the later years of the town of 

the SUbsequent animal decline. Nor are such questions of 

nnimal interest only: the standard of h.usbandry and the state 
----

'of the countryside are considerations at least of social int­

erest and most likely of political as well. Ham·dc seems to 

have been aMply supported in its animal supplies, but are there 

signs that this put more strain on the land than it could 

suitably carry for-any length of time, Could the):'e have been 

some dwindling of the <Jood provisionin<J before the town's .' decline? 

There is also the question of the likely fluctu­

ation in coin supply in the later: ei<Jhth century,and in the 

fortunes of the contin(>ntal trading network in the 

post-Carolin<Jian unrest, with the thought th.:tt theSe might have 

led to periods of altern.:ttin<J expansion .:tnd contraction within 

the lifetime of the town (Cherry and Hodges 1978; 1l0d<Jes 1982, 

158). 1'11,'\sin<J h.:ts not yet enabled such m<>.tters to be r<>.ised 

directly in the ex<>.mination of the anin<>.l bone, <>.nd indeed it 

seems a very fedr priorit), to estllblish the beainnin<J and the 

endin<J before 100!<in'J for shiftina p<>.tterns in betw('en! but 



COW 

PRIMARY 625 
DITCHFILL 66.0 

F2063, 77 
F2066, 33.9 
F2068 ' 

F2016 712 
contexts 33~522 66.7 

ALL 1414 
EARLY 52.3 

WHOLE 9169 
STUDY 51.8 

ALL 2044 
LATE 63.4 

F2016 59 
context 3300 71.1 

F2014 1024 
64.6 

. FlOlO 961 
less context 4426 63.1 

TABLE 37: EARLY AND LATE PHASES 

SHEEP 

172 
18.2 

100 
'44.1 

474 
31.1 

746 
27.7 

5500 
. 31.1 

. 

782 
24.3 

15 
18. 1 

349 
22.0 

418 
27.4 

Identified Fragments of 

a) Domestic Mammals and Birds 

nand % 

PIG GOAT HORSE" 

91 34 12 
9.6 3.6 1.3 

30 3 -
13.2 1.3 

292 9 -
19.1 0.6 

413 46 12 
15.3 1.7 0.4 

2474 121 97 
14.0 0.7 0.5 

, 

251 , 32 52 
7.8' 1.0 1.6 

9 - -
10.8 

123 31 50 
7.8 2.0 3.2 

119 1 2 
7.8 0.1 0.1 

DOG 

11 
1.2 

-

-

11 
0.4 

18 
0.1 

2 
0.06 

-

-

2 
0.1 

i 
CAT FOWL I GOOSE 

- 1 -
O. 1 

- 8 9 
3.5 4.0 

1 25 12 
0.1 1.6 0.8 

1 34 21 
0.1 1.3 0.8 

14 185 118 
0.1 1.0 0.7 

6 21 -
0.2 0.7 

- - -

2 5 -
0.1 0.3 

4 16 -
0.3 1.1 , . 

--------

TOTAL 

946 

227 

1525 

2698 

17696 

3190 

83 

1584 

1523 

------

co 
10 
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'. 
TABLE 37 : EARLY AND LATE PHASES 

b) Fragments of wild mammals, birds and fish 

(percentaged on all identified fragments) 

post-cranial deer WILD . ANTLER RED ROE BIRD FISH 

PR!MARY - - - - -
DITCHFILL 

F2063, 3 - - - -
, F2066, 1.7 

F2068 

F2016 - - - - 6 
contexts 33J'~:;'2 0.4 

ALL EARLY 3 - - - 6 
0.1 0.2 

WHOLE STUDY 1 12 9 19 14 
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 

ALL LATE 51 4 4 4 3 
1.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

. F2016 - - - - -
context 3300 --.-

F2014 46 4 3 3 2 
2.8 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 

Fl010 5 - 1 1 1 
less context 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 

