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HUSBANDRY AND HUNTING IN THE NEOLITHIC
OF CENTRAL GERMANY

Hans-Jiirgen DOHLE*

Summary

During the last three decades, a num-
ber of faunal assemblages from Neolith-
ic sites in Central Germany was studied.
Most of the bone material excavated and
studied here belongs to the Band-
keramik (Bandceramic culture, early
Neolithic), the Trichterbecherkultur
(Funnel Beaker culture, middle Neolith-
ic), and the Schnurkeramik (Corded
Ware culture, late Neolithic). At all set-
tlement sites, bones of domestic animals
dominated over wild ones, amounting to
more than 90% (based on the number of
bones of mammals only). It can be con-
cluded from these results that meat
requirements could be covered by
domestic animals, particularly cattle,
throughout the whole Neolithic, as far
as animal bones give evidence at all.
The consistently low proportion of wild
animals bones during the whole Neolith-
ic in Central Germany is, at the very
least, remarkable. This is in sharp con-
trast to other regions (and other
Neolithic cultures) in Central Europe,
such as Southern Germany where, as a
rule, wild mammals bones comprise
over 20%. It seems that the relative pro-
portion of domestic and wild animals
depends more on ecogeographic factors
than on a certain Neolithic culture.
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Résumé
Elevage et chasse dans le Néolithique
d’Allemagne centrale.

De nombreux assemblages fauniques
de sites néolithiques d’Allemagne centra-
le ont été étudiés ces trente derniéres
années. La plus grande partie du matériel
osseux exhumé et étudié ici appartient a
la culture rubannée (Bandkeramik, Néo-
lithique ancien), a la culture des gobelets
en entonnoir (Trichterbecherkultur, Néo-
lithique moyen) et a la culture de la céra-
mique cordée (Schnurkeramik, Néoli-
thique final). Dans tous les sites, les
restes d’animaux domestiques dominent
par rapport a ceux des animaux sauvages
(plus de 90 %, d’aprés les nombres de
restes de mammiféres). On peut conclure
d’apres ces résultats obtenus par les
restes animaux que les besoins en nourri-
ture carnée pouvaient étre satisfaits par
les animaux domestiques, en particulier
les bovins, durant tout le Néolithique. La
représentation toujours faible des ani-
maux sauvages pendant tout le Néoli-
thique d’Allemagne centrale est remar-
quable. C’est contraire a ce qui est
observé dans d’autres régions (et
d’autres cultures néolithiques) d’Europe
centrale, comme en Allemagne du Sud ou
le nombre de restes d’animaux sauvages
atteint plus de 20 %, en régle générale. I
semble que la proportion entre animaux
domestiques et sauvages dépende davan-
tage de facteurs écogéographiques que
culturels.

Zusammenfassung

Haustierhaltung und Jagd im Neolithi-
kum Mitteldeutschlands.

Wihrend der letzten drei Jahrzehnte
sind in Mitteldeutschland zahlreiche
Faunenspektren aus neolithischen Sied-
lungen untersucht worden. Die meisten
Knochenmaterialien, die hier erortert
werden, gehoren zur Linearbandkeramik
(Friihneolithikum), zur Trichterbecher-
kultur (Mittelneolithikum) und zur
Schnurkeramik (Spdtneolithikum). In
allen Siedlungen iiberwiegen die Haus-
tiere gegeniiber den Wildtieren mit Wer-
ten von iiber 90 % (nach der Anzahl der
Sdugetierknochen). Hieraus kann
geschlossen werden, daf3 der Fleischbe-
darf wihrend des gesamten Neolithi-
kums durch die Haustiere, iiberwiegend
Rind, abgedeckt werden konnte. Beson-
ders bemerkenswert ist der konstant
niedrige Anteil an Wildtieren in Mittel-
deutschland. Diese Beobachtung steht
im Gegensatz zu anderen Regionen und
neolithischen Kulturen in Mitteleuropa.
So betrdgt der Wildtieranteil in Siid-
deutschland in der Regel iiber 20 %.
Wie es scheint, hingt das Haustier:
Wildtier-Verhdltnis eher von okogeogra-
phischen Faktoren als von einzelnen
neolithischen Kulturen ab.

