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ABSTRACT 

 This study explores the evidence for differences in foodways related to status 

among an enslaved community according to labor-based designations. Specifically, this 

paper investigates the interplay of a plantation provisioning system and slave responses to 

the imposed system through the study of faunal remains recovered from discrete slave 

quarters at James Madison’s Montpelier plantation near Orange, Virginia during the so-

called Retirement Period of James Madison, approximately encompassing the years A.D. 

1810-1836. Through synthesis of data acquired by the author with that of previous 

investigators, this research reveals subtle variations in the ways in which the different 

labor groups at Montpelier negotiated the plantation hierarchy through differential access 

to and acquisition of meat resources within the constraints of the plantation setting. While 

higher positions within the plantation hierarchy, particularly in the case of the skilled 

laborers of the Stable Quarter, is inferred, further fine-grained examination of the 

material culture from the slave quarters at Montpelier is necessary to accurately identify 

the nuances of status and unravel the power structure at Montpelier. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

 Slave life in the Virginia Piedmont, and at Montpelier specifically, is poorly 

understood, particularly as previous archaeological and historical studies have focused 

extensively on the owners whose names are known to history, including James Madison. 

This thesis seeks to better understand slave life in the context of an early 19
th

-century 

Virginia plantation, particularly through identifying variation in foodways of the labor-

based groups present at Montpelier. This study focuses on faunal material recovered by 

the Montpelier Foundation’s Archaeology Department during recent excavations of the 

various, discrete slave quarters at Montpelier. Interpretation of this analysis is framed 

within what Reeves (2010:5) has termed “scales of influence”,  with the household as its 

central component, and material patterning aimed at identifying the household’s 

relationship to its specific community, the plantation as a whole, and the region in 

general. The analysis of slave foodways at these various scales will allow for better 

understanding of the unique historic context of slavery at Montpelier, while addressing 

broader questions of power dynamics, status and inequality. 

 The bounded nature of southern plantations allows for a unique opportunity to 

study the relationship of foodways to the definition and negotiation of imposed, 

hierarchical group identities, and is important in the study of those groups only minimally 

acknowledged in the historical record. As a biological necessity, food serves many roles 

within society, including, but not limited to, defining social identity and position. 

Foodways, or the means by which food is procured, prepared, consumed and selected, 

can be an important indicator of group identity (Mintz and DuBois 2002; Scott 2001; 

Smith 2006; Twiss 2012). As a result, the ability to control access to food resources can 



11 

 

serve as a powerful form of social control. In the context of a 19
th

-century Virginia 

plantation setting, in which plantation owners and slave overseers had considerable 

control over the acquisition and distribution of food resources to the enslaved population, 

the importance of food to power dynamics within the plantation is magnified. The 

capacity of the plantation owner to implement a provisioning system within this context 

reinforced their authority and power over the slave population. A provisioning system 

inherently manufactures a certain degree of uniformity among groups otherwise 

ethnically, or in the case of this study, socioeconomically, distinct. Further, slave owners 

would have used food as a means to both reward normative behavior and sanction against 

non-conforming behaviors, balanced by the necessity of providing an adequate diet for 

the level of labor necessary to maintain the plantation economy (McKee 1999:223).  

However, the imposition of this hierarchical structure would not have been received 

lightly, and active strategies to manage the monotony of the provisioning system and 

circumvent the owner’s dominance of the subsistence economy were employed by the 

slave community. Zooarchaeological analysis of faunal remains from different slave 

quarters at single plantation helps unravel the plantation power dynamic and explore an 

important tool in the creation of social position. This thesis explores how faunal remains 

took on social meaning and reinforced and undermined hierarchies in a 19
th

-century 

plantation near Orange, Virginia. 

The research presents evidence that plantation hierarchy, as demonstrated through 

slave foodways, can be inferred through zooarchaeological analysis of faunal remains.  

This thesis begins with a brief overview of the environmental and historical background 

of the Montpelier plantation and its enslaved population, followed by relevant previous 
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research. Next, the methods used in the current study and the results of that analysis are 

presented. The final chapter discusses the results in the context of the research questions 

and suggests future directions for the study of slave foodways within the slave quarters at 

James Madison’s Montpelier. 
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CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND 
 

This thesis is part of a larger investigation by the Montpelier Foundation 

beginning in 2008 into the lives of the enslaved population at Montpelier. These studies 

have identified three distinct living areas for the enslaved community within the larger 

Home Quarter of the plantation, the historic core of the plantation which represents the 

main plantation house and its primary working complex (Figure 1). The three discrete 

slave quarters at Montpelier, representing distinct communities within the enslaved 

population organized according to labor groupings, include: 1) the South Yard, home to 

the Madison’s domestic servants; 2) the Field Quarter, which would have contained the 

domestic spaces of the vast number of slaves assigned to various agricultural tasks and 

represents a subset of the larger Tobacco Barn Quarter; and 3) the Stable Quarter, which 

housed the artisans and skilled laborers (Reeves 2010; Trickett 2014). The period under 

study represents the so-called Retirement Years of James and Dolley Madison, which 

followed Madison’s final stint in Washington D.C. as president and corresponds roughly 

to the years A.D. 1818 to 1836. This period represents major changes at the plantation, as 

Madison undertook significant architectural and agricultural changes within the Home 

Quarter (Chambers 2005; Ketcham 2009). As a result, the enslaved community reached a 

population size of well over 100 individuals, and represented one of the largest 

populations of enslaved individuals ever contained within the bounds of the plantation 

(Chambers 2009: 133; Marshall 2010:21). 
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Figure 1. The Montpelier Home Quarter and enslaved quarters (adapted from 

Montpelier Foundation 2014). 1) South Yard; 2) Stable Quarter; 3) Tobacco Barn; 

and 4) Field Quarter. 

 Archaeological investigations of the living quarters for this enslaved population 

identified a number of house structures, yard deposits and other trash areas that are 

collectively referred to as the house yard-complex, and represent the domestic space of 

the enslaved community (Armstrong 1990; Reeves 2010). An 1837 insurance plat was 

used to identify the location of the South Yard, located within the formal grounds of the 

main plantation house, and subsequent excavations identified two duplex homes, and a 

number of associated yard features, including a roasting pit and planting holes, but no 

borrow pits or other deep features meant for the disposal of domestic trash (Reeves 2010; 

Trickett 2013). The structures were apparently 16 ft. x 32 ft. wood-frame buildings with 

brick chimneys, glazed windows and raised floors, a finding consistent with the South 

Yard’s positioning within the formal grounds and within eyesight of the main plantation 

N 
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home. Notably, the South Yard duplexes lacked subfloor pits, a trait characteristic of 

other enslaved domestic structures at Montpelier. Previous excavations in the cellar of the 

main house suggest that the house slaves were also utilizing that area as their own 

domestic space (Reeves 2010; Pavao-Zuckerman et al. 2012). Possibly as a result of 

domestic slave refuse being mixed with that of the main house, only 3,000 faunal 

specimens were recovered from South Yard contexts, a number significantly lower than 

that of either the Stable Quarter or Field Quarter. It is likely that the low number of faunal 

remains recovered from the South Yard results from the control that the Madisons 

exerted over its residents to maintain the aesthetic appearance of the formal grounds of 

the mansion. As a result, the South Yard was likely cleaned often, with trash deposited in 

formal middens elsewhere on the plantation. In total, 152 5 m x 5 m excavation units 

were excavated in the South Yard, with over 50,000 artifacts recovered. 

 Excavations in the Stable Quarter, which was located just outside the bounds of 

the formal grounds of the plantation, focused on a single domestic structure and its 

associated yard features (Marshall 2010). In contrast to the South Yard duplexes, the 

Stable Quarter structure was a 16ft x 20ft log cabin with two rooms, two brick hearths, a 

clay floor and a subfloor pit. Subfloor pits, notably absent from the South Yard duplexes, 

were commonly used by enslaved individuals and families to store foodstuff and prized 

material possessions across the Upper South (Singleton 1995:124). This particular 

subfloor pit was likely covered, although it appears that the pit was filled with sweepings 

from the hearth at the end of its use (Marshall 2010:9). Additionally, this particular 

domicile was associated with a number of clay borrow pits, areas in which clay had been 

extracted for use as building material and then refilled with domestic refuse, including 
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animal bone. Faunal remains, recovered largely from the subfloor pit and associated 

borrow pits, number over 25,000 specimens from a total of 120 5 m x 5 m excavation 

units. 

 Initial investigations of the Field Quarter, located within the Farm Complex of the 

Home Quarter, identified the foundations of one of the plantation’s tobacco barns, which 

had been converted to domestic space for the field slaves before ultimately becoming a 

wheat-threshing barn (Trickett 2014). As a result, this area was designated as the 

Tobacco Barn Quarter and will be treated as a distinct unit for comparison to the 

remaining quarters. Material goods within the Tobacco Barn were relatively limited, 

which has been interpreted as resulting from short-term occupation of the structure by 

enslaved field laborers. Further investigations of an area located to the south of the 

Tobacco Barn Quarter identified two house-yard complexes that are now designated as 

House Site 1 and House Site 2 within the Field Quarter. In terms of construction, both 

structures appear to have been similar to those of the Stable Quarter, being made of logs 

and mud with a subfloor pit. However, in contrast to both the Stable Quarter and the 

South Yard, no formal hearths were identified.  

Material goods were significantly more diverse in this area than in the Tobacco 

Barn Quarter, a result of a longer-term occupation. Interestingly, the diversity of material 

goods in this area matches that of both the Stable Quarter and the South Yard, which 

suggests that the field slaves had similar access to items such as ceramics and tools. 

House Site 2 is particularly notable within the Field Quarter, as a plethora of sewing-

related items recovered from this space, particularly the subfloor pit, suggest that the 

structure was home to a seamstress. In contrast, House Site 1 contained a greater 
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concentration of strap iron, tools and utilitarian ceramics (Trickett 2014:10). Refitting of 

ceramic artifacts between the domestic structures and their associated yard features 

clearly indicate an association between these various features, which signifies that the 

artifacts and associated faunal remains were being utilized in the areas where they were 

disposed of. Faunal remains from a variety of features within this Quarter number over 

30,000 total specimens, with another 5,600 recovered from the Tobacco Barn, providing 

ample evidence for meat use by the field slaves at Montpelier. These remains were 

recovered from a total of 250 5 m x 5 m excavation units in the Field Quarter and 100 5 

m x 5 m excavation units in the Tobacco Barn Quarter. 

Environmental Background 

 Montpelier is located on the northwest flank of the Southwest Mountains in the 

Piedmont region of central Virginia, located approximately 20 miles from the Blue Ridge 

Mountains and over a hundred miles from the Atlantic Ocean. The area is characterized 

by rich, well-drained soils, rolling terrain, and, prior to agricultural development of the 

area, extensive forest (Dierauf 2011; O’Dell et al. 1989). Historic visitors to Montpelier, 

particularly from the era in question, remarked on the extensive forests that surrounded 

the planation and the pockets of pine and chestnut trees that existed within the cultivated 

portion of the plantation (Finch 1833; Hunt and Smith 1906; Shattuck 1835). 

Soils within the plantation, and the Piedmont in general, consist of reddish silt-

loams overlying red clay subsoil, followed by a mixture of metamorphic, igneous and 

sedimentary rock. Elevations in the area range from 400 ft. around the river, to nearly 

1200 ft. on the highest peaks (0’Dell et al. 1989). The primary riparian area in the region 

is the Rapidan River located to the north of the plantation, and a number of smaller 
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streams that drain into that river. Precipitation ranges from three inches in the winter to 

four inches in the summer, and the climate, in general, is relatively mild. These 

conditions are ideal for both agriculture and a high biodiversity. While current species in 

the region reflect modern conditions and are, therefore, not entirely reliable for 

understanding past biodiversity, contemporary accounts document the presence of wild 

turkeys, opossums, weasels, moles, squirrels and woodchuck (Foster 1804; Madison 

1786a, 1786b; Williams 1862). 

Historical Background 

 The first slaves arrived at Montpelier in approximately A.D. 1725, as part of a 

contingent sent by Ambrose Madison, grandfather of James Madison, to clear the wooded 

lands that were newly acquired from Ambrose’s father-in-law. This group of slaves was 

newly imported from Africa, and thus was unadapted to the conditions that they found 

themselves in on the Virginia Piedmont. During this period, the slave economy in 

Virginia was largely dependent on slave shipments from the Bight of Biafra, meaning 

that many of the slaves brought to the Piedmont were largely Igbo in ethnicity (Chambers 

2005:91). This pattern largely continued over the course of the 18
th

 and early 19
th

 

centuries, and many of the slaves that were bought by the Madisons originated from that 

portion of Africa. Over the course of the first decade at what would become Montpelier, 

this initial population set about clearing fields and preparing the grounds for the 

production of tobacco and corn, and also constructed the early plantation home called Mt. 

Pleasant. This group was joined by Ambrose Madison and his domestic servants in 1732, 

but Ambrose was subsequently murdered by three of the slaves, thus turning management 

of this new plantation over to Ambrose’s wife Frances and his young son James Madison, 
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the father of the future president. This first generation of slaves numbered 29 individuals, 

a population that grew exponentially through natural growth, supplemented by occasional 

inheritance and dowry by James Madison Sr., until it reached approximately 150 

individuals at the end of the 18
th

 century (Chambers 2005). 

 Following Ambrose Madison’s death, the slave population was divided among the 

two quarters then in existence at the planation, and were placed under the supervision of 

overseers (Chambers 2005:104). A quarter was a smaller division of a larger plantation 

and was a form of plantation management utilized across the region. The Madisons began 

selling their own tobacco in the 1740s, and between 1740 and the end of the 1750s, slaves 

at Montpelier produced over 260,000 pounds of tobacco for sale. This tobacco 

production, along with a smaller scale investment in corn, led James Madison to utilize a 

revolving deployment of the slaves, with slaves redistributed to various portions of the 

plantation on an annual cycle, a likely attempt at instituting a system of control over the 

slave population and their sense of community (Chambers 2005:119-120). By 1760, there 

was a renewed investment in the Montpelier core, and as much as 80 percent of the slave 

population was redirected to the area termed the “Home Quarter” (Chambers 2005:124). 

Chambers (2005:125) has suggested that this period marked a significant shift in the 

Madison management of the slave population, with a “Grand Compromise” struck which 

allowed for relative stability at the Home Quarter in the place of the annual rotations, thus 

signifying a consolidation of power over the enslaved community by James Madison Sr.  

 The 1760s also saw a diversification in task specialization among the slave 

population, including the addition of blacksmiths, carpenters, wheelwrights and other 

skilled artisans that were likely trained in these skills at Montpelier (Chambers 
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2005:130). Over the next three decades, planting operations at the plantation were greatly 

diversified to include hay, wheat and greater corn production, and, at the height of the 

slave population in the 1790s, the Madisons could field 27 weeders and 19 grubbers, a 

rather large investment in agricultural laborers. Emerging status among the slaves from 

the perspective of the owner during this period is evident from the positioning of a slave 

as an overseer, and another as a personal assistant to James Madison Jr. on an extended 

trip to Philadelphia (Chambers 2005:131). One enslaved individual, Sawney, was even 

allowed to produce and sell his own crop of tobacco (Chambers 2005:155). In 1787, ten 

slaves were selected to receive special “English shoes”, including the carpenter, the 

blacksmith and the overseer, rather than the cheaper shoes that the remaining enslaved 

workers received (Chambers 2005:132, 155). 

 Following the death of James Madison Sr. in 1801, the slave community was 

divided among Madison’s children, with only approximately 50 individuals left to James 

Madison Jr. and his new management of the plantation. The reintroduction of 

approximately 25 slaves from another Madison-owned plantation along the Rapidan 

River likely supplemented the enslaved community at Montpelier, and the enslaved 

population numbered approximately 100 individuals by 1817 (Chambers 2005:136-137; 

Taylor 2012:69).  This period also marked the ascendency of James Madison to the 

highest levels of the political arena, thus creating additional opportunities for many of the 

domestic slaves outside of the bounds of Montpelier, as many followed Madison to 

Washington D.C. (Chambers 2005:135; Taylor 2012:38).  

 The daily activities of domestic slaves during this period, and during the years to 

follow, revolved largely around washing laundry, preparing meals and otherwise 
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maintaining the Madison household (Taylor 2012:68). The number of individuals 

assigned to these tasks at Montpelier likely numbered less than 10 at any given point, not 

including children (Taylor 2012:80). Ketcham (2009:24) notes that the Madisons 

supervised two or three dozen slaves that included the domestic slaves, gardeners and 

other skilled laborers. Field slaves, numbering between 40 and 50 individuals, continued 

to maintain the tobacco fields and other crops and were largely subject to the whims of 

the owner in all matters, as noted by Madison’s instruction to his overseers to season 

timber by placing it in the lofts of the slave’s cabins (Madison 1790; Taylor 2012:70). 

Madison himself noted the preferences of the slaves to marry off plantation, so instances 

of cohabitation of field slaves and domestic slaves within Montpelier were likely 

minimal; this also suggests that the enslaved population at Montpelier was given great 

latitude in freedom upon completing their regular duties (Taylor 2012:91, Mellon 

1934:145). However, it is also likely that supplemental duties related to seasonal work, 

such as curing tobacco and installing fencelines, likely restricted the amount of time 

available for such freedoms (Dunaway 2003:64). Visitors to Montpelier during this 

period also observed an unexpected number of elderly individuals, suggesting that health 

was maintained at Montpelier, whether through the actions of Madison, or the slaves 

themselves (Taylor 2012:104). 

 Madison’s post-presidency years were a time of declining finances for Madison 

personally, largely fueled by declining tobacco prices and the indiscretions of his wife’s 

son (Chambers 2005:138). A sizable generation of slaves born in the 1820s and 1830s 

also likely burdened the finances of the plantation, as a greater investment in the 

provisioning system, both in terms of food and other material goods, was necessary 
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(Taylor 2012:124). As a result, Madison began selling the slaves of Montpelier in 1834 as 

the only commodity of worth left to him. Following Madison’s death in 1836, the 

enslaved population at Montpelier was divested to Madison’s heirs, and eventually, in 

1851, to one of Madison’s successors as owner of Montpelier, Benjamin Thornton.  

Plantation Provisioning  

 Plantation rations were designed to maintain nutritional adequacy, as then 

understood, while keeping costs to the plantation owners at a minimum. Corn and pork 

rations were commonly distributed to slave populations in North America (Chambers 

2005:167; McKee 1999:221-222). Madison also included whiskey, and beer during 

harvest time, as part of the distributed rations at Montpelier (Ketcham 2009:22). 

