1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The role of hillforts in the Iron Age has been muddbated, especially with regard to the
type and continuity of occupation and status ofitiabitants. Authors have argued for and
against a high status for the hillfort, citing opetion evidence, artefactual presence and
absence, rampart construction and geographicalidémcaDdpinion has differed regarding the
nature and extent of the differences between hiif@and undefended settlements, the
location of hillforts on the boundary or centre t#ritories, and the seasonality of
occupation. In addition, both ritual and seculdeiipretations have also been advanced to
account for the deposits at hillfort locations (Botample Cunliffe 1992; Hill 1995a; Grant
1984c; Wilson 1992). This thesis aims to addresssdhquestions by furthering our
understanding of the structuring of society witthie ramparts of hillforts.

Using the hillfort at Danebury in Hampshire as aecatudy, butchery techniques and spatial
patterning of bones will be investigated, to assistleveloping an understanding of the
activities undertaken at the site. Butchery analysil be used to determine the intensity of
exploitation of the carcass and the divisions #maial bones were split into. The positions
of these ‘butchery units’ can then be investigatedtially; the zoning of particular elements
in certain areas would indicate segregation ofvagtior deposition, and therefore some
degree of specialisation or status based diffeaBati. More detailed analysis of associations
of bone elements in individual deposits will hetpdefine which activities led to particular

deposits, and whether they had any specific staged on ritual or social distinctions.

Therefore, analysis will focus on the nature aralesof meat consumption and its status, the
specialisation of tasks and segregation of aatiwjtihe manner of deposition of animal bone,
and the changes in occupation and use over tintaeStirect inter-site comparisons can be
made with other Iron Age sites in the vicinity ofafiebury, where the relevant data is
available for study (section 1.3.1.3), and witlesithat have already been subject to similar
types of spatial investigation such as Wendens AartibWinklebury (Halsteaet al. 1978;
Fisher 1985).



Specifically, research questions will include:

a) Was butchery a specialised craft?

b) What parts were carcasses divided into, andviolely were they distributed?

c) Do some deposits reflect consumption activitiés®, can the scale of meat consumption
be established?

d) Can the distribution of animal bone elementpiia and layers help us to detect zoning of
activities in the hillfort?

e) Are there any identifiable differences in borepaskits that could indicate ‘ritual’ and
‘secular’ activity?

f) Are there any identifiable high and low statuénaal bone deposits?

g) Are there any distinctions between animal bassemblages from pits and ditches?

h) How was consumption and deposition activity anébury different to that at Iron Age

non-hillfort sites in Wessex?

1.1.1 Why Danebury?

The area excavated at Danebury is unusually lage,the continuous strip of excavated
interior (section 2.1) provides an ideal opportynd try to identify different use areas, as
have been suggested for contemporary ManchingigCi#i76) and Maiden Castle (Sharples
1991). Thousands of pits were half sectioned amad tully excavated, providing entire,

discrete deposits with well stratified fills thaarcbe analysed as individual entities. Layers
that had built up in quarries and against the ratapaere also excavated, so deposits in

different feature types can also be compared.

The records of faunal remains at Danebury are dolpputerised and detailed. They are also
numerous, with over 240,000 identified bone fragmeamcorded. Much of the material
recorded in this database had not been fully atllis-or example the butchery records have
not previously been looked at in detail, despite¢bmprehensive manner of recording. The
extremely large dataset is unique for Iron Agessiteany of which have only been sampled,
and many outside southern Britain producing littiéhe way of surviving bones. The bones
at Danebury are also extremely well preserved,mwhuse of this, the butchery marks are
very clearly defined. For butchery analysis, adasgmple size is especially important, since
the process of butchering may result in a very bpeicentage of cuts impacting on the
bone (section 1.3.5). In terms of comparative ddwa,Danebury Environs project (Cunliffe
2000) provides several sites in the vicinity, exatad, recorded and written up in a similar

manner.



1.1.2 Why butchery?

‘butchers, like artists, leave something akin teignature in the marks of their handiwork’
(Kemp 1994:145).

There is considerable potential to help resolveesofithe questions raised about the nature
of Iron Age society using evidence from butcherghteques alone. The types of marks
found on the bones can help us to interpret saspkects of butchery and meat eating:
chopping through bones to produce meat parts orbdhne suggests rapid processes, with
little regard for the physiology of the animal. garchunks of meat can be taken as evidence
of large scale, communal consumption. Cuts to theudar parts of bones suggest a careful
technique and detailed knowledge of the skeletah ransculature. Analysis of changing
butchery patterns over time can assess the exfeautside influences (such as Roman

techniques), tool type and intensity of use.

Figure 1.1: Monetary value of different pig carcpasts. After: Gerrard 1964: 200.

Even today, butchery processes are regionally gerdrand the resulting cuts of meat are
imbued with status. For example, the meat on theeldimbs is cheaper and less desirable
than that on the rump or loin (figure 1.1). In tkisidy the main purpose of investigating
butchery, however, is to enable the particularsupit butchery to be identified, and their

locations within the hillfort displayed. Each bugci unit consists of a group of bones

(perhaps the phalanges and tarsals for the fesijgée bone or a part of a bone (in modern
butchery, the front of the pelvis provides meatdapecific cut, for instance). Obviously it

is impossible to say whether all bones were butther the same manner, or at all, but the
standardisation of marks implies a consistent neethas followed (Grant 1987).



1.1.3 Why spatial patterning?

Once individual butchery units have been definégytcan then be spatially located by
deposit or area. If these units, which are separat¢he time of carcass dismemberment, are
not found in the same pit or layer, they have obsip been further dispersed (see below). If
butchery units are found together, this implies enonmediate deposition, or that the units

remained together during cooking and meal pregarati

Many authors have suggested functional or taphonalifierences between areas (Wilson
1986; 1994), or activity-based segregation of a(etdsteadet al. 1978; Meadows 1997).

Cunliffe states that no patterning of small findsswresent at Danebury (Cunliffe 1995: 42),
although he identified different use areas on #&doof structures. However, many analyses
can be carried out with animal bone other than Birfrequency and location. Species and
body part are also important; the skull and the uermr the horse and the sheep may
represent very different activities or values, andy have been consumed by different

people or groups.

Communities with social hierarchies, such as areisaged by Cunliffe for Danebury
(Cunliffe 1995), may produce deposits or areas tbatain predominantly ‘rich’ or ‘poor’
remains. This type of segregation occurs when aioth poor groups live in different areas
and deposit remains separately. Meat bones ofragegceived value (which may not be the
same as those defined as such today) will thendsdd mainly in richer areas. Trotters and
heads, commonly perceived as low status cuts inemo&ngland, may have a different
distribution to vertebrae and pelvic bones. Thisdkof separation has been suggested for
Roman and medieval sites (Stokes 1996; LoveluclB) 98t is unlikely to be recognised

during excavation by non-specialists.

A centralised society is likely to have butchery amonsumption activities taking place in
different areas. An example is Roman Exeter (MaltBy9), where butchery waste in high
densities was deposited in certain defined areasliffe suggests that occupation and
storage at Danebury were mainly found in differargas, and bone evidence may reflect
this, although the analysis of distribution of atfiads has not shown a clear relationship to
the structural evidence. A less specialised soamight produce different types of bone

deposits, so one might expect a range of bone elismspread across the site.



A wide distribution of bone elements across the &t then, as interesting a scenario as
evidence for segregation of body parts. A socibt selects and deposits its food in no
particular pattern may in fact be highly developedh complex means of waste collection

and disposal. A high degree of control over butgha&nd/or depositing bones may be

exercised in this case. Alternatively, the societgy have been egalitarian, making no
distinction between what are commonly regarded eat routs of high and low values. Other

forms of evidence such as settlement type, houat artefactual evidence can then be
brought in to shed further light upon these phentane

An important consideration when looking at spapatterns is temporal differences in bone
distributions. The analyses outlined above are snitable when pits can be regarded as a
single entity, an idea that has been challengedHdly (1995b) and Grant (2002).
Investigation of separate deposits within pits 3e&nl be performed, allowing different
faunal contents between individual deposits to &ndd. Specific events, such as feasting,
might produce a distinctive signature in the baeord - large quantities of bone from many

animals.

