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ADDITIONALINFORMATION

Thetollowing outline of theresearch design of thisthesis has been added to assist the reader to

more clearly understand the aims ol the thests.

The purpose of this thesis is twofeld. Firstly. to point out problems with existing means of
quantifying faunal remains. specifically Lyman s butchering umt method. Secondly. to present
a new buichery analysis method and a new approach o archaeological faunal studies. The
design of the thesis has been structured so as to present these two related goals. Chapters 2. 3
and 4 present essential background and Chapters 5. 6 and 7 present essential data. for the

ditcussion in Chupter 8.

Crapter 2 presents the historic background. Chapter 3 presents the background fortaphonomic
discussions of archaeclogical fauna in Chapter 6. Taphonomy is discussed at this early point in
thethesis because 1trs viewed as being the most important factor in all faunal studies (including

butchery analysts). and thus has a direct bearing on the review of existing methodologieswhich

b,

oilows 1a Chapter 4. Further. 1t Jogically follows the historical discussion in Chapter 2. as

Chapter 3 alsoreviews the use of taphonoemy in historica! archaeology,

Chapter 4 fulfils the generalised aspects of the first purpose of this thesis. presenting the
buckground to methods currently used to quantify faunal remains. This chapter is a critice

review of the current state of affairs of faunal quantification methodology. It brings attention
tothe enormuty of the difficultiestaced inthe quantitication of faunal rematns and concludes by

indicating the potential for butchery analysistosolve these difficulties.

Chapters 5 6 and 7 present the background data used in Chapter 8 to demonstrate the
inadequacies with Lyman sbutchering unitmethod. The data in these chapters is also used to
deveiopa new butchery analysis method Lo assess the variability of butchery patternung within
archacological samples. The potential of this new method and a reappraisal of the potenual of
butchery analysisin faunal studies 1s discussed at length in Chapter 8. thus fulfiiling the second

purpose of this thesis.

Chapter 5 presentsthe ethnographic data base which is used te develop and test methodology.
Chapter G presents the status of the archaeological data base with all the relevant information
esseinttal Lo permit reascnable assessment of the usefulness of this sample 1n assessing existing
mzthodology und to test the new methodology presented in Chapier 7. Chapter 7 presents a
new approach Lo using butchery analysis to assess buichery variability and the pattern of
butchery praciiced withinasample. Within thus chapier. the usefulness of this new method is

tested using the archueoiogical faunal data definedinthe preceding chapter.



ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with testing one aspect of faunal analysis in Australian historical
archaeology. This is butchery analysis. The thesis critically evaluates Lee Lyman's 1979
butchering unit method as a means of quantifying faunal remains. It is concluded that
Lyman's method has several theoretical flaws, the most serious being the failure of the
basic premise of the method, that archaeological bone from domestic animals can be equated
to meat. A new approach to analysing faunal remains using butchery analysis is suggested.
This new method is tested using archaeological bone specimens from a nineteenth-century
European midden. The results of this testing of the method proved most rewarding in the
interpretation of fauna from this site. It is concluded that the current methodologies
available for quantifying faunal remains suffer from many difficulties and that more
behavioural information might be gained from the study of archaeological bone using a
butchery analysis approach.
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