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PLATE 1. Basal view of bowl from Grange, Co. Roscommon (94).
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PREFACE

The preparation of this corpus commenced in the
mid-1950s when Breanddn O Riorddin indexed the
Irish Bronze Age pottery bowls and vases in the
National Museum of Ireland and compiled a
catalogue of approximately 440 examples. The Na-
tional Museum initiated the slow process of pre-
paring publication drawings of the vessels in its
own collections and, having circulated enquiries to
a large number of museums in Britain and
elsewhere, the recording of the pottery vessels pre-
served in other institutions and in private collec-
tions also began. In the case of Irish museums such
as the Ulster Museum, Armagh County Museum
and Cork Public Museum, it was possible, with
their generous cooperation, to have much of their
material drawn in Dublin. As far as other institu-
tions were concerned, particularly those holding
numbers of specimens such as the British Museum,
the Royal Museum of Scotland (then the National
Museum of Antiquities of Scotland) and the Royal
Ontario Museum, Canada, it was necessary to
commission publication drawings. The compila-
tion of this material continued in the 1960s but
scarce resources and the National Museum of Ire-
land’s involvement in a decade of major excava-
tions of Viking and Medieval Dublin at High Street
and elsewhere, under the direction of Breandan O
Riordain, impeded the development of the project
and progress all but halted in the 1970s.

Since my own researches had touched on these
early Bronze Age pottery vessels, Breandan O
Riorddin, by then Director of the National
Museum, invited me, in 1981, to complete the cor-
pus. It was my task to prepare an account of the
material, to rewrite and augment the catalogue
and to see to the drawing of some 200 outstanding
vessels. Every effort has been made to include all
discoveries up to 1980 and only one major pottery
group found prior to this date is omitted: regret-

tably, the collection of bowls and vases from the
‘Mound of the Hostages’ at Tara, Co. Meath, was
unavailable for inclusion. Discoveries since 1980
are not included in the catalogue though a few re-
ferences to recently published finds (Williams and
Robinson 1983, Foley 1985, and Williams 1985 and
1986) occur in the text. Since the main purpose of
this work is to publish the artifactual evidence, the
study of bowls and vases undertaken here is delib-
erately a brief one. The drawings of the pottery as-
semblages are, not surprisingly, by several hands
and while a considerable measure of standardisa-
tion has been achieved, the occasional minor stylis-
tic discrepancy does occur.

This work consists of two parts: Part 1 being the
short study of the bowls and vases from funerary
contexts and Part 2 the corpus comprising cata-
logue and illustrations. The catalogue is arranged
alphabetically by county and by townland name
wherever possible. (Spelling usually follows, for
better or worse, the General Alphabetical Index to
the Townlands and Towns, Parishes and Baronies
of Ireland 1861.) Pottery vessels with no recorded
provenance are then listed and are simply num-
bered no locality 1 to 98. The catalogue contains
references to pottery from habitation and ritual
sites in addition to the funerary material. It is the
latter material which is figured in the illustrations
numbered 1 to 646 following the catalogue. A
small number of fragmentary finds are not de-
picted. Except for a few associated finds these il-
lustrations are grouped typologically from simple
and bipartite bowls, to vases, to unclassifiable
pots. The illustrated vessels are listed alphabeti-
cally by county and by townland on pp. xiff. and a
classified list of these illustrated examples is to be
found on pp. xix ff.

JOHN WADDELL
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SIMPLE BOWLS
Dervock, Co. Antrim.
Glenwhirry, Co. Antrim.
Loughloughan, Co. Antrim.
Mullynure, Co. Armagh.
Cumber, Co. Down.
Greengraves, Co. Down.
Mount Stewart, Co. Down.
Rubane, Co. Down.
Courtlough, Co. Dublin.

Moylehid (Belmore Mt.), Co. Fermanagh.

Co. Galway.

Oldbridge, Co. Meath.
Hartwell Upper, Co. Kildare.
Kilmurry, Co. Kilkenny.
Knockmunnion, Co. Meath.
Cabragh, Co. Monaghan.
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Loughash (Cashelbane), Co. Tyrone.
‘Mountfield’, Co. Tyrone.

No locality 1.

No locality 61.

No locality 84.

No locality 94.

SIMPLE BOWLS — NECKED VARIANT
Largantea, Co. Derry.
Whitestown, Co. Dublin.
Halverstown, Co. Kildare.
Edmondstown, Co. Westmeath.
No locality 88.

SIMPLE BOWLS — VARIANT
Kilmurry, Co. Kilkenny.
No locality 9.
No locality 16.

BIPARTITE BOWLS
Ballyvennaght, Co. Antrim.
Connor, Co. Antrim.
Glenwhirry, Co. Antrim.
Templepatrick, Co. Antrim.
Cavanakill, Co. Armagh.
Killinagh, Co. Cavan.
Slaghtneill, Co. Derry.
Buncrana, Co. Donegal.

76
77

79
8o

81

Letterbrick, Co. Donegal,
Letterbrick, Co. Donegal.
Knock, Co. Down.

Mount Stewart, Co. Down.
Mount Stewart, Co. Down.
Mount Stewart, Co. Down.
Newry, Co. Down,
Brownstown, Co. Kildare.
Loughash (Cashelbane), Co. Tyrone.
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Keenoge, Co. Meath.
Keenoge, Co. Meath (necked bipartite).
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Grange, Co. Roscommon.
Ballysadare, Co. Sligo.
Carrickbanagher, Co. Sligo.
Ardunshin, Co. Tyrone.
Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Donaghanie, Co. Tyrone.
No locality 3.

No locality 6.

No locality 8.

No locality 10.

No locality 19.

No locality 54.

No locality 60.

No locality 67.

No locality 74.

No locality 83.

No locality 92.

No locality 98.

BIPARTITE BOWLS —VARIANT
Donaghanie, Co. Tyrone.

Moylehid (Belmore Mt.), Co. Fermanagh.
Monknewtown, Co. Meath.

NECKED BIPARTITE BOWLS
Killyree, Co. Antrim.

Vow, Co. Antrim.
Baunogenasraid, Co. Carlow.
Banagher, Co. Cavan.

Clagan, Co. Derry.

Tamnyagan, Co. Derry.




XX Classified Corpus Figures

82 Knockiveagh, Co. Down. 128 Creevagh Upper, Co. Derry.
83 Co. Down? 129 Crossgare, Co. Derry.
84 Chapelizod, Co. Dublin, 130 Cumber, Co. Derry.
85 Crumlin, Co. Dublin. 131 Gortcorbies, Co. Derry.
86 Greenhills, Co. Dublin. 132 Gortcorbies, Co. Derry.
87 Kiltalown, Co. Dublin. 133 Kilcattan, Do. Derry
88 Rush, Co. Dublin 134 Mullaghmeash, Co. Derry.
89 Clogherbog, Co. Fermanagh. 135 Carrickbrack, Co. Donegal.
90 Blackhill, Co. Kildare. 136 Castlequarter, Co. Donegal.
91 Clonmore, Co. Kilkenny. 137 Craig, Co. Donegal.
92 Kilmurry, Co. Kilkenny. 138 Croaghan, Co. Donegal.
93 Grange, Co. Roscommon. 139 Croaghan, Co. Donegal.
94 Grange, Co. Roscommon. 140 Gortnatraw South, Co. Donegal.
95 Barnasrahy, Co. Sligo. 141 Kinnagoe, Co. Donegal.
96 Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone. 142 Labbadish, Co.Donegal.
97 Dungate, Co. Tyrone. 143 Loughagannon, Co. Donegal.
98 Dungate, Co. Tyrone. 144 Audleystown, Co. Down.
99 Garvagh, Co. Tyrone. 145 Carrickinab, Co. Down.
100 Knockast (Coolatore townland), 146 Loughinisland (or Loughbrickland), Co.
Co. Westmeath. Down.
101 No locality 79. 147 Newry, Co. Down.
See 52. 148 Aghfarrell, Co. Dublin.
149 Ballsbridge, Co. Dublin.
NECKED BIPARTITE BOWLS — VARIANT 150 Drimnagh, Co. Dublin.
102 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow. 151 Edmondstown, Co. Dublin.
103 No locality 20. 152 Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin.
104 No locality 62. 153 Malahide, Co. Dublin.
154 Tibradden, Co. Dublin.
TRIPARTITE BOWLS 155 Cavancarragh, Co. Fermanagh.
105 Altigarron, Co. Antrim. 156 Killimor, Co. Galway.
106 Ballymacilroy, Co. Antrim. 157 Kilrainey, Co. Kildare.
107 Ballymacilroy, Co. Antrim. 158 Graney West, Co. Kildare.
108 Corkey, Co. Antrim. 159 Nurney Demesne, Co. Kildare.
109 Glenariff, Co. Antrim. 160 Oldtown, Co. Kildare.
110 Killyglen, Co. Antrim. 161 Ploopluck, Co. Kildare.
111 Loughloughan, Co. Antrim. 162 Coolgrange (Freestone Hill), Co. Kilkenny.
112 Toberagnee (Lyles Hill), Co. Antrim. 163 Dunamase, Co. Laois.
113 Duvernagh, Co. Armagh. 164 Cloonee, Co. Leitrim.
114 Duvernagh, Co. Armagh. 165 Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth.
115 Liscorran, Co. Armagh. 166 Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth (anomalous pot).
116 Roxborough, Co. Armagh. 167 Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth (anomalous pot).
117 Slieve Gullion, Co. Armagh. 168 Tankardsrock, Co. Louth.
118 Tullyvallen, Co. Armagh. 169 Crossakeel, Co. Meath.
119 Co. Armagh. 170 Crossakeel, Co. Meath.
120 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow. 171 Fourknocks (IT), Co. Meath.
121 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow. 172 Fourknocks (II), Co. Meath.
122 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow. 173 Keenoge, Co. Meath.
123 Royaloak, Co. Carlow. 174 Keenoge, Co. Meath.
124 Sliguff, Co. Carlow. 175 Keenoge, Co. Meath.
125 Ballindinis, Co. Cork. 176 Keenoge, Co. Meath.
126 Ballyenahan, Co. Cork. 177 Keenoge, Co. Meath.

127 Ballydullaghan (Cornaclery), Co. Derry. 178 Martinstown, Co. Meath.



179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230

Classified Corpus Figures

Ballybay, Co. Monaghan.
Lehinch, Co. Offaly.

Corroy, Co. Roscommon.
Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo.

Stonepark, Co. Sligo.

Ardunshin, Co. Tyrone.
Ballyvadden, Co. Tyrone.
Brackaville, Co. Tyrone.

Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Dromore, Co. Tyrone.

Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone.
Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone.
Glencoppogagh, Co. Tyrone.
Gorticrum Irish, Co. Tyrone.
Gortin, Co. Tyrone.

Gortin, Co. Tyrone.

Killadroy, Co. Tyrone.
Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone.
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone.
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone.
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone.
Sandville, Co. Tyrone.
Butlerstown, Co. Waterford.
Ardballymore, Co. Westmeath.
Ballybrennan, Co. Westmeath.
Crowinstown, Co. Westmeath.
Killucan, Co. Westmeath.

Mill Land, Co. Westmeath.
Milltown, Co. Westmeath.
Petitswood, Co. Westmeath.
Rathbennett, Co. Westmeath.

Rathbennett, Co. Westmeath (ribbed bowl).

Rickardstown, Co. Westmeath.
Riverstown, Co. Westmeath.
Sonnagh Demesne, Co. Westmeath.
Annaghmore, Co. Wexford.
Bolinready, Co. Wexford.
Shelmalier Commons, Co. Wexford.
Co. Wexford.

Ballybrew, Co. Wicklow.
Ballybrew, Co. Wicklow.
Dillonsdown, Co. Wicklow.
Kelshamore, Co. Wicklow.
Lemonstown, Co. Wicklow.
Liscolman, Co. Wicklow.
Merginstown, Co. Wicklow.
Merginstown, Co. Wicklow.
Powerscourt, Co. Wicklow.

231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261

262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269

270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278

XXI

Tornant, Co. Wicklow.
No locality 2.
No locality 4.
No locality 5.
No locality 7.
No locality 11.
No locality 12.
No locality 13.
No locality 14.
No locality 15.
No locality 17.
No locality 18.
No locality 21.
No locality 24.
No locality 25
No locality 29.
No locality 40.
No locality 52.
No locality 53.
No locality 55.
No locality 59.
No locality 63.
No locality 64.
No locality 69.
No locality 71.
No locality 76.
No locality 77.
No locality 78.
No locality 82.
No locality 91.
No locality 95.

TRIPARTITE BOWLS — VARIANT
Deehomed, Co. Down.

Coolgrange (Freestone Hill), Co. Kilkenny.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.

Carryglass, Co. Tyrone.

Gorticrum Irish, Co. Tyrone.

Woodend, Co. Tyrone.

No locality 22.

No locality 86.

RIBBED BOWLS
Ballycloghan, Co. Antrim.
Ballycraigy, Co. Antrim.
Moylarg, Co. Antrim.
Ballybit, Co. Carlow.
Vermount, Co. Carlow.
Killycarney, Co. Cavan.
Ballydullaghan (Cornaclery), Co. Derry.
Ballydullaghan (Cornaclery), Co. Derry.
Crossgare, Co. Derry.



XXI1I

279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
202
293
294
295

296

297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310

311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327

Classified Corpus Figures

Kilhoyle, Co. Derry.
Kilcattan, Co. Derry.
Bellanascadden, Co. Donegal.
Carrickbrack, Co. Donegal.
Ballynagross, Co. Down.
Mount Stewart, Co. Down.
Co. Down.
Balbriggan, Co. Dublin.
Chapelizod, Co. Dublin.
Courtlough, Co. Dublin.
Edmondstown, Co, Dublin,
Edmondstown, Co. Dublin.
Rush, Co. Dublin.
Annaghkeen, Co. Galway.
Brownstown, Co. Kildare.
Graney West, Co. Kildare.
Graney West, Co. Kildare (anomalous
bowl).
Graney West, Co. Kildare (unclassifiable
bowl).
Newtownmacabe, Co. Kildare.
Oldtown, Co. Kildare.
Ploopluck, Co. Kildare.
Ploopluck, Co. Kildare.
Luggacurran, Co. Laois.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Corrower, Co. Mayo.
Coan, Co. Kilkenny.
Cullaghan, Co. Mayo.
Ballyhaigue (Charlesfort Demesne), Co.
Meath.
Balrath, Co. Meath.
Betaghstown, Co. Meath.
Doon, Co. Meath.
Fourknocks (I), Co. Meath.
Fourknocks (I), Co. Meath.
Fourknocks (I), Co. Meath.
Fourknocks (I), Co. Meath.
Martinstown, Co. Meath.
Martinstown, Co. Meath.
Oldbridge, Co. Meath.
Lug, Co. Offaly.
Rathmore, Co. Roscommon.
Brougher, Co. Sligo.
Brougher, Co. Sligo.
Ballymote, Co. Sligo.
Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo.
Camaghy, Co. Tyrone.

328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345

346
347
348
349

350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365

366
367
368
369
370
371

Rathbarron, Co. Sligo.
Sroove, Co. Sligo.
Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Curglassan, Co. Tyrone.
Loughry, Co. Tyrone.
Ballykilroe, Co. Westmeath.
Barrettstown, Co. Westmeath.
Crookedwood, Co. Westmeath.
Greatdown, Co. Westmeath.
Rackavra, Co. Westmeath.
Killincooly More, Co. Wexford.
Haylands, Co. Wicklow.
Kelshamore, Co. Wicklow.
Knockanree Lower, Co. Wicklow.
Merginstown, Co. Wicklow.
No locality 27.
No locality 28.
Syonan, Co. Westmeath.

See 214.

RIBBED BOWLS — VARIANT
Ballykale, Co. Wexford.
Killincooly More, Co. Wexford.
Coolnakilly, Co. Wicklow.

No locality 26.

ANOMALOUS BOWLS
Armoy, Co. Antrim.
Carrickfergus, Co. Antrim.
Cloggy, Co. Cavan.
Derries Upper, Co. Cavan.
Kilcattan, Co. Derry.
Letterkenny, Co. Donegal.
Jamestown, Co. Dublin.
Cush, Co. Limerick,
Keenoge, Co. Meath.
Ballyglass, Co. Roscommon.
Drumbhonish, Co. Tyrone.
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone.
Harristown, Co. Waterford.
Redmondstown, Co. Westmeath
No locality 58.
No locality 75.

See 295.

UNCLASSIFIABLE BOWLS
Kells, Co. Antrim.

Moneen, Co. Cork.

Moneen, Co. Cork.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down.
Greenhills, Co. Dublin.
Kilhoyle, Co. Derry.



372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388

389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
408A
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419

Classified Corpus Figures

Greenhills, Co. Dublin.
Waringstown, Co. Down.
Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin.
Stillorgan, Co. Dublin.
Brownstown, Co. Kildare.
Brownstown, Co. Kildare.
Calverstown, Co. Kildare.
Ploopluck, Co. Kildare.
Croghan Erin (Kiltale), Co. Meath.
Kilkenny, Co. Roscommon.
Carryglass, Co. Tyrone.
Haylands, Co. Wicklow.
Merginstown, Co. Wicklow.
No locality 37.
No locality 72.
No locality 73.
No locality 89.

See 296.

TRIPARTITE VASES
Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim.
Craigywarren, Co. Antrim.,
Curran, Co. Antrim.
Kilmakee, Co. Antrim.
Galgorm Parks, Co. Antrim.
No locality 39.

Glenavy, Co. Antrim.
Glenavy, Co. Antrim.
Magheraboy, Co. Antrim.
Gortnagarn, Co. Tyrone.
Broughshane, Co. Antrim.
Churchfield, Co. Antrim.

Co. Antrim.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Co. Carlow.

Termon, Co. Cavan.
Aghacross, Co. Cork.
Ballyenahan North, Co. Cork.

Coolcarron (Carn Thierna), Co. Cork.

Coolhill, Co. Cork.
Glenacunna, Co. Tipperary.
Labbamolaga, Co. Cork.
Co. Derry.
Cumber, Co. Derry.
Bunnamayne, Co. Donegal.
Bunnamayne, Co. Donegal.
Mullagheep, Co. Donegal.
Tievebane, Co. Donegal.
Cloghskelt, Co. Down.
Cloghskelt, Co. Down.
Comber, Co. Down.
Comber, Co. Down.

420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428

429
430
431
432
433
434
435

436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443
444
445
446

447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467

XXIII

Newry (‘Glenville”), Co. Down.

Greenbhills, Co. Dublin.

Greenbhills, Co. Dublin.

Greenhills, Co. Dublin.

Jamestown, Co. Dublin.

Enniskillen, Co. Fermanagh.

Mullyknock (Topped Mt.), Co. Fermanagh.

Coolmore, Co. Kilkenny.

Coolmore, Co. Kilkenny (unclassifiable
vase).

Ballyogan, Co. Sligo.

Corkragh (Kilskeery), Co. Tyrone.

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

Bishopstown, Co. Waterford.

Bishopstown, Co. Waterford (bipartite
vase).

Bishopstown, Co. Waterford.

Ballyduff, Co. Wexford.

Kilmuckridge, Co. Wexford.

Kilmuckridge, Co. Wexford (bipartite vase).

Scarawalsh, Co. Wexford.

Tykillen, Co. Wexford.

Ballinglen, Co. Wicklow.

Clonshannon, Co. Wicklow.

Tuckmill Lower, Co. Wicklow.

No locality 23.

No locality 33.

BIPARITE VASES
Ballygalley, Co. Antrim.
Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim.
Ballymena, Co. Antrim.

Ballywillin, Co. Antrim.

Ballywillin, Co. Antrim.

Moylarg, Co. Antrim.

Lisburn, Co. Antrim.

Toberagnee (Lyles Hill), Co. Antrim.
Toberagnee (Lyles Hill), Co. Antrim.
Toberagnee (Lyles Hill), Co. Antrim.
Tullywinny, Co. Armagh.
Bagenalstown, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Ballyhacket Upper, Co. Carlow.




XXIV Classified Corpus Figures

468 Ballymurphy, Co. Carlow. 518 Cloghroak, Co. Galway.

469 Drumanespick, Co. Cavan. 519 Corrandrum, Co. Galway.

470 Termon, Co. Cavan. 520 Cave, Co. Galway.

471 Termon, Co. Cavan. 521 Gortnahown, Co. Galway.

472 Ballynahow, Co. Cork. 522 Headford, Co. Galway.

473 Ballynahow, Co. Cork. 523 Kilcornan, Co. Galway.

474 Bealick, Co. Cork. 524 Kilcornan, Co. Galway.

475 Castlehyde, Co. Cork. 525 Moyveela, Co. Galway.

476 Ballyarr, Co. Donegal. 526 Ower, Co. Galway.

477 Ballyshannon, Co. Donegal. 527 Oldtown, Co. Kildare.

478 Bredagh Glen, Co. Donegal. 528 Tipper South, Co. Kildare.

479 Bredagh Glen, Co. Donegal. 529 Tipper South, Co. Kildare.

480 Bredagh Glen, Co. Donegal. 530 Ballyoskill, Co. Kilkenny.

481 Carnaghan, Co. Donegal. 531 Ballyoskill, Co. Kilkenny.

482  Killycolman, Co. Donegal. 532 Ballyoskill, Co. Kilkenny.

483 Moville, Co. Donegal. 533 Blanchfieldsbog, Co. Kilkenny.

484 Ballywilliam, Co. Down. 534 Blanchfieldsbog, Co. Kilkenny.

485 Ballywilliam, Co. Down (unclassifiable 535 Blanchfieldsbog, Co. Kilkenny.
vase). 536 Coolgrange (Freestone Hill), Co. Kilkenny.

486 Ballywilliam, Co. Down (unclassifiable 537 Danesfort, Co. Kilkenny.
vase). 538 Danesfort, Co. Kilkenny.

487 Ballyvester, Co. Down. 539 Moyhora, Co. Kilkenny.

488 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 540 Dunamase, Co. Laois.

489 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 541 Cush, Co. Limerick.

490 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 542 Cush, Co. Limerick.

491 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 543 Oaktate, Co. Louth.

492 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 544 Oaktate, Co. Louth.

493 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 545 Oaktate, Co. Louth.

494 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 546 Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo.

495 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 547 Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo.

496 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 548 Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo.

497 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 549 Ballyvicmaha, Co. Mayo.

498 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 550 Carrowlisdooaun, Co. Mayo.

499 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 551 Cashel, Co. Mayo.

500 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 552 Kinard, Co. Mayo.

501 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 553 Knock (Nymphsfield), Co. Mayo.

502 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 554 Letterkeen, Co. Mayo.

503 Cloghskelt, Co. Down. 555 Letterkeen, Co. Mayo.

504 Comber, Co. Down. 556 Letterkeen, Co. Mayo.

505 Comber, Co. Down. 557 Letterkeen, Co. Mayo.

506 Drumcaw, Co. Down. 558 Stonepark, Co, Mayo.

507 Katesbridge, Co. Down. 559 Fourknocks (IT), Co. Meath.

508 Magheralin, Co. Down. 560 Tara (Castleboy townland), Co. Meath.

509 Mount Stewart, Co. Down. 561 Nevinstown, Co. Meath.

510 Neill’s Hill, Co. Down. 562 Moanmore, Co. Tipperary.

511 Co. Down. 563 Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

512  Glassamucky, Co. Dublin. 564 Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

513 Annaghkeen, Co. Galway. 565 Ballynamult, Co. Waterford.

514 Annaghkeen, Co. Galway. 566 Corbally Beg, Co. Waterford.

515 Carrowntober, Co. Galway. 567 Ring, Co. Waterford.

516 Carrowntober East, Co. Galway. 568 Ballybrennan, Co. Westmeath.

517 Cloghroak, Co. Galway. 569 Edmondstown, Co. Westmeath.



570

571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593
594
595
596
597
598

599
600

601
602
603
604

605

606
607
608

Classified Corpus Figures XXV

Knockast (Coolatore townland), Co. 609 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

Westmeath.

Knockmant, Co. Westmeath.
Enniscorthy, Co. Wexford.
Gorey, Co. Wexford.
Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford.
Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford.
Burgage More, Co. Wicklow.
Crehelp, Co. Wicklow.
Crehelp, Co. Wicklow.
Kilbride, Co. Wicklow.
Lugnagroagh, Co. Wicklow.
Tuckmill Lower, Co. Wicklow.
No locality 30.

No locality 31.

No locality 32.

No locality 34.

No locality 35.

No locality 36.

No locality 41.

No locality 42.

No locality 43.

No locality 44.

No locality 45.

No locality 46.

No locality 47.

No locality 48.

No locality 49.

No locality 56.

No locality 57.

No locality 65.

No locality 66.

No locality 70.

No locality 81.

No locality go.

No locality 97.

See 435 and 439.

610 Ballinvally, Co. Meath.
611 Tomnasock, Co. Carlow.
612 Lossett, Co. Donegal.

UNCLASSIFIABLE VASES

613 Greenan, Co. Antrim.
614 Norrira, Co. Donegal.
615 Beihy, Co. Fermanagh.
616 Beihy, Co. Fermanagh.
617 Gorteen, Co. Kildare.
618 Carrickedmond, Co. Louth.
619 Bilberry Island (Lough Conn), Co. Mayo.
620 Lecarrow, Co. Roscommon.
621 Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
622 Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
623 Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone?
624 Ring, Co. Waterford.
625 No locality 38.
626 No locality 85.
627 No locality g6.

