6 MEAT CONSUMPTION AND DISPOSAL OF ANIMAL BONE AT
DANEBURY HILLFORT.

‘Meat eating, the division of the carcass and tispatsal of the bones must always have a
symbolic context behind which there is a concepbudér (Hodder 1982:161).

In this chapter the analyses and results that aseghis study are discussed, in order to try
to identify the concepts and behaviours behind abes of consumption and deposition
witnessed at Danebury. Assessment of the butchehcansumption activities, followed by
the overall spatial patterns, and finally typesimdividual deposit, invite a detailed re-
interpretation of the nature of occupation at DamgbThis in turn leads to consideration of
the ways in which the hillfort may have interacteh other nearby communities, and the

status of hillforts in the Iron Age.

6.1 INTRA-SITE CONSUMPTION AND COOKING ACTIVITY

There is a consistent pig and cattle butchery patsg# Danebury, which changes only
marginally in respect of time phases and featupedy Sheep butchery was not investigated
in this project but preliminary analysis suggestsilar consistency (Grant 1987). It involved
careful disarticulation of the majority of the cass into individual bones, and filleting the
meat from the bone, with little chopping or bonditepg. Analysis suggests that the task
was specialised, and the relatively constant immdeof cuts implies that it was undertaken
by only one person or group at any one time. Thaiaation is that similar efficiency and
time constraints were in place for butchers thraughthe Iron Age at Danebury, as
inaccurate or more rapid butchery would have lead tigher incidence of marks on the
bone (Luff 1994).

Tool use does differ between species, with a higkecentage of chop marks on ox bone (8-
20% of butchered pig bones showed chops comparéd@-80% of butchered cattle bone).
The majority of butchery marks was created durirsgriculation with a knife, the easiest
means of producing reasonably sized pieces of niie&. also the most efficient, since

disarticulation does not wear the cutting edgengftaol as much as chopping.

The incidence of filleting rose slightly in the éatphases, suggesting that more meat was

being removed from the bone, perhaps also indigdtiat smaller portions were being taken
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from the bone and consumed. If we discount posshlaple size bias from the smaller
assemblages in the early phases (section 3.2iBé)greater number of carcass divisions
noted in the late phase verifies this, since tlapection of more parts from each carcass
implies that the portions themselves were smaller.

Differences between feature types might suggesesspacial treatment of bone in the pits at
Danebury, in the early phases at least. Here,ifm gnd cattle, crania were not filleted and it
is more likely that they were deposited while stléshed. Again this can only be a

suggestion as the smaller sample may have biaseéghits.

6.1.1 Cooking

Butchery marks on the bone indicate disarticulatbjoints and filleting of meat. This may
have occurred before consumption, although it ssiide that bone may have been marked
during the carving of cooked meat. The low incidemdé burnt bone (1.8% of identified
fragments) suggests that any meat cooked on the Wwas probably not grilled but boiled.
Speth notes that the incidence of burning on boasted in a pit or oven is ‘virtually nil’,
whereas that roasted over an open fire is 50%evipusly dismembered (Speth 2000:89).
This means that roasting large parts of meat orbtime at Danebury cannot be eliminated,
but it makes this method of cooking less likelyrthmaethods involving boiling. The size of
bone parts is often large, with a relatively higlogortion of whole or almost whole bone
(pig humeri and femora 12-25% complete, and pigi l@d22-48%). This suggests that if
meat was left on the bone for cooking, it woulceafbe in large pieces. Filleting marks from
pig bones at Danebury comprise 12-22% of the totéthered bone, suggesting that this
process was carried out regularly, but not necidgsar all bone. Cattle bones were far more

frequently filleted, almost certainly due to thegler quantities of meat they carried.

Pottery types at Danebury consist of jars, bowishes and pots (Cunliffe 1984a: 231). The
majority are jars (56%), followed by saucepan-p@4%) then dishes and bowls (10%).
From this it might be inferred that the main pottearms (jars) were for storage, with those
for cooking (saucepan-pots) secondary in importaaroe serving vessels in the minority.
Brown (1995: 55) notes that both jars and sauc@pés contained residues ‘consistent with
activities such as cooking and boiling’. As presbyustated (section 1.3.5), rim diameters of
cooking pots range from 100mm to 320mm (Brown 1995, the latter being a size that
could accommodate most complete bone, even most élements of (Iron Age) cattle. The
large size of many of the cooking pots could sugties large quantities of food were being
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cooked for a significant number of people. It idikely that large quantities were prepared
for very few people, as cooked meat could only bptKor a few days before becoming
toxic, especially in the warmer months. The rekatlack of small vessels for personal
consumption might also imply that food sharing wlas predominant routine. Analysis of
differences in vessel type over time could idendffferences in the scale of consumption

activity (section 7.3.1).

6.1.2 Preservation

Many social groups preserve meat parts when theario be killed provides a quantity of
meat larger than can be immediately consumed. dniriin Age, available techniques for
preserving meat included smoking/drying and salt’ithough many of the literary sources
for the Iron Age are considered unreliable, itnteresting that Strabo stated that fresh and
salted pork were especially common among the Bsit(Ritchie & Ritchie 1985: 17),
suggesting that pig bones at least may be expdoteshow evidence of preservation.
Preservation of meat on pig bones has been prodosedBronze Age dated log house at
Hallstatt. The building contained rectangular pitel produced mainly humuri, femora and
tibia, leading to its interpretation as a locationsalting with brine pits and waste bone. The
ribs, cranium and vertebrae were absent, thougbhetérom the methods of butchery that
involve gutting and boning from the back, with t@mal lying on its belly (Anon 2000).
However, the bone element proportions were caledldty weight, which advantages
heavier bone elements such as the humerus, ferdurtaa. It would be interesting to see if

other analyses give the same results.

There is no clustering of specific parts that mightindicative of similar preservation at

Danebury, but the scattering of bones throughowdriaand pits implies that some time had
passed between butchery and deposition. Althougtedone is bound to have passed while
the meat (and maybe bone) was cooked and conswsuell,scattering might be explained
by preservation, whereby parts were kept for pearioidtime before consumption, so would
not be deposited at the same time as the remanfidee carcass. There is no modification to
the bone that might indicate preservation, but fiation would not necessarily have

occurred (section 3.1.3.4). The evidence for pradocof small quantities suggests that
some meat at least was not being consumed in Hugeks. This is especially so in the later
periods. Preservation of parts would comply witliugal consumption pattern that concurs

with this analysis.
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If we accept this interpretation, meat must havenbgreserved on the bone. Stokes states
that it is easier to preserve meat once takenhafflione (Stokes 1996: 57), although for
many meat joints, such as hams, the bone providesefal means by which to suspend the
product, avoiding spoiling due to a lack of aemat{bawrie 1998). If meat were preserved
on the bone, it would not be possible to utilisenma, and indeed there is little evidence for
marrow removal at Danebury. Filleting marks would/é been made during the cutting of

preserved meat from the bone in this case.

Possible evidence for preservation comes from btage, commonly accepted as used for
transport and trade of salt, which is frequentlyrid at Danebury. It is not found at some
smaller settlements, such as Old Down Farm or LRarsn, but is present at Winnall Down
and other sites (Morris 1994: 15). There does ppear to be a differenqeer se between
hillfort and settlement use of briquetage, althosgtiing or trade may have been restricted
to some sites. At both hillforts and open settletfemwhere briquetage is found, there
appears to be an increase in later periods, perbaggesting more use or trade in salt.
Increased salting of meat in the later periods asststent with the evidence for the
consumption of smaller parts in the later Iron Ag®posed in the following section.

6.1.3 Consumption

Distinguishing consumption waste from butchery wastoften difficult because ‘all parts of
the carcasesic] (except the horn and horn core) may be cookedemtdn’ (Serjeantson
1989: 3-4). This statement was drawn from studiefbod consumption in towns, where
activities may be more specialised and/or centdlihan rural settlements, but the apparent
specialisation of butchery as a technique at Daryetuld indicate that the same applies to
the Iron Age. The criteria Serjeantson advanceddistinguishing the two types of waste
are: information suggesting a residential buildiagnajority of bones from food animals;
some evidence of butchery; predominance of skepetds with most meat. Distinctions are
confused when deposits made in one place resutt frore than one activity. Her third
criterion does not necessarily apply, since ihistype, not thepresence of butchery marks
that are of importance, and since butchery markg moanecessarily be found on butchered
bone. Nonetheless, at Danebury, the second ardidhieria apply to the pit fills, although
the first three match the (occupation) layers. iflyglication might be that the bone in pits is
further removed from consumption activity, or marexed up, than that in layers (see

discussion of spatial patterning below).
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Conversely, if Wilson’s claim that the bones of #maaimals and joints of the larger ‘are a
good indicator of eating areas’ (Wilson 1994: &lpaccepted, the pit deposits at Danebury
would represent the residues of consumption agtiMihe bone elements in each deposit
include many from sheep, but only a selection atsplom cattle and pig. However, the
sheep bones do not tend to come from one individuaggesting that the deposit may not
directly reflect eating activity (see part 6.2.B)is likely that deposition activity has masked

any distinctions between butchery and consumptiastev
6.1.3.1 Size of meat parts

Literary sources are at variance when discussiagjtlantity of meat supposedly consumed
in Iron Age Britain. Caesar is the only writer toettly address Britain, stating that most
Britons ‘do not sow corn, but live on milk and tesnd clothe themselves in skihs’
(CaesarDe Bello Gallico 5. 14). In respect of the latter, butchery manksnf cattle and
possibly pig bones at Danebury do suggest thansignhad occurred, perhaps providing
some confirmation of Caesar’s statement. Grantutatied that a milk and meat economy
became more important in the later phases, usiogged milk, meat and offal yields and
feeding costs (1991a: 469). Caesar also asseredrdm Age Britons ‘account it wrong to
eat of hare, fowl and goose; but these they keepdstime or pleasure(CaesarPe Bello
Gallico 5. 12). However, butchery marks on domestic forel gresent at Danebury (Annie

Grant pers. comm.), suggesting that at least agbduis account is flawed.