4426 
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TABLE 37: EARLY AND LATE PHASES 

c) Relative representation of the 

main food mammals 

by fragments % by weight % CATTLE:PIG 

frag. weight 
COW SHEEP PIG COW SHEEP PIG ratio ratio 

PRIMARY 70.4 19.4 10.2 87.2 5.8 7.0 6.9: 1 12.3: 1 
DITCHFILL 

F2063, 
F2066, 37.2 48.3 14.5 48.4 33.8 17.8 2.6: 1 2.7: 1 
F2068 

, 

F2016 48.2 32.1 19.7 70.9 14.0 15. 1 2.4: 1 4.7: 1 . 
contexts 34~~-2 

ALL EARLY 55.0 29.0 16.0 77 .6 11.2 11.2 3.4: 1 6.9:1 

WHOLE STUDY 53.5 32.1 14.4 74.2 13.9 11.9 3.7: 1 6.2: 1 

AL.L LATE 66.4 25.4 8.2 81.3 12.4 6.3 8. 1 : 1 12.9: 1 

F2016 71.1 18. 1 10.8 83.6 9.2 7.2 6.6: 1 11.5:1 
context 3300 

F2014 68.5 23.3 8.2 83.5 ·10.1 6.4 8.3: 1 13.1:1 

Fl0l0 64.2 27.9 7.9 78.9 14.9 6.2 8. 1 : 1 12.8:1 
less c4426 

.' 
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when early and late assenbla'Jes are each set <l'Jainst the whole 

it has to be rencmbered that the transition from the former to 

the latter need not h"ve been simple or direct. 

Secure early 'Jroups are the primary layers of the 

ditch ",nd the three pits F'2063 , F2066 and l"2068. There are also 

the lower layers of the well l"2016 (contexts 3546 and below). 

One 'Jroup of bones from this well, whilst it is probably from 

the lowest layer (context 4522), was not securely stratified 

within the finds from the well on account of a measure of con­

fusion at the final collapse of the section; these bones are 

distin'Juished in the records as from context 245222 and they 

do not appear either as early or ;).s late in this present part 

of the study. 

fiaterial from the upper layer of F2016 (context 

3300), and also everything frolJ the late well F2014, may be 

dated to the middle of the ninth century. The pit F1010 is 

still later, most likely from the early years of the tenth; 

the sole exception is its layer 12 (context 4426), which is 

thought to be r2.ther earlier and is therefore ,excluded here. 

It is good th2.t one well may b'e--'set against 

anotl]er, and (thou<Jh there is great disparity in assemblage 

sizes) th2,t material :fron pits may be,compared. It is only 

with the ditchfill that there is no direct equivalent as between 

early groups and late ones. 

One major contrast between early and late phases' 

is in their naterial from the wild. By, normal recovery, both 

gFoups he_ve a small amount of :fish. The ear ly group has only 

3 pieces of antler (all sawn, e_nd all in F2066); there is no 

post cranial deer, and no wild bird. The late group has more 

antler, not only' in the bonel'.'orldng asseMblage of 1"2014 but 

also in 1"1010, r\nd both for postcranial deer and for wild 

bird i t comfortabl~' exceeds the low means that are set :for the 

study r\S a whole. It is' a ,pity that the soil samples were 
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.... vnil«ble too sporadically to make positive extra c0mpilrisons 

as between e;,r J:,' <Jroups and late ones, but they confirm the 

picture with deer. Sample for sample it is F1010 that emer<Jes 

as the richest for fish, yet the early well is so much richer 

than the late one that ;UW <Jeneralisations would be r,,:sh. 

For poultry, on the other hand, the early <Jroup 

\'lould seem to be the stron<Jer even thou<Jh its mean fi<Jure is 

pulled down by the poor representation in th,:, ditch. It is 

interesting that there is no goos,:, at all by normal recovery 
• 

fron any of these late contexts; but goose does appear in <'\ 

, , 
SOJ ... s.?:-1pl e from F1010, so its presence (even if limited) is 

establish,:,d for the phase. 