See 428, 485 and 486.

ANOMALOUS OR UNCLASSIFIABLE POTS
628 Dungonnell, Co. Antrim.

629 Annacloghmullin, Co. Armagh
630 Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.

631 Chapelizod, Co. Dublin,

632 Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth.

633 Knockadea, Co. Limerick.

634 Crossakeel, Co. Meath.

635 Lug, Co. Offaly.

636 Lug, Co. Offaly.

637 Treanmacmurtagh, Co. Sligo,
638 Dundrum, Co. Tipperary.

639 Camaghy, Co. Tyrone.

640 Loughry, Co. Tyrone.

641 Clonickilvant, Co. Westmeath.

BIPARTITE VASE — VARIANT 642 No locality 50.

Termon, Co. Cavan.

ANOMALOUS VASES
Termon, Co. Cavan.
Termon, Co. Cavan.
Glenbank, Co. Antrim.

643 No locality 51.
644 No locality 68.
645 No locality 8o.
646 No locality 87.
See 166 and 167.



PART 1



CHAPTER 1

HISTORY OF RESEARCH

‘The number of urns, containing incinerated bones
of men or the lower animals, which have, from
time to time, been discovered in Ireland, either as
the result of accident, treasure-seeking, or to
gratify idle curiosity, is very great; but unhappily,
the majority of them have been destroyed. They
have been found singly in small Kkists, or stone
chambers, beneath the surface of the ground, or
aggregated, generally in earthen mounds ...". So
began William Wilde’s short and remarkably accu-
rate account of Bronze Age burial practices and
pottery in his pioneering Catalogue of the An-
tiquities ... in the Museum of the Royal Irish
Academy published in 1857. He continued: ‘it is
difficult to form an unexceptionable classification
of mortuary urns, according to size, shape, or or-
namentation; and except where other objects be-
sides bones are found therein, such as metallic
weapons, etc., anything like a chronological ar-
rangement of them would be impossible.” Wilde
did not attempt to adapt Richard Colt Hoare’s
classification of British pottery published over
forty years previously. In his Ancient History of
Wiltshire (1812), the latter had divided these pre-
historic vessels, on the basis of presumed function,
into cinerary urns, drinking cups and incense cups.
Fourteen years after Wilde, John Thurnam (1871)
adopted Bateman’s term ‘food vessel’ and four
classes — drinking cup, food vessel, cinerary urn
and incense cup — now formed the basis for his de-
tailed study of Bronze Age funerary pottery. Thur-
nam had examined the pottery in the collection of
the Royal Irish Academy in 1870, and was familiar
with the Welsh and Scottish, as well as the English,
material. Although he recognised regional differ-
ences in form and ornament, these play no major
part in his classification. Their insular nature was
also appreciated: R. A. Smith (1910) remarked
that the food vessel did not correspond to any
known continental form and suggested that the
bowls known from Scotland and Ireland had
evolved from the Neolithic bowl. He thought the
Irish bowls were an intermediate type between the
Neolithic forms and the taller conical food vessels
frequently found in eastern England and
elsewhere. A new era in the study of the Bronze

Age of Britain and Ireland began with Aber-
cromby’s two-volume Bronze Age Pottery of Great
Britain and Ireland. His 1912 classification marks
the real commencement of the typological analysis
of insular Bronze Age pottery.

Food vessels, the bowls and vases of this study,
were so named because it was believed that they
were intended to contain an offering of food. As
Bateman (1861, 279) had remarked, they were
‘usually found with unburnt bodies but not in-
frequently with burnt bones, though never con-
taining them.” Abercromby’s classification of food
vessels was based exclusively on variations in form.
In Britain, south of the river Tweed, he distin-
guished six major types, some of which were also
to be found in Scotland and Ireland where, how-
ever, he identified five other types, for the most
part various forms of bowl. The elegant shape and
profuse decoration of some of these bowls inspired
him to observe that ‘the small native women,
sometimes under 5ft. high, who made these little
vessels had certainly a fine sense of form and a deli-
cate perception of the beauty of curved forms. The
care and precision with which the ornament was ef-
fected, and the richness of the effect produced by
simple means may excite our admiration.” Coffey
(1913), too, admired these highly decorated pots
and thought the simple, almost hemispherical bowl
to be the earliest form and a development from the
Neolithic bowl. He also believed that the name
food vessel was hardly appropriate in Ireland
where some of these small pots had been found
containing cremated bones and serving the pur-
pose of cinerary urns. This dual use, as supposed
receptacle for food as well as container for some of
the bones of the dead, was noted by Macalister
(1921) in a short survey of form and ornament.

In his 1935 Prehistory of Scotland, Childe pre-
sented an elaborate, though essentially three-fold,
classification of Irish and Scottish food vessels. In
the following year, in a much simpler scheme of-
fered to the Blackpool meeting of the British As-
sociation, Miss Lily Chitty distinguished two basic
types in Britain and Ireland: the Irish Bowl and the
English (or Yorkshire) Vase (Chitty 1939, 277,
fn.). Thereafter, as Savory (1957, 197) noted,
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there was ‘a growing realisation of the regional
specialization of Food vessel types’ — both in Bri-
tain and Ireland. Their relative rarity in southern
Britain is well known and was first clearly shown in
the general distribution map published by Cyril
Fox in 1932. Later pottery studies, such as those by
Patchett (1944, 1950) in Cornwall, Musson (1954)
in Sussex, Smedley and Owles (1962) in Suffolk,
and Calkin (1962) in the Bournemouth area, have
confirmed this southern scarcity. In contrast, reg-
ional studies such as Kitson Clark (1937) on the
“Yorkshire Vase’, Young (1951) on the ‘Tripartite
Bow!’ in Scotland and Ireland, Manby (1957) on
the vases of the Peak District, Savory (1957) on the
food vessels of Wales, Simpson (1965) in south-
western Scotland, ApSimon (1969) in the north of
Ireland and Gibson (1978) and Pierpoint (1980) in
north-eastern England, have all shown the popu-
larity of these vessels in parts of northern England,
Scotland and Ireland.

In a general study concerned primarily with ori-
gins and development, ApSimon (1958) distin-
guished four major regional groups: Irish Bowls,
Yorkshire Vases, Irish Vases and Southern Eng-
lish food vessels. Later (1972) he hesitated to dis-
tinguish so sharply between Southern English food
vessels and Yorkshire Vases. In effect, ApSimon’s
general classification was adopted by Simpson
(1965) in his study of this pottery type in south-
western Scotland where he noted Irish Vases, Irish
Bowls, Yorkshire Vases, and an ill-defined group
of vessels which he called ‘Beaker Food vessels’. In
1968, Simpson published a useful summary of the
dating evidence for Irish Bowls and Vases, and
Yorkshire Vases. He also noted two main forms of
Irish bowl: smooth profiled pots in some cases with
a medial constriction and ridged bowls including
tripartite examples. ApSimon’s 1969 study of the
earlier Bronze Age in the north of Ireland included
an important revision of his food vessel classifica-
tion. The Irish Vase became the Irish-Scottish
Vase because of Simpson’s identification of a few
examples in Scotland. Of greater significance,
however, was ApSimon’s recognition that certain
types of cinerary urn were sufficiently closely re-
lated to certain types of food vessel to merit their
inclusion in one general category. He grouped
Irish Vases and certain vase urns and encrusted
urns together to form a general Irish-Scottish Vase
and Urn group, the urns being differentiated from
the vases mainly by their size and, to a lesser de-
gree, by their function. His Irish Bowl group re-

mained more or less intact, a small number of urn-
sized vessels with Irish Bowl features being added
to it. Pots in the north of Ireland related to the
Yorkshire Vase were assigned to a separate categ-
ory along with typologically related cinerary urns.
ApSimon called this category the Food Vessel
group and he suggested that the urn-sized vessels
of this group be named Food Vessel Urns, a term
adopted by Gibson (1978) and Cowie (1978). Ap-
Simon’s reorganisation of the various food vessel
and urn types was an attempt to resolve the prob-
lem of the relationship of certain urn and food ves-
sel types to one another and was a major contribu-
tion to a better understanding of this question. In
the past, when it was generally believed that ciner-
ary urns post-dated food vessels, any typological
resemblances between the two pottery classes
could be conveniently explained in various ways.
The appearance of ‘enlarged food vessels’ (or vase
urns), for example, was explained by Childe (1947,
148) in simple terms: ‘Food Vessel communities
were, in fact, simply absorbed into the Urn
societies’. The realisation, in the 1960s, that vari-
ous types of urn and food vessel seemed to be
broadly contemporary (Burgess 1969) made it in-
evitable that the cultural significance of some of
these different pottery types, so often expressed in
terms such as ‘Food Vessel people’ and ‘Urn folk’,
should be questioned. ApSimon, in 1969, had no
hesitation in rejecting encrusted urns as ‘a cultur-
ally significant class’. Kavanagh (1973) did not
agree, however, believing that ‘the very real dis-
tinction in burial rite between Urns on the one
hand and Food Vessels on the other ... surely has
important cultural connotations’. Waddell (1976)
agreed with ApSimon that the typological and
chronological evidence justified the inclusion of
some urns and food vessels in the one category but
expressed some reservations about the use of the
name food vessel. Because this name obscured the
typological differences between bowls and vases
and because these pots, far from containing iden-
tifiable food remains, have sometimes contained
burnt human bones, he favoured the discarding of
a terminology based on assumed function. On the
basis of pottery typology, a Bowl Tradition and a
broad Vase Tradition were defined and ApSimon’s
scheme modified accordingly. The Bowl Tradition
comprised several forms of bowl, the various forms
being much the same as those identified by Burgess
(1974). The Vase Tradition comprised various
forms of vase, vase urn (the ‘enlarged food vessel’
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or ‘food vessel urn’ of other writers) and encrusted
urn. A corpus of the encrusted urns of the Vase
Tradition has been published by Kavanagh (1973)
who (1977) has also included some miniature
bowls and vases in a corpus of ‘pygmy cups’. Gen-
eral problems of chronology have been examined
by Harbison (1969) and Brindley (1980).

Abercromby’s 1912 corpus of insular Bronze
Age pottery contained illustrations of 120 bowls
and vases from Ireland. The present corpus con-
tains references to about 700 finds of which g8 have
no details of circumstances or location of discovery
recorded. The remainder come from funerary,
ritual and domestic contexts and some 647 pottery
vessels from certain or presumptive burials are il-
lustrated. Various references in the archaeological
literature to small pots of unknown type from
graves are not included here. Manyj, if not all, of
these may have been bowls or vases, e.g. Killerig,
Co. Carlow, O’Brien’s Bridge, Co. Clare, Bal-
lybuninabber, Co. Donegal, Ballinascorney, Co.
Dublin, Duninga, Co. Kilkenny, Macreary, Co.
Tipperary, Lisnakill, Co. Waterford, Sraneeg, Co.
Westmeath, and Ballyknockan, Co. Wicklow;
they are listed in Waddell (1970) or (1990).

TERMINOLOGY

Following Waddell (1976) the term ‘food vessel’
will be used as little as possible, the terms ‘bowl’
and ‘vase’ being preferred whenever feasible.
‘Cinerary urn’ is also avoided, the term ‘urn’ being
used of specific types of large vessel, such as vase
urn or cordoned urn, be they from settlement or
funerary context. The silly name ‘pygmy cup’ is
abandoned too, the terms ‘miniature bowl’ or
‘miniature vase’, or simply ‘cup’, will be used
where appropriate.

The terms adopted to describe the principal de-
corative techniques employed are conventional:
‘comb-impressed decoration’ consists of lines of
small rectangular or square impressions executed
with a toothed implement, as on the elegant bowl
from Dunamase, Co. Laois (Plate 5, 163). The so-
called combs used were in all probability dentated
pieces of bone with only rudimentary teeth. Sev-
eral examples are known from prehistoric Europe
including one from Gwithian in Cornwall (Clarke
1970, Vol. 1, 10, fig. 1:6). Very fine comb impres-
sions, made with an implement with very narrow
rectangular teeth, occur on pots from Killycarney,
Co. Cavan (275), and Grange, Co. Roscommon
(49). On the latter vessel they are approximately

o.smm. wide. Occasionally impressed lines were
faintly executed or made with an implement with
irregular, sparse or poorly fashioned teeth: this is
the case with the vertical lines on a bowl from
Fourknocks II, Co. Meath (Plate 6, 171), which
contrast sharply with the better fashioned horizon-
tal lines on the same pot. On Carrickinab, Co.
Down (Plate 7, 145), two different sizes of comb
were used, the larger just below the rim and on the
base. Terms such as ‘rouletting’ and ‘cog-wheel’
impressions are misleading.

False relief decoration was described by Aber-
cromby (1912, Vol. 1, 135) as ‘produced by pres-
sing with a triangular-headed slip of wood or bone
in such a way as to produce a bar-chevron in false
relief, as the clay surrounding the motif had been
pressed down ... In some instances the triangular
head is very much rounded as if the thumb-nail had
been used instead of a slip of wood. But the princi-
ple is always the same — the motive had to stand out
in apparent, though not real, relief’. Here, the
term ‘false relief’ embraces various motifs, includ-
ing the chevron, produced by impressing a triangu-
lar pointed implement or a rounded spatula into
the wet clay. A neatly executed false relief chevron
is to be seen on the Dunamase bowl (Plate 5, 163)
and a saltire motif on the Fourknocks II pot (Plate
6, 171). On a number of vessels, such as Ver-
mount, Co. Carlow (274), Grange, Co. Roscom-
mon (Plate 1, 94), and Gortin, Co. Tyrone (196)
the triangular impressions of a false relief design
were made with an implement with one toothed
side.

Incised decoration requires no explanation but
the term may include both narrow and broad in-
cised (or grooved) lines as on Lugnagroagh, Co.
Wicklow (Plate 8, 580). It is not always possible to
distinguish between some incised and some impre-
ssed short line motifs, as, for example, on the vases
from Corballybeg, Co. Waterford (Plate 9, 566),
and Bredagh Glen, Co. Donegal (Plate 9, 478).

Cord impressed decoration is used in various
ways: the simplest form is twisted cord ornament in
which two thongs or cords are twisteds together
and, when impressed in unfired clay, produce a
row of short, closely-set, oblique impressions usu-
ally somewhat lentoid in shape. Coarse twisted
cord ornament occurs on a bowl with no recorded
provenance (Plate 10, 30). In some coarse cord im-
pressions it is possible to detect, in individual
marks, the several strands of the cord. This is not
always possible and in some cases the term ‘cord’
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may be a misnomer (though retained here for con-
venience) — sinew, gut or animal hair conceivably
being used. This is well illustrated in what is com-
monly called whipped cord ornament. In this de-
corative technique the impressions are made by
whipping or binding a stamp of some description
(or a thong or cord) with another cord or thread to
produce a series of narrow, closely-set, parallel
and usually elongated marks. Terms such as ‘mil-
led lines’ and ‘maggot impressions’ have been used
by some to describe this technique. Again in some
cases where a coarse cord has been used, the sev-
eral strands of the cord are visible as on the bowl
from Banagher, Co. Cavan (Plate 11, 79), where
cord was clearly wound around a short stamp of
some sort. A finer thread or cord was whipped
round two different stamps on a vase from Bal-
lywilliam, Co. Down (Plate 10, 484). Very fine
whipped cord occurs on a vase from Greenbhills,
Co. Dublin (Plate 11, 421). The narrow impres-
sions on a bowl from Keenoge, Co. Meath (Plate
12, 51), were made with a stamp whipped with a
very fine hard fibre, perhaps something like horse-
hair. It is not clear what produced the vertical lines

of impressions on a bowl from Killinagh, Co.
Cavan (Plate 13, 37): perhaps a leather thong was
whipped round a flexible stamp.

Plaited cord is so infrequent as to barely deserve
mention here; this is the ‘laurel pattern’ or ‘three-
cord plait’ of Abercromby (1907, 207) and Patchett
(1944), and the plaited cord of Longworth (1984,
8). It occurs on one, or possibly two, vases from
Co. Antrim (397 and 401) and another from
Greenhills, Co. Dublin (Plate 11, 421).

The term ‘reserved ornament’ refers to a decora-
tive design which incorporates plain, or reserved,
areas, usually of lozenge, triangular or chevron
form. Reserved lozenges, for example, are a prom-
inent element in the decoration of a vase from
Glenavy, Co. Antrim (Plate 14, 395), and on
another from Gortnagarn, Co. Tyrone (Plate 14,
398). Other decorative techniques are fairly rare:
shell edge impressions are to be found on bowls
from Mount Stewart, Co. Down (Plate 15, 284),
and Rubane, Co. Down (8), and roughly circular
impressions are prominent on a vase from
Stonepark, Co. Mayo (Plate 15, 558), and on
another with no locality (446), for instance.



CHAPTER 2

THE BOWL TRADITION

The pottery of the Bowl Tradition comprises, in
the main, several forms of highly decorated, hand-
made, bowls usually varying from about 8cm to
15cm in height and about 11cm to 17cm in external
rim diameter. The whole of the exterior is almost
always decorated with impressed and incised de-
signs, and bases and rim bevels occasionally bear
decoration too. Simple geometric motifs are
employed in horizontal zones and designs im-
pressed with a toothed implement (‘comb orna-
ment’) and with a triangular-pointed or spatulate
implement (‘false relief’) are very common. Other
decorative techniques occasionally occur.

Bowls are known mainly from funerary contexts
but fragments have also been found on possible
habitation sites and ritual sites. All finds are listed
alphabetically in Part 2 by county and by townland
name where possible, with bibliographical refer-
ences. Material from possible habitation sites is
not plentiful. A few sherds of bowl were reportedly
associated with the faint remains of two, possibly
rectangular, structures and a hearth on Coney Is-
land in Lough Neagh, Co. Armagh. Sherds also
come from possible settlements on Dalkey Island,
Co. Dublin, at Lough Enagh, Co. Derry, Lough
Gur, Co. Limerick, and Ballynagilly, Co. Tyrone.
Fragments from various northern sandhill sites
may, in some cases at least, reflect seasonal settle-
ment. Such sites include Ballintoy and Whitepark
Bay, Co. Antrim, Castlerock and Portstewart, Co.
Derry, Maghergallan, Co. Donegal, and Ballykin-
lar and Dundrum, Co. Down. Fragments of bowl
come from what seem to be ritual contexts in a
ring-ditch at Urbalreagh, Co. Antrim, a stone cir-
cle at Grange (Lough Gur), Co. Limerick, and a
possible ritual site at Rathjordan, Co. Limerick.

Bowls are most frequently recorded from funer-
ary contexts. A small number have been found in
or associated with megalithic tombs but the great
majority come from cist and pit graves. Examples
from court tombs are few: the bowl from Audleys-
town, Co. Down, is one certain find, and the lost
pot, apparently with a pedestal base, found in the
eighteenth century in Annacloghmullin, Co. Ar-
magh (629), was possibly a bowl with a drum-
shaped base like that from Cumber, Co. Derry

(Plate 22, 130).

The excavators of the portal tomb at Clonlum,
Co. Armagh, thought a small sherd found there to
be a ‘food vessel’ but the fragment is unclassifiable.
However, one of half a dozen cists just south and
south-west of the portal tomb of Aghnaskeagh A,
Co. Louth, produced a bowl. Here as elsewhere, a
Neolithic monument was to serve as a cemetery in
the Bronze Age.

Bowl (and vase) associations with passage tombs
were examined by B. O Riord4in (1968). Bowls
have been found accompanying secondary burials
in the covering mound and complete and fragmen-
tary pots from within some tombs apparently ac-
companied intrusive burials. A lost bowl from
Waringstown, Co. Down, found in the seven-
teenth century, seems to have been found in a cist-
like structure in a passage tomb. A bowl and a cre-
mation were found on a slab which horizontally di-
vided one of the transepts of a passage tomb on
Belmore Mountain (Moylehid townland), Co.
Fermanagh; a second bowl was found in a cist in
the covering cairn. Bowls and crouched skeletons
are reported from the passage tomb in the ‘Mound
of the Hostages’ at Tara, Co. Meath. Bowl sherds
come from the cruciform tomb Cairn H in the
Loughcrew (Sliabh na Caillighe) cemetery in New-
town townland, Co. Meath.

It has been claimed that a bowl from Barna-
srahy, Co. Sligo, was found in passage tomb no. 63
in the Carrowmore cemetery, but evidence is lack-
ing. However, a few small sherds of probable bowl
were found here in cruciform passage tomb no. 32.
A bowl was found on the floor of the main chamber
of one of the Carrowkeel tombs (Cairn K).
Another megalithic grave in this cemetery (Cairn
O) also contained a bowl. Other bowl finds as-
sociated with passage tombs include those from
Donaghanie, Co. Tyrone, Fourknocks I, Co.
Meath, Rush, Co. Dublin, Carriglong and Harris-
town, Co. Waterford.

Bowls have been discovered in or associated
with a number of wedge tombs. Two were found in
the Loughash (Cashelbane) tomb in Co. Tyrone
and were considered to be secondary deposits by
the excavators. Sherds of the one bowl were found
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Fig. 1. Simple bowls: 16. Cabragh, Co. Monaghan. 19. ‘Mountfield’, Co. Tyrone.
Bipartite bowls: 55. Grange, Co. Roscommon. 59. Crouck (Dun Ruadh), Co. Tyrone.
Necked bipartite bowls: 99. Garvagh, Co. Tyrone. 88. Rush, Co. Dublin.

in the chamber and in the cairn of a tomb at
Kilhoyle, Co. Derry. Fragments of a small bowl
were discovered, apparently associated with
sherds of late beakers, in a wedge tomb at Lar-
gantea, also in Co. Derry. Sherds of beaker and
bowl were associated in the Lough Gur wedge
tomb, Co. Limerick. Two bowls were found in sec-
ondary cists in or near the cairn of a wedge tomb at
Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin. The sherds said to look
like ‘food vessel” from the Labbacallee, Co. Cork,
wedge tomb are, in fact, unclassifiable. The major-
ity of funerary bowls have been found in cists or in
pit graves and these will be considered below.

On the basis of variations in form and ornament,
four major bowl groups may be identified: (1) sim-
ple and bipartite bowls, (2) necked bipartite bowls,
(3) tripartite bowls, and (4) ribbed bowls. This is a
modification of the classification proposed by
Waddell (1976). Only in a very small number of
cases is this classification inapplicable or prob-
lematic. Those very rare instances, for example, in
which it seems difficult to distinguish between a
necked bipartite and a tripartite bowl (or indeed
between a tripartite and a bipartite vase) are both
an illustration of the relationship between the

forms in question and, of course, an indication of
the inevitable imperfection of classification sys-
tems of this sort. The relationship between other
bowl forms such as simple and bipartite is revealed
by certain shared decorative traits (below) and
other related groups may also be identified (p. 52).

SIMPLE AND BIPARTITE BOWLS

Simple bowls (1—23) are small, well-made bowls
with a smooth, curving, convex profile and inbent
rims with a diameter less than the greatest diame-
ter of the body (Fig. 1, 16 and 19). Usually 8 to
1ocm high, they rarely exceed the latter figure.
Rims are rounded or simply bevelled, the latter are
occasionally decorated. Bases are flat or very
slightly concave and they too are occasionally de-
corated.

The decoration on the exteriors of these pots is
quite distinctive: it principally consists of two
broad horizontal zones of the same motif usually
separated by one or more horizontal grooves or
one or two narrow zones of simple ornament. This
division between the two major decorative zones is
usually a little below the greatest diameter of the
vessel. One more narrow zone of minor decora-
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tion, perhaps just simple grooving, may occur
above the major upper zone and just below the
rim, and below the lower major zone and just
above the base. On over half the bowls of this
form, the two major decorative zones consist of a
similar broad horizontal row of vertical lines. This
motif may be incised or grooved as on Cabragh,
Co. Monaghan (Fig. 1, 16),and no locality 84 (22),
but is usually impressed; it may be executed with
an impressed piece of cord, coarsely twisted as on
Mount Stewart, Co. Down (7), and whipped cord
or fibre as on Co. Galway (11). More commonly,
however, this vertical motif is comb-impressed as
on ‘Mountfield’, Co. Tyrone (Fig. 1, 19). It may be
delimited by horizontal lines or a horizontal row of
triangular or arc-shaped impressions forming
false relief. Other motifs to occur in these paired
major zones include horizontal lines, impressed
ovals or circles on Rubane, Co. Down (8), and
made with a shell edge, and various impressed re-
served designs mainly formed by opposed triangles
and similar motifs as on Loughloughan, Co. An-
trim (3), no locality 94 (23) and Hartwell Upper,
Co. Kildare (13). A design of reserved lozenges oc-
curs on a bowl from Grange, Co. Roscommon
(17). While horizontal lines were comb-impressed
or incised, the rest of these designs were, for the
most part, executed in characteristic fashion with
comb impressions and false relief. Minor decora-
tive motifs on these bowls occur in narrow zones,
always narrower and sometimes half the width of
major zones. The motifs consist mainly of short
lines or lattice motifs of comb impressions or vari-
ous forms of star or cruciform motif on the base. A
series of concentric grooves occurs on the base of
the Loughloughan bowl (3).

