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INTRODUCTION 
The field survey described in this and earlier reports (Schofield 1988; Schofield 

and Webster 1989) was planned as a research exercise into the formation and 
appearance of artefact distributions and those aspects of human behaviour responsible 
for them . As was stressed in the previous report (Schofield and Webster 1989,34), 
islands provide an ideal context within which to pursue such investigations, whi le 
archaeologica l knowledge based on previous research (eg. Gardner 1957), made the area 
south of Quarter Wall a suitable field laboratory. The methods adopted were designed 
to be largely non-destructive (in terms of both artefact removal and disturbance to 
buried features), to concentrate in areas of previous cultivation, and to produce enough 
of a return to allow detailed analysis both of individual items and the patterns in which 
they occurred. 

Work in 1989 produced evidence for numerous artefact concentrations in the areas 
of Airfield and the Lighthouse Field. These varied in sca le and date, and were 
considered to represent areas of human behaviour datmg from the Mesolithic to the 
post-medieval period . Although some attempt at interpretation was made on the basis 
of extensive survey, furthe r work was required before more detailed observations could 
be made regarding, for example, the extent of the concentrations, whether specific areas 
of act ivity occurred within them and how they could be interpreted in terms of human 
behaviour (for examples of recent applications of this approach cf. papers in Hietala 
1984). Specifically the aims of the 1990 season were: 

A To invest igate further the flint concentration located around TP94 and suggested as 
being of Bronze Age date. Specifically the quest ions for which answers were sought 
were: I) Is the concentration as tightly defined as results from 1989 suggested 
(Scholie ld and Webster 1989,38)? 2) Are activity areas identifiable within it? 3) Does 
the entire concentration date to the same period or are areas within it of earlier and/or 
later date? 4) What aspect of human behaviour does the concentration represent? 

B To invest igate further the post-medieval pottery concentration located around TPs 
11 8 and 119 and interpreted as the possib le remains of a settlement . Specifically: I) 
Docs this concentration represent se ttlement ev idence or something more connected 
with ag ricultural usc, for example a field dump for manure? 2) Are any patterns, 
perhaps representing discard events or the distinction between storage and use, visible 
within the concentration' 3) Is it all of one date or docs evidence suggest long-term 
usc? 

Within these primary aims, and wi thin the methodology adopted for this stage of 
the enquiry (below), it became possible to integrate into the research design numerous 
additional questions and problem areas. These related mostly to small artefact 
concentrations occurring within those already earmarked for investigation. For 
example the pottery concentration conlincd to TP97 and thought to represent a single 
vesse l, could be further studied, as cou ld locali sed lli}lt concentrations such as that 
around TP I 02. By studying artefact concentrations at this scale, it may be possible to 
gain some insight into the quality of information discrete locations (from extensive 
survey) might produce, as well as determining the extent to which an extensive survey 
might be expected to reveal such places within a wider area. 
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The methodology adopted was based largely on the experience of work in previous 
years and comprised test-pit excavations at lOrn intervals traversing what appeared .the 
centres of artefact concentrations. It was also decided, based on problems of inter­
pretation encountered using this method alone, to conduct test-pit excavations at 25m 
intervals in the spaces between the extensive 50m grid (figs I and 2). This would allow a 
more accurate picture to be drawn of individual concentrations and would mean relying 
less on speculation in areas devoid of collection units. A further stage was to conduct 
geophysical survey in a number of areas including those of artefact concentrations 
previously described. This work was conducted in February 1991 and a report will 
appear in the next Amzual Repor/ of 1he L111zdv Field Socie1y. 
RESULTS 

a LITHICS 
From the 106 test-pits excavated in 1990, a total of 171 chipped stone artefacts we re 

recovered of which 95.3')\, were flint derived from beach pebbles and 4. 7% comprised 
other raw materials including quartz. Of that total most of the artefacts occur within one 
of four concentrations, three of which occur in the north of Airfield and one in the area 
central to Airfield, investigated primarily for its pottery concentration. The results of 
these will be considered, looking at both the intensity of artefacts and the range of 
materials recovered. A subsequent section will attempt to summarise how these results 
fit into those emerging from the survey as a whole. 