In addition, some pits contain ‘special deposit@cfion 1.3.4), possibly indicating that a
completely different deposition strategy was incpl&or pits, compared to that for the layers
which built up around the ramparts and in holloarsd as occupation layers in buildings. If
pits and layers show variation in depositional pcag then one topic that needs addressing
is whether they also contain the remains of difietgpes of consumption activity. It is also
important to identify whether different consumptiand depositional practices were taking

place in the pits that did not contain ‘special a®{s’.

The large area of Danebury that was excavated tlandthuge number of bones recovered,
provides the perfect opportunity to look for splapatterning. However, the large sample

size makes manual investigation very difficult. Gegphic Information Systems provide an

ideal medium by which to investigate this kind attterning. The faunal data can be linked
to the spatial locations of pits and layers easdyd particular bones or combinations

displayed very quickly. This is especially usefiiem repetitive analyses are undertaken, for
example where the locations of bones of differgmatcges and from different phases need to
be explored.



1.1.4 Models for identifying consumption activities and social structures

Some models for identifying different activitiesdasocial groups using butchery evidence
and animal bone distributions are outlined belowsdme cases they overlap, and the same
bone distribution could be used to argue for mbentone scenario. Where it is impossible
that the scenarios could have co-existed, it i€s&ary to include other types and sources of
information other than faunal remains, and fronfedént sites, to clarify interpretations (see
chapter 6).

1.1.4.1 Feasting or ‘household’ scale consumption

Ethnographic and historical sources cite that reatihg in large quantities is often regarded
as desirable, but is in fact relatively uncommoiddEs, 1991: 11-23). However, communal
eating and feasting could be represented by theepoe of bones that carry large quantities
of meat, or by dense deposits of many bones fralwigtual animals. A dense deposit could
be recognised from the archive data, if a large memof bones was recovered from a
relatively small volume of soil. The meat from adem young pig (similar in size to a
mature Iron Age pig) could feed at least 60 pedReBoulton, pers. comm.), and if this
number of people was eating at once, the bone remai an entire pig may be found

together in one deposit.

Carcasses are unlikely to remain articulated eveermthe whole animal is roasted on the
bone (as might take place prior to feasting), adittements break down during cooking and
the bones disarticulate. However, articulated partwhole animals may have been filleted,
even if they do not show any butchery marks, andlevbave produced a similar quantity of
food to an animal cooked whole on the bone. In hgples of butchery, the full resources
available would not have been utilised, as wherbtitehery method left parts of the animal
still articulated, it is likely that small scraps meat and the marrow would have been
deposited with the bones. This type of cooking,le&vhbt feasting, certainly does not utilise

the carcass to its fullest potential.

Smaller scale ‘family’ or ‘household’ eating coute inferred from small parts of larger
animals, such as a small consecutive series oélwe® from a pig, or by larger parts of
small animals, for example a whole sheep limb. Ageaof species and bone elements,
perhaps in distinct butchery units (as identifiedrimg butchery analysis), might be
indicative of general household debris (see belaw $tatus distinctions). Another
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characteristic of smaller communities is the presigon of meat, when the quantity of meat
available from one animal exceeds the amount beagtoup can eat before the meat begins
to rot. In early modern Britain, one pig per famiper year was slaughtered, and the
preserved meat lasted until the next pig was kilkethe next year (Malcolmson & Mastoris
1998).

A similar practice was observed until recently e tvillage of Fageca, Spain (Joan Segui
pers. comm.). Most bones were deposited at onee @iftarticulation and filleting, but some

(the scapula and the femur for example) were rethim the preserved meat to aid

preservation. These bones, therefore, would bediteploat a later date, and possibly in a
different place to the majority of the bones. Sackystem, based on frugal use of meat,
would probably also involve boiling up bone to uge scraps of meat and possibly
extracting marrow. This would further dissemindte bone and fragment it.

1.1.4.2 Hierarchical or egalitarian society

If the people using the hillfort were of differesbcial classes, they might be expected to
consume the meat of different species, ages or frarticular parts of animals. Therefore a
predominance of younger animals, which have notrgathed their optimum meat weight,
might indicate higher status if the young meat 8asn as possessing social prestige.
Alternatively, older animals may have been morai@dlas their meat is stronger in flavour.
Older animals will also have been kept for longemsuming more resources, and could
therefore have higher status. Thus an area or depascontained the bones of certain ages,
or maybe of rarer species, could indicate partrcstiatus for this part of the hillfort or for the
particular group that created the deposit. Pige lsmmetimes been regarded as indicative of
high status due to their lack of secondary prod(s#e Grant 1988), but were also bred by

poorer families since they are very easy to feating scraps and waste products.

Specific meat cuts may have held different valUd®e head and trotters have traditionally
been regarded as low status in modern Britain, iadded these ‘waste’ parts are seldom
eaten now. Obviously we cannot say for certain wiaiie meat parts may have held in the
Iron Age, but a cluster of specific bone elememtbudchery units in one area could indicate
particular status. Theoretically, bones carryinghh{femur), medium (vertebrae) or low

(skull) proportions of meat might be differentlystlibuted. Large quantities of ‘meaty’

bones, or a high density of bones might indicatgelsscale meat consumption, something

that may only have been available to the more plmverembers of society.



If all inhabitants of the hillfort were of the sams®cial ranking, there might be no
segregation of certain parts of meat, which woelsllt in a homogenous pattern across the
site, with no differentiation in species proporsphone elements, types of butchery, or ages

of animals.

1.1.4.3 Specialised or unspecialised activity

A specialised society might be inferred from thengistency of techniques (such as

butchery), which suggests work tasks had been tagdyy selected individuals or groups.

If such specialisations existed, waste might bea afistinctive nature. Meat bones from
different stages of butchery could include ‘wadiehes such as the head and feet, filleted
meat-bearing bones, etc. Consumption refuse mighgist of bone from smaller species or
parts of bone from larger species that had beeketbaith the meat, for instance distal
tibiae, vertebrae or ribs. Craft waste from hidekitg might comprise the metapodials and
maybe skull, while glue production would resultfiagmented bones. Horn working would
produce concentrations of horncores and skulls vitiincores removed, while bone
working would perhaps result in scapulae with hales during button making or worked
metapodials, etc. These might be found in separa&t@s, pits or deposits, if deposition was
also segregated. A lack of specialisation might itoplied from haphazard butchery

techniques.

1.1.4.4 ‘Structured’ or random deposition

Ritualised activity has been suggested to explaileast a part of some pit fills. Cunliffe

(1992) and Grant (1984a) regard ‘special deposigsticulated animals or parts of animals,
skulls, unusual combinations - as propitiatory oiffgs, while Hill (1995a) suggests that all
material in pits was ‘structured’. Hill proposesitithe number of bones recovered from Iron
Age sites do not represent the total humbers afalsi bred. Therefore bones that did
survive must have been specially treated. Howether,amount of meat consumed in the
Iron Age could have been very small, so the depasithin the hillfort may provide an

accurate reflection of the number of animals edtan.also possible that all the bones in pits
may have held some sort of significance, for instaii they had all been derived from
special occasion meals. The butchery on the bomewinly implies that meat was

consumed, though it may have had a ritual basrhaps in feasting or sacrifice.



