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Summary 

The Mcsolithic (c. 8000-4500/4000 BC) remains a poorly known period in lrish 
prehistory. This was the time in which the earliest inhabitants of the island lived, not as farmers, 
but as fisher-gatherer-hunters. While some habitation sites are known for this period, few 
archaeological remains other than stone have been preserved, a situation that reflects the 
generally acidic soils oflreland and the inundation of many coastal sites. At a time when 
archaeologists are realising that reconstructing the past requires knowledge of people in various 
ecological niches of the landscape. it is striking that the lakelands of the inland, upland northwest 
oflreland remain under-investigated. At Lough MacNean Lower, Co. Fermanagh, Northern 
Ireland, however, strong potential exists for augmenting our understanding of the day-to-day 
lives of these pre-agricultural communities. Based on the numerous stone tool surface finds from 
the shores of Inishee Island in this lake, it is apparent that Mesolithic people were conducting a 
suite of activities, such as stone tool production and. perhaps, eel fishing. Until relatively 
recently, lake levels were higher at Lough MacNean Lower, offering the possibility of ancient 
waterlogged and well-preserved organic deposits. The unploughed nature of this island offered 
strong promise of recovering undisturbed tool scatters and intact settlement features. With the 
2009 archaeological pilot survey, it was further established that people did live or work on the 
island in early prehistory. A Late Mesolithic (c. 7000/6500-4500/4000 BC) presence is 
noteworthy in the form of broad-bladed stone tools, such as butt-trimmed points. A second 
occupation was also hinted at in the form of small stone blades or bladelets. This second 
occupation may offer insight into either Early Mcsolithic (c. 8000-7000/6500 BC) or even 
Neolithic (c. 4500/4000-2500 BC) landuse in this area. Should this latter occupation reflect Early 
Mesolithic people at T nishee, the site may provide us firmer knowledge of some of the first 
people to inhabit the upland Northwest. Should this latter occupation be demonstrated as 
representing the presence ofNeolithic, perhaps Early Neolithic, people, the way in which the 
transition from hunting and gathering to farming occurred at Inishee may offer insights on 
establishing whether in situ transitions versus immigrations (or some mix of these processes) 
were at work during the appearance ofthe Neolithic in this lakeland region. 
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Section 1: Introduction 

This fmal report outlines the 2009 archaeological survey and limited test excavations on 
Inishee Island, Lough MacNean Lower, Co. Fermanagh, Northern Ireland (see Plates 1 and 2). 
Our work. including field and laboratory/analysis components, was conducted between June 30th 
and July 25th, 2009. funding for the project was provided by National Geographic Society/Waitt 
Grants Program Grant#: W39-08, entitled 'The Mesolithic Fisher-Gatherer-I Iunters of 
Northwestern Ireland'. Permission for our work on the island was given by the landowner, Mrs. 
Joanna Tasdur, and by the Northern Ireland Environment Agency under licence number: 
AE/09/57. In March 2005 and July 2006, the author undertook preliminary research trips to the 
area to visit Gaby Bums, an avocational archaeologist and instructor at the Gortatole Outdoor 
Education Centre on the south shore ofLough MacNean Lower. Gaby Burns, Gortatole staff and 
students first recovered mainly stone artefacts from the beach of Inishee Island over a decade ago 
(Burns 1997; see also Williams and Gormley 2002) with further finds made between that time 
and 2006. 

Some of these previously-known stone tools included retouched or resharpencd flakes 
made from flint and chert (or siltstone). butt-trimmed points, knov.11 as Bann flakes, as well as 
polished mudstone axe fragments. Most of these finds appeared to belong to the Mesolithic and 
Neolithic periods. Three of these items (INS. IN6 and IN7), initially designated 'microliths' (e.g. 
Bums 1997), were of particular interest, as they suggested what may have been an Early 
Mesolithic presence at Inishee, rarely evidenced for this part of Ireland (see Figure 16.4 in 
Woodman 2004:292). In retrospect, these items may be better termed 'bladelets' or 'small blade
like flakes' (Woodman, pers. comm .. 2009), but the possibility of an Early Mesolithic component 
on Jnishee is what initially spurred interest in what would become the 2009 research project. 
Beyond the recognition that people had a long-term commitment to the shores and islands of 
Lough MacNean Lower, as documented by these artefacts, the precise nature of their occupation 
of Inishee was not known and our research sought to provide the attention of a formal 
archaeological investigation to recover further artefacts and to discern whether there was an intact 
site of contemporary age to those beach finds that was still preserved in the soil of the interior of 
the island. 