Key Words

Husbandry, Hunting, Neolithic,
Central Germany, Southern Germany.

Mots clés

Elevage, Chasse, Néolithique,
Allemagne centrale, Allemagne du Sud.

Schliisselworte

Tierhaltung, Jagd, Neolithikum,
Mitteldeutschland, Siiddeutschland.

* Landesamt fiir archdologische Denkmalpflege Sachsen-Anhalt, Richard-Wagner-Str. 9 - 10, D - 06114 Halle (Saale), Germany.

ANTHROPOZOOLOGICA. 1997 N° 25 26



442

Animal keeping is an essential feature of the Neolithic.
The analysis of animal bone assemblages from settlements
provides basic information concerning the subsistence
economy of Neolithic communities, such as meat supply.
In general, it is supposed that the ratio of domestic and
wild animals in bone assemblages may reflect the impor-
tance of butchered domestic and hunted wild animals for
man’s food. All percentages given in the following are
based on the number of mammal bones, except all pieces
which could belong to throwned antler. All findings con-
cerning bone material from Central Germany are discussed
in close connection with assemblages from other Neolithic
sites in Germany.

The appearance of the Linearbandkeramik (LBK) in
Central Germany marks the beginning of the Neolithic in
this region. There is no doubt that this culture originating
in Transdanubia was fully expressed and that all domestic
animals were introduced. With the exception of sheep and
goat, all species occurred also in their wild form in Central
Germany. Osteometric analysis of bones from cattle and
pig suggest that urus and wild pig were additionally
domesticated in Central Germany. However, there is no
proof that could remove the last doubt, indeed.

The Early Neolithic subsistence economy of the LBK
being based upon husbandry suddenly appeared in Central
Germany. There were neither transition forms nor “missing
links” between hunting and collecting of the Mesolithic
and the food producing economy of the Neolithic. The
structure of the animal bone assemblages, at least the ratio
of domestic and wild animals, remained rather the same
throughout the whole LBK. Thus, the wild ratio was 5.8%
in early LBK times decreasing slightly to 4.5% in late
LBK. However, the difference is not significant.
Mentioned by the way, during the Alsatian LBK the situa-
tion was quite similar. The bone material studied from
Polish LBK sites yielded the same low share of wild ani-
mals (fig. 1).

How is the situation during the Middle Neolithic in
Central Germany? Almost all settlement sites from which
material was available for this purpose are attributed to the
“Bernburg Group” of the Trichterbecherkultur (TBK,
Funnel Beaker culture). In each of the five settlements the
percentage of wild animals amounts to less than 10%.
Again the ratio in Polish as well as in Bohemian TBK sites
agrees with that in Central German sites of this culture
(fig. 2).