Aside from a simple bowl from the Portstewart,
Co. Derry, sandhills and an example from the
wedge tomb at Loughash, Co. Tyrone, most if not
all of the others presumably came from cist or pit
graves. About ten are recorded as coming from
cists but Hartwell Upper, Co. Kildare, may have
come from a pit, and the absence of bones noted in
several instances may imply decayed unburnt bu-
rials. Mention of a skull at Loughloughan suggests
an unburnt burial. A number of cremations are
known: a bowl from Grange, Co. Roscommon, ac-
companied a cremation in a short rectangular cist
in a cemetery mound. A bowl from Moylehid (Bel-
more Mountain), Co. Fermanagh, was also found
with a cremation in a short rectangular cist; here,
however, the cist was a secondary grave in the

cairn of a passage tomb. In Oldbridge, Co. Meath,
one compartment of a double cist is said to have
contained the teeth of two adult males and a simple
bowl (the other compartment contained the teeth
of a female and a jet necklace).

The distribution of this form of bowl is a scat-
tered one (Fig. 2) but predominantly in the north-
ern half of the country. Except for the one from
Grange, Co. Roscommon, one from Co. Galway,
and one from southern Co. Kilkenny, these pots
are found north and north-east of a line from Kil-
lala to Dublin. Two of the four unprovenanced
simple bowls (no locality 1 and 61) are likely to
have come from the north of Ireland.

A number of vessels seem to be variants of this
bowl type. Five are simple bowls with straight or
concave necks (24— 28) and three of these, at least,
bear the characteristic paired major zones of orna-
ment. Three other pots (29—31) also seem to be
versions of the simple bowl.

The name bipartite bowl is applied to small,
well-made, vessels with a noticeable constrictionin
the external profile at or immediately below mid-
height (32—-51, 53—72). This narrowing just at or
about the greatest diameter of the pot produces a
characteristic bi-convex external profile (Fig. 1, 55
and 59) and only rarely is it difficult to distinguish
between a possible bipartite bowl such as Ballysa-
dare, Co. Sligo (56), with minimal constriction,
and simple bowls like Cabragh, Co. Monaghan
(Fig. 1, 16), with a narrow median groove. Pots
such as these reflect the close relationship between
the two forms. Like simple bowls, the rims of
bipartite bowls are inbent and rim diameters are al-
ways less than the greatest width of the vessel.
Heights rarely exceed 1ocm by more than a few
millimetres. A bipartite bowl from Mount Stewart,
Co. Down (44), is exceptional with a height of
about 12.3cm. Here, as on a minority of these
bowls, the constriction affects the internal profile.
Rims are usually simply bevelled and a majority
are decorated. Rounded rims occur, for example,
on Keenoge, Co. Meath (51), and Mount Stewart,
Co. Down (44). Bases are flat or slightl§ concave
and occasionally decorated. The decoration on a
number of simple and bipartite bowls from Coun-
ties Antrim and Down suggests a stylistic sub-
group (Fig. 28, p. 64).

This bowl form shares the distinctive decorative
style noted on simple bowls: two major zones of
similar ornament occur, one above and one below
the constriction which itself may contain a narrow
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zone of ornament. One or more narrow minor
zones may also occur just below the rim and above
the base. The pair of major decorative zones on a
majority of the pots of this type consist of a broad
horizontal row of vertical lines. These lines are of
false relief and comb impressions on the fine bowl
from Mount Stewart, Co. Down (Plate 19, 43).
The profile of, and the design of vertical lines on, a
relatively tall vessel, over 14cm high, from
Donaghanie, Co. Tyrone (73), indicate some re-
lationship with bipartite bowls such as Mount
Stewart (44), and this variant serves as a reminder
that the makers of the bipartite type may have
manufactured a range of pottery shapes and sizes.
In general whipped cord lines, incised lines and
comb-impressed lines are of almost equal popular-
ity. Other motifs in these paired major zones in-
clude a few reserved motifs: two contrasting forms
are illustrated by Connor, Co. Antrim (33) and
Crouck, Co. Tyrone (59); some incised motifs and
various motifs in false relief with comb impressions
(see 42, 45, 46, 62, etc.) also occur. Minor decora-
tive motifs (including those in the constriction)
consist mainly of short line motifs in comb or whip-
ped cord, horizontal lines in these techniques as
well as incision, and chevrons in false relief.

Basal decoration includes cruciform designs as
well as circles of comb, whipped cord, and triangu-
lar impressions, and star-shaped motifs.

Some details of burial rite have been recorded in
only about a dozen cases. A bowl from Loughash,
Co. Tyrone, comes from a wedge tomb and one
from Donaghanie, Co. Tyrone, was possibly found
in a cist in a passage tomb mound, with burnt
bones. A majority of bipartite bowls seem to have
come from cists and to have accompanied cre-
mated bones. Two, from the one short rectangular
cist in the Grange, Co. Roscommon, cemetery
mound, were discovered before excavation and,
according to the finder, were both placed mouth
upwards, one on top of the other and accompany-
ing the burnt bones. A bowl from another short
rectangular cist in this mound was also placed
mouth upwards accompanying cremated bones.
However, another bowl from Grange was found
with an unburnt burial in a cist and this rite is also
reported from a flat cemetery at Brownstown, Co.
Kildare (a pit grave). A bipartite bowl from the flat
cemetery at Keenoge, Co. Meath, was found in a
pit grave with a paved floor; it stood mouth up-
wards behind the skull of a crouched skeleton. A
second bowl of the necked bipartite type was found

in this grave at the lower back of the skeleton.

The distribution of bipartite bowls is a scattered
one (Fig. 2) broadly corresponding to the distribu-
tion of simple bowls, i.e. mainly in the northern
part of the country. Again six unlocalised bipartite
bowls (no locality 3, 8, 54, 60, 67 and 92) in the Uls-
ter Museum and in the Bell Collection in the Royal
Museum of Scotland in Edinburgh, may well have
come from the north. Two in the National Museum
(no locality 10 and 19) may conceivably have had a
more southerly provenance. Three variant bipar-
tite bowls are preserved (73—75).

NECKED BIPARTITE BOWLS

Both simple and bipartite bowls have inbent rims
and a convex or biconvex external profile. Necked
bipartite bowls (52, 76—101) usually have, in part, a
more or less biconvex profile with, however, the
addition of a nearly vertical or slightly outward
curving neck (Fig.1, 99 and 88). The degree of in-
version of the upper body is not as marked as in
simple and bipartite bowls and in most cases the
rim diameter is only slightly less than the greatest
diameter of the vessel. The constriction still occurs
just below the mid-point of the vessel. The lower
curve is usually as symmetrical as the upper. Occa-
sionally, this symmetry is missing, e.g. Clonmore,
Co. Kilkenny (91), Rush, Co. Dublin (Fig. 1, 88),
Knockast, Co. Westmeath (100). These pots are
fractionally taller, the great majority ranging from
10 to 12cm in height. Rims are usually simply be-
velled and frequently decorated. Slightly rounded
rims as on Knockast, Co. Westmeath (100), are
rare. Bases are flat or slightly concave. Slightly
drum-shaped bases, e.g. Killyree, Co. Antrim
(76), and Tamnyagan, Co. Derry (81), occur very
occasionally. Just over half the bases are deco-
rated.

The distinctive decorative style of a pair of hori-
zontal zones of similar ornament, one above and
the other below the constriction, is still the norm.
These zones tend, however, to be narrower and,
sometimes, of differing widths. The constriction
usually contains a zone of ornament and one or two
narrow zones (usually of horizontal or oblique
lines) may occur above the base. Below the rim,
the neck may bear a broad zone (or several narrow
zones) of decoration: here horizontal lines of comb
impressions and false relief chevrons are most
common. The single most popular motif in the
paired zones is a row of vertical comb-impressed
lines sometimes delimited by a false relief chevron.
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Variations on this paired design occur on several
vessels, e.g. Rush, Co. Dublin (Fig. 1, 88), Dun-
gate, Co. Tyrone (97), Clonmore, Co. Kilkenny
(91), etc. Other motifs used include filled triangles
on Killyree, Co. Antrim (76), for example, and the
comb impressions and long chevrons in false relief
on Keenoge, Co. Meath (52), and Greenhills, Co.
Dublin (Plate 12, 86), form, in effect, reserved de-
signs. Reserved motifs are not particularly com-
mon, occurring on some half a dozen bowls. Other
examples include Tamnyagan, Co. Derry (81),
Blackhill, Co. Kildare (90), Rush, Co. Dublin
(Fig. 1, 88), and Dungate, Co. Tyrone (98). A de-
corative variant on Chapelizod, Co. Dublin (84),
consists of multiple narrow zones: each major zone
comprises three narrow zones of more or less equal
width — lines of comb impressions flanked by false
relief chevrons.

Basal decoration includes circles of arc-shaped
impressions, star-shaped and cruciform motifs,
and, on one bowl from Knockast, Co. Westmeath
(100), a series of concentric grooves.

Sherds of a bowl from Knockiveagh, Co. Down,
were associated with a disturbed secondary crema-
tion in a Neolithic cairn and three other bowls also
came from Neolithic monuments: Baunogena-
sraid, Co. Carlow, Chapelizod and Rush, Co.
Dublin. The majority of bowls were found in cists
and cremated and unburnt burial seem to have
been of more or less equal popularity. Few details
are recorded but the Knockast, Co. Westmeath,
bowl had been placed mouth upwards beside the
cremated deposit and had itself contained some
burnt bones. One bowl from a short rectangular
cist in the cemetery mound at Grange, Co. Ros-
common, was found lying on its side beside the
burnt bones, and bowls from Crumlin, Co. Dublin,
and Garvagh, Co. Tyrone, are each said to have
contained burnt bones. One, from Vow, Co. An-
trim, is said to have been discovered in an inverted
position, some bone fragments being reported
nearby.

Several unburnt burials are known. Rush, Co.
Dublin, is poorly recorded. At Dungate, Co.
Tyrone, however, an approximately square cist
contained the disarticulated unburnt bones of an
adult male and a bowl with its mouth placed
against the vault of the skull — an interesting jux-
taposition considered to have been ‘clearly delib-
erate’. This cist also contained a few unburnt bones
of a child and sherds of a second bowl of similar
type. The Keenoge, Co. Meath, pit grave con-

tained a crouched skeleton and two bowls, a bipar-
tite bowl (51), mentioned above, was found near

the skull and a second, necked bipartite, bowl (52)
was found at the lower back. The latter is broadly
comparable in form and ornament to the
Greenhills, Co. Dublin, bowl (86). Finally, at
Blackhill, Co. Kildare, a short rectangular cist held
the crouched skeleton of a child, lying on its back,
with a bowl at its feet.

The distribution of these bowls may be de-
scribed, like that of simple and bipartite bowls, as a
scattered but predominantly northern and eastern
one (Fig. 3). However, unlike the other categories,
these pots also display an interesting concentration
in south Co. Dublin and an obvious scarcity in east
Antrim and east Down. Two unprovenanced
bowls (no locality 20 and 62) may originally have
been found in northern parts. These two bowls and
one from Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow (102-104), may
be variants of this bowl type.

TRIPARTITE BOWLS

Tripartite bowls were defined by Young (1951): ‘in
the series, which varies in height from 3 to 7% in-
ches, the two horizontal mouldings are emphasised
by ornament above and below, or by a pattern on
the raised band, which may suggest that the form
was traditionally important. The mouldings may
be decorated by slanting stamped impressions, or
lines of chevron pattern. Zones of approximately
triangular impressions in false relief are frequent,
or their derivative, the wide angle chevron [as on
143] made with a spatulate tool. The rim is straight,
or very slightly everted, and usually decorated on
the inner bevel. The chief characteristic of the
group, apart from the tripartite form, is the
rhythmic overall pattern, for which the same im-
plement is often used in varying combinations’.
Thirty-one vessels are illustrated by Young, four-
teen from Ireland and seventeen from Scotland,
and a distribution map records fifteen Irish exam-
ples and at least twenty-seven Scottish finds.

Young’s definition is adopted here with minor
modification. These small bowls (105-165, 168—
213, 215—261) have a pair of horizontal ribs or
mouldings giving them an external tripartite
profile (Fig. 4). The ribs usually delimit the widest
part of the body of the vessel. They may be
sufficiently widely spaced to divide the exterior
into three broad zones or placed close enough to-
gether to give the impression of a shoulder groove
(which may contain several perforate or imperfo-
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Fig. 3. Distribution of necked bipartite bowls and variants.
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Fig. 4. Tripartite bowls: 159. Nurney Demesne, Co. Kildare. 229. Merginstown, Co. Wicklow.
192. Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone (after Jope and Jope). 151. Edmondstown, Co. Dublin.
134. Mullaghmeash, Co. Derry. 145. Carrickinab, Co. Down (after Collins and Evans).

rate lugs). Even with a tripartite form, there is still
considerable variation in general shape and the
range is best illustrated by internal profile which
may be tripartite, bipartite or simple. Compare,
for example, the profiles of Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone
(Fig. 4, 192), Merginstown, Co. Wicklow (Fig. 4,
229), and Nurney Demesne, Co. Kildare (Fig. 4,
159). Heights vary too but the great majority of
bowls range from 1ocm to about 15cm high. A
small number fall below 10cm, e.g. Ballybrew, Co.
Wicklow (222), which is 8.4cm in height.
Croaghan, Co. Donegal (138) is exceptional with a
height of 17.8cm. Rims are usually simply bevelled
and decorated, and occasionally slightly out-
turned; a small number are undecorated and a few
are flat. Bases are usually flat, a small number are
slightly concave. A few are somewhat drum-
shaped, e.g. Cumber, Co. Derry (Plate 22, 130),
and Gortnatraw South, Co. Donegal (140). A little

over one-third of bases are decorated.

Some thirty-five tripartite bowls bear lugs and in
all but three cases (145, 151 and 177) these straddle
the zone at the widest part of the pot delimited by
the pair of horizontal ribs. The majority of these
lugs (on twenty-seven pots) are merely low, round,
oval or sub-rectangular imperforate bosses. Some
were certainly applied, some may have been
pinched-up; they are clearly skeumorphic. A
majority are simply decorated with vertical, hori-
zontal or oblique lines, usually comb-impressed.
Four, or perhaps six, equally spaced lugs are com-
monest but a few pots have five, or more than six.
Vessels such as Ploopluck, Co. Kildare (161), with
eight, or Croaghan, Co. Donegal (138), with nine,
are exceptional. A bowl from Edmondstown, Co.
Dublin (Plate 7, 151) has fourteen small lugs or
bosses, seven placed on each of the grooved hori-
zontal ribs. Only a few bowls have perforated lugs,
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usually four or six, e.g. Cumber, Co. Derry (130).
Doubly-perforated lugs occur on Drudgeon, Co.
Tyrone (193). The four on the bowl from Carric-
kinab, Co. Down (Plate 7, 145), are placed below
the rim, as with the opposed pair on Keenoge, Co.
Meath (177). The majority of lugged bowls come
from the north (below).

The narrow horizontal grooving on the ribs of
the Edmondstown, Co. Dublin bowl (Plate 7,
151), has been mentioned. Such grooving is rare; it
occurs on the lower rib of a bowl from Malahide,
Co. Dublin (153), and on both ribs on
Crowinstown, Co. Westmeath (208), producing
double ribs. On a bowl from Rathbennett, Co.
Westmeath (213), broad grooving seems to pro-
duce the effect of two pairs of horizontal ribs.

The zonal decoration on the majority of tripar-
tite bowls usually consists of a quite limited series
of motifs repeated in various ways on the exterior.
Multiple horizontal zones are popular and these
are, in a majority of cases, grouped together into
two or three major zones of similar overall design.
The central zone is invariably delimited by the pair
of horizontal ribs. This repetitive two- or three-
fold design recalls, of course, the decorative styles
of simple and bipartite bowls. It seems to be a little
commoner than decorative schemes consisting
simply of multiple narrow zones extending from
rim to base. The horizontal ribs themselves are fre-
quently emphasized with decoration, usually in the
form of comb-impressed oblique lines or a chevron
in false relief.

The principal decorative motifs employed are
only four in number: parallel horizontal lines, false
relief chevrons, vertical lines, and oblique lines
(often forming a herring-bone motif). The first two
are a little more frequent than the latter two. False
relief chevrons often delimit the zone of horizon-
tal, vertical or oblique lines. Aside from some re-
served motifs found mainly on tripartite bowls in
the east midlands (below), motifs such as filled
triangles and lozenges are rarely used. Reserved
triangles and filled lozenges are the principal de-
corative motifs on a bowl from Co. Armagh (119).

The overall decoration of impressed arcs on
Croaghan, Co. Donegal (139), is quite unusual, as
is the twisted cord impressed decoration on Rox-
borough, Co. Armagh (116). Incised lines occur
occasionally, as do whipped cord impressions, but
comb impressions and false relief are by far the
commonest decorative techniques. Two plain
tripartite bowls are known: one from Crossakeel,

Co. Meath (170), the other from Co. Wexford
(221). Cruciform motifs and star-shaped designs
are the commonest basal decoration. Other de-
signs include circles of impressed arcs or triangles
and, on a bowl from Nurney, Co. Kildare (159), an
incised lattice. The associated pair of bowls from
Gorticrum Irish, Co. Tyrone (195 and 266),
suggest that several vessels, some with incised or-
nament (e.g. 263—269) should be considered as
tripartite bowl variants.

A tripartite bowl was found, apparently as-
sociated with cremated bones, in a megalithic
tomb (O) in the Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo, passage
tomb cemetery. Sherds of another and unburnt
bones come from Audleystown court tomb, Co.
Down. Two were found in a sandpit at Ballymacil-
roy, Co. Antrim, a few metres apart; both were in-
verted and no bones were recorded. Finds from
contexts such as these are the exception. Where
some of the circumstances of discovery are known
(in only about 55% of cases) it is clear that the
majority of tripartite bowls have been found in
cists along with cremated or unburnt burials (both
rites being of almost equal popularity). At
Sandville, Co. Tyrone, the cist was of irregular
plan, but most seem to have been short, rectangu-
lar examples, occasionally, as Keenoge, Co.
Meath (Grave 6), of massive construction (Plate
26). Precise information about the position of the
pot in the grave is rarely available but considerable
variety of ritual detail is evident. In some cases the
bowl seems to have been placed mouth upwards
and to have accompanied the bones., e.g. Gortic-
rum Irish, Co. Tyrone, Corrower, Co. Mayo, Ed-
mondstown, Co. Dublin (slightly tilted) and, pos-
sibly, Carrickinab, Co. Down. At Drimnagh, Co.
Dublin, the upright bowl had been placed on some
of the bones (in a long pit grave); at Ballyenahan,
Co. Cork, a pit contained a cremation accom-
panied by an inverted bowl. In a cist at Tullyvallen,
Co. Armagh, a bowl contained some burnt bone
and more bones were found below the pot. Some
cremated bone (of an adult) had also been placed
in a bowl at Woodend, Co. Tyrone. Bowls found
lying on their sides are reported (with bones) from
Carryglass, Co. Tyrone, and from Rathbennett,
Co. Westmeath. One of the cists in the Aghnas-
keagh, Co. Louth, cemetery, had a tripartite bowl
and two other fragmentary and anomalous vessels
resting on the floor of the grave which contained a
36cm deep deposit of fine brown soil fill through
which was mixed a very small amount of cremated
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bone. A similar puzzling ritual is recorded at Ard-
ballymore, Co. Westmeath, and Stranagalwilly,
Co. Tyrone (Cist 1).

Some ten tripartite bowls from the northern part
of the country have been found with probable
crouched unburnt burials, but over twice this
number of burials have been accompanied by such
bowls in the east midlands where, it seems, this rite
was particularly popular. Here, too, pit graves
containing crouched burials also occur. Crouched
burial with the bowl placed mouth upwards in front
of the skull or upper chest is the norm and is re-
corded in some ten instances, as in Grave 6 in the
Keenoge, Co. Meath, cemetery (Plate 26). Details
of orientation are few and it may be fortuitous that
three crouched skeletons with tripartite bowls
from pit graves (Ballsbridge, Co. Dublin, Old-
town, Co. Kildare, and Keenoge, Co. Meath,
Grave 11) all had their heads to the north and lay
on the left side facing east. Otherwise no pattern of
grave or corpse orientation is apparent and with in-
formation on the age or sex of skeletons available
in only some half-dozen cases it is not possible to
detect any bias, if such there be, in orientation cus-
tom based on these factors. While the majority of
these burials may be justly described as ‘single-
graves’, in several instances this term seems inap-
propriate. At Ballybrew, Co, Wicklow, a rectan-
gular cist contained the skeleton of a young adult
male reportedly lying on its back; the grave also
contained some unburnt bones of a child (two of
which were found in the bowl). At Annaghmore,
Co. Wexford, a cist contained the skeleton of a
young adult male beneath which were found the
bones of a child. This may be an instance of the re-
use of the one grave also reported at Stranagal-
willy, Co. Tyrone (Cist 4). Another Wexford cist,
at Bolinready, contained a male skeleton and the
fibula of a child. A fragment of skull of a second in-
dividual and the cremated bones of an adult ac-
companied a crouched skeleton with tripartite
bowl at Fourknocks II, Co. Meath. At Oldtown,
Co. Kildare, the crouched skeleton, found with the
tripartite bowl mentioned above, had a deposit of
cremated bone placed in the area of the knees and
lower limbs.

The Irish distribution of tripartite bowls (Fig. 5)
is mainly northern and eastern. Apart from scat-
tered examples in Galway, Sligo, Mayo, Leitrim
and Roscommon and, to the south, in east Cork,
bowls of this type are to be found in Ulster with a
concentration in the east Donegal-Tyrone-Derry

area and in Leinster from north Wexford to
Meath, notably, however, in the east midlands. It
is these eastern bowls, already noteworthy for
their frequent (though by no means invariable) as-
sociation with unburnt burials, which also display a
predilection for reserved ornament. This type of
decoration is of rare occurrence elsewhere: just
over half a dozen pots with a northern provenance
bear reserved chevrons as on Loughagannon, Co.
Donegal (143), and Loughinisland, Co. Down
(146), or reserved lozenges as on Killadroy, Co.
Tyrone (198). A possible variant of the latter
motif, a filled lozenge in a reserved zone, occurs on
a bowl from Co. Armagh (119) and as a minor de-
corative motif on several pots, e.g. Croaghan, Co.
Donegal (138), and Killyglen, Co. Antrim (110).
Twice as many bowls with reserved designs occur
in the east. Reserved chevrons and variations on
this motif are commonest: for example, Oldtown,
Co. Kildare (160), Lemonstown, Co. Wicklow
(226), Ballsbridge, Co. Dublin (149), Crowins-
town, Co. Westmeath (208). Impressed and re-
served sub-rectangular panels occur on Four-
knocks II, Co. Meath (Plate 6, 171), Rickards-
town, Co. Westmeath (215) and Merginstown, Co.
Wicklow (228).

The use of reserved motifs, like the preference
for unburnt burial, are noteworthy elements of the
tripartite bowl tradition in the Leinster area. There
does seem to be some correlation between the two.
While the ratio of cremation to unburnt burial here
is, as far as the inadequate evidence goes, approxi-
mately 1:2, the ratio of tripartite bowls with re-
served motifs found with cremations to similar
bowls found with unburnt burials is 1:6. However,
bowls with this sort of decoration and associated
with unburnt burials represent only about one-
third of the total number of pots from Leinster.
Thus, while some measure of regional fashion is
evident, the isolation of a ‘Leinster bowl’ sub-type
on these grounds seems unwarranted at present. A
group of squat, tripartite bowls with lugs, in the
north, from Donegal to Antrim (Fig. 23, p. 59) ap-
pear to form a sub-group, as may several tripartite
(and ribbed) bowls with a rather globular profile
mainly in the east and south-east (Fig. 25, p. 61).

Other minor regional fashions are discernible.
For example, as already mentioned, the majority
(about 75%) of bowls with lugs come from Ulster,
though the feature is not unknown in Leinster.

Just over thirty tripartite bowls have no prove-
nance recorded.
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Fig. 6. Ribbed bowls: 292. Annaghkeen, Co. Galway. 299. Ploopluck, Co. Kildare.
275. Killycarney, Co. Cavan. 294. Graney West, Co. Kildare.
328. Rathbarron, Co. Sligo. 326. Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo.

RIBBED BOWLS
The term ribbed bowl is applied to a category of
bowl with three or more horizontal ribs on its ex-
terior (214, 270- 294, 297-345). The great majority
(about 76%) of vessels have three ribs, a few have
four and a small number five or six. There is some
variation in shape. The majority of vessels have a
slightly out-turned rim or neck as on Rathbarron,
Co. Sligo (Fig. 6, 328), and Annaghkeen, Co. Gal-
way (Fig. 6, 292), or a more or less vertical rim or
neck as on Ploopluck, Co. Kildare (Fig. 6, 299),
and Coan, Co, Kilkenny (308). A small group of
just over a dozen bowls have inward curving
profiles e.g. Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo (Fig. 6, 326)
and Graney West, Co. Kildare (Fig. 6, 294). Sev-
eral vessels with this curving profile, but having at
most very slight ribbing, are included in this group:
Martinstown, Co. Meath (319), Ballymote, Co.
Sligo (325), Syonan, Co. Westmeath (345). The
latter pot, in particular, may be related to a vessel

classed as a bipartite vase variant from Termon,
Co. Cavan (605), with slight ribs and incised and
false relief decoration, and the Martinstown and
Graney West vessels may also be compared to a
number of tripartite bowls (Fig. 25, p. 61). Heights
of ribbed bowls range from just under 8.5cm to
16.5cm and the great majority range from 10 to
15cm. Rims are usually bevelled and decorated; a
small number are undecorated. A few are flat,
plain or decorated. Bases are flat or slightly con-
cave. A number are drum-shaped, e.g. Ballybit,
Co. Carlow (Plate 18, 273). Only about one quar-
ter are decorated. Just one bowl, from Rackavra,
Co. Westmeath (337), is lugged; three horizontal
ribs produce two parallel shallow grooves each of
which originally contained six imperforate lugs.