Chambers (2005:166-167) observes that salted herring, or other similar fish, were also 

commonly provisioned at Virginia plantations prior to the nineteenth-century. By the 

early nineteenth-century, plantation provisioning systems in Virginia dispensed cornmeal, 

bacon, salt and molasses, often on a weekly or monthly schedule. Distributions of rations 

are known to have varied according to age and gender at some Virginia plantations 

(McKee 1999:226); however it is unknown if this variation also occurred at Montpelier. 

At Butler Island, a rice plantation in coastal Georgia, rations were distributed according 

to the slave’s occupation, as so-called “Ditchers”, slave foremen and skilled artisans 

received greater amounts of food relative to the rest of the enslaved community 

(Singleton 1992:61). 

Individual garden plots and stock-raising by the enslaved communities were also 

a usual allowance by the plantation owners to keep their own costs down (McKee 1999). 

Stock raised by enslaved individuals largely consisted of pigs and chickens, which could 
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be sold to outside entities, or even to the plantation owners themselves. Dolley Madison, 

the wife of James Madison Jr., is even known to have purchased eggs from some of the 

enslaved individuals at Montpelier (Chambers 2005:156). 

 Meat made up a very heavy proportion of the actual diet of the enslaved 

communities of Virginia. James Madison (1819), in a letter to Robert Walsh Jr., 

remarked that the “animal ingredient” constituted a much higher proportion of the diet of 

the slaves than even the free community. This meat was likely acquired largely from the 

resources of the plantation itself, rather than outside markets, a practice common among 

larger plantations in the south (Dunaway 2003:66). At many southern plantations, this 

meat was procured through seasonal harvesting of the plantation’s stocks, with a large-

scale organization of the slaves to aid in the slaughtering and salting of the animal 

products (Dunaway 2003:67). Slaves were organized into assembly lines for both 

processes, and then the meat would be stored in the plantation smokehouses until 

distributed. As a result, much of the individual decisions generally involved in food 

procurement would have been taken out of the hands of the enslaved community, and 

passed into the hands of the plantation ownership.  
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL APPROACH 

 

      This thesis builds on zooarchaeological research related to slavery and plantation 

studies in the New World, particularly in the antebellum period of the nineteenth 

century (Baumann 2009; Crader 1984, 1990; Lev-Tov 2004; McKee 1999; Reitz et al. 

1985; Scott 2001; Tuma 2006; Young 1997; Young et al. 2001). It also seeks to break 

from the tendency in both historical archaeology and plantation archaeology to focus on 

ethnic and racial divisions, and instead focus on intracommunity dynamics (Cummings 

et al 2014:143). This research contributes to a growing body of anthropological 

literature aimed at deconstructing enslaved community negotiations of the oppressive 

nature of plantation power structures (e.g. Wallman 2003). 

 More specifically, this project seeks to understand the dynamic interplay of 

inequality, status and power as it impacted the foodways of the enslaved population at 

Montpelier. Plantations, in general, and Montpelier specifically, were economic 

engines on a local scale, and highly connected to broader market economies; as a result, 

the internal dynamics of these plantations were driven, though not necessarily defined, 

by economic relationships. While the economic nature of the relationships should be 

kept in mind, it is ultimately the power dynamics within individual plantations that is 

primary to the discussion of intraplantation social dynamics (Orser 1988, 1990; Thomas 

1998). Power over material goods serves to establish cultural norms and define social 

position within the owner-instituted hierarchy. Curet and Pestle (2010:415) note that 

“the power of food as a symbol or code for status differentiation can be fully exploited 

as means of establishing and furthering inequality”. Further, food serves to “regulate 

rank, reify roles, and signify privileges” and maintains relationships that are based on 
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“rank, distance, or segmentation” (Appadurai 1981:496, 508). In a plantation setting, 

where relationships are based on an imposed hierarchy by the plantation owner, this 

role of food, and its subsequent archaeological signature, is important in identifying the 

nuanced structure of that hierarchy. 

The ability to control food resources within the slave population was one measure 

to both normalize and reinforce divisions within the enslaved population and to 

strengthen the position of the owner within the plantation system. Other measures 

included physical and mental abuse, restricted mobility, and removal through sale 

(Dunaway 2003; Yates 1999). The most effective of these measures was to construct 

divisions in slave society based on specialized tasks, labor assignments, and spatial 

organization (Yates 1999:37; Dunaway 2003:143; Knottnerus 1999:143; Thomas 

1998:532). These divisions were upheld in every aspect of daily life on the plantations, 

where slaves generally resided near where they worked. Domestic slaves would have 

lived in and around the main house, while the field slaves would have been more 

constrained to the areas in and around the agricultural fields (Genovese 1976; Reeves 

2010).  

By separating domestic slaves from field slaves, and skilled laborers from both 

groups, plantation owners established a stratified hierarchy in which the owners occupied 

the top position. In general, the hierarchy imposed by this system would place domestic 

slaves and skilled laborers below the owner and any designated overseers, followed by 

the field laborers at the bottom of the hierarchy (Knottnerus 1999:139). Social status 

among the slaves was woven into the daily routine for each of the slaves and reflected a 

slave’s relation to the owner—the positioning of living quarters in relation to the main 
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house, frequency of access to the owner, material goods, and diet (Abrahams 1992; 

Knottnerus 1999).   

Control over food provisioning also served as a means to ensure the owner’s 

position within this plantation structure, as owners would have provided better access to 

food resources to those nearest them in position and those considered most critical to 

daily operations, primarily the house slaves and skilled artisans. Owners minimized the 

provisions for slaves that required the least maintenance—those who toiled in the 

agricultural fields (Knottnerus 1999). The planter’s distribution of resources cemented 

divisions among the slaves along a spectrum based on proximity to the planter. Unequal 

distribution of resources reinforced the plantation’s norms and reduced the risk of 

upheaval among those slaves considered important to the maintenance of the plantation 

owner’s home and self, as these individuals garnered a level of prestige not provided to 

their field-based contemporaries. 

The expected result of the expression of the plantation owner’s power on slave 

foodways is that those members of the enslaved community in direct, daily contact with 

the owner would have a diet largely dependent on domestic meats similar to that of the 

owner’s household, and may further prepare and consume foods in a way very similar to 

that of the owner and his household. These domestic slaves would likely have greater 

access to the necessary implements and more free-time to pursue a variety of wild game. 

In contrast, the enslaved workers farther afield would have less of an opportunity to 

circumvent the provisioning system.  Field workers possibly supplemented the stricter 

diet provided by the plantation ownership with small wild game procured during daily 

agricultural tasks. 
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Enslaved individuals were not passive actors subject to the whims of the owner, 

and the influence of the owner was never absolute. Instead, slaves were active 

participants in their own subsistence and plantation hierarchies cannot be reduced to a 

top-down dynamic dominated by the plantation owner and based on economic capital. 

From the perspective of the slaves themselves, a dual-ranking system was in play in 

which social capital served to create a bottom-up hierarchy through which stratification 

was based more on connections to the slave community itself, rather than to the 

plantation management (Blassingame 1976; Orser 2004). Healers, preachers, and 

entertainers then held higher social capital among the enslaved population than the 

domestic slaves (Blassingame 1976; Orser 1988, 1990). As a signal of the independence 

that they strived for, slaves managed risks inherent under a controlled rationing system by 

procuring their own food.  Additional foods provided a strong counterbalance to the 

monotony of the provisioning system and aided the formation of social identity beyond 

that imposed by rationing (Young 1997; Young et al 2001). At question is not the 

nutritional adequacy of the provisioned foods, whether in quality or quantity, but rather 

the lack of control over the provisioned cuisine; risk management, therefore, refers to 

gaining some degree of control over the otherwise managed food supply. Risk 

management, in this sense, would have required the time to hunt, trap, and fish, as well as 

the ability to store or distribute any surplus (Lev-Tov 2004; Young 1997; Young et al 

2001). 

Risk management, however, was interwoven with the status accorded to the 

various slave groups by the plantation owner—the freedom necessary to pursue these 

activities was linked to the level of trust established with the owner and to the type of 
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labor a person performed. Previous zooarchaeological studies of Southern plantations 

demonstrate the importance of task vs. gang systems of labor on a regional scale, in 

which those individuals assigned to task-based occupations had greater time and freedom 

of mobility to pursue non-labor based activities upon completion of their specific task for 

the day, while those assigned to gang labor had much less freedom due to the demands of 

their occupations which required dawn to dusk labor, usually in the fields (Lev-Tov 2004; 

Reeves 2011; Reitz et al. 1985). However, these previous studies have addressed this 

dichotomy at the scale of the enslaved communities as a whole rather than 

acknowledging the internal differences of those enslaved communities and the influence 

of power dynamics on these task-systems. Further, a degree of freedom from the watchful 

eye of the owner predicates the ability to pursue subsistence activities separate from that 

of the provisioning system; hence, artisans and field slaves would likely have a wider 

degree of autonomy in this sense, as the domestic slaves were under constant supervision, 

particularly due to their proximity to the owner. Zooarchaeological analysis of faunal 

remains from various slave quarters within a single plantation is an important step in 

unraveling this plantation power dynamic, and in distinguishing social position within the 

plantation hierarchy. 

Problem Orientation 

In this thesis, zooarchaeological analysis of the faunal remains recovered from the 

slave quarters at Montpelier are examined in tandem with ethnohistoric data and a 

previous comparative analysis of faunal remains recovered from contexts directly related 

to the Madisons. The multiple lines of evidence highlight the power dynamics at 

Montpelier as reflected through food distribution. The analysis investigates both the top-
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down plantation hierarchy and the slave population’s subversion of the imposed 

hierarchy through faunal remains. In particular, the establishment of a subsistence 

economy separate from that of the provisioning system allowed slaves to manage risks 

related to the control exerted by the plantation owner over the food supply. This thesis 

will employ a scalar approach, as described by Reeves (2011), to meat use by the slave 

population, and necessarily rests on the assumption that food was consumed in or near 

the location in which it was discarded.  

This study seeks to address three questions about the importance of foodways in 

the creation and maintenance of a labor-based hierarchy at Montpelier: 

1. Were there distinct differences in animal use among the labor-based divisions 

of the slave population? 

A. If so, can these distinctions be linked to status differences among the 

various divisions of the slave population? 

2. How did food use among the slave population vary from that of the Madison 

household? 

3. Did the enslaved population manage risk by supplementing their diet with wild 

game? Likewise, how did Madison and his plantation overseers manage risks 

related to maintaining the plantation’s provisioning system? 

 These questions will be addressed through the analysis of taxonomic distinctions, 

identification of anatomical portions, body part representation, age profiles, and 

processing patterns. Comparative analyses with other classes of material culture, analysis 
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of ethnographic literature, and comparisons with faunal data from the main plantation 

house at Montpelier will also aid in this study. 

A number of approaches to identifying status differences from archaeologically-

derived faunal remains have been put forth in the zooarchaeological literature. Crabtree 

(1990:171) notes that differences in the meat-cut quality and the range and proportion of 

species are the most commonly utilized approaches to identifying socioeconomic status. 

Six aspects of meat consumption have been shown to be effective measures of status 

within complex societies: 1) the diversity of the diet; 2) quantity of consumed meat; 3) 

the quality of meat cuts; 4) age of consumed animals 5) the presence of exotic animals 

and 6) the extent of processing or preparation necessary (deFrance 2009; Pavao-

Zuckerman et al 2012). With the exception of quantity, which cannot be addressed 

effectively through zooarchaeological analyses of the materials available, the remaining 

variables will be used to address status differences between the three groups of slaves 

present at Montpelier. Crader (1990) has used meat-cut quality, in particular, to infer 

status differences between enslaved groups at Monticello, although this may be unusual 

relative to other plantations where the quality of meat cuts was relatively uniform 

between various groups (Bowen et al. 1998). It is also important to note that diversity as a 

measure of status is specific to the sites under consideration in any particular study, as 

high diversity can be interpreted as representing high status in one context and low status 

in others (deFrance 2009). 

Previous Research 

 Crader’s (1984, 1990) work at Monticello is particularly relevant to this thesis, as 

the author made a meaningful attempt at identifying status within a plantation slave 
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community through the use of zooarchaeological materials and methods. In her 

comparisons of faunal remains from two known slave structures at Monticello, Building 

“o” and the Storehouse, Crader (1990) found a higher proportion of high quality cuts of 

meat from Building “o”. More specifically, the author found that body-part representation 

at Building “o” showed a higher degree of meaty limbs and lumbar vertebra then that of 

the Storehouse, which was dominated by low quality head and foot elements. Similarly, 

the types and locations of butchering marks observed also support Crader’s conclusion 

that higher quality cuts of meat were consumed by the enslaved residents of Building “o”. 

Crader attributes these differences to status differences among the slaves at Monticello, 

an argument backed by historical documents. Crader’s findings have been questioned 

based on taphonomic grounds, as the study did not explore the depositional history of the 

site, nor account for postdepositional breakage, the former of which Crader readily 

acknowledged (Crader 1990; Heinrich 2012). However, Crader’s study demonstrates the 

potential of addressing status among enslaved individuals in the Virginia Piedmont 

through the use of zooarchaeological resources. 

 Similarly, Thomas (1998) notes variation in enslaved meat consumption from 

three slave cabins at Andrew Jackson’s Hermitage plantation in Tennessee, a community 

roughly contemporaneous with that of Montpelier. The three cabins, one from within the 

formal grounds of the Hermitage, one from the original Jackson homestead and one from 

the field quarter, represent distinct enslaved enclaves within the larger community, 

though not based strictly on labor. Thomas’s analysis of the faunal material from the 

slave quarters identified variability in the assemblages, particularly in terms of meat 

quality and quantities of wild game. Notably, the South Cabin, located at the original 
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homestead, contained higher percentages of high-quality elements from the torso region, 

a higher percentage of sheep remains relative to cow remains and a higher percentage of 

wild game. Thomas infers that these differences are not a result of location within the 

plantation, thus not entirely influenced by the owner’s position relative to the community. 

Instead, Thomas attributes these differences in foodways to a constant, multilayered 

negotiation between slaves and owners. 

 Another study of importance to this thesis is that of the meat consumption of the 

Madison’s themselves (Pavao-Zuckerman et al. 2012). The authors of this study analyzed 

faunal material from multiple contexts related to the main plantation home, including 

contexts from both the so-called “Honeymoon Years” (A.D. 1797-1808) and the 

“Retirement Years (A.D. 1818-1836). The authors found the Madison contexts to contain 

a high degree of immature animals, a moderately diverse diet including wild game, and 

the consumption of foods that required significant processing costs. Notably, the authors 

did not find evidence of a preference for higher quality cuts of meat, but did find a 

preference for higher quality meat in the form of younger animals, particularly young 

swine. Element representation also suggested a decidedly Anglophile taste in meat 

consumption, with whole animals likely consumed, despite the Madisons’ known affinity 

for all things French. Importantly, the study found a greater reliance on pork at the main 

house, with a decreasing reliance on wild game relative to the earlier Honeymoon Years. 

Exotic foods were seemingly indicated by the presence of oyster shells, which were likely 

brought to the plantation live and consumed from the shell. The authors also identified 

possible evidence of slave diet in the Retirement-period Basement assemblage, as a 

higher degree of non-preferred game, including weasels and small birds, was observed. 
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The study provides an important baseline to evaluate the foodways of the enslaved 

population at Montpelier, as enslaved consumption would be expected to diverge from 

that of the Madison household, with the exception of higher status individuals or groups.  

 Harte (2011) provided a test study of the use of zooarchaeological methods to 

address status among the enslaved population at Montpelier by evaluating a small sample 

of the faunal remains from the Stable Quarter against that of the Basement materials 

which were partially attributed to domestic slaves. The author observed a larger amount 

of wild game from the Basement quarters, and a higher proportion of sheep/goat 

(Caprine) remains in the Stable Quarter assemblage, although meat quality in general was 

considered low. The author attributed the higher proportion of sheep/goat remains to 

lower status among the enslaved residents of the Stable Quarter, while the higher 

proportion of wild game from the Basement assemblage was attributed to greater freedom 

among the domestic slaves to pursue wild game and, therefore, a greater degree of status 

for the domestic slaves in contrast to the slaves of the Stable Quarter. Harte’s sample was 

notably biased towards larger mammals through analysis of only those remains recovered 

through ¼” sieving, but nonetheless the author identifies potential variability in meat 

consumption between the various slave contexts. The current study seeks to address the 

variability identified in Harte’s analysis by eliminating the sample bias and expanding 

upon that study to include the assemblages attributed to the field slaves. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
 

The faunal remains reported here originate from a series of archaeological 

excavations conducted by the Archaeology Department of the Montpelier Foundation 

beginning in 2008 and ending in the summer of 2013. These investigations were part of a 

National Endowment for the Humanities-funded attempt to locate, define and ultimately, 

interpret slave lifeways during James Madison Jr.’s management of the plantation 

between 1810 and 1836. Zooarchaeological analysis of the materials recovered during 

this study was funded through a private donation. Field methods followed a standardized 

methodology described in Trickett (2012) and utilized for all investigations undertaken 

within the modern bounds of the Montpelier property. Similarly, all laboratory-

processing of faunal material was conducted based on the methodology detailed in 

Montpelier Archaeology Department Archaeology Laboratory Guide (2008). Both 

documents are available publicly through the Montpelier Foundation’s website 

(www.Montpelier.org). 

Of particular note to this study, faunal remains recovered during these studies 

were collected through a number of means that impact identifiability. The first, termed 

visual recovery, represents those specimens that were identified in situ by excavators, and 

were generally plotted on standardized stratigraphy sheets. In general, this type of 

recovery was limited to large specimens. The second recovery method consisted of dry-

sieving of excavated materials through ¼” mesh. During the sieving process, three 

gallons of likely representative excavated material was collected from each stratigraphic 

level or feature. In deposits where bone was found in denser concentrations, higher ratios 

of samples were collected. These samples were systematically water-screened using 0.25 
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mm mesh and run through a flotation machine at the Archaeology Laboratory at 

Montpelier. Material recovered from heavy fraction during the flotation process was then 

sorted by gradient, which included ½”, ¼”, 1/8”, window-screen and 0.25 mm mesh. 