Currently, Mesolithic studies in the British Isles are receiving renewed research interest 
and activity (Connellcr and Warren (eds.) 2006; Milner and Woodman 2005; Mithen 2007:31) 
and this can be seen as stemming from a growing fascination by scholars in the social, material 
and symbolic lives of past fisher-gatherer-hunters. Positive impacts on the Irish Mesolithic 
database arc also being made through professional, development-driven or Cultural Resource 
Management projects (e.g. Collins and Coyne 2003; McQuade and O'Donnell 2007). Still, given 
the rarity of intact or well-preserved Mesolithic sites, our mandate was three-fold: to review all 
extant finds from Inishee that had been made previous to the 2009 project. to re-survey the beach 
of Inishee (see Plates 1-5) and to use any new artefact find areas as indicators for where to 
emplace shovel test pits (see Plates 6-7) and test units on the adjacent interior of the island in 
order to recover any evidence for in situ Mesolithic working or living locations. Finds from the 
pre-2009 and 2009 investigations were also analysed during the project (see Plates 8 to 30; 
Appendices I-lll). 
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Section 2: Background 

The Mesolithic in Ireland has been divided into the Early Mesolithic (c. 8000-7000/6500 
BC) and the Late Mesolithic (c. 7000/6500-45000/4000 BC). During this long period, people 
made a living by fishing. gathering and hunting. No domesticated plants and animals were 
kno~n until the end of the Late Mesolithic (or Early Neolithic). when farming began to spread 
into and through Ireland (e.g. Kimball2006:244; Woodman et al. 1999:79). Habitation sites, 
particularly long-term basecamps, are extremely rare for the Mesolithic (Finlay 2003; Milner and 
Woodman 2005). In fact, the paucity of sites that saw extensive reuse through the period has left 
gaps in our knowledge base until very late in the period, just before domesticated animals 
appeared (Kimball 2006:240). To date. only a handful of sites. excluding shell middens (e.g. 
McCartan 2000; Waddell 2000). provide evidence for ancient subsistence practices, housing 
structures or prolonged site use. While research bias has played a role (e.g. Finlay 2003b:89; 
Woodman 1978:350), preservation bias is partially to blame for the relative absence of data to 
bear on the period (Finlay 2003b). Compounding matters, only two of the four sites with dates in 
the 7000-6000 BC period have returned substantial numbers of artefacts (Costa et al. 2005:21 ). 

Two basecamp sites have been crucial to understanding the Early Mesolithic in Ireland: 
Mount Sandel, Co. Derry/Londonderry (Woodman 1985; Waddcll 2000) and Lough Boora, Co. 
Offaly (Ryan 1980; Waddell2000). Both ofthese sites seem to have been occupied for a number 
of months, if not year-round, and suggest stability on the landscape during the Early Mesolithic. 
The Irish Early Mesolithic is marked by small modified stone bladelets known as microliths (e.g. 
Costa et al. 2005). These were inset into wooden or bone tool shafts creating a nearly continuous 
cutting edge on the resulting composite knives and arrows (Costa et al. 2005). 