The concentration around TP94 appeared clearly defined after the extensive 
survey of 1989 though with a (possible associated) extension southwards in TP 102. 
From an intensive survey comprising seventy-three test-pits (fig. 2a), the 11int 
concentration ofTPs 94 and 102 became both more clearly defined and extensive; they 
are also, to some extent, exclusive (figs 3a and b). Flint from the concentration around 
TP94 (70m N-S by 50m E-W) was crudely struck, a point reflected in the variable size 
of tertiary 11akes recovered from the concentration (fig. 4a) and in the large size of 
primary and secondary flakes. Such evidence is generally considered an indication of 
Bronze Age technology (Ford e/ a/ 1984), a point supported by the recove ry of Bronze 
Age pottery from collection units in the area. T hat the concentration represents 
industrial rather than domestic activity is suggested by the percentage of bashed lumps 
(3%), cores (5%) and hammerstones (3%) in addition to the low percentage of retouched 
artefacts (Table I ). Evidence therefore represents a stage of primary reduction, 
removing outer flakes, sorting out the ' rejects' and preparing manageable lumps for 
carriage elsewhere. This is a procedure well documented in the ethnographic and 
archaeological literature (eg. Gould 1980), the distinction being drawn between the 
initial task of locating the raw material (in this case pebbles from beaches on the west 
side of the island (Schofield and Webster 1989,42), primary reduction (knocking the 
flint into a shape that can be easily handled, transported and exchanged), and 
preparation and tool manufacture , tasks usually conducted within the sett lement 
(Schofield 1986). Habitation during the Bronze Age appears to have been widely 
scattered across the island with a concentration surviving at the north end (Claris and 
Thackray, this volume). It is therefore tempting to suggest analogy between the 
evidence from Lundy and the situation presented by Crace ( 1988) whose nove l, 
describing the transition between late Neolithic/early Bronze Age society, suggested a 
system of centralised acquisition and core-reduction prior to distributing prepared flint 
within the community as a whole. 

The concentration from the area aroung TP I 02 is smaller both in size (75m E-W by 
40m N -S) and the quantity of artefacts recovered while the size of tertiary flakes appears 
smaller and more consistent than that in TP94 (fig. 4b). Other factors , however, suggest 
that both concentrations are parts of a wider activity area. The type of flint is consistent 
(fig. 5), the proportions of waste material are similar (Table I ) as is the degree of 
patination, a factor commonly associated with the length of time flint artefacts spend 
within the soil and local micromorphological conditions. It would appear, therefore, 
that both concentrations were exploiting the same types of flint while both the 
chronology and type of behaviour were comparable. Flint artefacts would have been 
essential to Bronze Age communities on the island and supply had to be organised and 
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Figure 1: The location of areas for intensive survey in the 1990 season (collection units 
are drawn at 4x their actual size). 
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Figure 2: Test-pit locations within the two sample areas; collection units arc spaced at 
10m and 25m intervals. For location of areas, see fig. l. 
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Figure 3: The distribution of flint artefacts in the area at the north end of Airfield. 
(A in fig. 2) A: all flint after extensive survey (contour interval= 2) . B: all flint after both 
extensive and intensive survey (contour interva l= 2). C: tertiary waste (contour interval 
= 1). D: primary waste (contour interval= 1). E: cores (contour interval= 1). 
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Figure 4: Flake size distributions. Each graph includes only tertiary flakes, expressed as 
length (mm) on the X axis and breadth (mm) on theY axis. The upper endpoint is 60mm; 
the right endpoint l OOmm. Individual graphs represent the concentrations from around 
TPs94 (A), 102 (B), 120 (C), and 96 (D). 

structured to minimise the risk of failure, especially as the raw material was only 
available for short periods of time (Schofield and Webster 1989,42) . The flint 
concentrations around TPs 94 and l 02 are considered to represent a part of that system, 
the area having functioned as a primary reduction site prior to flint being distributed 
among communities across the island. 

