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Introduction 

Animal bone samples from the following four sites, all of 
wh 1 ch were excavated between 1976 and 1980 by C. Gi nge 1 I of the 
Trust for Wessex Archaeology, are considered in thts report. 

1. Bishop Cannings Down, near Devtzes. Excavatirns revealed an 
unenclosed Late Bronze Age occupation site with at least two 
round houses. Most of the arch~eological material was found 1n 
ploughsoi I above the occupation surface and can be regarded as 
occupation or abandonment debris from the settlement. 
2. Dean Bottom. Apart from an ear I ier Beaker pit, the pottery on 
this settlement can be dated to c.10th-8th centuries b.c., 
slightly later than the abandonment of Bishop Cannings Down The 
1979 excavattons uncovered a house terrace, which formed part of 
an enclosed settlement associated wtth a wei I defined field 

-system. Most of the an1mal bones were again obtained from the 
abandonment surface and the topsoi I above it. 
3. Rockley Down. Th1s was a Similar enclosure 1n character and 
date to that at Dean Bottom. The excavat•on placed a section 
through the enclosure d1tch and uncovered part of the occupat1on 
area. 
4. Burderop Down. This· larger, open settlement was also of Late 
Bronze Age date but may have been abandoned slight I y I ater than 
the other three settlement~. Once aga•n the majority of the 
faunal mater tal was associated with layers of topsot I above the 
abandoned surface of the settlement. Relatively few bones came 
trom below-ground features. An exception was the Late Bronze Age 
recut of an Early Bronze Age disc barrow. ditch, which was 
examined during the excavations. 

These samples represent a rare opportunity to compare 
contemporary prehtstoric assemblages excavated by stmi tar methods 
in a relattvely small area. Air photography in this area of the 

Wessex chalklands has revealed a dense system of enclosures on 
relatively high ground.· The settlements were alI situated at 
650-700 feet. They were assoctated with field systems which 
faded out at c.750 feet leavtng the tops of the r1dges of the 
downlands free of ftelds but su1table for sheep pasture. Below, 
the f 1 e I d systems stopped at c. 600 feet in the I ower reaches of 
the coombes. The land below was probably used for pasture and 
was more accesstble to water. There appears to have been 
extens1ve abandonment of arable cultivation of th1s h1gh ground 
after 800 b.c. Therefore these assemblages represent an 
opportuntty to examtne the pastoral economy of a sect1on of the 
Wessex chalklands in the per~od prior to the slightly better 
known Iron Age pattern of development 1n the area. 
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BISHOP CANNJNGS DOWN 

9,056 animal bone .fragments were recorded from 
excavattons. The assemblages were subdtvided 1nto four 
groups; layers 1-3 were successive 5 em spits of ploughsotl 
the features which consisted matnly of smal I postholes. 
bones from all these small features were amalgamated for 
purposes of th1s report, 

the 
ma1n 

above 
The 
the 

Layers 1-3 each contained over 2~000 fragments !Table 11. 
The densities of these bones pe·r cubtc metre were plotted across 
the site and the reiults mtrrored the results obtatned for other 
categories of finds. 1,487 fragments were recorded from the 
vartous features tncludtng 28 arttculated bones of a sheep/goat 
in layer 138. Expressing the number of fragments of the major 
identtfted species as percentages, cattle fragments were the most 
common in each of layers 1.-3 159-69%1 but .ranked second (41%1 
behind sheep/goat 154%1 in the features. Overal I, cattle 
fragments contributed 61% of the sample of the major identified 
species <Table 21. Sheep/goat 136% overal ll was the only other 
species represented in any numbers. Pig 12%) was poorly 
represented and none of the other species contributed over 1% of 
the sample. 

On all four sites in this report, unidentiftable fragmen.ts 
were classtfied where possible tnto large mammal (cattle, horse 
or red deer) or sheep-sized mammal (sheep, goat, pig,. dog, roe 
deer) categortes. In all cases the vast majority of such 
fragments would have belonged to cattle and sheep respectively, 
since they dominated the identifiable fract1on of the assemblage. 
A.t Bishop Canntngs Down, large mammal fragments outnumbered 
sheep-stzed fragments 1n all of the s·ubdtvist.ons, although the 
latter were better represented in the features rather than in the 
spits of ploughsoil. Thts contrast was stmtlar to the vartattons 
in the cattle and sheep/goat assemblages discussed aoove. 
Overall, large mammal fragments made up 53% of the unidentdted 
cstegor i es, compared to 26% for sheep-sized mamma I. The 
remaining 21% consist'ed of small unidentifiable mammal fragments 
which could not.be assigned to either of the above categories 
ITaole 21. Overall, 77% of the assemblage could not be 
identtf,ed to spectes, tndicattve of the poor preservation and 
high fragmentation of the assemblage. 

Cattle 

1,272 fragments were identified. The types of skeletal 
element making up that assemblage in each of the major 
subdtvistons of the site are set out in Table 3. Loose teeth 
were easily the most common element repre.sented. These are the 
densest elements of the skeleton and htgh numbers o1 loose teeth 
are indtcative of the poor surv>val of other elements. Overall, 
52% of the assemblage conststed of loose teeth, the figure 
rangtng only between 48-55% in the various dtv>sions. Apart from 
loose teeth, only mandtble fragments 110%1 survived 1n any 
numbers, indtcating the good, albett fragmentary survtval of such 
bones. 
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Another indication of how w~i I an assemblage has been 
preserved IS its degree of fragmentat1on. For th1s and other 
samples 1n th>s report the following method of fragmentation 
analys>s was carr1ed out. Each fragment was recorded 1n one of 
f1ve categor~es \complete, .75 of a bone, .50 of a oone, .. 25 of a 
bone, <.25 of a bone). The numbers recorded in each s1ze 
category for the major large bones of cattle (mandible, scapula, 
humerus, radius, femur, tib1a, and me'tapodials) are shown >n 
Table 4. These large bones were chosen to obta1n an assessment 
of how fragmented the sample was. For each layer an index of 
fragmenta'tion was calculated as follows. Each complete bone was 
scored as 1.0, 3/4 bones scored .75 and so on. Those recorded as 
<.25 of a bone was scored at .10, which was cons1dered to be a 
fair Indication of the average SIZ,e of such fragments. The 1ndex 
of fragmentation was obta>ned by d1viaing 'the' total score by the 
total number of fragments of the selected bones. The 1ndex can 
'theref~re be considered as an 1nd1cator of the mean s1ze of these 
bones in the samples. At Bishop Cann1ngs Down the cattle 
assemblage was indeed found to be very fragmented w1th an overal I 
Index of Fragmentat1on of only .14 (m1n1mum poss1ble would be .10 
In this analys1sl. Only in the features did the Index r~se to 
over .20. The results taken 1n conJunct1on w1th the presence of 
"large numbers of fragmentary unidentified large mammal fragments 
confirm the hi~h degree of fragmentation of cattle bones. 

Excluding loose teeth from the totals, 6% of the cattle 
fragments bore evidence of carnivore gnaw1ng (presumably by 
dogsl. The poor preservation of the sample can be attributed to 
this and particularly to subsequent trampl1ng, weathering and 
plough disturbance. 

~uch poor preservation restricted the range of analyses 
possible on the sample. The most rei iable means of ageing the 
an1maJs represented >s by the study of the toothwear and 
eruption of the mandibular cheek teeth. However, only two cattle 
mandibles produced such evidence. Loose teeth were found 1n 
abundance but age1ng analysis of these has several handicaps. One 
problem is that there could have been a b1as 1n the retrieval of 
such smal I elements, although to judge by the vast numbers of 
smal I fragments of tooth and bone recovered from alI these Sites, 
the standard of retr~eval was very good. A second difficulty 1S 
that it is hard to distinguish between the first and second 
molars 1n many 1nstanc~s and this hinders the overal I 
interpretat>on of the mortality pattern. How~ver, 1t was 
possible to perform an analys1s of the toothwear of the deciduous 
I owe r four t h p r emo I a r ( d 4 ) and the I owe r t h i r d mo I a r ( M3 l . The 
former tooth erupts 1n the prenatal skeleton or soon after b1rth 
and 1 s not shed unt 1 I at I east three years of age The M3 does 
not erupt in most breeds of cattle unti I at least two years of 
age and this may be later in some breeds (for discussion of 
cattle tooth erupt1on ages see Gr~gson 1982>. Comparison of the 
numbers of these teeth therefore wi I i give some indicat1on of the 
age structure of the cattle represe~ted on the site. Table 5 
shows the number of these teeth 1n w<>ar, just 1n wear or unworn.. 
13 of the 27 d4s at B1shop Cann1ngs ~own were unworn and ano'ther 
four 'were on I y JUSt 1 n wear. On I y 15 M3s were recorded of wh 1 ch 
13 were worn. Such a high proportion of d4s in an early stage of 
deve I opment i nd 1 cates that there was a high mort a I i ty of young 
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calves. Some of the teeth were complete enough to rec~rd the 
wear stage using the system dev 1 sed by Grant ( 1975 l, Most of the 
d4s '"wear core relat1vely l1ght we·ar on them \stage for tess­
Tab i e 51. S 1m1 I ar ana I ys 1 s on the M3s showed that most ot them 
were at wear stage g but few showed heavy wear, <ndicattng that 
few very old an1mals were represented. 

Other skeletal elements of calves are I ikely to have been 
particularly susceptible to destruction by the poor preservation 
con d i t i on s be c au s e o f t he If p o r o s i t y and f r a g '; I 1 t y . Howe v e r , t he 
presence of a large proport1on of calv~s at Btshop Cann1ngs Down 
is supported by the recording of 48 porous bones of cattle 1n the 
deposits. Excluding loose tee~h, this figure represents 8% of 
the cattle assemblage. It IS significant too that the frequency 
of porous bones increased 1n the lower sptts of ploughsoil and 
they provided 29% of the cattle sqample in the features, which 
preserved such bones better. 

Sheep/Goat 

750 fragments were recovered. 
criteria employed by Boessneck et al. 

Using the identification 
<1964), 41 of these could 

definitely be assigned to sheep, whereas. no goat bones 
identified <Table il. All 17 d4s could be assigned to 
using Payne's <pers. comm.l criteria for differentiation. 

were 
sheep 

The types of element represented in the sheep/goat sample 
are shown in Table 6. In each of layers 1-3 loose teeth 
contributed over 50% of the fragments showing that the sheep/goat 
sample was also poorly preserved. Apart from loose teeth, only 
the mandible, rad1us, tibia and metapodia were commonly 
represented. This reflects the stu~dy nature of the shafts of 
these bones and they are usual I y the best represented of 
sheep/goat bones in arch·aeolog<eal samples. The more 'fragile 
elements such as the scapula, os coxae, femur, phalanges and 
vertebrae were poorly represented. 