No special deposits were noted in the layers, whidht represent a different and possibly
more ‘secular’ activity. If the contents of thegxkcepting special deposits contain material

of a similar nature to layers, could it be said thare are lenses of ritual activity but that the
rest of the deposit is ‘secular? Or might the vehelte be ritual in nature? Indeed, strict
distinctions between ritual and secular activityymat have had any validity in the Iron Age
(section 1.3.4). Hill's hypothesis requires the é®rio have been somehow selected for
inclusion into pits, and so certain combinations ebements might be found together.
Immediate deposition into available pits after aonption, with no ritual basis to the action,

would mingle the bone elements, reducing any ewvderf ‘structuring’.

Certain areas of the site have been afforded diftestatus by Cunliffe (1991: 25) and one of
the key questions addressed in this thesis is whdtie pits around the central ‘shrine’
structure contain bone assemblages that are nblycdédferent to pits in the ‘storage’ or

‘occupation’ areas? Whole heads, or exclusivelyutrtiered bone, for example, would add
weight to a non-functional interpretation and specassociations of species and bone
elements in certain areas - a horse and dog wetedbtogether in one pit (Grant 1984c:

222) - might also suggest unusual deposition agtivi

Other ritual acts such as sacrifice could be remseghby the deposition of whole animals or
articulated parts of animals with no butchery ene whichmay have been deposited fully
fleshed. It is difficult to say with certainty whnetr bones had been deposited with meat still
covering the bone, as filleting marks will not nesa&rily be made on each bone that is
filleted. Identification of sacrificial activity i¢urther complicated by ethnographic evidence
that some acts of sacrifice are accompanied byifgagKlenk 1995). The resulting bones
may bear butchery marks and be disarticulated, mgatiem very difficult to distinguish

archaeologically from the remains of ‘ordinary’ samption.

One final possibility that is worth noting in thertext of supposedly ritual activity is the
deliberate curation of rubbish for later depositi®ollard 1992). It could be inferred
archaeologically by the incidence and location wAwing and weathering, and small parts

of disassociated bone.



1.1.5 Conclusions

This study will follow several major strands of engy. Firstly, the question of whether the
occupants of the hillfort were socially stratified not, and if such status differences are
visible archaeologically through bone deposits.o8dty, to identify the scale of meat eating
at Danebury, compared to other sites. Were thebitdrgs eating communally or in small
groups? Thirdly, it is important to consider thesgible ritual nature of some deposition —
are particular deposits (excluding those previoasiegorised by Grant (1984a) as ‘special
deposits’) conspicuously different to the majorififfe final broad aspect to address is the
potential for identifying spatially segregated areaf activity that could indicate

specialisation of crafts.

The methodology of the research has been designaddress the key issues outlined here
through analysis and interpretation of the butchreayks by species phase and feature type,
and by spatial investigation of the butchery ‘units two and three dimensions. Thus it
should be possible to describe and interpret tlsé&rillution of particular bone elements
across the hillfort, the scale of bone depositiond dhe integrity of bone elements in
individual deposits. The analysis can also be ts@avestigate sites other than Danebury, in

order to provide comparative results.

1.2 THESIS STRUCTURE

The thesis begins with a review of the relevamréiture to date, and its impact upon this
study (section 1.3). The appropriateness of metlogtes for investigating butchery and
spatial patterning is assessed, the results odiliaed the main theoretical issues are

described, and interpretations given.

Chapter 2 broadly outlines my methodology: thed®&la of data, choosing a sample area of
the site, phasing and the nature of the availablia.dDetailed methodologies for each
analysis (butchery, spatial distribution) are pdad at the start of each of the three data

analysis chapters (chapters 3-5).

Chapter 3 describes and interprets the butcherksrar Danebury by species, phase and

feature type, in order to ascertain which bonesanag butchery ‘units’ in each case.

Butchery patterns at Suddern Farm and Nettlebans€atwo sites excavated during the
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Danebury Environs programme, and Balksbury hillfat nearby settlement, are also

analysed in the same way, using butchery recorderog Julie Hamilton and Mark Maltby.

Spatial analysis begins in chapter 4 with two-disenal investigation of the butchery unit
distribution across the selected sample area o$itbe Investigation was again divided into
species, phase and feature type. In chapter Spdwtak analysis was expanded to look at
individual deposits in pits and layers. This intnodd a three-dimensional aspect to the
investigation, which enabled temporal differenaesléposits to be considered at the same
time as spatial ones. Also, ‘occupation’ depositscircular structures are compared to

stratified layers in pit.

The data chapters are followed by a discussiontehaghapter 6, which brings results of the
analyses together in order to explore possiblepné¢ations and incorporate evidence from
other sites and different specialisms. The conalgidchapter (chapter 7) sums up my
interpretation of the results, with an analysidoW the aims of this project have been met,
and an appraisal of the methodologies used. Asategethe thesis has prompted more
questions than it has addressed, and profitabés lof further enquiry have been outlined at
the end of chapter 7.

Appendices detailing the coding method for recaydintchery marks and the coded entries
themselves are provided (appendices 1 and 2). Ajppé@ndescribes a butchery experiment
undertaken to investigate and consolidate thepngéations of butchery marks drawn in the
archive. Appendices 4 and 5 provide a glossargwhs for reference and a diagram of the

positions of bone elements in the skeleton.

Where practical, illustrations have been includedhie manuscript, but the inclusion of all
figures in text would render some sections of chiap8, 4 and 5 very difficult to follow. For
this reason, the majority of the figures are lodatethe end of each relevant chapter, and are
referenced by chapter and figure number (the fiigsire in chapter 5, for example, is figure
5.1). The list of figures (pages vii-viii) indicaevhich illustrations are embedded in the text.
Where figures have been adapted or sourced froer athithors, the relevant publication is
referenced in the figure caption. lllustrations gttbtographs were drawn or taken by the
author unless otherwise stated, although the botcimgrams and carcass divisions in
chapter 3, and bone element representations inteth&p were turned into digital images

from my drawings and then manipulated into moresg@néable forms by Cain Hegarty.
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1.3 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

1.3.1 Hillforts And The Iron Age

1.3.1.1 Danebury and its interpretation

Danebury is probably the best-known and most ertelysexcavated Iron Age hillfort in
Britain. Its first interpretation as a centre ohtol was proposed by Barry Cunliffe, who co-
ordinated excavation of almost 60% of the site awere than 20 years. His suggestion that
‘large communal hilltop enclosures were probablytlia serve as bases for the autumn and
winter management of stock’ (Cunliffe 1991: 356)swhased on high proportions of
immature individuals evidenced from the faunal gsial The hillfort was one of only a few
to be redefended in the 4th century BC, and tlassdys, gave it a ‘position of dominance’; a
defensive ‘focal point for the community’ (Cunlifi©91: 356). The redefence was seen as a
response to changes initiated by pressure on iahith increased as the bronze economy
collapsed. Further periods of stress were propasede end of the third century (Cunliffe
1984a: 31), from increasing quantities of slingshaheep, the incidence of periodontal
disease in sheep and propitiatory human burials.Attmerous pits found within the hillfort
were interpreted as underground storage for gr@umifffe 1992). This was taken to be
evidence for stockpiling of resources, with thelftit as a central redistribution point
controlled by tribal leaders. The theory was depetb using information on seed
provenance, which showed the grain to have origthitom many locations (Jones 1995).
However the hillfort did not attract large quamgiof goods from long distance (Cunliffe

1984a: 32), suggesting that any influence it hedd vegional.