There is <Jre8.t contrast in the evidence of bone­

\':orkina. Other tht\n the antler there is only one certain 

52wn offcut in the early <Jrou~, a proximal metatarsus of cattle 

in F2016 (context 4090) • . "\ S':>.l'In offcut of cattle femur was 

found in the doubtful group of bones classed a.s 94·5229; one 

feels it unlikely that this offcut (very rtl.re indeed -".t Harn·.'ic) 

would h<,ve come from an early context. but with the uncert-'Jin 

provenance one dare not say for sure. The tOI,Ll;:\yer of F:-?014 

5ho"'ed <:\ bone-wor~(ing concentration and should not be tAken AS 

typic·".l of J.ate contexts as a ,'.'hole; but there was a s'awn 

distAl met2t~rsus of cattle in the s~ill late assemblage at the 

top of F20J.6, ".nd FIOlO, which '·.'2.S not a bone-I':orking pit, had 

7 s<,wn offcuts of Cattle a~d this formed no~ably the richest 

collection outside th.e two more s:")ecialised groups. 

FlOlO . also contai:1ed b)T far the most numerous 

collection of s::Jooth butchery ClltS. One would suggest th",t 

'" more c,'\refu.l syl e of butchcr~', thou<;)h inrleeci OCc;).sional 

thrO\lClhout the life of the settler.lent, may \\'ell have. grown 

l'1ore ?rev,:llent with tine. 

FinalJ.)' therC' <Ire points of great interest in the 

rep:r:csent;>.tion of the main food m;mmals. Sheep are less w(?ll 

rerrcsented in the 1., te <Jrou!'. even though their de"rth in the 

prin. ... ry clitch£iJ.l may disproIJO:r:tion"tely.have lowered their 

e."'l.r 1 icr r.-, tinlJ. Thcrc.seens no re"son to suppose that it I'.'."\S 
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simply ;-\ de;\rth 01' ruubish l.!.y(~rs th;\t ke~)t their r.rprc­

~entation dOl'en for sh,,("p are rel<l.tively low i.n FIOIO as a 

whole ,-,nd this spreads throu0h all three context-ty;:>es. 

,,:ore dr;,n,atic, though, is the changin" L,tio 

between cattle and pig, despite the ;:>redoDinance of cattle in 

the eilr 1)/ di tc.h , .... hich !'l.'I)/ hilve raised the> e?T l~' Ine"n to the 

FroIn e'lr 1y ph,,, s e to 
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l;,t'?r ;:>h,".se c2ttle rlovec fron"l. 4- to 8. J. fr;egrnents for every 

fr?~Ment of ~i~, 'nd from a riltio of 6.9 : 1 to that of 12.9 1 

()nl!, Iurtht2r ph;-.sintJ, {l,t Six Dials or p.lsewhere in 

HilMWic, ";il1. enable one to know for sure whether an inc·re;.sed 

concentration of cattle is indeed a f"ctor of lateness Zlnri not 

of son(' <:nite incid<?nti\l ch",nce> :->eculi;>r to the l;..ter features 

but provision,' J 1.y one na.y be allow...,ri to 

see it :IS ? real build-up of cattle over the years, sorneth,ing 

th".t is ex;:>l,"ined in th('> 'hithabn tr2d,ition (;~eichst('in ;end 

Tiessen l Q74, 17; Joh~nnson 108~, 71) .':l,S;"\ p:?.rt of the medievCll 

lle>rrind ('>rllnr; del:' C;t,4dtr, the heciltt.l ing of the towns. 

The c"ttle represented in the upper layers <,t .. 
Haitll"bu I"ere '1ot only !'lore nUPlerous th",n the·.9!l<?S belo\\' them; . 