Several groups of articulated bones were discovered 1n layer 
138. The largest gioup consisted of some of the ribs, thorac1c 
vertebrae, cervical vertebrae and sternebrae of one animal. The 
rema1ns were qu1te fragmentary and other fragments could nav~ 

belonged to the same animal. The vertebral eptphyses were JUSt 
fusing. A scapula and a pair of humer1 of an adult sheep were 
discovered 1n the same laye.r. F1nally, four carpals of a 
sheep/goat were found together in the same layer. It is possible 
that alI these bones belonged to the same an1mal Apart from 
these bones, there is some evtdence th~t the sheep/goat 
assemblage was better preserved 1n the features. Loose teeth 
only contr1buted 32% of the fragments (exclud<ng articulated 
bones). Analysis of the fragmentation of the major bones also 
revealed a slight increase in the average s1ze of fragments 1n 
the features <Table 4), although in all deposits the Index of 
Fragmentation stood at a iow .24. 30 (8%) of the sheep/goat 
bones were recorded as gnawed. Scaveng1ng added to substantial 
attr1t1on due to other post-depositional factors resulted in the 
poor preservation of the assemblage. 
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AnalySIS of the ageing data <Table 51 revealed that ~heep of 
all ages were present. Fewer neonatal animals were represented 
than 1n the cattle sample (although 7% of the sheep/goat bones 
were porous. Most d4s were worn and most had atta1nea wear 
stages between f-h, representing animals killed in thelf flfst, 
second and probably third years. M3s outnumbered d4s and most of 
these were at stage d ot the wear sequence or higher and belonged 
to anima Is over three years of age and substantia II y o I der 1 n 
most cases. 

Other Species 

The poor representation of pig is remarkable and 1ts low 
numbers cannot be attributed to preservation conditions alone. 
Horse and dog were also poorly represented 1n comparison to Iron 
Age assemblages 1n the Wessex chalklands <Maltby 1981: 184; Grant 
19841. Other species recovered in small numbers were red deer 
(Cervus elaphusl, roe deer ICapreolus capreolusl, hare (Lepus 
sp.l, badger <Meles melesl, pine marten <Martes martesJ, 
frog/toad, a species of thrush <Turdus sp.) and rook/crow (Corvus 
frugi legus/corone corone). The three rabbit bones and probably 
the mole bone were later intrusions 1nto the assemblage !Table 
1 ) • 

Unidentified Categor1es 

The types of element represented in the large mammal and 
sheep-sized mammal categories are shown in Table 7. Once aga,·n, 
the more fragile elements <skull, vertebrae, ribs) were greatly 
outnumbered by other smal I unidentifiable but denser fragments. 
The more frag1le elements d1d, however, increase slightly in 
relative abundance 1n the assemblages from the features, 
supporting the previous observations that the samples from the 
f~atures were better preserved. 

·--
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DEAN BOTTOM 

13,654 Fragments were recorded from the site. 546 of these 
were recovered from the Beaker pit. Apart from this feature 
IF231 the bones from the 1977-1978 e~cavat1ons were not recorded 
because of heavy plough disturbance. The relat1vely few bones 
from trenches B-C of the 1979 exca\atJons were also excluded 
apart from those of the dog skeleton IFZI. 

The Beaker Pit 

This storage pit (dated to c.1750 b.c.l produced a well 
preserved assemblage. Although unidentifiable categories (69%1 
outnumbered the bones 1dent1fied to the maJOr spec1es (Table 81, 
the more fragile ribs and vertebrae fragments formed a much 
h.1gher proport1on of the large mammar and sheep-sized mammal 
groups than in other deposits from the s1te. Loose teeth 
pr·ovided a much lower percentage of both the cattle and 
sheep/goat assemblages (Table 91, suggesting that a more 
representative sample of their skeletons had survived. Another 
indication of good preservation was the fact that 230 fragments 
were ivoried in texture, Most of the fragments were noticeably 
less weathered than other samples under investigation and only 11 
records of canid gnawing (8%1 were made. 17 bones bore evidence 
of butchery marks, mostly knife cuts, and 28 fragments were 
charred. 

It is hazardous to speculate about meat diet or animal 
hlJSbandry from a relatively small sample derived from one 
deposit, despite 1ts good preservation. The absence of horse and 
the rare appearance of pig bones are, however, worthy of note. 
Age1ng ev1dence was I 1mited but the sheep/goat sample 1ncluded 25 
porous bones and belonged to very young animals. It may imply 
that there was a high rate of neonatal moital ities, either 
through natural calJses or by deliberate cull1ng. In e1ther case 
it would JndJcate that lamb1ng took place in the vicinity, as 
would be expected from the location of the settlement. Seven of 
the cattle bones were also porous but the number of teeth and 
mandibles was too small for any detailed analys1s of mortal1ty 
patterns. The few measureable bones 1ndJcated that some of the 
adult sneep were larger tnan the late Bronze Age specimens 
recovered from the four s1tes under study. 

The Late Bronze Age Deposits 

The an1mal bones were subdivided into the following groups 
for analysls:-
Layer 1 - ploughsoi I. 
Layer 1B - lower ploughsoJI/topsoJI. 
Layers 2-3 - loam above the settlement surface. 
Layer 33- abandonment surface to the north or the terrace. 
Feature 5, Layers JS + 37 -upper metalling and si It beneath 1t 

on the south of the terrace. 
Feature 5, Layers 44-52 - lower metal! ing and si Its. 
Feature 6- calf burial beneath structure. 
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Feature 2, Layer :39- dog burial in a scoop of chalk. 
Other layers- (Layers :34, 36, 38-43). 

Including the bones from the burials, 13,108 fragments were 
recorded. Layers 1, 18; 2-3 and 33 alI proauced over 1,0UO 
fragments <Table 10). Most of the assemblage was poorly 
preserved and severely fragmented. However, considering the 
sma\ I volume of earth excavated, the density of bones was quite 
high. In general, the density of fragments was higher on the 
north side of the terrace than to the south of the structure 
above and in the upper layers of Feature 5. This confirmed the 
observations of the animal bone distribution made during 
excavat1on. 

Sheep/goat fragments were the most common of the identified 
species in all layers (48-65% mean= 59%). Cattle ranged from 
27-40% (mean 34%). Pig (4%), horse (1%) and dog (1%) were poorly 
represented. Cattle fragments were slightly better represented 
i n I aye r 3 3 and Feature 5 t·h an the I aye r s of I o am and p I o ugh so 1 I 
above them <Table 11). Overall, unidentifiable fragments formed 
75% of the assemblage (range 72-82%). Sheep-sized fragments were 
more common than those of cattle 1n all layers apart from layer 
1 • 

Cattle 

The ca If bur i a I <Feature 6) was carefu I I y excavated f r·om 
beneath the structure. 99 cattle bones were recorded from it. 
V i r t u a I I y a I I the I 1mb bones we r e r e cover e d , as we r e the rna J o r It y 
o f r i b s , t h o r a c i c , I umb a r and sac r a I v e r t e b r a e . Howe v e r , t he 
sku\ I and cervical vertebrae were not recovered. An atlas and 
skull fragments 1n an adJaCent layer, however, probably belonged 
~o th1s an1mal. AI I epiphyses were Dnfused and the bones were 
porous. Two mandibles were recovered but the toothwear on them 
lnd1cated that they belonged to different animals. The first had 
s I i ght wear on the d4 <Grant stage b > and the first mo I ar <M1> 
was just erupting. The second mand1ble had rather more wear on 
the d4 (Grant stage f). The former more complete specimen is 
more I i k e I y to have be I on g e d to t h 1 s bur 1 a I . I t i s I i k e I y to 
have been at most six months of age at death (Grigson 1982>. 

The types of cattle fragments recovered from the rest of the 
Late Bronze Age levels are summar~sed 1n Table 12. 43% of the 
1,084 fragments were loose teeth, Indicating the fragmented and 
poorly preserved nature of the assemblage. The percentages of 
loose teeth were higher in layers 1, 18 and 2, wh•ch generally 
preserved the cattle assemblage less wei I than the other 
depos•ts. The h1gh degree of fragmentation is .indicated 1n Table 
13. The overal I Index of Fragmentation was a low .15, although 
larger cattle fragments survived in slightly greater numbers in 
I ayer 33 and the I ower I ayers of Feature 6·. Sma I\. bones such as 
the carpals, tarsals and phalanges surv1ved more commonly 1n a 
more complete state, although many of these too had been 
fragrnented e1ther by carn1vore scaveng1ng, trampling, weathering 
and plough damage. 70 cattle ~ones (11% of the assemblage 
excluding teeth) were recorded as gnawed, a h1gh percentage 
considering its highly fragmented nature. 
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Although the preservat1on conditions were unfavourable for 
the surv1va1 of frag1le bones, the cattle assemblage nevertheless 
conta1ned a relat1vely h1gh proport1on of the teeth and bones of 
calves. Apart from the two mandibles 1n Feature 6, 12 mandibles 
bore some evidence of toothwear. Six had completed the tooth 
eruption sequence IP4 1n wear>, wh,ereas three had only sl1ght 
wear on the d4 and the M1 unerupted !calves of under 6 months>. 
Another spec1men h'd the M1 just in wear (pjobably belonging to 
an anima I of about one year o I dl. Among the I oose teeth, the 
toothwear of 32 d4s wa~ recorded and half of these were either 
unworn or just in wear !Table 14>. AI I of these would have 
belonged to animals under six months of age. Of the 16 in wear, 
n1ne were complete enough to record the toothwear stage. At 
least three of these would also'have belonged to animals that 
died under a year old. Despite their greater fragili"ty and 
smaller s1ze, d4s outnumbered M3s, although the high 
fragmentation of loose teeth may have precluded the 
identification on many M3s. There does appear, however, to have 
been a h1gh ki I 1-off of young cattle. 83 113% of the cattle 
assemblage excluding teeth) of the cattle bones were recorded as 
porous. These bones are likely to have been particularly 
susceptible to destruction. This observation is supported by the 
fact that porous bones appeared much more commonly 1n layers 44-
52 129%), where the cattle assemblage was better preserved. 17 
cattle bones bore evidence of butchery and this number included a 
few calf bones. 

Sheep/Goat 

1,897 fragments were recorded. No goat bones were recovered 
using the criter1a for differentiation used by Boessneck et 
al.l1964l, whereas 52 bones def1n1tely belonged to sheep. Using 
P_ayne's lpers. comm.l Clltella for differentiating d4s, only one 
speti~en could be assigned to goat, whereas 54 belonged to sheep. 
The assemblage was poorly preserved and was dominated by loose 
teet.h 151% -Table 15>. The piOu)JhSoll contained a greater 
proportion of loose teeth 153-63%), whereas there were lower 
f1gures for loose teeth 1n layers 33 and 44-52, which again 
appear to have preserved the faunal assemblage better. These 
layers also produced h1gher figures for the Index of 
Fragmentation of_sheep/goat bones !Table 13). Apart from loose 
teeth, only fragment~ of mand1ble, rad1us, tibia and metapod1als 
were found in any numbers, reflecting the b1as towards more 
sturdy elements. 93 110% excluding loose teeth) of the bones 
bore evidence of canid gnawing and this comb1ned with other 
destructive agenc1es (particularly trampling) again expla1ns the 
poor surv1val of the sheep/goat sample. 