Material recovered from each of the gradients was then bagged independently. Artifacts 

were then picked from each of the samples and sorted by material type. In the case of 

zooarchaeological material, artifacts were sorted into groups by non-specialists that 

approximately represent potentially-identifiable material and unidentifiable material, with 

calcined, charred and shell specimens separated from the remaining material. As a result, 

all faunal material was essentially sorted prior to being received by the analyst, 

potentially adding bias to initial identification and also to the aggregation of results 

during analysis. 

Standard zooarchaeological methods were used for the analysis of the faunal 

collection (Reitz and Wing 2008).  Faunal material presented in this document was 

analyzed by the author, with a portion of the Field Quarter assemblage, particularly that 

of Feature 14, by PhD student Nicole Mathwich. Additionally, 1294 specimens from the 

Stable Quarter were analyzed by Marybeth Harte as part of her Honor’s thesis in 2011 

(Harte 2011). All identifications were made using the comparative vertebrate collection 

housed in the Stanley J. Olsen Laboratory of Zooarchaeology at the Arizona State 

Museum. Additionally, all analysis was performed under the guidance of Dr. Barnet 

Pavao-Zuckerman. Taxon coding sheets, developed by Dr. Pavao-Zuckerman and 

modified by Derek T. Anderson for previous zooarchaeological studies of Montpelier 

collections, were utilized to align the results of this study with those previous studies 
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(Appendix A). All data was collected in Excel worksheets developed for each of the four 

slave quarters under investigation. 

Primary Data 

Faunal remains were evaluated based on skeletal element and taxa. Skeletal 

markers were used to identify both the portion and the anatomical side of the element, 

when possible. Generally, faunal material that could be identified by element was 

identifiable to the family level, at a minimum. When possible, remains were classified to 

the level of species. Material that could not be identified below the class level was 

distinguished based on body size when appropriate. Size distinctions for mammals 

include small mammal, or lagomorph-sized; medium mammal, or sheep-sized; medium-

large mammal, which likely represents pig specimens; and large mammal, or cattle-sized. 

Bone with mammalian characteristics that could not be classified in terms of size was 

labeled as indeterminate mammal. A similar approach was taken for bird specimens. 

Specimens that were not identifiable to class were grouped under the indeterminate 

vertebrate category. NISP, or the number of identified specimens, is essentially a raw 

count of bones identified to each taxon. NISP is susceptible to bias based on bone 

breakage, and therefore, any bone breaks from the same provenience where refitted when 

possible. No attempt was made to refit bones from separate proveniences. 

To address issues related to the age of animals in the assemblage, epiphyseal 

fusion was recorded as unfused, partially fused, fully fused, or unknown. Epiphyseal 

fusion is an indicator of age; for example, an unfused proximal right tibia and a fused 

proximal left tibia are not likely to come from the same individual. The relative ages of 
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the artiodactyls identified are estimated according to observations of epiphyseal fusion 

for diagnostic elements and tooth eruption data (Reitz and Wing 2008; Silver 1969:283-

302).  Unfused elements in the early-fusing category are interpreted as evidence for 

juveniles. Unfused elements in the middle-fusing and late-fusing categories are 

considered subadults and fused specimens in the late-fusing group are evidence for 

adults.  Those fused specimens in the early- and middle-fusing groups are considered 

indeterminate.   

Additionally, weight was noted for each taxon per most specific provenience 

designation and used for calculation of biomass. Specimens were weighed using an 

O’Haus digital scale and measured to the nearest tenth of a gram. No other measurements 

were collected for the purposes of this study. 

A number of methods were utilized to categorize modifications to the faunal 

material. Cultural modifications such as tool marks or burning were differentiated by 

type. Tool marks include those created through food processing, such as cutting, 

chopping, or sawing, as well as those created in the tool-making process, such as 

abrading and grinding. Burning was classified as charred, calcined, or differential. 

Calcination occurs when bone is fired at a high heat and results in a color ranging from 

white to gray. Differential burning results when portions of a bone are exposed to 

differing levels of heat. Burning, as noted by Lyman (1994), is not an exclusively cultural 

occurrence as it can be attributed to a number of natural events. Pathologies were noted 

where present, although no attempt is made to infer cause. Staining, as may occur when 

bone is exposed to deteriorating metal objects, was also noted based on color. Other 

natural modifications documented include gnawing, as caused by carnivores and/or 
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rodents. Weathering, as caused by environmental conditions, was recorded based on 

Behrensmeyer (1978). Additionally, any apparent root-etching or sediment-related 

damage was noted. 

Secondary Data 

Secondary data were derived through quantification of primary observations. 

Quantification of the faunal collection occurred through the implementation of MNI, 

MNE and biomass. To counterbalance the effects of breakage on NISP, the minimum 

number of individuals (MNI) was calculated for the collection. MNI is an estimate of the 

number of individuals represented within each taxon based on paired skeletal elements 

and epiphyseal fusion. MNI is not a true count of each taxon represented but rather an 

approximation of the fewest individuals needed to account for the identified skeletal 

elements per taxon in the collection. As a result, it is biased toward animals with paired 

elements, and may underestimate the contribution of animals such as snakes and fish. In 

general, MNI is calculated for the lowest taxonomic level represented, unless a higher 

MNI is presented at the next highest taxonomic level (Reitz and Wing 2008). Due to the 

methods of aggregation necessary to calculate MNI, smaller units within a site tend to 

produce a higher MNI than the site taken as a whole (Grayson 1973). By necessity, an 

inherent assumption when utilizing MNI to quantify the importance of a particular 

animals to the subsistence practices of a particular group is that an entire animal was 

utilized at the particular site in question. 

MNE, or the minimum number of elements, was also estimated alongside MNI 

for pig for evidence of variation in butchering practices. MNE is the minimum number of 
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skeletal elements, or discrete anatomical organs, to account for the observed specimens 

(Lyman 1994:510). MNE is specifically useful to identifying the degree or fragmentation 

and processing present in an assemblage. MNE was calculated for cattle or sheep only for 

purposes of calculating fragmentation due to the low numbers of specimens of each 

animal recovered. In the case of pigs, this number was then used to calculate MAU, or 

Minimal Animal Units, an index of the number of times an element occurs in a complete 

animal (Binford 1984:50-51). 

In an attempt to alleviate some of the inherent problems associated with the above 

secondary estimates, biomass estimates were also calculated based on weight at the 

species level. Biomass is an estimation of tissue provided by each taxon. This estimation 

is based on allometry, or the principle that the mass and dimensions of both the body and 

the skeleton of animals change with an increasing body size. It is described by the 

allometric equation represented by Y = aX
b 

(Simpson et al 1960). In this case, X 

represents specimen weight, b is the constant of allometry and a represents the Y-

intercept of a log-log plot utilizing the methods of least squares regression and the best-fit 

line. Both a and b are taken from calculations based on data from the Florida Museum of 

Natural History and the University of Georgia Museum of Natural History. As no 

allometric data exist at this time for reptiles or amphibians, no calculations are made for 

these taxa. 

To evaluate the diversity of species used at each of the quarters, the Shannon-

Weaver Index is used. The Shannon-Weaver Index measures the richness of species 

within an assemblage (Pielou 1966; Reitz and Wing 2008:111). The index is expressed as 

H' = -  pi ln pi, where pi is the number of the ith species, divided by the sample size 
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(Reitz and Wing 2008:111; Shannon and Weaver 1949:14).  Although the Shannon-

Weaver Index takes the evenness of the distribution of species into account, equitability 

can also be measured through the equation V’= H’/Loge S1 (Pielou 1966; Reitz and Wing 

2008:112; Sheldon 1969). This equation measures the degree to which species are evenly 

distributed in an assemblage. Diversity scores range between 0 and 4.99, with the high 

number representing a very large variety of species utilized; in contrast, equitability 

scores range between 0 and 1, with scores approaching 1 indicating a complete evenness 

amongst species used at a site and 0 indicating that one species dominates the 

assemblage. For consistency with previous studies, and to account for errors in the 

secondary data calculations, scores were calculated using NISP, MNI and biomass. 

 The identified species were also sorted into faunal categories based on taxonomic 

class to distinguish the percentage of each group within the collection. These groupings 

include Domestic Mammals, Wild Mammal, Domestic Birds, Wild Birds, Reptiles, Fish 

and Commensals. Commensals, for the purposes of this study, refer to any species that 

occur in human environments that are not commonly consumed as food. Domestic cat 

(Felis catus), mole (Scalopinae) and house mouse (Mus musculus) are included in this 

category. 

 Identified elements from artiodactyls were similarly grouped into body-part 

categories as an attempt to identify butchering practices. The Head category includes 

only skull fragments, including teeth, while the Vertebra/Rib category includes all 

vertebral elements and ribs.  These two categories are likely underrepresented within the 

assemblage, as they are rarely distinguishable to species. The Forequarter category 

includes the scapula, humerus, radius, and ulna, while the Forefoot category represents 
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the carpals and metacarpals.  The Hindquarter category includes the innominate, sacrum, 

femur, and tibia, while the Hindfoot category includes the tarsals and metatarsals 

specimens.  All foot elements and unidentifiable metapodials are assigned to the Foot 

category. 

 Elements were also examined in comparison to the Food Utility Index, in order to 

identify the quality of meats utilized by each of the enslaved groups (Metcalfe and Jones 

1988). This index ranks the contribution of portions of the animal based on usable tissue, 

which includes meat, bone marrow and bone grease. Elements were then sorted into 

ranges (Low, Medium, High) based on values derived from Metcalfe and Jones (1988). 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 
 

 A total of 65,315 faunal specimens were recovered from the four slave-related 

contexts at Montpelier. Overall, identifiability among the recovered specimens is 

considered low, as only 54 percent (n=35,324) of the entire collection was identified to 

the taxonomic level of Class or below, while only 7 percent (n=4,762) was identified to 

Order or below. Over 60 percent of the entire collection was recovered from 1/8” or 

smaller screen, meaning that these specimens had an approximate diameter of less than 

0.64 cm in order to pass through initial ¼” screening. Of these specimens, only 32 

percent were identifiable to Class or below, and only 3 percent were identifiable to Order 

or below. In contrast, 88 percent of the specimens recovered through visual recovery, ½” 

or ¼” screening was identifiable to the level of Class, and 14 percent was identifiable to 

Order or below. This suggests heavy fragmentation of the assemblage overall. The 

percent fragmentation, or MNE divided by NISP, for domestic species suggests that pig 

elements were especially fragmented, although the high percentage of teeth included in 

the calculations biases the numbers to some degree (Table 1, Figure 2). Overall, the 

percent fragmentation numbers are not particularly revealing, especially as the cattle and 

caprine sample size is low for all contexts. However, the numbers are relatively 

consistent for all four quarters. 

As significant weathering was only observed for 128 specimens, exposure to the 

elements is not likely a significant cause of the fragmentation of the collection, and it is 

likely that the majority of the bone refuse created by the enslaved community at 

Montpelier was disposed of in enclosed spaces, rather than open surfaces. Similarly, 

fragmentation of the bone is not a result of agricultural activities in the area, as the 
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agricultural complex at Montpelier was shifted to the northeastern side of the mansion 

after the sale of the plantation in the 1850s (Trickett 2014:1). Carnivore and rodent 

gnawing is also insignificant among the collection, and no definitive evidence of the 

human gnawing identified by Bowen (1993) at the House for Families at Mount Vernon 

is present within the Montpelier materials. Unsurprisingly, only three percent of the fish 

remains recovered from Montpelier slave contexts were collected from ¼” screening, 

while the rest were recovered with 1/8” screening. 

Table 1. Montpelier, All Quarters: Fragmentation of Domestic Species 

Quarter  Taxa MNE NISP % Completeness   

South Yard Cattle 39 49 79 
 

 Caprine 17 22 77 
 

 Pig 102 202 50 
 

Tobacco Barn Cattle 21 22 95 

 

 Caprine 42 50 84  

 Pig 53 115 46  

Field Quarter Cattle 158 185 85  

 Caprine 55 73 75  

 Pig 311 868 36  

Stable Quarter Cattle 56 73 77  

 Caprine 169 305 55  

 Pig 319 929 34  
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Figure 2. Percent Completeness for all Quarters (MNE/NISP) 

As the four slave quarters investigated represent discrete units, further discussion 

of the results of analysis is presented by specific quarters below. 

Results: South Yard 

A total of 3094 faunal specimens were analyzed from the South Yard, the living 

quarters of the Montpelier domestic slaves (Table 2). A minimum of 17 individual 

animals from 12 different taxa is represented in this assemblage. Overall, the number of 

specimens recovered from South Yard contexts is significantly less than was recovered 

from the Stable Quarter, Tobacco Barn or Field Quarter contexts. 

Table 2. Montpelier, South Yard: Species List 

  
MNI 

 
  

 
Taxa NISP #      % Weight, g Biomass, kg.   

Invertebrate shell 13 
  

16.1 na 
 

 Shell 
      

Crassotrea virginica 190 2 11.8 239.8 0.035 
 

 Eastern Oyster 
      

Osteichthyes 2 1 5.9 0.00 0.000 
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  Indeterminate bony fish 
      

Aves 3 
  

0.00 0.000 
 

  Indeterminate bird 
      

Aves 4 
  

1.00 0.020 
 

 Medium bird 
      

Aves 1 
  

0.70 0.015 
 

  Large bird 
      

Gallus gallus 7 1 5.9 3.20 0.059 
 

   Domestic chicken 
      

Mammalia 438 
  

87.00 1.464 
 

  Indeterminate mammal 
      

Mammalia 15 
  

3.80 0.087 
 

  Small mammal 
      

Mammalia 882 
  

713.40 9.728 
 

 Medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 303 
  

378.10 5.494 
 

 Medium/large mammal 
      

Mammalia 72 
  

403.30 5.822 
 

  Large mammal 
      

Lepus sp. 2 1 5.9 0.20 0.006 
 

  Hares and jackrabbits 
      

Sylvilagus sp. 1 1 5.9 0.10 0.003 
 

 Cottontails 
      

Rodentia 5 
  

0.50 0.014 
 

 Rodents 
      

Sciuridae 2 1 5.9 0.10 0.003 
 

 Squirrels 
      

Mustela vison 1 1 5.9 0.30 0.009 
 

 Mink 
      

Felis catus 1 1 5.9 0.10 0.003 
 

  Domestic cat 
      

Bos taurus 49 2 11.8 681.10 9.330 
 

  Domestic cattle 
      

Caprinae 22 2 11.8 176.50 2.767 
 

 Sheep/goat 
      

Sus scrofa 202 3 17.6 657.50 9.039 
 

  Domestic pig 
      

Equus caballus 1 1 5.9 60.70 1.059 
 

  Horse 
      

Vertebrata 878 
  

23.00 
  

  Indeterminate vertebrate 
      

Total 3094 1

7 

  3446.50 43.865   
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Species Diversity 

Twelve distinct taxonomic identifications are present within the analyzed 

specimens from the South Yard (see Table 2). The assemblage is dominated by domestic 

species, including cattle (Bos taurus), pig (Sus scrofa), sheep/goat (Caprinae) and horse 

(Equus caballus), as well as chicken (Gallus gallus), the lone bird species definitively 

identified in the assemblage. These animals represent 99.5 percent of the total biomass 

from the South Yard (Table 3). Wild mammals, in contrast, only represent 0.1 percent of 

the total biomass and include 4 species: mink (Mustela vision), cottontail (Sylvilagus sp.), 

jackrabbit (Lepus sp.) and squirrel (Sciuridae). Indeterminate fish (Osteichthyes) 

contributes an additional individual to the overall MNI, while Eastern oyster (Crassotrea 

virginica) specimens represent a minimum of two individuals. Domestic cat (Felis catus) 

represents the only commensal species, or non-food animal, identified in the assemblage, 

and was likely an incidental inclusion in the trash deposits rather than a food resource for 

the enslaved domestic workers. 

Table 3. Montpelier, South Yard: Summary Table 

  
   MNI 

 
            Biomass 

 
   # %   kg %     

Domestic mammals 8 47.1 
 

22.195 99.5 
 

 Wild mammals 4 23.5 
 

0.021 0.1 
  

Domestic birds 1 5.9 
 

0.059 0.3 
  

Fishes 1 5.9 
 

0.000 0.0 
  

Shellfish 2 11.8 
 

0.035 0.2 
  

Commensals 1 5.9 
 

0.003 0.0 
  

Total 17     22.313       

Skeletal Portion Recoveries 

Both pig and cattle skeletal elements are predominately from lower utility 

portions of the skeleton, including the head and lower extremities (Table 4). Meatier 
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portions of the axial column, forequarter and hindquarter are represented to a much lesser 

degree. In contrast, sheep/goat remains represent all portions of the body, with an even 

greater representation of the meatier elements. The recovery of large numbers of teeth for 

all three animals biases the number of elements in the head category, and is a result of the 

durability of these elements relative to other skeletal elements. Chicken elements are 

unevenly represented, but this is potentially a result of the friability of bird bones relative 

to mammal bones. Fish remains within the assemblage include only two fish scales. 

Hindquarter and forequarter elements are represented for each of the wild mammals in 

the assemblage. 

Table 4. Montpelier, South Yard: Element Distribution (NISP) 

  Chicken Pig  Cattle Sheep/Goat 

Head 
 

112 21 9 

Vertebra/Rib 3 8 4 1 

Forequarter 
 

7 1 4 

Hindquarter 
 

9 1 3 

Forefoot 
 

14 2 1 

Hindfoot 3 19 8 2 

Foot 1 33 12 2 

Total 7 202 49 22 

Demographic Observations 

Age-related data are limited within the assemblage. Cattle are represented by 

adult individuals only as neither unfused elements nor juvenile dentition were present 

(Table 5). Fully fused elements in the middle fusing category indicate that at least one 

individual older than 42 months of age at death is present in the assemblage (Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72). Juvenile and subadult swine are present, as evidenced by unfused 

elements in the early fusion category and fused elements in the middle fusing elements 

(Table 6). Evidence for adults in the assemblage is not definitive, as no fused elements 
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within the late fusing category were observed. However, unfused elements in the early 

fusing category suggest that at least one animal aged younger than 12 months is present 

in the assemblage, while fused elements in the middle fusion category suggest that 

another animal aged greater than 24 months is also present (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). 

Both adult and juvenile isolated pig teeth were observed in the collection, with the 

majority exhibiting little to no wear suggestive of juvenile individuals or young adults 

(Figure 3). No wear was exhibited on third molars offering further evidence of the 

presence of younger individuals. Sheep/goat may be similarly represented in the 

assemblage, as no fused elements in the late fusing category were observed and a single 

unfused element in the early fusing category is present (Table 7). The unfused element 

may represent a fetal animal, as proximal metapodial epiphyses generally fuse prior to 

birth (Reitz and Wing 2008:72).  The remaining sheep/goat data are indeterminate as to 

age. All wild mammals appear to have been adult individuals, as no unfused elements are 

present in the assemblage. The presence of an incompletely ossified chicken 

tarsometatarsus may be evidence of a younger individual. 