Cunliffe’s interpretation has been challenged aratliffed since its initial publication. For
example, the viability of underground grain storagas investigated. An experiment
undertaken at Butser experimental farm showeddhat could be stored successfully for
many years without spoiling, if it were properlyak= (Reynolds 1974; Hikt al. 1983),
and Fitzpatrick states that grain stored undergiches twice the germination rate of that
above ground (Fitzpatrick 1997: 80). Why, then,evire four post structures (interpreted as
granaries) so common? Cunliffe suggested food gtarethese was intended for more
immediate consumption, with that stored undergrotesgrved for sowing in the coming

year.
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Cunliffe’s explanation for the underground buridlgoain has an economic basis, though he
ties it in with symbolic practice. The lack of egitte for warfare suggests that grain was not
beneath ground to avoid spoiling in conflict, batduggests that the grain in pits was kept as
a back up in the case of crops failing or as a stfiee between harvest and germination. The
special deposits (see part 1.3.4) were thoughate lbeen placed at appropriate times after
the safe removal of the grain to give thanks omest] bountiful crop growth (Cunliffe
1992). It should be possible to test whether ghlogés in pits, or just some, have a different,
or special nature which could be indicative of #irsd of propitiatory ‘offering’.

Stopford (1987: 70) disputed the interpretationDafnebury as the residence of the top
elements of a socially stratified society. She rnaaned that the structures within the
enclosure did not provide evidence of stratificatidhere was nothing to suggest the
presence of a ‘single high status house’ such addmoe inhabited by a chief or tribal
leader. The ‘granarieswere found in two size categories, though the largereweot
necessarily of more complex construction, so cowldbe regarded as high or low status. It
could be argued that Stopford’s conclusions aredas rather Eurocentric, 20th century
distinctions of power and prestige, where largenstobust structures are considered the
most important. Stopford does go on to say thatt#mral locations and lasting nature of a
central rectangular structure suggest that it wlagreater importance than the housing.

Despite being interpreted as a ‘shrine’, thereothimg to indicate what it was used for.

Stopford also convincingly reasoned that the actefd evidence suggests a site with only a
few specialisations, similar to most undefendedesaents in southern Britain in the Iron
Age (with the exception of Meare and Gussage ahtSga She suggests that sites with easy
access and more finds, such as Glastonbury, aly lik have acted as ‘neutral’ exchange
centres (1987: 73). Lock (1989) argued againstiriterpretation, but only by refuting her
suggestion that Danebury was not primarily for desece on the grounds of posthole
evidence for housing. Sharples claimed that Mai@astle in Dorset had a similar material
culture and mixed economy to surrounding Iron Agess and that the only difference was
the construction of ramparts, allowed by a larggypation sustained by acquisition of
agricultural land (Sharples 1991: 259). Of courbtgiden Castle may have operated
differently to Danebury.

The homogenous nature of material culture is erpkhiby Sharples as a ‘deliberate

suppression of status distinctions’ (Sharples 19880). In his opinion, the elite who

organised the construction and maintenance of ¢éfendes were trying to manipulate public
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opinion, to portray the defences as a benefit lpmat a means by which power structures
could be maintained. The motivation therefore was$ personal gain, in the form of

foodstuffs, goods or habitat (all distinctions beémn pottery types vanished in the early-
middle Iron Age), but presumably more to do witle thbility to command an expanse of
land or the services of people, possibly relatedacfare. This would make any analysis of
status difference on the basis of artefactual emidegedundant, but if there did appear to be

differences in social status between some depasstisggests that his claim is invalid.

The use of hillforts as primarily defensive centsgas argued against by Bowden and
McOmish, using examples in Dorset which were owaal by higher ground and situated
indivisibly with earlier prehistoric monuments (Bden and McOmish, 1989). They

suggested that other interpretations such as cenahuentres needed to be considered.

Hill also suggests that hillforts were not primaridefensive, but served as a gathering place
for the people of the dispersed farmsteads. Citiegsimilarity of deposits at Danebury and
Winklebury, he regards the special deposits asnihefithe settlements. The differences
between deposits at the hillforts may have resutma different farm-holders ‘owning’ the
land (Hill 1995b). He suggests that the storagegm@in acted as a symbol of unity,
conjoining the diverse origins of the grain. Hilk@ suggests that hillforts are less densely
occupied than farmsteads (Hill 1995b). This is hasvdbased on the assumption that un- or
partially filled pits were left open long enoughttap small mammals and so would have
had to have been avoided by the population, fraarréither slight evidence of rodent bones
in some pits. The proposed difference is not sulbistied for a number of reasons: pits are
also found on non-hillfort sites such as WinnalMidg only a few pits may have been open

at any one time; and they could in any case haea lm®sely covered.

Fitzpatrick (1997) also suggests the hillforts das focal areas, but to facilitate breeding of
stock in a landscape of dispersed communities waitiall flocks. However the similarity

between sheep mortality profiles from Danebury,kBlaliry and undefended settlements
such as Old Down Farm and Winnall Down suggeststtiese have a common economy,

rather than that each performed a specialisedFble1996a: 98).

Sharples, in his discussion of Maiden Castle, sstgginat hillforts were defended because

they straddled the area between pastoral and alatde These settlements, he suggests,

were defended since control over the land alloweddevelopment of a large community,

which was consequently required to defend the (&harples 1991: 259). The large capacity
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of hillforts for grain storage would thus have beeseded to feed workers (with both
workers and grain brought in from ‘client settlerts&n during periodic (yearly) episodes of
rampart construction and maintenance (Sharples:1281). He explains the absence of a
hierarchy in material culture between sites by psipg that control and ownership of
resources, not individual status, were the focuscainpetition. Therefore attacks on
individuals would achieve little, while violent @sdt on the community as a whole could

lead to dominance over advantageous land.

Harding (1980: 11) counters the interpretation dffdmts as central places, citing the
peripheral role hillforts played in border areas historic Ireland, as ecclesiastical,
specialised or royal domains. It is difficult tocapt this as evidence as the period and
location are completely different, and coincidentéorm does not imply parity of function.
Harding also suggested that hillforts controlleal&r routes, since multivallate examples in
Dorset are found on the coast in suitable positibtisrefuted the Theissen polygon theory,
used by Cunliffe to explain the areas of controlviwualised for hillforts, since not all
hillforts can be shown to be in use at one timstdad he suggests a more inclusive analysis,
in conjunction with other settlement types (Hill9B&: 101).

The limited artefactual evidence for Danebury opegaas a centre of exchange or industry,
or an elite residence, shows that the hillfort idowell be something peripheral to the main
functioning of the local society rather than iteitce’ (Collis 1985: 349). Haselgrove concurs
with this opinion, stating that until comparableéesi have been dug there is nothing for
Danebury to be the centf (Haselgrove 1986: 367). This has been addressethdy

Danebury Environs project (Cunliffe 2000), althou@linliffe’s interpretation does not alter,

instead conforming to and reinforcing the origingbresentation of Danebury as a central
place (discussed below in section 1.3.1.3). Thestgation of bone to be undertaken here
will add a new dimension. The nature of butchepnpsumption and deposition at different
settlements can be contrasted, indicating variety botchery technique, extent of

specialisation, possible evidence for higher stadtis The potential for large animal bone

assemblages to aid our understanding can alsabiel@ied.

1.3.1.2 Differences between regions in the lron Age

Extremely divergent Iron Age material culture, ftamg practice and settlement have been

recognised, especially between the north and souBritain (Hill & Cumberpatch 1995),

and more recently books such Mdarthern Exposure (Bevan 1999) have explored the Iron
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Age in the north in its own right, rather than asirerior branch of Southern Britain. Even

within Southern Britain there are differences betwdron Age settlements: Maiden Castle
has a lower density of pits, and a higher denditgtuctures than Danebury. Hill (1996a)

interprets this regional diversity as a producthad different belief systems maintained by
the people in each area, each using hillforts esnamunal focus. Other analyses reinforce
the differences between wider regions in the Irge Ain the Welsh Marches for example,

the largest hillforts lie in the lowland zones, wigmaller ones, interpreted as household
sized establishments, on the upland areas (Jadl@gth 207). This is opposed to the pattern
in the southern areas, where the larger hillfogh the higher land. In the South West the
pattern is different again; in Devon hillforts aret situated on the top of a hill, but are just

offset, implying their function was dissimilar ini$¢ region (Collis 1997: 88).