Although very few basecamps are knov.n for the Irish Early Mesolithic, there is an 
apparent absence of such settlements in the Late Mesolithic, implying, to some, an increased 
mobility at this time after a potentially more sedentary Early Mesolithic (see Costa et al. 2005:24, 
29; Finlay 2003b:88; cf. Kimball2006:243). While a relatively larger number of Late Mesolithic 
sites is known, most arc coastal shell middens, not habitation sites (Finlay 2003:88). These sites 
tend to provide information about the diets of the Late Mesolithic, but often produce few tools. 
which may have been taken away when the site occupants or builders left. This highlights the 
short-term nature and/or restricted/special purpose(s) of these sites (sec Finlay 2003:93; 
McCartan 2000: 18). A small number 9f interior Late Mesolithic lake-side lithic scatters arc 
known (e.g. Lough Derravarragh, Co. Westmeath and Moynagh Lough, Co. Meath), but few 
have seen extensive study in the last half-century (Finlay 2003b:88; see also McCartan 2000). 

With the exceptions of stray fmds, the main difference is that Early Mesolithie sites seem 
to be located on ridges overlooking riverine floodplains. whereas Late Mesolithic finds often 
come from the floodplains themselves (Costa et al. 2005:23; Woodman 1978). The balance of 
data suggests a short-term, coastal resource-focussed subsistence orientation during the Late 
Mesolithic set against a possibly longer-term Early Mesolithic inland and/or rivcrine focus (Costa 
et al. 2005; Finlay 2003b:89; cf. McCartan 2000: 17). On the other hand. the presence of Late 
Mesolithic specialised camps and resource procurement locales suggest ·logistical' (see Binford 
1980) use of the landscape. which suggests less extreme residential mobility and implies that 
potential basecamps have simply not yet been found, perhaps buried under alluvium (see Finlay 
2003b:92). 

In terms of its stone tool industry, the Late Mesolithic saw the development of a new kind 
of stone tool technology, unknown outside Ireland and the Isle ofMan (Finlay 2008:88; 
McCartan 2000:26; Woodman 1978:206). featuring broad-bladed projectile points, knives and 
woodworking tools made not only from flint but from a range of raw stone resources as well 
(Costa et al. 2005). Caches also appeared during this period and these may be associated with a 
'curated' technology, itself possibly reflecting some seasonal mobility across the landscape and 
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resource use scheduling (Costa et al. 2005:30; cf. Finlay 2003b:92). It may be that a greater 
\·ariety of organic technological components were used in the Late Mesolithic (Costa et al. 
2005:30: Finlay 2003b:89). 

As the glaciers of the last Ice Age melted, water levels in the North Atlantic rose. This 
influx of ocean water served to flood coastal areas in Ireland and has likely destroyed or buried 
most potential Early Mesolithic coastal sites (Finlay 2003b:92) and, perhaps, many from the Late 
\ 1esolithic as well (Kimball 2006:240-241 ). Thus, the apparent Late Mesolithic coastal emphasis 
may simply reflect sea level rise. where many possible coastal Early Mesolithic sites are now 
submerged and buried or destroyed (Kimball 2000~ see also Mallory and McNeill 1991; 
\\ oodman 2003). In fact, it may be that both Early and Late Mesolithic diets in Ireland were 
primarily based on coastal and inland fishing (Woodman 2003:59). 

Notwithstanding these interpretive problems in Mesolithic Irish research, it is currently 
suggested. based primarily on changes in stone tool forms, site types and site locations. that the 
Earl: Mesolithic was a time of relative settlement stability. At the same time, this period is 
characterised by a preference for flint from Co. Antrim, while the Late Mcsolithic reflects a move 
tO'vards greater settlement mobility. perhaps within a more defined territory, and greater 
technological and lithic material flexibility (Costa et al. 2005:27-28; McCartan 2000; cf. Cooney 
and Grogan 1994; finlay 2003:92). 