Table 5. Montpelier, South Yard: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Cattle (Bos taurus) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Metapodials, 

proximal  

4 4 Fused before/near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal  

3 3 18-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Calcaneus, proximal 
 

1 1 36-42 

   Metapodials, distal 
 

2 2 24-36 

Total 0 10 10   
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Table 6. Montpelier, South Yard: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Pig (Sus scrofa) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Scapula, distal 
 

2 2 12 

   Radius, proximal 
 

1 1 12 

   Metapodials, 

proximal 
2 12 14 Fused before/near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal 

6 10 16 12-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 1 4 5 24 

   Calcaneus, proximal 2 3 5 24-30 

   Metapodials, distal 
 

7 7 24-27 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Ulna, proximal 1 
 

1 36-42 

   Tibia, proximal 1 
 

1 42 

Total 13 39 52   

 

 
Figure 3. South Yard, Pig teeth wear (NISP) 
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Table 7. Montpelier, South Yard: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Sheep/goat (Caprinae) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2009:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 
 

1 1 3-13 

   Radius, proximal 
 

1 1 3-10 

   Metapodials, 

proximal 
1 

 

1 Fused before/near birth 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Calcaneus, 

proximal  

1 1 23-60 

   Metapodials, distal 
 

1 1 18-36 

Total 1 4 5   

Modifications 

Modifications were present on 577 specimens within the assemblage (Table 8). 

The majority of the modifications (n=549 or 18 percent of the total NISP) were related to 

burning, thus identification beyond the taxonomic level of class was minimal. Only 26 

burned specimens were identified beyond class, including one mink specimen, one rodent 

specimen, two sheep/goat specimens and 22 pig specimens. Direct evidence for 

processing is minimal within the assemblage, as only 17 cut specimens and 10 hacked 

specimens were observed.  

Cutmarks on cattle elements include two parallel cutmarks on a vertebral 

epiphysis and one diagonal cutmark along the articular end of a proximal phalanx (Figure 

4). Hacked cattle elements include a proximal phalanx, a metatarsal that is hacked 

longitudinally and an astragalus that is hacked diagonally across the proximal and medial 

portion of the bone. Cutmarks on sheep/goat elements include one atlas that is cut 

diagonally across the proximal end of the bone and the distal end of a humerus which was 

cut in a transverse direction (Figure 5). Hacked sheep/goat elements included only a 
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calcaneus with its proximal end hacked away. Cutmarks on pig elements include an 

innominate that is cut along the inferior portion of the ilium, an astragalus cut along its 

superior surface, an ulna shaft, the distal end of a tibia, two proximal phalanges, two 

scapular glenoid fossae, and the proximal end of a metacarpal (Figure 6). Hacked pig 

elements include a calcaneus and the distal end of a tibia. All cutmarks are attributed to 

sharp metal knives, as opposed to more blunt objects. Overall, processing marks are most 

common among pig specimens, suggesting that pigs were butchered to a greater degree 

than the other domestic species. In addition to the human modifications, one large bird 

element also exhibits rodent gnawing. 

Table 8. Montpelier, South Yard: Modifications (NISP) 

Taxon Rodent 

gnawed 

Carnivore 

gnawed 
Burned Calcined Cut Hacked 

Large bird 1 
     

Indeterminate mammal 
  

18 22 
  

Small mammal 
  

1 
   

Medium mammal 
  

33 36 2 
 

Medium/large mammal 
  

3 13 2 1 

Large mammal 
  

2 1 
 

1 

Rodents 
  

1 
   

Mink 
  

1 
   

Cattle 
    

2 3 

Sheep/goat 
  

1 1 2 1 

Pig 
  

19 3 9 4 

Indeterminate vertebrate 
  

48 346 
  

Total 1 0 127 422 17 10 
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Figure 4. South Yard, cattle processing marks. Red= cutmark, blue (underlined)= 

hackmark 

Figure 5. South Yard, caprine processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue (underlined)= 

hackmark 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 



53 

 

 

Figure 6. South Yard, swine processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue 

(underlined)=hackmark.  

Results: Tobacco Barn 

A total of 5,002 faunal specimens were analyzed from the Tobacco Barn, one of 

two areas investigated that were occupied by Montpelier’s field slaves (Table 9). Within 

these specimens, a minimum of 24 individual animals is represented.  

Table 9. Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Species List 

  

             

MNI  

  

 
Taxa NISP #      % Weight, g Biomass, kg.   

Invertebrate shell 12 
  

1.3 na 
 

 Shell 
      

Crassotrea virginica 29 1 4.2 17.8 0.003 
 

 Eastern Oyster 
      

Osteichthyes 5 
  

0.20 0.008 
 

  Indeterminate bony fish 
      

Clupeidae 2 1 4.2 0.00 0.000 
 

 Herring, shads and sardines 
     

Testudines 1 
  

1.10 0.015 
 

 Turtles 
      

Chelydra sp. 4 1 4.2 1.30 0.018 
 

1 
1 

1 
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  Snapping Turtles 
      

Colubridae 3 1 4.2 0.30 0.004 
 

 Colubrid snakes 
      

Aves 49 
  

0.30 0.007 
 

  Indeterminate bird 
      

Aves 2 
  

0.30 0.007 
 

 Medium bird 
      

Gallus gallus 7 1 4.2 8.30 0.140 
 

   Domestic chicken 
      

Mammalia 837 
  

139.70 2.242 
 

  Indeterminate mammal 
      

Mammalia 175 
  

15.80 0.315 
 

  Small mammal 
      

Mammalia 692 
  

544.80 7.632 
 

 Medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 75 
  

176.20 2.763 
 

 Medium/large mammal 
      

Mammalia 10 
  

66.80 1.154 
 

  Large mammal 
      

Lepus sp. 1 1 4.2 0.10 0.003 
 

  Hares and jackrabbits 
      

Sylvilagus sp. 4 1 4.2 2.70 0.064 
 

  Cottontails 
      

Rodentia 17 
  

1.30 0.033 
 

 Rodents 
      

Muridae (Arvicolinae) 3 1 4.2 0.40 0.012 
 

  Arvicoline Rodents 
      

Peromyscus sp. 1 1 4.2 0.60 0.017 
 

 White-footed mice 
      

Sciuridae 24 3 12.5 6.60 0.144 
 

 Squirrels 
      

Marmota monax 2 (1) 
 

0.90 0.024 
 

 Woodchuck 

      
Mephitis mephitis 2 1 4.2 1.10 0.029 

 
 Striped skunk 
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Procyon lotor 1 1 4.2 3.10 0.073 
 

 Raccoon 
      

Artiodactyla 2 
  

1.20 0.031 
 

 Even-toed ungulate 
      

Bos taurus 22 3 12.5 458.30 6.532 
 

  Domestic cattle 
      

Caprinae 50 2 8.3 289.80 4.324 
 

 Sheep/goat 
      

Sus scrofa 115 4 16.7 321.70 4.750 
 

  Domestic pig 
      

Equus caballus 1 1 4.2 4.30 0.098 
 

  Horse 
      

Vertebrata 2854 
  

148.70 
  

  Indeterminate vertebrate 
      

Total 5002 24   2215.00 30.342   

Species Diversity 

A total of 16 distinct taxonomic identifications are present within the analyzed 

specimens from the Tobacco Barn (see Table 9). Domestic species are predominant in the 

Tobacco Barn assemblage, with pig, cattle, sheep, horse and chicken all represented. 

These animals represent nearly 46 percent of the total MNI for the assemblage and nearly 

97 percent of the total biomass (Table 10). However, wild mammals, including raccoon 

(Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), woodchuck (Marmota monax), 

squirrels, cottontails and jackrabbits, represent a greater diversity of animals and a much 

larger percentage of the total biomass within the assemblage. Both snapping turtle 

(Chelydra sp.) and colubrid snake (Colubridae) are also represented in very small 

quantities, although the two snake vertebra recovered are likely intrusive to the site. The 

assemblage also includes two herring-like (Clupeidae) vertebrae and 29 Eastern oyster 

shell fragments. Commensal species include White-footed mice (Peromyscus sp.) and 

Arvicoline rodents (Arvicolinae).   
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Table 10.  Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Summary Table 

  
   MNI 

 
            Biomass 

 
   # %   kg %     

Domestic mammals 10 41.7 
 

15.704 96.7 
 

 Wild mammals 7 29.2 
 

0.337 2.1 
  

Domestic birds 1 4.2 
 

0.140 0.9 
  

Fishes 1 4.2 
 

0.000 0.0 
  

Turtles 1 4.2 
 

0.018 0.1 
  

Snakes 1 4.2 
 

0.004 0.0 
  

Shellfish 1 4.2 
 

0.0 0.0 

  Commensals 2 8.3 
 

0.029 0.2 
  

Total 24     16.235       

Skeletal Portion Recoveries 

 Element distribution is dominated by head elements for all three species of 

artiodactyls (Table 11). With the exception of sheep/goat, meatier elements of the body 

are decidedly underrepresented as the number of elements observed represent less than 

one individual each.  However, the presence of limited numbers of all element categories 

suggests complete skeletons were utilized at the site to varying degrees. The lack of head 

and foot elements may suggest that these elements were disposed of elsewhere at the site, 

or may reflect taphonomic processes that resulted in destruction of the elements in 

question. Turtles are represented entirely by vertebral and forequarter elements, with no 

shell fragments observed. All portions of squirrel are represented in the assemblage, 

while the remaining wild mammals are largely represented by forequarter and 

hindquarter elements. Jackrabbit is represented by a single tooth only. 
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Table 11.  Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Element Distribution (NISP) 

  Chicken Pig  Cattle Sheep/Goat 

Head 
 

104 9 26 

Vertebra/Rib 1 
 

2 9 

Forequarter 3 2 1 4 

Hindquarter 2 4 2 5 

Forefoot 1 1 
  

Hindfoot 
  

5 3 

Foot 
 

4 3 3 

Total 7 115 22 50 

Demographic Observations 

Age assessment for the animals from the Tobacco Barn is limited by the small 

sample of elements in which fusion can be assessed. Both subadult and adult cattle are 

present in the assemblage based on the presence of unfused elements in the middle fusing 

category and fully fused elements in the late fusing category (Table 12). A single 

deciduous mandibular 1
st
 molar may indicate the presence of a juvenile animal, but may 

not result from butchering of that animal. Pig is represented by a minimum of one 

juvenile animal based on the presence of an unfused proximal metapodial and one 

subadult or adult individual with a fused distal end of a tibia (Table 13). The juvenile 

animal was likely aged less than 12 months, while the other individual was aged greater 

than 24 months (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). Data from isolated pig teeth are less 

informative due to sample size, but suggests that the Tobacco Barn assemblage contains 

few adult individuals due to the lack of heavy wear on most of the teeth (Figure 7). 

Fusion data for sheep is inconclusive, but likely represents an adult individual aged 

greater than 23 months (Table 14). In terms of wild mammals, woodchuck, squirrel and 

cottontail are all represented by unfused elements; however, the rate of fusion for these 

animals is not fully understood and varies greatly from that of the larger artiodactyls. 
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Table 12. Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Cattle (Bos taurus) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal  

2 2 18-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 
 

1 1 24-30 

   Calcaneus, proximal 1 1 2 36-42 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Ulna, proximal 
 

1 
 

42-48 

   Ulna, distal 
 

1 
 

42-48 

Total 1 6 5   

 

Table 13. Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Pig (Sus scrofa) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Metapodials, proximal 1 
 

1 Fused before/near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal  

1 1 12-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 1 1 2 24 

Total 2 2 4   
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Figure 7. Tobacco Barn, Pig teeth wear (NISP) 

 
Table 14. Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Sheep/goat (Caprinae) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 
 

1 1 3-13 

   Acetabulum 
 

2 2 6-10 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 
 

1 1 15-24 

   Calcaneus, 

proximal  

1 1 23-60 

Total 0 5 5   

 

Modifications 

Over 98 percent of the observed modifications within the assemblage are 

attributed to burning, including 746 calcined specimens (Table 15). Burning is present on 

22 percent of the total NISP, including on fish, turtle, chicken, squirrel, cottontail and pig 

specimens, possibly indicating cooking practices. However, it is likely that this may 

indicate that food refuse was burned prior to final disposal, particularly due to the high 
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number of calcined elements which would have been burned at a much greater level of 

heat than usually done for cooking purposes. Processing marks are minimal in the 

assemblage and limited to domestic species. Cut elements include the 1
st
 tarsal of a horse, 

a sheep/goat humerus, two sheep innominates including one with four parallel cuts, one 

chicken femur, two medium mammal long bones and one small mammal vertebra. 

Hacked elements include a medium mammal long bone shaft and the anterior portion of 

the distal end of a pig tibia. Sawed elements include a medium mammal long bone shaft 

and a pig ulna. Additionally, a percussion pit, likely from cracking open the bone to 

expose marrow, was observed on a medium mammal long bone shaft fragment. Finally, 

rodent gnawing was observed on five small mammal specimens and one medium 

mammal specimen. 

Table 15.  Montpelier, Tobacco Barn Quarter: Modifications (NISP) 

  

Taxon Rodent 

gnawed 

Carnivore 

gnawed 

Burned Calcined Cut Hacked Sawed Percussion 

Pit 

Indeterminate 

fish   

1 

     

Herring, 

shads and 

sardines 
  

1 

     

Tortoises and 

turtles   

1 

     

Unknown 

bird   

1 

     

Domestic 

chicken   

2 

 

1 

   

Indeterminate 

mammal   

16 108 

    

Small 

mammal 

5 

 

16 18 

    

Medium 

mammal 

1 

 

41 50 2 1 1 1 

Medium/large 

mammal   

3 

     

Large 

mammal   

1 
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Cottontails 
  

2 
     

Rodents 
  

1 
     

Squirrels 

  

9 

     

Sheep/goat 

    

3 

   

Pig 

   

2 

 

1 1 

 

Horse 

    

1 

   

Indeterminate 

vertebrate   

283 568 

    

Total 6 0 378 746 7 2 2 1 

 

Results: Field Quarter 

A total of 30,438 faunal specimens were analyzed from two houses and associated 

features within the Field Quarter, the second of two areas investigated that relate to 

Montpelier’s field slaves (Table 16). A minimum of 38 individual animals is represented 

within this assemblage.  

Table 16. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Species List 

  
MNI 

 
  

 
Taxa NISP #      % Weight, g Biomass, kg.   

Invertebrate shell 46 
  

15.4 na 
 

 Shell 
      

Helicidae 4 
  

1.08 na 
 

 Land snails 
      

Crassotrea virginica 85 4 10.5 381.58 0.054 
 

 Eastern Oyster 
      

Osteichthyes 276 
  

2.42 0.060 
 

  Indeterminate bony fish 
      

Clupeidae 55 1 2.6 0.86 0.026 
 

 Herring, shads and sardines 
     

Reptilia 3 
  

0.30 0.004 
 

 Reptiles 
      

Testudines 12 1 2.6 9.61 0.136 
 

 Turtles 
      

Aves 60 
  

0.37 0.008 
 

  Indeterminate bird 
      

Aves 3 
  

0.17 0.004 
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 Small bird 
      

Aves 33 
  

7.97 0.135 
 

 Medium bird 
      

Gallus gallus 24 2 5.3 10.46 0.173 
 

   Domestic chicken 
      

Mammalia 7897 
  

681.28 9.333 
 

  Indeterminate mammal 
      

Mammalia 158 
  

16.71 0.332 
 

  Small mammal 
      

Mammalia 1 
  

0.34 0.010 
 

 Small/medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 6479 
  

3270.34 38.296 
 

 Medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 97 
  

110.20 1.811 
 

 Medium/large mammal 
      

Mammalia 67 
  

362.51 5.289 
 

  Large mammal 
      

Mammalia 408 
  

752.03 10.201 
 

 Small ungulate 
      

Mammalia 95 
  

990.41 13.069 
 

 Large ungulate 
      

Didelphis marsupialis 3 1 2.6 1.50 0.038 
 

 Opossum 
      

Scalopinae 27 
  

0.67 0.018 
 

 New World Moles 
      

Scalopus aquaticus 1 1 2.6 0.29 0.009 
 

 Eastern Mole 
      

Leporidae 2 
  

1.43 0.036 
 

 Hares and Rabbits 
      

Lepus sp. 3 1 2.6 1.30 0.033 
 

  Hares and jackrabbits 
      

Sylvilagus sp. 24 2 5.3 7.11 0.154 
 

  Cottontails 
      

Rodentia 48 
  

5.80 0.128 
 

 Rodents 
      

Muridae (Arvicolinae) 3 1 2.6 0.07 0.002 
 

  Arvicoline Rodents 
      

Muridae (Murinae) 1 1 2.6 0.00 0.000 
 

  Old World Rats and Mice  
      

Muridae (Sigmodontinae) 4 1 2.6 0.06 0.002 
 

  New World Rats and Mice  
      

Peromyscus sp. 1 1 2.6 0.00 0.000 
 

 White-footed mice 
      

Sciuridae 1 
  

0.70 0.019 
 

 Squirrels 
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Marmota monax 7 1 2.6 3.78 0.087 
 

 Woodchuck 
      

Mephitidae 1 1 2.6 0.00 0.000 
 

 Skunks 
      

Felis catus 1 1 2.6 0.15 0.005 
 

  Domestic cat 
      

Artiodactyla 271 
  

114.43 1.874 
 

 Even-toed ungulate 
      

Bos taurus 185 4 10.5 4060.85 46.534 
 

  Domestic cattle 
      

Caprinae 73 4 10.5 443.04 6.336 
 

 Sheep/goat 
      

Sus scrofa 868 8 23.7 2216.75 26.987 
 

  Domestic pig 
      

Equus caballus 3 1 2.6 523.51 7.363 
 

  Horse 
      

Vertebrata 12726 
  

363.84 
  

  Indeterminate vertebrate 
      

Class Mammalia/Class Bird 382 
  

9.40 
  

  Mammal or bird 
      

Total 30438 38   14359.32 161.149   

Species Diversity 

A total of 19 distinct taxonomic identifications are present within the identified 

specimens from the Field Quarter (see Table 16). Pig, cattle and sheep/goat dominate the 

assemblage and account for 17 of the 35 individuals present in the assemblage. Including 

the horse individual, the domesticated mammals account for 99.3 percent of the total 

biomass from the site (Table 17). Wild mammals make the second highest contribution to 

the diversity of the site, accounting for six individuals and 0.4 of the total biomass. Wild 

mammals include skunk (Mephitidae), woodchuck, cottontail, jackrabbit and opossum 

(Didelphus marsupialis). Herring-like fishes, turtles, and Eastern oyster are all 

represented in the assemblage. Chicken, the only bird positively identified in the 

assemblage, accounts for two individuals and 0.2 of the total biomass. Commensals 

represent six individuals, including moles (Scalopinae), Eastern mole (Scalopus 
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aquaticus), Arvicoline rodents, Old World rats and mice (Sigmodontinae), White-footed 

mice and domestic cat. 