The zonal decoration recalls that on tripartite
bowls at least in so far as a limited series of motifs is
repeated in various ways on the exterior. The prin-
cipal motifs used are the same: zc
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lines, chevrons in false relief, parallel horizontal
lines and vertical lines. The first two are marginally
more popular than the latter two. Multiple narrow
horizontal zones of such ornament are common.
Apart from a small number of bowls bearing filled
lozenges in a reserved zone as on Killycarney, Co.
Cavan (Fig. 6, 275), Ballymote, Co. Sligo (325),
and Cullaghan, Co. Mayo (309), motifs such as
these and filled triangles occur only occasionally.
Other reserved motifs include saltires on Balrath
and Martinstown, Co. Meath (311 and 319), and
Syonan, Co. Westmeath (345), and chevrons on
Rackavra, Co. Westmeath (337), and Kelsha-
more, Co. Wicklow (340). The commonest de-
corative techniques are comb impressions and
false relief. Whipped cord impressions occur on a
few pots such as Crouck, Co. Tyrone (330), Bal-
lynagross, Co. Down (283), and Corrower, Co.
Mayo (302 and 303). A number of bowls bear ex-
tensive incised decoration: e.g. Chapelizod (287),
Rush (291), Balbriggan, Co. Dublin (286), and
Lug, Co. Offaly (321). Circular impressions (made
with a tubular object) occur on Bellanascaddan,
Co. Donegal (281) and a bowl from Mount
Stewart, Co. Down (Plate 15, 284) has an unusual
shell impressed motif. A small number are crudely
decorated. A plain ribbed bowl comes from Mer-
ginstown, Co. Wicklow (342). Four pots (346-349)
may be ribbed bowl variants.

Sherds of a probable ribbed bowl come from the
chamber and cairn of the Kilhoyle, Co. Derry,
wedge tomb and from the floor of the main
chamber of a cruciform passage tomb (Cairn K) in
the Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo, passage tomb cemet-
ery, but were not clearly associated with a burial
deposit. However, the majority of these bowls
with recorded archaeological context come from
burials. Most have been found in cists but about
one-quarter have been found in pit-graves and,
overall, unburnt burial is almost as popular as cre-
mation. Details of only a minority of the cists are
known and most were of short rectangular form.
Two, at least, were polygonal: one such from Bal-
lydullaghan, Co. Derry, contained the cremated
bones of an adult accompanied by a bowl found
lying on its side. Another in a cemetery mound at
Corrower, Co. Mayo, contained three bowls (all
standing mouth upwards) and cremated bones rep-
resenting five persons; these bones had been mixed
through a sandy fill in the grave. What seems to
have been a pit grave at Curglassan, Co. Tyrone,
contained a bowl inverted on a deposit of

cremated bone. The bowl from Rackavra, Co.
Westmeath, was also inverted. In cists at Ballynag-
ross, Co. Down, and Brougher, Co. Sligo, the
bowl was standing mouth upwards accompanying
the cremation but in Kelshamore, Co. Wicklow,
the pot had been placed mouth upwards on the
bones. This upright position seems to have been
the norm with unburnt burials, the bowl being
placed mouth upwards in front of or behind the
skull. For example, two cists in the Edmondstown,
Co. Dublin, flat cemetery each contained a
crouched skeleton of a youth with the bowl placed
in front of the head; one skeleton lay on its left side
facing south, the other on the right facing north. In
a cemetery mound at Haylands, Co. Wicklow, a
cist contained the crouched skeleton of a young
adult on its left side with the bowl behind the skull.
In the Fourknocks I, Co. Meath, cemetery mound,
a cist contained the crouched skeleton of a child
with a bowl placed at its lap and a bowl from Bar-
rettstown, Co. Westmeath, is said to have stood
near the legs of a crouched skeleton.

The distribution of ribbed bowls (Fig. 7) is a pre-
ponderantly eastern one. Apart from an interest-
ingly isolated scatter in the north, mainly in Derry
and Tyrone, and another small group in the Sligo-
Mayo area, the majority of these bowls come from
Leinster, many from the east midlands. Two have
no recorded provenance.

UNCLASSIFIABLE AND ANOMALOUS BOWLS

A small number of unclassifiable and very frag-
mentary bowls are preserved from certain or possi-
ble funerary contexts (296, 366—388). There are, in
addition, some seventeen anomalous pots (295,
350-365) which cannot be assigned to the forego-
ing categories. The use of comb-impressed and
false relief decoration on most of them strongly
suggests their affinity with the Bowl Tradition even
when their form is atypical. The two major zones
of similar ornament on Cush, Co. Limerick (357),
and Ballyglass, Co. Roscommon (359), for exam-
ple, recall this style of decoration on simple and
bipartite bowls. In spite of its sparse decoration,
the three ribs (one near the base) on Jamestown,
Co. Dublin (356), suggest some relationship with
ribbed bowls. Of particular interest and worthy of
mention here are two small fragmentary pots from
Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth (166 and 167). These
were found along with a tripartite bowl in a short
rectangular cist: they are classed as anomalous
pots (p. 31) assignable neither to the bowl nor to
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the vase category. One is comb-ornamented and a
slight angularity of the profile of the lower body
and an almost imperceptible horizontal ridge at
mid-height barely give a tripartite form; the other
small tub-shaped pot has some very faint impres-
sions on body and base. Both vessels are a useful
reminder that the makers of highly decorated
tripartite bowls probably made plainer variants of
simpler shape, such as Freestone Hill, Co. Kil-
kenny (263), and no locality no. 86 (269). The sig-
nificance of the associated pots from Gorticrum
Irish, Co. Tyrone (195 and 266), in this respect has
already been noted (p. 13).

BURIAL RITES

The funerary contexts of the several bowl
categories have been briefly described. A majority
of bipartite bowls may have been found with cre-
mated burials usually in cists. Unburnt burial is,
however, by no means uncommon and, in the
necked bipartite, tripartite and ribbed bowl
categories, it and cremation are of almost equal
frequency. It is important to bear in mind, in any
commentary on burial rite, the high percentage of
provenanced bowls with little or no information
about the circumstances of their discovery. For
example, details of whether a particular bowl was
found in a cist or a pit are available for only some
52% of pots; whether or not the accompanying
human remains were unburnt or cremated is re-
corded in only about 45% of these cases, and of
course more detailed information about the rela-
tive positions of pot and bones in the grave is even
scantier. It is sad to recall that an analogous situa-
tion obtains in the case of some of the broadly con-
temporary metalwork: upwards of half of Irish
axes and halberds, for example, have no details of
discovery recorded (Harbison 1969a, 1969b).
Overall, approximately 43% of these bowls have
been found with unburnt burials and 57% with cre-
mated burials. Approximately 78% were from
cists and 22% from pit graves. Where details are
known, they clearly reflect the variety of ritual so
characteristic of the funerary record.

A majority of bowls have been found either
placed mouth upwards accompanying the cre-
mated deposit or mouth upwards and containing
some or all of the bones. A small number have
been found lying on their sides or inverted. The
very limited evidence is illustrated by the following
examples:

Bowls accompanying cremations: mouth upwards
Duvernagh, Co. Armagh: cist

Bellanascaddan, Co. Donegal: cist

Ballynagross, Co. Down: cist

Drimnagh, Co. Dublin: pit (on top of some bone)
Edmondstown, Co. Dublin: cist (tilted)

Belmore Mountain, Co. Fermanagh: cist
Corrower, Co. Mayo: pit

Corrower, Co. Mayo: cist

Bowls accompanying cremations: lying on side
Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry: cist
Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone: pit

Bowls accompanying cremation: inverted
Ballyenahan, Co. Cork: pit
(?)Rackavra, Co. Westmeath: cist

Bowls accompanying cremation: mouth upwards

and containing some bones

Knockast, Co. Westmeath: cist (cremation 38)

Kelshamore, Co. Wicklow: cist(?)

Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone: cist (bones mixed
through fill)

Bowls mouth upwards and containing some cre-
mated bone

Tullyvallen, Co. Armagh: cist(?)

Termon, Co. Cavan: cist

Greenhills, Co. Dublin: pit

Ballyglass, Co. Roscommon: cist

Bowl on side and containing cremation
Harristown, Co. Waterford: pit(?)

Bowl inveried over cremated bone
Curglassan, Co. Tyrone: pit

There is a noticeable concentration of unburnt bu-
rials in Leinster particulary in the eastern midlands
(Ryan 1974, 23), notably in Counties Kildare,
Westmeath, Meath and south Dublin. The pre-
ponderance of such burials in Meath and Kildare
may be in part explicable in terms of the nitmber of
flat cemeteries there: e.g. Keenoge, Martinstown,
Ploopluck and Brownstown which together con-
tained no fewer than fifteen unburnt burials. Un-
burnt burials also occur in some numbers in Laois,
Carlow and north Wexford. Some examples occur
in the north mainly in Donegal and Tyrone and a
small number are recorded from Limerick and
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Cork. The small concentrations in Counties Clare
and Roscommon (from the cemetery mounds of
Poulawack and Grange respectively) suggest the
apparent absence of such burials in some areas
may be due to the lack of excavation of burial
mounds. A small but interesting group of unburnt
burials mainly from Counties Galway and Mayo
were associated with vases. Given the confined dis-
tribution of vases and unburnt burials, there is a
possibility that the aceramic unburnt burials in
Leinster should be considered part of the Bowl
Tradition. No certainty is possible, of course, but if
this were so, then some 48% of graves were distin-
guished by a decorated pottery vessel while some
52%, for whatever reason, were not. If the pre-
sence of a pottery vessel is considered to be a re-
flection of the status of an individual then, as vari-
ous discoveries at Fourknocks I and II, and
Keenoge, Co. Meath, and Edmondstown, Co.
Dublin, indicate, children, adolescents, as well as
adults of both sexes were so honoured.

Bowls have been found in varying numbers in
both flat cemeteries and cemetery mounds. They
have been recorded in about twenty cemetery
mounds and seventeen flat cemeteries. The cemet-
ery mound at Corrower, Co. Mayo, may be excep-
tional in so far as bowl was the only pot type rep-
resented. Here, nine graves were found, and in
five, the human remains, all cremated, were ac-
companied by bowls. The small flat cemetery at
Halverstown, Co. Kildare, comprised three un-
burnt burials, one accompanied by a bowl. Three
bowls come from a flat cemetery of four burials at
Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone. Bowl Tradition
cemeteries are a possibility. In the ill-recorded flat
cemetery of Ploopluck, Co. Kildare, several pit
graves containing unburnt burials and bowls were
found. However, an urn sherd was also recovered
from the area so a mixture of pot types is conceiv-
able. Cemeteries usually contain more than one
pot type and a variety of pots and burial rites (as at
Keenoge, Co. Meath, and Edmondstown, Co.
Dublin) is a common feature of both cemetery
mounds and flat cemeteries.

Bowls accompanying unburnt burials

Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry: beside face

Aghfarrell, Co. Dublin: behind skull

Ballsbridge, Co. Dublin: ‘in front of skeleton’

Edmondstown, Co. Dublin (Cist 1): in front of
head

Edmondstown, Co. Dublin (Cist 2): in front of
head

Greenbhills, Co. Dublin: at foot (containing crema-
tion)

Whitestown, Co. Dublin: beside skull

Blackhill, Co. Kildare: at feet

Brownstown, Co. Kildare: beside skull

Calverstown, Co. Kildare: ‘near the head’

Halverstown, Co. Kildare: behind skull

Oldtown, Co. Kildare: beside skull

Ploopluck, Co. Kildare: behind head

Fourknocks I, Co. Meath: on lap

Fourknocks II, Co. Meath: in front of skull

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 3): two bowls: one
behind skull and at lower back

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 5): in front of skull
(Plate 26)

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 6): in front of skull
(Plate 26)

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 9): in front of skull

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 11): in front of skull

Keenoge, Co. Meath (Grave 14): near skull

Stonepark, Co. Sligo: in front of face

Camaghy, Co. Tyrone: ‘at hand’

Dungate, Co, Tyrone: on side, mouth against skull

Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone (Cist 2): near skull

Barrettstown, Co. Westmeath: near legs

Riverstown, Co. Westmeath: in front of face

Annaghmore, Co. Wexford: at face

Ballybrew, Co. Wicklow (Cist 1): in front of face

Ballybrew, Co. Wicklow (Cist 2): beside skull

Haylands, Co. Wicklow: behind skull

Information about the relative position of bowls
and unburnt burials is often lacking but, as this
sample indicates, bowls were generally placed near
the skull (78%) and usually mouth upwards. The
Dungate bowl was carefully placed so that its
mouth rested against the skull. The Greenhills
bowl, placed at the feet, is said to have contained
cremated bone.

ASSOCIATIONS AND DATE
Associated finds with bowls (other than human
bones) are varied. They may be summarised as fol-
lows:

Corkey, Co. Antrim: tripartite bowl, bronze dag-
ger.

Glenwhirry, Co. Antrim: bipartite bowl, plano-
convex flint knife? (lost).
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Kells, Co. Antrim: bowl fragment, leaf-shaped
flint arrowhead (lost).

Duvernagh, Co. Armagh: two tripartite bowls.

Vermount, Co. Carlow: ribbed bowl, flint blade.

Killycarney, Co. Cavan: ribbed bowl, bone ‘belt-
hook’, stone axe.

Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry: ribbed bowl, flint
flake.

Carrickbrack, Co. Donegal: tripartite bowl, flint
scraper, flint ‘thumb’ scraper.

Ballynagross, Co. Down: ribbed bowl, flint flake,
(flint core outside grave).

Carrickinab, Co. Down: tripartite bowl, bronze
dagger, copper or bronze awl, two flint ‘thumb’
scrapers.

Graney West (1), Co. Kildare: ribbed bowl,
anomalous bowl, bowl fragments.

Graney West (2), Co. Kildare: tripartite bowl, a
stone or bone pendant or toggle, a stone pen-
dant or toggle.

Hartwell Upper, Co. Kildare: simple bowl, a ‘cop-
per spoon’? (lost).

Luggacurran, Co. Laois: bowl, beads of bluish col-
our (lost), two bronze bracelets.

Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth: tripartite bowl, two
anomalous pots.

Corrower (7), Co. Mayo: three ribbed bowls.

Croghan Erin (Kiltale), Co. Meath: bowl frag-
ments, ‘brass or copper’ object (lost).

Crossakeel, Co. Meath: tripartite bowl, plain
tripartite bowl.

Keenoge (3), Co. Meath: bipartite bowl, necked
bipartite bowl, bronze knife, flint ‘thumb’
scraper, flint fragment (?arrowhead), flint
flake, stone chips.

Keenoge (6), Co. Meath: tripartite bowl and (out-
side grave) two tripartite bowls.

Knockmunnion, Co. Meath: simple bowl, two leaf
or lozenge-shaped flint arrowheads.

Oldbridge, Co. Meath: simple bowl, jet necklace,

Grange (2), Co. Roscommon: two bipartite bowls.

Grange (13), Co. Roscommon: simple bowl,
bipartite bowl.

Carrickbanagher, Co. Sligo: bipartite bowl, sherds
of a second vessel (lost).

Rathbarron, Co. Sligo: ribbed bowl,
axehead, small stone disc.

Carryglass, Co. Tyrone: bowl fragment, plano-
convex(?) flint knife.

Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone: tripartite bowl, flint knife.

Dungate, Co. Tyrone: two necked bipartite bowls.

Gorticrum Irish, Co. Tyrone: two tripartite bowls.

stone

Mountfield, Co. Tyrone: simple bowl, lozenge-
shaped lignite or shale object.

Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone: two tripartite bowls.

Stranagalwilly, Co. Tyrone: tripartite bowl, flint
knife.

Barrettstown, Co. Westmeath: ribbed bowl, frag-
ment of boar’s tusk (lost).

Rathbennett, Co. Westmeath: tripartite bowl, rib-
bed bowl, two jet beads.

Ballybrew (1), Co. Wicklow: tripartite bowl, lig-
nite bead, flint scraper, two flint flakes (rock
crystal and quartz pebble beneath paved floor).

Ballybrew (2), Co. Wicklow: tripartite bowl, flint
fragments, quartz chips.

Kelshamore, Co. Wicklow: ribbed bowl, plano-
convex flint knife.

As this list of thirty-eight instances of associated
finds demonstrates, the commonest artifact found
with bowls is another pottery vessel. Of some fif-
teen pottery associations (and excluding five finds
of anomalous or lost associated vessels) all the clas-
sifiable vessels are themselves of the bowl class.
The discovery of fragments of bowl, a sherd of
beaker and a collared urn at various levels in a pit
at Gortcorbies, Co. Derry, should not, for the pre-
sent at least, be considered a direct association. If
this is so the absence of such associations with
other pottery classes is interesting. The few exam-
ples of association of different bowl types may be
significant. In the Keenoge, Co. Meath, flat cemet-
ery, a pit grave (Grave 3) contained a bipartite
bowl (51) and a necked bipartite bowl (52) along
with a crouched skeleton. Finally at Rathbennett,
Co. Westmeath, a cist contained an unburnt burial
and two bowls, one a tripartite bowl (213) with lugs
(albeit with deeply grooved horizontal ribs giving
the impression of two pairs of ribs), the other a rib-
bed bowl (214). It would be unwise to suggest, on
the basis of such associations, that most, if not all,
bowl forms were in contemporary use, but it may
be reasonable to assume at least some measure of
chronological overlap between the various types.
In the absence of independent evidence, it would
be equally unwise to assume a developmental
sequence from simple to bipartite, to necked
bipartite to tripartite, to ribbed, for instance. Such
a sequence has been suggested before, on purely
typological grounds (Coffey 1913, 95, plate x1).
Objects of metal are very occasionally found
with bowls. Small flat bronze riveted daggers have
been found with tripartite bowls at Corkey, Co.
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Antrim (108), and Carrickinab, Co. Down (145).
The former is Harbison’s eponymous example of a
dagger type which ‘may have had a long life-span’
(Harbison 1969a, 23). The Carrickinab blade is
corroded and fragmentary but the discovery of a
single rivet with it suggests it too was a riveted type
and analysis has shown it to be made of a tin
bronze. The small flat knife or dagger blade found
with the Keenoge, Co. Meath, bowls (51-52) has
been included by Harbison (1969a, 17) in his categ-
ory of miscellaneous undecorated daggers. Of
these three ‘dagger-graves’ only the cremated
bones from Carrickinab have been examined: they
represent one adult, possibly male. Like these
daggers, the awl with a central rectangular-sec-
tioned swelling, from the latter grave, is not a
closely dateable type (Harbison 1967; Thomas in
Collins and Evans 1968). The ‘copper spoon’ said
to have been found with a simple bowl at Hartwell
Upper, Co. Kildare, is unfortunately lost, as is the
‘brass or copper’ object found with the Croghan
Erin (Kiltale), Co. Meath, bowl. This pot was
found in a pit beneath a tumulus and with it was ‘a
thin piece of either brass or copper, about eighteen
inches long and three inches wide, which was
figured or carved round its edges’. A human skele-
ton, an iron spearhead and a bronze dagger of Har-
bison’s (1969a) ‘Type Kiltale’ were also found but
in the burial mound itself. A very inadequate
nineteenth-century account of these discoveries
has been published. As Flanagan (1961, 285) has
pointed out, this account, contrary to claims by
Raftery (1940, 61) and following him, Childe
(1947, 123), indicates that the surviving dagger and
the bowl were not found together.

Associated finds such as flint knives, flint
‘thumb’ scrapers and flint arrowheads are not
closely dateable but are quite in keeping with the
general early Bronze Age date suggested by the
daggers and awl. A few items suggest some corre-
lation with at least part of the Wessex funerary
tradition of southern England. The bone object
from Killycarney, Co. Cavan, was found with a
small polished stone axehead in one or other of two
compartments of a segmented cist; a ribbed bowl
(275) from one of these compartments is also pre-
served. As Simpson (1968, 203) has pointed out,
somewhat similar hooked bone ‘belt fasteners’ are
known in Britain: one was found with a collared
urn in the Brackmont Mill cemetery in Fife and
another unprovenanced example is preserved in
Devizes Museum. The best known is, of course,

the sheet gold fastener from the celebrated Bush
Barrow in Wiltshire. Various forms of bone belt-
hooks have been occasionally found in Chal-
colithic and early Bronze Age contexts in Central
Europe (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1975). The placing of a
necklace in a grave is a feature of some Wessex
graves and of contemporary graves in northern
England and Scotland. This custom may well have
inspired the deposition of a necklace of jet beads
(and a simple bowl: Plate 21, 12) in separate com-
partments of a double cist at Oldbridge, Co.
Meath. The simple beads from this grave, of disc
and slender barrel shape, along with a triangular
fastener or pendant, find a good parallel in a Scot-
tish dagger grave at Masterton, Fife. The Old-
bridge necklace originally comprised some thir-
teen barrel-shaped beads, fifty-five disc-shaped
beads, and a perforated triangular piece. The Mas-
terton piece was found and carefully examined in
situ (unlike the Oldbridge find) and comprised
sixty-seven barrel-shaped, ninety-one disc-shaped
beads and a perforated triangular piece (Henshall
and Wallace 1963). The barrel-shaped beads were
strung in five rows and roughly graduated with the
smaller beads towards the ends. The disc beads
were placed at the ends of the strings. The Old-
bridge piece, presumably a single-string necklace,
may have had its disc beads placed in this fashion
too. The Masterton cist grave also contained a flat
bronze dagger (with remains of a hilt of horn),
fragment of a small bronze knife, and a pair of de-
corated bronze armlets of Melfort type. The dag-
ger, Gerloff’s (1975) ‘Type Masterton’, has close
affinities with Irish ‘Type Corkey’ daggers and,
like them, may have had a long life. Gerloff has ar-
gued that these typologically simple daggers may
have been contemporary with both her Armorico-
British and Camerton-Snowshill series of Wessex
daggers.

In Scotland jet beads have also been found with
various bowls: disc beads, for example, were found
with a tripartite bowl at Brown Head, Arran
(Bryce 1902, 122,) and a fine jet necklace with
spacer plates was found with another such bowl at
Mountstewart, Bute (Bryce 1904, 65). At Kilmar-
tin Glebe, Argyll, a fine bipartite bowl (with four
perforated lugs) was found with what seems to
have been a similar necklace (Greenwell 1866,
339; Anderson 1905, 233; Abercromby 1912, Vol.
I, fig. 239). The associations and circumstances of
discovery of fifty-nine finds of jet beads and
necklaces in Scotland have been summarised by
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Morrison (1979).

It is unfortunate that so few details are known
about the Luggacurran, Co. Laois, discoveries.
Two cists were found about 3m. apart in 1881.
Each contained a bowl ‘ornamented in a uniform
manner’ and in the pots were found ‘two little links
of beads’ of ‘a bluish colour’. Two bronze bracelets
were also found but where precisely is not re-
corded. Only the bracelets and one ribbed bowl
(301) are preserved. The association of a ribbed
bowl(?) with what may have been (quoit-shaped?)
faience beads is interesting, as is the possible as-
sociation with bronze bracelets of solid circular
cross-section and with tapering, overlapping ends.
Such bracelets are related to similar Scottish orna-
ments of both circular and D-section comparable
to analogous Continental types of the Reinecke A2
phase of the European Bronze Age (Coles 1969,
51). A tripartite bowl found at Kinneff, Kincar-
dineshire, and a Midlothian vase were each as-
sociated with such bracelets (Simpson 1968, 198)
and contemporaneity with the Armorico-British
phase of the Wessex Culture is generally accepted.

The segmented and ringed or perforated toggles
found with a tripartite bowl at Graney West, Co.
Kildare (158), are unusual objects. The complete
example is made of stone and its rings are exter-
nally grooved. The same grooving of one ring oc-
curs on a roughly similar object with a longitudi-
nally grooved stem found with a vase at Lab-
bamolaga, Co. Cork (409). Simpson (1968, 205)
has compared the latter object with bone pendants
or belt rings found with a few British beakers (e.g.
D. L. Clarke 1970, figs. 136 and 261).

Since these various associated finds offer only a
broad and imprecise indication of date, it hardly
needs to be said that they provide no clear indica-
tion of any typological development within the
Bowl Tradition as a whole. The same is true of
much of the stratigraphical evidence.