Age1ng evidence was restricted mainly to loose teeth, Most 
epiphyseal fus1on po1nts had not survived and only a dozen 
mandibles prod~ced any evidence of toothwear. Eight of the 
mandibles had the permanent premolars and M3 in wear, two had 
just the first two molars in wear and one JUSt had the first 
molar land deciduous premolars> in wear. Th1s b1as towards aduit 
animals may simply be the result of the poorer preservation of 
the younger mandibles. Table 14 shows that 40 d4s were 
identified compared to only 25 M3s, five of wh1ch were unworn. 
This would 1mply the presence of a much higher proportion of 
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immature antmals than suggested by the mandibles. Table 14 also 
gives the wear stages of the d4 and M3 ustng Grant's (19751 
method of record1ng. 13 of the d4s were at stage f or less, 
almost certainly Implying that at most only the M1 was in wear. 
Most of these would have belongE>d to first year mortalities. 
Five d4s had heavy wear, suggesting that they belonged to 
mandibles With two molars 1n wear and•prooably represent animals 
k 1 I I e d 1 n t he 1r sec o n d o r t h lr d y e a r s . T hE> m a J o " t y ( 1 9 ) we r e at 
stage g. This stage lasts for a relatively long b~t variable 
length of time but it is possible that most of them would have 
belongE>d to animals ~i I led between 6-18 months of age. At 
OwsiE>bury <Maltby <n prep.) most d4s at wear stage g only had the 
M1 in wE>ar. Amongst the 17 M3s with recorded toothwear, 8 were 
at stage g and bE>Ionged to mature animals, probably over tour 
years old and substanttally older ,·n some ·cases. 6% of the 
sheep/goat bones were porous but these bones would have been 
under"represented because of surv1val bias. Eight bones bore 
knife cuts. 

Pig 

Pig fragments (1431 were again poorly represented, The 
types of fragment represented are shown in Table 16. Loose teeth 
(42%1 were aga1n the most common element and mandibles <23%) were 
the only other element well represented. The I imited ageing 
evidencE> attestE>d the presence of both adult and tmmature antmals 
but no clear pattern of ki I !-off emerged from th1s analysts. P1g 
bones suffered from the same high degrees of fragmentation as 
sheep/goat and cattle. 

Dog 

Feature 2 contained 74 bones from the burial of one animal. 
T-he. skull, mandibles, most of the foreltmbs, cerv1cal and 
thoracic vertebraE> were represented, together with the femora, 
tibiae and a patei Ia. All eptphyses were fused and the skeleton 
belonged to an adult an1mal. Several of the other 35 dog bones 
recovered may have belonged to one an1mal. Several metatarsals 
belong1ng to a large an1mal were recovered in layers 18 and 2. 
The presence of complete and partial skeletons of dogs in 
suggests that the1~ carcases were not butchered for human 
consumption. 

OthE>r SpeCIE'S 

Horse (36 fragmE>ntsl was aga1n poorly represented at Dean 
Bottom. 11 of these were tooth fragments. Other spec1es wE're 
represented by a few fragments each. These wE're red deer (Cervus 
elaphusl, whose s1x fragments 1ncluded three of antler, two from 
Feature 5, and were poss1bly the otfcuts of tool manufacture. 
The other spec1 es represented - wease I <Muste I a n iva I is), stoat 
(Mustela ermineal, badger (Meles melesl; short-tailed vole 
(Microtus agrestisl, water vole <Arvicola terrestfls), ptne 
marten <Martes martes) - are not thought to have had any economiC 
Importance. The bones of rabb1t, mole and probably the partrid~e 
<Perdix perdixl were later Intrusions into the dE>posits. 
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Un1dentif1ed Categor1es 

Table 17 shows the types of fragments recorded in the large 
mammal and sheep-sized mammal categor1es. Both samples were 
dom1nated by the longbone and unknown fragment categor1es. The 
more frag1 le ribs, vertebrae and skull fragments formed a much 
smaller proport1on of the assemblage.' Only in layers 33 and 44-
52 did such fragments contribute more than 20% of these samples, 
aga1n 1ndicat1ng the better preservation of bones in those 
layers. 

' 
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ROCKLEY DOWN 

The smal I sample of 1,512 fragments 
i n to the f o I I ow 1 n g g roup s f o r an a I y s i s : -
Layer 1- topsoil lploughsoill. 
Layer 2- topsoil i:i situ. 
Layer 4 - down land soi I, furrowed. 

was 1 nit 1 a I I y subd 1 vi ded 

Layer 8- occupation la¥er. 
Feature 1 layers 28/3 - topso1 I 
Feature 1 upper I ayers - upper 
Feature 1 lower layers - lower 

in enclosure ditch. 
layers of enclosure ditch. 
layers of enclosure ditch. 

The number of fragments in each group is shown in Table 18. For 
the purposes of analysis, these init1al groups were amalgamated 
into ·those associ a ted with the i nf iII of the enc I osure d 1 tch 
<Feature 1, layer 5 and below) and alI others. Even these 
samples were smal I compared to the other sites in this study, 
although there are simi larit1es with the deposits from the other 
sites. Sheep/goat and cattle were again the dominant spec1es. 
The latter was better represented in Feature 1 than in the other 
deposits <Table 19). The other domestic species were poorly 
represented. Water vole IArvicola terrestrial and golden plover 
IPiuvial!s apricar~al were also present. Some rabbit bones 
intruded 1nto all deposits apart from the lower layers of Feature 
1; The three mole bones were also probably Intrusive. 

Amongst the unidentified bones, those of sheep-sized_ mammal 
and large mammal were found 1n roughly equal numbers, although 
the large mammal category was better represented in Feature 1. 
There is evidence to suggest that the assemblage was much better 
preserved in Feature 1. Table 20 I 1sts the types of cattle and 
sheep/goat fragments represented and, although the samples are 
smal I, loose teeth formed a higher percentage-of both assemblages 
in the other I ayers. Comparisons of the sizes of the major bones 
also produced high ind1ces of fragmentation for both sheep/goat 
and cattle 1n Feature 1. The ditch, which was infi lied after 
only a few years, probably attracted the dumping of larger 
material during deliberate infilling. The bones in the ditch 
would have not been subjected to tramp! i ng or plough damage. 
Consequently larger fragments, particularly of cattle were 
recovered. Amongst the unidentifiable portion of the assemblage, 
relatively more large mammal skull fragments, r 1bs· and vertebrae 
were recovered from Feature i than the other deposits, aga1n 
indicating the better preservation of bones in the d1tch. 
However, 15 cattle bones and six of sheep/goat 1n Feature 1 had 
been gnawed, indicating that some of the assemblage had been 
subjected to canid scavenging. 

There was only I 1mited ageing evidence from Rockley Down. 
Three cattle mandibles w1th toothwear data were recovered from 
Feature 1; two belonged to mature animals and the th1rd sti I I had 
its milk dentition in late wear. One maxilla had its Mi. on.ly 
JUSt in wear and belonged to an an1mal probably under a year old. 
The presence of young calves is attested by the discovery ot 13 
porous bones (10% of the cattle assemblage excluding loose 
teeth). Both sheep/goat mandibles with evidence of toothwear 
belonged to immature animals; one just had the deciduous 
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premolars 1n wear; 1he second had 
well. Both wereprobablyunder 
sheep/goa1 fragmen1 bore evidence 
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some wear on· 
a year old. 
of bu1chery. 

the f1 rst molar 
Two ca111e and 
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BURDEROP DOWN 

This stte produced the largest 
fragments), although these were obtained 
excavated area than the other sites. The 
this open sett I ement was in fact I ess than 
Down and Dean Bottom. The assemblage was 
f o I I ow i n g u n i t s for an a I y s t s : -

assemblage (i5,390 
from a much larger 
density of bones from 
from Bishop Cannings 
subdivided tnto the 

Layer i- topsotl/plougt)sotl (in the area of the main excavation 
only. 

Layer 2 - base of "topsoi 1/top of occupation surface~ 
Layer 20 - sarsen spread. 
Feature 42 - disc barrow dttch -separate from the 

excavation area - nearly al the matertal 
from a Late Bronze Age recut. 

Other Features -mainly postholes. 

main 
was 

The large majority of the bones were tound in layers i-2 <Table 
22). A rough count of bone fragmen-ts during finds processing 
revealed that denstties of bone increased near the s-tructures 
discovered on the site and also above layer 20. These 
observa"ttons were confirmed durtng this analysis. Layer 1 
included 155 1n"trustve rabbtt bones and the bones of moles and 
birds in "this layer were probably also intrustve. In addition, 
the good condition of a few sheep/goat bones in layer 1 was in 
such contrast to the vast major i'-ty of the very fragmented and 
poorly preserved assembl'age in this layer that it is likely that 
these too were of more recent origin. The samples from layer 20, 
Feature 42 and the other features al produced less than 1,000 
fragments. 

Sheep/goat (61% overal I) domtnated the id~ntified fragments 
with cattle <29%) ranked second. Pig bones were better 
represented <8% overal I) than from the other sites in thts 
report. The domtnance of sheep/goat was less marked tn the 
features than tn the topsoi I layers. 'Pig fragments tn particular 
were much better represented tn the features. Horse and dog, 
however, were sttll pooriy represented throllghout <Table 24). 

Unidentified.fragments provided over 70% of the fragments tn 
all subdtvtstons <77% overali). In contrast to the identified 
portion, 
fragments 

CaU le 

large 
tn most 

mammal fragments outnumbered sheepcstzed 
layers. 

mamma 1 

The preservation of the Burderop Down assemblages in general 
was poorer than the other sites investigated. The compositton of 
the cattle assemblage <Table 25) reflects this. Loose teeth 
formed an even greater proportion of the assemblage (71%). Only 
in the smal I samples from Feature 42 and the other features did 
the percentage of loose teeth fal I below 70%. The cattle sample 
was also htghly fragmented with very low Indices of Fragmen~ation 
in n\ost layers <Table 26). iii of the cattle bones were recorded 
as gnawed and this represents very much a minimum figure. A 
combtnation of scavengtng, trampltng, weathertng and plough 
dtsturbance had resulted in thts very fragmented, poorly .,, 



preserved sample. 

No cattle mandibles surv1ved w<th any teeth in place. Table 
27 shows the tooth erupt1on evidence for the d4 and M3. As at 
Dean Bottom and 81snop Cann<ngs Down, d4s st1ll outnumbered M3s 
but a much smaller proportion of them were unworn or in early 
wear. Where it was possible to r-ecord Grant's (19751 wear 
stages, a I I the spec 1mens were found to be heav i I y worn. The 
evidence for the presence of large numbers of young calves is 
therefore less clear than on the other sites. Only 5% of the 
cattle bones were poro~s but this figure may largely reflect the 
poorer preservation cond<t<ons, since the percentage of porous 
bones was noticeably higher in the features, in which bone 
survival was better. Whether the same explanation would account 
for the decrease in the proportion of unworn d4s 1s uncertain. 
Loose teeth did survive. although often severely fragmented, and 
the l.ack of unworn d4s may reflect that calves were culled less 
frequently at Burderop Down. 