Other ancient authors wrote of the eating habit€ofopean Celts. Athenaeus, quoting
Posidonius, says that sometimes ‘whole joints ofatmevere served’ (Athenaeus,
Deipnosophists 4. 154b) while Phylarchus, also quoted by Atherastates: ‘many loaves
of bread are broken up and served... as well as pieemeat from the cauldrofis’
(Athenaeus,Deipnosophists 4. 150d). Diodorus Siculus states that Iron Agaill&aad
‘caldrons Eic] and spits holding whole pieces of meat. Braverwes they reward with the
choicest portions of the meafDiodorus Siculus, 5. 4). There does not appedret@ny
selective deposition of different bone parts tofeonthe latter at Danebury, and the low
incidence of burning argues against the commorotisgit roasting. Diodorus Siculus may

have been exaggerating the ferocity of Celtic veasrior recording exceptional meals, the

‘plerique frumenta non serunt, sed lacte et caivient pellibusque sunt vestiti’

‘Leporem et gallinam et anserem gustare fas ndanpuhaec tamen alunt animi voluptatisque causa’
‘Tapotedivioy KoAvoy’

“tang Tpaméloug APTOvg TOALOVG KOTAKEKAAGUEVOLS Tapatifechat y0dnV kal kpéata K TV ATy’

‘Kot AéPnTog exovoat Kot ofeEAOVS TANPELS KPEDV OAOUEP®V. TOVG & ayalBovg avdpog Talg KOAAIGTOLS TV
Kpewv poipoig yepaipovot’

a A W N P
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remains of which were rarely or never depositegii@s such as Danebury, and have not
been recognised in this analysis. Consumption jgecdh Iron Age Britain and on the
continent will have differed in some ways, andsihpt possible to compare the two directly.
Thus high meat content may have been atypical efyely meals in southern Britain,
despite the portrayal by Classical writers of nenthEuropean countries as lands of meat

and bread.

Deitler (1996: 101) accurately states that the npamblem in identifying feasting is the
classification of ‘single episode’ deposits. At Ranry deposition in pits made such
classification more possible, but the lack of imdicn of the length of time pit deposits took
to form and the potentially significant distancetime and space between butchery and
consumption remain limiting factors (see sectichd.

Hill suggests that only 100 identifiable bones weeposited per year at Danebury (1995b:
2), but my calculations make the figure more likK® 8when the bones are averaged per year
of occupation (temporarily ignoring differencesweén the early and late phases, which are
described more fully in section 6.5) and the nundmrbled to take into account the half of
the site which remains unexcavated. Bone may haee deposited outside the hillfort, and
even in the ditches, only a small proportion of ethiwvere excavated (Cunliffe & Poole
1991: 13). However, it is also possible that th&lt®bone recovered represents a large
proportion of the amount of meat eaten; many siesetat very little meat, although the
importance they attach to it may be disproportien@s discussed in section 1.3.4). For
example, 'Kung communities consume only 15% ofrthalories from meat, the inhabitants
of medieval England spent half of the year (ostdgsfasting from meat (Fiddes 1991: 22-
29) and the Masai only kill cattle through sacefiand even then the meat can only be eaten

by warriors (Lincoln 1981).

Small scale ‘household’ eating could be impliedisy small size of the meat parts produced
at Danebury, if direct deposition into pits aftemsumption is assumed (see below). This
possibility is strengthened by the different patieg of sheep to ox/pig bones in pits given
by other authors concerning Iron Age sites, wheaeep appear to have been roasted on the
bone or subject to more rapid deposition (Coy 1987 )ooked and eaten more frequently
(Grant 2002). Coy’s interpretation rested on theatgr incidence of ‘ivoried’ sheep bone,
the cause of which is debated and has otherwise digen as evidence for roasting and for
rapid deposition. She rightly states that, whatekerprecise reason for the bone becoming
‘ivoried’, something different had happened to 8teeep bone to cause this effect (Coy
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1987: 46). Thus it seems that cattle and pig mayhaps inevitably given their larger size,
have been more divided either for sharing at lagggherings or for distribution to more

people. This hypothesis is further discussed itiae6.2.4.

A mixed farming economy was practised (Cunliffe 39%nd grain could have provided a
significant proportion of the diet. Meat may theref have been infrequently consumed,
and/or eaten in small parts, since the relativehals size of meat portions suggests that
when meat was eaten, it was often not in large tifiesn

6.1.3.2 Intensity of use

The high proportion of complete long bones at Danglsuggests that marrow extraction
was not a common practice. However, the bones wWeae fragmentary constitute a

significant number, and further analysis of fraetpatterns and fragment sizes would clarify
the extent of pre- and post-depositional breakaghik 1977; White 1992; Outram 2001).

Unfortunately there was not time to perform suchlgses on any scale for this project,
though it would form a useful focus for further o he very low proportion of bones that
were recognised as being chopped suggests thaedsk peri-mortem bone fracture was

relatively rare.

The types of tool used could have exerted a sthoihgence on the types of butchery marks
made. Chopping blunts iron knives and cleavers marekly than modern steel ones, and if
flint tools had been used in the early phases,etlaee more difficult to use in chopping
activities, requiring a hammerstone (appendix 3)wklver, there is no evidence of a higher
proportion of marks resulting from chopping in tate phase, which suggests that tool types
did not alter. Both flint and iron tools performélde range of butchery tasks that were
thought to have been performed at Danebury, suiggestat the influence of technology on
the majority of the butchery techniques practisedanebury was probably limited. No
butchery at Danebury appears to have been perfomitbda saw - the main difference
between modern and Iron Age butchery methods -tlisdmost likely has a technological
basis, since iron saws would blunt very quicklywiBg marks were found on some worked
bone though (Cunliffe & Poole 1991: 368), suggesthmat bone working tools differed from
butchery tools, possibly again indicating specain of craft activities.

Carcass divisions in the early phase produce Ilgayets of meat than in later phases. The
incidence of butchered bone is constant througlsgs)aut the variety of marks is greater in
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the later phase, with more cuts to separate bawesmaller parts, and more evidence of
chopping to split the bone. If we assume that sarsfde biases have not overly biased the
results (an admittedly large assumption), it mayttzg in the earlier Iron Age meat was

cooked in larger parts. This must remain an exthertentative conclusion at this stage,

which could be addressed with further work on cogkiechniques and pottery sizes (section
7.3.1).

In summary, it is likely that meat was cooked bylibg in relatively small parts, and that
preservation activity increased in the later IrogeAalthough breakage of bone for marrow
was still relatively uncommon. Consumption of laggantities of meat was probably not

common, although it may have occurred more frequémthe earlier phases.

6.2 INTRA-SITE DEPOSITIONAL ACTIVITY

Pivotal to the understanding of any site using ahibone remains are issues of taphonomy.
Here it has been argued (chapter 2) that thertlésih the way of bias from the processes of
gnawing, erosion and inter-site trading. In additiMaltby concluded that although there is
some evidence that preservation differs betweeturies and by burial depth, this does not
result in an overall bias in Iron Age assemblage$Viessex (Maltby 1996: 19). Hill cites
Balksbury and Winnall Down as two sites where bel@ments of more robust nature are
found in the top layers of pits (Hill 1995a). Thsésnot so at Danebury, where, for example,
the top two layers of pit 23 contained, togethethvgix robust bone elements, three cattle
vertebrae and a whole sheep pelvis, bones thata@respecially robust. Thus it would be
expected that bones were deposited quickly aftey aiswere safeguarded from scavengers
and weathering by storage or protection.

The analysis of bone elements in individual layer®anebury showed that in each layer,
bones originated from individuals of differing specand ages, and that the bones did not
come originally from particular parts of the skelet Other pit layers may differ; Grant
(2002) has shown that in pit 2269 five of ten lagieposits were coherent, often containing
the remains of single animals. Further analysigeguired to determine the extent of
coherent deposits, but for the Danebury pits ingattd in this thesis, and some of the
layers in pit 2269, the scattered nature of boeenehts suggests that parts of the carcass
were moved around between butchery, consumptiondapdsition, Schiffer’s ‘secondary
refuse’ (Schiffer 1972). ‘Primary refuse’, definad that discarded at its location of use, may
apply to special deposits. Most special deposigeapto have been carefully placed on the
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base of pits or covered by a capping of clean n@tgrant 1984a; this study, part 5.2.1.1).
If we regard special deposits as offerings (Cumlif92), their area of use was the pit, and
therefore they could be described as primary dénoEney will therefore represent different
processes from the remainder of the bone, whidités found with special deposits, but is

more likely to be secondary refuse.

6.2.1 Identifying ritual deposits

There are many difficulties associated with idesiif) the differences between ‘special’ and
‘mundane’ deposits. Feature type could be regaededn indicator, with special deposits
found in pits (Hill 1996b). Any material in postles| could be from natural accumulation as
the post rotted, and material in gullies from sdtior after disuse. Hill raised the possibility
that all pit deposits were in a way special, byuarof their survival (see section 1.3.4).

Building upon Wait's (1985) idea that the absenteralosure ditches (common in earlier
prehistoric periods and some Iron Age sites) ledht deposition of humans (and other
special items) in pits, Fitzpatrick suggests thatlst special deposits were found in pits,
feasting remains were deposited elsewhere (Fiizgai©97). He backs this interpretation
up by noting the unabraded nature of pottery shierggs, indicating that they were primary
deposits that had not been disturbed. Sillar (19@8cribes a similar activity in the Andes,
where storage pits, once relieved of their prodaoe,used as receptacles for dead bodies, in
this case to ‘preserve’ the spirit, although thmeaannot necessarily be said of the Iron
Age deposits. The storage/ preservation of sustenand human remains is proposed for
both places. However, the remains of butchered @nbuones within the pits at Danebury
suggest that these remains were certainly eatémpugih they may of course represent

activities other than ‘everyday’ consumption.