One of the lessons of the 1989 survey and a cautionary tale for future work of this 
kind, was the limitation of both the extensive survey and the transect method of 
intensive investigation adopted in previous years in defining certain types of artefact 
distribution. It was felt after the 1989 season, for example, that localised and small 
scatters could easily be missed with the methodology adopted. A further intermediate 
stage was therefore introduced in 1990 which involved inserting test-pits at the 25m 
intervals between those on the 50m grid (fig . 2). By this method a further lithic 
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Table 1: Lithic attributes within flint concentrations 

Assemblage composition (%) Retouch (%) 

TOTAL primary secondary tertiary cores hammer- bashed 

TP FLI NT waste waste waste stones lumps 

19 76 19 29 52 4 

26 13 38 15 47 15 

94 99 18 30 41 5 3 3 1 

96 35 14 40 40 3 3 3 

102 24 21 29 42 4 4 4 

120 17 12 35 53 

135 12 17 25 58 25 

concentration was located around the area of TP96 despite no lithics having come from 
surroundings TPs in 1989 (figs 3a and b). The concentration numbered thirty-five 
artefacts from five collection units while the size of the concentration (50m E-W by 50m 
N-S) can only be estimated as it occurred on the edge of the survey area. In terms of 
composition, the concentration contained no hammers tones and a low overall figure for 
primary waste material. It is of interest to note, however, a clear spatial distinction 
between tertiary and primary waste within the concentration (figs 3c and d ) while the 
occurrence of cores and bashed lumps affords comparison between this and concen­
trations from around TPs 94 and 102. A further point is that these concentrations, 
occurring at the north end of Airfield, are the only ones to contain cores, hammers tones 
and bashed lumps and all occur within 200m of each other. There are, however, 
distinctions. Patination varies between the areas (Table 2), the heavily patina ted pieces 
being less frequent here than in the area around TPs 94 and 102. In addition, the size of 
tertiary flakes, though similar to those from TP I 02 are consistently smaller than those 
from TP94 (fig. 4d). 

Table 2: Breakage and patination within flint concentrations 

Breakage Patination (%) 

total broken %of broken heavy light none 

TP flakes flakes flakes 

19 73 29 39.7 38 25 37 

26 13 7 53.8 54 15 31 

94 87 24 27.6 46 16 38 

96 33 3 0.1 20 37 43 

102 22 9 40.9 46 21 33 

120 16 3 18.8 0 41 59 

135 12 2 16.7 25 33 42 
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FLI NT TYPE: 

1 yellow, coa~se g~ained 

2 yellow, f ine-g~ained 

3 orange/red, coar se-grained 
4 orange/red , fine-grained 
5 light g~ey , coa~se-g~ained 

6 l ight g~ey, fine-g~ained 
7 green/brown , coarse-grained 
8 green/brown , fine-grained 
9 dark grey , coarse-gra ined 
10 da~k g~ey, fine-g~ained 