Sheep/Goat 

2,604 fragments were recorded of which 2,028 (78%1 were 
loose teeth <Table 281. This again reflects the extremely poor 
preservat<ori of the assemblage. Only the samples from Feature 42 
and the other features conta<ned less than 70% loose teeth. 
Apart from these, only mandibles, radii, tibiae and metapodia 
contributed more than 1% of the sheep/goat sample. The samples 
from all but Feature 42 were very fragmented and the overall 
Index of Fragmentation was a low .18 (Table 251. 

No mandibles w1th teeth surv1ved and the ageing analysis was 
imited to loose teeth. 61 d4s and 48 M3s prov1ded some ev1dence 

of toothwear. AI I but one of the d4s was 1 n wear and the 
maJOrity were at wear stage g. Among the M3s, 21 of the 34 w1th 
G~ant wear stages recorded were at stage g and belonged to adult 
an1mals of four years or older (Table 271. The results bore 
sim!Jarities w1th those obtained from Dean Bottom (Table 141. 
Only 2% of the bones were porous, however, again reflecting the 
poor preservation cond1t1ons. 

19 sheep bones' were i dent i fed using Boessneck et a I.'s 
(19641 key of differentiation between bones of sheep and goat. 
Using Payne's metnod of analys1s, only 1 of 61 d4s belonged to a 
goat, ail the others belong<ng to sneep. 

Pig 

328 fragments were identified, 69% of which were loose 
teeth. Mandible and sku I I fragments were the only others found 
in any numbers. Very few of the postcranial bones surv<ved 
<Table 291. 

Other Spec1es 

46 horse fragments were recovered of which 28 (61%1 were 
loose teeth. Dog was represented by only 10 fragments. Other 
species present were red deer <Cervus elaphusl, roe deer 
<Capreolus capreolusl, hare (Lepus sp.l, fox (Vulpes vulpeB), 
wa t e r v o I e (A r v i co I a t e r rest r ' s I , s h or t- t a 1 I e d v o I e ( M i c rot us 
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ag rest 1 s), woodmouse ( Apode.mus sp. ) and ma I I a r d (An as 
platyrhynchos). The foolow1ng species were al probably later 
Intrusions; p1geon/dove <Columba sp.i, partridge <Perdix perdix), 

.kestrel <Falco t1nnunculusl, thrush species <Turdus sp.>, mole 
and rabbit. 

Unidentified Categories 

The large unidentified portion of the Burderop Down sample 
also displayed evidence of the poorer survival of bones. Within 
both the large mammal af)d sheep-sized mammal categor1es, only a 
small percentage of the more tragi le skull fragments, r 1bs and 
vertebrae were found. Once again the bias towards the denser 
elements was slightly less marked in Feature 42 and the othar 
features, indicating slightly bet'ter·surv1val of bones 1n those 
deposits. 

' 
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D ·1 s c us s 1 0 n 

An1mal Bone Preservation 

Excluding the Beaker pi.t Yt Dean Bottom, the samples 
analysed from the four s1tes conta1ned 42,066 fragments. Th1s 
represents one of the largest collections of Late Bronze Age 
faunal data to have been exam1ned 1n Britain to date. 
Unfortuna~ely the value of these assemblages are lessened by 1he 
consistently poor preser~ation conditions. Most of the material 
on all the s1tes was associated with topsoi I or loams above the 
occupation areas. The results of scaveng1ng, trampling, 
weather1ng and, 1n some cases, pl~ughing had resulted in a h1gh 
degree of fragmentation, h1gh percentages of un1dent1fied 
fragments 175-77% overal I on the four sites), and a heavy b1as 
towards I oose teeth amongst the 1 aent If 1 ed materia I. Such poor 
preservation restricts the range of analysis and makes 
comparisons with other better preserved assemblages difficult. 
It must be accepted that the vast majority of the bones of the 
ani~als eaten at these settlements did not survive or were 
rendered unidentifiable by the processes outlined above. It is 
doubtful that the preserved fraction represents a true cross~ 

section of the relat1ve number of species or the ages of the 
animals consumed. More tragi le elements, especially those of 
young animals would ha·ve had a much smaller chance of survival in 
these condit1ons than dense elements. 

Differential preservation of an;mal bones therefore presents 
difficulties in comparisons between spec1es and assemblages. It 
is poss1ble, however, to obtain some measure of the relative 
levels of preservation 1n faunal samples, provided 1hey have been 
recovered by roughly similar techniques and standards of 
ex.cavat 1 on. A I I these sites were carefu I I y excavated by hand and 
the standard of bone retfleval appears to have been extremely 
good. Durtng the analysiS of the IndiVidual sites it was clear 
that there were consistent patterns of differential preservation 
of the assemblages that could be exam1ned by var1ous methods of 
quantification. For example, the percentages of loose teeth of 
both cattle and sheep/goat usually rose in layers where other 
factors <such as high. indices of fragmentation, larger 
percentages of unidentified fragments, low numbers of r1bs, 
vertebrae and skull fragments amongst the unidentif•ed 
categor1esl aiso suggested that the assemblages had been more 
poorly preserved. When the percentages of cattle and sheep/goat 
loose teeth were plotted against each other IFtgure 1), a 
consistent pattern emerged w1th both percentages rising 1n a 
conststent manner in more poorly preserved assemblages. Those 
deposits w1th the lowest percentages of loose teeth <the Beaker 
pit at Dean Bottom, Burderop Down Feature 42, Rockley Down 
Feature 1) were all substantial features dug below the ground 
surface and these consequently had preserved assemblages less 
I ikely to have been trampled and weathered. Dean Bottom layers 
33 and 44-52 were the next best preserved. There was then a 
group of ussemblayes IB1shop C.a.nn1ngs Down layers 1-3, Dean 
Bottom layers i,, 18, 2-3, Burderop Down other features, and· 
Rockley Down o~her deposits) which contatned poorly preserved 
assemblages w1t~ 40-60% cattle loose teeth and 45-70% sheep/goat 
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loose teeth. Most of these assemblages were der1ved from layers 
of topsoil and loam. F1nally, three of the Burderop Down samples 
stood apart with over 70% loose teeth in both the cattle and 
sheep/goat samples. Apart from the sample from the other 
features at Btshop Canntngs Down, the relattonshtp between the 
percentages of loose teeth of the t~o spec1es appears to have 
been pos>ttvely correlated. 

This analysis suggests that the samples from the topsoi I and 
loams from three of these sites were of a simi Jar state of 
preservatton and their tontents can be compared with some degree 
of confidence. Comparisons between those samples and those from 
Burderop Down should be treated with great suspicion because of 
the v e r y p o o r p r e s e r vat i on of the · I at. t e r s amp I e s . S i m i I a r I y the 
deposits that produced better preserved assemblages should only 
be compared with the samples from the topsoi I and loams with 
caution. 

Species Representation 

AI I four assemblages were dominated by cattle and sheep 
fragments and there is no doubt that these species formed the 
oulk of the meat diet and were also the principal antmals 
exploited. The location of alI these settlements would have 
favoured the explottat1on of sheep with pasture avai I able on the 
tops of the chalk ridges above the field systems and on the 
fallow fields as well. The po·tential for the explottation of 
catt I e was more I imi ted because of the I ack of substantia I bodies 
of water near these settlements and I imited suitable pasture. 
High percentages of sheep should therefore be expected and it IS 

I ikely that they were by fai the most common species at Rockley 
Down, Dean Bottom and Burderop Down. However, the exact 
~roportton of sheep to cattle is dtfficult to ~easure, since 1t 
is impossible to obtain realistic figures for thts from such 
fragmentary samples. Both the cattle and iheep samples were 
poorly preserved and 1t is by no means clear whether their bones 
had.suffered similar degrees of destr"uction. 

Ftgure 2 compares the relattve abundance of sheep/goat 
expressed as a percentage of sheep/goat and cattle fragments in 
each of the major groups ~f bones. It IS clear that the samples 
from layers 1-3 at 81shop Cannings Down contained much lower 
percentages of sheep than the other three sttes. Qnly the smal I 
sample from Rockley Down Feature 1 approached these low figures 
for sheep and tt has been argued that that assemblage may have 
btased towards the dtsposal of larger bones, whtch would have 
favoured the recovery of cattle. Compartsons of the Bishop 
Cann i ngs Down samp I es with those of simi I ar standards of 
preservation from Dean Bottom and Rockley Down suggest that the 
observed variattons tn these percentages do tndeed reflect a real 
difference in the relattve numbers of these spectes represented 
at these settlements. 

There are several possible explanattons for the g.reater 
importance of cattle at 81shop Cannings Down. The settlement was 
situated c.B mt les from the other three settlements and was not 
part of the same settlement system. Although 1t was located at a 
s im1 1 ar height on the cha I k ·down I ands with I imi ted access to 
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water, it IS situated only c.1.5 miles from the Vale of Pewsey, 
an area much more SUitable for the exploitation of cattle. It 
was also 1nhab1ted at a sl•ghtly -earlier date than the other 
sites and it IS possible that cattl.e generally had decreased 1n 
importance on these later settlements. 

It seems that the meat diet was only rarely supplemented by 
pork. Pig fragments were poorly represented at Bishop Cann1ngs 
Down <2%), Dean Bottom (5%) and Rockley Down (4%). The area, 
which was substantially !'I eared of tree cover by the Early Bronze 
was not suitable for the exploitation of pigs. In this respect, 
it should also be noted that few p1g bones were recovered from 
the Beaker p1t at Dean Bottom. P1gs were of I ittle importance on 
these Sites. If they were exploited at alI, it would only have 
been in small numbers. It is possible that some <or even all) of 
the pig bones belonged to animals reared elsewhere and imported 
to these settlements. Only at Burderop Down did pig fragments 
<8%) increase to levels more commonly associated w•th samples of 
Iron Age date from the Wessex chalklands <Grant 1984: 105). P1g 
bones are usually considered to survive less well than those of 
cattle and sheep/goat. The increase in the proportion of pig 
fragments at Burderop Down desp1te the poorer preservation of the 
faunal samples there suggests that pigs were of rather more 
importance there. Whether th1s variation is due to locational or 
temporal factors IS open to question. 

The low incidence of horse (max. 2%) is also noteworthy 
considering the relatively high levels it obtained on many Iron 
Age sites (Grant 1984: 117). It does not seem to have been 
heav i I y exp I o i ted (at I east for meat) on these Late Bronze Age 
sites. Horse bones were also poorly represented at the Late 
Bronze Age settlement at Runnymede Bridge <Done 1980: 75l. 