Table 17. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Summary Table 

  
   MNI 

 
            Biomass 

 
   # %   kg %     

Domestic mammals 18 47.4 
 

87.202 99.3 
 

 Wild mammals 6 15.8 
 

0.312 0.4 
  

Domestic birds 2 5.3 
 

0.173 0.2 
  

Fishes 1 2.6 
 

0.025 0.0 
  

Turtles 1 2.6 
 

0.025 0.0 
  

Shellfish 4 10.5 
 

0.1 0.1 

  Commensals 6 15.8 
 

0.018 0.0 
  

Total 38     87.809       

 

Skeletal Portion Recoveries 

 Element distribution suggests that all body portions for each of the three major 

domestic species are well distributed within the assemblage (Table 18). Much like the 

South Yard and Tobacco Barn assemblages, the large quantity of head elements is a 

result of the recovery of large numbers of teeth for each of the animals. Sheep/goat foot 

elements are noticeably limited, possibly suggesting that these animals were processed 

elsewhere at Montpelier. Fish elements from the site include vertebrae, ribs and scales; 

head elements are either completely absent or unidentifiable. In terms of wild mammals, 

opossum is represented by axial elements only, while the remaining animals are relatively 

well distributed in terms of portion recovery. 
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Table 18. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Element Distribution (NISP) 

  Chicken Pig  Cattle Sheep/Goat 

Head 
 

778 120 41 

Vertebra/Rib 1 5 11 4 

Forequarter 15 33 20 17 

Hindquarter 5 9 7 7 

Forefoot 1 3 8 1 

Hindfoot 2 14 7 2 

Foot 
 

26 12 1 

Total 24 868 185 73 

 

Demographic Observations 

 Demographic data for cattle suggests that only adult animals, with the exception 

of one possible subadult, were utilized at this location (Table 19). The possible subadult 

is evidenced by two unfused distal tibias, which suggest an age of less than 30 months 

(Reitz and Wing 2008:72). In contrast, pigs were utilized in all age groups, with at least 

one juvenile animal and at least two in the adult category (Table 20). The juvenile 

individual was aged less than 12 months, while the adult individuals were aged greater 

than 42 months (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). Data from isolated teeth wear suggest that no 

mature adult individuals are represented, as heavy wear is present only on 1
st
 molars, 

which erupt earliest in the development sequence (Figure 8). Sheep/goat is likewise 

represented by elements in all age categories (Table 21). At least one animal aged less 

than 10 months and one individual aged greater than 23 months are present (Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72). 
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Table 19. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Cattle (Bos taurus) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 
 

3 3 12-18 

   Scapula, distal 
 

2 2 7-10 

   Radius, proximal 
 

1 1 12-18 

   Metapodials, 

proximal  

2 2 Fused before or near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal  
3 3 18-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 2 
 

2 24-30 

   Metapodials, distal 
 

1 1 24-36 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, proximal 
 

1 1 42-48 

   Femur, proximal 
 

1 1 42-48 

Total 2 14 16   

 

Table 20. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Pig (Sus scrofa) 

  Unfused Fused Total Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72)  

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 2 4 6 12-18 

   Radius, proximal 1 2 3 12 

   Metapodials, 

proximal 
2 1 3 Fused before/near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal 
1 4 5 12-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 2 
 

2 24 

   Calcaneus, proximal 
 

1 1 24-30 

   Metapodials, distal 1 
 

1 24-27 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Radius, distal 1 3 4 42 

   Ulna, proximal 3 1 4 36-42 

   Femur, proximal 2 
 

2 42 

   Femur, distal 
 

1 1 42 

Total 15 17 32   



67 

 

 

 
Figure 8. Field Quarter, Pig teeth wear (NISP) 

 
Table 21. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Sheep/goat (Caprinae) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72) 
Early Fusing: 

    
   Humerus, distal 

 
2 2 3-13 

   Radius, proximal 1 4 5 3-10 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Metapodials, 

distal 

1 

 

1 18-36 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, 

proximal  

1 1 23-84 

   Radius, distal 2 1 3 33-84 

   Ulna, proximal 
 

1 1 24-84 

   Femur, distal 1 
 

1 23-60 

Total 5 9 14   

Modifications 

A total of 8,581 specimens, or 28 percent of the total NISP, were burned to some 

degree, with nearly two-thirds of those calcined, which suggests that they were burned at 
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extremely high heat (Table 22). Possibly as a product of a larger sample size, a greater 

degree of processing of the large artiodactyls is evidenced by over 180 cutmarks, 75 hack 

marks and 4 saw marks, all of which were observed on domestic species or equivalently-

sized mammals. Cutmarks are most prevalent on cattle specimens and are fairly evenly 

distributed among body regions for that particular species (Figure 9). In contrast, 

cutmarks on pig specimens are primarily found on head and forequarter elements, and on 

hindquarter and forefoot elements for caprines (Figures 10 and 11). Hackmarks are 

relatively evenly distributed across body regions for pig, but largely limited to the meatier 

elements of cattle, particularly when taking the large ungulate category into 

consideration.  

Sawmarks are present on a medium mammal long bone shaft, a pig humerus that 

has been sawed along the distal epiphysis, a cattle thoracic vertebra and the horizontal 

ramus of an unknown ungulate mandible. Percussion pits were present on three 

specimens, including two pig scapula fragments and a medium/large mammal long bone 

fragment. Three worked specimens were also included in the assemblage, including one 

that resembled a flat barb or hook, a bracelet fragment and a drilled and polished handle, 

possibly for a utensil. Additionally, the presence of 14 carnivore- and rodent- gnawed 

specimens in the assemblage indicates that bone refuse remained on the ground surface 

long enough for these animals to access them.   
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Table 22. Montpelier, Field Quarter: Modifications (NISP) 

   

Taxon Rodent 

gnawed 

Carnivore 

gnawed 

Burned Calcined Cut Hacked Sawed Percussion 

Pit 

Grinding/

Abrasion 

Ind. fish 

  

34 15 

     

Turtles 

  

1 

      

Medium 

bird   

3 

      

Domestic 

chicken   

1 2 

     

Ind. 

mammal 

1 

 

879 208 

    

1 

Small 

mammal   

23 19 

     

Medium 

mammal 

2 1 744 1236 83 24 1 

 

1 

Med/large 

mammal 
  

3 7 1 

  

1 1 

Large 

mammal   

11 2 1 

    

Small 

ungulate  

2 10 1 45 3 

   

Large 

ungulate  

1 1 

 

13 4 

   

Hares and 

jackrabbit

s 

   

1 

     

Jackrabbit 

  

1 

      

Cottontail 

  

3 4 

     

Rodents 

  

7 1 

     

Even-toed 

ungulate   

1 

   

1 

  

Cattle 

 

1 2 

 

17 6 1 

  

Caprine 

 

1 

 

1 5 

    

Pig 

 

5 42 12 9 4 1 2 

 

Ind. 

vertebrate 
 

1152 3934 8 32 

   

Mammal or 

bird   

24 196 

     

Total 3 11 2942 5639 182 73 4 3 3 
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Figure 9. Field Quarter, cattle processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue 

(underlined)=hackmark 

 

 
Figure 10. Field Quarter, swine processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue 

(underlined)=hackmark 
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Figure 11. Field Quarter, caprine processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue=hackmark 

 

Results: Stable Quarter 

A total of 26,781 faunal specimens were analyzed from one house and associated 

features within the Stable Quarter, home to Montpelier’s skilled laborers (Table 23). A 

minimum of 54 individual animals is represented within this assemblage.  

Table 23. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Species List 

  
MNI 

 
  

 

Taxa NISP # % Weight, g Biomass, kg.   

Invertebrate shell 61 
  

4 na 
 

 Shell 
      

Crassotrea virginica 17 1 1.9 14.2 0.002 
 

 Eastern Oyster 
      

Osteichthyes 1747 
  

10.75 0.202 
 

  Indeterminate bony fish 
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Clupeidae 407 6 11.1 6.60 0.136 
 

 Herring, shads and sardines 
     

Ictaluridae 6 1 1.9 0.60 0.020 
 

 North American Catfishes 
      

Cyprinidae 1 1 1.9 0.10 0.005 
 

 Carps and Minnows 
      

Catostomidae 3 1 1.9 0.50 0.017 
 

 Suckers 
      

Centrarchidae 6 1 1.9 0.90 0.027 
 

 Sunfishes 
      

Anura 1 1 1.9 0.01 na 
 

 Frogs and Toads 
      

Reptilia 8 
  

0.40 0.005 
 

 Reptiles 
      

Testudines 28 
  

3.68 0.051 
 

 Turtles 
      

Chelydra sp. 21 2 3.7 5.60 0.079 
 

 Snapping turtles 
      

Pseudemys concinna 4 1 1.9 2.03 0.028 
 

 River cooter 
      

Terrapene carolina 3 1 1.9 3.70 0.052 
 

 Box turtle 
      

Colubridae 2 1 1.9 0.10 0.001 
 

 Colubrid snakes 
      

Aves 169 
  

3.40 0.062 
 

 Indeterminate bird 
      

Aves 17 
  

2.10 0.040 
 

 Small bird 
      

Aves 31 
  

6.96 0.119 
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 Medium bird 
      

Aves 12 
  

5.40 0.095 
 

 Large bird 
      

Anas sp. 2 1 1.9 1.66 0.032 
 

 Marsh duck 
      

Galliformes 3 
  

0.68 0.014 
 

 Fowl-like birds 
      

Meleagris gallapavo 5 1 1.9 6.21 0.108 
 

 Turkey 
      

Gallus gallus 28 4 7.4 26.02 0.396 
 

  Domestic chicken 
      

Columbiformes 5 
  

0.52 0.011 
 

 Pigeons and Doves 
      

Zenaida macroura 1 1 1.9 0.17 0.004 
 

 Mourning Dove 
      

Corvidae 1 1 1.9 0.39 0.009 
 

 Ravens, Crows, Magpies and Jays 
     

Mammalia 2991 
  

587.99 8.174 
 

  Indeterminate mammal 
      

Mammalia 86 
  

19.85 0.387 
 

  Small mammal 
      

Mammalia 21 
  

20.14 0.392 
 

 Small/medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 4764 
  

2637.67 31.558 
 

 Medium mammal 
      

Mammalia 828 
  

575.40 8.017 
 

 Medium/large mammal 
      

Mammalia 177 
  

988.42 13.046 
 

  Large mammal 
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Mammalia 4 
  

2.44 0.059 
 

 Ungulate 
      

Mammalia 45 
  

91.39 1.530 
 

 Small ungulate 
      

Mammalia 6 
  

24.57 0.469 
 

 Large ungulate 
      

Didelphis marsupialis 1 1 1.9 0.90 0.024 
 

 Opossum 
      

Leporidae 1 
  

0.20 0.006 
 

 Hares and Rabbits 
      

Lepus sp. 4 1 1.9 0.50 0.014 
 

  Hares and jackrabbits 
      

Sylvilagus sp. 22 
  

4.40 0.100 
 

  Cottontails 
      

Sylvilagus floridanus 13 2 3.7 5.46 0.121 
 

 Eastern cottontail 
      

Rodentia 55 
  

1.15 0.030 
 

 Rodents 
      

Mus musculus 2 1 1.9 0.01 0.000 
 

 House mouse 
      

Sciuridae 28 
  

6.00 0.132 
 

 Squirrels 
      

Marmota monax 1 1 1.9 0.80 0.022 
 

 Woodchuck 
      

Sciurus carolinensis 10 1 1.9 4.41 0.100 
 

 Eastern Gray Squirrel 
      

Sciurus niger 21 2 3.7 12.30 0.252 
 

 Eastern Fox Squirrel 
      

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus 1 1 1.9 0.21 0.006 
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 Red Squirrel 
      

Mephitidae 1 1 1.9 0.20 0.006 
 

 Skunks 
      

Procyon lotor 4 1 1.9 0.50 0.014 
 

 Raccoon 
      

Felis catus 4 2 3.7 1.70 0.042 
 

  Domestic cat 
      

Artiodactyla 243 
  

99.33 1.650 
 

 Even-toed ungulate 
      

Bos taurus 73 2 3.7 1450.14 18.420 
 

  Domestic cattle 
      

Caprinae 305 4 7.4 944.90 12.527 
 

 Sheep/goat 
      

Sus scrofa 929 8 14.8 2121.65 25.943 
 

  Domestic pig 
      

Equus caballus 11 1 1.9 139.27 2.236 
 

  Horse 
      

Vertebrata 13217 
  

771.58 
  

  Indeterminate vertebrate 
      

Class Mammalia/Class Bird 324 
  

219.76 
  

  Mammal or bird 
      

Total 26781 54   10839.92 124.556   

 

Species Diversity 

A total of 31 individual taxonomic identifications are present within the Stable 

Quarter assemblage (see Table 23). Domestic mammals, including pig, cattle, sheep/goat 

and horse, represent less than 28 percent of the total MNI, but over 97 percent of total 

biomass from the site (Table 24). Wild mammals, including three species of squirrel, 

woodchuck, skunk, raccoon, Eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), jackrabbit and 



76 

 

opossum, represent 11 individuals, but only 0.9 percent of the total biomass. Fish 

represent 10 individuals and only 0.3 percent of the biomass, but include herring-like 

fishes, North American catfishes (Ictaluridae), suckers (Catostomidae), carps and 

minnow (Cyprinidae), and sunfishes (Centrarchidae). Three species of turtle, including 

snapping turtle, Box turtles (Terrapene carolina) and River cooter (Pseudemys 

concinna), were also utilized. An unknown frog or toad (Anura), a colubrid snake and at 

least one Eastern oyster are also represented in the assemblage, although both the 

frog/toad and the snake are likely intrusive. Wild birds include a turkey (Meleagris 

gallopavo), a Marsh duck (Anas sp.), a Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura) and a crow-

like bird (Corvidae), although these animals only represent 0.3 percent of the total 

biomass of the site. Commensal species include two domestic cats and a house mouse 

(Mus musculus). 

Table 24. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Summary Table 
 

  
   MNI 

 
            Biomass 

 
    # %   kg %     

 Domestic mammals 15 27.8 
 

59.126 97.5 
 

  Wild mammals 11 20.4 
 

0.559 0.9 
   

Domestic birds 4 7.4 
 

0.396 0.7 
   

Wild birds 4 7.4 
 

0.153 0.3 
   

Fishes 10 18.5 
 

0.205 0.3 
   

Turtles 4 7.4 
 

0.159 0.3 
   

Frogs/Toads 1 1.9 
 

na na 
   

Snakes 1 1.9 
 

0.001 0.0 
   

Shellfish 1 1.9 
 

0.0 0.0 

  
 

Commensals 3 5.6 
 

0.042 0.1 
   

Total 54     60.643       

 Note: Anurans (frogs and toads) are included in the MNI calculation, but are not included in the biomass 

calculation because allometric values are not currently available for Anurans. 
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Skeletal Portion Recoveries 

Element distribution suggests that animals were processed in or near the Stable 

Quarter, as nearly all body regions are represented in the assemblage for each of the four 

primary domestic animals used at the site (Table 25). Head elements for both pig and 

sheep/goat are overrepresented due to a high number of fragmented tooth specimens 

recovered from the site. Fish remains included head, rib and vertebral elements, as well 

as a large number of scales, suggesting that whole fish were processed within the Stable 

Quarter. Likewise, turtle remains include carapace, head and forequarter elements, which 

also indicate that entire animals were processed on site. Wild mammals, particularly 

squirrels and rabbits, also have relatively even distribution of elements, which may 

suggest that they were caught nearby and brought back to the quarter as whole animals. 

Table 25. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Element Distribution (NISP) 

  Chicken Pig Cattle Sheep/Goat 

Head 
 

592 24 205 

Vertebra/Rib 2 68 12 58 

Forequarter 8 24 3 11 

Hindquarter 3 15 12 8 

Forefoot 6 44 6 2 

Hindfoot 2 37 8 7 

Foot 7 149 8 14 

Total 28 929 73 305 

 

Demographic Observations 

Demographic data for cattle suggests that only adult animals, with the exception 

of one possible subadult, were utilized at this location (Table 26). The possible subadult 

is evidenced by an unfused proximal tibia, which suggests that the animal was aged less 

than 48 months old (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). Pigs appear to have been utilized in all 

age groups, although juveniles are most common in the assemblage (Table 27). Only one 
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fully fused element in the late fusing category is present in the assemblage, although 

unfused elements in the late fusing category and fused elements in the middle fusing 

category may also represent adult individuals. Unfused elements in the early fusing 

category indicate that those animals were aged less than 12 months, while the one fully 

fused element in the late fusing category indicates an age of 42 months or greater for that 

specific animal (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). Isolated teeth wear patterns indicate limited 

wear overall, suggestive of younger individuals, although heavy wear on premolars may 

indicate older individuals (Figure 12). Sheep/goat data suggests that at least one juvenile 

and one older adult individual are represented in the assemblage, with remaining data less 

definitive as to age (Table 28). The juvenile individual was aged less than 10-13 months 

old, while the older individual was aged less than 84 months (Reitz and Wing 2008:72). 

Poorly ossified pigeon/dove (Columbiformes) and fowl-like bird (Galliformes) elements 

suggests that juvenile birds were also utilized for food. 