Jackson (1999: 218) suggests that the locationndéfended settlements on good quality
farmland would have ‘allowed attention to focus the wider community... and permit
mobilisation of the resources necessary to constitue LHF's [large hillforts] which
dominate zone 1 [poor land]. Those from Wessexydwer, show an even spread across
zones of poor to good land, and another processhaag been at work here. In addition,
their status as special places is suggested, angiting of one, Berth, Shropshire, in a
marshy area, is linked to the suggested importariceratery deposits in the Iron Age
(Jackson 1999: 213).

1.3.1.3 The Danebury Environs project

A selection of site types was chosen for investgatin a ‘like manner’ to Danebury
(Cunliffe 2000: 14) to enable accurate comparisoih® settlements in the area, and the way
these would have related to the hillfort. The anib@nes from the Environs project were
identified and recorded by Julie Hamilton, but tmethods used were ‘intended to be
compatible with, and as similar as possible tos¢hased by Grant (1984a, 1991a) for
Danebury’ (Hamilton 2000a: 59). The proximity oktkites to Danebury and the similarity
of excavation techniques make the Environs sitesnthst appropriate comparisons for this

analysis.

Although the main focus of this thesis is the irdit® investigation of butchery for spatial
analysis, the inclusion of a comparative sectioexisgemely important. A study of only the
hillfort would give a narrower view. Many of the egtions outlined in part 1.1 would be

very difficult to address from the investigation ohe site alone. Detailed scrutiny of
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butchery evidence from other settlements might tilemajor differences in eating and
deposition, which could be representative of ddfersizes of community groups, social or

ritual practice, or consumption activity.

The two sites chosen for detailed butchery analysise selected from three suggested by
Julie Hamilton, as having the largest faunal assagels, and therefore a relatively large
number of butchery marks. Suddern Farm, Middle @al4km west of Danebury) had a
long lifespan so animal bone and butchery markeftbe early Iron Age to the Roman
period were available for study. Cunliffe calledd8arn Farm an ‘enditched enclosure’ and
suggested it was of high status due to the preseho®re elaborate pottery, copied from
Gallo-Belgic forms. Its re-use after the demiseDainebury was also considered proof of
transference of power (Cunliffe 2000: 192).

Nettlebank Copse, Wherwell (2km north-east of Damgbprovided a contrast in settlement
type, length of use and continuity of occupatiohisTsite was originally a small settlement,
which was occupied in the early Iron Age then albaed. It was reused in the mid-first
century BC after ditches were cut, becoming whaeiserally classified as a banjo enclosure
(Cunliffe 2000: 176). It was then supposedly re@ied and used as a stock management
centre (Cunliffe 2000: 188).

Cunliffe used pottery evidence to suggest a penbdaibandonment for both sites. St.
Catherine’s Hill-Worthy Down pottery types were sirg) from Nettlebank Copse and
Suddern Farm, but prolific at Danebury. Cunliffsrdissed the idea that their absence was
due to the lower status of Nettlebank Copse andl&udFarm, since this pottery type was
present at other small scale settlements in thee &te also suggests that they could not have
been overlooked during excavation as Nettlebanks€opas totally excavated. (Cunliffe
2000: 181).

The evidence from animal bone and charred graienalskges was incorporated into his
interpretation. In the early period (800-300BCias suggested that, at Danebury, grain
arrived already processed, while at the other #itee was evidence of both winnowing and
threshing: the processed products from these sttelsl have been taken to Danebury. The
ages at death of animals from the Environs site wéverse, suggesting year round use
(Cunliffe 2000: 172). This correlates with the eande from the grain assemblages, which
also showed no evidence for seasonal occupatiothisnearly period, the percentage of

cattle compared to other species was higher ateadeéarm, which Cunliffe says indicates
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a higher status than Nettlebank Copse. Both causist predominantly mature animals,

implying that at both sites animals were kept mafal their secondary products.

In the middle period (300-100BC) Danebury was ftdfed, but the other settlements appear
to have been abandoned. Cunliffe suggests thahilifiert, or its immediate environment,
were then occupied by a dislocated population, mozessed the crops in the fields before
delivering them to the hillfort. The presence ie fort of many neonatal sheep and cattle is
taken as confirmation that the flocks and herdsewethe vicinity at lambing time (Cunliffe
2000: 182). This hillfort-centric view is not suastiated by the demonstrated presence of
any complementary activities in the surroundingaaadthough it would of course be very
hard to find archaeological evidence of such ai#si Danebury was certainly surrounded
by field systems, which were thought to have gouead use with the abandonment of the
hillfort (Palmer 1984: 131). It is worth mentionitigat neonatal animals are not necessarily
evidence of lambing, as such animals could have lspecifically selected from outlying

settlements.

In the late period (100BC-50AD) Danebury was buraad the gate never rebuilt. There is
little evidence for its use after the millenniumuf@iffe 2000: 188). However, at this time
Suddern Farm'’s ditches were recut and Nettlebargs€was reoccupied. Cunliffe proposed
a transfer of authority from the hillfort to defestti settlement sites such as Suddern Farm.
Nettlebank Copse was thought to be a centre faosed gathering, with livestock culled in
festivals. Animal seasonality profiles suggestegeghwere killed in the autumn/ winter. The
relatively high percentages of pig at 23% MNI (minim number of individuals) (Hamilton
2000b: 178; 2000c: 104) was given as a possibleatidn of feasting (Cunliffe 2000: 188).

Pottery and faunal evidence indicates variationstatus (Cunliffe 2000: 189). Nettlebank
Copse contained only 10% of imported Poole Harldfabrics, as opposed to 30-40% at
Suddern Farm. Cunliffe uses the (slightly) highercentages of cattle at Suddern Farm
(24% MNI at Suddern Farm and 17% MNI at Nettleb&udpse (Hamilton 2000b: 178)),
and the presence of imported pottery to imply tlyhdr status of this site (Cunliffe 2000:
189). The cattle at Suddern Farm were killed abpimum age for meat production, rather
than kept to supply traction or milk, a possibldiaation of lower intensity of exploitation
and therefore higher status at this site.

I will explore the validity of Cunliffe’s interpration by examining butchery marks on the
animal bone. He believed that these settlements wérally subordinate to Danebury, and
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possibly paid tax in provisions, then became seasoigi or substitutes for the location of
authority. The butchery techniques may reveal tgree of use of the sites, and any change
over time. Evidence of festivals can be providemhirlarger parts of animals, while taxes
could be paid in preserved meat products, whichldcoasult in a different butchery
technique. Knowledge of butchery techniques mayicarsome of the events suggested by
Cunliffe. A change in butchery technique in theelabn Age, for example, could be linked
to the disturbance that he attributes to the tiifgainfluences of possible Belgic settlement,
Classical influences from cross-channel trade &edcampaigns of Julius Caesar (Cunliffe
2000: 189).

Conclusions

The function of hillforts, therefore, has been mugated. Cunliffe and Hill, who suggest
that hillforts are a centre of tribal control orcammunity gathering place, respectively,
provide two main differences of opinion. Much oéthrchaeological evidence could be used
to support either statement, with grain from mairffecent areas at the hillfort, large
defences requiring many people and much time, egmal diversity. However the animal
husbandry evidence and types of deposit and attdfaamot differ substantially between
hillfort and non-hillfort sites, suggesting thaethstatus was similar. Some differences in
pottery types and species proportions are descfdyeguddern Farm and Nettlebank Copse;
meat consumption patterns for these two sites bellused to investigate possible status

differences.