Explottation of Cattle ----
The most remarkable aspect of these assemblages was the high 

proportion of calves represented, particularly at Bishop Cannings 
Down and Dean Bottom. Consider1ng that the poor preservat1on of 
the samples would have b•ased the samples towards older animals, 
the number of dec1duous premolars in ~n early stage of 
development was very high. If these samples reflect in any way 
the mortal1ty patterns of cattle, it would appear that a 
substant•al percentage were killed 1n their first year. A 
similar hiigh rate of calf mortality has been found 1n the Middle 
Bronze Age levels at .Grimes Graves, Norfolk <Legge 1981). 
Analys•s of large samples of mandibles from a midden suggested 
that about half the cattle represented were ki I led by about six 
months of age. Legge, 1n a deta1led d1scuss1on of the possible 
i n t e r pre tat 1 on of such a mo r t a I i t y p r of i I e , co rt c I u de d that the 
best ex p I an at i on f o r such a h i g h mo r t a I tty r ate amongst c a I v e s 
was that the cattle herds were bred pri·nc1pally for datry 
husbandry. Culling of a large number of (mostly male) calves 
would allow for the consumption of m1lk by the human population 
and sti II allow suffic1ent females to mature and perpetuate the 
sto~k. Such an 1nterpretat16n would also fit best the more 
I imited ageing data from B1shop Cannings Down and Dean Bottom. 
At Grimes Graves it was also suggested that:-

"mi lk production may be 1mportant in ·the preh1stortc 
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economy where the an1mal husbandry potent1al is I 1m1tedj 
better established systems, in.more fert1le areas or 
with more extens1ve pastures may wei I be able to afford 
a greater Indulgence in the more extravagant economies 
of beef production." (Legge '1981: 89J 

The results from these stud1es would lend support to that 
hypothesis. It IS believed that pasture suitable for cattle 
would have been I 1m1ted near these settlements. Consequently an 
emphasis on milk production would lessen the pressure on pasture 
and would be the most efficient management policy for cattle on 
these lands. 

There remains the ~roblem of interpreting the Burderop Down 
catt I e mort a I i ty data. Deciduous premo I ars 1 n an ear I y stage of 
development were much rarer on th1s site and there were generally 
fewer porous bones of calves. Again there are several possible 
explanations. The first may be simply that. the extremely poor 
preservation of the faunal samples at Burderop Down destroyed 
more of the bones and teeth of calves than on the other sites. 
It may be s1gn1ficant that the smal I sample from the features at 
the site, wh1ch had comparable standards of preservation of bone 
to the topsoi I layers at Bishop Cannings Down and Dean Bottom, 
pr·oduced a s 1m1 I ar proportion of porous bones. Even I oose teeth 
were noticeably more fragmentary in the majority of the Burderop 
Down sample. The more tragi le deciduous premolars may have 
suffered a greater degree of destruction than teeth of older 
animals. 

Alternatively, If we accept that it is.unlikely that the 
differences in preservation of the samples can totally explain 
the v a r i at i 0 n s I n the t 0 0 t hwe a r pat t e r n s ' i t f 0 I I OWS that a 
smaller proportion of calves were ki lied at Burderop Down. It 
that was the case (and only better preserved samples from similar 
sites in that area would resolve this question), an explanation 
has to be sought. One poss i b 1 I 1 ty wou I d be that the change was a 
temporal one. The settlement at Burderop Down was abandoned at a 
s I i ght.l y I ater date than Dean Bottom. If the maJOr! ty of the 
assemblages were derived from abandonment mater.ial, they may be 
temporally distinct. In which case it is possible to postulate 
that there had been a shift in emphasis in cattle husbandry since 
the demise of Dean Bottom, w1th less emphasis on milk production. 
Alternatively, the results may imply that the inhabitants at 
Burderop Down had more access to cattle pasture and could afford 
a more expansive. system of cattle husbandry. The fact that 
Burderop Down was a much larger open settlement implies that 1t 
was different in character to the smal I tightly grouped enclosure 
settlements such as Dean Bottom and Rockley Down. its 
inhabitants may also have persued a different reg1me of cattle 
management. The above explanations assume that the pastoral 
economies of these settlements were independant. Th1s need not 
have been the case and their economies could have been I inked in 
some way. D1fferences in the ages of cattle (and other spec1esJ 
on different settlements may have been caused by redistribution 
of particular ages of animal between sites. Burderop Down may 
have acted as a cent r e f o r such red i s t r i but 1 on . However , to 
speculate further would be stretching 1mperfect age1ng wei I 
beyond safe I imits. 
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Sheep Explo1tat1on 

Sheep of alI ages were represented on al these settlements. 
There does appear to have been a substantial cull1ng of an1mals 
killed in th"" f~rst and second years but nevertheless large 
numbers of sheep atta1ned maturity. G1ven the poor preservation 
of the s amp I e s , a de t a i I e d 1 n t e r p'r eta t i on of the mo r t a I 1 t y 
pattern IS Impossible. SuperfiCially the pattern appears to be 
sim1lar to the pattern found commonly on I ron Age sites 1n 
Wessex, with high f ust year mor ta I i ty rates but a substant 1 a I 
proportion of the stoc~ kept unti I quite old. age <Maltby 1981; 
Grant 1984: 106). Better preserv!'d samples are required, 
however, before a clear picture of sheep exploitation in the Late 
Bronze Age of the Marlborough Downs can be distinguished. 

. .• 

The assemblages were too fragmentary for detailed analysis 
of butchery and metrical analysis to be worthwhile. These data 
are stored in arch1ve at the Faunal Remains Unit and a copy also 
rests With the excavator together with other archival material 
from the sites. 

The analysis of these Late Bronze Age samples has 
demonstrated that even poorly preserved faunal aasembiages can, 
with care, prov1de interest1ng results. In part1cular, these 
samples have produced the first evidence for cattle management 
concentrating on dairy production in prehistoric Wessex. It is 
possible to postulate that such an intensive exploitation of the 
high ground in the Late Bronze Age suggests that pressures on 
space had developed during the Bronze Age. A regime ot dairy 
management of cattle would have been the best means of exploiting 
I imi ted area of sui tab I e pasture. It is poss 1 b I e that the 
co I I apse and abandonment of this system of sett I ement at the end 
of the per1od may have resulted 1n the change of cattle 
management witnessed on the Iron Age chalkland settlements 
elsewhere in Wessex. 
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TABLE 1 
-------

Spec1es represented at B1shop Cann1ngs Down <Fragments) 
----------------------------·---------------------------

Layer 
Species 1 2 3 Other Total 
-----------~----------------------------------------

Cattle 398 440 296 138 1272 
Sheep/Goat 162 217 18tl 183• 750 
P1g 1 1 9 14 13 47 
Horse 5 5, 2 1 13 
Dog 2 3 1 1 7 
Red Deer 1 1 2 
Roe Deer 1 1 
Hare 1 1 2 

Unid. Large Mamma I 1042 118 7 1006 440 3675 
Sheep-s1zed Mammal 355 508 522 406 1791 
Un1d. Mammal 282 410 490 301 1483 
Un1d. Bird 1 1 

Badger 1 1 
Pine Marten 1 1 
Frog/Toad 4 4 

Thrush sp. 1 1 
Rook/Crow 1 1 

Rabbit 3 3 
Mole 1 1 

TOTAL 2261 2184 2524 1487 9056 

Sheep 7 8 5 21 41 

• 1ncludes 28 articulated bones. 



TABLE 2 

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Untdentifed 
Categortes represented at Btshop Cannings Down 

Layer 
Major Species 2 3 Other Total 

Cattle 69 65 ' 59 4 1 61 
Sheep/Goat 28 32 37 54• 36 
Pig 2 1 3 4 2 
Horse . 9 . 7 . 4 . 3 .6 
Dog .3 . 4 .2 .3 .3 
Red Deer . 1 .2 . 1 
Roe Deer . 1 .2 . 1 
Hare . 2 . 1 

Total Fragments 579 676 503 336 2094 
-----------------~-------------------------------

Unidentified 2 3 Other Total 

Large Mammal 62 56 50 38 53 
Sheep-stzed Mamma I 2 1 24 26 35 26 
Unid.Mammal 17 19 24 26 21 

Total Fragments 1679 2105 2018 1147 6949 
-----~-------------------------------------------

%Unidentified 74 76 80 77 77 

• = including articulated bones. Excluding 
articulated bones in these layers, cattle= 45%,' 
sheep/goat = 50%; the other figures remain 
unaltered. 



TABLE 3 

Fragments of Cattle Represented at Btshop Cannings Down 
-------------------------------------------------------

Layer 
1 2 3 Other Tot~l I 

--------------------------------------------------
Skull frags. 
Mandtble 
Loose teeth 
Scapula 
Humerus 
Radtus 
Ulna 
Os Coxae 
Femur 
Patella 
Tibia 
Carpals 
Calcaneus 
Astragalus 
Centroquartal 
Other tarsals 
Metacarpal 
Metatarsal 
Metapodial 
ist Phalanx 
2nd Phalanx 
3rd Phalanx 
Sesamoids 
Ribs 
Cervical verts. 
Thoracic verts. 
Lumbar v e r t s . 
Sacrum 
Caudal verts. 

TOTAL 

"14 
30 

214 
15 
15 

3 
4 
5 
6 

10 
4 
5 
8 
1 
1 
7 

18 
5 

14 
10 

3 

.2 
1 

1 
2 

398 

16 
55 

212 
22 

9 
9 
6 
6 
5 
1 

19 
3 
5 
3 
2 
2 

19 
10 

4 
14 

8 
1 
2 
1 
3 

2 

1 

440 

20 
30 

162 
12 

6 
5 
8 
3 
3 

3 
4 

1 

2 
6 
9 
2 
9 
7 
1 
1 

2 

296 

9 
iU 
75 

5 
2 
2 

3 

1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 
4 
5 
4 
5 
2 
3 
1 

1 

138 

59 
125 
663 

54 
32 
19 
18 
17 
14 

2-
34 
1 1 
11 
13 

4 
5 

33 
41 
16 
41 
30 

7 
6 
2 
7 
2 
2 
1 
3 

1272 

5 
10 
52 

4 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
. 1 
3 
.9 
. 9 
1 
. 3 
.4 
3 
3 
1 
3 
2 
.6 
. 5 
. 2 
.6 
. 2 
. ? 
. 1 
. 2 

--------------------------------------------------
I Loose Teeth 54 55 54 52 



TABLE 4 

Fragmentat1on of Cattle and Sheep/Goat Bones at Bishop Cunn1ngs Down 

Layer 
Cattle i 2 3 Other Total 
---------------------------------------------
Complete i i 2 
0.75 2 4 '2 i 9 
0.50 3 1 2 6 
0.25 iO 13 12 7 42 
<0.25(0.10) 97 13 i 6 i 20 309 

Total Frags. 109 152 76 31 368 

Frag. Index .13 . 14 . 15 .21 •. 14 
---------------------------------------------
Sheep/Goat i 2 3 Other Total 
---------------------------------------------
Complete ·1 i 
0.75 2 i 9 12 
0.50 i 1 12 5 11 39 
0.25 25 35 19 20 99 
<0.25(0.10) 29 35 39 36 139 

Total -F r.ags. 65 84 64 77 290 

Frag. Index .23 .24 . i 9 .28 .24 
---------------------------------------------
Total frags. = to·tal number of mandible, scapula, humerus, 
rad1us, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial 
fragments. 