Reference has already been made to the secon-
dary deposition of bowls in megalithic tombs: in
court tomb, in passage tomb of both cruciform and
undifferentiated type, and in wedge tomb. Secon-
dary burials with bowls have also been discovered
in the mounds of other Neolithic monuments such
as Drimnagh, Co. Dublin, and Baunogenasraid,
Co. Carlow. Two secondary cists in the cairn of the
Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin, wedge tomb each con-
tained sherds of bowls, one classifiable as a tripar-
tite bowl. It is likely that many other finds of bowl
sherds in wedge tombs also represent secondary

activity. Davies and Mullin (1940, 150) concluded
that the simple and bipartite bowls from the wedge
tomb at Loughash (Cashelbane), Co. Tyrone,
were secondary. According to D. L. Clarke (1970,
61, 527) the Beaker sherds from this tomb included
fragments of All-over-Cord and European beak-
ers. Sherds of a ribbed bowl came from both
chamber and cairn of the Kilhoyle, Co. Derry,
wedge tomb, which also produced indeterminate
beaker. Fragments of European and indetermi-
nate beaker as well as bowl were found in the much
disturbed wedge tomb at Lough Gur, Co.
Limerick. Another Co. Derry wedge tomb, at Lar-
gantea, produced fragments of an unusual bowl (a
necked variant of a simple bowl), and sherds of late
beaker. The beaker sherds included, according to
D. L. Clarke (1970, 181, figs. 687 and 688), Late
Northern and Late Southern types. The sherds of
these particular beakers were found together in the
tomb (chamber 1) in a yellow clay layer about 20cm
above old ground level. The bowl sherds were
found some gocm away in the same chamber at the
same level in a stony deposit of the same yellow
clay. That some bowls should be contemporary
with later beakers is not surprising but since wedge
tombs may have been used and re-used over a
period of time and since some bowls were clearly
secondary deposits, the evidence from sites like
Largantea must be treated with caution. The same
must be said of the small necked bipartite bowl
found with fragments of several beakers in an un-
roofed polygonal stone structure in an oval cairn at
Gortcorbies, Co. Derry. For that reason, the Lar-
gantea and Gortcorbies material is omitted from
the list of direct associations given above.
Stratigraphical evidence from a number of bu-
rial sites gives some indications of a terminus ante
quem for different categories of bowl. In a cemet-
ery mound at Grange, Co. Roscommon, animpor-
tant secondary cremation in an urn was inserted
into a mound which covered several cists contain-
ing bowls with unburnt and cremated burials. The
bowls were of simple or bipartite or of the necked
bipartite variety. The urn burial was a cremation,
in a vase urn, accompanied by a twisted, bronze
dagger with a bone pommel. The pommel has been
published by Hardaker (1974, 28) and the dagger
by Harbison (1968, 51). The dagger (Fig. 13) is flat,
grooved, with six rivet holes (three rivets survive in
their rivet holes and a fourth rivet is fused to one
face of the dagger butt). Harbison has assigned it
to his Type Topped Mountain. With its six rivets



24 The Bowl Tradition

the Grange weapon is clearly a smaller version of
Gerloff’s Armorico-British A dagger typical of the
first phase of the Wessex funerary tradition (Ger-
loff 1975, 70). It suggests that the various Grange
bowls are at latest coeval with the earliest Wessex
funerary tradition and indeed they may even pre-
date it. Charcoal from the Grange dagger burial
has been Ci14 dated to 3480+35 BP (GrN 9709), a
date later than the majority of determinations for
bowls and vases (p. 37).

At a small number of sites burials with pottery of
the Vase Tradition have disturbed earlier burials
with bowls. In the Fourknocks I, Co. Meath,
cemetery a cist containing an unburnt burial and a
ribbed bowl was disturbed by a vase urn burial. In

the flat cemetery at Edmondstown, Co. Dublin,
some of the stones protecting an encrusted urn bu-
rial were considered by the excavator to have been
removed from the nearby disturbed Cist no. 4; this
cist, which contained only a cremation, shared a
side-slab with Cist no. 3, which contained a tripar-
tite bowl and a cremation. A cremation with frag-
ments of two bowls was disturbed by an encrusted
urn burial at Moneen, Co. Cork. These finds
suggest, at the very least, that the Bowl Tradition
was eventually superseded by the Vase Tradition
(see p. 37 for a brief consideration of the origins
and development of bowls and vases, the chronol-
ogy of the Vase Tradition, and the radiocarbon
evidence).



CHAPTER 3

THE VASE TRADITION

The Vase Tradition in Ireland is the major ceramic
and funerary tradition of the early Bronze Age
(Waddell 1976). It comprises three major pottery
types, vases, vase urns and encrusted urns, with a
varied burial rite. The vases of this tradition vary in
shape but are usually profusely decorated with in-
cised and impressed designs. Incised decoration
and impressed (or incised) short lines are particu-
larly common but other decorative techniques
occur occasionally.

Vases have been found mainly in funerary con-
texts. However, sherds of possible vases are re-
ported from sandhills at Whitepark Bay, Co. An-
trim, Castlerock and Portstewart, Co. Derry, and
Dundrum, Co. Down, for example, and a possible
habitation site at Dalkey Island, Co. Dublin. Pos-
sible vase is recorded from the Knockadoon settle-
ment and (from a ritual site) at the Grange stone
circle, Lough Gur, Co. Limerick. Surprisingly few
vases have been associated with megalithic tombs.
A vase from Carnaghan, Co. Donegal, may have
come from a cist in the cairn of a portal tomb;
sherds come from Clontygora, Co. Armagh, and
Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim, court tombs, and
several vases are reported with secondary burials
in the Mound of the Hostages at Tara.

Two major groups of Irish vases may be iden-
tified on the basis of variations in form and orna-
ment: (1) tripartite vases and (2) bipartite vases.
(The names do not indicate any affinity with any
bowl type).

TRIPARTITE VASES

The vases here termed tripartite vases (389—427,
429434, 436438, 440—446) are characterised by
an angular profile with an everted, nearly vertical
or vertical neck above a sloping shoulder; the neck
is invariably at least half or more than half the
length of the shoulder. The distinct neck, shoulder
and body give a tripartite external profile e.g.
Comber, Co. Down (Fig. 8, 418) and Enniskillen,
Co. Fermanagh (Fig. 8, 425). This category in-
cludes many of the vases which ApSimon (1969)
placed in his Irish-Scottish Vase and Urn (Drum-
nakilly series) group and those of Type 1 of Wad-
dell (1976). Rims are usually simple, rounded or

flat. Exceptions are several flat rims, with a slight
inner lip, on a small sub-group of vases mainly
from Co. Antrim, e.g. Magheraboy (397) and
Craigywarren, Co. Antrim (Fig. 8, 390). With the
exception of most of the pots of this sub-group, the
interiors of necks are usually decorated. Bases are
usually flat, occasionally slightly concave. They are
rarely decorated. An unusual, plain, vase from
Bishopstown, Co. Waterford (436) has a distinctly
drum-shaped base. Excluding miniature vases
such as Greenhills, Co. Dublin (423), heights usu-
ally range from 11 to 16cm. Small squat vases from
Comber, Co. Down (419), and Labbamolaga, Co,
Cork (409), about 10 and 9.5cm high respectively,
and the large, 19cm high, vase from Greenhills,
Co. Dublin (422), are exceptional. The latter vase
has a rim diameter (17.4cm) less than its height,
but apart from about half a dozen, tripartite vases
are, in fact, greater in rim diameter than in height.

One lidded tripartite vase is recorded though its
present whereabouts is unknown: from Coolcar-
ron, Co. Cork (407), it apparently had a conical
lid.

The great majority of vases bear incised decora-
tion. Impressed decoration also occurs occasion-
ally (and some zones of short, oblique or vertical
lines may be either impressed or incised, it being
sometimes difficult to differentiate between the
two). Whipped cord impressions occur on a
number of pots and one vase from Greenhills, Co.
Dublin (421), is decorated with both whipped cord
and, inside the rim, plaited cord impressions. The
latter technique is quite unusual: it is also to be
found, it seems, on the vase from Magheraboy,
Co. Antrim (397), and on another also from that
county with no more exact provenance recorded
(401). Twisted cord is also rare, occurring, for
example, on Termon, Co. Cavan (404),
Tievebane, Co. Donegal (415), Leckpatrick, Co.
Tyrone (431), and Craigywarren, Co. Antrim (Fig.
8, 390). So too are triangular impressions forming
chevrons in false relief; such decoration occurs on
some of the most ornate and carefully made pots
such as Greenhills, Co. Dublin (Plate 11, 421),
Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone (432), Topped Moun-
tain, Co. Fermanagh (Fig. 8, 426), Comber, Co.
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Fig. 8. Tripartite vases: 425. Enniskillen, Co. Fermanagh. 418. Comber, Co. Down.
426. Topped Mountain (Mullyknock), Co. Fermanagh. 390. Craigywarren, Co. Antrim. 391. Curran, Co. Antrim.
406. Ballyenahan North, Co. Cork.

Down (Fig. 8, 418) and Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow
(402). Comb-ornamented pots are infrequent too:
examples include the aforementioned Leckpatrick
and Ballon Hill vessels and Cloghskelt, Co. Down
(417).

Decoration usually consists of multiple horizon-
tal zones on the exterior and, in many though not
all cases, on the interior of the neck. On the ex-
terior motifs such as oblique short lines, often
forming a herringbone pattern, and filled triangles,
are the commonest designs and almost equally
popular. Zones of parallel horizontal or vertical
lines, and lattice motifs occur only occasionally.
Roughly oval impressions decorate the greater
part of the exterior of a vase from Ballyroan, Co.
Sligo (429). Reserved ornament, usually lozenges
or triangles formed by filled triangles, occurs on
ten vases (389—398) which form a distinct sub-
group among these tripartite vases. They have ver-

tical or near vertical necks with flat rims. As al-
ready mentioned, two of these rims, on
Magheraboy (397) and Craigywarren, Co. Antrim
(Fig. 8, 390), have internal lips. One of these vases
has no recorded provenance (no locality 39; 394),
eight come from Co. Antrim and one from Drum-
nakilly in mid-Tyrone.

Some details of burial rite are available in just
over thirty cases. While the great majority of
tripartite vases were found in cists, few particulars
are available of cist forms. Several sub-rectangular
or short rectangular cists are recorded and one,
from Clonshannon, Co. Wicklow, has been de-
scribed as square. Only five of the vases with
everted necks have been found in pit graves but at
least two, and possibly five, of the vases with verti-
cal or near vertical necks come from such graves.
This is further possible indication of the distinc-
tiveness of this small sub-group. Little information
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is available about the position of the vase in these
various graves: a majority seem to have been
placed mouth upwards accompanying or even con-
taining cremated bone. Vases from Mullagheep,
Co. Donegal, and Ballyduff, Co. Wexford, were
found lying on their sides and accompanying cre-
mated bones. The Ballyduff cist grave had con-
tained some 15cm of clay fill through which were
mixed the burnt bones (and a faience bead); the
vase lay on top of this fill. Vases from Corkragh,
Co. Tyrone, Glenavy and Ballymacaldrack, Co,
Antrim, were inverted. The Topped Mountain
(Mullyknock), Co. Fermanagh, vase was appa-
rently associated with an unburnt burial, though
the grave also contained a deposit of cremated
bone.

The distribution pattern of tripartite vases is a
curious two-fold one with scattered groups both in
the north, and the south and east (Fig. 9). In the
latter, Munster and Leinster, group, examples are
found mainly in north Cork, Waterford, Kilkenny,
Wexford, Carlow, Wicklow and south Dublin. A
number of tripartite vases with sharp shoulders
and long necks occur in the east and south-east (p.
57). In the north, the sub-group of vases with more
or less vertical necks and reserved ornament is al-
most confined to Co. Antrim. Apart from two finds
in Co. Down, the other tripartite vases have been
found further to the west, in Donegal, Tyrone and
Fermanagh, with one example with atypical deco-
ration in Co. Sligo (Ballyogan).

BIPARTITE VASES
The majority of Irish vases are here assigned to a
broad category named bipartite vases (435, 439,
447-484, 487-604). This category comprises the
vases of ApSimon’s (1969) Food Vessel group and
those of Types 2 and 3 of Waddell (1976). These
pots are characterised by a bipartite, biconical
profile and usually have a slightly everted rim.
Profiles are only occasionally angular with a rela-
tively sharp shoulder; they are, more often than
not, of gently curving aspect, compare, for exam-
ple, Moylarg, Co. Antrim (Fig. 10, Plate 23, 452)
and Ballyshannon, Co. Donegal (Fig. 10, 477).
They lack the everted neck of tripartite vases, the
short, everted rims are always less than half the
length of the sloping shoulder and, with very few
exceptions, internally bevelled and frequently de-
corated. Exceptions include Ballybrennan, Co.
Westmeath (568), with a flat rim and Bishopstown,
Co. Waterford (435), with a slightly in-turned sim-

ple rim. Internally expanded rims are rare, e.g.
Ballymurphy, Co. Carlow (468), and Killycolman,
Co. Donegal (482). The occasional sharp profile,
e.g. Lugnagroagh, Co. Wicklow (Plate 8, 580),
and Headford, Co. Galway (522), recalls, of
course, tripartite vases and is no doubt an indica-
tion of the close relationship between the two
categories. This relationship is confirmed by their
occasional association (below).

The great majority of bipartite vases have a
gently curving profile which may vary from a rather
squat bowl form as from Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow
(Fig. 10, 465), to a taller form as from Ballinchalla
(546), Cashel, Co. Mayo (551), and Corbally Beg,
Co. Waterford (Fig. 10, Plate 9, 566). Shallow
horizontal ribbing is a feature of some pots, as on
some of the Ballon Hill vessels (460—465), Car-
naghan, Co. Donegal (481), Cush, Co. Limerick
(541) and Crehelp, Co. Wicklow (578). On a small
number, pairs of horizontal ribs on the shoulder
produce a shoulder groove and this groove may
contain or be straddled by perforate or imperfo-
rate lugs: compare, for example, Ballyvester, Co.
Down (487), Carrowntober East, Co. Galway
(Fig. 10, Plate 24, 516) and Ballyhacket Upper,
Co. Carlow (467). It was mainly the presence of
such a shoulder groove, with or without lugs,
which led Waddell (1976) to assign such vases to a
distinct type with parallels among Yorkshire
Vases. Now, examination of a larger body of mate-
rial makes it difficult to differentiate so sharply be-
tween vases with this one feature and other bipar-
tite examples. Lugs, for example, occur occasion-
ally on vases with no shoulder groove at all. Apart
from a few vases with such a groove and some im-
pressed cord ornament (a rare decorative tech-
nique on bipartite vases generally) e.g. Moyveela,
Co. Galway (Fig, 10, 525), Leckpatrick, Co.
Tyrone (563), Ballywilliam (Plate 10, 484), and
Katesbridge, Co. Down (507), no other formal or
decorative trait is apparent to warrant the creation
of even a separate sub-group for these pots at pre-
sent. Other lugged vases such as Carrowntober
East (Fig. 10, Plate 24, 516) and Gortnahown, Co.
Galway (521), bear typical decoration of incised
herringbone.

The profuse decoration and curving profile of
some bipartite vases, particularly the taller exam-
ples, sometimes results in quite an elegant appear-
ance; good examples are Corbally Beg, Co. Water-
ford (Fig. 10, Plate 9, 566), and Ballinchalla, Co.
Mayo (546). The latter has a neatly fashioned coni-
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Fig. 9. Distribution of tripartite vases.
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Fig. 10. Bipartite vases: 452. Moylarg, Co. Antrim. 465. Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow.
477. Ballyshannon, Co. Donegal. 516. Carrowntober East, Co. Galway.
525. Moyveela, Co. Galway. 566. Corbally Beg, Co. Waterford.

cal lid still retaining traces of a strap handle. A
somewhat similar lid was found with a sharper-
profiled vase from Danesfort, Co. Kilkenny (537),
and a fragmentary pottery lid was found in the
same grave as a rather simply decorated vase at
Annaghkeen, Co. Galway (Plate 24, 513).

Bases are normally flat or slightly concave; occa-
sionally they may be slightly drum-shaped, e.g.
Letterkeen, Co. Mayo (554). They are very rarely
decorated, see Cush, Co, Limerick (542), Ring,
Co. Waterford (567), and an unlocalised vase no.
47 (594). Apart from miniature vases such as Kil-
bride, Co. Wicklow (579), heights usually range
from 11 to 16cm. Smaller vases such as Maghera-
lin, Co. Down (508), with a height of 9.6cm, and
larger vases such as Ballynahow, Co. Cork (472),
Letterkeen, Co. Mayo (556) and Corbally Beg,
Co. Waterford (Fig. 10, Plate 9, 566) with heights
of about 18 to 19.5cm, are exceptional. Vases such
as the latter and the large example over 19cm high
from Tipper, Co. Kildare (528), fall just short of
the lower height limits of the vase urn category

(20cm). The majority of vases have rim diameters
greater than their height. About one-quarter,
however, are taller and reverse these proportions.

The great majority of bipartite vases bear in-
cised decoration. Impressed triangles or dots occur
occasionally, as do twisted and whipped cord im-
pressions. Irregularly-shaped impressed marks
occur on Tipper, Co. Kildare (529), and the vase
from Stonepark, Co. Mayo (Plate 15, 558), bears a
quite unusual decorative scheme of impressed
dots. Twisted cord impressions are to be found on
Moyveela, Co. Galway (Fig. 10, 525) and Bal-
lyshannon, Co. Donegal (Fig. 10, 477). Whipped
cord impressions are only very slightly commoner,
occurring, for example, on vases from Headford,
Co. Galway (522), Moanmore, Co. Tipperary
(562), and Ballywilliam, Co. Down (Plate 10, 484).
Cord impressions of both types are commoner in
the north of the country than elsewhere. Very oc-
casional false relief occurs as, for example, on
Cave (520) and Headford, Co. Galway (522), and
Ballyoskill, Co. Kilkenny (530). A second vase
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from Ballyoskill (531) bears some comb ornament,
a rare decorative technique, found also on exam-
ples such as Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim (455), Bal-
lyvester, Co. Down (487) and Cloghskelt, Co.
Down (490, 491 and 502).

Decoration usually consists of multiple horizon-
tal zones. Short lines motifs, usually incised ob-
lique lines forming a herringbone design, are,
without question, the most popular decorative
scheme. Sometimes zones of short and almost ver-
tical lines occur as on Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim (454).
This vase, with its vertically disposed herringbone
pattern below the shoulder, displays a decorative
trait found on a small but significant number of
vases in all parts of the country. Vertical ornament
may vary from simple patterns, as on Moyveela,
Co. Galway (Fig. 10, 525), to more complex de-
signs of herringbone pattern and impressed dots as
on Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo (546), and an un-
localised vase no. 46 (Plate 17, 593). In contrast to
tripartite vases where herringbone ornament and
hatched or filled triangles were equally popular,
the latter motif is noticeably less common on bipar-
tite vessels. It is about half as frequent as her-
ringbone in Ulster and elsewhere is found on less
than a third of these vases. Other motifs are in-
frequent: zones of parallel multiple horizontal
lines occur on just over half a dozen pots, for exam-
ple, Annaghkeen, Co. Galway (Plate 24, 513), and
Edmondstown (569) and Knockmant, Co.
Westmeath (571). Lattice motifs are alsorare, e.g.
Lisburn, Co. Antrim (453), Carrowlisdooaun, Co.
Mayo (550) and Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow (461).
Simple zig-zag motifs occur occasionally as in
Cloghroak, Co. Galway (517) and Danesfort, Co.
Kilkenny (537). The Danesfort vase also bears an
unusual motif of multiple arcs, found as well on
Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim (454), and Ring, Co.
Waterford (567). A version occurs on Ballon Hill,
Co. Carlow (459). Reserved ornament is very rare,
e.g. on Dunamase, Co. Laois (540).

A vessel from Termon, Co. Cavan (605), found
with two anomalous vases, may be a bipartite vase
variant.

Some details of burial rite are available for a
little over half of bipartite vases. The great major-
ity of these have been found in cists usually of short
rectangular form, where they accompanied cre-
mated bones. Only a few instances of polygonal
cists are known: e.g. Bagenalstown and Ballon
Hill, Co. Carlow, Cloghskelt, Co. Down, Moy-
hora, Co. Kilkenny, Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wex-

ford, Moanmore, Co. Tipperary and possibly
Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim. One long cist at Cave, Co.
Galway, contained a possibly extended, unburnt
burial accompanied by a vase (and fragments of a
second similar vessel). Another possible long cist is
reported in the Cloghskelt cemetery. Pit graves, or
unprotected burials, have been occasionally re-
corded: at Knockmant, Co. Westmeath, the cre-
mated bones of a young adult female were accom-
panied by a vase placed mouth upwards. A vase
from Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim, was found in a stone-
lined pit outside the kerb of the cairn there; it had
been inverted beside the bones of an adult male. A
number of pits, including several at Cloghskelt,
also contained urns. Unprotected cremations with
vases came from mounds at Fourknocks II, Co.
Meath, Freestone Hill, Co. Kilkenny, and Knoc-
kast, Co. Westmeath. In only about a fifth of these
graves are details recorded about the position of
the pottery vessel in relation to the cremation de-
posit. Most seemingly contained one or more vases
placed mouth upwards and accompanying the
burnt bones, but in several cases some cremated
bone had been placed in the pot. A number of
graves contained one or more vases in an inverted
position and at least two held vases lying on their
sides. (In one, from Cush, Co. Limerick, the re-
cumbent position of the pots may have been due to
disturbance.) The cremated bones in graves from
Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford, Letterkeen, Co.
Mayo, and Ower, Co. Galway, were mixed
through a sandy clay or clay fill. The occurrence of
pairs of vases in the one grave is noteworthy: e.g.
Cloghskelt, Co. Down, Cush, Co. Limerick, Let-
terkeen, Co. Mayo (two graves), Termon, Co.
Cavan, Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone, Cloghroak, Co.
Galway, and Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo (a segmented
cist). Where the human remains have been
studied, the bones in these graves have been found
to represent more than one person: a young adult
and a child at Cush, and two adults and a child or
adolescent in each of the Letterkeen graves. The
Cloghroak, Co. Galway, cist is said to have con-
tained the unburnt bones of a young person and an
infant, and the cremated bones of an adult male. A
similar mixture of ritual was discovered in a cist at
Ballyhacket Upper, Co. Carlow, where the frag-
mentary unburnt remains of a female were found
at one end and some cremated bone at the other.
This grave, however, contained only one vase
which was declared to have been associated with
the unburnt remains.
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If the Ballyhacket Upper vase did indeed accom-
pany the unburnt bones, then it belongs to a very
small group of bipartite vases found with unburnt
burials. Apart from Ballyhacket, a vase from Glas-
samucky, Co. Dublin (found in a cist, mouth up-
wards behind the skull of a crouched skeleton) and
a poorly recorded possible association at Oldtown,
Co. Kildare, the only concentration of bipartite
vases found with such burials is in the west of Ire-
land: they come from Carrowntober, Car-
rowntober East, Cave, Cloghroak, Kilcornan,
Gortnahown, Moyveela, in Co. Galway, and Car-
rowlisdooaun, Kinard, and Stonepark, in Co.
Mayo. Detailed information is available in only a
few cases. The skeleton from Cave townland was
apparently extended with a vase standing mouth
upwards at its feet and, it seems, sherds of another
near the head. An inverted vase accompanied a
crouched skeleton in Carrowntober East and a
vase from Kilcornan had been placed (presumably
mouth upwards) at the back of the neck. The skele-
tons from Carrowlisdooaun, Moyveela and
Stonepark may well have been crouched. The
distribution of bipartite vases is a widespread and
somewhat scattered one (Fig. 11). There is a sig-
nificant number of these pots in part of the west, in
areas of Counties Galway and Mayo. Apart from
this, the greater number of vases are to be found in
Leinster with fairly widely dispersed examples in
Munster and Ulster.

UNCLASSIFIABLE AND ANOMALOUS VASES
There are a few fragmentary and unclassifiable
vases from funerary contexts (428, 485—486, 613—
627), as well as a small number of anomalous
examples (606—-612). The latter group includes ves-
sels from Termon, Co. Cavan (606-607), found
with a bipartite vase variant (605), and a strange
pot with applied and impressed ornament (includ-
ing comb) from Lossett, Co. Donegal (612). Its
applied ornament conceivably indicates an affinity
with encrusted urns of the Vase Tradition. Frag-
mentary vases include those from Freestone Hill,
Co. Kilkenny, Ballywilliam, Co. Down (485—486)
and parts of the rim of a pot from Beihy, Co. Fer-
managh (615) and Crouck, Co. Tyrone (621), etc.
Several vases known only from old sketches or
photographs (e.g. 613-614, 617) are also unclassifi-
able.

UNCLASSIFIABLE AND ANOMALOUS VESSELS
Only a few vessels (166-167, 628-646) cannot be

assigned to either the bowl or vase categories.
These include some fragmentary pots such as
Chapelizod, Co. Dublin (631) and Camaghy, Co.
Tyrone (639).

A small number of anomalous vessels also defy
classification and these include several undeco-
rated pots (e.g. 628, 630, 644, 646) and two vessels
(166 and 167) found with a tripartite bowl at
Aghnaskeagh, Co. Louth. The single zone of re-
served ornament on the exterior of an unlocalised
vessel no. 50 (642) possibly suggests some relation-
ship with small cordoned urns such as Corkragh,
Co. Tyrone, itself found with a vase (430).