'the!' ".'<?Y.<? al~o rr\ther l.,rtJer. This \'.';\5 not r,erh.~1")s surnri.sinf1 .. .. .. -
sincE' ~om(' of the early ones there has heC'n runy. In the 

present sttlcly it is true tha. t the wi thc-rs hei<}hts frOl~ the 

ahout 

These !v?il']hts however ~ 1.1 C01;)P .fr0r.l 

tho:> "r()',,' in til" e?xly r1i tcll ".nrl ,.,a.y relate to no ,'ore them two .' .. inrli.vidn,,,l.s. nn -~i2e Fa.c tors th<:- e",rl~' c;>,ttle <Jive" fi.g"r<" 

of 99. 2~ by r\-r:"ticnlC\T. width whC:', set l'gainst the J1H?;)Stlrenents 

of ;-elhourn0 ;trE'et. One should :"rob;>,b1.y Sct)' th;Jt on the 

~respnt ~~rnp10 of c;>ttle bones the nnin;Jls early in thp life of 

the to'.'ln ;'12;' hrlV0 been vpry sliShtl!' ~mn.llQt'· thn.n those ~t its 

rri:'l(~; hut t~(~r0. \'.'(?re> sone 'Joorl sized ones ('.mong th0n, not;\b1.y 

two fra.,}PI0nts OJ r"dins in layer () of the> e?rly well (context 

436(,) .,'.'hich \'.'e>re nectr the maximlll'l found either in the rresE'nt 
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stl1d~1 or at :"clhou.rne Str(~p.t: <'1 10J:t I"'r.oxiJl1i\ 1 (r;\(Jr'(~nt with 

.' hr"",lth IIlf':'.S1lrC'lllcnt of ()3.·1 mm i1nd .' left distal with one of 

HJ. 9 'li:~l. These t·,,:o fr'\<Jl11~nt:. :\r~ siniJ l.\r in cOlouring ("\no in 

;,rr:serV:I tion :,n0 the :,rcsur.l;,tion rmst bf' th." t they c:'.me from 

but cv~n 0'10. ;;nin.-\ 1. of such m;1.ssivc 

robustness is (\ sisn of J~ot',l ;t.chievcl11r:nt for the hnsbr\.nclry n!?;:.\r 

There Wi-\S l)ood stock ?TOtlnd from carlyon. 

For th" fin,,} yc:,rs of the settlenlront ,',n inter­

~ret~tion mllst depend on wh~t correction, if i1ny, one ~ccidcs to 

nnke in respect of thc met~~o~ii11 offcuts. By the later period 

the over,'.ll Size '7"ctor for c~.ttle is lon.9% (n '" 12:?), hut this 

inc] tlC"S the met.,:,odia .from ,,:?014 which hi1ve heen shown to be 

e>:ce;->tion.,.l.' y larae. "'or the rloment is seC!"1S s?:f:er simply to 

rn 1 e out t!lC !!, ... .i thC\bu c?x:1cricncc o.f (\ rc;-\.ll" snbst,'!1ti,-\l nro~\:th .... .; ... 
in c.'.ttle siz0 over the lifetj.-mr: of th" town. 

Sheep Si~e l~~ctors Qi~c 97.SS for th~ c?rl)' 

JTl,"1t(,Y'i.,"\l '.','h~n St?t ,~~:F,inst th<? r~~.~,snrements of ?~elbotlrnc Street, 

?nr' 97.4S" f.or the l".t"rj it h.'s been seen ,,])OV0., however, th".t 

the o\'0r~11 ~i2e ~~ctor for sheer w;~s only 08.7~.· (In '~ith0rs 

hcishts th('~C' is consi~tcncy ",lith the f.:C!lbour-'Is:'_ ,·~trcet fieur-os 
I 
'h0th c;lrly ,'Olnd J<'.tc anrj ovc~all. Fro!~.l the r."'t? of the prrsl2nt 

5tnr';' one "'<'0' therefore "''';' th"t there coulei h,'ve herm slightly 

!1or~ ~1.0n(1t;r. shcp.:, ,")t c;i~ )i,~ls th;:\n ?:t :<clbourn0. '.::t,reet, i'\nd 

with tIle? Plare slC'!1d0r ones nost l.i~{cly to h!'cV8 come <"1t thr:! 

but th;-,t the 

r'r".,,',"t:1.C f".11-off in hc:i.<:"ht tlV't ''',-\s to 10" fotl:1rl in the 

;~01\tl;,"J.),~:)ton '=\X'?""' in the ;'1(?rliev,-.l centuries h;'l,d not hC0n forc­

sh?rlo~','p.(l by t\n;' di;'linution' in th(' h0i~ht of the 12..tpr H?!"l\':ic 

sl1(>0;-'. 