Table 26. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Cattle (Bos taurus) 

  Unfused Fused Total Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72)  
Early Fusing: 

    
   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal  

4 4 18-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 
 

1 1 24-30 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, proximal 1 1 2 42-48 

Total 1 6 7   

 

 

 

Table 27. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Pig (Sus scrofa) 
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  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and Wing 

2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 
 

2 2 12-18 

   Radius, proximal 1 5 6 12 

   Metapodials, proximal 5 8 13 Fused before/near birth 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal 

20 34 54 12-24 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Tibia, distal 4 
 

4 24 

   Calcaneus, proximal 3 
 

3 24-30 

   Metapodials, distal 14 2 16 24-27 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, proximal 4 
 

4 42 

   Radius, distal 5 
 

5 42 

   Ulna, proximal 1 
 

1 36-42 

   Femur, proximal 2 
 

2 42 

   Tibia, proximal 
 

1 1 42 

Total 59 52 111   

 
Figure 12. Stable Quarter, Pig teeth wear (NISP) 
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Table 28. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Epiphyseal Fusion (NISP) for Sheep/goat (Caprinae) 

  Unfused Fused Total  Fusion Age in Months (from Reitz and 

Wing 2008:72) 

Early Fusing: 
    

   Humerus, distal 1 2 3 3-13 

   Scapula, distal 
 

1 1 6-13 

   Radius, proximal 
 

1 1 3-10 

   1st/2nd phalanx, 

proximal 

2 5 7 6-16 

Middle Fusing: 
    

   Calcaneus, proximal 1 
 

1 23-60 

   Metapodials, distal 1 1 2 18-36 

Late Fusing: 
    

   Radius, distal 
 

1 1 33-84 

   Ulna, proximal 1 
 

1 24-84 

   Femur, proximal 1 
 

1 23-84 

   Femur, distal 3 
 

3 23-60 

Total 10 11 21   

 

Modifications 

 Modifications are present on 5287 specimens from the Stable Quarter, with over 

97 percent of those either burned or calcined, representing 20 percent of the total NISP 

(Table 29). Cutmarks are present on almost 2 percent of the assemblage and found within 

nearly all of the taxonomic identifications, including turtle, bird, wild mammals and 

domestic mammals. Cutmarks on the three primary domestic species are distributed 

relatively evenly across body regions (Figures 13-15). All other cutmarks are largely 

limited to higher utility elements. A single horse carpal also exhibited a cutmark, possibly 

a result of disarticulation of the foot elements. Hackmarks, found on 12 specimens, are 

largely limited to the domestic species, although an Eastern Fox squirrel femur and an 

Eastern cottontail innominate also exhibit hacking. Hackmarks on domestic species are 

found on higher utility cattle and pig elements, as well as one cattle mandible. Sawing is 
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limited to four specimens, all of which are domestic animals. These include a caprine 

atlas, a pig radius and astragalus, and a cattle calcaneus and femur. Percussion-related 

pitting is also present on 6 specimens, suggesting that the bones were cracked open for 

access to the marrow or were broken into smaller pieces for the purposes of boiling.  

Grinding and abrasion are present on three specimens, all of which were modified 

into bone artifacts. This includes a small, triangular projectile point that measures 2 cm in 

height, 1.5 cm in width and 0.3 cm in breadth. The projectile point also matches a 

colorless glass point in size and form that was incidentally included with the faunal 

material submitted for analysis. Additionally, a bone tag inscribed with the letter “R” is 

also present in the assemblage. This tag has a small, drilled hole on one end and has been 

polished on the side with the inscribed letter, while the reverse consists of a series of 

diagonal grooves and appears to have been painted red. The final bone instrument 

recovered from the Stable Quarter is a metapodial fragment that has been grooved on the 

interior and sawn on one end where it has also been polished. It is likely that this artifact 

represents part of a bone pipe or possible bead. 

Table 29. Montpelier, Stable Quarter: Modifications (NISP) 
   

Taxon Rodent 

gnawed 

Carnivore 

gnawed 
Burned Calcined Cut Hacked Sawed Percussion 

Pit 

Grinding

Abrasion 

Ind. fish 
  

2 42 
     

Herrings, shads and 

sardines  

1 3 

     

Turtles 
         

Snapping 

turtle   

1 

 

4 

    

River cooter 
    

3 
    

Unknown bird 
  

29 2 
     

Small bird 
   

1 
     

Medium bird 
   

2 1 
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Fowl-like 

birds     

1 

    

Turkey 1 
        

Domestic 

chicken 
1 

 

2 1 1 

    

Ind. mammal 
 

4 126 428 7 
   

1 

Small mammal 
  

1 11 1 
    

Small/medium 

mammal    

3 1 

    

Medium 

mammal 
1 1 240 406 30 3 

 

1 2 

Medium/large 

mammal 
1 

 

24 21 4 

  

1 

 

Large mammal 
 

3 5 2 1 
  

4 
 

Small ungulate 
 

1 2 
 

2 
    

Large ungulate 
  

1 
      

Hares and 

jackrabbits          

Jackrabbit 
  

1 1 
     

Cottontails 
  

2 1 2 
    

Eastern 

cottontail   

1 1 

 

1 

   

Squirrels 

  

1 

 

1 

    

Eastern Gray 

squirrel     

1 

    

Eastern Fox 

squirrel   

1 

  

1 

   

Even-toed 

ungulate   

10 

      

Cattle 2 
 

4 
 

9 3 1 
  

Sheep/goat 
  

7 2 9 
 

1 
  

Pig 5 5 45 17 17 3 2 
  

Horse 
    

1 
    

Indeterminate 

vertebrate   

480 3197 

 

1 

   

Mammal or 

bird  

1 3 5 5 

    

Total 11 15 989 4146 101 12 4 6 3 
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Figure 13. Stable Quarter, cattle processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue 

(underlined)=hackmark 
 

 

 
Figure 14. Stable Quarter, cattle processing marks. Red=cutmark, blue 

(underlined)=hackmark 
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Figure 15. Stable Quarter, cattle processing marks. Red=cutmark 
 

 

Comparative Results: All Quarters 

Diversity scores were calculated through use of both MNI, for comparative 

purposes with previous Montpelier studies, and NISP, to account for the low MNI sample 

size. Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index scores calculated for each of the quarters indicates 

greatest diversity for the South Yard in terms of MNI, while NISP numbers indicate 

highest diversity in the Tobacco Barn assemblage (Table 31). Both scores are heavily 

influenced by small sample sizes overall and the dominance of a limited range of 

domestic species. The South Yard, or house slave, assemblage in particular is dominated 

by domestic species, with few other animals present, as indicated by the low diversity and 

equitability scores as calculated with NISP. In contrast, the Stable Quarter assemblage 

has the second highest diversity score for both MNI and NISP, while having the largest 

1 

1 
1 

1 
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numbers of wild mammals, wild birds, fish and turtles (Figure 14). Overall, equitability 

for all four quarters was influenced heavily by the dominance of domestic species in each 

of the assemblages, particularly swine.  

Food Utility Index (FUI) scores for the primary domestic species used in all slave 

quarters at Montpelier indicate a higher degree of Medium and High Utility elements 

were utilized in the Stable Quarter relative to the remaining quarters (Table 31). In 

contrast, the Field Quarter assemblage, with its comparable sample size, included 

primarily Low Utility elements of the head and feet. The South Yard, with a much 

smaller sample size, falls in between the Stable Quarter and Field Quarter in terms of 

food utility.  

Table 30. Montpelier, Diversity Indices for all Slave Quarters 

 Stable Quarter South Yard Tobacco Barn Field Quarter 

NISP 1888 480 269 1354 

MNI 54 17 24 38 

Taxonomic 

Categories 

31 12 16 19 

Diversity (NISP) 0.695 0.533 0.704 0.578 

Diversity (MNI) 1.388 1.497 1.14 1.126 

Equitability (NISP) 0.202 0.214 0.254 0.196 

Equitability (MNI) 0.404 0.602 0.411 0.382 
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Figure 16. Vertebrate Summaries by Slave Quarter 

 

Table 31. Montpelier, All Slave Contexts: Pig Food Utility Indices by Anatomical Position 

 

   

Minimal Animal Units (MAU) 

Utility 

Range Anatomical Part FUI* 

South 

Yard Tobacco Barn Field Quarter Stable Quarter 

 

Skull 235 

 

1 8 4 

 

Metacarpal 412.5 0.625 

 

0.25 1.5 

Low Phalanges 443 1.25 0.25 0.7 6.58 

 

Mandible 590 2.5 1.5 9 8 

  Carpals 653 0.8 0.1 0.1 1.8 

 

Radius 1323 0.5 

 

1.5 3.5 

 

Ulna 1323 0.5 0.5 3 1 

 

Tarsals 1424 

  

0.5 1.1 

 

Astragalus 1424 1.5 

 

1.5 3 

 

Calcaneus 1424 2 

 

1 2.5 

Medium Lumbar 1706 0.167 

  

2.6 

 

Humerus 1891 0.5 

 

2.5 2 

 

Metatarsal 1903 0.75 

 

1.25 2.3 

 

Scapula 2295 1.5 

 

1.5 0.5 

 

Innominate 2531 1   0.5 1 

High Tibia 3225 0.5 

 

1 1 

  Femur 5139 3 1 0.5 2.5 

*Values from Metcalfe and Jones (1988) 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

Provisioning at Montpelier 

 

 The result of the analysis of all four assemblages indicates that pork was the 

staple meat product distributed to the enslaved population. This is consistent with 

archaeological data and historical accounts from across the South, which indicates that 

pork and corn were the primary rations provided to enslaved individuals (Bowen 1993; 

Chambers 2005; Crader 1984; Crader 1990; Genovese 1976; McKee 1999; Reitz et al. 

1985). Beef appears to have been a secondary source of meat, followed by mutton, 

although younger sheep were also consumed, especially in the Stable Quarter. The 

mutton consumed no doubt resulted from the butchering of Madison’s flock of Merino 

sheep after they had ceased to prove useful as wool-producers (Madison 1825). Similarly, 

pigs and cattle were also butchered on site and were mainly procured from Montpelier’s 

own herds, although it is likely that the slaves also maintained their own pigs and may 

have also used these for food purposes. Chickens were similarly raised by the enslaved 

community, and eggs produced from these animals were even sold back to the Madison 

family (Chambers 2005:156). 

 For the slave community as a whole, element distribution for all three primary 

domestic species indicates that all body regions are represented, suggesting that there is 

no major bias in meat distribution toward lower quality meats. The presence of the 

meatier elements of the forequarter and hindquarter, alongside the lower quality head and 

foot elements, indicates that high quality and low quality meats were consumed by the 

slaves at Montpelier. This appears to have been a common pattern at larger plantations 
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across the region, as similar findings were observed at Monticello, Mount Vernon, and 

Cannon’s Point (Crader 1990; Bowen 1993; Otto 1984).  

Salted herring also likely formed a part of the diet of the enslaved community at 

Montpelier, despite the decidedly low MNI and biomass numbers for that particular 

animal. These would have also been provided through the plantation’s provisioning 

system, as were the oysters that were present in each of the four investigated quarters. 

Both species were likely imported from the Chesapeake Bay or other locations along the 

Atlantic Coast and were potentially imported from Tidewater plantations, where other 

enslaved communities caught and processed the animals, similar to the fishery operated 

at Mount Vernon (Atkins 1993:54-55). At Mount Vernon, herring were prepared through 

a process called pickle curing, which preserved the salted fish in airtight barrels that 

could be shipped elsewhere. Smaller fish of limited value were then distributed to the 

Mount Vernon enslaved population at a rate of twenty a month per slave. It is unlikely 

that the same rate of distribution of salted herring occurred at Montpelier due to the 

transportation costs involved, but it is probable that salted herring and oysters were 

distributed to the enslaved community on a regular basis. As the spawning season, and 

primary fishing season, for herring and shad along the Potomac River and its tributaries 

fell in April and May, it is likely that herring was offered on a seasonal basis during the 

summer months (Atkins 1993). 

Wild Game Procurement at Montpelier 

 The variety of wild mammals, birds, fish and turtles found in the various 

assemblages suggests that hunting, trapping and fishing were undertaken as part of the 

subsistence strategy of the slaves at Montpelier in an attempt to manage the monotony of 
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the diet imposed by the plantation’s provisioning strategy. Although there is notable 

variation in the animals utilized by each of the labor groups at Montpelier, it is clear that 

all slaves utilized wild game to some degree. 

 There is a noteworthy bias toward small mammals in the four assemblages with 

raccoon, opossum, squirrel, woodchuck and rabbits being the most commonly utilized 

wild species at Montpelier. These animals were likely hunted and trapped in or around 

the plantation during down times in the work schedules of the enslaved population. 

Raccoon and opossum are nocturnal animals and were likely hunted at night. Letters from 

visitors to the plantation indicate that whole trees were felled in attempts to procure these 

animals (Foster 1804). In contrast to the common presence of small mammals in the 

assemblages, no large wild game was definitively identified from any of the contexts. It is 

possible that larger wild game was processed outside of the slave quarters and, therefore, 

no identifiable elements remain in the archaeological assemblage. However, it is more 

likely that agricultural development in and around Montpelier restricted the amount of 

large game available in the region, and that, if utilized at all, large wild game did not 

make a significant contribution to the diets of the enslaved community at Montpelier. The 

presence of both a bone and glass projectile point from the Stable Quarter may also 

indicate that more traditional technologies were employed by the enslaved community in 

place of firearms, thus limiting their ability to take down larger game. It can also be 

definitively stated that wild birds, while utilized to a small degree, were not a significant 

focus of subsistence efforts on the part of the enslaved community. 

 In addition to small wild animals, riverine resources including freshwater fishes 

and turtles were also utilized at Montpelier. The presence of freshwater catfish, suckers, 
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sunfish and carp indicates that the slaves were not entirely reliant on the rationed herring 

for fish. Slaves were able to fish for themselves, and were also able to acquire snapping 

turtle, box turtle, River cooter and duck, perhaps during the same outings. It is probable 

that these animals were procured from the nearby Rapidan River or its tributaries. In 

addition, the recovery of a harpoon- or gorget-like bone implement suggests that slaves 

developed and utilized their own fishing equipment as part of this subsistence strategy. 

Comparison to the Madison Household 

 The faunal material recovered from slave contexts at Montpelier is markedly 

similar to that recovered from contexts associated with the Madison household. Faunal 

remains from the Northwest Yard, and Dolley’s Midden contexts associated with the 

main plantation home, all demonstrate a heavy reliance on swine and cattle as the 

primary sources of meat for the Madisons, with limited amounts of wild game used to 

supplement the diet (Pavao-Zuckerman et al. 2012). The Dolley Basement assemblage, 

on the other hand, is dominated by wild game with 74 percent of that assemblage 

attributed to non-domestic species. The equitability score, or the degree to which species 

are evenly distributed, for the basement assemblage indicates roughly equal 

representation of wild game and domestic species in that assemblage (Table 32). The 

greater contribution of wild game is attributed by Pavao-Zuckerman and co-authors to the 

presence of domestic slaves in the basement kitchen, possibly preparing their own food 

alongside that of the Madison’s. This is supported by the presence of both preferred and 

non-preferred wild game in the assemblage and is consistent with the assemblage 

recovered from the Mt. Pleasant homestead location, an area known to have been 

occupied by the Madison family initially and then enslaved individuals at a later date. 
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However the breadth of wild game in the basement assemblage, particularly in terms of 

wild birds, is inconsistent with the four primary enslaved contexts, and is likely more 

reflective of the Madison household than the domestic slaves, although there was 

undoubtedly mixing of Madison refuse with that of the slaves. It is also improbable that 

the domestic slaves prepared and consumed wild game in the basement but not within 

their living quarter, where pig, cow and caprines were clearly prepared for consumption. 

Further, the processing of wild game in their own living quarters would have offered a 

greater, albeit minor, degree of privacy from the plantation owners.  

 In terms of meat quality, the Madison’s appear to have consumed both low and 

high quality meat cuts from both swine and cattle, with no particular preference for 

specific cuts, a pattern also seen in the assemblages of the enslaved community. The 

assemblages are similarly dominated by the presence of loose pig teeth, a pattern initially 

conceived to represent the presentation of whole animals at the Madison dinner table 

(Pavao-Zuckerman et al. 2012-32). It is possible that this type of presentation was also 

regularly undertaken by the enslaved community, but it is more likely that the animals 

were slaughtered in or near the vicinity in which they were prepared for consumption. 

 Beyond the consumption of wild birds, three prominent differences in meat 

consumption practices are apparent between the Madison household and the enslaved 

community. The first involves the consumption of suckling pig, a practice common to the 

Madison household based on the recovery of several very young individuals from the 

midden contexts. In contrast, this practice does not appear to have been utilized by the 

enslaved community, as age data suggests that the majority of pigs consumed by the 

enslaved community had reached sexual maturity at just under 12 months of age, 
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although few animals appear to have been aged greater than 24 months. This suggests an 

optimal strategy for the culling of those animals intended for consumption by the 

enslaved community, while the suboptimal strategy of exploiting younger individuals 

was reserved almost exclusively for the Madison household. In contrast, the use of 

caprines as a food resource appears to have been reserved for the enslaved community, as 

only a small number of caprine remains were recovered from the Madison contexts. 

Madison’s (1825) own records state that his Merino sheep, raised for their prized wool, 

were destined for the purpose of slave consumption once the animals had outlived their 

prime wool production years, an activity that is indicated by the presence of much older 

caprine individuals in each of the assemblages relative to the pig individuals. The use of 

the Merino sheep in this manner would have allowed Madison to extend the cost-benefit 

of the animals, and continue to supply provisions to the enslaved population from within 

the plantation rather than relying on outside resources. Salted herring was also restricted 

to the enslaved population exclusively, as no herring remains were identified from any of 

the contexts associated with the Madison household. 

Table 32. Montpelier, Madison Contexts: Diversity and Equitability Indices* 

 

Northwest Yard Dolley Midden Dolley Basement 

MNI 19 33 33 

# Taxa 10 10 19 

Diversity 2.1597 2.5822 2.6748 

Equitability 0.9538 0.6871 0.9084 

* Adapted from Pavao-Zuckerman et al (2012) 

   

Variation among Labor Groups 

 Over 40 percent of the total MNI from the slave quarters at Montpelier was 

recovered from the Stable Quarter, with 54 individuals represented from 31 different 

taxonomic categories. Likewise, the Stable Quarter represents 41 percent of the total 



93 

 

NISP. These numbers are large considering that only 120 excavation units and one house-

yard complex were investigated in this area, compared to two house-yard complexes and 

152 units in the South Yard and two house-yard complexes and 250 units in the Field 

Quarter. The Tobacco Barn, with only 100 excavation units, is an outlier relative to the 

other quarters, due to the short-lived nature of the occupation of the barn. The large 

number of faunal remains recovered from the Stable Quarter relative to the area 

excavated may serve as a proxy for quantity of animals consumed, one of deFrance’s 

(2009) six measures for identifying status from zooarchaeological assemblages. 