TABLE 5 

Age<ng Data from B<shop Cann<ngs Down 

Layer 
Cattle 1 2 3 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------
Porous bones 3 14 13 18 48 
% 2 6 10 29 8 

d4 unworn 1 7 4 1 13 
just in wear 2 1 1 4 

1n wear 2 6 2 10 

M3 unworn 1 1 
jUSt in wear 1 1 

in wear 5 4 2 2 13 
-~------------------------------------------

d4 
M3 

Sheep/Goat 1 

b 

1 
1 

Grant Wear Stage 
c d e f g h 

2 
1 

2 

2 

3 

2 
1 

Other 

9 

Total 
---------------------------------------------
Porous bones 8 6 3 1 1 28 
% 10 6 6 8 7 

d4 unworn 1 1 
just in wear 

in wear 3 8 4 1 16 

M3 unworn 1 3 4 
just in. wear 1 1 

in wear 5 9 5 2 21 
---------------------------------------------

d4 
M3 

b 
Grant Wear Stage 

c d e f g .h 

1 4 4 
3 
4 

6 
7 

4 

Wear stages after Grant (1975). 

2 
1 

1 

k 

k 

m 

m 



TABLE 6 

Fragments of Sheep/Goat Represented at Bishop Cann1ngs Down 

Layer 
1 2 3 Other 

Skull frags. 4 
Mandible 7 
Loose teeth 83 
Scapula 3 
Humerus 1 
Radius 15 
Ulna 3 
Os Coxae 
Femur 8 
Tibia 15 
Carpals 1 
Calcaneus 1 
Astragalus 1 
Centroquartal 
Metacarpal 4 
Metatarsal 12 
Metapodial 
1st Phalanx --1 
2nd Phalanx 1 
3rd Phalanx 1 
Ribs 
Ce r v i c a I v e r t s • 1 
Thoracic verts. 
Lumba·r verts. 
Sacrum 
Sternebrae 

TOTAL 162 

13 
116 

1 
3 

21 
1 
2 
2 

18 
1 
1 
3 

10 
14· 
·2 

4 
1 

1 
2 

1 

217 

2 
8 

1 10 
1 

'3 
14 

2 
3 
1 
9 

1 
1 
8 

17 
3 
2 
2 
1 

188 

) = number of articulated bones. 

% Loose Teeth 51 53 59 
<excluding articulated bones) 

5 
16 
50 

5 ( 1 ) 
6 ( 2) 

1 1 
3 
7 
1 

14 
5 ( 4) 
1 
1 
1 
g 

13 
2 
3 
1 
2 
8 ( 6) 
4 ( 2) 

13 (12) 
1 
1 
1 ( 1 ) 

183 (28) 

27 
32 

Tot a I % 

1 1 1 
44 6 

359 48 
10 1 
13 2 
61 8 

9 1 
12 2 
12 2 
56 7 

7 1 
3 .4 
6 .8 
2 .3 

31 4 
56 7 

7 1 
10 1 

5 . 7 
4 .5 
9 1 
7 1 

13 2 
1 . 1 
1 • 1 
1 • 1 

750 

48 



TABLE 7 

Percentages of Types of Element Represented in the Unident1f1ed 
Large Mammal and Sheep-slzed.Categor ies at 81shop Cann1ngs Down 

Layer 
Large Mamma I 1 2 3 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------------
Sku I I fragments 2 2 4 4 3 
Teeth fragments .2 . 4 ' .2 . 2 
Ribs 7 8 8 11 8 
Vertebrae 1 3 2 3 2 
Longbone frags. 31 28 22 19 26 
Unknown frags. 57 59 65 63 60 

Total 1042 1187 1006 440 3675 

Sheep-sized Mammal 1 2 3 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------------
Sku I 1. fragments .6 .8 .7 .8 
Teeth fragments . 3 . 1 
Ribs 5 8 9 19 10 
Vertebrae 1 1 2 1 1 
Long bone frags. 76 72 66 47 65 
Unknown frags. H 19 23 32 23 

Total 355 508 522 406 1791 



TABLE 8 

Spectes Represented tn Dean Bottom Beaker Pit 
----------------------------------------------

F % 
---------------------------------
Cattle 44 26 
Sheep/Goat 112 67 
Pig 6 4 
Red Deer 2 1 
Roe Deer 4 2 

Unid. Large Mamma I 124 33 
Sheep-sized Mamma I 183 49 
Untdenttfted Mamma I 68 18 
Untdentified 8 i r d 2 

Jay 1 

Total 546 
---------------------------------
F = number of fragments. 



TABLE 9 

Fragments of the MaJOr Dornestrc Specres Represented 
in the Dean Oottom Beaker Pit 

---------------------------------------------------
Cat tIe Sheep/Goat % ,Pig 

--------------------~--------------------------

Sku I I frags. 4 30 27 
Mandible 6 9 8 1 

Hyord 1 1 

Loose teeth 6 9 8 1 

Scapula 3 3 1 

Humerus 3 3 
Radius 5 12 1 1 

Ulna 1 5 4 

Os Coxae 2 1 1 

Femur 8 7 

Tibia 1 5 4 

Carpals 1 
Calcaneus 1 2 2 

Astragalus 5 4 

Centroquartal 1 1 1 

Other. tarsals 1 1 1 

Metacarpal 1 4 4 

Metatarsal 1 2 2 
Metapodial 1 1 2 
Ribs 1 
Cerv1cal verts. 4 3 3 
Thoracic verts. 1 2 2 
Lumbar verts. 4 4 

·Sac rum 1 1 1 

TOTAL 44 112 6 

-----------------------------------------------



TABLE. 10 

Species represented in Late Bronze Age Depos1ts at Dean Bottom (Fragm~ts) 

·species 

Cattle 
Sheep/Goat 
Pig 
Horse 
Dog 
Red Deer 

Unid. Large Mammal 
Sheep-sized Mammal 
Un1d. Mammal 
Un1d. Bird 

Badger 
Pine Marten 
Stoat 
Weasel 
Water Vole 
Short-tailed Vole.-. 
Unid. Rodent 
Frog/Toad 

Partridge 

Rabbit 
Mole 

TOTAL 

Sheep 

Layer 
1 1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 F6t3g Other Total 

274 
442 

34 
1 1 

5 

883 
845 
266 

1 

1 

2 

47 

214 261 
372 631 

18 50 
7 7 

14 ' 12 
3 

715 919 
951 1504 
307 567 

2 

1 
1 
2 

37 
4 

4 

1 
1 

1 
8 
1 
3 
2 

72 
6 

169 
240 

16 
7 
2 
1 

422 
582 
231 

1 

2 

2 

2611 2645 4073 1695 

6 13 16 13 

38 
47 

9 
2 

1 

145 
182 
125 

1 

1 
1 

1 

553 

1 

97 
13 1 

1 1 
2 
1 
1 

172 
385 
109 

1 

2 

7 

919 

2 

99 
4 

74 

1 
2 

180 

1 1 
30 

5 

1 

57 
102 

24 

2 

232 

1 

1183 
1897 

143 
36 

109 
6 

3314 
4553 
1649 

4 

2 
1 
2 
1 

10 
4 
6 
8 

·z 

167 
1 1 

13108 

52 



TABLE 11 

Percentages of Fragments of Major Spec1es and Unidentlfed 
Categor 1 es represented 1 n Late Bronze Age Depos 1 ts at Dean 'Bottom 

Layer 
MaJor Spec1es 1 1B 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Total 

Cattle 36 34 ' 27 42 39 40 34 
Sheep/Goat 58 60 65 53 48 54 59 
Pig 4 3 5 4 9 5 4 

Horse 1 1 . 7 2 2 .8 1 
Dog .7 2 1 .4 . 4 1 
Red Deer .3 ') 

.~ 1 . 4 " .~ 

Total Fragments 766 625 964 455 97 243 3201• 
_________________________________________ J ___________________ 

Unidentified 1 18 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Total 

Large. Mammal 44 36 31 34 32 26 35 
Sheep-sized Mammal 42 48 50 47 40 58 48 
Un1d. Mammal 13 16 20 19 28 16 17 

Total Fragments 1994 1973 3010 1235 452 666 9516 
-------------------------------------------------------------
%Unidentified 72 76 76 73 82 73 75 

• =excluding the burials in F2 and F6 but including other 
small assemblages not I isted above. 



TABLE 12 

Fragments of Cattle Represented 1n Late Bronze Age 
Deposit~ at Dean Bottom 

--------------------------------------------------, 

1 

Skull frags. 15 
Mandible 28 
Hyoid 
Loose teeth 136 
Scapu I a 15 
Humerus 13 
Rad1us 7 
Ulna 2 
Os Coxae 6 
Femur 1 
Patella 
Tibia 4 
Carpals 5 
Calcaneus 4 
Astragalus 1 
Cent r·oquar ta I 
Other tarsals 1 
Metacarpal 11 
Metatarsal 9 
Metapodial 3 
1st Phalanx 6 
2nd Phalanx 3 
3rd Phalanx 1 
Sesamoids 2 
Ribs 
Cervi cal verts. 
Thoracic verts. 
Lumbar v e r t s , 
Sacrum 
Caudal verts. 1 

TOTAL 274 

1B 

12 
30 

99 
3 
7 
5 
9 
6 
2 

6 
3 
1 
4 

2 
7 
5 
4 
3 
3 
; 

1 

; 

214 

2-3 

19 
39 

I 
121 

10 
9 
7 
1 
1 
9 
1 
4 
2 
2 

; 
1 
4 

1 1 
4 
5 
1 
2 
; 

1 
1 
2 
1 

261 

Layer 
33 35-37 44-52 Other Total 

2 1 
36 

1 
56 
12 

7 

1 
6 
5 

10 
2 
3 
2 
1 

5 
8 
1 
2 

3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 

189 

5 
5 

19 
2 
; 
; 
1 

1 

2 

; 

38 

15 
15 

29 
6 

2 
1 
1 
1 

2 

; 
1 

2 
5 
2 
5 

1 

2 
2 
1· 
2 

1 

97 

2 
2 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 1 

89 8 
155 14. 

2 .2 
464 43 

48 4 
37 3 
22 2 
15 1 
21 2 
18 2 

1 • 1 
27 2 
13 1 
10 1 
8 • 7 
3 . 3 
4 .4 

31 3 
38 4-
14 1 
21 2 

8 . 7 
5 .5 
6 .6 
4 .4 
5 .5 
3 • 3 
5 .5 
3. • 3 
4 . 4 

1084 

-----------------~---------------------------------------------------

% Loose Teeth 50 46 46 30 (30) 

Total excludes bones of the calf skeleton in F6. 



TABLE 13 

Fragmentation of Cattle and Sheep/Goat Bones at Dean Bottom(L.B.A.) 