Figure 5: Nature of raw material within the various lithic concentrations. 
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Figure 6: Results of X-ray flourescence spectrometry on (A) the rock crystal artefact 
and (B) a glass flake, both from TP120. Si = Silicon; Ca =Calcium. 
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Figure 7: Artefact distributions from the area central to Airfield (B in fig. 2). 
A: North Devon pottery (abric from extensfve survey (contour interval = 5). B: North 
Devon pottery from extensive and intensive survey (contour interval= 5). C: 11int from 
extensive and intensive survey (contour interval= 1). 
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The significant point here and one which clearly draws the distinction between 
these concentrations is the blank area which occurs between them. Despite collection 
units at I Om intervals, a space of at least 60m exists between the concentrations from 
which few artefacts were recovered. Similarities in assemblage composition, however, 
suggest that both areas were used for the same purpose, possibly by different groups at 
the same time or depending on weather conditions, preferring the relative shelter of the 
area east of Airfield during strong westerly winds. One factor argues against this, 
however, and in favour of a chronological distinction: finds from the latter 
concentration appear distinctly Mesolithic in character, including a blade core and, 
from TP2 1 0, a retouched blade manufacturered from pure (ie. water-clear) rock crystal. 
This is believed to be a first for the south of England and demonstrates the range of raw 
materials available on the island and the necessity /desire to exploit them. Quartz occurs 
on the island and, in the cavities of mineral veins, it appears as clear transparent prisms 
(Holmes 1978,46). Rock crystal from such sources has often been recovered from 
rabbit burrows on the island but generally these have a milky appearance, in contrast to 
the pure transluscence of the blade. A further artefact, identical in texture and trans­
luscence, was also recovered from the same test-pit and both were believed initially to be 
either glass or rock crystal (or a hoax! ). Both artefacts were submitted to the Ancient 
Monuments Laboratory of English Heritage for analysis using X-ray flourescence 
spectrometry, a physical method of analys is which determines the chemical 
composition of substances. The results are shown in fig. 6 and demonstrated that the 
worked blade was rock crystal (the high silica content being characteristic of quartz) 
while the second piece was glass, c.omprising more calcium and little silica. For 
comparison the same method was used on a modern glass beaker. The result showed 
analogy with the latter rather than the former. 

The fourth concentration of lithics to emerge from the 1990 season occurred in the 
area around TP 120 (fig . 7c). This again appears as a localised concentration (50m N-S 
by 30m E-W ) comprising seventeen artefacts. Much of this is tertiary material of similar 
size (fig. 4c) and none of the collection appears heavily patinated. One point of interest is 
the range of flint-types exploited. For the concentrations considered previously and 
those resulting from the 1990 season, all comprised a predominance of high quality fine­
grained light-grey !lint. The collection from around TP 120, however, also contained 
equal proportions of fine-grained ye llow and green-brown !lint as well as a coarse grey 
material. This is more in line with the other low density concentrations (eg. TP26 and 
TP 135) than the higher density examples considered above. There is thus a negative 
correlation between density and range offlint-types, suggesting perhaps the role of high 
density scatters in performing a specific function and meeting the requirements of a 
community demanding quality !lint for survival. The low density concentrations 
suggest a more ad hoc approach, characteristic perhaps of a community only on the 
island for a short time and more familiar with the intricacies of lithic technology. 

Table 3: Variations in composition of lithic collections from concentrations and 
background scatter. 

cores 

hammerstones 

retouch 

Number of occurrences (%) within: 

Concentrations 
(n=276) 

2.5 

1.1 

4.0 
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Background 
(n=74) 

12.2 

6.8 

14.9 
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In summary, it is suggested that the larger concentrations represent industrial 
areas used in the Bronze Age as part of an organised approach to the supply of lithics 
among communities on the island. The smaller concentrations comprising a wider 
range of !lint types, however, appear to suggest a less rigorous approach to lithic 
technology while at the same time maintaining the stylistic requirements of a society 
geared to hunting and foraging within a coastal environment. This corresponds with 
results from previous years. The concentrations from around TPs 26 and 135, for 
example, contained a relati vely low density and overall quantity of artefacts, the size of 
tertiary !lakes was consistently small (figs 8b and c) while the range of raw materials was 
wider than that occurring elsewhere. It is interesting, however, to note the high 
percentage of retouched artefacts occurring in the areas around TP26 and 135 and the 
distinction between composition in concentrations and background scatter (Table 3). 