However, the intensity of occupation of each of the quarters is impossible to measure 

without proper historical documentation and therefore difficult for measuring status in 

this case.   

 Based on diversity scores, the breadth of species found in the Stable Quarter 

assemblage relative to the other quarters indicates that the skilled laborers in this quarter 

had greater access to the time, tools and freedom of movement necessary to procure wild 

game. This is particularly true of the acquisition of riverine resources including 

freshwater fish, turtles and ducks which are nearly exclusive to the Stable Quarter 

assemblage and could only have been procured from locations off of the plantation 

grounds. If these animals had been procured or purchased through other means, then 

higher numbers of the animals would be expected in the other quarters. The use of wild 

game by the domestic slaves is ambiguous, as the relationship of wild game recovered 

from the Dolley Basement context to the domestic slaves that would have operated out of 

the basement is unknown, at best. In the Field Quarter, where MNI of wild game is 
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dominated by squirrel, it is likely that these animals were acquired incidentally in the 

agricultural fields during the course of the work day.  

Interestingly, gun-related artifacts, including shot and flints, were recovered in 

small numbers from each of the four slave quarters (K. Trickett 2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 

2014), suggesting that firearms were available to the entire enslaved community but were 

not used extensively for hunting of wild game. Metal fishing hooks were only identified 

from the Field Quarter, which suggests that these items may have been commodified for 

other uses as no freshwater fish were identified in the assemblage from that location. 

However, it is also possible that the field slaves caught and sold, or otherwise distributed, 

fish to other groups, possibly outside the plantation. 

 The distribution of meat cuts of varying quality indicates that all slaves had access 

to small numbers of high-utility portions of meat, particularly pork. However, the skilled 

artisans of the Stable Quarter appear to have utilized much greater numbers of medium 

and high utility swine portions. The numbers are slightly skewed due to the limited 

identifiability of medium mammal axial elements, including ribs and vertebrae, but these 

elements would be expected to mirror the rates seen with skull and appendicular 

elements. Further support is offered by higher proportions of axial, forequarter and 

hindquarter elements of both cattle and caprines present in the Stable Quarter assemblage 

relative to the other slave contexts. Both field slave assemblages are largely comprised of 

lower utility elements with Food Utility Index (FUI) scores, a measure of the contribution 

of portions of the animal based on usable tissue, predominately lower than 1000. This 

difference corresponds with Crader’s (1990:700-703) investigations of Building “o” at 

Monticello, where higher utility elements were observed in much greater proportions than 
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at the Storehouse, a finding that Crader used to infer status differences between the two 

groups of enslaved individuals. Crader also notes the practice of Thomas Jefferson to 

award greater rations of beef and fish to individuals based on their age, type of work they 

performed and marital status, in contrast to a very steady distribution of pork to all 

enslaved individuals. This practice may have also been employed by James Madison at 

Montpelier, as much larger numbers of fish and non-cranial cattle elements were 

recovered from the Stable Quarter. 

 Epiphyseal fusion and teeth wear rates indicate that similarly-aged animals were 

utilized by each of the slave groups at Montpelier, particularly swine and cattle. In 

general, young pigs (1-2 years of age), adult cattle and adult caprines were utilized by 

each of the groups. Younger caprines are present in both the Stable Quarter and Field 

Quarter assemblages but may have resulted from theft or the downturn in finances at 

Montpelier near the end of James Madison’s life rather than an active culling strategy, 

particularly as lamb does not appear to have been favored for the Madison’s table. It is 

also possible that these lamb remains resulted from the large barbecue events hosted by 

the Madison’s, in which roasted pig and lamb were reportedly served to guests (Pavao-

Zuckerman et al. 2012). A strategy of culling older juvenile and young adult pigs was 

clearly employed at Montpelier and all slaves appear to have had equal access to these 

animals. 

 Rare and exotic foods in a planation setting would be those animals that could not 

be easily acquired on or near the plantation grounds, or from the provisioning system. In 

the case of Montpelier, the riverine resources present in the Stable Quarter are the best 

example of this type of food in any of the assemblages. Regular procurement of these 
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animals would have required leaving the plantation grounds, thus necessitating a certain 

level of trust from the plantation owners. Similarly, the ability to capture these animals 

would have required an investment in time and technology that does not appear to have 

existed for the remaining slave population. However, this particular condition likely arose 

from the task-based nature of the skilled laborers position, rather than a status-based 

allowance. As these laborers were assigned specific tasks to complete on a daily or 

weekly basis, they would have had more free time to actively pursue fishing, hunting and 

trapping. In contrast, the domestic chores of the house slaves and the constant agricultural 

demands of the field laborers would have limited their ability to engage in these sorts of 

activities.  

Oysters, an assuredly exotic food in inland contexts of the early 19
th

 century, were 

undoubtedly acquired and distributed by the Madison household in barrels and consumed 

fresh from the shell. The South Yard assemblage in particular contains a large number of 

oyster shells relative to both the remaining slave contexts and the Madison household, 

possibly indicating that these animals were distributed as a luxury from the Madison 

household, in much the same way that Thomas Jefferson distributed greater fish and beef 

rations to his slaves (Crader 1990:703). It is also notable that few fish remains were 

recovered from South Yard contexts, potentially indicating that shellfish served as a 

substitute for the herring found commonly in the other slave assemblages. 

 Differences in processing and preparation among the various slave groups, are not 

evident from the available data. Differences in processing by the groups would have been 

restricted by the provisioning system in place at Montpelier, which distributed similar 

portions of pig, cattle and caprines to each of the slave quarters. The small number of 
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hackmarks observed from each of the assemblages may suggest that animals were 

distributed whole to each of the quarters and butchered at these locations rather than 

partitioned at a central location and then distributed. The presence of cutmarks on horse 

remains from both the Stable Quarter and the Tobacco Barn suggests that these animals 

were at times consumed, possibly as a response to an inadequate supply of other domestic 

meats.  

  



98 

 

CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS 

 Comparative analysis of faunal remains associated with distinct labor groups 

within the larger enslaved community at Montpelier reveals variability in foodways 

among the groups, despite the imposition of a provisioning system on the part of the 

plantation. This analytic approach draws attention to the complex hierarchical dynamics 

within enslaved communities of the Mid-Atlantic region of North America. It also 

demonstrates that slave groups managed the risk associated with improving an otherwise 

monotonous diet through acquisition of food beyond that supplied through rationing. The 

clear spatial designations of each of the enslaved groups at Montpelier provide an ideal 

opportunity for assessing these patterns. The patterns observed here match the results of 

faunal analysis of slave structures at nearby Monticello, although labor-distinctions were 

not identified in that study (Crader 1990). 

 The zooarchaeological evidence from Montpelier indicates that the enslaved 

community shared a common foundation of provisioned foods including pork and beef, 

as well as possible seasonal foods including salted herring and oyster. The large number 

and variety of remains in each of the cabin sites within the slave quarters indicates that 

foods were prepared in these locations and not a central location, such as the main 

mansion kitchens. Herring, reserved exclusively for the enslaved community, does not 

appear to have been utilized to any degree by the domestic slaves and may have been a 

seasonal supplement for the skilled artisans and field laborers. This seasonal influx of fish 

and oyster may have been an attempt by Madison to take the monotony out of the diet of 

the enslaved community, thus subverting their need to pursue their own subsistence 

strategy to any substantial degree. Unexpectedly, mutton was utilized by Madison and his 



99 

 

overseers as a major component of the provisioning system. Through the butchering of 

Madison’s Merino sheep flock after they had acceded productive wool-bearing years, 

Madison was able to maximize his investment in the animals while minimizing his costs 

related to the provisioning system. Evidence for butchering of horse in both the Tobacco 

Barn and Stable Quarter assemblages may indicate that the provisioning system in place 

at Montpelier did not adequately meet the needs of the enslaved community. The minor 

but ubiquitous presence of wild game may also reflect efforts by enslaved laborers to 

supplement an otherwise adequate diet and add variety to official rations.  

Dietary differences within the enslaved community based on labor-based 

groupings were subtle, at best. The skilled laborers of the Stable Quarter had wider access 

to a richer variety of wild game and more access to better quality meats. The access to 

wild game, riverine animals in particular, is certainly a product of the degree of freedom 

acquired by the skilled laborers through their employ in task-based trades. This contrasts 

with the gang-labor demanded by the necessity of agricultural production, or the closely-

supervised chores of the domestic slaves, which would have limited the free time and 

mobility necessary to acquire these foods. As freedom of time and movement are a 

product of task-based labor, it is not a direct marker of status. However, the investment in 

training of the skilled laborers to provide them the skills necessary to complete their tasks 

and the trust instilled in them to depart the plantation grounds would have been a form of 

preferential treatment of these individuals by Madison and his overseers. Their employ in 

this manner gave them the tools necessary to circumvent the imposed provisioning 

system and establish their own limited form of subsistence. Further, Young et al. (2001) 

note the importance of hunting in plantation settings as a mode of reinforcing communal 
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ties and pooling resources, particularly in the face of the oppressive machinations of 

chattel slavery. 

The larger number of higher quality meat-bearing elements recovered from the 

Stable Quarter may reflect a strategy by the plantation owners to provide higher quality 

rations to the skilled laborers, or may indicate that the skilled laborers had a more direct 

role in the provisioning system, and therefore, had more say in the distribution of the 

animal products. Likewise, the free time available to the skilled artisans would have 

provided greater occasion for raising and butchering their own small livestock, such as 

swine, thus impacting skeletal representation in the Stable Quarter. However, this does 

not negate the likelihood that the skilled laborers were held in higher esteem in the 

plantation hierarchy. Notably, Crader (1990:701) postulates that the higher degree of 

high-quality meat-bearing elements recovered from Building “o” at Monticello reflects 

scavenging of bones previously served within the main mansion. While this possibility 

cannot be eliminated at Montpelier, the location of the Stable Quarter outside of the 

formal plantation grounds and away from the mansion middens makes this possibility 

unlikely. 

In contrast, the domestic slaves of the South Yard, despite the ambiguities of the 

Dolley Basement assemblage, appear to have been more constrained to the rationed, 

domestic meats. However, the South Yard residents appear to have had their regular 

rations supplemented with fresh or barreled oyster, a possible reward for tending to the 

Madison’s daily needs. The field slaves were likely more constrained to provisions 

provided by the plantation, although their labors away from the main plantation home 

provided opportunity to supplement the rations with small wild game. Additionally, the 
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field slaves, both in the Tobacco Barn and the Field Quarter, appear to have had less 

access to higher quality meats. This pattern is amplified by the larger numbers of 

individuals that were employed in this manner, and the greater intensity of archaeological 

investigation that occurred in these locations. 

Despite the subtlety of the results, this research indicates that measureable 

differences in the foodways of enslaved communities can be identified through 

zooarchaeological analysis of faunal remains recovered from slave quarters. Previous 

studies have chosen to group faunal assemblages from enslaved contexts, thus limiting 

the research potential inherent in these differences. The differences are attributed to both 

differential treatment of labor groups within the plantation power structure, as well as 

differential responses of these labor groups to the imposed provisioning system. Status 

itself is a fluid concept influenced by a range of variables unrelated to socioeconomic 

position. A more fine-grained analysis of differences of both faunal remains and other 

forms of material culture within groups is necessary to determine whether differential 

access to goods was a result of labor-based status distinctions, or whether other aspects of 

status, including age, gender or marital status, influence the results of this current study. 

A greater investment in resources may have been committed to young, adult, male slaves, 

or those individuals with the longest service to the plantation. McKee (1999) notes such 

differences in rationed supplies at other Virginia plantations, but it is currently unknown 

if these variables influenced rations at Montpelier. Extensive archival research is 

necessary to further identify the multifaceted levels of identity that impacted status roles 

at Montpelier. Zooarchaeological studies provide an important window into the power 

dynamics within plantation communities, but foodways and provisioning are only a small 
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aspect of the broader dynamics involved in the construction of identities within an 

imposed plantation hierarchy.  
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Montpelier Faunal Analysis Codes 

Invertebrates 
 Crassotrea virginica (Eastern Oyster) [98] 

 Shell (General shell) [99] 

 

Class Osteichthyes (Bony Fishes)  
 

 Class Osteichthyes, Order Unknown [100] 

 

 Order Clupeiformes (Herring-like fishes) 

  Family Clupeidae [105] 

 

Order Siluriformes (Catfish) [110] 

  Family Ictaluridae (North American Catfishes) [120] 
 

Order Cypriniformes (Minnow-like Fishes) [130] 

  Family Cyprinidae (Carp and Minnows) [140] 

  Family Catostomidae (Suckers) [150] 
                               Order Perciformes (Perch-like fishes) [160] 

                                 Family Centrarchidae (Sunfishes) [170] 

 
    

Class Amphibia (Amphibians)  
 

 Class Amphibia, Order Unknown [200] 

 

 Order Caudata (Salamanders and Newts) [210] 

 

Order Anura (Frogs and Toads) [220] 

  Family Bufonidae (True Toads)  

   Bufo sp. [221] 

  Family Hylidae (Tree Frogs) 

   Hyla sp. [222] 

Family Ranidae (True Frogs) 

   Rana sp. [223] 

  Family Scaphiopodidae (Spadefoot Toads) 

   Scaphiopus holbrookii (Eastern Spadefoot) [224] 

   

 

Class Reptilia (Reptiles) 
 

 Class Reptilia, Order Unknown [300] 

 

 Order Testudines (Tortoises and Turtles) [310] 

  Family Chelydridae (Snapping Turtles)  

   Chelydra sp. [311] 

  Family Emydidae (Box and Water Turtles)  

   Chrysemys picta (Painted Turtle) [312] 

Clemmys guttata (Spotted Turtle) [313] 

   Pseudemys concinna (River Cooter) [314] 



113 

 

Terrapene carolina (Box Turtle) [315] 

Family  Kinosternidae, Subfamily Kinosterninae (Musk and Mud Turtles)  

   Kinosternon sp. (Mud Turtle) [316] 

   Sternotherus sp. (Musk Turtle) [317] 

   

 

 

 Order Squamata, Suborder Iguania (Chameleons, Iguanas, and relatives) [320] 

  Family Phrynosomatidae (North American Spiny Lizards) 

   Sceloporus undulatus (Fence Lizard) [321] 

 

 Order Squamata, Suborder Autarchoglossa (Skinks and relatives) [330] 

  Family Anguidae 

   Ophisaurus attenuatus (Slender Glass Lizard) [331] 

Family Scincidae (Skinks) [332] 

   Eumeces sp. 

   Scincella sp.  

Family Teiidae (Whiptails and Allies) 

   Cnemidophorus sp. (Ground Lizards) [333] 

    

Order Squamata, Suborder Serpentes, Infraorder Alethinophidia (Snakes) [340]  

  Family Colubridae (Colubrid Snakes) [333] 

   Cemophora sp. (Scarlet Snakes) 

   Coluber sp. (Racers) 

   Elaphe sp. (Rat Snakes) 

  Lampropeltis sp. (Kingsnakes) 

   Opheodrys sp. (Green Snakes) 

  Famliy Colubridae, Subfamily Natricinae 

Nerodia sp. (Water Snakes) 

Regina sp. (Crayfish Snakes) 

   Storeria sp. (Brown Snakes) 

   Thamnophis sp. (Garter/Ribbon Snakes) 

Virginia sp. (Earth Snakes) 

  Family Colubridae, Subfamily Xenodontinae 

   Carphophis sp. (Worm Snakes)   

   Diadophis sp. (Ringneck Snakes) 

Heterodon sp. (Hognose Snakes) 

  Family Viperidae, Subfamily Crotalinae (Pit Vipers) [334] 

   Agkistrodon sp. (Copperhead) 

Crotalus sp. (Rattlesnake)  

 

 

 

Class Aves (Birds) 

 
 Class Aves, Order Unknown, Body Size Unknown [400] 

Class Aves, Order Unknown, Small Bird [401] 

Class Aves, Order Unknown, Medium Bird [402] 

Class Aves, Order Unknown, Large Bird [403] 

 



114 

 

Order Ciconiiformes (Storks and Relatives)  [410] 

     Family Accipitridae, Subfamily Accipitrinae (Kites, Hawks, Eagles, and Harrier) [411] 

   Accipiter cooperii (Cooper’s Hawk) [412] 

Accipiter striatus (Sharp-shinned Hawk) [413] 

   Buteo sp. (Buteonine Hawks) [414] 

   Buteo jamaicensis (Red-tailed Hawk) [415] 

Buteo lineatus (Red-shouldered Hawk) [416] 

   Buteo platypterus (Broad-winged Hawk) [417] 

  Circus cyaneus (Harrier/Marsh Hawk) [418] 

Family Ardeidae (Herons, Bitterns, and Egrets) [420] 

   Ardea alba (Great Egret) [421] 

Ardea herodias (Great Blue Heron) [422] 

   Botaurus lentiginosus (American Bittern) [423] 

Butorides striatus (Green Heron) [424] 

Ixobrychus exilis (Least Bittern) [425] 

Nyctanassa volacea (Yellow-Crowned Night Heron) [426] 

Nycticorax nycticorax (Black-Crowned Night Heron) [427] 

  Family Charadriidae  

   Charadrius vociferus (Killdeer) [430] 

  Family Ciconiidae (American Vultures) [440] 

   Cathartes aura (Turkey Vulture) [441] 

   Coragyps atratus (Black Vulture) [442] 

Family Falconidae (Caracas and Falcons) [443] 

   Falco sparverius (Sparrow Hawk/Kestrel) [444] 

Family Laridae, Subfamily Larinae (Gulls and Terns) [450] 

   Larus argentatus (Herring Gull) [451] 

Larus delawarensis (Ring-Billed Gull) [452] 

Family Podicipedidae (Grebes)  

   Podilymbus podiceps (Pied-billed Grebe) [460] 

  Family Scolopacidae [470] 

   Actitis macularia (Spotted Sandpiper) [471] 

   Calidris minutilla (Least Sandpiper) [472] 

   Gallinago gallinago (Common Snipe) [473] 

   Scolopax minor (American Woodcock) [474] 

 

 Order Anseriformes (Ducks, Geese and Swans) [480] 

  Family Anatidae, Subfamily Anserinae (Geese and Swans) [481] 

   Anser sp. (Goose) [482] 

   Branta canadensis (Canada Goose) [483] 

  Family Anatidae, Subfamily Anatinae (Ducks) [490] 

   Aix sponsa (Wood Duck) [491] 