There is the potential to use animal bones to bettderstand hillforts in two main areas:

a), through analysis of butchery, to recognise ed#ifices between hillforts and open
settlements, that might be indicative of a highetus, such as size of meat deposits and
intensity of carcass use;

b), at a more detailed level, to attempt to recegnin the spatial distribution of different

cuts of meat, clues to indicate areas within thifohi which could be indicative of different

sectors of society or more advanced craft speatadis.
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1.3.2 Animal Husbandry In The Iron Age

Using Grant’s (1984a) analysis of the faunal remd&iom Danebury as a starting point, this
section aims to discuss the current views of animabandry in the Iron Age, and how this
is relevant to the ways people have interpretedosiep of animal bone. The species
proportions, herd age structure, parts of the sarpaesent and evidence for disease will be

considered. The butchery will be discussed sedsyatesection 1.3.5.

At Danebury the mixed farming economy indicated thg presence of the three main
domesticates, together with horse, dog, cat, bid w&ild animals, suggests a fairly wide
exploitation of animals, focused though on domespecies. Butchery marks on cattle,
sheep, pigs, horse and dog (including filleting ksdor the removal of flesh, not just skin or
sinews) suggest exploitation of all these speaeddod. The use of a range of species has
advantages over monoculture in terms of farmlandtiom and use of diverse habitats, as
well as the production of secondary products suchmék, hides, traction and manure.

Cultural preference must also be considered, adthahis is difficult to pinpoint.

The change in species proportions over the sparcaipation appears smallhis lack of
change is considered 'remarkable’ by Grant (1984a),0ne might expect alteration of
husbandry practices over time necessary to adpugheé environment. However, Grant
attributes slight changes in proportions to somenging husbandry practices in respect of
secondary product exploitation, and density of pation over time. Pigs seem to become
relatively less common over time, which was sugggesb result from a lack of inclination,
as the population increased, to keep animals wbathd compete with humans for food.
Sheep show a higher incidence of periodontal desear time, taken as evidence for
greater pressure on grazing land. Fewer whole dndeposits in the later phase are
suggested to have stemmed from the same pressakaygriood resources more scarce, and
deposits of them less common (assuming that spdejabsits have flesh on them when
buried). More juvenile horse bones in the lateiqueare also taken as evidence of greater
exploitation of animals for food, although this have resulted from a change in activity,

for example horse breeding on site (Grant 19846).54

Grant suggests that the low numbers of wild anintEposited mean hunting was not
common, as in other Iron Age sites. This does nuily a great stress on the system of
production. The birds that were recovered showedletchery marks and a ‘very narrow
range of species’ (Grant 1984a: 547). Might th&tead be indicative of selection of specific
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species for deposition? The symbolism of wild anchdstic animals differs in ethnographic
literature (see section 1.3.6) and deliberate depaosay have reflected such a trend (see
section 1.3.4). So huntingiay have been common but the bones disposed of iardift

ways. This, however, can be only speculation.

Most other Iron Age sites mirror the predominanteheep within the sample at Danebury.
Grant (1984a: 543) suggests this may be due to‘'wed drained chalkland’ around
Danebury. In Wessex and around the Thames vaheyhighest proportions of sheep bones
were found on sites on higher land, such as Dapgel@id Down Farm and Gussage-all-
Saints (Grant 1984b: 103). This was thought to be t the suitability of the more fertile
valleys for cattle grazing; sites at Ashville, Faon and Odell may have offered too damp

an environment for sheep grazing.

Maltby offers a review of the faunal assemblagemfthe Iron Age, in which he considers
the husbandry techniques and species proportidrereTare a few sites that show evidence
of relatively high percentages of pig bones; examjglre Groundwell Farm, Wiltshire, Croft
Ambrey and Skeleton Green. These had been interptst Coy (1981) as sites with better
environmental conditions for pig rearing, though lfida suggests that contacts with the
continent may also have played a part (Maltby 198%H: Otherwise the proportions and
bone elements are reasonably consistent by sitiehwie suggests as indicative of a self-

sufficient mixed economy.

At Danebury, the low numbers of sheep killed atage of optimum meat production (MWS
17-27) would imply an emphasis on the productionmobl and/or milk, while the high
numbers of very young animals also suggest expiloitdor milk and perhaps indicate that
Danebury was used as a breeding centre (Grant 1988x However, other sites differ; at
Owslebury the pit deposits contained remains fragniicantly older individuals than the
enclosure ditch. The sheep killed at optimum agerfeat occur in more downland, and later
Iron Age, contexts (Maltby 1996: 22), possibly sesfing that in the upland locations at this
time the pressure on animal husbandry was grea@tars the age of animals may differ
between sites and feature types, a factor thatldhmuconsidered when only parts of a site

have been excavated.

Pigs from open settlements have usually been kdtetie age of optimum meat production,
the stage when the pig will not put on more megaréless of its food intake (this stage in

modern breeds occurs at 9 months, but in the pastrather later (see Silver 1969)). The
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pigs from the hillfort sites of Danebury and Ballsp include high numbers of young or
neonatal individuals which Maltby suggests may hagilted from the use of these sites as

breeding centres (Maltby 1996), but this could adpes the result of selective deposition.

High proportions of immature but almost fully growesattle at later Iron Age open
settlements are suggested by Grant (1982) to rérsuit a split in management: the upland
sites with young animals being used as calvingresntand the lowland sites used for
rearing, and therefore sometimes culling. Maltbynf® out that farmsteads with large
numbers of immature cattle are of later date thennhajority of sites, so a chronological
change might be indicated. He suggests that mtae iseed to be examined before accepting
such a hypothesis (Maltby 1996: 21).

Hambledon (1998) completed a more exhaustive arderwregional study of the age
structures and species proportions of animal pdipuals, with regard to the height above sea
level and geographical locations of the sites. ¢tgrclusions are similar to Hill's (1995a) in
that different sites sometimdsave diverging species proportions and ages, beitaso
states that within Wessex the differences betwakfforts and other settlements are less
pronounced than elsewhere. Her conclusions are érauh by the paucity of sites with large

animal bone assemblages outside the south of Eshglan

These interpretations are, as Maltby (1985) sagpenddent on further analysis of the
specific contexts from which the bone is recovetsslues of structured deposition (section
1.3.4) and the extent of excavation, as well asgiation of other information, such as
associations with finds and type of deposit, shdwdtp. The in-depth study of the butchery
and depositional areas of the bone from Danebumgiwis the purpose of this thesis, may
significantly add to our knowledge by identifyingyadifferent areas of use within the
hillfort. Butchery analysis may also be able toistsshen defining changes over time, such

as the greater pressure on resources suggestechbly(G984a).

1.3.3 Spatial Patterning

Relevant studies of spatial patterning of artefartd ecofacts occur mainly in three fields:
ethnographic, historic and archaeological (the migjgrom early prehistory) studies; the

methods and theory employed to investigate spdisédibutions are diverse.
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A type of study that is ideal for use with siteedidy hunting communities, which leave
behind little trace of their activity, and/or sieglise sites, that can be examined in their
entirety, is Binford’s (1978) research into thecdisl of bones by the Nunamuit. He used a
contemporary hunter-gatherer community that utlifthic technology, to try to reconcile
what would be found in the archaeological evidefiane elements), with the living society
that procured and consumed animals. The findsvi@tbdifferent patterns according to site
type. He showed the bones at different sites toessmt certain activities such as killing
(where the parts regarded as waste were discatdet)prary occupation (where processing
is started to facilitate the carrying home of tla@cass) and permanent or semi-permanent
settlement sites (where the meat is distributed @uaked). However, long term farming
communities where rubbish is accumulated and itarasdeposited in deeper features are

much more difficult to interpret in this way.