However, the nature of the deposits from pits ayers at Danebury suggests that there was
not a considerable difference between the contamntsethods of bone deposition in pits and
occupation layers, especially in the later pha$esis Bradley’s (1985) suggestion that we
‘rank’ deposits on a ritual scale, depending on tiwde the components are found in
domestic rubbish, is flawed. There is no meansdehtifying where exactly domestic
rubbish is to be found, nor indeed what domestobish is, or even whether any rubbish is
purely domestic. There is also the question ofse-and recycling, which would, for animal
bone, result in the obliteration of bone remaingwfully exploited for marrow, grease and
raw material for working. This obviously had notppaned to a large number of bones at
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Danebury, indicating that bone had not been fulpl@ted, and again no difference was
recognised in bone fragmentation between pits apdr$. This suggests that, whatever the
cause of the apparent absence of full exploitabbrihe bone at Danebury (taste, time
constraints or ritualised activities such as carspis consumption), the pits and layers were

largely equal.

Unusual sites that have an undisputedly differantfion might be interpreted as of a ritual
nature. For example, the ‘temple’ on Hayling Islamhtains ‘unusual’ species proportions,
in this case many pig and sheep bones, and ne ¢Bibwneyet al. 1979: 7).At most sites
dating to the Iron Agecattle are the second best represented speciembpyndnt count
(Maltby 1981; Grant 1984b). The absence of ox banes interpreted by the excavators of
the Hayling Island site as evidence for prohibitiom ox sacrifice. There is no obvious
evidence of the avoidance of cattle bones in padicareas or deposits at Danebury, even
special deposits. However, Hayling Island is gepli@ally separate from the Wessex Iron
Age settlement sites, and differences could beoregi(see section 1.3.1.2). It is also a
different structure type to the majority of builggrat Danebury, which were roundhouses,
and is more similar to the central ‘shrine’ at Diaumy. However, no bones were recovered
from the latter. It could be that different actieg took place in different buildings, without

them necessarily having a distinct ritual nature.

Particular deposits in features, in addition tadess themselves and whole sites, have been
regarded as ritual in origin. Some debate has tgkaoe over what constitutes such a
‘special’ deposit, especially those found with stlexd ordinary refuse (see section 1.3.4),
and how they were created. Maltby (1985) has sugdebat articulated skeletons are the
remains of diseased animals that were depositedewhto pits, but other authors have
convincingly argued that this is unlikely, sinceesigs representation of special deposits is

different to that of the site(s) as a whole (foample, Hambledon 1998: 59).

However, the burial of a cow that had died whilsthing at Gussage all Saints (Harcourt
1979), suggests that some at least of the animatsriake up the special deposits may have
died during unusual situations, which made thencgieed as unsuitable for eating; Fiddes
(1991: 84) has noted a widespread taboo on eahigags not deliberately slaughtered.
Jones (1977: 58) provides an alternative view, estygg that the pits at Winklebury acted
as ‘unintentional traps for animals’. However, afagraph of pit 616 indicates that the pit
deposits at Winklebury also contained a range bémbone elements, like Danebury; this
particular pit was extremely densely filled, anah@ined apparently complete animal bones
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with a high proportion of mandibles. Jones’ exptarais not consistent with the evidence
for Danebury, where if pits had been left opentsd animals could fall in, the bone would
not have been in such good condition. Feastingyifictivas suggested for parts that were
articulated but carry butchery marks from filletiftgarcourt 1979: 150), which is possible,
since even bones without cut marks may have beesfutly butchered. Armour-Chelu
(1991) also suggests that articulated animal b@teglaiden Castle were the remains of
celebratory event or special meals. This explanasicentirely feasible, but does not explain
some of the more unusual juxtapositions of arttealabone with other skeletons and
artefacts, described by Grant (1984c).

As discussed in section 1.3.4, Wait sees all spe@posits as animals that had been
exploited in an unusual manner (Wait 1985: 158ty that depositing articulated (and, he
assumes, fleshed) bones is uneconomic, and that hard to imagine these were not
religious/ritual in nature. We have already disedlsthe possibility that the meat had been
removed from the bone, and that the breakage of bmrmarrow extraction appears to have
been limited in extent for both articulated andadisulated bones. He goes on to say that
ritual is spatially segregated (Wait 1985: 242).wdwoer, at Danebury there is no spatial
segregation of special deposits, which occur adtosssite in roughly equal proportions to
those of the pits. Human bones, conversely, arefoatd in the areas of densest pit
concentration in the early phase, instead beingeanated at the peripheries (see section
1.3.3). In other phases they have a roughly egstilzlition. So it may be that human bone
deposition was focussed in certain places in thlky @&riod, and human bones and special

animal deposits were not normally deposited, oarggd, in similar ways.

Obvious ‘special’ deposits are those animal bonad artefacts found as grave goods.
Individual graves in Iron Age cemeteries in EastrRébire often contain the remains of
animal parts (Stead 1991). It is uncertain whethese parts could represent habitual meat
‘cuts’, or a specific funerary rite either as argfae or a funerary meal. The parts include
whole pig forelimbs and so do not correlate witle thutchery patterns from Danebury,
which show disarticulation at all joints on the .l&yhole forelimbs have, however, been
found as special deposits, which could represeparicular ritual activity rather than
mirroring animal disarticulation for consumptionowever, Hampshire and East Yorkshire
were spatially and culturally separate in the lAge, so any direct comparison is difficult to
sustain.
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Poole (2000: 7) questions why individual bones sgen as less ‘special’ than articulated
parts or head deposits. Her premise, like thatibf(EP95a), is that the bones in the pits are
unusual in the fact of their survival, and thatyttehould be compared to structured or
articulated deposits. She also puts forward theipihsy that single bones could represent
other parts of the animal, ‘a long bone for a kegkull for the whole animal’ (Poole 2000:
8). Other authors have stressed the symbolic aspécheat eating, which could have some
influence on the manner in which bones were treditkd killing involved in procuring meat
makes it a symbolically loaded occupation: ‘in sosoeieties, all slaughter is sacrifice, and
can only take place within the context of the sdic(8herratt 1991: 62). Thus the remains of
this activity are ‘dangerous’, and need to be gafdisposed of, which may preclude
dumping the remains on the fields. If one bone regarded as representative of one animal,
the scattering of the other parts of the carcassndividual pit layers requires less
explanation; one bone (one animal) had been sdlslyosed of, so the remainder of the

carcass becomes impotent.

It is also possible that a single bone or bone pant be representative of a butchery unit, for
example a distal humerus may represent a shouldereat, and this might explain the
scattered parts of the carcass found in pit layersexample in pit 507, layer 3. Here,
despite a relatively large number of bone fragmesdsvered, there are no conjoining parts.
Thus while a whole animal may have been consumdy,part of the carcass was deposited
as representative of the rest, and the missings pady have been discarded in other

symbolically insignificant locations.

This other consumption waste may have been mixeud time soil in fields as fertiliser,
although there has been no fieldwalking done iratle@ around Danebury so it is impossible
to tell from the pottery recovery if this was thase. Bone element representation does not
support this interpretation, as there are no banmts ghat are conspicuously absent from the
hillfort assemblages (see Grant 1984: 462). Howetler deposition of bone elements in
fields may have been random. Bones not quickly siéga in pits may have been burned for
fuel or destroyed by dogs, although the good candiof bone from occupation layers

suggests much of the bone was deposited in avelhaprotected environment.

By comparing types of deposit it may be possibleaok deposits according to certain
criteria, for example the integrity of deposit @saciations with other finds. This could then
denote degrees of ritual (see Briick 1999), rathan tpigeonholing deposits as ritual or
secular, the separation of which is in any casdewvant for most societies. When individual
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layer assemblages in pits were investigated, tde@tenot appear to be any particularly
unusual deposits that could be denoted as of ardiff ritual status. The only positive
distinction was that some layers (for example thddie layers in pit 23) contained a
particularly large quantity of animal bone, andsthias also where the special deposits of
human bones and pottery were found. However, tleage deposits also contained large

quantities of other categories of find, and maypdyndenote a bigger deposition episode.

In summary, there is no evidence to suggest th&aakebury the layer deposits were any
less ‘special’ than the majority of pit deposit®r that there was strict structuring of pit
deposits which could represent different degreesitoél within pits. Pits or individual
deposits do not seem to be restricted to certagtiep that could indicate ritual activity,
while ‘special deposits’ within pit layers are rsggregated to certain parts of the site. Bone
elements believed to have been ritual in naturenwised as grave goods are not directly
comparable to deposits at Danebury, which origifiae a demonstrably different culture.
Symbolic interpretation of the scattered naturdafie deposits in pits includes metonymic
explanations, whereby a single bone is represgataif an animal or meat part. Such
explanations, although tempting given the bodywdience that suggests that some deposits
in the Iron Age were symbolically meaningful (seatil.3.4), are tenuous. If the deposits did
hold meanings, they are not visible in this analysind do not appear to differ between

feature type or, in most cases, between sites.

6.2.2 Zoning of areas

Many writers have stressed the tendency of humametses to segregate space (e.g.
Lefebvre (1992: 89), Hodder (1982) and Parker-Rear€l996)). Parker-Pearson has
highlighted the possibility that activities werepdigitly zoned within Iron Age buildings.
Unfortunately the circular structures at Danebwanely have surviving occupation deposits
with which to test this theory. Those that did &xdad could be investigated consisted of
only a few deposits (section 5.2.3) and did notwshsubstantially different bone

assemblages.

Other forms of segregated space are ‘functionaluse’ areas. The identification of these is
dependent on the activity being performed in thmesdocation, resulting in characteristic
patterns of deposition. Many authors have conteteglavhether use and discard areas are
likely to coincide, with the majority rejecting theypothesisindeed, ‘the potentially great
inconsistency between butchering locality and loausonsumption’ is noted by Gilbert &
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Singer (1982: 26), while Grantham (1995) concludlest for an agricultural village
community, even when consumption of certain foocksucs separately, disposal of is likely
to merge the remains. Other writers consider siten&tion processes to be the main force
influencing the spatial distribution of animal bofPooney 1997; Wilson 1996)The
scattered nature of the bone deposits at Danelmeay duggest that some time had elapsed
between butchery and the disposal of bone, durinigiwtime the bone was distributed by

human agency (chapter 5). Taphonomic processesiatipbe less important (see below).