Layer 
Cattle 1 1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 Other Total 

Complete 1 1 
0. 75 1 2, 2 3 8 
0.50 3 2 5 1 4 15 
0.25 5 10 16 23 (I 62 
<0.25(0.10) 86 55 77 53 1 1 21 2 305 

Iota I Frags. 9 1 69 97 84 12 36 2 391 

Frag. Index . 11 . 15 . 15 . 19 ( . 13) .23 . i 5 
-----------------------------------------~---------------------

Sheep/Goat 1 1B 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Other Total 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Complete 1 1 2 4 
0.75 2 5 6 12 7 1 33 -
0.50 12 1 1 . 19 11 1 4 1 59 
0.25 36 27 56 24 1 15 4 163 
<0.25(0.10) 80 77 160 59 12 29 4 421 

Total Frags. 130 i 2 1 241 107 14 57 10 680 

Frag. Index . 19 .20 . 18 .26 . 14 .28 .27 . 21 
--------------------------------------------------------------
Total frags. =total number of mandible, scapula, humerus, 
radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial 
fragments. 



TABLE 14 

Agetng Data from Dean Bottom <L.B.A.) 

Layer 
Cattle 1+18 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 Other Total 

Porous bones 31 20 1 1 20 1 83 
% 12 14 8 29 13 

d4 unworn 7 1 3 1 12 
just in wear 2 2 4 

in wear 8 5 2 1 16 

M3 unworn 1 1 1 3 
just in wear 1 1 2 

in wear 4 3 3 1 ' 1 1 
----------------------------------------------------------

d4 
M3 

Sheep/Goat 

b 

- --. 

2 

1 + 1 B 

Grant Wear Stage 
c d e f g h 

1 2 
7 

2-3 33 35-37 44-52 

j 

2 
1 

Other 

k 

3 
1 

Total 
---------------------------·-------------------------------
Porous bones 
% 

. d4 unworn 
just in wear 

in wear 

M3 unworn 
just 

d4 
M3 

in 
in wear 

wear 

12 
4 

2 
29 

3 
1 

13 

b 

1 
3 

24 9 1 7 
7 6 9 

1 
6 1 

1 1 

4 2 

Grant Wear Stage 
c d e f g h 

1 
1 
1 

4 
1 

7 19 
2 8 

4 

Wear stages after Grant (1975). 

2 55 
6 

3 
1 37 

5 
1 

19 

k 

1 

m 

m 



TABLE 15 
--------

Fragments of Sheep/Goat Represented In Late Bronze Age 
Depos1ts at Dean Bottom 

------------------------------------------------------
Layer 

1B 2-3 33 35+37' 44-52 Other Total % 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
Sku I I frags. 6 9 30 10 2 5 62 3 
Mandible 2 1 28 69 29 4 16 1 168 9 
Hyo1d 1 A 3 1 9 .5 
Loose teeth 280 199 291 99 27 55 18 969 51 
Scapula 5 4 8 5 1 6 1 30 2 
Humerus 7 5 9 3 24 1 
Radius 20 18 49 17 1 1 1 3 119 6 
Ulna 5 1 1 13 7 3 2 4 1 2 
Os Coxae 3 9 13 1 26 1 
Femur 8 6 22 5 1 3 2 .47 2 
Patella 1 1 1 3 . 2 
Tibia 30 23 32 18 2 8 1 114 6 
Carpals ·2 2 1 1 2 8 . 4 
Calcaneus 1 1 . 5 1 8 . 4 
Astragalus . 1 7 2 10 . 5 
Centroquartal - 2 2 4 . 2 
Other tarsals 1 1 . 1 
Metacarpal 13 15 2 1 5 2 6 1 63 3 
Metatarsal 25 17 22 22 2 7 1 96 5-
Metapodial 1 5 9 3 1 1 20 1 
1st Phalanx 6 4 7 4 2 3 26 1 
2nd Phalanx 2 4 4 2 1 1 1 4 . 7 
3rd Phalanx 1 2 3 • 2 
Sesamoids 1 1 . 1 
Ribs 2 1 1 2 6 • 3 
Cervical verts. 2 3 4 1 1 1 1 . 6 
Thoracic verts. 1 1 1 3 .2 
Lumbar verts. 1 1 1 . 1 4 . 2 
Sacrum 2 1 2 5 . 3 
Caudal verts. 1 1 2 . 1 

·it< 

TOTAL 442 372 631 240 47 13 1 34 1897 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
% Loose Teeth 63 53 46 4 1 (57> 42 51 



TABLE 16 

Fragme~ts of P1g Represe~ted 1n Late Bronze Age 
Depos1ts at Dea~ Bottom 

Layer 
i iB 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Other Total 

Skull frags. 1 
Mandible 6 
Loose teeth 20 
Scapula 
Humerus 
Rad1us 
Ul~a 

Femur i 
Tibia 
Carpals i 
Astragalus i 
Other tarsals 
Metatarsal 
Lat. Metapod1al 
Metapodial 
1st Phalanx .~ 

2nd Phalanx 
3rd Phalanx 1 
Cervical verts. 

TOTAL 34 

2 
i2 

i 

1 

i 

18 

2 
18 
1'1 

3 
2 
1 

i 

1 

2 

2 
1 

50 

2 
3 
3 
2 

2 

2 
1 

i6 

i 
2 
4 

2 

9 

i 
2 
4 

i 
i 

1 
1 

1 1 

1 

1 

i 
2 

5 

7 
33 
60 

6 
5 
i 
2 
3 
i 
i 
i 
i 
1 
4 
1 
8 
:? 
4 
i 

143 

5 
23 
42 

4 
3 
. 7 
i 
2 
.7 
. 7 
.7 
. 7 
• 7 
3 
. 7 

' 6 
2 
3 
.1 



TABLE 17 

Percentages of Types of Element Represented 1n the Unidentified 
Large Mammal and Sheep-stzed Categories at Dean Bottom <L.B.A.) 

Layer 
Large Mammal 1 1B 2-3 33 35t37 44-52 Other Total 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Sku I I fragments 2 4 7 12 5 16 2 6 
Teeth fragments .2 . 3 .2 .2 
RibS 5 9 9 14 5 8 3 8 
Vertebrae 2 3 4 5 1 3 3 3 
Longbone frags. 25 17 1 1 15 20 1 1 33 17 
Unknown frags. 66 67 69 53 68 62 59 65 

Total 883 715 919 422 145 172 58 3314 
-------------------------------------~-----------------------------

Sheep-sized Mammal 1 1B 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Other Total 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Sku I I fragments 2 3 2 6 3 5 2 3 
Teeth fragments . 1 . 1 . 1 . 3 : 1 
Ribs 7 13 14 17 10 17 16 13 
Vertebrae 2 1 3 4 8 4 3 
Longbone frags. 73 59 56 44 53 42 45 57 
Unknown frags. 16 24 25 29 35 28 33 25 

Tot a I· 845 951 1504 582 182 385 104 4553 
--------------------------------------w----------------------------
k 



TABLE 18 
--------

Species represented at Rockley Down (Frauments) 
-----------~-----------------------------------

Layer 
Species 1 2 4 8 28/3 F 1 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Cattle 39 4 5 23 10 53 1 135 
Sheep/Goat 51 15 15 3 1 18 40 1 171 
Pig 5 2 3 1 1 12 
Horse 3 2 3 8 
Dog 1 1 1 3 

Unid. Large Mamma I 144 38 34 84 46 113 16 475 
Sheep-sized Mammal 192 40 38 84 40 72 14 480 
Un1d. Mammal 60 13 2 1 37 16 18 2 167 
Unid. Bird 1 

Water Vole 1 • 1 2 
Un1d. Rodent 1 1 

Golden Plover 1 

Rabbit 25 7 8 4 4 3 2 53 
Mole 1 2 3 

TOTAL 521 12 1 121 268 137 307 37 1 5--t 2 

Sheep 2 2 3 7 



TABLE 19 

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Unidentifed 
Categor 1es represented at Rock ley Down 

Major Species 

Cattle 
Sheep/Goat 
Pig 
Horse 
Dog 

Total Fragments 

Unidentified 

Large Mammal 
Sheep-sized Mammal 
Unid. Mammal 

Tot a I Fragments 

%Unidentified 

Layer 
F1 Other Total 

54 35 4 1 
4 1 S7 52 

1 5 4 
3 2 2 
1 1 1 

98 231 329 

F1 Other Total 

56 
35 

9 

203 

67 

39 
44 
16 

919 

80 

42 
43 
15 

112 2 

77 



TABLE 20 
--------

Fragments of Cattle and Sheep/Goat 
Represented at Rockley Down 

----------------------------------
Cattle 

F 1 Other Total % F 1 'Other Total % 

-------------------------------------------------------------
Sku I I frags. 4 9 13 10 2 2 4 2 
Mandible 12 10 22 16 1 5 6 4 

Hyoid 1 ' 1 .7 1 1 .6 
Loose teeth 12 35 47 35 18 88 106 62 
Scapula 2 5 7 5 1 1 .6 
Humerus 2 1 3 2 3 3 2 
Radtus 2 3 5 4 2 8 10 6 
Ulna 2 1 3 2 2 2 1 

Os Coxae 4 4 3 1 1 .6 
Femur 3 1 4 3 2 3 5 3 

Patella ~ 1 .6 
Tibia 1 2 3 2 5 4 9 5 
Carpals 3 3 2 1 1 .6 
Calcaneus 2 2 .1 
Astragalus 2 2 1 2 2 1 

Centroquartal __ 1 1 .7 
Metacarpal 3 2 5 4 2 5 7 4 
Metatarsal 1 2 3 2 2 4 6 4 
1st Phalanx 1 1 • 7 3 3 2 
2nd Phalanx 1 1 2 1 1 1 .6 
Ribs 1 1 . 7 
Ce r v i·c a I verts. 1 1 . 7 
Lumbar verts. 2 2 4 3 

TOTAL 53 82 135 40 1 31 171 
--------------------------------------------------------------
% Loose Teeth ( 23) (43) 35 (45) 67 62 



TABLE 21 

~ragmentat1on of Cattle and Sheep/Goat Bones at Rockley Down 

Cattle 
Layer 

F1 Other Total 

Complete 3 2 5 
0.75 4 4 
0.50 '3 3 
0.25 7 3 10 
<0.25(0.10) 9. 21 30 

Total Frags. 26 26 52 

Frag. Index ( . 39) ( . 19 ) . 29. 
---------------------------------• 
Sheep/Goat F1 Other Total 
---------------------------------
Complete 1 1 
0.75 5 ·4 9 
0. 50 . 2 2 4 
0.25 4 7 11 
<0.25<0.10) 6 16 22 

Total Frags. 17 30 47 

Frag. Index .37 .28 . 31 
--------------~------------------

Total frags. = tot·al number of mandible, scapula,_ humerus, 
radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial 
fragments. 



TABLE 22 

Percentages of Types of Element Represented in the Unidentified 
Large Mammal and Sheep-sized Categories at Rockley Down 

Layer 
Large Mamma I F i Other Total 
--------------------------------------
Sku I I fragments 
Teeth fragments 
Ribs 
Vertebrae 
Longbone frags. 
Unknown frags. 