With reference to hunter-gatherer sites, Binforél8{l) has also stated that bone processing
waste is a good indicator of activity, as unlikeltp which can be re-used, waste is unlikely
to be moved far from the place of its initial pratdan and deposition. This is not
necessarily the case in more complex societiesyavtiee ‘waste’ may be discarded or
redeposited outside activity areas or where boms pae not regarded purely as waste but

are imbued with meaning (both described in thisiser

Studies of settlement ethnography have tended msider the bone refuse in economic
terms: for example, as dumps of waste in midderss @ the remains of processing
activities; primary bone refuse in hearths usedKlop San hunter-gatherer groups was
assumed to be a result of food waste being depositenediately prior to cooking and
consumption (Bartranet al. 1991).Such analysis would be relevant to Danebury were it
clear that purely economic activity was occurriagd that these were being fossilised in
‘occupation’ layers. The presence of ‘special déposuggests that this is not necessarily
the case (section 1.3.4), and that the bone mag begn deposited in a complex manner in
pits at least (no special deposits were identiirethe layers that built up in quarry hollows
and against the ramparts); a simple or direct égtseparation in two dimensional spatial

terms is possible but has not been recognisedtéo da

There is ample anthropological evidence for peapenbolically structuring activities
spatially. The Bororo of the Amazon basin have memges in the male-inhabited centre of
the enclosure, and the women are relegated todahphgry where they perform domestic
tasks. The Marakwat of Kenya deposit ash by wombkeats, and goat excrement beside the
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men’s, to symbolise fertility and control, respeety (Levi-Strauss quoted in Parker
Pearson 1996: 117). In both these examples geadbeikey consideration, but they also
show that the everyday can take on ritual or symbuokaning (living areas for the Bororo,
waste for the Marakwat). If found archaeologicathgse would probably be construed as a
living space and a ceremonial space in the formamgle, or in the latter as a waste dump
and goat sheds in functional terms. It is howergrdrtant to avoid over-simplifying spatial
function using artefactual evidence. An interestingiparison can be seen in tieAD pits

on the continent that contain ash (Green 1992:.108ihg the analyses above the presence
of ash could be interpreted as resulting from ligrtrites, or domestic waste activities
according to the conceptual framework of the extavd his highlights the need to take an

inclusive look at deposits, to assess their assonsgmand position, not just their contents.

Archaeological analysis of spatial patterning witlevance to animal bone studies has been
undertaken in prehistoric and historic contextsidiis on the Iron Age often fall into those
of feature differentiation, for example differendestween ditches and pits and upper and
lower parts of pits (Grant 1984a; 1991a; Maltby 3;9Wait, 1985). Various excavation
reports have included consideration of spatialgoast in bone remains, especially in well
preserved Wessex chalkland sites. (Wilson 19861lyal981). Maltby (1985) found that at
Winnall Down there was a spatial division betweargér and smaller animals. Cow and
horse were more commonly found in the external mggrand boundary ditches, while
sheep and pig were more common in pits near tethuetures. The effects of carnivores
were also considered as a possible reason: dogtyaatias found to spread larger bones

further than smaller ones (see also loannidou 1999)

Such studies were reconsidered and brought togbth&ilson (1996). He also concluded
that bones from larger animals were found at thppery of the settlement and smaller
ones, such as sheep and pig, were mostly founeémter centre. He provided a functional
explanation for this patterning, suggesting that ldrger animals were butchered and their
bones deposited at the periphery. Also the demdityone was found to be highest in the
centre of the settlement at Wendens Ambo (Wilson8l@&nd at Winnall Down (Maltby
1985). Examples that Wilson cites as back up telaisn can be re-examined with reference
to the recently investigated topic of structuregatation. For instance, the concentration of
bone in the centre and at the entrance to the sim@aat Mingies Ditch that Wilson noted
may in fact be due more to a symbolic statemensegfaration between enclosed and
external areas, than motives related to hygienease of division/ deposition. Study of the
place of deposition of currency bars suggeststtieentrance and boundary area may carry
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symbolic significance (Hingley 1990). The discovefyanimal burials in pits beneath the
boundary ditches at Danebury suggests the samelyindebelief system may be at work

here.

The separation of large from smaller animals miglso have been meaningful to the
depositors. Sheep and pigs fulfil different ecoroifainctions to cattle and horses and may
also have fulfilled very different social or ritudnctions in society. The larger animals
would have provided a very large quantity of me@atansume or store, more than even an
extended family would be able to consume on onasion. The smaller animals could have
been slaughtered as provisions on a small scateGsant 2002). The secondary products
from these animals would also have differed, thegroprovided by horse/cattle, wool and
manure from pigs and sheep and milk from sheepcatite. Their roles in life may have
altered perceptions of them in death. The statughich animals are held is widely differing

between societies (see section 1.3.6 and Tambig®)19

This evaluation does not underestimate the effefotgrnivore action, or the need to remove
rancid parts away from occupation areas and casudistribution of animal bone. But it
does question the simplistic assumptions that thside of the settlement is a place for the
slaughter of large animals, while smaller ones @dnd ‘fitted into’ the central area for their
death (Wilson 1996: 26).

Wilson (1996) states that the patterns of depasitie proposes are cross cultural, being
found on medieval manor sites, and in non-inddst@mmunities such as the Nuba
(quoting Hodder 1982) where animal waste is depdsiar from the living quarters.
Assumptions of functionality of structures is alsmplicit in this analysis - the
archaeological sites may well not have been inkdbét all, or for parts of the year. The
Nuba are also noted by Hodder (1982) as havingatauilt into walls of granaries, those of
pigs mostly female, and of cattle mostly male. Theems to be a cultural process in
selective bone deposition that Wilson has rathesggd over in his interpretation of animal

bone type and provenance.

Economic expedience was also cited as the infludetend the deposition of dogs and
horses in peripheral ditches in"L8entury Witney Place. Even though these animale we
prized in their lifetime, once dead it is suggedsteat they no longer held any meaning for
their owners (Wilson 1996: 78). What then of Vichor pet cemeteries, where favoured dogs
and cats lie interred? These are far removed fteriron Age, but are at least as relevant a
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context as 18 century Britain. Other Iron Age material from Huamg shows entire burials
of horses, including one individual with an iromgiin its mouth, and are probably not
results of an effort to be rid of a useless careasguickly as possible, but represent both
effort in the digging of a burial pit, and statagthe inclusion of grave goods (Jerem 1998).

In the attempt to be inclusive, Wilson’s explanatie too selective. It would be dangerous
to assume that the areas of a partially excavagttesmient which are highest in sheep and
pig bone are nearest the centre, and base furtheulations on this, as spatial patterning
from Iron Age sites investigated by Hingley (19%bjows (see part 1.3.3). Other periods
offer similar segregation of deposit, for exampleohthic ceremonial enclosures (Pollard
1995). These contain deposits of differing natareach area of the enclosure. None of these
areas can be shown otherwise to be the focus witgcand to base such an assumption on
the species found is to ignore fundamental isstifsecchoice involved in bone deposition.

Halstead and colleagues (1978) investigated thgasgepsitions of animal bone elements
from the Iron Age and Roman periods of occupatioMVvandens Ambo, Essex. The small
size of the sample (90kg from the Iron Age contexlisl not allow for analysis of the
separation of the animal into butchered parts, o iindividual bones. Instead the
interpretation was based on an arbitrary divisito skull, trunk and limbs. The restrictions
thus created are significant, since the upper awed limbs, for example, carry very
different proportions of meat. Some of the conduasiare severely limited by the small
sample size and the suggested greater proportiimbfbone on the outskirts (as opposed
to meat bone in the centre) cannot be tested t&tatig. This type of investigation can,

however, be carried out at Danebury where the sasipé is so much larger.

The conclusions reached for Wendens Ambo suggatstahle rubbish (younger and smaller
animals, upper limbs, ribs, vertebrae, pelvis, at@pwas deposited periodically in linear
ditches and pits, while the kitchen refuse (skudlger limbs, and bones especially of larger
animals which demand more division for cooking) waand mainly in the periphery

(Halsteadet al. 1978: 128). This corroborates Wilson’s findingsit Imot necessarily his

interpretation. The deposition of smaller animalsthe centre and larger at the periphery
might have many meanings. Rather than a spatiaidivas postulated by Wilson, Halstead
and colleagues suggested a temporal division ttagxthe dichotomy. This was based on
the positions of sheep bone, which showed evidehakfferent parts being buried in the

same place, and it was hypothesised that young®lles animals that could be butchered

and cooked in the same place without need to pregearts for later consumption could be
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deposited in one episode (Halstesichl. 1978: 123). It is also possible that the diffeeenc
did not indicate simple spatial distribution, bbat feature type was an important factor,

with some bones destined for pits and others fwhds or gullies.