In spite of the growing number of radiocarbon dates from the Mesolithic, though, we still 
understand very little about inland/upland/fresh water lake-based settlement and subsistence (e.g. 
\1allory and McNeill 1991: 16). Finlay (2003b:88; see also o·sullivan 1998) points out that 
:hese areas, which had, until recently, been ignored by researchers for a half-century, may in fact 
ha\e been settlement foci. Both Inishee Island and Cushrush Island in Lough MacNean Lower, 
Co. Fermanagh, appear to provide examples of upland/inland lakeshorc and island use during the 
late Mesolithic, the Neolithic and, possibly, the Early Mesolithic. As mentioned, a number of 
late \tlesolithic shell middens or food refuse piles are kno~n from around Ireland's ocean coasts, 
but some inland, freshwater lake islands are also known to have been used in the Late Mesolithic 
f \1cCartan 2000). These compare well with fmdings at Inishee Island and its notable Late 
~ . :esolithic , broad blade and flake assemblage. An as yet undefined earlier (Early Mesolithic) or 
a iater (Neolithic) use oflnishee demonstrates a long-tem1 commitment to this lake island 
c:mironment as well, one that spans generations and distinct economies and technological 
strategies. 
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Section 3: Previous Finds from lnishee Island and Cushrush Island 

During the 2009 project, I sought to review any extant finds from Lough MacNean 
Lower. dating to the Mesolithic and Neolithic in order to contextualise the artefactual material 
from Inishee Island. Not all of these items were directly accessible. Peter Woodman (1978:306; 
see also Williams and Gormley 2002), for example, reported a number of finds from Lough 
MacNean Lower in the Woodman and Baillie collections. At that time, these ~ere the only fmds 
of Mesolithic age recorded for Co. Fermanagh. Woodman writes, ·'A small sample of material 
was collected from the shores of[Lough MacNcan Lower]. A total of seven mudstone axes were 
collected. The other diagnostic implement was a portion of a double-pointed pick. Two rolled 
flakes may have been Bann Flakes as there are slight signs of damage to the butt ends. The only 
material found was a black chert which does not survive as well as flint when it has been rolled.'' 
(1978:306). Woodman goes on to mention. ·'In the collections of the National Museum of 
Ireland there is a narrow laminar butt-trimmed form provenanced to Co. Fermanagh. It is of 
brownish coloured 11 int and would appear to have been in water. There is some slightly invasive 
retouch at the distal end of the blade.'' (1978:306). It is unclear ifthis item was also from Lough 
MacNean Lower. 

Although Neolithic material, such as a small mudstone axe, has been reported from 
nearby Cushrush Island, Mesolithic or possibly Mesolithic finds from Cushrush include: 1 flint 
microlith, 2 chert microliths, 1 chertlflint microlith, 1 chert/chalcedony microlith, 1 chert flake 
and a possible chert/flint spearhead (Burns 1997). Williams and Gormley also record a number 
of lithic items from the ''shores of Cushrush Island .. (2002:95-96). They include: 2 Late 
Mesolithic chert cores, 2 chert flakes, 2 chert Bann flakes, 54 further Late Mesolithic chert flakes, 
4 Late Mesolithic mudstone axes and a Late Mesolithic chert/stone pick. Neolithic items include: 
2 polished stone axes and 3 polished axe fragments (Williams and Gormley 2002:95-96). Some 
of these refer to finds outlined by Woodman (1978:306). All of Williams and Gormley's (2002) 
finds from the shores of Cushrush (versus the more recent fmds from Cushrush crannog) are 
currently curated by the Fermanagh County Museum. At least some of this material was 
recovered in 1972 and was inspected by Frank Mitchell. Items from Cushrush Island in the 
Gortatole collection that were reported by Burns (1997), however. are not listed in the Williams 
and Gormley (2002) catalogue. 