Anas sp., duck-sized (Marsh Ducks) [492] 

   Anas sp., teal-sized  [493] 

   Anas sp., size unknown  [494] 

   Aythya sp. (Diving Ducks) [495] 

   Bucephala albeola (Bufflehead) [496]  

   Mergus sp. (Mergansers) [497] 

Oxyura jamaicensis (Ruddy Duck) [498] 

     
 Order Galliformes (Fowl-like Birds) [500] 

  Family Odontophoridae 
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Colinus virginianus (Bobwhite) [501] 

Family Phasianidae, Subfamily Meleagrididae (Turkeys) 

   Meleagris gallopavo (Turkey) [502] 

Family Phasianidae, Subfamily Phasianinae 

   Gallus gallus (Domestic Chicken) [503] 

Family Phasianidae, Subfamily Tetraoninae 

   Bonasa umbellus (Ruffed Grouse) [504]    

    

 Order Gruiformes (Cranes and Rails) [510] 

  Family Rallidae (Rails, Gallinules, and Coots)  

   Fulica americana (American Coot) [511] 

   Gallinula chloropus (Common Gallinule) [512] 

Rallus elegans (King Rail) [513] 

 

 Order Columbiformes (Pigeons and Doves) [520] 

  Family Columbidae, Subfamily Columbinae  

   Columba livia (Rock Dove/Pigeon) [521] 

   Zenaida macroura (Mourning Dove) [522] 
  

 Order Cuculiformes [530] 

  Family Cuculidae, Subfamily Phaenicophaeinae 

   Coccyzus americanus (Yellow-billed Cuckoo) [531] 

   Coccyzus erythropthalmus (Black-billed Cuckoo) [532] 

 

Order Strigiformes (Owls) [540] 

  Family Strigidae, Subfamily Asioninae  

   Asio flammeus (Short-eared Owl) [541] 

   Asio otus (Long-eared Owl) [542] 

 Family Strigidae, Subfamily Striginae   

Bubo virginianus (Great Horned Owl) [543] 

Otus asio (Screech Owl) [544] 

   Strix varia (Barred Owl) [545] 

  Family Tytonidae  

   Tyto alba (Barn Owl) [546] 

  Family Caprimulgidae, Subfamily Caprimulginae  

   Caprimulgus vociferus (Whip-poor-will) [547] 

   Caprimulgus carolinensis (Chick-will’s-widow) [548] 

Family Caprimulgidae, Subfamily Chordeilinae  

   Chordeiles minor (Nighthawk) [549] 

    

 Order Piciformes (Woodpeckers and Allies) [550] 

  Family Picidae, Subfamily Picinae 

   Colaptes auratus (Common Flicker) [551] 

   Dryocopus pileatus (Pileated Woodpecker) [552] 

   Melanerpes carolinus (Red-bellied Woodpecker) [553] 

Melanerpes erythrocephalus (Red-headed Woodpecker) [554] 

Picoides pubescens (Downy Woodpecker) [555] 

Picoides villosus (Hairy Woodpecker) [556] 

   Sphyrapicus varius (Yellow-bellied Sapsucker) [557] 

 

 Order Apodiformes (Hummingbirds and Swifts) [560] 
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  Family Trochilidae, Subfamily Trochlinae (Hummingbirds) 

   Archilochus colubris (Ruby-throated Hummingbird) 
 

 Order Coraciiformes (Kingfishers and Allies) [570] 

  Family Alcedinidae, Subfamily Cerylinae 

   Megaceryle alcyon (Belted Kingfisher) 

  

 Order Passeriformes (Perching Birds) [580] 

  Family Corvidae (Ravens, Crows, Magpies, and Jays) [581] 

  Family Emberizidae (Sparrows, Buntings, and Finches) [582] 

Family Fringillidae (Finches and Grosbeaks) [583] 

  Family Icteridae (Blackbirds, Meadowlarks, and Orioles) [584] 

  Family Laniidae (Shrikes) [585] 

Family Mimidae (Mockingbirds and Thrashers) [586] 

Family Paridae (Chickadees and Titmice) [587] 

  Family Thraupidae (Tanagers) [588] 

Family Turdidae (Thrushes, Solitaires, and Bluebirds) [589] 

  Family Tyrannidae (Tyrant Flycatchers) [590] 

Family Bombycillidae 

   Bombycilla cedorum (Cedar Waxwing) [591] 

  

 

  

Class Mammalia (Mammals) 
 

 Class Mammalia, Order Unknown, Body Size Unknown [600]  

 Class Mammalia, Order Unknown, Small Mammal (e.g., “rodent and rabbit”) [601] 

 Class Mammalia, Order Unknown, Medium Mammal (e.g., “coyote”) [602] 

Class Mammalia, Order Unknown, Large Mammal (e.g., “artiodactyl”) [603]  

Class Mammalia, Small or Medium Mammal [604]  

Class Mammalia, Ungulate (Large Mammal), Body Size Unknown [605]  

Class Mammalia, Small Ungulate (e.g., deer/sheep/pig) [606]  

Class Mammalia, Large Ungulate (e.g., cow/horse) [607]  

 Class Mammalia, Order Unknown, Medium/Large Mammal [608] 

 

 Order Didelphimorphia (American Marsupials) 

  Family Didelphidae, Subfamily Didelphinae (American Opossum) 

   Didelphis marsupialis (Opossum) [610] 

 

Order Soricomorpha (Shrews and Moles) [611] 

 Family Soricidae, Subfamily Soricinae, Tribe Soricini (Shrews)  

   Sorex cinereus (Masked Shrew) [612] 

   Sorex fumeus (Smoky Shrew) [613] 

   Sorex hoyi (Pygmy Shrew) [614] 

   Sorex longirostris (Southeastern Shrew) [615] 

  Family Soricidae, Subfamily Soricinae, Tribe Blarinini 

   Blarina brevicauda (Short-tailed Shrew) [616] 

Cryptotis parva (Least Shrew) [617] 

  Family Talpidae, Subfamily Scalopinae, Tribe Condylurini (Moles) 

   Condylura cristata (Star-nosed Mole) [618] 

  Family Talpidae, Subfamily Scalopinae, Tribe Scalopini 
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Scalopus aquaticus (Eastern Mole) [619] 

 

Order Chiroptera (Bats)  

  Family Vespertilionidae (Plain-nosed Bats) [630] 

 

 Order Lagomorpha (Hares and Rabbits)  

  Family Leporidae (Hares and Rabbits) [631] 

   Lepus sp. (Hares and Jackrabbits) [632] 

Sylvilagus sp. (Cottontails) [633] 

   Sylvilagus floridanus (Eastern Cottontail) [634] 

       

 Order Rodentia (Rodents) [640] 

Family Castoridae (Beaver)  

 Castor canadensis (Beaver) [641] 

Family Dipodidae, Subfamily Zapodinae (Jumping Mice) 

   Zapus hudsonius (Meadow Jumping Mouse) [642]    

  Family Muridae, Subfamily Arvicolinae (Arvicoline Rodents) [650] 

   Clethrionomys gapperi (Boreal Redback Vole) [651] 

   Microtus pennsylvanicus (Meadow Vole) [652] 

   Microtus pinetorum (Pine Vole) [653] 

   Ondatra zibethica (Muskrat) [654] 

   Synaptomys cooperi (Southern Bog Lemming) [655] 

  Family Muridae, Subfamily Murinae (Old World Rats and Mice) [660] 

   Mus musculus (House Mouse) [661] 

   Rattus sp. (Norway/Black Rat) [662] 

  Family Muridae, Subfamily Sigmodontinae (New World Rats and Mice) [670] 

Oryzomys palustris (Rice Rat) [671] 

   Peromyscus sp. (White-footed Mice) [672]  

Reithrodontomys sp. (Harvest Mice) [673] 

  Family Sciuridae, Subfamily Pteromyinae 

   Glaucomys volans (Southern Flying Squirrel) [680] 

  Family Sciuridae, Subfamily Sciurinae (Squirrels)  

Marmota monax (Woodchuck) [681] 

Sciurus sp. (Squirrel) 

   Sciurus carolinensis (Eastern Gray Squirrel) [682] 

   Sciurus niger (Eastern Fox Squirrel) [683] 

   Tamias striatus (Eastern Chipmunk) [684] 

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus (Red Squirrel) [685] 

   

Order Carnivora (Carnivores) [690] 

Suborder Caniformia  

  Family Canidae (Coyotes, Dogs, Wolves, and Foxes) [691] 

   Canis sp. (Coyote/Domestic Dog/Wolf) [692] 

Canis latrans/Canis familiaris (Coyote/Domestic Dog) [693] 

Canis familiaris (Domestic Dog) [694] 

   Canis latrans (Coyote) [695] 

   Urocyon/Vulpes sp. (Generic “Fox”) [696] 

Urocyon cinereoargenteus (Gray Fox) [697] 

  Vulpes fulva (Red Fox) [698] 

Family Mephitidae (Skunks) [700] 

   Mephitis mephitis (Striped Skunk) [701] 
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   Spilogale putorius (Spotted Skunk) [702] 

Family Mustelidae, Subfamily Lutrinae (Otters)  

 Lutra canadensis (River Otter) [703] 

Family Mustelidae, Subfamily Mustelinae (Martens and Weasels) [704] 

   Mustela frenata (Longtail Weasel) [705] 

 Mustela vison (Mink) [706] 

Family Procyonidae (Raccoons and Allies)  

   Procyon lotor (Raccoon) [707] 

Suborder Feliformia  

 Family Felidae (Cats)   

   Felis catus (Domestic Cat) [710] 

 

 Order Artiodactyla (Even-toed Ungulates) [720] 

  Family Bovidae, Subfamily Bovinae  

   Bos taurus (Domestic Cattle) [730] 

  Family Bovidae, Subfamily Caprinae 

Caprinae (Sheep/Goat)  [740] 

   Capra hircus (Domestic Goat) [741]   

   Ovis aries (Domestic Sheep) [742] 

Family Cervidae, Subfamily Capreolinae (Deer)  

   Odocoileus virginianus (White-tailed Deer) [750] 

Family Suidae, Subfamily Suinae (Hogs) 

   Sus scrofa (Domestic Pig) [760] 

  

 Order Perissodactyla (Odd-toed Ungulates) 

  Family Equidae (Horses, Asses, Zebras) 

   Equus caballus (Horse) [770] 

 

 Order Primates  

  Family Hominidae (Human) 

   Homo sapiens (Human) [777]   

 

Class Unknown [900] 

 

Class Mammalia/Class Aves [901]  
 

Invertebrate [902] 

 

Non-faunal/inorganic [999] 
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MONTPELIER- 
Faunal Coding Key 
 

ELEMENT [ELEM]   

 

General elements:    

1= indeterminate bone  

2= flat bone  

3= long bone  

4= spongy bone 

5= misc. fish frag.  

6= eggshell  

7= shell 

 

Skull:  

10= cranium 

11= antler 

12= horn core 

15= mandible  

113= quadrate (also in fish) 

 

Neck: 

20= atlas 

21= axis 

22= cervical vertebra 

 

Axial Column: 

23= vertebra, type unknown 

24= thoracic   

25= lumbar  

26= sacrum/ synsacrum (birds)  

27= caudal  

28= urostyle (Anura)/ pygostyle (birds) 

29= rib  

30= costal cartilage  

31= sternum/ keel (birds)  

32= manubrium  

33= innominate 

34= branchiostegels 

35= pterygiophores 

36= terminal vertebra (fish 

37= complex (trunk) vertebra (fish) 

 

Front limb: 

40= scapula  

41= coracoid  

42= clavicle/ furculum (birds)  

43= humerus  

44= radius/ radioulna  

45= ulna  
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46= carpal (type unknown) 

47= radial (scaphoid) 

48= accessory (pisiform) 

49= intermediate (lunate)  

50= ulnar (cuneiform)  

51= 1
st
 carpal 

52= 2
nd

 carpal/ 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 carpal (magnum) 

53= 3
rd

 carpal 

54= 4
th
 carpal (unciform or hamate) 

55= metacarpal/ carpometacarpus (birds) 

56= phalanx- front 

57= digit (bird-record specific digit in Comments)  

58= pectoral spine (fish) 

 

Hind limb: 

60= femur  

 61= patella  

62= tibia/ tibiofibula/ tibiotarsus (birds) 

63= fibula (os malleolaire) 

66= tarsal (unknown type) 

67= calcaneum  

68= astragalus/talus  

69= 1
st
 tarsal (cuneiform)  

70= 2
nd

 tarsal/ tarsal 2 and 3 

71= 3
rd

 tarsal  

72= cuboid (4
th
 tarsal)/ cubonavicular 

73= navicular  

74= metatarsal/ tarsometatarsus (birds)  

75= phalanx- rear   

 

Teeth 

 7_ _ _deciduous tooth 

             100 from upper jaw 

             200 from lower jaw 

             300 dental position unknown (misc. tooth) 

             _10 incisor (type unknown) 

             _11 first incisor 

             _12 second incisor 

             _13 third incisor 

             _20 canine 

             _30 premolar (type unknown) 

             _31 first premolar 

             _32 second premolar 

             _33 third premolar 

             _34 fourth premolar 

             _40 molar (type unknown) 

             _41 first molar 

             _42 second molar 

             _43 third molar 

 _50 molar/premolar (cheek tooth)  
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Tortoise shell:   

80= carapace/plastron  

81= carapace 

82= plastron  

 

Feet: 

90= sesamoid 

91= metapodial 

92= podial 

93= first phalanx 

94= second phalanx 

95= third phalanx  

96= vestigial phalanx 

97= phalanx (type unknown) 

 

Fish: 

111= premaxilla  

112= maxilla  

113= quadrate (also in birds) 

114= basioccipital 

119= endocranium (neurocranium) 

120= endopterygoid 

121= angular 

122= articular 

123= dentary 

124= ectopterygoid 

125= supracleithrum 

126= metapterygoid 

127= vomer 

128= cleithrum 

129= postemporal 

130= pharyngeal arch 

131= basihyal 

133= ceratohyal 

134= epihyal 

135= hyomandibular 

138= interoperculum 

139= operculum 

140= suboperculum 

141= preoperculum 

144= urohyal 

145= lacrymal 

146= parasphenoid 

147= pterotic 

148= otolith 

149= scale 

 

SIDE [SIDE] 

0= unknown/not applicable  

1= left  

2= right 
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PORTION [PRTN] 
Horn/antler: 

1=rosette (base) 

2=pedicel-braincase 

3=shaft-rosette-pedicel-braincase 

4=tip/tine 

5=antler shed 

 

Cranium: 

10= frontal  

11= parietal  

12= squamosal  

13= auditory bulla 

14= petrous  

15= occipital (no condyle) 

16= occipital condyle 

17= nasal  

18= maxilla  

19= zygomatic (jugul-squamosal)  

20= palatine  

21= premaxilla  

22= basioccipital  

23= hyoid  

24= skull-medial  

25= skull w/o occipital  

26= skull-partial  

27= other cranial frag (note in comments) 

28= sphenoid 

29= tooth root 

 

Mandible: 

30= horizontal ramus 

31= ascending ramus 

32= condyloid process 

33= coronoid process 

34= “dip” b/w condyloid-coronoid 

35= diastema 

 

Vertebra: 

39= dens  

40= epiphysis 

41= centrum 

42= neural arch 

43= tranverse process 

44= dorsal spine 

45= half 

46= anterior-ventral articulation 

47= zygopophysis 

48= pre-zygopophysis (4848 both intact) 

49= post-zygopophysis (4949 both intact) 
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Innominate:  

50= ilium  

51= ischium  

52= acetabulum  

53= pubis  

 

Rib: 

80= head 

81= blade 

 

Limb bones: 

60= unknown  

61= proximal (ant) end 

62= distal end 

63= proximal < 1/2 

64= distal <1/2  

65= proximal 1/2 

66= distal 1/2 

67= proximal > 1/2 

68= distal > 1/2 

69= diaphysis 

70= proximal epiphysis  

71= distal epiphysis  

72= end  

73= shaft/blade (scapula) 

 

Long bone end portions 

100= medial distal epiphysis 

101= lateral distal epiphysis 

102= anterior distal epiphysis 

103= posterior distal epiphysis 

110= anterior proximal epiphysis 

111= posterior proximal epiphysis 

112= medial proximal epiphysis 

113= lateral proximal epiphysis 

 

Long bone shaft features 

900= with foramen  

991= with attachment scar (radius) 

994= anterior crest (tibia) 

995= muscle insertion scar 

996= posterior rugosities (tibia) 

997= interior diagonal lattice (humerus) 

998= anterior groove (metapodials) 

999= posterior groove (metapodials) 

 

Tortoise shell features: 

80= peripheral 

81= nuchal 

82= pygal 

83= costal 
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84= neural 

85= suprapygal 

86= hyoplastron 

87= hypoplastron 

88= xiphiplstron 

89= entoplastron 

90= epiplastron 

 

General Portions: 

91=nearly complete 

92=complete 

93=half 

94= less than half 

95= unknown/ fragment 

96= shaft with foramen  

 

FUSION/ AGE CRITERIA: 

0= not applicable/unknown 

1= unfused (epiphysis or diaphysis) 

2= partly fused 

3= nearly fused 

4= fully fused 

10= proximal/anterior fused, distal/posterior unfused 

20= distal/posterior fused, proximal/anterior unfused 

50= woven bone tissue (immature) 

81= probably fetal/neonate 

88= probably juvenile 

90= antler base shed 

91= antler base unshed 

 

BURNING [BURN] 

0= none  

1= burned 

2= calcined 

   

TOOL MARKS [MARKS] 

0= absent  

1= cut mark  

2= hack mark  

3= girdled incision  

4= saw mark   

5= percussion pit 

6= abrasion/grinding 

7= multiple types (explained in comments) 

 

GNAWING [GNAW] 

0= absent  

1= rodent gnawing  

2= carnivore gnawing   

 

COMMENTS [COMMENTS] 
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This is where you record any observations about the specimen for which there is no associated 

code.  

 

TOOL MARK TYPES: 

C= cutmark 

H= hack mark 

I= blunt impact with local crushing 

^= cone fracture 

HS= hand sawing 

Z= scrapes and scratches 

A= abrasion/grinding/polish 

G= girdled incision (groove and snap) 

E= excavation/lab damage 

D= drilled 

 
TOOL MARK ORIENTATION: 

T= transverse (perpendicular) to main axis 

L= longitudinal (parallel to main axis) 

D= diagonal (oblique) to main axis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