B 

c 

Figure 8: Flake size distributions from concentrations around, A: TP19. B: TP26. 
C: TP 135 (key and details as for fig. 4) . 
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Here a significant difference is displayed in the percentage of key artefact types, all of 
which occur with greater frequency away from concentrations. Indeed all of the 
hammerstones and cores listed as coming from concentrations stem from the areas 
around TPs 94, 96 and 102 while most of the retouched material derives from TPs 26 
and 135. What this suggests is that much of the core reduction and general foraging 
activity occurred either on-site at the north end of the Airfield or off-site across the 
remainder of the survey area. Combining this with the evidence previously discussed, 
the suggestion is that Mesolithic activity was essentially off-s ite with the exception of a 
monitoring station positioned on the cliff-top in the area ofTPI9. The high frequency 
of retouched material and cores deriving from either background scatter or low intensity 
concentrations is believed representative of this. It should be stressed, however, that for 
the Mesolithic only a partial view of human activity on the island is likely to survive. The 
beaches were extensive at thi s time and much in the way of settlement evidence and off­
site activity would have occurred there. 

In the Bronze Age human activity involving lithics had to be formalised. With 
narrower beaches to search, less flint would have been available and acquisition, 
reduction and distribution may have been controlled. As in Crace's nove l ( 1988), 
locating the flint may have been a menial task undertaken by those not engaged in 
agriculture; the primary reduction of nodules and manufacture of tools, however, may 
have been in the hands of experts. The lithic concentrations at the north end of Airfield 
may represent one such 'centre of excellence' , the rock crystal perhaps a symbol of that 
expertise, although a Mesolithic date and the explanation associated with it is perhaps 
more realistic. 

b NON LITHI C MATERIAL (CJW) 
As in previous years, the majority of the material recovered was pottery with 4 79 

sherds found , at an average number of 4.30 sherds per test-pit (compared to 5.69 in 1988 
and 5.85 in 1989). This decrease is, at first, surprising as most of the test-pits this year 
were excavated in the area of known pottery concentrations. It was also the case, 
however, that a larger than usual proportion of the test-pits lay in the regions between 
concentrations. Assuming that two or fewer sherds in a test-pit represent background 
scatter , we can establish that 61 ')\, of test-pits lay outside concentrations compared to 
46% last year and 42% the year before. 

The pottery formed a more homogenous assemblage than in previous years, largely 
because most of it was collected from concentrations of North Devon wares. The fabrics 
were grouped as follows: 

I . Prehistoric: Six sherds of the possible Bronze Age pottery described last year (Gavira 
and P.ennington 1989) were recovered from three test-pits (215, 235 and 256). 

2. Roman : No Roman pottery was identified. 

3. Medieval : No specifically medieval material was recovered but, as last year, some 
forms may be identified as medieval when the full analysis of the North Devon fabrics is 
complete. 

4. Post-medieval: North Devon wares again predominated forming 86.7% of the 
assemblage. This is higher than in previous years for the reasons given above. The forms 
were again bowls and jars. Very little other material of this date was recovered. 

5. Modern: A small amount of deve loped white earthenware was recovered forming 
4.4% of the assemblage (last year's report should have read 6.1 % for this category). 

6. Other fabrics: Only fi ve sherds of the brick fabric were recovered together with 
fourteen sherds of tile. The remaining sherds could not be identified. 

No new concentrations of the North Devon wares were di scovered but the 
distributions within four of the known ones were clarified (figs 7a-b and 9). 
Concentration A, fir st noted in the west of Brick Field in 1988, was further investigated 
by four test-pits positioned in the quadrants defined by the cruciform transects 
excavated last year. The effect of thi s has been to confirm the north-south spread of the 
distribution. It also adds weight to the suggestion made two years ago (Webster and 
Schofield 1988,40) that the distribution was limited by a geophysical anomaly which 
may have formed an early trackway. The western edge of the spread was also confirmed 
by additional test-pits in the Airfield. 
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A 

Figure 9: Distribution of North Devon pottery from the north end of Airfield (A in 
fig. 2). A: from extensive survey. B: combined results from extensive and intensive 
survey. Contour interval in both cases is five sherds. 