With respect to artefactual finds from Inishee Island, recovered before the 2009 field 
season, 61 items that are curated at Gortatole are most pertinent to contextualising the 2009 
investigations and findings (see Plates 12 and 13; Appendices I, TIT and IV). Eleven of these 
finds are designated here as non-artefactual natural stone items (see Table 1; Appendix I) and 
others have been excluded from the database since they post-date the Mesolithic and Neolithic. 
Table 1 outlines all lithic items (chipped and ground/polished) oflikely Mesolithic or Neolithic 
age currently known from Inishee categorised by artefact type/subtype and by location. Bums 
(1997), for example, reported Neolithic material from lnishee in the form of 1 mudstone axe 
(TN2) and I possible mudstone axe (IN8). Mesolithic or possibly Mesolithic finds from the 
island include: 3 chert microliths (INS, 1N6 and IN7), a possible chert spearhead (IN!) and a 
possible chert arrowhead (IN3). These finds along with more recent material, specifically a sherd 
of orange ceramic (IN9) and 2 quemstone fragments (IN10 and INll), appear to be identical to 
those catalogued by Williams and Gormley (2002:94-95). These finds arc reported with 2001 
Ulster Museum (UM) reference numbers, although the items remain curated at Gortatole. More 
recently recovered specimens make up the balance of the Inishee surface collection at Gortatole, 
but Bums' earlier finds report (Burns 1997) was the main impetus for returning to the island in 
2009 to conduct forn1al investigations. 
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Artefact Type/Subtype Beach Test Pit Area Total 
axe 3 3 
axe roughout? 1 1 
blade 3 3 
blade let 6 1 7 
bladelet-like 2 10 12 
broad blade 33 33 
broad blade core? 1 1 
broad blade-like 2 2 
core 3 3 
expedient 16 16 
expedient? 3 3 
hammerstone? 1 1 
microblade core 3 1 4 
microblade core? 4 4 
non-tool 7 19 26 
scraper 7 5 12 
scraper? 2 3 5 
spokeshave 2 2 
non-artefact 11 11 
Total 110 39 149 

Table 1. Summary of Inishee Island Lithic Finds Database by Location. 

5 



Section 4: 2009 Project Results 

In tandem with visiting extant collections from Lough MacNean Lower and lnishee Island 
in particular, the key goal of the 2009 project was to survey and strategically test excavate areas 
on Inishee Island to locate sites ofMesolithic activity. During the surface survey of the beach 
and shallow water just beyond it, our team succeeded in locating 49 stone tool or stone tool 
reduction waste specimens (see Plates 3-5; Appendices II-IV). These artefactual finds mainly 
came from the rocky beach around the eastern perimeter of the island (see Figures 1 and 2). This 
area had not produced many finds previous to our survey, although work before 2009 did recover 
many stone items from the northern shoreline oflnishee (Gaby Burns, pers. comm. 2009). Our 
efforts located relatively few items from the northern shoreline, however, probably reflecting 
rising water levels during the project and often wavy conditions. It is possible that many of the 
potentially available items from that area had already been recovered by Gortatole staff and 
students, but poor surface visibility is the more likely explanation. 

As indicated in Table 1, nearly all of the pre-2009 and 2009 beach-recovered items were 
heavy-bladed stone tools, the large flakes that were detached in making those tools or the stone 
cores that had been struck to remove useable flakes (see also Appendices I and II). These broad
bladed forn1s demonstrate that a series of activities, both tool manufacture and likely tool use, 
were conducted around the shores oflnishec probably during the Late Mesolithic. Some of these 
large blades and butt-trimmed forms may have been woodworking or even multipurpose tools 
(e.g. Costa et al. 2005; Finlay 2003b:92). Together. they argue for something more than a 
passing \'isit to Inishee by those later hunter-gatherers. 

There was a good deal of rain during the time our project ran and rising lake levels 
completely flooded the already narrow cobble beach during the second week of our work, making 
surface collection next to impossible. There was little option for surface survey in the interior 
either as vegetation and shrub cover was typically dense, particularly around the edges of the 
island. With little bare ground surface visible, we turned our attention to extending our survey 
grid from the Southeast Point of the island (see Plates 4 and 5) into the interior onto the 
marginally higher ground. On this grid, 19 test pits (TP 1-19) were excavated (see Figure 2). 
This decision was spurred also by the realisation that current v.inter water levels often flood the 
island some 15m or 20m inland from the position of the summer 2009 beach. This was 
evidenced by a ring of vegetationa1 jetsam around the island and corroborated by a local 
fisherman. While it is possible that water levels were higher in the Mcsolithic, dredging and a 
weir on the Arney River downstream of Lough MacNean Lower (to the east) may have served to 
first lower and then raise water levels in the last 40 years or so. If seasonal floods also occurred 
in the Mesolithic, the higher ground of Inishee's interior may have been favoured for settlement, 
although beach finds may (accepting at least some water-roll ing and erosion) document the use of 
the island's perimeter, particularly during the Late Mesolithic. 