~}i th fewer fliCJs in C]0'110r.':>,1, ?nd wi th r;l ... ~n~' frower 

rl3tur" OI)eS, it is h"rct to be f'ure of ,".n;' trends i.1l their si%()s 

0\-,('1" I.i:,lt:. ,,0 ")i tilers ih'iUhts ,-'.1"<:' ;\v,-d.l.-~blr, hut ," :fo"d l-nff in 

'i;:"0 :::,:ctors £r()~' 101.6:-' in the <.?C\rly l .... ht~sC! to 9B.<X''; in thQ 

13tcr one (n = 3;·? .'.nei 20) m.".y indicate th3t the> rclativcly 



fr:-wcr ~i'Js in the l,-:..tcr. y0~rs of til!? settlrm('nt ','o'Qre ;~lso 

rel~tiv~l)' sn~11cr ones. 

the f('\'.' individu".ls fonnd ".t !:f?lhourn.: '-;t]~~ctf "nci it is 

intC'Tostin'J th.':1.t t!10. r:i thr.r.::: heiC'ht fro:.., the 0.'"'r ly ph;"lS'? 

(co:)t,,~:t 11630 of the' :'rir,;u:y ditch.fill) is ;,t 1.28 1'1 the only 

~~ev<?n 

heic:ht!='=. for the I:"'te ~11:"..SC', on the oth(~r htlnrl, r,"lnse frO!ll 

1. 302 1:1 fro~l rt t:i.bi~. to 1. 355 frol'1 t1'!O rl<et;,t;:u:si; but the m<>in 

, f I 1" h ~ l' , h,-. . rl '''' - '" f" J.ntc~c'!8t o. t les~ .CJ.tJ. t~ .J..cs J.!1 t. ~J_r _:1..1.3: .:renc~s, _ or tl1~y 

,~11 COllle fro", ~7201", l~ycrs 7 ,'md 14 (';"ntcxts 3574 <lnd 5701, 

cont'2:"~ts di!:_CllSS~d on :-'?C!~ ~8 <"l,bov~ ."=\.S ~erhaps beinCJ clos0.1.)' 

rel.-.... tc~c.) ;-nrl th.-e r.C'):::iPlllHl nUr:1hr.r of- incividu;-Il $ is likely only 

to h(' 01"1C, ~n individnCl 1 with. Sf>2- 11 CO"':,,,ct 1 inh-bones bllt 

:1":'"0:'f")T.'tio!,"),,,,tcl!' '!.onc:cr at the ::etloc1,. 
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The me;'·Sl1.rc!"!ents of th~ ;:,rl?S0nt study ?re.p;):'.hlinS 

,-- n~pful ~t,',rt to be rlr\de in ~ . .'I",!,"'I,t is one of the key ~t1estj()ns 

of the hush",nc1.ry in t!1f? F\re,":\. rOHl1(! ~~?~'Il.~.'ic f t i1?t of ch;ln<Je~ in 

th~ ~:i.~("! .':1d str'l.turc:- o.!: the ,"'n.i.n;,ls ov('r thc-,U,:fr-tine 0..-:" t~~e 

.' 



XIV CONCLUSIONS 

What is offered in the data sheets and in the tables 

is a body of itemised results to serve as a reference point in 

future work. If these results could stand f Q(' broad context 

types as the Melbourne Street 'Statistical Appendix stood for 

the whole Hamwic bone assemblage or as Sarah Colley's Pit Pro­

ject stands for the potential of total recovery, then they 

should prove to be well worth while. 

