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Eleven sherds of possihl~ Frankish pottery were submitted for 
i 

exam ina tion in thin section unner the }letrolonical microscopt,. The 

ohject of the ~nalysis was to sec if tho petrological method could 

indicate likely source areas as revealed l,y the mineralogical 

inclusions present in the clay paste of the pots. In the event, the 

results were disappointing in that without exception all the sample 

sherns contained little else except such common minerals as quart? 

and mice, together with the ond }liece of flint or chert. Due to the 

ubi~uity of thes~ incll\sion9 in pottory, it is not possible to he 

specific ahout geological origins on thi'! information alone. Heavy 

mificral separation was not attempted a'! the pottery in all cases 

wes either too small or too vall\ahle to provide the comparatively 

large sample required for this technique. 

Texturally, there would appear to he considerable variety 

amoungst ~he above samples, sl\ggesting that several different 

clay sources were used, and iMplying that those vessels were 

made in eeveral different loc~tions and are unlikely to be the 

producte from a single procluction centre. However, a note of 

caution should be introduced in relying too heavily on a classification 

based on textural analysis alone (see for example Bishop,1979). 
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