As noted on the Ordnance Survey Ireland Discovery Series 26 map, an oval earthen 
mound exists on Inishee Island. The height of the mound at its highest point above the 
surrounding island topography is approximately 4m. Willian1s and Gormley (2002) indicate that 
some artefactual finds have come from 'Jnishee Island crannog', but since the island itself is not 
humanly-made. it may be that the designation 'crannog· reflects the existence of the mound, 
which may not be natural. Four chert items, possible microblade cores, were obser\'ed along the 
eastern erosional face of the Inishee mound. These were flagged, photographed (see Plate 31) 
and returned to their original locations, as we had no clear li ne of sight through the undergrowth 
to map them within our grid. The Ordnance Survey map from 1962 indicates a battle on or near 
Tnishee in 1439. Local historian. avocational field archaeologist and project partner, Jim Nolan 
(pers. comm. 2009), however, has argued that it was lnishochta (Port Island) in Lough MacNean 
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Figure 1. Map oflnishee Island (modified from 1962 OS map, GPS coordinates and 
aerial photograph. courtesy of Gaby Burns). 

Upper, mentioned in the Annals of the -Four Masters, that was the scene of the battle. not Tnishee 
Island in Lough MacNean Lower. 

It has also been suggested (Gaby Bums, pers. conun. 2009) that archaeologist Oliver 
Davies may have visited Inishee in the 1930s, possibly to investigate the mound, although we 
were not able to access literary sources to indicate the extent of that possible work. Exactly what 
the Inishee mound represents is unclear, although some linear wall foundations appear on the 
eastern side roughly parallel to the long eastern side of the mound. It may be of Mediaeval 
construction. It could be that earth that included already ancient Mesolithic or Neolithic material 
was heaped up on the island during the Mediaeval period and. as such, the four chert finds are out 
of primary context. but may still reflect Neolithic or even Early Mesolithic use of the island. No 
mound sectioning to understand its stratigraphy was attempted, given the likelihood that the 
mound, if it is humanly-constructed, is much later than the main temporal interests of the 2009 
project. On the northwestern side of the mound, butting up against the erosional face, are the 
wall foundations of a rectilinear structure made of stone and mortar (see Plate 32). It is suggested 
that this rectangular structure, either a small house or storage building. dates to the 1700s or 
1800s (see Figure 1). 
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One final structural find of interest was made approximately 2m grid north ofTP12 and 
approximately 1 m grid east of TP 19. Here the foundations of a small near-circular structure. 
measuring about 3m in diameter (see Plate 33) were located. The sandstone boulders of this 
structure were not laid with mortar. Ivy was cut away from this structure to uncover its outline, 
but no invasive investigation was undertaken. One test pit (TP19) was placed grid south of the 
structure and a small nurn ber of charcoal fragments were recovered from the topsoi I. In 
consultation with Gaby Burns and Jim Nolan (pers. comm. 2009), the structure does not appear to 
be a 19th-century sweathousc and is too small for a hut foundation. Jim Nolan suggested that it 
could be a grave monument. Another possibility is that it is a relative!) large hearth ring. The 
test pit to the south of the structure did produce a few charcoal fragments. Future investigation of 
this structure is recommended. 

As mentioned, following the extension of the survey grid from the Southeast Point beach 
northwards, we dug 19 shovel test pits. These focussed on two areas: the first near the Southeast 
Beach. where most of our surface finds were recovered. and the second approximately 60 metres 
to grid north on slightly higher ground above the jetsam level. During this stage of the 
investigation, 39 further stone items were recovered. Test pits averaged 30cm in diameter and 
were approximately 17cm in depth, where grey clay subsoil was reached. Fifteen ofthe nineteen 
test pits were positive for artefacts. Jn total, between surface collection and test pit digging and 
screening. 88 stone specimens were recovered from lnishee Island in 2009 (sec Appendix TI). 