6.2.3 Evidence of area segregation at Danebury

Cunliffe’s functional areas, illustrated in figug&1, are based mainly on the sub-surface
features that could be recognised. Therefore tha @i housing on the periphery is informed
purely by the survival in these areas of gulliesl gostholes indicative of buildings.
Differential preservation may well have a part taypn this patterning, as the houses in the
periphery were cut into or covered by stratifiegels beneath or behind the ramparts. It is
likely that more circular structures existed in temtre of the site but that their remains have
been truncated (Cunliffe 1984a: 43). Area diffeisidn is based, to an extent, on pit
distribution and surviving structures, as well aads and computer identified four-post
structures. This means that Cunliffe’s divisionsynad least in part reflect the survival of
features. The distribution of animal bone parts sdoet differ according to proposed
functional area; in fact the distributions of catdnd pig bones do not appear to show any
segregation of activities at all. Primary, secogdand tertiary butchery waste is found
across the site in direct proportion to the densitgits, confirming Cunliffe’s statement that
there was no ‘positive patterning’ across the &enliffe 1995: 42). There is also a lack of
evidence for distribution patterns based on spemiege, with the exception of a number of
pits in the early phase that contained large qtiastof disarticulated cattle bone. These
were found outside the main area of pits, in simaleeas to those where bird bones were
found (but separate to those containing human gkatetons (Walker 1984: 458). These
might represent the remains of special events wlaege numbers of cattle were consumed,

or at least deposited.
Wilson’s (1996) analysis and interpretation of sgadistribution of species on Iron Age

sites was outlined in section 1.3.3. The three nfastors he stated as contributing to

movement of bone across site are reiterated here:
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a) Canine activity and dispersal, which transpbrtger, meatier bones a greater distance
from their origin, leaving smaller bones at thecgl®f deposition;

b) Butchery practice, which will leave bone fromaianimals (assumed to be cooked on
the bone) at the place of cooking, at the focusabitation of the site, and that from
(defleshed) larger animals at the periphery ofvagti

¢) Rubbish disposal strategies, which involve thevement of larger pieces of bone (and
thus bone from larger animals) from the centreht pteriphery of occupation, as areas are
cleaned of hazardous or odious waste. Smaller pieceler 9cm) are left behind.

As previously stated, the relevance of many of éhamnsiderations to this investigation is
tenuous. The theory was developed from data fromgMs Ditch, Oxfordshire, where
material from ditches and gullies was analysed, amtupation layers and pits like at
Danebury. The occupation area is of a very diffefagout, and Wilson unconvincingly

used later historic periods in his analysis.

The basic premise, that bones from the butcheryamfer animals were deposited (or
dragged by scavengers) outside the main area ¢fdoss not explain the bone distribution
at Danebury. The presence of more cattle and Hoyees at the periphery of settlements
does not fit with the large deposits of cattle ®methe southern half of the sample area at
Danebury in the early phase. In the early Iron Albés area provided more evidence for
housing, and therefore presumably consumption #imer @ctivity (Cunliffe 1995: 25); it is
not the periphery of the settlement area. The diteposits, which were not extensively
excavated, may contain a greater proportion oflecathd horse bones, but only further
excavation can clarify this point. Evidence at Daug for canine destruction of bone,
another agency in Wilson’s model, is also very tedi

It is possible that a few pits in the southern@eof the site in the early period contained the
remains of activities involving the consumptionlafge quantities of meat. Although this
area contained relatively few pits, it does contaubstantial quantities of cattle bones in
some pits, potentially indicating that this areasvagedicated for butchery and/or feasting

activities, as well as housing.

There is no evidence for differential status betwareas of the hillfort as might have been
revealed by the separation of ‘waste’ and ‘meatidsin certain places, or of particular
bones, for example the cranium, in certain plac@erhaps around the central (‘ritual’)
structure. Instead the bone elements appear tolieamre deposited extremely evenly. When
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individual pits were examined in more detail thdid not appear to be any difference in
particular deposits within the pits that might hauggested that families or households of
different status were depositing separately ints. unliffe’s hierarchical society, should it
have existed, is not evident from the depositseB#\woptions are available to explain this:
the hillfort may only have been occupied by a niglyer of a hierarchical society; the
social divisions occurring in the population hatldior no impact on eating habits; food was
not an indicator of status. Ethnographic and hisébidata suggest that this is unlikely, but it
would comply with Sharples’ (1991) theory of a faiit building elite that controlled people
but made an outward show of egalitarianism; thisxplored more fully below. It is also
possible that status divisions were reflected mdfeonsumption, but these were obliterated

by common disposal in the same places.

Chaff, grain and weed were found in similar propors throughout pit layers at Danebury,
which suggested that a range of activities wadathout across the hillfort site (Jones 1984:
489). No distinctions in individual features wedgemtified that might have indicated the
disposal of remains from different activities. Altlgh Grant’s (2002) analysis identified

some coherent deposits within a pit at Danebumy,ahalysis of pits for this project led to

similar conclusions as those made by Jones. The difference that could be identified

between individual deposits was the density of bpads. This could represent different
scales of consumption prior to deposition, butdiigculty of ascertaining the length of time

represented by a particular layer in a pit makegiy hard to draw meaningful conclusions
from bone densities. The number of bone fragmeatscpbic metre of each layer would

provide a simplified means by which to comparesfih methodology used successfully by
Rob Sayer (pers. comm.). This would assume an essathering of the pit, and is also

beyond the scope of this thesis.

When bone from a small sample of layers and pits e@mpared, a greater number of
potentially conjoining bone fragments was foundogtupation deposits than in pit layers
(section 5.2.4). Deposits from house make-up lageag therefore be more directly formed,
the activities of butchery, consumption and depasibccurring in closer proximity to each
other. Butchery may even have been performed inctloellar structures. However, this

analysis was extremely limited in scale, and thesalts cannot be seen as conclusive.

The mixture in pit layers of a range of bones frdifierent species and of individuals of

different ages, suggests that in both pits andré&affee bones had been widely distributed

rather than become mingled prior to or during déjmos or that meals consisted of a variety
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of meat from a number of different animals. Thedsthat were not in a given context must
have been taken off site, destroyed, or depositeddifferent pit or layer. The gathering of
many people or groups, each contributing some fi®d tempting explanation for the
scattered nature of animal bone, and would resudbime very large deposits. However, the
same evidence could also be used to argue a morndiafasituation, where individual
animals were divided up between different peoplgroups, or perhaps small parts bought

or traded from suppliers, prior to cooking and aonption.

Alternatively, curation of parts would have isothtde bones for a length of time before
deposition, suitably long for the other bones ia #keleton to have been deposited, or for
them to have been middened or deposited in a depgalece, explaining the scattered nature
of bone parts. The good overall preservation omahibone suggests they had not been left
in the open or on floor surfaces for any lengthiomfe. However, Walker suggests that the
small size of human cranial fragments implies sattrtion prior to disposal (Walker 1984:
454), in which case, some disturbance of the bonesecondary deposition is inferred,
although not necessarily for animal bone. The lowapprtion of eroded or gnawed bone
could be explained by protecting middens from sogees and weather conditions.
However, if this were the case one would expect flieto be filled at once, with a
homogenous deposit, rather than in a series obdess If several pits were open at any one
time, the bones may have been spread betweentthe Ipithis case, the whole site might
consist of ‘structured’ acts of deposition. Putgiynthere might be no ‘ordinary’ deposits.

6.2.4 Possible deposition scenarios

‘Plausible results may be expected only from retractng the history of individual
features and their fills as fully as possible’ €rer1998: 331).

Developing the possible interpretations presenten/@ three possible scenarios for bone
deposition are presented here. They aim to explenscattered nature of cattle, pig and
sheep bone elements in pits: even when the borssitled appear to have been the waste
from consumption of a large quantity of meat, tinaye often been shown to have come
from several individuals of different ages. Rapapdsition of many parts in a short space of
time, immediate deposition of bone into pits aftensumption, and curation are the three

most compelling explanations.
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a) Rapid, periodic deposition

At Danebury, half of the excavated pits had bekedfirapidly or deliberately’ (Cunliffe &
Poole 2000a: 30). The proportion was consideraiglgdr at some of the Danebury Environs
sites: 61% at Nettlebank Copse and 87% at Suddanmm FCunliffe & Poole 2000b: 24;
Cunliffe & Poole 2000a: 30).

Hill concluded that rapid periods of intense deposal activity was the most likely way
that Iron Age pit deposits formed. However, he dat look in detail at individual bone
elements, or ageing; these have shown that therityapd the deposits was incoherent. He
also did not consider Danebury in detail, and noes Winklebury and Danebury had a
higher proportion of natural silting episodes ihgeposits than other Iron Age sites such as
Winnall Down (Hill 1995a: 49). This suggests thdatfért sites had more sporadic filling
episodes than other settlements, and possiblydiesse occupation. Grant has shown that a
sample pit from Danebury was probably filled inh8&nths (Grant 2002); it is possible that

pits at Danebury were filled more slowly than dtestsites.

If pit deposits were made periodically, but conégimemains from the consumption of large
quantities of meat, one possibility is that the moad consumption may have been feasting.
The scattered nature of pit deposits suggestsathale animals were not being cooked and
eaten at once, or if they were, not deposited aingle pit. Instead, feasting may have
involved each participant accepting (or bringingpheat part, perhaps related to their status.
Alternatively, it may have been that individual mearts had no particular status, and that
the parts simply reflect what was available. Thpad#s that included only small amounts of
bone therefore must represent erosion or deliberatke-up layers, where bone became
mixed in accidentally. The contextual informatiam fayers in pit 23 does not contradict this
explanation (section 5.2.1.1), but the bone elemanthe smaller assemblages (layers 1, 2
and 8) are not eroded or gnawed. Therefore it I&kelg that small bone deposits were
accidentally caught up in fill deposits.