Concentration B (in the north of the Airfield) which, it was suggested last year, may 
have been formed by the breakage of a single vessel was inves tigated by test-pits at lOrn 
intervals. Its ve ry localised distribution was confirmed. 

Concentration C (to the west of the Airfield) was investigated by test-pits at 25m 
intervals, infilling the 50m extensive survey. This was confirmed as an amorphous 
spread with large numbers only in TP226. 

Concentration D (in the centre of Airfield, fig 7a-b) retained its overall shape when 
the new data were added, though internally its form was clarified. The spread to the 
south is ot very low density and the high values to the north can be seen to form two 
areas. One, to the west, is centred on TP266 (with ninety-four sherds) with a lower area 
around it spreading to the east where higher numbers were found in TP 119 (twenty­
three sherds). This very localised core with an extensive lower region around it is unlike 
the distribution around the supposed settlement at concentration A and may be related 
to some other type of activity, for example a manuring dump or compost midden such as 
those described on Orkney and Shetland in the late post-medieval period (Fenton 
1978,281 ). These were conditioned by the need to empty byres and were features which 
would leave little in the way of structural remains. In Orkney and Shetland the cone­
shaped midden was surrounded by a ring of stones 3-4m across though this was 
probably a local variation on a broader theme. Preliminary results from the geophysical 
survey conducted in this area do not seem to indicate any structures; sherd size analysis 
is therefore required to pursue this possibility. 

The final concentration noted last year (E) was not further investigated and its 
interpretation as manuring spread from the area of modern settlement stands. 

DISCUSSION: THE FORMATION OF SURFACE DISTRIBUTIONS 
Much attention has been paid in recent years to the question of formation processes 

(eg. Schiffer 1976) and, to a lesser extent, the retrieval of archaeological information (eg. 
Shennan 1985), in· an attempt to answer the following questions: I ) what processes 
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affect an archaeological assemblage between episodes of deposition and recove ry; 2) 
how representati ve is the archaeological assemblage of past human behaviour; 3) to 
what extent will aspects of the collection strategy determine the representativity of 
results. From the results of the survey to date and analysis of both artefacts and the 
conditions under which finds were made, two main points can be made, and are 
described as follows: 

a AGR ICU LTURA L DAMAGE 
Agricultural activity can cause damage to archaeological remains by, I) divorcing 

them from their context, for example by earth-moving; 2) displacing them within the 
ploughsoil, thus di sturbing the integrity of the site, and 3) breaking down the artefacts 
themselves by continued ploughing and cu ltivation (cf. C lark and Schofield 1991 ). To 
appreciate the likely ex tent of agricultural damage to an archaeological assemblage one 
must be able to first identify the agricultural history of the su rvey area. This can be 
achieved either by documentary and hi storical research or through studying the 
distribution of pottery and breakage patterns on artefacts. In terms of agricultural 
history, evidence in the form of old field boundaries suggest that the areas of Airfield , 
possibly Brick and Tillage Fields and much of Middle Park were farmed in the later 
prehistoric period, while in the medieval and post-medieval periods the area of 
agricultural land appears to have been smaller, confined perhaps to the area south of 
Quarter Wall. In I274, fo r example , there were, "twenty acres of arable land which may 
be sown with barley or oats" (Langham and Langham 1970,37). However it is recent 
mechanised agricultural activity which tends to have a more detrimental effect on 
archaeological material. This has apparently been confined to Brick and Tillage Fields 
and it is therefore in these areas that damage, in the form of a higher percentage, of 
breakage to artefacts and the greater displacement of concentrations, is liable to occur. 