Total 

Sheep-sized Mammal 

Skull fragments 
Teeth fragments 
Ribs 
Vertebrae 
Longbone f rags. 
Unknown frags. 

-Total 

5 i 2 
i .2 

i2 3 5 
2 3 3 

i6 20 ;g 
64 72 70 

i i 3 362 475 

Fi Other Total 

8 

64 
28 

72 

1 
• 2 
7 
3 

66 
22 

408 

.8 

.2 
7 
3 

66 
23 

480 



TA8LE 23 

Spec1es represented at Burderop Down (Fragments) 

Layer 
Species 1 2 20 F42 Other Total 

Cattle 853 234 39 58 51 1235 
Sheep/Goat 1670 648 118 67 1 0 1 2604 
Pig 194 77 10 20 27 328 
Horse 46 4 2 2 1 55 
Dog 8 1' 1 10 
Red Deer 1 1 2 
Roe Deer 5 3 8 
Hare 2 1 1 4 ~;.~-· 

Unid. Large Mamma I 3957 1352 282 170 244 6005 
Sheep-sized Mamma I 2959 1431 206 142 303 5041 
Unid. Mammal 1869 712 78 52 166 2877 
Unid. 8 i rd 3 1 • 1 5 

Fox 1 1 2 
Mouse (Apodemus sp. ) 1 1 
Water Vole 4 1 1 4 10 
Short-tailed Vole 1 1 2 
Un1d. Rodent 4 2 1 3 10 

Mallard 1 1 
Pigeon/Dove 1 1 
Partridge 2 2 
Kestrel 1 1 
Thrush sp. 1 1 

Mole 23 1 1 25 
Rabbit 155 3 2 160 
--------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL 11760 4471 736 515 908 18390 

Sheep 11 4 1 3 19 



TABLE 24 

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Unidentifed 
C a t ego r 1 e s r e p r e s e n t e·d a t B u r de r o p Down 

Layer 
Ma_1or Species 1 2 20 F42 Other Total 
------------------------------------------------------
Cattle 3 1 24 23 39 28 29 
Sheep/Goat 60 67 70 45 55 61 
Pig 7 8 6 13 15 8 
Horse 2 . 4 1 1 .5 1 
Dog . 3 . 1 .5 .2 
Red Deer . 1 . 1 . 1 
Roe Deer . 2 -2 . 2 
Hare . 1 1 .5 . 1 

Total Fragments 2779 966 169 150 182 4246 
------------------------------------------------------
Unidentified 2 20 F42 Other Total 

Large Mamma I 45 39 50 47 34 43 
Sheep-sJzed Mammal 34 4 1 36 39 42 36 
Unid. Mammal 21 20 14 14 23 21 

Total Fragments 8785 3495 566 364 713 13923 
------------------------------------------------------
% Unidentified 76 78 77 71 80 77 



TABLE 25 

Fragments of Cattle Represented at Burderop Down 

Layer 
1 2 20 F42 Other Total % 

-----------~--------------------------------------------

Skull frags. 
Mandible 
Loose teeth 
Scapula 
Humerus 
Radius 
Ulna 
Os Coxae 
Femur 
Tib1a 
Carpals 
Calcaneus 
Astragalus 
Centroquartal 
Other tarsals 
Metacarpal 
Metatarsal 
Metapodial 
1st Phalanx 
2nd Phalanx 
3rd Phalanx 
Sesamoids 
Cerv 1 cal verts. 
Sacrum 
Caudal verts. 

TOTAL 

15 
30 

. 640 
5 
8 
5 
7 

1 1 
6 
7 
9 

12 
5 
1 
4 

16 
23 

8 
15 
10 

4 
6 
2 
1 

853 

6 
10 

174 
2 
5 
1 
3 
5 
4 
3 

1 

2 
5 
3 
~ 

5 
3 
1 

234 

1 
2 

28 ,, 
2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

39 

4 
12 
13 

6 
4 

1 
5 
2 

2 
2 

1 

.1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

. 58 

5 
6 

24 

1 
1 

1 

2 
2 

• 1 
1 

1 
1 

3 

2 

51 

31 
63 

879 
14 
18 

7 
13 
22 
12 
12 
13 
18 

6 
3 
6 

23 
29 
10 
23 
1 4 

7 
6 
3 
2 
1 

1235 

3 
5 

7 1 
1 
1 
. 6 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
• 5 
.2 
.5 
2 
2 
.8 
2 
1 
.6 
.5 
.2 
• 2 
• 1 

------------------------------------------------~-------

% Loose Teeth 75 74 ( 7 2) <22) ( 4 7) 



TABLE 26 

Fragmentation of Cattle and Sheep/Goat Bones at Burderop Down 

Layer 
Cattle 2 20 F42 Other Total 

Complete 
0.75 1 1 2 4 
0.50 1 1 
0.25 4 9 13 
<0.25(0.10) 106 34 4 16 12 172 

Total Frags. 1 1 1 34 4 27 14 190 

Frag. Index . 11 . 10 ( . 19 ) ( . 19 ) . 13 
' ---------------------------------------------------

Sheep/Goat 1 2 20 F42 Other Total 
-------------------------~-------------------------

Complete 1 1 
0.75 -2 . 3 1 6 
0.50 8 1 1 1 12 5 37 
0.25 51 38 9 7 5 110 
<0.25(0.10) 160 74 13 16 21 284 

Total Frags. 221 124 23 38 32 438 

Frag. Index . 15 . 19 . 18 . 3 1 .21 . 18 
---------------------------------------------------
Total frags. = total number of mandible, scapula,_ humerus, 
radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial 
fragments. 



TABLE 27 

Age1ng Oata from Burderop Down 

Layer 
Cattle 2 20 F42 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------------
Porous bones 
% 

d4 unworn 
just in wear 

in wear 

M3 unworn 
just 

in 

Cattle 

d4 
M3 

in wear 
wear 

Sheep/Goat 

6 
3 

1 
1 
8 

1 
6 

b 

1 

1 

3 5 4 
5 1 1 15 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 • 

Grant Wear Stage 
c · d e f g h 

1 

2 20 F42 Other 

18 
5 

3 
1 

10 

5 
1 

1 
8 

Total 
--------------------------------------~-----------
Porous bones 
% 

d4 unworn 
just in wear 

in wear 

M3 unworn 
just in wear 

1n wear 

Sheep/Goat 

d4 
M3 

8 
3 

34 

3 

28 

b 

1 
6 

3 1 1 
2 2 2 

1 
16 4 1 5 

2 
1 

10 3 1 

Grant Wear Stage 
c ·d · e f g h 

2 
1 
2 2 

4 12 
1 2 1 

2 

Wear stages after Grant <1975). 

13 
2 

1 
60 

5 
1 

42 

j 

• 

k m 

3 

k m 

2 



TABLE 28 

Fragments of Sheep/Goat Represented at Burderop Down 

Layer 
2 20 F42 Other Total % 

-------------------------------------------~------------
Skull frags. 
Mandible 
Hyoid 
Loose teeth 
Scapula 
Humerus 
Radius 
Ulna 
Os Coxae 
Femur 
Patella 
Tibia 
C<;lrpals 
Calcaneus 
Astragalus 
Centroquartal 
Other tarsals 
Metacarpal 
Metatarsal 
Metapodial 
1st Phalanx 
2nd Phalanx 
3rd Phalanx 
Ce r v 1 c a I verts. 
Thoracic verts. 
Lumbar verts. 
Sacrum 

TOTAL 

% Loose Teeth 

7 
31 

1368 
2 

16 
51 

7 
8 
9 
2 

45 
14 

3 
1 1 

3 
- . 2 
20 
40 

7 
1 1 

7 
2 

1 
1 
-1 

1670 

82 

6 
22 

1 
489 

3 
7 

2 1 

g 

5 

29 
2 
1 
2 
2 

10 
26 

1 
7 
2 

3 

648 

75 

2 

2 
5 
2 

2 
1 

6 
5 
1 

1 

118 

76 

1 
9 
1 

2 1 
1 
1 
6 
1 
1 
2 

8 

2 
1 

2 
8 
1 
1 

67 

( 3 1 ) 

1 
7 
1 

60 
1 
3 
5 

2 

• 5 

3 
6 

2 
2 
1 
2 

10 1 

59 

15 
7 1 

3 
2028 

7 
29 
88 
10 
19 
19 

2 
89 
17 

6 
14 

5 
2 

4 1 
85 
10 
21 
12 

3 
5 
1 
1 
1 

2604 

.6 
3 
. 1 

78 
. 3 
1 
3 
.4 
.7 
.7 
. 1 
3 
. 7 
. 2 
.5 
. 2 
. 1 
2 
3 
.4 
.a 
• 5 
• 1 
.2 
• 1 
• 1 
• 1 



TABLE 29 

Fragments of Ptg Represented at Burderop Down 

Layer 
2 20 F42 Other Total % 

' --------------------------------------------------------
Skull frags. 5 
Mandible 16 
Loose teeth 147 
Scapula 1 
Humerus 2 
Radtus 1 
Ulna 1 
Tibia 4 
Fibula 1 
Carpals 2 
Calcaneus 4 
Astragalus 2 
Other tarsals 
Metacarpal 1 
Metatarsal 
Lat. Metapodial 
1st Pha I anx --1 
2nd Phalanx 4 
3rd Phalanx 1 
Cervical verts. 1 
Lumbar verts. 

TOTAL 194 

% Loose Teeth 76 

5 
7 

53 

1 

2 
2 

1 

1 
1 

1 . 

1 
1 

1 

77 

(69) 

1 
9 

10 

3 
4 

12 

1 

20 

• 

4 
7 
6 
2 

1 

1 
3 

1 
1 

27 

17 
35 

227 
3 
4 
1 
3 
7 
1 
4 
7 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
5 
2 
1 
1 

328 

5 
1 1 
69 

1 
1 
. 3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
. 3 
.6 
.3 
. 3 
. 6 
2 
.6 
.3 
.3 



TABLE 30 

Percentages of Types of Element Represented 1n the Un1dentified 
Large Mammal and Sheep-sized Categories at Burderop Down 

Layer 
Large Mamma I 1 2 20 F42 Other Total 
--------------------------------------------------------
Sku I I fragments .5 . 7 . 6 3 . 7 
Teeth fragments .6 • 1 .4 
Ribs 1 2 2 19 7 2 
Vertebrae .4 . 7 5 .8 . 6 
Longbone frags. 16 17 17 1 1 1 1 16 
Unknown trags. 82 79 80 65 78 12 

Total 3957 1352 282 170 244 6005 
-----------------------------------------~--------------

Sheep-sized Mammal 1 2 20 F42 Other Total 
-------------------------~------------------------------

Sku I I fragments . 1 . . 3 1 2 .3 
Teeth fragments . 1 . 1 
Ribs 1 3 1 13 12 3 
Vertebrae .3 .9 3 2 .6 
Longbone frags. 85 81 91 65 66 82 
Unknown frags. 13 15 8 18 19 14 

Total 2959 1431 206 142 303 5041 
--------------------------------------------------------