The ‘missing’ bone elements from particular laysray have been deposited in other pits.
At Danebury, many pits may have been open at asemmingly with more pits filled per
year of occupation in the early phases than tlee Rt Winnall Down and Winklebury, Hill
(1995a: 3) calculated that only one pit per yeas wpen, although since none of these sites
were fully excavated the exact numbers are not kndw Suddern Farm, only 1.3 pits was
filled per year, an estimate based on the proportibthe site excavated (a conservative
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estimate of 10%) and multiplied by the number ¢$ m this area (78), then dividing by the
number of years the site was in use (580, if thedihei abandonment phases are excluded).
This suggests that at Suddern Farm far fewer paslavhave been open than in the early
Danebury phases, but similar numbers to those eldte phase at Danebury. In the early
period at Danebury, therefore, bones from one animay mainly have been deposited in
several pits, but at other sites with a smallepprton of open pits, deposition cannot have

followed this pattern, and absent bones must haee beposited elsewhere.

This scenario assumes that the bones represetatéthguantity of meat eaten at the hillfort,

which of course may not be the case. As Poole (268¢s, each bone might represent an
animal, from the hillfort or from outside settlem®nin this eventuality, where are the other
remains? They might be at other sites or have bd&rently disposed of. The less dense
bones and elements that were used in bone workmdeas frequent overall at Danebury
(Grant 1991a: 453), and this may also partly actdointhe apparent scattered nature of
bone elements in individual deposits. While thisyrba the case for some deposits (pit 23,
layer 5 for instance, illustrated in figure 5.3)amy other deposits show a mixture of fragile
and robust elements (for example pit 23, layer dwshin figure 5.2), suggesting that

taphonomy is not the only factor to take into cdesation.

If all bones in pits were ‘special’, as proposedHily (1995a) and Poole (2000), this would
mean that pits and layers, which showed few diffees in bone element composition,
would both have had this special status, and tbexghat all consumption at Danebury was
special in nature. Some differences are apparéwelee Danebury and Suddern Farm, but a
similar pattern of scattered bone elements is ewigdemost of the investigated pit layers at
Suddern Farm. If Danebury was special, then soSuaslern Farm. It is perhaps more likely
that, instead of being ‘special’ in the now accdptense, the bone that survived did
originate from a different type of activity to eyday consumption. It is perfectly plausible
that all sites in Wessex in the Iron Age had a lsindgonsumption pattern, and that all meat

eating took place in the context of feasting oteast, communal eating.

b) Small-scale eating and depositional actions

If meat consumption was small scale, over a pesidtme deposits would be made directly
into pits as bones were stripped of meat. The mdhe good condition of the bone suggests
that pits must have been covered and quickly fite@xplain the absence of gnawing and

weathering effects. Rain and freezing temperatarag still have affected the condition of
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the uppermost bones, although if layers were relyuleapped’ with make-up layers and/or
special deposits, these effects would be limitelais Tnanner of deposition could reflect
periods of relative abundance and scarcity thathinlge expected during the changing
seasons, explaining why some layers containedga lamantity of bones and why in others

they were rare.

In this scenario, many pits must have been opeangt one time, and deposition not
restricted to one pit. However, in the later pesiatl Danebury and at the smaller sites where
fewer pits were found, there may not have been rti@e one pit open at any one time. The
missing bones therefore might be in layers or dgstl, although again this raises the
guestion of why some bones entered pit depositso#imers did not. The unusual nature of
some of the pit deposits at Danebury (Grant 1984dggests that it is likely that other pit
deposits may have also had some meaning. Howewideree from the layers, which have
not been found to contain special deposits, sugdhat there was little difference between

most pit layers and occupation layers.

A large centralised market or redistribution centsere meat could be obtained on the
bone would explain the apparently random rangeooiebelements present. A scenario can
be envisaged whereby consumers would have purclasiedded for different meat joints
depending on the occasion, and deposits would dechi range of remains from different
events. Unfortunately, this type of activity cantmed to distinguish from feasting activity,
where participants take away with them the meatestieey have been awarded (Gilbert &
Singer 1982: 26-28).

c) Curation

If all bone was first deposited in a protected emwinent, this means that the bone present
(excepting the more fragile parts and elements é@siedone working) is the total that was
consumed, and would suggest that small quantitere waten. This scenario fits the bone
element representation evidence for the site asaeywwhich suggests there was no trade of
particular meat parts off site, but that the pattef bone representation was explained by
taphonomic factors. As mentioned before, the gfrapihic layers in pits suggest sporadic fill
patterns, not a periodic massive dumping of wastes. possible that middened bone and
pottery fragments were used to form make up lapetsveen special deposits, possibly at
particular times of the year, rather than usingdeidmaterial as a means by which to fill a
pit as quickly as possible. It is also possibld¢ thalden material had been specially reserved
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for deposition, if perhaps it held some symbolituea(as suggested by Sherratt 1991 and
Hill 1995a), and therefore represented only a srpatt of the meat actually consumed.
However, there does not appear to be any pattenfisgecies or bone elements that might

indicate any difference to ‘ordinary’ bone from somption.

Stopp, in her (1999) investigation of pit fillslate Iron Age Basel-Gasfabrik (Switzerland),
suggested that there was no difference betweeneaath (occupation) deposits and other
fill types, except that bone was more weathereth@ occupation deposits. She suggests
curation of these bones from the low numbers ofchadile fragments, and protected
deposition areas from the low incidence of gnawaltjough she does not indicate where

bone may have been protected.

It is also possible that different groups filledspin different areas, so only one pit may have
been available for filling for each of these sulpaoounities. The relevant community might
have formed each deliberate layer by importing tear®done (perhaps one from each animal
killed since the last deposit). A different boneulkbhave had to have been chosen each time
in order to create the scattering seen in depositich seems unlikely. The different
provenances of grain suggests that crop processagje from more than one site was
represented at Danebury (Jones 1995), and thiwdliswith Hill and Sharples’ suggestions
that hillforts were communal areas, where diffemrhmunities gathered, and to which they

brought provisions.

Conclusions

For each of these three possible scenattos,special deposits of articulated remains or
skulls might have been deposited on different dooasto the rest of the fills. The bones
found with special deposits are dissimilar to thdsem special deposits in two basic
respects. They are seldom found with their conpgirelements and they sometimes have
chop and filleting marks. There are seldom assegeBldahat contain all the bone elements
that might be found in a special deposit, suchraarticulated limb, or a single individual,
and it is perhaps more likely that they had beepmstd of meat, although this cannot be
proven. It seems that special deposits have vihy in common with the remainder of the
animal bone, and were probably a part of a vergdiht activity to the majority of the bone

deposits.

273



The bones found with special deposits are not eabily different to those in other pit layers
(bearing in mind that any organic special depasitght since have vanished), although in
pit 23, layer 4, which was in proximity to a humaone, contained more ‘meaty’ bone. Both
Hill (1995b) and Hambledon (1998) mention a possd@sociation with human bone; both
concluded that deposits containing human remairre w#ferent to those without. Human

bone might be accompanied by remains from cererhoorsumption.

The human skeletal evidence represents only a gmatentage of the population that is
proposed to have lived there (Walker 1984: 472§l amuch of it shows pathologies and
evidence of violence. Hooper (1984) suggests swotsl were common, possibly indicating
that these bodies were of those who had died asuahwr violent death, further adding to
the impression that pit deposits were not mundargigin. Sherratt argues that the remains
from some ritual activities require careful dispo§aherratt 1991: 50), possibly by fire,
although burial would also be a possible meanssdme societies specific associations
between human individuals and animal species adertlagold 1988). However, there is a
possibility that the association with human borsesat as symbolically loaded as we might
expect; Ingold (1988) and Tapper (1988) both dbscother societies where the distinction
between animals and humans is blurred. Such asgumagtave some validity in the context

of monumental enclosures of the Neolithic, suckvasdmill Hill (Pollard 1995).

The simplest and most familiar scenario is thasrafll-scale consumption, a model closest
to our own consumption patterns. It is certainhaysible, and accounts neatly for the
differences in bone density between deposits. Hewdt seems unlikely that each time a
bone was discarded the pit covering was removedptne was thrown in and the pit re-
covered, without bones suffering any obvious attmit Experimental work on the effects of
exposure on bone could clarify the possibility thiais occurred. Nicholson (1998) has
addressed the issue, but the bones she studiedbdead buried, not left on the ground
surface. This model would, however, account forapparently coherent deposits identified
in one pit by Grant (2002), as remains of discegiisodes of meat eating and/or deposition.
More unlikely is large-scale curation of bones, ethiwould have been stored safely before
disposal, in relatively small quantities, into pihe process of redeposition would have
fragmented the assemblage, accounting for theesedthature of bone elements in deposits,
but the same issue applies as to the previous repda — why is there so little evidence of

attrition? And where would the bones have beeredtor
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A more likely scenario than curation of parts, iy apinion, is that the deposits were created
by many different groups, possibly including somenf outside the hillfort, whose food
remains became mingled and deposited in pits. Woisld explain the scattered nature of
bone elements, the very dense nature of some de@osl the presence of plant remains
from many different areas outside Danebury. Congiompcould have been communal,
providing an opportunity for communities to comgether for other (ritual?) activities, such
as the placement of special deposits or human ddoeever, it is difficult to justify the
presence of bones with little meat value, such lz@gmnges and metapodials, which are
found throughout the deposits, as belonging to fpodions brought for events. The large
numbers of bone in some deposits are as easilyaieeol by periodic large-scale meat
consumption in a society that normally ate smalitipns (scenario b). Therefore, small-
scale consumption and depositional practice isgntesl here as the most likely model for
meat eating and bone disposal at Danebury.