Only two Late Neolithic sites in Central Germany
yielded material that can be included in this study. One site
(Magdeburg) is attributed to the “Schonfeld Group”, the
other (Bottendorf) to the Schnurkeramik (Corded Ware
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Fig. 1: Ratio of domestic and wild mammals of Central
German (1 - 4) and Polish (5 - 6: Oder outfall, 7 - 8:
Kujawy) LBK sites. 1 - Central Germany older LBK, 2 -
Central Germany younger LBK (Miiller, 1964a), 3 -
Eilsleben oldest LBK, 4 - Eilsleben youngest LBK
(Déhle, 1994), 5 - Zalecino, 6 - Zukéw (Sobocifiski,
1984), 7 - Kujawy (Sobocinski, 1985), 8 - Brzesé
Kujawski (Bogucki, 1984).
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Fig. 2: Ratio of domestic and wild mammals of Central
German (1 - 5), Bohemian (6), and Polish (7 - 12) TBK
sites and from two Late Neolithic settlements in Central
Germany (13 - 14). 1 - Runstedt (Enderle, 1977), 2 -
Quenstedt (Miiller, 1985), 3 - GroBobringen (Barthel,
1985), 4 - Halle-Heide (Miiller, 1978), 5 - Derenburg
(Miiller, 1964b), 6 - Makottasy (Clason, 1985), 7 -
Mrowino (Schramm, 1987), 8 - Strachéw (Molenda,
1986), 9 - Brachnéwek (Makowiecki, 1985a), 10 -
Krusza Podlotowa (Makowiecki, 1989), 11 -
Lagiewniki (Sobocirski, 1981), 12 - Podgaj
(Makowiecki, 1985b), 13 - Magdeburg-Neue Neustadt
(Teichert, 1976), 14 - Bottendorf (Clason, 1971).
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Fig. 3: Ratio of domestic and wild mammals (in %) of LBK sites summarized to the following regions: 1 - Central Germany (Miiller,
1964a; Dohle, 1994), 2 - Oder outfall (Sobociriski, 1984), 3 - Kujawy (Bogucki, 1984; Sobociriski, 1985), 4 - Transdanubia
(Ambros, 1992; Bokonyi, 1959, 1974), 5 - Lower Austria (Pucher, 1987; Wolff, 1980), 6 - Bohemia (Peske, 1989), 7 - Lower
Bavaria (Boessneck, 1958; Clason, 1977; Ziegler, 1989), 8 - Southwestern Germany (Kokabi, 1988, in prep.; Stork, 1993), 9 -
Alsatia (Arbogast, 1990; Poulain, 1984), 10 - Paris Basin (Poplin, 1975; Arbogast, 1990, 1991). Drawn by M. Wiegmann.
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Fig. 4: Ratio of domestic and wild
mammals of Neolithic sites in
Baden-Wiirttemberg representing the
following cultural groups: LBK (1 -
3), Hinkelstein (4), Grof3gartach (5),
Pfyn/Altheim (6 - 9), Michelsberg
(10), Schussenried (11 - 13). 1 -
Ammerbuch (Stork, 1993), 2 - Hilzin-
gen (Kokabi, 1988, in prep.), 3 -
Singen (Kokabi, 1988), 4 /5 - Kraich-
tal-Gochsheim (Boessneck, 1982), 6 -
Hornstaad-Hornle 1 (Kokabi, 1985),
7 - Odenahlen (Kokabi, 1988), 8 -
Wangen-Hinterhorn (Kokabi, 1987),
9 - Reute-Schorrenried (Kokabi,
1988), 10 - Heilbronn- Neckargartach
(Beyer, 1972), 11 - Ehrenstein

(Scheck, 1977), 12 - Eberdingen-
Hochdorf (Makowicz-Poliszot, 1988),
13 - Ludwigsburg (Nobis, 1977).
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culture). As far as can be estimated from these scarce
results the share of wild animal bones is lower than 5% in
both of them (fig. 2).

Summarizing these findings it becomes evident that
bones of domestic animals clearly prevail to those of wild
animals amounting to more than 90% throughout the whole
Neolithic in Central Germany. Thus, it is supposed that
meat requirements were covered by domestic animals.
Indeed, the analysis of LBK and TBK assemblages from
Polish and Bohemian settlements yielded quite similar
results.