While the beach finds assemblage was dominated by Late Mesolithic or likely Late 
Mcsolithic items (see Table 1; Figure 2; Appendices I and ll), the test pit finds were mainly 
small, narrow retouched f1akes and blades as well as knapping waste. The distributional pattern 
of small items stemming from the test pits and larger items coming from the visual inspection of 
the beach may relate to the screening or sieving process of the test pit soils, which employed 
3mm mesh. That is. the recovery of potential tiny stone items from the rocky beach may have 
been biased against during the beach sun•ey. Nonetheless no definite tool forms of the Late 
Mesolithic were recovered in the test pits, suggesting either that the test pit areas were not used 
by Late Mesolithic people or were only used during the Late Mesolithic as areas to retouch or 
resharpen larger tools. 

Given the recovery of the small retouched blades or bladelets (e.g. Figures 3, 6, 7 and 8; 
Plates 25, 26, 28, 29 and 30) from the test pits near the elevated centre of the island, we have 
corroborated fmds made by Gortatole staff and students indicating that there v. as a non-Late 
Mesolithic prehistoric presence on lnishee. -The most noteworthy tool reflecting this occupation 
from the test pits assemblage is the sole item (artefact TP12) from TP12 (see Figure 8; Plate 25). 
This tool is an edge-retouched bladelet or small blade (see also Woodman 1978:35, 39). One 
lateral margin is completely retouched. It measures 23.41 mm in maximum length by 1 0.17mm 
in maximum width by 4.20mm in maximum thickness. Initially. this specimen was believed to 
be a microlith, similar to the obliquely trimmed specimens illustrated by Woodman (Figure 11 in 
Woodman 1978:35; see also Figure 3 in Waddell2000:15), and stood as the best candidate for 
establishing an Early Mesolithic presence at lnishee. Other more irregularly retouched, but 
similar, forms were recovered from TP9, TP13, TP16. TP17 and TP18 (see Appendices II, Ill and 

-- IV). 
In consultation through photographs with Sinead McCartan of National Museums 

Northern Ireland and Peter Woodman of the Department of Archaeology, University College 
Cork, however, neither researcher considered these tool forms to be microliths in the strict sense. 
McCartan (pers. comm. 2009) indicated that none of the finds appeared to be Early Mesolithic in 
age. Woodman (pcrs. comm. 2009) pointed out that small blades can be Early Mesolithic or 
Neolithic in age. Indeed. Woodman ( 1987:144) has provided that there was a return to narrower 
bladed tools in the Neolithic in areas ofLeinster and Munster that have little available flint. At 
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Site 1. Ferriter·s Cove. Co. Kerry. for example. narrow blades dominated an assemblage that also 
contained Late Mesolithic broad blade forn1s (Peterson 1990; Woodman 1985:121). 

It is possible. then. that the users of the inland test pit areas on Inishee parallel those 
southern developments with respect to the relative lack of flint. On the other hand. the local 
siltstone is capable of being used for large or broad and long blade production as seen in the Late 
Mesolithic assemblage from Inishce and Cushrush, so raw material availability should not have 
been the sole reason behind the diminutive size ofthese small blades. At the same time. one long 
blade. likely on Antrim flint (orange-patinated) (IN 52) (see Appendix I; Plate 13), was also 
recovered by a Gortatolc student on lnishee's northern shoreline in 2006. Thus, larger blade 
forms were apparently kno\\n by Inishee·s inhabitants. It is unsure if this specimen post-dates 
the small blade occupation (it is reminiscent of a piano-convex knife). but it is possible that both 
large blades and small bladelets were used contemporaneously by a Neolithic community 
inhabiting lnishec or even that an Early Mesol ithic community used mainly bladelets instead of 
formally-modified microliths. 