6.3 INTER-SITE CONSUMPTION ACTIVITY

For many of the sites used here as comparisonailetetutchery records have not been
published, and so some comments must be takeneav&ue for the sites not investigated at
first hand by the present author. Thus where varit@tve noted that certain types of butchery
are rare, it is not possible to know how their digifon of rare matches my own. Other
discrepancies may arise from a different reseaixlerpretation of marks, or perception
of similarities or regular sizes. For this reasbe tliscussions of the butchery at Old Down
Farm (Davies 1994), Lain’s Farm (Coy 1991) and Mai€astle (Armour-Chelu 1991) must
be treated with caution.

The general similarities in butchery techniqueshim Iron Age have been well documented,
with the noted predominance of disarticulation #mel use of knives (Maltby 1996; Wilson
1978: 120). Animal husbandry methods for Iron Agealk land sites are also often similar
(section 1.3.2). This discussion attempts to isalae differences between sites that are only
revealed during detailed analysis of butchery aadodition methods. The scale of meat
consumption can be assessed using various meaessidén of the animal, size that it was
cut into and extent of filleting of meat from tharcass are used to provide an idea of the
relative scale of meat consumption at a selectfasites in Wessex. The intensity of use of
animals can also be investigated by assessing haehnof the carcass was utilised,
including the parts where relatively little susteoa can be found, such as the head and feet,
and the breakage of bones for marrow extractiomaly be that sites where there is evidence
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of more intensive use of the carcass, such adisgliof bones, were of lower status, and
could not afford to ignore this food resource. Teéasons why marrow was discarded instead
of used could include dislike of marrow, a lack lafowledge or ability to extract it
efficiently, or a taboo on its consumption.

Maltby (1995) provides information on a large ramgdron Age sites in southern England.
He states that Owslebury unusually provides eviddac culling of cattle at immature age,
mainly for meat, and culling of sheep at their optm meat age (Maltby 1995: 22). This
suggests that the deposits at Owslebury, like tlabg@anebury, contain bone from animals
that were mainly kept for meat, and that these $ies had a greater emphasis on meat
production than smaller settlements. Grant’'s amalyd sheep mandibular wear stage
(MWS) patterns at Danebury showed a peak at MWSahimals around one year old
(Grant 1984b: 107). She suggested that this repiese¢he culling of weak or surplus males,
in order to strengthen the flock (analysis of tlee sf the animal bones did not provide
enough examples to support this hypothesis). Howé@vesome societies young animals are
desirable food (Fiddes 1991), so it is possiblé tha remains of very young animals, that
died before they reached their optimum meat weglggest a high status.

The size that carcasses were cut into also proddesde measurement of the size of parts
eaten, especially when coupled with analysis of ghgportion of filleting marks, which
could indicate how big the meat portions were his thesis, it has been proposed that cattle
at Balksbury had been more intensively butcherad those at Danebury, perhaps because
they provided food for more people, but more likbgcause of different butchers at these
sites. Late phase Balksbury in fact has more inmomwith middle phases at Danebury,
where disarticulation was by far the most commotcloery mark. Nettlebank Copse had an
intensive butchery pattern, with relatively smatinle parts, which might indicate that less
meat was eaten per inhabitant at these two sitdsD@wvn Farm in Hampshire, is described
as having similar faunal remains as Balksbury (Bs\i994), although it is not possible to
say without further analysis how similar the butghgatterns were.

Some butchery descriptions simply state that meatdivided into ‘regular size’, sometimes
without a detailed description of how this intetpt®on was made. This is the case for
Lain’s Farm, a possible banjo enclosure in HampsHihis site dates to th& 8% centuries
BC, comparable with Danebury ceramic phases 3-7 tduu little was excavated to draw
conclusions about differences by phase (Bellamy2193). One deposit at Lain’s Farm
included a length of articulated spine, which cdodéda special deposit or a butchery unit (or
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indeed both) (Coy 1992). A length of spine with theat still on would provide a similar
amount of meat to some of the joints proposed fandbury, such as the radius or tibia of a
pig. Filleting at this site was described as raeeis deliberate breakage of bone, so it can be
suggested that disarticulation, which did occundpiced joints of meat that were roughly
the same size as the bone element they were aitdohdt may be that some of these
butchery units were larger than Danebury, whetetiiig marks were relatively common,
forming between a third and a fifth of the obserbetchery marks. However, differences in

recovery and recording approach may also accourpiparent contrasts.

At Maiden Castle, Dorset, cattle parts were of lagsize (Armour-Chelu 1991: 150). They
are argued to have been chopped up to extract wmamal to fit into pottery vessels. Pig
limb bones were under-represented, and it is stggethat there was ‘more thorough
processing of pig compared with other species’ (BumChelu 1991: 146). Neither of these
patterns fit with that at Danebury, and the meatspat Maiden Castle may have been
smaller. However, occasionally large portions ofatr@ay have been available; there were
filleting marks on sheep and dog special depoaitd, it was proposed that partial skeletons
were the remains of celebratory special meals (Aim@helu 1991: 151). This compares

well with Ashville but not Danebury.

Analysis in this thesis has suggested that theng mase been specific deposits at Suddern
Farm that resulted directly from feasting, or atslelarge-scale meat production, and other
sites have also produced similar results. At WinBalwn, Hampshire, one early Iron Age
pit contained most of the meat bearing bone elesneihthree oxen and two horses, with a
large concentration of other bones. Bones wittelitheat value, including phalanges and
tarsals, were not recovered from this pit. Maltbh985: 101) suggested this pit contained the
remnants of a large consumption or preservatiosogig. Large accumulations of meat
bearing bones were also recovered at Ashville ifofdshire, where meat appeared to have
been stripped from entire articulated limbs (Wilsk9v8: 125-137), as filleting marks and
gnawing were found on articulated horse and céttlies. This implies activities here that
were distinct from those at Danebury, where aréitead animal bones showed no evidence of
filleting. However it may be that some butchery ksaon the Danebury bones were missed
(section 2.3.4). An entire horse or ox limb would\pde a large quantity of meat, enough
for several dozen people, and feasting activitylddhus be implied, although the bones
might represent butchery waste. It is likely thagatwas removed prior to cooking, since
cooked bone joints often disarticulate spontango(Bbulton pers. comm.). Unfortunately
the pig butchery is not as fully described by Whl@978: 122), so comparisons are limited.
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Meat on cattle heads at Ashville was filleted isirmilar manner to those in layer deposits at
Danebury, suggesting that at least in some featuhes use of the carcass was fairly
intensive. The majority of the bone at Ashville wasovered from ditch deposits (62%),
suggesting that differences in butchery betweentwe sites may in fact stem from the

feature type; Wilson did not describe butchery froits and ditches separately.

At a few sites, for example Winnall Down and ditbdposits at Owslebury (Maltby 1985),
bones show evidence of having been split to enalaleow extraction, although there is no
indication of how frequently this may have occurrégdenerally, bones did not show
evidence of routine marrow extraction (Maltby 19€%y 1992), and even where raw meat
had been filleted from the bone at Maiden Castlé Winnall Down, marrow was not
extracted. This suggests that at these sites,atngaian inability to extract marrow (such as
would be caused by preserving meat on the bonég bhoice not to.

As a result it could be suggested that sites ssclwslebury, Ashville and Nettlebank
Copse, and Winnall Down and Maiden Castle (in sdeqosits of disarticulated bone), were
using carcasses more intensively. However, thehlenycat these sites is often not described
by phase, so it is difficult to say whether theemgive use of the carcass occurred in a
particular time period; at Danebury deposits seenmdicate less intensive use in the early
phase. Suddern Farm and Balksbury have higher grops of butchered cattle bone,
perhaps suggesting that these cattle were butchbyed different, possibly a less
experienced person than the butcher(s) at Danebutipat there was more intensive use of
the carcass. However, pig bones do not show the patern, and some deposits at Suddern
Farm suggest that feasting could have been takamepThe large amounts of cattle bones
in single deposits at Suddern Farm and Winnall D@uggest that either butchery was
undertaken in one place (although the largest depb3Ninnall Down does not contain
phalanges or tarsals, while other, smaller, depak}, or, more likely, that some episodes of
consumption were very large. In these depositselapgrts of several animals are
represented, suggesting that deposition of thedoneurred relatively quickly and perhaps

in the same area as slaughter.

The smaller size of many of the assemblages frdrardiites discussed here often did not
allow for division into phases or feature typesu3tcomparison with Danebury is often
limited; only general conclusions are possible. dogr it can be stated with some
confidence that the overall patterns are similaithwsome deposits containing bones
representative of large volumes of meat, and sam&aming the remains of relatively small
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parts and of fully exploited bone resources (AdbyiMaiden Castle and Winnall Down).
Certain sites show evidence of larger carcassidigs such as Suddern Farm and perhaps
Lain’s Farm, although this may be offset, at legsbuddern Farm, by a greater incidence of
filleting of meat from the bone. Intensity of uggpaars to be greater at some of the smaller
sites (Nettlebank Copse for instance), althougis itifficult to ascertain the extent by

incidence of butchery, which depends to a degreth@skill of the butcher.

6.4 INTER-SITE DEPOSITIONAL ACTIVITY

The purpose of this section is to explore the matoir deposition at other sites in the
Danebury region in the Iron Age, in order to coneptire scale of deposits, the extent of
distribution of carcass parts and possible eviddocalifferential use of space that could
indicate area specialisation. Various aspects afiappatterning are discussed, including
evidence for zoning of activities, coherence of apand scattering of bone elements.

Different site types with similar patterns of dilstition are also examined.

Relatively few sites have been explored with regaal spatial patterning of both animal
bone and other artefacts. At Winklebury hillfort lhampshire, animal bone and pottery
types were investigated spatially. No evidence afst@/ meat, nor coarse/ fineware
segregation was found, and there was no associatiaraste or meat bone with particular
pottery types as might be expected if certain npaats and material goods held different
status (Fisher 1985: 175). However, meat and whstee definitions are not provided.
Animal bone was found to be as common near fout-gtogctures as circular buildings, and
there did not appear to be a restriction of cr@dtsat least artefacts associated with various
crafts) to certain areas. No spatial segregatibré€position) is therefore proposed for this

site.