Results in Table 2 illustrate the first point with a breakage rate of between 39.7')\, 
and 53.8% of all flint flakes from concentrations within thi s part of the survey area. This 
contrasts with a range of between 9.1 % and 27.6% in the areas of Airfield and 
Lighthouse Fields, the exception being the figure of 40.9% from the concentration 
around TP102. This discrepancy is hard to explain although it may either be the result 
of limited agricultural activity, for example during the war years, or it may be that the 
larger flint artefacts from this area were more likely to get in the way of the plough and 
therefore a higher incidence of breakage may occur. The figure of27.6% from the large 
concentration around TP94 could be explained either way. The second point , that of 
di splacement , is less straightforward as, without excavation , the original form and 
ex tent of the concentration is impossible to determine . The fact that the concentration 
around TP26 is widely spread may, however, be significant. 

Additional evidence for agricultural activity may also be presented in the form of 
pottery distributions. Although the results from Lundy are problematic, numerous 
examples can be quoted where a distinction could be drawn between pottery fragments 
resulting from discard within the household and that incorporated within farmyard 
manure and spread on fields (Gaffney and Gaffney 1988,85). 

From the scale of agricultural activity suggested as occurring within the survey 
areas , it is believed that the effect on the archaeological distributions described in this 
and prev ious reports, though not severe, may have distorted the picture to a limited 
degree, particularly in the area of Brick and Tillage Fields. It is consequently a factor 
which cannot be ignored in interpretation. 

b COLLECTION BIAS 
This is a factor rarely discussed in the presentation of results from archaeological 

field survey though it does clearly have an effect (eg Shennan 1985). At the planning 
stage of the field survey described here and in previous issues of the Annual Repnrr nf rhe 
Lundy Field Snciery, it was felt that to maximise the value of the archaeological results, 
attention must be paid to the effects of collection bias. These were reflected in the design 
of a survey recording sheet (fig. 10), the most obvious factors likely to produce 
variations in retrievability being weather conditions (ie. temperature, dryness, surface 
conditions), the skill and perception of individuals (ie. variations in their ability to 
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LUNDY FIELD SURVEY DAY RECORD 

Date 

Collection unit number 

Grid Reference Field Name 

Transect Number Size of Collection Unit 

Method of Collection te.st-pit excavation/surface collection/other 

Purpose of Survey preliminary .survey/detailed survey / other 

Surface Conditions wet/damp/dry/frozen 

Weather Conditions dry,sunny/dry,overcast / damp,overcast/wet, 
drizzle/wet, rain/other 

Temperature cold/warm/hot 

Local Topography 

Time Started 

Names 

FINDS RECORD 

;Finds Class 

flint 
pottery 
burnt flint 
clay pipe 
gla.s.s 
brick/tile 
other 

Total 

Time Finished 

Weight 

Figure 10: · Survey record sheet showing variables recorded for each collection unit. 
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identify pottery, worked flint, glass etc. ) and the speed at which they worked. Only after 
excavating c.275 test-pits are the results felt to be of value. 

Tests were conducted using the Analysis of Variance and Student's t-test to 
determine significance. Variables included, on the one hand, the time spent completing 
work on individual collection units, the identity of the individual teams (a coded 
identifier, not individual's names! ) and the weather conditions prevalent at the time and 
on the other hand, recovery rates for various finds classes, expressed as a number per 
test-pit. Only the time and team identification variables proved useful as weather 
conditions were much the same (ie. warm and dry) over the four weeks worked between 
1988 and 1990. 