BURIAL RITES

The funerary contexts of each of the two vase
categories have been described in brief. The great
majority of these vessels have been found in cists
with cremated bones, and unburnt burial is uncom-
mon. As with bowls, a high percentage of prove-
nanced vases have little or no information re-
corded about the circumstances of their discovery.
Since it is a reasonable assumption that most, if not
all, of the more or less complete pots preserved
come from funerary contexts, it is possible to cal-
culate that only about 55% of vases have some de-
tails of grave type recorded. Of this fraction, about
77% come from cists, and 23% from pits. Vases
seem to be rarely associated with megalithic
tombs: an example from Carnaghan, Co. Donegal,
was found with a vase urn (possibly in a cist) in or
near a portal tomb and sherds of vase come from
Ballymacaldrack court tomb in Co. Antrim; possi-
ble vase is recorded from another such tomb at
Clontygora, Co. Armagh. The rarity of unburnt
burial has already been noted. Apart from the
tripartite Topped Mountain vase possibly as-
sociated with an unburnt burial, the small number
of mainly western vases so associated are all of the
bipartite category. Only about 55% of vases have
details, often scanty, of the accompanying bones
recorded and approximately 89% of these vases
have been found with cremated bones, 11% with
unburnt remains.

Details of the position of the vase or vases in the
grave have been infrequently documented: as has
been pointed out, a majority seem to have been
placed mouth upwards accompanying the bones
(sometimes even containing some cremated bone)
but a significant number have been inverted. The
limited evidence may be summarised as follows:
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Fig. 11. Distribution of bipartite vases and variants.
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Vases accompanying cremations: mouth upwards
Curran, Co. Antrim

Ballynahow, Co. Cork

Labbamolaga, Co. Cork

Bunnamayne, Co. Donegal

Ballywilliam, Co. Down

Greenbhills, Co. Dublin

Annaghkeen, Co. Galway

Cloghroak, Co. Galway

Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo

Moanmore, Co. Tipperary

Knockmant, Co. Westmeath

Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford (cremation in fill).

Vases accompanying cremation: mouth upwards
and containing some cremated bone

Ballymurphy, Co. Carlow

Castlehyde, Co. Cork

Ballyvester, Co. Down

Ballybrennan, Co. Westmeath.

Vases inverted with or over cremations
Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim
Glenavy, Co. Antrim

Lyles Hill, Toberagnee, Co. Antrim
Termon, Co. Cavan

Letterkeen, Co. Mayo (cremation in fill)
Fourknocks II, Co. Meath.
Nevinstown, Co. Meath

Corkragh, Co. Tyrone

Knockast, Coolatore, Co. Westmeath
Burgage More, Co. Wicklow
Kilbride, Co. Wicklow (?).

Vases containing cremated bone

Ower, Co. Galway (cremation also in fill)
Ballyogan, Co. Sligo

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone.

Vases accompanying cremation: lying on side
Mullagheep, Co. Donegal

Ballyduff, Co. Wexford.

Enniscorthy, Co. Wexford.

Vases accompanying cremation: lying on side and
containing some cremated bone
Cush, Co. Limerick.

In several instances vases, placed mouth up-
wards or in an inverted position, have accom-
panied inverted encrusted urns (e.g. Greenbhills,

Corkragh, Co. Tyrone, etc.). The occurrence of
pairs of vases in the one grave has been mentioned,
as has the occasional identification of the remains
of more than one individual.

Aside from the small number of western vases
found with unburnt burials, it is curious that in one
of these graves (Cloghroak, Co. Galway) and in
the graves from Topped Mountain, Co. Fer-
managh, and Ballyhackett Upper, Co. Carlow,
both unburnt and cremated bones should occur.
As in the Annaghmore, Co. Wexford, cist (con-
taining the unburnt remains of a child beneath the
unburnt bones of an adult and a tripartite bowl),
the re-use of a grave is a possibility. The suggestion
(Waddell 1970, 98) that some deposits of cremated
bones placed with unburnt burials might be sacrifi-
cial deposits should perhaps be borne in mind as
well.

Vases are known from both flat cemeteries and
cemetery mounds: they have been found in at least
seventeen of the former and seven of the latter.
The small flat cemetery at Clonshannon, Co.
Wicklow, yielded a vase, a vase urn and an en-
crusted urn: it may be assigned to the Vase Tradi-
tion. Letterkeen, Co. Mayo, and Cloghskelt, Co.
Down, are also likely cemeteries of this tradition
even though Letterkeen also produced a biconical
cup from one grave and part of a bowl was found at
Cloghskelt. A mixture of pottery types in these
cemeteries is more common.

ASSOCIATIONS AND DATE
Associated artifacts from burials with vases are
varied. They may be summarised as follows:

Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim: tripartite vase,
burnt flint flake.

Ballywillin, Co. Antrim: two bipartite vases.

Curran, Co. Antrim: tripartite vase, plano-convex
flint knife.

Galgorm Parks, Co. Antrim: tripartite vase, col-
lared urn.

Glenavy, Co. Antrim: two tripartite vases.

Magheraboy, Co. Antrim: tripartite vase, vase
urn, burnt flint knife.

Moylarg, Co. Antrim: bipartite vase, encrusted
urn.

Lyles Hill, Toberagnee, Co. Antrim (1): miniature
bipartite vase, encrusted urn.

Tullywinny, Co. Armagh: bipartite vase, en-
crusted urn.
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Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow: miniature bipartite vase;
urn(?), three pebbles and dagger (latter objects
lost).

Termon, Co. Cavan (Cist A): two bipartite vases.

Termon, Co. Cavan (Cist D): bipartite vase var-
iant, two anomalous vases.

Aghacross, Co. Cork: tripartite vase(?), ‘small
vessels’ (lost).

Ballynahow, Co. Cork: bipartite vase, miniature
bipartite vase.

Bealick, Co. Cork: bipartite vase, encrusted urn.

Coolhill, Co. Cork: tripartite vase, a ‘ball of clay’.

Labbamolaga, Co. Cork: tripartite vase, bone pin,
bone pendant or toggle.

Bunnamayne, Co. Donegal: two tripartite vases.

Moville, Co. Donegal: bipartite vase, tanged
plano-convex flint knife.

Ballywilliam, Co. Down: bipartite vase, two frag-
mentary vases, one small pot (lost).

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 1): tripartite vase,
two bipartite vases, vase urn, encrusted urn.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 2) : bipartite vase,
vase urn.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 3): tripartite vase,
encrusted urn, plano-convex flint knife.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 5): bipartite vase,
encrusted urn, plano-convex flint knife.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 7): bipartite vase,
plano-convex flint knife.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 13) : bipartite vase,
encrusted urn.

Cloghskelt, Co. Down (Grave 16): two bipartite
vases, flint end scraper.

Greenhills, Co. Dublin: tripartite vase, miniature
tripartite vase, encrusted urn.

Enniskillen, Co. Fermanagh: tripartite vase, vase
urn, plano-convex flint knife.

Topped Mountain, Co. Fermanagh: tripartite
vase, bronze dagger, gold fragment.

Annaghkeen, Co. Galway: bipartite vase, pottery
lid, miniature vase, bronze dagger, bronze awl,
quartz pebble, and ‘potsherds’ (lost).

Carrowntober East, Co. Galway: bipartite vase,
two flints.

Cloghroak, Co. Galway: two bipartite vases.

Corrandrum, Co. Galway: bipartite vase, two
plano-convex flint knives, bone pin head.

Oldtown, Co. Kildare: bipartite vase, vase urn.

Tipper South, Co. Kildare: two bipartite vases.

Ballyoskill, Co. Kilkenny: two bipartite vases, one
miniature bipartite vase.

Blanchfieldsbog, Co. Kilkenny: three bipartite
vases.

Coolgrange (Freestone Hill), Co. Kilkenny: bipar-
tite vase, bone plaque.

Coolmore, Co. Kilkenny: tripartite vase, basal
fragment of pot, chert knife.

Moyhora, Co. Kilkenny: miniature bipartite vase,
vase urn.

Cush, Co. Limerick: two bipartite vases.

Oaktate, Co. Louth: two bipartite vases, sherds of
third, vase urn.

Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo: lidded bipartite vase,
bipartite vase.

Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo: bipartite vase, ‘bronze
wire’ (lost).

Kinard, Co. Mayo : bipartite vase, mussel shell.

Letterkeen, Co. Mayo : two bipartite vases.

Letterkeen, Co. Mayo : two bipartite vases.

Stonepark, Co. Mayo : bipartite vase, fossil coral.

Fourknocks II, Co. Meath (Burial 6): bipartite
vase, encrusted urn.

Treanmacmurtagh, Co. Sligo :
sherds of small pot.

Moanmore, Co. Tipperary : bipartite vase, en-
crusted urn.

Corkragh, Co. Tyrone : tripartite vase, small cor-
doned urn, encrusted urn, biconical cup, basal
fragment of pot.

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone : two tripartite vases.

Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone : two bipartite vases.

Bishopstown, Co. Waterford : one tripartite vase,
two bipartite vases.

Corbally Beg, Co. Waterford : bipartite vase,
rounded pebbles (lost).

Ballybrennan, Co. Westmeath : bipartite vase,
four flint scrapers, flint flake.

Knockast, Coolatore, Co. Westmeath : bipartite
vase, bronze razor, urn (decayed).

Ballyduff, Co. Wexford : tripartite vase, faience
bead.

Kilmuckridge, Co. Wexford :
bipartite vase, cup.

Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford :
vases.

Scarawalsh, Co. Wexford : tripartite vase, en-
crusted urn.

Ballinglen, Co. Wicklow :
‘urn’ (lost).

Burgage More, Co. Wicklow : bipartite vase, en-
crusted urn.

Tuckmill Lower, Co. Wicklow :
bipartite vase.

anomalous vase,

tripartite vase,

two bipartite

tripartite vase, larger

tripartite vase,
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Fig. 12. Pottery associations: each line represents one closed grave find.

This list of some 66 directly associated finds de-
monstrates that by far the commonest artifact
found with vases is another pottery vessel (in ap-
proximately 74% of cases). Aside from a few mini-
ature vases, in 23 instances a vase has been found
with one or more other vases (pairs of vases being
commonest). In some 14 instances, however, vases
have been directly associated with encrusted urns
and in 7 cases vases have been found with vase
urns. Vase urns and encrusted urns have also been
discovered in the one grave: in the Cloghskelt
cemetery (Grave 1), at Moneen, Co. Cork (Grave
6), possibly Greenhills, Co. Dublin (Grave 2), and
in Grave 2 in the Keenoge, Co. Meath, cemetery.
This recurring association of vase, vase urn, and
encrusted urn, is one reason for the definition of
the Vase Tradition some years ago (Waddell 1976)
and this ‘significant triangular pattern of associa-
tion’ contrasts with the scarcity or absence of direct
funerary associations with other pottery types
(Fig. 12). The association of vase and collared urn
has been only twice recorded, at Galgorm Parks,
Co. Antrim, and in the Mound of the Hostages at
Tara, Co. Meath (Kavanagh 1976, 350). A third
association is uncertain — at Craigywarren, Co.

Antrim. Vase Tradition and cordoned urn combi-
nations are rare, occurring at Corkragh, Co.
Tyrone (where an encrusted urn was also present).
One associated find of cordoned urn and vase urn
is reported from Livery Upper, Co. Antrim (Wad-
dell 1990, 48).

In most cases of multiple vase finds, all are of the
one category, The association of tripartite vase and
bipartite vase is recorded at Cloghskelt, Co. Down
(416 with 488-489), at Bishopstown, Co. Water-
ford (434 and 436 with 435), at Kilmuckridge, Co.
Wexford (438 with 439) and Tuckmill, Co.
Wicklow (444 with 581). These finds not only imply
some contemporaneity between the two vase
categories but in some cases (as at Cloghskelt)
serve as a reminder of the close typological re-
lationship between them.

Metal artifacts are rarely found with vases and
most are not accurately dateable. The best known
find is the small grooved dagger found along with a
gold object, at Topped Mountain, Mullyknock,
Co. Fermanagh; the tripartite vase (426) from this
grave is well known. As various writers have
pointed out (Flanagan 1961, ApSimon 1954, Har-
bison 1969a) the triangular, grooved dagger has
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affinities with those of the early Wessex funerary
tradition in southern England. However, the Top-
ped Mountain piece, with a length of about
140mm, is smaller than the classic Wessex daggers
of Gerloff’s Armorico-British Type A (Gerloff
1975, plates 10 and 11); it also seems to have had
just four rivets rather than the usual six. The small
fragment of ribbed sheet gold appears to be part of
a pommel mount or binding. Such mounts have
been found with four Scottish daggers (Taylor
1980, 45).

The small triangular dagger found with the An-
naghkeen, Co. Galway, bipartite vase (513) has a
pair of rivets and a slight midrib. Harbison (1969a)
places it in his ‘miscellaneous’ category. A lost
bronze dagger is recorded from a cemetery at Bal-
lon Hill, Co. Carlow, where it was found with a
miniature bipartite vase (459) and an ‘urn’; the lat-
ter is also lost. The awl from Annaghkeen, Co.
Galway, is not closely dateable, and the bronze
‘wire’ reported from Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo, is not
preserved.

The oval bronze razor from Knockast, Co.
Westmeath, found with a bipartite vessel (570) and
a decayed urn (possibly a vase urn) is of the tanged
variety and is simply decorated with incised lines
forming an oval panel. An oval panel containing
incised filled triangles and reserved lozenges oc-
curs on a similar razor found with a cordoned urn
at Pollacorragune, Co. Galway (Riley 1937; Har-
bison 1973, 121, fig. 13:4; Kavanagh 1976, 323, fig.
10:A). Related decoration is to be found on a frag-
ment of a razor (with tang missing?) from sandhills
at Dundrum, Co. Down (ASCD 28, fig. 18:55) and
a number of comparable decorated razors come
from Scotland (C. M. Piggott 1946, 130, fig. 4).
The dating of these implements is uncertain; they
may be related to rare tanged blades found with
late beakers or to decorated razors of the Conti-
nental Tumulus Bronze Age (Butler and Smith
1956).

The faience bead found with a tripartite vase
(437) at Ballyduff, Co. Wexford, is segmented.
However, consisting of but two segments, it differs
from the common type of multi-segment bead
found, for example, with Gerloff’s Aldbourne
series graves of the Camerton-Snowshill Wessex
phase (Gerloff 1975, 204). Two-segment faience
beads are unusual: there is a record of an example
of uncertain provenance, possibly from Dublin
(Hartnett and Prendergast 1953, 55, fn). S. P. O
Riorddin (1955, 171) compared the small Ballyduff

bead, which has a diameter of only 8mm, to what
he thought was a clay bead from Manton, Wilt-
shire, but this object is a relatively large unperfo-
rated stud. A more convincing parallel of approxi-
mately similar size was found at Llangwm, Den-
bighshire. This small two-segment bead of light
blue faience was found with a second larger faience
bead, a vase and a vase urn (Savory 1980, 134, fig.
49,344:4).

The segmented bone object from Corrandrum,
Co. Galway, was found with a bipartite vase (519)
and two plano-convex flint knives. It is probably
the segmented head of a bone pin and has most re-
cently been studied by Powell (1972). For him, this
object, the Pollacorragune decorated razor men-
tioned above and a plain example from Carrow-
james, Co. Mayo, all from the west of Ireland,
suggest possible connections with the Continental
Tumulus Bronze Age where both tanged razors
and bronze pins with ribbed heads occur.

The other associated finds, such as plano-convex
flint knives, provide no more than an indication of
a general early Bronze Age date. Between them,
the Topped Mountain dagger and the Ballyduff
faience bead hint at general contemporaneity with
the Armorico-British and Camerton-Snowshill
phases of the Wessex funerary tradition.

Given the typological relationship and the as-
sociation between the several pottery types of the
Vase Tradition, the dating evidence for vase urns
and encrusted urns has some bearing on the dating
of vases. Chronologically significant finds with
these urn types are, unfortunately, quite in-
frequent. A secondary vase urn from the Grange,
Co. Roscommon, cemetery mound was found with
a dagger of Gerloff’'s Armorico-British type A
(Fig. 13) of the earlier phase of the Wessex funer-
ary tradition. A flat dagger of Harbison’s Type
Corkey was seemingly found with a vase urn at
Oldtown, Co. Dublin, and one large fragment of
the pot and most of the dagger are preserved in the
National Museum of Ireland. The point of the flat
triangular blade is missing but the dagger was
probably about 14cm long originally and it had
three rivets. Aside from several plano-convex flint
knives, other associations are, as we have seen,
mainly ceramic ones, usually of the Vase Tradi-
tion. The same is true of the pottery found with en-
crusted urns and, as Kavanagh (1973) has shown,
the non-ceramic associated finds are of little
chronological value.



CHAPTER 4

ASPECTS OF CHRONOLOGY

AND QUESTIONS OF ORIGINS

ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY
Associated finds with bowls suggest some contem-
poraneity with late beakers and the Wessex funer-
ary tradition. Those with vases also imply contem-
poraneity with the Armorico-British and Camer-
ton-Snowshill phases of the latter phenomenon
and indicate that vase urns, encrusted urns, as well
as collared and cordoned urns, were partly coeval.
Yet stratigraphical evidence (p. 23) from Grange,
Co. Roscommon, Fourknocks I, Co. Meath, Ed-
mondstown, Co. Dublin, and Moneen, Co. Cork,
suggests that the Vase Tradition, at least in part,
superseded the Bowl Tradition. It is surely signifi-
cant that no typical bowl has been found with a typ-
ical vase and it seems likely that social or religious
factors must have induced this separation in the
funerary record. The radiocarbon evidence seems
to confirm that bowls and vases were in general use
at the same time. The following determinations
(part of a larger study of Irish prehistoric material)
and all obtained from samples of unburnt bone
have been kindly provided by Jan Lanting, W. G.
Mook and Anna Brindley:

Halverstown, Co. Kildare (26). Simple bowl —
necked variant. 3820+40 BP (GrN 12950).
Keenoge, Co. Meath (51 and 52). Bipartite and
necked bipartite bowls. 3685+45 BP (GrN 12272).
Annaghkeen, Co. Galway (292). Ribbed bowl.
3660+25 BP (GrN 11355).

Betaghstown, Co. Meath (312). Ribbed bowl.
3745+30 BP (GIN 11357).

Haylands, Co. Wicklow (339). Ribbed bowl.
4095+30 BP (GrN 11901).

Ploopluck, Co. Kildare (299). Ribbed bowl.
3735+35 BP (GIN 11353).

Carrowlisdooaun, Co. Mayo (550). Bipartite vase.
3695+35 BP (GrN 11900)

Carrowntober East, Co. Galway (516). Bipartite
vase. 375530 BP (GrN 11354).

Bolinready, Co. Wexford (219). Tripartite bowl.
3620+ 60 BP (GrN 9321).

Milltown, Co. Westmeath (211). Tripartite bowl.
3755+35 BP (GrN 11903).

Oldtown, Co. Kildare (160). Tripartite bowl.
3655+35 BP (GIN 11902).

Riverstown, Co. Westmeath (216). Tripartite
bowl. 3645+30 BP (GIN 9322).

Sliguff, Co. Carlow (124). Tripartite bowl.
3475%35 BP (GIN 11352).

Stonepark, Co. Sligo (183). Tripartite bowl.
3665135 BP (GrN 11356).

Glassamucky, Co. Dublin (512). Bipartite vase.
3765+40 BP (G1N 11899).

Moyveela, Co. Galway (525). Bipartite vase.
3755+35 BP (GIN 12273).

Stonepark, Co. Mayo (558). Bipartite vase.
3625+30 BP (GIN 12275).

Treanmacmurtagh, Co. Sligo (637). Anomalous
vessel. 3550140 BP (GIN 12274).

Clonickilvant, Co. Westmeath (641). Anomalous
vessel. 3660+ 30 BP (GrN 11898).

In addition a date of 3570%45 BP (GrN 11446)
has been published for a recently discovered
tripartite vase from Tremoge, Co. Tyrone (Foley
1985), and another such vase from a small Vase
Tradition cemetery (Williams 1985) at Drum-
nakeel, Co. Antrim, has been dated to 3255180
BP (UB 2639). A late and probably anomalous
date of 29oo+100 BP (GrN 11450) comes from a
pit containing a tripartite bowl at Altanagh, Co.
Tyrone (Williams 1986). By and large, these deter-
minations appear to indicate, at least, the broad
contemporaneity of tripartite and ribbed bowls,
and bipartite vases. The contemporaneity of the
two latter groups may be reflected in some pot
forms. A number of ribbed bowls have inward
curving profiles and several pots with this profile,
but lacking clearly defined ribs, have nonetheless
been included in that category (p. 16): Martins-
town, Co. Meath (319), Ballymote, Co. Sligo
(325), and Syonan, Co. Westmeath (345). These
vessels are comparable in form to some bipartite
vases, particularly some with curving profiles.
Examples include several vases from Ballon Hill,
Co. Carlow (e.g. 460-461) and pots such as An-
naghkeen, Co. Galway (Plate 24, 513), Cave, Co.
Galway (520) and a bipartite vase variant from
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Fig. 13. Bronze dagger from Grange, Co. Roscommon, with suggested reconstruction (right).
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Termon, Co. Cavan (605), which with its false re-
lief could be claimed to be a bowl-vase hybrid. In
addition to similarity of form, some of these bowls
and vases share a predilection for a decorative
scheme of multiple narrow zones. There are differ-
ences however. The bowls usually bear charac-
teristic impressed comb and false relief ornament
while, apart from that variant from Termon, in-
cised decoration (and herringbone ornament) is a
prominent feature of the vases. However, bowls
and vases such as these may some day provide a
clue as to the nature of the relationship between
the two pot types.

The majority of the available radiocarbon dates
suggest a timespan of about 3800—3600 BP in round
figures for most bowls and vases. As already men-
tioned, a date of 3480+35 BP (GrN 9709) has been
obtained for the Grange dagger burial (Fig. 13)
which provides a terminus ante quem for the sim-
ple, bipartite and necked bipartite bowls from that
site — a chronological position in keeping with the
available dates for other simple and bipartite
bowls. However, associated finds such as the Kil-
lycarney belt fastener, the Topped Mountain dag-
ger and the Ballyduff faience bead have all been
claimed here and elsewhere (e.g. Simpson 1968) to
imply some contemporaneity with one or other of
the two phases of the Wessex funerary tradition.
This ‘Wessex Culture’ is often conventionally
dated, on much debated and slender evidence, to
about 3600—3400 BP (Megaw and Simpson 1979,
207-229). The date for the Tremoge tripartite vase
may hint at a relatively late date in the Irish bowl
and vase series for some vases of this particular
type. It allows the possibility of some chronologi-
cal overlap with some of those Wessex burials as
currently dated.

PROBLEMS OF ORIGINS

Various writers have commented on the question
of the origin and development of bowls. Aber-
cromby (1912, 121), for example, believed they
originated in the round-bottomed Neolithic bowl
and suggested a typological development from
simple to bipartite to tripartite. Coffey (1913, 95)
proposed a similar origin and development. In-
deed, such bowl-shaped ‘food vessels’ in Ireland
and northern Britain were seen as ancestral to
English vases (Smith 1910, 348). Evans and
Megaw (1937, 40) dismissed this suggestion and ar-
gued that the bowl originated ‘within the limits of
the West-Scottish beaker province’. Hawkes

(1940, 323), however, thought bowls incorporated
elements of the pottery of the builders of Irish pas-
sage tombs.

J. Raftery (1951, 152) saw beaker influence in
bowl decoration and proposed a typological sequ-
ence commencing with tripartite bowls and ending
with bipartite bowls. Since Borlase (1897, 621) first
compared the vertically ornamented bipartite
bowl from Glenwhirry, Co. Antrim (34), to the
gold bowl from Gonnebek, Schleswig-Holstein,
various writers, including Mahr (1937, 372),
Childe (1947, 121) and Raftery (1951, 154) have
assumed such North European gold bowls to be
copies of these insular pottery vessels.

ApSimon (1958, 31), in the first consideration in
any detail of the question, derived Irish bowls di-
rectly from southern British beakers. He remarked
that some bowls had a bipartite profile reminiscent
of some beakers and that bowl forms occurred
sporadically in most beaker groups. Bowl decora-
tion particularly pointed to this beaker source. The
use of comb impressions and the fashion of major
zones of ornament repeated on the upper and
lower halves of the bowl as well as the motifs
employed were beaker derived. So too was false
relief decoration which was another way of obtain-
ing a chevron, lozenge, or flag pattern. ApSimon
thought these developments took place mainly in
eastern Ireland, whence the bowl spread to Ulster
and to Scotland. Some ten years later, however, he
recognised that bowl origins were more complex
(ApSimon 1969, 37).

Simpson (1965, 33) has summarised some other
views on bowl origins, and has suggested a con-
tribution from late Dutch Veluwe beakers,
perhaps to be correlated with Case’s supposed ‘Im-
pact Phase’ of Continent-inspired innovations in
early Irish metallurgy. In 1968, Simpson also
suggested that there were two main formal bowl
groups: one consisting of our simple and bipartite
pots, the second comprising tripartite and ribbed
bowls. He believed that each of these groups dis-
played some typological development. He reiter-
ated these views in 1979 but, on the question of ori-
gins, did admit the possibility of the independent
development of the bowl in Ireland, parallels with
beakers in the Low Countries being due to a com-
mon beaker tradition.

D. L. Clarke (1970, 270) recognised two series
of Irish bowls, one bearing decorative motifs of his
Southern British beakers, the other using Late
Northern beaker motifs. He suggested that the
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source of the bowl shape was ‘actual beaker bowls
selected as models by the Irish Neolithic tradition,
already accustomed to bowl forms’ and that ‘small
Late Northern and Late Southern beaker groups,
penetrating Northern and Southern Ireland re-
spectively, superimposed themselves and their
traditions on the native Irish Neolithic popula-
tion’.

