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Online Resource 4
Mann-Whitney U test and Student’s t-test result graphs. Graphical representation of p values of the

Mann-Whitney U tests and of the Student’s t-tests, organised by element and species comparisons.

scapula, Mann—-Whitney U test
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Fig 1. Scapula: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.
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Fig 2. Humerus: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.
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Fig 3. Radius: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the Student’s
t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of each shape

index.



metacarpus, Mann—Whitney U test
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metacarpus, Student's t-test

p-values

NN SN N L @ K L oL N
Q\Q @Qb\ Q o\@ ') \\0 N\ %0\\ \%O
N
P
-@ Fallow deer vs Red deer -@- Fallow deer vs Roe deer - - Significance threshold

Fig 4. Metacarpus: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.



tibia, Mann—Whitney U test
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tibia, Student's t-test

T R e e e
0.04-

0.03-

p-values

0.02-

0.01-

0.00- 0///:\3 o & = o
S S > > ' .
X & & & < S N
S > o © N S 3
B2 & P 060 S S \\0
P
-@ Fallow deer vs Red deer -@- Fallow deer vs Roe deer - - Significance threshold

Fig 5. Tibia: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the Student’s t-
tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of each shape

index.



astragalus, Mann—Whitney U test
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astragalus, Student's t-test
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Fig 6. Astragalus: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.
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calcaneum, Student's t-test
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Fig 7. Calcaneum: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.
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metatarsus, Student's t-test
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Fig 8. Metatarsus: graphical representation of p values of the Mann-Whitney U tests and of the
Student’s t-tests comparing fallow deer and red deer values, and fallow deer and roe deer values of

each shape index.