The amount of time spent on collection units is presented in Table 4 and varied 
between twenty-three and 100 minutes, the mean being 49.5 minutes. Such 
considerable variation is the result of differences in speed capability between individual 
teams and, although there is no correlation with weather, temperature or surface 
conditions, these do account for some of the longer times taken. Not surprisingly, time 
does have an effect on the recovery rate for finds classes. The amount of pottery, for 
example, was not significantly influenced by variations in speed although the quantity 
of glass fragments and flint artefacts did display significant variation by AN OVA at a 
confidence level of 0.005. In short, the longer the time taken, the more glass fragments 
and flint artefacts were found. That said, there does appear to be a threshold above 
which the rule does not apply: from the eighteen test-pits which took over seventy-s ix 
minutes, no glass was recovered. A further reflection on this may be the fact that more 
finds slow down the excavation process while another may be the tendency to look more 
carefully in areas where finds are likely to occur with greater frequency. Both may 
influence the level of significance although some disadvantage to high speed archae­
ological fieldwork may often be found in the validity of results . 

Although speed of collection had no significant effect on the recovery of pottery, 
the composition of individual teams did (Table 5), the relationship being significant by 
AN OVA at a confidence level ofO.OS. It should be stressed, however, that some teams 
spent most of their time working within the artefact concentrations and this is perhaps 
reflected in the mean sherd frequencies recovered by teams ll and 12. Conversely some 
only worked in areas of background scatter, possibly resulting in the low figures for 
teams l , 3, 5, 6 and 19. Team selection had little effect on the recovery of flint flakes or 
glass, although the fact that team ll found no glass in nine test-pits may be significant. 

What the results of this section therefore suggest is that speed will determine 
quality of results while individuals will express variation in their ability to identify 
certain classes of artefact, in particular pottery. As specific team combinations tended to 
produce the fastest times, varying team selection was considered the most appropriate 
response to prevent excessive bias to the results. Although some variation has occurred 
it is not considered serious in terms of the value and representativity of the results. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The results of the 1990 season achieved their aim of supplying interpretation and 

explanation for the artefact concentrations identified in 1989. The methoqological 
limitation of aligning collection units in transects across the apparent centres of concen­
trations was revised and further test-pits included within the distribution . These 
enabled a more complete picture to emerge and greater reliability to be placed on the 
results . The value of a second stage to this form of field evaluation was again demon­
strated and a detailed picture of intra-site structure, the types of human behaviour 
represented and factors responsible for the distribution was produced. 
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Table 4: Time spent excavating collection units and finds recovery rates. 

Time frequency percent mean finds per TP 
(mins) 

pottery glass flint 

21-25 3 l.lO 1.28 0.00 0.28 
26-30 21 7.72 5.96 1.06 1.06 
31-35 21 7.72 3.60 l.l 3 0.83 
36-40 23 8.46 5.58 0.96 0.74 
41-45 31 11.40 3.90 0.25 !.71 
46-50 30 11.03 8.42 0.72 1.39 
51-55 33 12.13 4.52 1.08 !.95 
56-60 24 8.82 4.93 0.62 1.40 
61-65 36 13.24 6.17 0.39 !.56 
66-70 25 9.19 6.00 0.66 !.77 
71-75 7 2.57 9.28 2.42 5.00 

76+ 18 5.62 1.36 0.00 2.27 

MEAN 5.25 0.65 1.43 

Table 5: Team identification vs. finds recovery rates 
(qualificat ion : seven test-pits per team) 

Team No. of TPs Mean finds per TP 
number excavated 

pottery glass flint 

30 2.93 0.70 2.26 
2 12 8.66 0.50 1.08 
3 10 2.70 0.50 0.80 
4 13 6.15 0.76 1.1 5 
5 8 1.75 0.25 2.25 
6 29 2.51 0.69 1.41 
7 19 9.73 0.47 1.73 
8 ll 9.00 1.72 0.90 
9 17 4.64 l.OO 1.29 

10 7 4.00 0.28 1.28 
ll 9 13.22 0.00 0.33 
12 8 11.37 0.12 3.50 
13 9 3.55 0.33 1.22 
14 18 2.50 0.66 0.88 
15 8 7.37 1.37 1.1 2 
16 ll 5.72 1.18 1.09 
17 7 6.85 1.28 0.14 

MEAN 5.46 0.70 1.40 
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