Burgess (1974, 182) saw both bowls and vases
developing from Neolithic pottery traditions under
beaker influence, their diversity resulting from the
marked regional variations shown by both con-
tributory traditions.

THE BEAKER CONTRIBUTION

Some relationship between the Bowl Tradition
and certain beaker ceramic styles is generally ac-
cepted, and the frequent use of distinctive comb-
impressed decoration is but one indication of this
presumed relationship. However, bowls are
clearly not classic funerary beakers, and in some
aspects of form and ornament they appear to dis-
play little or no beaker influence. Attempts to
quantify this influence, particularly in decoration,
reveal a puzzling picture.

The principal decorative motif on simple and
bipartite bowls consists of a pair of broad zones of
parallel vertical lines sometimes delimited by hori-
zontal lines as on Cabragh, Co. Monaghan (Fig. 1,
16. See also Fig. 20, p. 56), a design not easily
paralleled on insular beakers (cf. D. L. Clarke’s
1970 corpus, figs. 480, 526, 678, 764, 827, etc.). It
and the use of decorative techniques such as in-
cised (or impressed) grooves and whipped cord
and other impressions would seem to imply (if
spontaneous innovation is an unacceptable expla-
nation) inspiration from some other source. The
general shape of the simple bowl does, of course,
recall the shape of round-bottomed Carrowkeel
pottery and Case’s (1961) Goodland Bowls. The
occurrence of impressed whipped cord ornament
on some of the latter vessels (Herity 1982, 275: his
‘Style 3 — Globular Bowls’) is intriguing but their
somewhat uncertain chronology and the differ-
ences in the decorative motifs employed are
merely two factors which counsel caution. At pre-
sent the relationship, if any, of these Neolithic pots
to simple bowls is impossible to assess. It is possi-
ble, however, to offer some comment on the pre-
sumed beaker contribution. Apart from vertical
lines delimited by horizontal lines, only three other
decorative motifs occur with any degree of fre-

quency on simple and bipartite bowls. Of these,
the commonest is related to the vertical line motif
just mentioned and consists of vertical lines deli-
mited by triangular impressions sometimes form-
ing a chevron in false relief, e.g. Loughash, Co.
Tyrone (18), ‘Mountfield’, Co. Tyrone (19), and
Ballysadare, Co. Sligo (56); see Fig. 19, p. 55. This
motif seems to be a variant of a comb-impressed
design found on some Northern beakers (D. L.
Clarke’s motif no. 27). It is a feature of Clarke’s
Late Northern beaker group (N3) and occurs, for
example, on his figs. 589, 632, 635, 636, 655, 658,
etc. It is to be found on a small number of Late
Northern (N4) beakers and rarely elsewhere. The
motif has a scattered distribution — from Caithness
to Suffolk, but the majority of examples occur in
northern England and in Scotland, notably in the
north-east (D. L. Clarke 1970, 180). Beakers with
this motif seem to belong mainly to step 5 of Lant-
ing and van der Waals’ (1972) scheme (which,
however, could not be satisfactorily applied to the
north-east Scottish material and which has been
modified by Shepherd (1986) — his step 4).
Reserved zones containing filled ovals or
lozenges or, in one instance, a hexagon, decorate a
relatively small number of simple and bipartite
bowls. The lozenge design on Grange, Co. Ros-
common (17) may be compared to D. L. Clarke’s
motif no. 33(iii) and the design with hexagons on
unprovenanced bowl no. 54 (Plate 2, 66) is com-
parable to his no. 34. The motifs on bowls such as
no locality nos. 8 (63) and 19 (65), Connor, Co.
Antrim (33), and Brownstown, Co. Kildare (47),
are probably variations on these designs. Clarke’s
motifs 33(iii)) and 34 are found on some of his
Southern beakers and he describes them as ‘sus-
pended or “floating” patterns’. They are a feature
of Developed, Late and Final Southern beakers
(S2-S4) in Yorkshire, north Wales and southern
England (Lanting and van der Waals’ steps 5 to 7).
The reserved chevron on, for instance, the bipar-
tite bowl from Crouck, Co. Tyrone (59), and on
the simple bowl from Loughloughan, Co. Antrim
(3), is, of course, a well-known beaker motif. It is
D. L. Clarke’s motif 32(ii), found, for the most
part, on Developed and Late (S2 and S3) Southern
beakers in Yorkshire, south Wales and southern
England. It is also to be found on such Irish exam-
ples as Largantea, Co. Derry (Clarke 1970, fig.
687), and Grange, Co. Limerick (S. P. O Riord4in
1951, 56, fig. 5). If ApSimon (1958, 31) is correct in
believing that a false relief zig-zag is simply
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another easy way of producing a chevron design,
then the degree of what seems to be adaptation of
beaker motifs on these bowl types (and others) is
even greater than indicated here.

While a wider range of motifs occurs on necked
bipartite bowls, the commonest single motif is a
broad zone of vertical lines, sometimes with a
chevron-fringe in false relief, e.g. Crumlin (85)
and Kiltalown, Co, Dublin (87). Reserved motifs
are to be found on a few of these vessels: the re-
served zone and lozenge motif on Greenhills, Co.
Dublin (86), is comparable to that on the simple
bowl from Grange, Co. Roscommon (17), men-
tioned above. On Dungate, Co. Tyrone (98), and
Rush, Co. Dublin (88), triangular impressions
form a saltire motif in false relief reminiscent of
Clarke’s panelled motif no. 35(vii). When placed
at intervals in a horizontal zone of vertical or hori-
zontal comb impressed lines, a zone of rectangu-
lar-panelled ornament is created. Panelled motifs
are to be found on both Northern and Southern
beakers but apart from the use of panelling, there
is little correspondence between individual beaker
and bowl motifs of this sort. Indeed, it is possible
that some if not all of these bowl panelled motifs
derive from a reserved design with lozenge motif as
on the Grange, Co. Roscommon, bowl (17), to
which compare Connor, Co. Antrim (33), and
Carrickbanagher, Co. Sligo (57).

Like the idea of panelling, the principal motifs
found on tripartite bowls occur on a wide variety of
beakers. Apart from the false relief chevron, the
main comb-impressed motifs on these bowls are
parallel horizontal lines, vertical lines and oblique
lines (often forming a herringbone design). Re-
served designs are found on only about one-third
of tripartite bowls, these mainly in the Leinster
area. The commonest motif is a reserved chevron,
e.g. Tankardsrock, Co. Louth (168), and Ed-
mondstown, Co. Dublin (Plate 7, 151). The latter
vessel with its minimal comb ornament in the trian-
gular spaces of the reserved chevron would tend to
support ApSimon’s (1958) contention about the
relationship between the simple false relief chev-
ron and the reserved chevron. The two motifs
occur on a bowl from Cloonee, Co. Leitrim (164).
Variants of the reserved chevron design occur on
such pots as Bolinready, Co. Wexford (219),
Aghfarrell, Co. Dublin (148), Gortcorbies. Co.
Derry (132) and Loughagannon, Co. Donegal
(143). Panels of vertical lines separated by saltires
or rectangles in false relief occur on a number of

vessels, e.g. Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow (121),
Fourknocks II, Co. Meath (Plate 6, 171), Gortic-
rum Irish, Co. Tyrone (195), Rickardstown, Co.
Westmeath (215), and Merginstown, Co. Wicklow
(228). Other reserved designs are few: reserved
zones containing lozenges occur on a bowl found
near Malahide, Co. Dublin (153), and unprove-
nanced bowl no. 71 (255); related oval motifs simi-
larly disposed occur on Oldtown, Co. Kildare
(160). Reserved lozenges also decorate Killadroy,
Co. Tyrone (198), and other reserved designs
occur on Carrowkeel, Co. Sligo (182), Keenoge,
Co. Meath (173), two bowls from Ballybrew, Co.
Wicklow (222 and 223), and a pot from Co. Ar-
magh (119). These reserved designs, for the most
part, find only very general parallels among South-
ern beakers.

Multiple narrow horizontal zones of vertical, ob-
lique or horizontal short lines (only occasionally
chevron-fringed) and zones of false relief chevrons
are the commonest motifs on ribbed bowls. Re-
served designs are rare: reserved zones incorporat-
ing filled lozenges or ovals decorate Killycarney,
Co. Cavan (275), Brownstown, Co. Kildare (293),
Cullaghan, Co. Mayo (309), and Balrath, Co.
Meath (311). Filled hexagons occur on Mar-
tinstown, Co. Meath (319), and the design of float-
ing lozenges on Coan, Co. Kilkenny (308), echoes
the distinctive design of some Southern beakers.

The makers of these various bowl types clearly
favoured a limited range of decorative motifs with
some parallels among Northern and Southern
British beakers. As we have seen, the chevron-
fringed vertical lines, which are a noteworthy motif
on simple, bipartite and necked bipartite bowls,
are also a feature of later Northern beakers (N3
and N4) and found mainly, though not exclusively,
in northern Britain. The few reserved motifs on
these bowl types, such as chevron and ‘floating
lozenge’ motifs, are generally paralleled on South-
ern beakers and are found from Yorkshire south-
wards. Some reserved motifs, however, such as
those incorporating oval designs or panels deli-
mited by false relief impressions, appear to be local
versions of such beaker designs. A similar range of
reserved motifs, again with general Southern
beaker parallels, is of somewhat commoner oc-
currence in the decorative repertoire of tripartite
bowls where chevron-fringed vertical lines are less
frequent. The same is true of the recognisable
beaker motifs on ribbed bowls.

How far the false relief chevron should be con-
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sidered a beaker motif, or a derivative of such a
motif, is uncertain. D. L. Clarke notes triangular
impressions forming false relief or ‘chip-carving’
on some of his Northern beakers (1970, 192) for
example, and also graphically illustrates (plate 8)
how this decorative technique may be, as Childe
(1935, 92) believed, a borrowing from woodwork-
ing. In passing it may be noted that other minor
features of bowls may also echo the craft of the
wood-worker: the concentric grooving on the
bases of bowls from Loughloughan, Co. Antrim
(3), and Knockast, Co. Westmeath (100), might
reflect the contemporary use of lathe-turned
wooden bowls. Some basal cruciform designs, as
on Cavanakill, Co. Armagh (36), Grange, Co.
Roscommon (93) etc., may have been inspired by
polypod wooden vessels, a form known in pottery
in Beaker contexts and in the vase series in East
Yorkshire and elsewhere (Manby 1969).

If the obvious beaker motifs favoured by bowl
makers were actually borrowed from Northern
and Southern beakers, then their use displays a
rather remarkable eclecticism. A whole range of
other decorative motifs (including many found on
Irish beakers) were ignored.

ApSimon was clearly correct when he declared
(1969, 37) that the origins of the Irish bowl were
more complex than a simple derivation from
Southern British beakers. Indeed, it does not seem
possible to even argue convincingly a dual North-
ern and Southern origin. A Northern contribution
seems undeniable, however, and this is confirmed
by the burial evidence: bowls found with crouched
burials are known mainly from the eastern mid-
lands and the pottery vessel is usually placed by the
head in Northern beaker fashion (p. 20). Some-
what paradoxically, it is this eastern part of the
country which has produced many tripartite bowls
and it is this bowl group which displays some pre-
dilection for reserved decoration of Southern
beaker derivation. However, there is no clear cor-
relation between reserved ornament and unburnt
burial.

D. L. Clarke (1970, 91) has written: ‘Although
the bulk of Irish bowl Food Vessels show motifs
characteristic of Developed Southern British and
Northern British beakers some at least are closer
to earlier beaker models, in particular to beaker
bowls ... some of these being so close as to make
the transition indistinguishable’. Of the eight dis-
parate pots he cites from Abercromby’s corpus as
comparable to beaker bowls, five are either vases

or atypical vessels from Scotland and one is an
atypical bowl (a variant of the bipartite categ-
ory)with incised ornament from Moylehid (Bel-
more Mt.), Co. Fermanagh (74). The two remain-
ing vessels, one from Kilmurry, Co. Kilkenny (29),
the other from Glenwhirry, Co. Antrim (34), are
both bipartite bowls and, in form or ornament,
hardly support this comparison. Clarke’s sugges-
tion of a later Northern and Southern beaker con-
tribution, however, is confirmed in this study
where the partial nature of this contribution is also
apparent. The continued use of the bowl form is
probably the most obvious indication of this par-
tiality and Clarke saw this as a Neolithic fashion:
‘The adoption of the bowl form at the expense of
the beaker form might suggest that an influential
beaker minority was absorbed by a local neolithic
majority, favouring traditional bowl forms’. Grea-
ter knowledge of Irish late Neolithic pot types
may, in time, clarify this supposed non-beaker ele-
ment. It is an attractive hypothesis to account for
non-beaker features of form and ornament which
are sufficiently pronounced, as we have seen, to
permit the suggestion that any explanation for
bowl origins in terms merely of ‘beaker derivation’
is unsatisfactory. Equally unsatisfactory, as far as
current thinking on the beaker problem is con-
cerned (e.g. Harrison 1980), is the notion of intru-
sive beaker minorities being absorbed by local
Neolithic majorities. On present evidence, bowls
must be considered an essentially indigenous Irish
fashion, a local version of the beaker phenomenon
(as found in Britain), presumably with a roughly
similar funerary purpose and social significance.
Contemporary, at least in part, with later Northern
and Southern beakers, they must be seen as a
parallel development sufficiently attractive and
popular, for whatever reason, to obviate any need
to place a true beaker in pit or cist grave in Ireland.

The question of the origins of tripartite and
bipartite vases admits of no easy answer either.
Various writers have noted a beaker contribution:
in 1943 J. Raftery saw such influence in the shape
and decoration of a vase from Ower, Co. Galway
(526), and O’Kelly (1946) considered the profile of
the similar vase from Ballynahow, Co. Cork (472),
to be reminiscent of beaker. ApSimon (1958) de-
clared that the decoration on a number of tripartite
vases (his ‘Irish Vases’) showed a close correspon-
dence with the decoration on some North British
beakers. Simpson (1965) agreed with ApSimon’s
suggestions of a north British beaker origin for
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these vases. However, because some occurred in
Scotland, he believed that a Scottish origin and
subsequent introduction to Ireland was more likely
than independent beaker derivation in several
areas of north Britain and Ireland.

D. L. Clarke (1970, 271) shed some further light
on the beaker connection of these tripartite vases:
according to him ‘all the characteristic features de-
fining Irish Vases can be satisfactorily derived from
the Late/Final Northern Beaker group ... these
features include the basis of the vase shape, the
zonal styling and the use of the very distinctive
Late Northern motifs nos. 22—7’. The chevron-
fringed vertical line motif (no. 27), so characteris-
tic of these beakers, is conspicuous on the everted
neck of the well-known tripartite vase from Top-
ped Mountain, Co. Fermanagh (426), which ‘is of
clear Northern beaker ancestry’ (Clarke 1970,
189). The zone contraction (no doubt of similar in-
spiration) on the vases from Curran, Co. Antrim
(391), and Greenbhills, Co. Dublin (Plate 11, 421),
is also worthy of note; so too is the reserved orna-
ment which is a feature of the vertical-necked sub-
group (389—398) to which the former vase belongs.
If Northern beaker derivation seems a reasonable
hypothesis, the subsequent development of tripar-
tite vases is far from clear. The position, for exam-
ple, of the geographically isolated southern vases
in the series is a puzzle. Indeed, the suggestion of a
simple derivation from late beakers may be an
oversimplification — the association of tripartite
vases with items such as plano-convex flint knives,
vase urns and encrusted urns, should not be forgot-
ten and is a reminder of the existence of a ‘non-
beaker’ element.

The problem of the origins and development of
bipartite vases is no less complex and cannot be
separated entirely from that of the tripartite vases.
Some vases of both types, at least, are clearly re-
lated as the several associated finds indicate: here,
as occasionally elsewhere, even shape is but a
minor difference. It is tempting to see the slack
profiled bipartite vases as a broadly contemporary
but sometimes inferior version. The occurrence of
relatively finely decorated and less well decorated
pots in the one grave may be instanced: see, for
example, Kilmuckridge (438 and 439) and
Knocknaskeagh, Co. Wexford (574 and 575).
Aside from the zonal ornament, frequently incor-
porating an incised herringbone motif, a direct
beaker contribution to bipartite vases is difficult to
identify. Indeed these bipartite vases are the ‘food

vessel’ element of ApSimon’s Food-Vessel group
which he believed to be intrusive in Northern Ire-
land and to have possibly originated in north-east
England, the territory of the “Yorkshire Vase’.
‘From its primary focus it expanded widely, seem-
ingly at the expense of the Beaker cultures which it
replaced in areas of favourable soils’ (ApSimon
1969, 37). In the absence of a corpus of Yorkshire
Vases and related pots in Britain, detailed com-
parison with Irish bipartite vases is not possible.
However, it is clear that the classic Yorkshire Vase
is rare in Ireland. As the work of Kitson Clark
(1937), Manby (1957) and Gibson (1978) has
shown, for instance, the commonest vase of this
type has an expanded, internally bevelled rim, a
bipartite body with a narrow or broad shoulder
groove (frequently with lugs or stops) and a small,
drum-shaped base. Incised or impressed her-
ringbone ornament or decoration is common and
cord-impressed ornament also occurs. Simpson in
Megaw and Simpson (1979) has summarised the
characteristic features of the class.

Only a very small number of vases in Ireland
closely resemble Yorkshire Vases (as Simpson has
noted). These were classified as Type 2 vases in
Waddell (1976) but in this study are included in the
bipartite vase category pending fuller study of the
British material. While a few pots may be claimed
to be ‘Yorkshire Vases in Ireland’, others with fea-
tures such as very narrow shoulder grooves or lugs
are typologically inseparable from bipartite vases
generally. Ballywillin, Co. Antrim (450), Ballywil-
liam, Co. Down (Plate 10, 484), and Katesbridge,
Co. Down (507), Ballyhacket Upper, Co. Carlow
(467), Carrowntober East, Co. Galway (Plate 24,
516), Gortnahown, Co. Galway (521), Moyveela,
Co. Galway (525), Kinard, Co. Mayo (552), and
Leckpatrick, Co. Tyrone (431), for example, are
all vases with shoulder groove and lugs and could
perhaps be cited as evidence of the transmission of
a fashionable trait from one community to
another, one which may have originated in north-
ern Britain. The same may be true, of course, of
bipartite vessels with shoulder groove but no lugs,
such as Ballywillin (451) and Lisburn, Co. Antrim
(453), Ballyvester, Co. Down (487), and lugged
but essentially groove-less vases such as Ballyvic-
mabha (549), Cashel (551), Knock (553) and Letter-
keen, Co. Mayo (557). However, the smooth curv-
ing profile of so many of these Irish vases seems to
be mainly an indigenous fashion and widespread
simple traits such as lugs or incised herringbone
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ornament can hardly be ascribed with certainty to
Yorkshire Vase ‘influence’. As already men-
tioned, some contact with northern Britain may be
a reasonable assumption but the nature of that
contact and the degree of contact is difficult to as-
sess at present. Given the differences between so
many Irish bipartite vases and vases in northern
England and Scotland (see Manby 1957, Simpson
1965, Morrison 1971 and Gibson 1978), the simple

derivation of the former from the latter seems a
less than adequate hypothesis. The possibility of
contact is undeniable but the overall impression is
of two broadly contemporary pottery traditions
neither demonstrably ancestral to the other and
both sharing an ultimate common heritage of
either late Neolithic or beaker ceramic traditions
or both.



CHAPTER §

THE MANUFACTURE, PRODUCTION AND USE

OF IRISH BOWLS AND VASES

ALISON SHERIDAN

VESSEL CONSTRUCTION

That Irish bowls and vases were constructed by the
ring method — that is, by adding successive hori-
zontal rings of clay and smoothing over the joins —
is indicated by several specimens where joint lines
are visible (Fig. 14). Collins (1957) noted their pre-
sence on a necked bipartite bowl from Knoc-
kiveagh, Co. Down (Fig. 14, 82); O’Kelly (1946)
and Evans (1953) observed examples on bipartite
vases from Ballynahow, Co. Cork (Fig. 14, 472)
and Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim (454); and Jope and
Jope (1952) recorded their presence on a tripartite
bowl from Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone (Fig. 14, 192)
and on a more globular bowl from the same site
(193). Joint lines are also discernible on bipartite
bowls from Keenoge, Co. Meath (Fig. 14, 51) and
Buncrana, Co. Donegal (39), on a tripartite bowl
(no locality 22, 268), on a ribbed bowl from Bal-
lydullaghan, Co. Derry (Fig. 14, 276), and on an
unprovenanced necked bipartite bowl (no locality
54; Plate 2, fig. 14, 66). In the Knockiveagh,
Keenoge, Buncrana and unprovenanced speci-
mens, the pots have broken or come apart along a
joint line. The Keenoge, Buncrana and unprove-
nanced bowls appear to have been made using two
rings, joined at the vessels’ mid-height constriction
point, whilst the Drudgeon (192) and Knockiveagh
bowls were seemingly made from three. The Bal-
lynahow vase, by virtue of its greater height (18—
19cm instead of c. g-11cm), was probably made
using more rings. Comparative evidence from
some Scottish vases, with heights varying from
12.5cm to c. 14cm, indicates the use of four to six
rings (Barclay 1983; Stevenson 1939).

Further details regarding vessel construction are
available in a few cases. The Drudgeon tripartite
bowl (192), for example, reveals that the flat base
was integral with the lowermost ring, thereby indi-
cating that the latter was worked up from the basal
lump of clay. An additional inner skin is also
shown on the Jopes’ illustration (Fig. 14, 192). This
technique of building up the lowest ring from the

base has also been noted on bowls and vases out-
side Ireland (e.g. North Mains, Perthshire:
Barclay 1983, fig. 30a). As for the shoulders of the
Drudgeon bowl, these appear to have been made
by manipulating the ends of the rings, rather than
by adding fillets of clay. The resulting undulation
of the inner face of the pot at the shoulders is a fea-
ture present on many shouldered and ribbed ves-
sels. The vertical ribs on the Drudgeon bowl, and
many of the lugs seen on tripartite bowls and bipar-
tite vases, may similarly have been made without
recourse to adding extraneous clay: they could
simply have been pinched out from the body of the
pot. Some shoulders and lugs, however, have
clearly been added as a separate component, luted
to the body. Collins (1954) noted the use of applied
shoulder cordons on a tripartite bowl from Au-
dleystown, Co. Down (144); here the internal un-
dulations, as seen in the Drudgeon tripartite bowl,
are absent. The use of applied lugs is demonstrated
well on the tripartite bowls from Carrickinab, Co.
Down (Plate 7, 145), Crouck, Co. Tyrone (190),
Glenariff, Co. Antrim (109) and Loughloughan,
Co. Antrim (111), and on the bipartite vases from
Ballyhacket Upper, Co. Carlow (467), Cush, Co.
Limerick (542) and Lyles Hill, Co. Antrim (454).
The strap handles on a tripartite bowl from
Keenoge, Co. Meath (177), and on the lids of the
bipartite vases from Ballinchalla, Co. Mayo (546),
and Danesfort, Co. Kilkenny (537), were also
applied. Regarding the construction of the internal
rim bevel, two methods are attested: on the Drud-
geon tripartite bowl, it was formed by folding the
top ring back on itself, then moulding the edge,
whereas on the unprovenanced bowl (no locality
54), a separate triangular strip was added (Fig. 14,
66).

FINISHING

The final stages in the preparation of the pots
prior to firing consisted of smoothing the walls
(and sometimes burnishing the exterior surface)
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Fig. 14. Constructional details as revealed by joint and fracture lines: 82. Knockiveagh, Co. Down.
51. Keenoge, Co. Meath. 192. Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone (after Jope and Jope). 66. No locality 54.
472. Ballynahow, Co. Cork. 276. Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry, with enlarged detail (scale represents imm)
of diagonal joint line in lower rib.
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and adding the decoration. Decorative motifs pre-
ferred by the makers of the different bowl and
vases types have been examined (Chapters 2 and 3)
and will be returned to below; all that needs to be
added here is the observation that the quality of
the decoration (i.e. the regularity of design and the
fineness and precision of its execution) varies con-
siderably and in a patterned manner. The propor-
tion of vessels with poor quality decoration is
higher for vases than for bowls (c. 18% toc. 11%),
and the proportion of vessels with very fine decora-
tion — as exemplified in a bipartite bowl from
Mount Stewart, Co. Down (Plate 19, 43) and a
tripartite vase from Comber, Co. Down (418) —is
higher for bowls than for vases. The incidence of
burnishing as a pre-décoration surface treatment
correlates to a large extent with the quality of the
decoration: in other words, vessels which have
been burnished also tend to have good to high
quality decoration, e.g. a tripartite vase from
Greenhills, Co. Dublin (Plate 11, 421). The
smoothness of the vessels’ walls also correlates
with the quality of the decoration: pots with crude
or irregular decoration tend to have surfaces which
have not been carefully smoothed and which often
have large and/or prominent grits, e.g. a Clogh-
skelt tripartite vase (416). With more finely deco-
rated vessels, the potter has aimed to achieve a
smooth-surfaced pot, in which the lithic inclusions
(which can be numerous) protrude as little as poss-
ible from the external surface. Usually the grits are
barely visible on the outer surface, but sometimes
a vessel with good quality decoration has numer-
ous grits visible on its exterior, e.g. Ballon Hill,
Co. Carlow (121). As for other surface treatments,
no example of the addition of a true slip has been
noted, although a slip-like appearance is fairly
common, e.g. Labbadish, Co. Donegal (142), Bal-
lymacilroy, Co. Antrim (106), and could have
been produced by a final smoothing of the vessel
with a wet hand, or perhaps in some cases by apply-
ing a self-slip (i.e. a slurry made from the same clay
as the rest of the pot).