With regard to a culture of a wide spread such as LBK
it is necessary to assess the ratio domestic to wild in each
region. The percentages from all settlements available are
shown in fig. 3, summarized to regions. Besides the regions
mentioned above also in Bohemia, Transdanubia, Alsatia,
and probably in Lower Austria as well as in the Paris
Basin, the share of wild animals amounts to only 10% at
most. Exclusively in Southern Germany the percentage of
wild animal bones reaches considerably higher values. In
Southwestern Germany the mean taken from three settle-
ments is 38.8%, and in Lower Bavaria 43.7%, respectively.
In detail, the percentages vary between about 20 and 60%
(fig. 4 and 5). Indeed, the range is rather high. However,
the share of wild animals in post-LBK Neolithic settle-
ments of Southern Germany tends to be as high as in LBK
sites of this region (fig. 4 and 5). The term “high” how
used here implies values more than 20% being clearly

separated from those mentioned above. In all it becomes
evident that in Central German settlements the share of
wild animals in no case amounts to more than 10%, where-
as in Southern Germany at nearly all sites the values go
beyond 20%.

When we compare the ratio of domestic and wild ani-
mals in Central German assemblages with those in Southern
Germany another phenomenon becomes obvious. It seems
that a high share of wild animals, such as more than 20%,
corresponds with a relatively high percentage of domestic
pig. In the Neolithic of Central Germany with constantly low
share of wild animals, cattle is the most frequent domestic
animal with an overwhelming dominance on the base of the
number of bones. As could be shown the percentage of wild
animals in no case exceeds 10% (fig. 6 and 7).

The differences in the ratio of domestic and wild ani-
mals as well as in the percentages of domestic animal
species between Neolithic settlements in Central and
Southern Germany appear to be independent of a certain
culture. It seems that at least the ratio of domestic and wild
animals more depends on ecogeographic factors than on a
Neolithic culture. However, the spread of a given culture
also depends on certain natural conditions, such as soil, cli-
mate, and vegetation. Taking this into account, a connection
between the ratio domestic - wild and a certain culture may
appear, actually. Unfortunately it is not possible to clarify
the role which a single natural factor could have played for
the subsistence economy of Neolithic communities.
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Fig. 5: Ratio of domestic and wild mam-
mals of Neolithic sites in Bavaria repre-
senting the following cultural groups:
LBK (1-3), Oberlauterbach (3-7),
Bischheim (8), Altheim (9-13), Polling
(14), Cham (15-17). 1 - Hienheim
(Clason, 1977), 2 - Straubing-
Lerchenhaid (Ziegler, 1989), 3 -
Regensburg-Piirkelgut (Boessneck,
1958), 4 - Regensburg- Bajuwaren-
kaserne (Brink, 1990), 5 - Regensburg-
Kumpfmiihl (Boessneck, 1958), 6 -
Kiinzing- Unternberg (Ott-Luy, 1988),
7 - Ergolding- Hascherkeller (von den
Driesch, in press), 8 - Schernau (Nobis,
1981), 9 - Ergolding- Fischergasse
(Neumann, 1990), 10 - Mintraching
(Boessneck and Schiffer, 1985), 11 -
Altheim (Boessneck, 1956), 12 -
Altenerding (Boessneck, 1956), 13/15 -

14 15 16 17

Altheim

ol vild

LBK LBK/Oberl  Oberlaut

= domestic
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Kopfham-Galgenberg (Glass, 1989), 14 -
Polling (Blome, 1968), 16 - Riekofen
(Busch, 1985), 17 - Griesstetten (Konig,
1993).