One would like to subject the present itemised results 

to detailed statistical testing. Major computer problems of file 

size and the absence of appropriate statistical software have 

precluded such testing for the moment; but data are now suit­

ably organised .should resources become available in terms of 

hardware and of software and of time. Meanwhile it is hoped that 

the itemised layout provides a sound visual check on whether or 

not the differences - or the similarities - which appear between 

the groups of features and of contexts are reliably repeated in 

their component parts, and this is what is really important in 

a ?ignificant difference per se. Sometimes a pattern would seem 

to be repeated; often it clearly is not. In-many cases it 

would seem to be simply that the larger the grouping the more 

likely this is to be close to the overall mean; but if this is 

so, the knowledge itself is of value. Something at least is 

quantified, something is more nearly established. 

The study has taken time and effort, but it will have 

been doubly worth while if it leads to methods which are easier 

and faster. Indeed the next stage of the Hamwic bone 

already well under way based on the experience of 

study is 

the past 

year one is trying to devise a method of quantified scanning 

where some questions are answered as reliably as in the present 

study but where time is saved on those details which have proved 

to be less informative. For this reassessment, the present 
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study has not only given a basis of methodology and presentation 

but it has also helped to put questions into a hierarchy. With 

so much animal bone available for study on so important a site, 

it is becoming easier to justify the choice of what to study at 

Hamwic and of the questions best to ask. 

These questions can now range more widely. One is 

still trying to find down existing interpretations of animals 

and their husbandry, with the economic, social and environ­

mental interest of so b~sic a theme, but at the same time the 

bones may help to give insights into particular uses of part­

icular features, into·rgeneral context differences, even into the 

formation of the site. 

Sucn work is in the line of Southampton investigations 

and it is also well in line with wider thinking. Jennie Coy and 

Mark Maltby in their major review of Archaeozoology in Wessex 

have stressed the imperative of careful and quantified invest­

igation into site formation processes as the only way to a full 

and valid understanding of any sample of bones under study; they 

stressed this in the historical context of what has already been 

I achieved in Wessex in terms of broad overall 1nterpretation, and 

of w~ere future emphasis and refinements of techniques should 

rightly lie (Coy and Maltby 1984, passim). It is no accident 

that this present study has been much concerned with the problems 

which Coy and Naltby are posing, for it has been undertaken with 

their stimuJUSand with their help. It is no accident, either, 

that the animal bone from Southampton should be to the fore in 

a closer integration of archaeozoological thinking, for from the 

time of the Southampton Archaeological Research Committee there 

has been a positive practical tradition of easy interaction 

between site, university and bone room. This tradition continues 

happily under the new logistical arrangements with Southampton 

Museums, and an easy practical cooperation is the natural field 

for a closer linking of ideas. 

Traditions are_p~rticularly important in that it is 

only where there is consistency of method and long-term continuity 
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that results may rightly be compared. A low return or even a 

nil return may be as critical in interpretation as is a return 

of manifest abundance, but one must have the confidence that any 

low return reflects objective sparsity and not simply an excav-

ation vagary. This is where the merits of the long-term careful 

recovery of animal bone, and in particular of the Hamwic sieving 

programme, have been so fully justified. It may seem from the 

present study as though the recovery from the soil samples, for 

example, has added little to direct interpretation, and indeed 

its most positive input of data is to be seen not in this present 

paper but in Sarah Colley's fish report, yet as a check on con­

textual investigation the sieving has been indispensable. Homo­

geneity of broqd differences must be confirmed at all levels if 

they are to be established at, all, and not just presumed from 

t6G results of recovery in the trench. 

This study could not have been undertaken without 

the full and generous cooperation of the archaeologists and 

their team; that its findings should usefully be ploughed back 

into a creative archaeological discussion wou14 be their most 

appropriate reward. 
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