The presence of large numbers of skulls in songegiitwWendens Ambo suggests that, like
Danebury, there may be some evidence of structdegubsits, although the skulls could
represent primary butchery waste. However, an pné¢aition of the deposits as resulting
purely from food processing is too simplistic. Add#ional problem stems from the small
sample size: in order to investigate the spatiatrihutions of parts the authors included
bone which could only be divided into large/ meditsmall mammal, and the amalgamation
of upper and lower limbs was retained. This makestterpretation inconclusive; testing of
this theory requires a much larger sample sizeité& sich as Danebury, with its ‘special
deposits’ in pits, and other bone from layers antlies around structures, is of a similar
date, but large enough to provide a suitable arslys

Meadows (1997) continued Wilson’s discussion ofchaty from early Romano-British
periods at Barton Court Farm (Wilson 1986). Shewdtbthat at Barton Court Farm the
density of bone is highest in the internal enclesafrthe centre of the site. There is evidence
for structuring of deposits again with mandiblesditches apparently placed in distinct
places and a concentration of the bones of hordedag in ditches. It is possible that this
apparent pattern of mandibles in fact results fittwn high density of this bone element,
ensuring its survival where other bones were dgsttobut the presence of bone correlates
with beaker distributions, suggesting that a cfeatern is indeed evident (Meadows 1997:
28). Meadows also suggests that in the late Iroe,Abe centre of an enclosure was
dedicated as public space, as opposed to the tprigpace at the periphery (Meadows
1999). Differences in the spatial distributions asfimal bone waste at Danebury might
confirm this, for example, public space may contéi@ remains of feasting, while private

areas could contain smaller parts of animals daydamilies of households.

The deposits specifically denoted as special atoBaCourt Farm (crania, articulated parts
of, or whole, animals) were found in an internatkiin the area of highest concentration of
features and activity, interpreted as the main afelaabitation. A division between north
and south sides of the settlement became more pnoed in the Roman period, and is
suggested to be ‘a distinction between private dbimepractices... and more public

ceremonies away from the living area’ (Meadows 133j. So it is suggested that Iron Age
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practices mixed the public and the private, perhagiating that spatial divisions are less

apparent in the Iron Age than in later periods.

The methodology used by Stokes (1996), in his ingagson of the spatial patterning of
animal bone from South Shields Roman Fort, uses laasis the bone parts which can be
seen to constitute discrete units after disarttauta After consideration of the butchery
from which he determined which bones would remagether, he looked at the frequencies
of each butchery unit from each selected area efsite, and compared them. The final
conclusion was that barrack blocks contained balihetand processing waste, suggesting
community butchery and cooking, carried out in $gedups in the same place as food was
eaten (Stokes 1996: 100). He carried out furthelyars of Roman eating habits: ‘Ritual
made a very real difference to the way animals weaee into food - a crucial element in
the sacrifice was the sharing out of the victim agthe participants. The division had to be
conspicuously fair... the animals were simply deddinto portions more or less equal in
size’ (Stokes 2000: 147). Although the carcasse® wevided up into equal portions, the
thoracic and lumbar vertebrae, pelvis and scapel& Wound only in the area of the house of
the commandant. Stokes’ evidence shows that, @esgpparent equality in butchery
methods, the distribution of bone elements can sxpbstinctions between residences of

different status.

Stokes’ method of looking at bone parts takes agoount the way the carcass was divided
as the basis for an analysis of the spatial digiob. However, this functional approach to
consumption and deposition practices at South &hidloes not take into account the
problems of working through possible specific defpms practices (such as placement of
‘special deposits’) engendered by people, whicsuggested to have happened at Danebury

and other Iron Age sites (section 1.3.4).

Various spatial analyses have been undertaken tyodaimensional level at Danebury,

including for small finds (Cunliffe 1995: 41), pety (Brown 1991: 281-2) and human bone
(Walker 1984: 458-9). While small finds and potteiyynot show any specific patterning by
density, the human bones are found outside the arasn of greatest pit density in the early
phase. The analysis of pottery was based on gudreg, rather than individual pits, and
while this gives a good impression of the overalhslities, pits are individual entities and
should be investigated as such. Animal bones dfeo the potential for in-depth analysis

based not only on presence or absence, but alsméhée and symbolic values of particular

bone elements.
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For the Iron Age hillforts the numbers of pits anakrall length of occupation are significant
factors to be taken into account. Hill (1993) haggested that only one or two pits would
have been filled in a human lifetime, assuming ascdent deposition rate. At Winnall
Down it is suggested that one would have beendfitgery 10 to 20 years (Hill 1995a).
Cunliffe (1992) however suggests that 8 would Haeen open at any one time, filled at the
rate of one a year. Grant (2002) uses detailedysisabf individual layers within a pit
together with toothwear evidence to suggest that ainthe large Danebury pits was filled
over a period of just over eighteen months, fromI#te spring in one year to the winter of
the following year. If this were the case, depoddting from the same month, or even year,
may have been made into a number of different @itsatified layers in pits may not be
isolated deposits, but a random fraction of allibaes deposited within that particular time

span.

Thus the spatial distribution must not just be od&r®d as two-dimensional but as three-
dimensional, and this is of pivotal importance indarstanding bone distributions. If
sections of the site were designated for certdiiviaes over long periods of time then it is
likely that patterns will emerge. If the depositeres formed of an amalgamation of remains
or from small scale, one-off activities then thag #kely to present a far more complex
pattern. There has been little work produced whiels been able to look at temporal
differences on large sites to a high degree ohdefn and accuracy, since dating techniques
and sample sizes often prove inadequate.

One example is Stopp (1999: 139) who has lookdubat Iron Age pit deposits formed at a
site in Switzerland, and concluded that, for thedo layers in pits, material was gathered
together in a protected environment before demwsitn pits. This was based on the
intermingling of bone parts and the low numbersnadtchable fragments. She has not
looked specifically at spatial patterning among dieposits, except to say that the parts had
been broken up before deposition. Unfortunatelyinterpretation of the possible activities
prior to deposition was undertaken.

Theoretical thought on the patterning of both adtef and ‘waste’ products such as animal
bone has concentrated on the potential of lookirgj\asions between interior and exterior/
front and back (Bruneaux 1988), centre and boundirygley 1990), spatial division into
sectors (Pollard 1995), and on types of featurd (1995b) and the meaning and recognition

of ritual. These concepts are further exploredhenfollowing section.
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The only GIS based investigation of Danebury toedaés been landscape, not artefact,
based (Lock & Harris 1996). However, the potentBIGIS for intra-site studies has also
been noted (Llobera 1993), and is more fully désctiin section 4.1.

To summarise, there have been no studies direathparable to this one, and at Danebury,
spatial analyses of pottery and small finds havebeen in as much detail as the methods
that will be used in this thesis. The approach usgdtokes (1996) is the closest to that
which will be employed here. The datasets for a Rorfort and Iron Age hillfort are,
however, very different, meaning that analysis @nBbury will be less straightforward.
Temporal as well as spatial analysis is requirgdofodeposits, and the absence of secure
stratigraphic dating of pits further complicates thistribution pattern. However, the concept
of identifying which bones were part of a butchenyit, and where these bones were
consequently found was first used, to good effegiStokes. Many of the spatial studies that
have considered Iron Age animal bone have centrednd functional and taphonomic
explanations (for example Halsteetchl. 1978; Maltby 1985; Wilson 1996). While these are
important 