Polling Cham

ANTHROPOZOOLOGICA, 1997, N° 25, 26



Section 1V: Postpalaeolithic Europe |

50

()
U

a [ domestic Wl wild

b [ cattle [ sheep/goat HE pig

Fig. 6: Ratio of domestic and wild mammals (a) and relative frequencies of the main domestic species (b) of LBK-sites in
Central Germany (1 - 2), Southwestern Germany (3 - 4), and Bavaria (5 - 7). 1 - Central Germany, 2 - Eilsleben, 3 - Ammer-
buch, 4 - Hilzingen, 5 - Regensburg-Piirkelgut, 6 - Hienheim, 7 - Straubing-Lerchenhaid. For references see fig. 1 (for 1 - 2),
4 (for3-4),5 (for5-7).
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Fig. 7: Ratio of domestic and wild mammals (a) and relative frequencies of the main domestic species (b) of postband-
ceramic Neolithic sites in Central Germany (1 - Runstedt, 2 - Quenstedt, 3 - GroBobringen, 4 - Halle-Heide,
5 - Derenburg), Southwestern Germany (6 - Heilbronn-Neckargartach, 7 - Ehrenstein, 8 - Eberdingen- Hochdorf), and
Bavaria (9 - Regensburg-Bajuwarenkaserne, 10 - Kiinzing-Unternberg, 11 - Ergolding-Hascherkeller, 12 - Ergolding-
Fischergasse, 13 - Polling, 14 - Riekofen, 15 - Griesstetten). For references and cultural groups see fig. 2 (for 1 - 5),

4 (for 6 - 8), 5 (for 9 - 15).

Moreover it has to be taken into account that the pro-
cess of neolithization took different ways in different
regions. The favourable soil conditions in Central
Germany, Bohemia, and Kujawy enabled a rapid or even
sudden neolithization of these regions. In other regions,
such as certain parts of Southern Germany and particularly
Northern Germany, the natural conditions do not appear to
have been as favourable to enable an expansive husbandry.
The composition of bone assemblages from Neolithic sites
in Northern Germany provides some evidence that hunting
played a vital role in the whole Neolithic (fig. 8).

Summarizing the comparing considerations on the
structure of Neolithic animal bone assemblages from sites
in Central Germany and other regions, the following can be
concluded:

1. The neolithization in Central Germany was a rather fast
process. The first farmers attributed to the LBK intro-
duced all domestic animals in an advanced stage of
domestication.

2. The meat requirement of farmer communities of
Central Germany was covered by domestic animals
throughout the whole Neolithic. Cattle was the most
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% Fig. 8: Ratio of domestic and wild mam-

] 1 2 3 4 5 6 789 10 111213 14 15 16 17 mals of (Mesolithic and) Neolithic sites in
i Northern Germany representing the fol-

lowing cultural groups or times: Ertebélle
(1 - 2), Ellerbek (3), LBK (4), Rossen (5 -
6), TBK - Early Neolithic (7 - 10), TBK -
Middle Neolithic (11 - 13), Middle/Late
Neolithic (14), Late Neolithic (15 - 17).
1 - Lietzow-Buddelin, 2 - Ralswiek-
Augustenhof (Teichert, 1989), 3 -
0 Rosenhof (Nobis, 1975), 4 - Zollchow
(HeuBner, 1989), 5 - Flemsdorf (Teichert,
1974), 6/7 - Hiide I (Hiibner et al., 1988),
8 - Bistoft (Johansson, 1979), 9 -
Siggeneben-Siid (Nobis, 1983), 10 -
Fuchsberg-Siidensee (Nobis, 1962), 11 -
Glasow (Gehl, 1980), 12 - Neukirchen-
Bostholm (Reichstein, 1985), 13 - Siissau
(Nobis, 1971), 14 - Parchim-Loddigsee
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1975).

important animal for meat supply. Hunting was not 4. From analysis of bone assemblages from different

important. These results agree with those from other regions and Neolithic times it is tempting to conclude
Early and Middle Neolithic sites on loess soil, such as that neolithization was a diverse process in terms of
in Bohemia, Kujawy, and Alsatia. Contrary to this, a location and speed.

different type of subsistence economy predominated

in Southern and Northern Germany. Here, hunting Acknowledgements
played a more important role, whatever the reason I am indebted to R.-M. Arbogast (Compiegne), A. von
may had been. den Driesch (Miinchen), C. Ambros (Nitra), and M. Kokabi

3. The composition of Neolithic animal bone assemblages (Gaienhofen-Hemmenhofen) for providing unpublished
appears to depend more on ecogeographic conditions data. B. Schobert and D. Balschun were kind enough to
than on a certain culture or time. revise the English.
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