FIRING

Information on the firing of bowls and vases has
been obtained by studying: (a) the colour of the
pottery, (b) the mineralogy of lithic inclusions in
the clay, and (c) the microstructure of the clay (as
revealed by scanning electron microscopy).

Regarding colour, although they display a wide
variety of surface colours (ranging from dark grey

to pale buff, and chocolate brown to bright red and
orange), the vast majority of bowls and vases are
united in having a blackish or dark grey core. In a
sample of 100 vessels, including specimens of all
bowl and vase forms, 74 showed this sandwich-like
feature, with the dark core contrasting with the
lighter colours of the oxidised surfaces. The thick-
ness of the core varied, but in most cases it oc-
cupied over 75% of the width of the vessel wall. In
the remaining examples, the vessels were either
the same bright oxidised colour throughout, or had
a light outer surface and dark core and interior.
The presence of the dark core indicates that the
vessels had been incompletely oxidised during
firing. Shepard (1956, 21) has pointed out that in-
complete oxidation results from one or more of the
following conditions: short firing, low temperature
firing, insufficient oxygen in the firing atmosphere.
In the present case, one could argue that the most
plausible explanation is that of rapid firing. Some
indication of the temperature of firing is given by
the microstructure and mineralogy of the pottery,
which suggests a level of around 800 °C (or, excep-
tionally, higher: see below for details). Since such
a temperature is high enough to oxidise the car-
bonaceous matter which gives the core its dark col-
our,' a short firing time — i.e. less than one hour,
and possibly substantially less — is suggested. (See
Matson 1971a and 1971b, 1974, for experimental
work on clay colouration during firing, and Nicklin
1981a and 1981b for ethnographic observations on
firing times and temperatures.) As for the condi-
tions of the firing, no attempt seems to have been
made to produce a controlled reducing or oxidising
atmosphere. Instead, the evidence is consistent
with the use of an open bonfire, hearth or firing pit,
in which sufficient temperature and draught has
been generated to oxidise the pottery, but which
will have experienced a variable atmosphere dur-
ing the different stages of fuel combustion and with
shifting air currents. The blotchy surface coloura-
tion seen on some vessels, e.g. Moylarg, Co. An-
trim (Plate 23, 452), accords with such an interpre-
tation, the dark patches generally corresponding

1. That the dark colour is due to carbonaceous matter
rather than to Fe,0, is indicated by the results of refiring
tests: when sherds from four black-cored vessels were
refired for one hour in an oxidising atmosphere (using an
electric muffle furnace), all traces of the dark core had
disappeared. Had the dark colour been due to Fe,O,, a
residual darkness would have been expected (Matson
1974, 42).
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with the areas touched by the flame.

As for the vessels which display a uniform light
colour (usually reddish-orange or buff), these may
well have been left in the fire for a longer period,
attaining more thorough oxidation. The last categ-
ory of vessels — those with a light exterior and dark
core and interior — constitutes another variant of
the phenomenon of incomplete oxidation, in
which the interior surface has not received as much
oxygen as the exterior. In fact, this represents an
extreme example of a feature noted in many black-
cored vessels, in which the inner surface is greyish
whereas the outer surface is light brown, reddish,
orange or buff. One possible explanation for this
discrepancy between interior and exterior surface
colouring is that the vessels may have been fired in
an inverted position (cf. Bronze Age urns); how-
ever, it is equally possible that the phenomenon
has been produced through rapid firing in an up-
right position, during which less oxygen has been
able to circulate around the interior than around
the exterior of the pot.”

The mineralogy of certain lithic inclusions, as
seen in petrological thin sections, can provide
further information on the firing of bowls and
vases. One vessel, a tripartite bowl from Glencop-
pogagh, Co. Tyrone (194), was found to contain
tridymite, a conversion product of quartz which
forms at 870 °C under conditions of low pressure
heating.? One might therefore infer that the vessel
was fired at or above this temperature (tridymite
being stable over the range 870-1370 °C).
Moreover, the vessel’s bright reddish-brown col-
ouration throughout its body indicates that it was
thoroughly oxidised during the firing, and the pre-
sence of black blotches on the interior and exterior
surfaces suggests that it was licked by the flames of
the fire. However, it may be that this particular pot
was fired at a higher temperature than was normal
for such vessels (cf. the scanning electron micros-
cope results below), and was in fact overfired, as its
extremely friable fabric suggests. Despite this
fault, it appears to have been used as an accompan-
iment to a burial.

A third source of information on firing is the
microstructure of the clay matrix, as revealed by
the scanning electron microscope. The degree of

2. I am grateful to Dr A. Woods for her comments on
this topic.
3. My thanks to Dr J. Preston for this information.

vitrification (i.e. the melting together of individual
particles) displayed by a vessel gives some indica-
tion of the temperature at which it has been fired;
the vitrification process usually begins at 800-850
°C when vessels are fired in a oxidising atmos-
phere, and at 750 °C when fired in a reducing at-
mosphere (see Maniatis and Tite 1981 for further
details). By refiring part of a sherd at known temp-
eratures under controlled conditions, one can
compare the degree of vitrification thereby pro-
duced with that visible in the sherd in its ‘as re-
ceived’ state. For experimental purposes, sherds
from five vessels* were refired in an oxidising at-
mosphere (in an electric muffle furnace) at temper-
atures of 500, 600, 700, 800, 900 and 1000 °C. The
rate of heating was kept as closely as possible to
200 °C per hour, and the soaking time (i.e. time left
at the target temperature) was one hour. After re-
firing, a fresh fracture surface was examined under
the microscope for signs of vitrification (that is,
smooth-surfaced areas and glassy filaments). The
results indicated that all five sherds in the as-
received state fell into the category of ‘no vitrifica-
tion/initial vitrification’;> some slight increase in
vitrification was visible after refiring to 800 °C, and
a considerable increase was noted after refiring to
1000 °C (Plate 3). These results can be interpreted
as suggesting that the vessels were probably origi-
nally fired around 80050 °C (the +50 °C being
added to allow for the more rapid firing in an-
tiquity, and the —50 °C to allow for the possible ef-
fect of a partially reducing atmosphere during
firing).®

CHOICE OF CLAYS AND TEMPERING
The choice of materials can sometimes offer in-
sights into the homo- or heterogeneity of the pot-
ting tradition, and in a few rare instances suggest

4. Tripartite bowl from Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow (121);
ribbed bowl from Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry (276);
tripartite vase from Ballymacaldrack, Co. Antrim (389);
and bipartite vases from Cloghroak, Co. Galway (518)
and Cloghskelt, Co. Down (488).

5. One of the samples (Ballon Hill) showed a slightly
higher degree of vitrification than the others having
areas of ‘initial/extensive vitrification’ (according to
Tite’s terminology).

6. I am grateful to Dr M. S. Tite for his comments on the
photomicrographs, and advice on experimental proce-
dure. Thanks, too, to the Staff of the Scanning Electron
Microscope Unit at the Queen’s University of Belfast.
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the identity of the potters themselves. (Research
by David Tomalin into the ‘recipes’ of temper
type, size and quantity used by the makers of
Bronze Age urns in southern England has revealed
that a distinctive and influential new potting tradi-
tion appeared with the introduction of biconical
urns (Tomalin 1983, 1988). In Tomalin’s opinion,
this may signify the actual arrival of continental
potters into southern England, alongside foreign
bronze-smiths).

Although Irish bowls and vases may vary consid-
erably in their hardness and friability of fabric,
they show a marked tendency towards the use of
fine-textured, often fairly heavily gritted clays in
their manufacture. The fineness of the clay may be
due to the deliberate selection of naturally well-
sorted material (e.g. from alluvial deposits), or to
the use of levigated clay. Sand-sized particles may
be present, sometimes in considerable amounts,
but according to Professor J. Brindley (pers.
comm.), most of these are likely to have been
added to the paste as part of the tempering mate-
rial. Regarding the choice of the latter, an absolute
preference for lithic rather than organic tempering
is evident. Corky-textured vessels do occur, e.g. at
Ballygalley Hill, Co. Antrim (447), and Coney Is-
land, Co. Armagh (Addyman 1965, fig. 9, 9-11),
but the corkiness appears to be due to the leaching
out of inorganic material, rather than to the burn-
ing out of grass, straw, etc. Furthermore, only two
possible examples of the use of grog tempering
have been noted so far (both in thin-sectioned
specimens): a tripartite bowl from Balrath, Co.
Meath (311), was found to contain ‘a few vague
masses of finely granular matter’ resembling grog,
and a globular tripartite bowl from Kilmashogue,
Co. Dublin (152), contains some fragments which
are either grog or Lower Palaeozoic greywacke
(Brindley, pers. comm.).

That the lithic material was deliberately added
as temper is indicated by the angular and unweath-
ered nature of most of the grits (Plate 4). A good
example of these characteristics is shown by the
Tertiary olivine dolerite tempering as seen in Plate
4: the fact that the individual pyroxene crystals are
clearly discernible in thin-section indicates that the
rock has been crushed up, exposing unweathered
surfaces. (Under normal weathering conditions,
the pyroxene would have leached out.) Further-
more, the fact that the grit size varies in a regular
manner with the coarseness of the vessel (see
below) suggests that the potters were controlling

the size of grit to be incorporated into each pot, by
crushing the temper to varying degrees of fineness.

Regarding the nature of the lithic temper, a wide
variety of rock types is represented (see below for
details). However, a preference for the use of Ter-
tiary olivine dolerite and basalt was noted amongst
asample of 25 vessels which were submitted to pet-
rological thin-sectioning,” and further examples of
their use have been observed during macro- and
microscopic examination of other bowls and vases.
(A similar phenomenon was noted by J. and A.
Brindley during their study of Beaker pottery from
some Irish sites, and a preference for similarly
dark-coloured rock types (including dolerite) has
been noted in several studies of prehistoric pottery
in Britain: Brindley 1984; Freestone and Tite,
pers. comm.; Williams 1982; Williams and Jenkins
1979.) These rock types are present in vessels not
only within the main areas of dolerite and basalt
outcrops in north-east Ireland, but also in areas far
removed from this, where the material might only
be available from small local dykes or drift de-
posits. As will be argued below, it is unlikely that
their presence signifies that bowls and vases were
mass-produced at a single centre; it seems more
likely that the material was deliberately selected at
each locality, either from outcrops (where present)
or drift deposits (where it would be visible as dis-
tinctive dark greenish and blackish pebbles). The
advantages of using these hard igneous rocks
would be that: (a) they are relatively stable during
firing, not decomposing as some calcareous grits
might do over the temperature range 650-898 °C
(Mainman 1982); and (b) they would protect a ves-
sel from thermal shock, if it were to be used for suc-
cessive episodes of heating. However, since these
pots from funerary contexts do not appear to have
been used as cooking pots, the latter property
would not be essential. Moreover, since other rock
types share these same qualities, it may be that
there was another reason for their choice. (A pot-
ter who had successfully used dolerite or basalt
temper might recommend its use to other potters,
for instance.)

Further evidence suggesting a degree of selectiv-
ity in the choice of tempering material is offered by
the thin-sectioned bowl from Graney West, Co.
Kildare (295). The local drift deposits are rich in
limestone, yet it appears that other erratic material
has been selected instead, thereby avoiding the use

7. See appendix for a list of the vessels.
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of this potentially problematic material (Brindley,
pers. comm.).

The size of the lithic inclusions varies both
within and between vessels, but very few grits ex-
ceed 10X6mm, and most of the medium to large-
sized fragments fall within the range 2X2mm-
6x4mm. The smallest grits are sand and silt-sized,
and often represent the finely comminuted fraction
of the larger grits. Asin other respects (e.g. quality
of decoration, surface treatment, wall thickness
and often flakiness of fabric), coarse vessels can
generally be distinguished from fine by the size and
prominence of their grits. The bipartite vase from
Moville, Co. Donegal (483), is an excellent exam-
ple of a coarse pot, with numerous large grits
clearly visible at and below the surface. By con-
trast, very fine specimens such as the vase from
Danesfort, Co. Kilkenny (537), appear to contain
tiny and well-concealed grits. The vast majority of
vessels lie between these extremes, and contain
numerous small to medium-sized particles which
are evenly distributed through the fabric but pre-
vented from protruding excessiveiy through the
external suriace. The 25 thin-sectioned vessels,
which represent this broad intermediate group,
were found to contain grits with maximum sizes
ranging between 2.5 X 1imm and 8 X7mm (Fig. 15).
Only in one case was a larger fragment noted, and
this was 10X8mm. As expected, the size of the
largest grits tends to increase with the increasing
coarseness of the pot: compare, for example, the
relatively fine specimens from Ballydullaghan, Co.
Derry (276), and Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin (152),
with the coarser vessels from Fourknocks II, Co.
Meath (559), and Balrath, Co. Meath (311).

In terms of the amount of grit per pot, one can
again perceive clear differences between the
coarser and finer specimens. One of the most heav-
ily gritted vessels is the above-mentioned vase
from Moville, in which the percentage of lithic in-
clusions in the fabric must be approaching 40-
50%. It is hard to assess the proportion of grits in
the finest vessels, since none of these is available
for sectioning, but one can predict that it will be
substantially less than this. Amongst the 25 thin-
sectioned vessels, the amount of grit was found to
vary between 15—35%, the coarser pots tending to
contain the larger amounts (see Fig. 15). There is
not, however, a neat linear correlation between
the fineness of the vessel and the amount of grit it
contains: while some of the finer pots contain only
15—20% grit, e.g. Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry

(276); others, e.g. Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin
(152), contain a comparable amount to that found
in the coarser vessels, the only difference beingthat
the fragment size is smaller. (The amounts were es-
timated by reference to Shvetsov charts, which
give pictorial representations of graduated grit de-
nsities: see Terry and Chilingar 1955.) In the ab-
sence of quantitative estimates of grit content for
other types of prehistoric Irish pottery, it is hard to
assess whether or not these amounts are relatively
high; but from the author’s research into Irish
Neolithic pottery, it appears that the lightly-gritted
specimens are comparable with some of the fine
Western Neolithic plainware, whilst the more
heavily gritted specimens can be matched amongst
the medium to coarse variants of the same ware
(see Sheridan 1985 for details).

One might, therefore, conclude that the tradi-
tion of bowl and vase manufacture shows a certain
degree of homogeneity in terms of manufacturing
practices (i.e. use of fine-textured clays, use of
crushed stone as temper, rapid firing), even though
there is considerable variation in the fineness of
pots and the type of rock used for temper. The ele-
ments of homogeneity may be due to the transmis-
sion of information between potters, whilst the
lack of absolute technological standardisation is
characteristic of wares which are not mass-pro-
duced.

PRODUCTION

The scale and organisation of pottery production
can be investigated in several ways, ranging from
the examination of manufacturing facilities (e.g.
kilns, workshops), to analysis of design and de-
corative features (e.g. Shepard 1956), and pet-
rological, chemical and other analysis of the ves-
sels’ clay matrix and lithic inclusions (e.g. Frees-
tone et al. 1982). In the case of Irish bowls and
vases, no trace of any manufacturing facility has
yet been found (thanks largely to the funerary bias
of their discovery and excavation); but to judge
from the evidence relating to firing conditions and
temper variability, it is unlikely that kilns or bulk-
production workshops were involved. If, as sus-
pected, they were produced on a small scale basis
using a simple open bonfire, hearth or firing pit, it
could be hard to detect the presence of such fea-
tures archaeologically, or to recognise their func-
tion correctly (Gibson 1986).

Two aspects remain to be considered, namely:
(a) patterning in vessel design and decoration; and
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Fig. 15. Size and disposition of grits in selected thin-sectioned vessels. A. Ballydullaghan, Co. Derry (276).
B. Kilmashogue, Co. Dublin (152). C. Ballon Hill, Co. Carlow (121).
D. Ardballymore, Co. Westmeath (206). E. Fourknocks II, Co. Meath (559).
F. Balrath, Co. Meath (311).

(b) the petrology and sourcing of lithic inclusions.
The information derived therefrom is of use in de-
termining whether these vessels were produced on
a large or small scale, on a localised or centralised
basis, and by specialist or non-specialist potters (or
both).

(a) Stylistic patterning

As recent ethnoarchaeological work has de-
monstrated (e.g. Hodder 1981), the inference of
production patterns from stylistic data is not as
straightforward as some archaeologists had for-
merly suggested (e.g. Binford 1965). Hodder has
argued, for example, that one cannot draw a sim-
ple, linear correlation between the degree of stan-
dardisation in pot design and decoration and the
scale of its production. Notwithstanding such con-
siderations, there are numerous archaeological
and ethnographic instances where the output of an
individual potter, workshop or centre can arguably
be distinguished on stylistic grounds. Within the
context of vase studies, for example, Tomalin and
others have drawn attention to the existence of a
few pairs and small groups of vessels in which the
similarity in design and decoration (and often fab-
ric) between the pots is such that the work of the
same potter is suspected (Barclay 1983; Pierpoint
1980; Tomalin 1979. See Fig. 16 for examples). In
the case of the pair from a barrow at Newbarn
Down (Isle of Wight), an additional piece of sup-
porting evidence was the presence of a thumb im-
pression at the base of each pot, as a kind of
maker’s mark (Fig. 16; Tomalin 1979). In some
cases, the matching pots may be found close to
each other (e.g. at Newbarn Down, or in

neighbouring barrows at Goodmanham, York-
shire: Pierpoint 1980), but in others, they may be
separated by considerable distances. The vessels
from North Mains, Perthshire and Cowdenhill,
West Lothian were 36 km apart (Fig. 16; Barclay
1983), while the vessels from Cawthorn and
Folkton in Yorkshire were separated by over 40
km (Pierpoint 1980). An even more distant link
was noted by Tomalin between two vase urns from
Sutton Veny, Wiltshire, and Bishop’s Waltham,
Hampshire, 72km from each other (Tomalin
1983). Furthermore, to judge from the author’s
macroscopic examination of the North Mains and
Cowdenhill vessels, it appears that the same lithic
inclusions are present in both pots, and that the
same kind of clay (firing to a light brown surface
colour) was used for both, thereby suggesting that
they could have been manufactured at a single loc-
ality.

In Ireland, one can distinguish several levels of
stylistic similarity amongst the 670 or so bowls and
vases from funerary and other contexts at our dis-
posal. At the most general level, there is the shar-
ing of basic vessel forms (e.g. the simple bowl, the
bipartite vase), of individual decorative motifs
(e.g. the filled running chevron, the herringbone),
and of basic decorative schemata (e.g. zonal deco-
ration). Examples of these are shown in Figs. 17—
21. Such traits are widely distributed within Ire-
land, and some are also found in Scotland, and
further afield in northern England as well. The use
of the shoulder groove, particularly in association
with herringbone decoration, is a classic feature of
the Yorkshire Vase, and it has been suggested that
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Fig. 16. ‘Pairs’ of bowls and vases from Britain. Above: Newbarn Down, Isle of Wight
(left — from Tomalin 1979, right — courtesy of D. J. Tomalin). Below left: North Mains, Strathallan, Perthshire,
and right: Cowdenhill, W. Lothian (both from Barclay 1983).

its use may have spread from northern England to
Scotland and Ireland (Figs. 21-22; Megaw and
Simpson 1979; Simpson 1965). An opposite move-
ment of ideas, from Ireland to Scotland, has been
inferred from the distribution of bowls, and of cer-
tain decorative traits such as the use of false relief
(Simpson 1965, Young 1951). The sharing of these
traits need not, of course, imply that pottery was
produced on a centralised basis and traded out;
rather, it suggests that potters were formulating
and adopting certain conventions, and transmit-
ting this information amongst themselves or be-
tween communities (and indeed from generation

to generation) over an extensive network of con-
tacts.

At the next level of similarity, one can detect the
existence of geographically more restricted group-
ings, defined on the basis of vessel shape. A dis-
tinctive sub-group of tripartite bowls with a squat,
angular profile (and often lugs as well) can be seen
to have a northern concentration, in an area run-
ning from north Antrim to north Donegal (Fig.
23). A second group, consisting of tripartite vases
with roughly vertical necks, clusters in Co. Antrim
with a further example at the southern tip of the

[continued on p. 57
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Fig. 17. Distribution of the filled running chevron and filled triangle motifs, and incidence according to vessel type.
Key to Figs. 17—20. SB: simple bowl; BB: bipartite bowl; NBB: necked bipartite bowl; TB: tripartite bowl;
RB: ribbed bowl; anom. B: anomalous bowl; unclass. B: unclassifiable bowl; TV: tripartite vase;

BV: bipartite vase; anom. V: anomalous vase; var.: variant.
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Fig. 18. Distribution of the herringbone motif: large dots denote a major motif
constituting one-third or more of a vessel’s decoration.
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Fig. 19. Distribution of the fringed vertical line motif and its variants (open circles).
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Rhins of Galloway and a few more distant outliers
in Ireland (Fig. 24). These vessels also share sev-
eral decorative traits in common, such as the use of
reserved ornament, filled triangles, herringbone
and lattice motifs. A third formal grouping com-
prises tripartite and ribbed bowls with a markedly
globular profile (Fig. 25).% Such vessels are found
in a triangular area stretching from Cos. Louth and
Wexford to Co. Westmeath — the main distribution
area for ribbed bowls — and once again tend to
share decorative traits in common, such as the re-
served zigzag and ‘saltire’ motif. (Two of the less
typical outliers of this group, from Altanagh (Wil-
liams 1986) and Drudgeon, Co. Tyrone (193),
form a distinctive local sub-group: see Fig. 25). Fi-
nally a fourth, smaller group, comprising fine qual-
ity tripartite vases with long necks and markedly
angular carinations, can be identified in the south
and east, with a few northern outliers (Fig. 26).
Such regional groups could result from a variety of
possible causes: they might, for example, reflect a
pattern of close interaction between nearby com-
munities (perhaps maintained over a period of
time), or they could represent the output of a
single production centre or itinerant potter.

At the highest level of similarity are those pairs
or small groups of vessels which, by virtue of their
sharing a particularly distinctive motif or set of at-
tributes, appear to be the work of a single potter or
workshop. One such pair is represented by the
tripartite vases from Curran (391) and Kilmakee
(392) in Co. Antrim (a sub-set of the vertical-
necked Co. Antrim group referred to above),
separated from each other by 35km (Fig. 27). Al-
though not identical, they share many decorative
features in common. including the use of extensive
basal decoration (rarely found on vases) and they
are also strikingly similar in size, finish, and the
quality and technique of decoration. A group of
five simple and bipartite bowls from findspots in
Cos. Antrim and Down is similarly linked (Fig.
28); unique to this group is the use of a triple motif
consisting of a false relief zig-zag line, a recessed
panel and a comb-decorated panel, and of a motif
featuring a zone of plain semi-circles or semi-
ellipses set against a background of linear comb
impressions. All five vessels have been carefully

8. The globular bipartite vase from Glassamucky, Co.
Dublin (512), is reminiscent of some of the bowls in this
group, notably those from Fourknocks I, Co. Meath
(315-17), and Doon, Co. Meath (313).

made, using a fineware fabric, and three bear
traces of external surface polish. The distance be-
tween the furthest specimens (assuming that one
was indeed found near Kells, Co. Antrim) is 5o0km.
A further example of the use of a particularly dis-
tinctive motif is given by two bowls from cist
burials at Oldbridge, Co. Meath (Fig. 29: 12, 320).
Here, despite the fact that the vessels differ in
shape and overall decorative schema, the basal de-
signs share the same idiosyncratic use of a wavy
star-shaped design with multiple short lines be-
tween each arm. The star-shaped design can in-
deed be found on other bowls, e.g. Ballycloghan,
Co. Antrim (270), but nowhere is it executed in
precisely the same way as at Oldbridge. Although
the Oldbridge bowls are from different cists and
are differently shaped, it is possible that they were
broadly contemporary: a similar combination of
bowl forms was found within the same, single
period grave (no. 3) at Keenoge, Co. Meath (51,
52).

There are numerous other cases where pairs or
groups of vessels are closely similar to each other,
yet which lack the extra distinguishing feature of
an unusual motif, e.g. the necked bipartite bowls
from Killyree, Co. Antrim (76) and Tamnyagan,
Co. Derry (81). Moreover, aithough many vessels
share the same range of motifs and techniques of
decoration, no two pots are identical, and it may be
that potters were deliberately including an element
of individuality in the design of each pot. Given
such subtle variability, the task of identifying the
work of an individual potter on stylistic grounds is
particularly difficult as far as the remainder of
bowls and vases is concerned. The only way to ex-
tract further information about production pat-
terns is through the scientific analysis of the ves-
sels’ basic constituents (i.e. clay and lithic inclu-
sions). The results of the programme of petrologi-
cal analysis, which included samples from some of
the stylistic sub-groups described above, are pre-
sented in the next section.

Finally, regarding the question of whether bowl
and vase production was carried out by specialist
potters or not, the evidence from pot design and
decoration (and manufacture) offers some tenta-
tive indications. As noted before, the quality of a
vessel’s decoration,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>