At Winnall Down in the middle Iron Age some spatmtterning was identified. Animal
bone was found in less dense quantities the fudhey it was from hut groups (Maltby
1985). This suggests that deposition at this sée im some way related to the people using
or living in the structures. Bones from larger aaisnwere found on the periphery of the site,
in ditch deposits. Unfortunately very few ditch dsjis at Danebury have been excavated,
and the nearest comparable deposits, those inygbhalows, fell outside the area of the
sample analysed for this thesis. A similar patfrdeposition to that at Winnall Down had

already been suggested for Ashville in Oxfordshioe which a functional explanation was
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proposed, whereby cattle bones had been strippedeat and deposited in bulk at the
periphery of the settlement (Wilson 1978).

This type of patterning does not appear to be chewiatic of deposits at Danebury, where
species proportions were similar in pits and lay@sant 1991a: 449). However, some
differences are apparent in the early phase, whgit slifferences in butchery of cattle and
pig crania in pits and layers were recognised, famebr bird, dog and horse but more cattle
bones were recovered from layers. This suggeststhieasize of the animal was not as
important (in terms of deposition location) as #pecies, since cattle and horse are both
large animals and their spatial distribution difstightly. The location of the Danebury pits
— in the centre or periphery - also seemed to Hi#le impact on the bones deposited in
them. Cattle and pig bones were found in direcpprtion to the density of pits, with the
exception of a few pits in the southern half of #iite in the early phase that contained large
quantities of cattle bone. However these pits vimex&@ a concentration of housing, not at the
periphery, so it is suggested that in general, addittedly without comparative data from

the ditches at Danebury, larger animal bones wetreeposited at the periphery.

Differences in deposition at Winnall Down were ribteetween deposits in the north and
south areas. The highest density of material imdon the southern half, as is the case for
cattle bones in the early period at Danebury. Thehern area at Winnall Down was also
the location of deposition for many small finds dnanan remains, but this is not the case at
Danebury. Some deposition or activity might thusehbeen influenced by orientation, but
the evidence is not strong. At Winnall Down, hunslkeletons were found outside the
former enclosure, while the bodies of infants, iphgkeletons and individual human bones
were found inside, suggesting a degree of depasitisegregation between internal and
external areas (Hill 1995a: 88). There is no obsialividing line at Danebury, except
perhaps for the roads, but there is no evidencarigrsegregation of deposits occurring here

in respect of animal bone remains.

Different types of deposits were located in différieatures at late Iron Age Wendens Ambo
(Halsteadkt al. 1978). What was interpreted as ‘table’ refuse @soof smaller animals) was
infrequently found in pits, but was common in gesdliand postholes, with many parts of the
sheep skeleton represented in single features. stiggests that butchery and consumption
of sheep occurred in the same location, and thaepshwere consumed in one event.
However, there is no indication as to how many kquer individual were recovered, nor of
the ages of individuals, so again this site carbetirectly compared to Danebury. The
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larger numbers of sheep bones recovered from theoserall probably contributed to the

composition of individual deposits containing maoayts of sheep skeletal elements.

Different deposit types at Wendens Ambo contairedains predominantly from bones of
different meat value; ‘kitchen’ waste was foundtie enclosure and ‘table’ waste in the
hearths (Halsteadt al. 1978) (see section 1.3.3), a pattern not foun®atebury. This
might be because occupation deposits in the cirattactures at Danebury were relatively
rare, either due to the clearing of waste in tbha Wge, or to a later truncation of deposits. It
is also possible that deposits at Danebury simplyalme more mixed after consumption,
obscuring any differentiation, as suggested bypiaat remains. While a mixture of chaff,
grain and weeds were found in each deposit in #iy @hase at Danebury (Jones 1984:
489), at Winnall Down (as outlined above) and Suddearm (Campbell 2000: 52) the
different pit layers contained the remains of ddéfg crop processing activities. Thus the
plant remains at Danebury may have been subjecteal greater degree of mingling of
material prior to or at deposition. The mixing nego have occurred in the pits if deposits

resulting from a range of activities were discaraethirly rapid succession.

At Ashville, Wilson notes the association of oxaatland skull fragments (Wilson 1985:
119). Such association is not found at Daneburg, tae difference is not due to different
butchery practices at the two sites (decapitatimk tplace on the anterior condyles of the
atlas at both). This again suggests that deposiBanebury were subject to more mixing
than at other sites. Again this interpretation deiseon feature type; the atlas and skull
fragments may have come from layer deposits, whicBanebury seem to provide more
evidence of conjoining bone elements. In additidgiison identified some associated lumbar
ox vertebrae, also found at Danebury and intergrate possible portions of meat (section
4.2.3).

Close investigation of individual deposits is im@ot when attempting to ascertain the
relationship between use/ activity and deposit. &@mgle deposits at Danebury contain
many bones from sheep, although often from a rasfgmdividuals rather than almost
complete animals. This might indicate small-scad@sumption. The greater numbers of
bone in some deposits suggest that these weredpensfomore intensive consumption or
deposition activity. A few layers (see, for exampigure 5.3) contained many bones, from a
relatively small minimum number of individuals. such cases there are more bones per
individual, perhaps indicating episodes of dispasedre directly linked to butchery or
consumption activities in the vicinity. Such depesiere found at Suddern Farm, where
281



significant numbers of cattle limb bones from reflly few individuals were found. Here
episodes that could be construed as feasting are omonmon than at Danebury, and are

larger in scale.

One pit at Lain’s Farm in the early Iron Age wdkedl with the remains of more than seven

sheep, but only a few bones from other speciegyesiiong that here, as at Danebury, larger
parts of sheep than cattle and pig may have beesuoted and/or deposited in one event
(Coy 1992). Underrepresented bones in this pit st these sheep were by no means
complete, with relatively few scapulae, humeri,ika@mora and tibiae. These bones may
have been destroyed by breakage to extract maalagugh Coy notes that this practice

was infrequent, or they may have been depositedvllsre. The missing bones are all those
that carry a large quantity of meat, and they migive been intended for a different event to
that resulting in the remains in the pit. They neaygn have been preserved with the meat,
and deposited later. It is unlikely that the pihtaaned only butchery waste, as other meat
bearing bone elements (e.g. the pelvis and verghvare well represented, although meat
may have been filleted from these parts (withoutrking the bone). Such obvious

patterning, involving the under-representation @ambearing bones, was not recognised at
Danebury. Coy notes that the bottom fills of this gontained only one ox mandible.

Though very restricted in scale, this evidence ongrthat at Danebury where the basal

layers of pits often contained few bones, mainljoef meat value.

Hill (1995a: 71) suggests that some pits at Winawn contain the remains from the
killing and/or consumption of many animals: in ottere are bones from more than 12
individuals of four species; cattle, horse, pig auog. However, it is unclear how much of
each of these animals was present; if his figureewbtained from a minimum number of
individuals count, the bone elements may comprisargge from various parts of the
skeleton, much like in the Danebury pits, rathentthe remains of most of 12 individuals.
This deposit does not necessarily represent ongo@piof activity apart from that of
deposition, so no conclusions can be drawn fronectlicomparisons of the Danebury

deposits investigated here.

Generally similar deposition practices (depositianpits, the inclusion of articulated or
‘special’ deposits, a mixture of bone, pottery atter artefacts) are found in lron Age
hillforts, open settlements and enclosures throughdessex. However, some similarities
are also present in the pit deposits at Danebuyosimer site types, for example the midden
site at East Chisenbury, Wiltshire (McOmish 19983 lan extremely large, well preserved
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faunal assemblage from the late Bronze Age-eanly kge. The assemblage consists mainly
of sheep bones, in common with most other Iron Aiges in southern England, but like
Danebury, has a disproportionately large numbenewinate and foetal lambs. There are
even some articulated joints, but more commonlgitidual segments, some displaying
cutmarks from butchery’ (Browmt al. 1994: 48). Unusual, seemingly ‘special’ deposits
include a fragment of human skull placed in thedeidwith pot sherds from one vessel and
a fragment of sarsen placed around it (McOmish 198% The midden is not homogenous
but includes prepared and compacted chalk floodspdeitforms without artefacts, much like

the make-up layers in pit fills from Danebury.

In other respects, this assemblage is very diffeterthe Danebury assemblages. Bagust
(1996: 44) states that this huge accumulation, wiedhought to have formed in under 100
years, was subject to heavy ghawing. Heavy chofus bone were recorded, suggesting
marrow extraction and indicating a more intensige of the bone, and greater exposure to
the elements, than was usual at Danebury. Baggsgests that the remains were of animals
from neighbouring hillforts/ farms, and that théespossibly acted as a meeting point for
feasting. The size of animals by species was vateating her to conclude that many
different flocks, and therefore communities wengresented. However the individual lenses
of deposition were extremely large, and bone eléraeralysis for each layer was not carried
out. The difference in preservation and butcherthet site when compared to hillfort pit
deposits, suggests that what is represented atdlDanes a different activity entirely.

It is important to note that the material at Eakts€nbury is not necessarily simply waste;
Parker-Pearson, quoting Collis, states that in modgermany, farmers measured their
wealth by the size of the midden in their courtyék€96: 127). A midden the size of East
Chisenbury makes a bold statement about the s€alensumption made by a community.
The midden was regarded by McOmish (1996) as thmires of feasting, and he proposes
that bone waste was not routinely scattered oddjdbut deliberately accumulated. | would
agree that, at least in the early Iron Age, Dangla@posits may not simply represent the
convenient disposal of remains of everyday meéls@at was an everyday ingredient), but
could also have been a deliberate symbol of megtgeactivity. However, deposition in pits
renders such activity invisible, so any symbolicssage must have depended on personal
knowledge, as was presumably the case for anyfisignce held by special deposits. In the
late Iron Age, when it is likely that meat eatingcekme less communal, any symbolism

attached to meat consumption probably declined.
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To summarise, Danebury shares many superficialcéspé its deposition pattern with a
variety of sites. However, more in-depth analysss Bhown that the deposits at Danebury
may have been more mixed than those from smalies such as Suddern Farm, Wendens
Ambo, Winnall Down and Ashville. Another hillfortVinklebury, has shown an absence of
zoning similar to that at Danebury; it is possiltlet activity patterning here and at
Danebury may have been obscured by depositionigeacespecially in the late phases (see

section 6.5).

6.5 CHANGE OVER TIME

Cunliffe (1995: 25) proposed a change between tiitharn and southern halves of the site
midway through the Iron Age. The area he namedh@soccupation’ zone moved from the

south to the north, and the area considered asagg from the north to the south. Some
differences in deposition of cattle bones in thdyeperiod may reflect these changes and
divisions, but no evidence has been isolated frioisfroject that suggests a segregation of

areas in the late Iron Age.

As mentioned in section 6.4, some differences batwspecies proportions and butchery
patterns were evident between the early and laasqsh Grant (1991a: 449) noted generally
similar species proportions in layers and pits, bitl, dog and horse bones were less
frequently recovered from layer deposits, and m ¢larly phase, there was proportionately
more cattle bone in layers. This is unlikely to éelained by Wilson’s (1996) view that
butchery of larger animals occurred on the peripladrsites, the location of most of the
layers at Danebury, since large deposits of catilee were also found in some pits in the
area of housing. Some other differences betwedaretype are apparent in the early phase;
butchery of pig and cattle crania between pits laydrs seems to differ in the early phase
but not the late (section 3.2.6). Marks resultirapf the filleting of meat from the head were
found only in layer deposits, perhaps suggestingemmatensive use of the carcass in the
latter. It is therefore suggested that the mateleglosited in layers in the early phase was the
result of less careful and/or more intensive butghand of smaller scale consumption than

that found in pits.

Although the butchery marks are very similar oeraliggesting that the techniques of

butchery did not alter significantly, this analy$ias suggested that smaller carcass/meat

parts were produced in the late Iron Age. The iogtion is that carcass processing became

more intensive, with some bones possibly being $pti marrow extraction. This concurs
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with other analyses that document the depositioninofeasing volumes of all finds,

interpreted as evidence for intensification (Cdalil995: 71). Grant (1991a: 450) also
calculated that there were more animal bones pgerapd a higher minimum number of
animals deposited per 10 years of occupation inaieethan early phase (Grant 1991a: 482).

Salter and Ehrenrich (1984: 151) state that in laie Age central southern Britain, there
was an increase in iron tool use, or at least, sidpn. Butchery tool types might have
altered, with metal tools perhaps replacing flmdls that may have been used in the early
Iron Age for certain tasks (Young & Humphrey 19@fiscussed in appendix 3). One
explanation could be that in the late Iron Agechety had become a more high status task,
but it is more likely that iron had become more oawonly available. An increased number
of finds of briquetage in the late Iron Age (Morfi894) could indicate that preservation of
meat by salting had become more prevalent. No de@dence for salting meat (described
in section 3.1.3) has been identified at Daneblomy meat may be salted without any impact
on the bone. Meat eating, or eating large quastidfemeat, may have become less frequent.
This could have been due to increasing pressuresmurces, suggested by Cunliffe (1991),
using in part the increased proportion of sheemgental disease in the Iron Age recorded
by Grant (1984a).

As has been already been noted (section 6.4) refées in plant remains show that in the
early phase there may have been less segregatgnmaiaf processing activities; grain, chaff
and weeds were similarly dispersed with a concaatran the middle-south area. In the late
phase, spatial organisation of crop processingviies is suggested by the absence of

charred weeds in areas of densest crop proceskingg & Nye 1991; Jones 1995: 46).

The re-fortification of Danebury in cp6 (310-270 B@ovides a convenient dividing point
for the differences that have been identified: batg and deposition from cpl-3 have been
shown to differ (albeit slightly) from those in ¢@87- the middle phases do not provide a
coherent enough pattern to identify specific défezes. By the time of re-fortification, the
suggested practice of eating large meat parts coraltyuhad probably reduced in scale
(section 6.1.3). Differences between material dégdsn pits and layers had ended, and the
practice of depositing more unusual items (birgecgl deposits) in the southern part of the
site had ceased too. Segregation of areas for gsimgeof crops may have been introduced,
and (using the evidence from briquetage) presematif meat may have become more

widespread.
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Other sites show similar patterns. At Winnall Dovaone evidence suggested that remains
of larger parts of meat were deposited in the eatlyer than late Iron Age (Fasham 1985).
Sharples (1991) provided evidence of a consideretidége in occupation type from earlier
periods for late Iron Age Maiden Castle, with ramipabuilding, more organised and dense
occupation and a change in material culture aettteof the second century BC. An increase
in the range and form of vessels, their degreeesbrhation and quality of production was
noted and used as evidence for regionalised syieksterritories. In the late Iron Age,
metalworking was apparently confined to an area tleaeast entrance, and a cemetery was
created. This was seen as evidence for the inagasgregation of roles and activities
(Shaples 1991: 263).

This sort of segregation is not apparent from thienal bone distributions at Danebury,
although butchery and meat eating may have besrstggegated than some other activities.
The declining proportions of cattle and pigs oueret at Maiden Castle (Armour-Chelu
1991: 151) might have resulted from less meat gatis is suggested here to have happened
at Danebury. Sharples interpreted the differentddaaden Castle as originating from the
increased importance of individuals: grave goodsl aoinage were more common;
associated field systems indicated, according toar@és, evidence for personal
appropriation of previously communally owned lamaahd the segregation of certain areas
resulted from individual control of specialist irgfties (see section 1.3.1). Danebury
provides little of this sort of evidence, althoutle smaller size of meat portions is probably

related to smaller groups eating together, possildicating fewer communal activities.

Hill also states that in the middle Iron Age altigities took place in the same locations in
settlements, while by the late Iron Age, divisimwturred leading to the performance of
some activities (burials, shrines, hoards and spet@posits) in different locations (Hill
1995a: 125). He agrees with Sharples that the idad became more important, with the
introduction of ‘sets’ of ceramic eating equipmemd drinking vessels (Hill 1995a: 121).
Other authors also state that public and privatviaes became more separate in the late
Iron Age, for example, Giles and Parker-Pearsounl astefact scatters from roundhouses to
suggest that public consumption occurred at a mistafrom private housing (Giles &
Parker-Pearson 1999).

It was not possible to investigate the butcherynftbe very latest phase at Danebury, cp 8,

separately, due to the small sample of butchernksntirat could be securely dated to that

period. This is unfortunate, as Cunliffe (1995: 5®jted a significant change in animal
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husbandry and an increase in artefact depositiothis period, and it is possible that
butchery practice or meat consumption also altéRednan influences on pottery were noted
from this period (Brown 1995: 55), and it is possithat butchery and other activities also
altered at this time.

In conclusion, many of the strands of this analysisvided seemingly scant evidence for
specific differences over time at Danebury. Howewehnen they are amalgamated, it is
apparent that consumption and deposition practi@aaebury had changed during the Iron
Age. The differences between feature type becarsg #pparent, suggesting a greater
homogenisation of activities or deposition. Howed®posits from crop processing activity
appear to have become more spatially structurdatlariate Iron Age. The southern part of
the site may have held a different status to th¢hem in the early phase, with some very
large deposits of disarticulated cattle bone, agdeater proportion of less common species
in the former. Circumstantial evidence from bricage, together with the possible decrease
in the scale of meat consumption in the late phamdd suggest that meat preservation
became more common. The increasingly small sizeezt parts and segregation of deposits
Is also attested at other sites in the Iron Age @wample Maiden Castle and Winnall

Down).

6.6 A SPECIAL STATUS FOR DANEBURY?

‘The only difference between communities, that doindicate a hierarchy during this
period, is that some communities are surroundedabye defences and some are not’
(Sharples 1991: 260).

The nature of differences within Danebury itseltomparison to other settlements has been
explored in this chapter. As stated previously,rtieest informative methods of investigation
are not based upon the study of single sites, duuisf instead on the patterns that emerge
when several sites can be compared. This allowlysisaf how other sites are different to

Danebury; defining the nature of difference is @lc

Compared to Balksbury and Nettlebank Copse, Danetboes appear to be ‘special’, with
larger meat portions and an absence of butcheatite and pig crania, possibly related to
‘special’ deposition. However, the deposits at [siRarm, Winnall Down and Suddern
Farm are very similar to those at Danebury, with plossible exceptions of larger episodes
of consumption in the late phase at Suddern Faumlifi®’s (2000) deduction that Suddern
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Farm was high status is perhaps confirmed by thtsame. Danebury appears to be less
structured spatially than Maiden Castle in the leda Age, possibly implying that there was
less specialisation at Danebury. However, chapteasd 5 have shown that deposition at
Danebury was spatially and probably temporally ssed from the activities of butchery
and consumption. It may be that inter site diffeesnfall mainly in the realm of depositional

practice.

There has been very little that has emerged framaékearch undertaken for this thesis that
shows Danebury to be out of the ordinary. The ldrgee deposits in the early period
suggest that Danebury may have been a centre of som, but the evidence does not
suggest different status from other sites, exaephé scale of rampart building. It may be
that communal activities were simply more commotmhia early Iron Age. By the late Iron
Age, the consumption of meat at the hillfort appdarhave been scaled down, with smaller
parts being deposited with less variation betweeasaand feature types. This contrasts with
some other sites, such as Suddern Farm, whereittepasain of a similar size through to
the late Iron Age, and sites such as Maiden Cadilere specialisation occurs. Apart from
crop processing, perhaps Danebury failed to difyeesid specialise adequately, leading to

its eventual abandonment, while other sites coetirnto function into the Roman period.
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