Other possibilities also exist and Peterson (1990) has argued that expedient flake and core 
technologies could be found into the Bronze Age. suggesting not only that the existence of 
temporally ·diagnostic' tools must be locally demonstrated (not assumed), but also that the 
transition from foraging to farming may not have impacted all stone tool industries or the stone 
assemblages of all kinds of sites. Further, Peterson (1990:373) points out that the production of 
more typical Late Mesolithic Bann flakes would be affected by small nodule size in some areas. 
This does not seem to have been the case at lnishee, however, where siltstone is locally available 
in relatively large core/nucleus 'packages'. On current evidence, then, the small retouched flake 
and blade component kno\\n from the Inishee test pits may be either Early Mesolithic or Early 
Neolithic (or later) in age. These small blades and bladelct-like artefacts arc rendered as 'Early 
Neolithic?' in age in the finds database. Discerning time periods for anything other than the 
butt-trimmed flakes and the probable uniplane core (SC20) (see also Peterson 1990:374), 
however. has proven challenging. 

The analysis of the lithic items from lnishee, closely follows the typological approach 
taken by MacDonald and colleagues (2007) at the Mt. Albion West Site in Hamilton. Ontario, 
Canada. This site represents a Palaeo-lndian occupation and, while prepared prismatic blade core 
teclmology was known by Palaco-lndians. the analytical code employed mainly pertains to a 
lithic reduction system favouring large bifaces and resulting debitage. Thus, to be of use for the 
mainly prepared core blade reduction sequences of the Irish Mesolithic and Neolithic, the scheme 
required modification. MacDonald et al. (2007:72-76) divided non-tool debitage into a series of 
analytical categories, based on the morphological characteristics oflithic specimens. When 
present on a specimen, certain characteristics can be used to assess the stage or phase in the 
reduction or manufacturing sequence- the step in that process during which the item was 
removed from a larger stone nucleus or abandoned. sometimes to be later reused as or modified 
to become a tool. 

Table 2 provides a summary of the lithic types identified or potentially identified in this 
system. With respect to classifying ·expedient' (rapidly produced and discarded) versus 'formal' 
tools, minimally retouched or used flake items were typically classed as expedient, while items 
that appear to have been the outcome of continued flaking and shaping and/or of prepared core 
technologies were considered 'formal'. although these terms are frequently criticised (e.g. Shen 
2001: see also Finlay 2003:90). In some cases, tool types could be designated more specifically 
(e.g. 'point' or 'scraper'). An effort was made not only to provide a suggested tool type and tool 
subtype, if applicable, but also to provide an indication of what the tool or non-tool artefact was 
made on, that is, its original debitage or flake category before it was further modified. In some 
cases. continued flaking of those detached pieces made reckoning flake type impossible. In the 
anal) sis oflnishee ·s chipped lithics. a blade or bladelet which has been removed from a non-
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bifacial prepared core, which exhibits little or no cortex and which has not been completely 
dorsally retouched, which would obliterate the dorsal surface, is considered a 'primary thinning 
flake' (i.e. is the product ofthinning the core). The assessment of the portion (complete, 
proximal, distal or midshaft) of each piece was also conducted. depending on the presence of a 
platform and/or complete flaking terminations (e.g. feather. hinge and outrepasse) versus 
incomplete terminations (e.g. step fractures or usewear/use breaks that had obliterated the 
termination zone) (see Andrefsky 2005; Whittaker 1994). 

Reduction Stage/Primary Debitage Type Morphology and 
Modes Characteristics 
Early Stage (esp. Hard Hammer Multidirectional Core/Fragment -nodule with flake scars in multtple 
Reduction) directions 

-cortex common 
Bidirectional Core/Fragment -nodule with flake scars in opposing 

directions 
-cortex common 

Primary Reduction Flake/Fragment -large, flat, nght-angled platform 
-cortex or nodule patina common 
-thick and chunky flake 
-no or few dorsal flake scars 

Primary Thmning Flake/Fragment -large, flat or minimally facetted platform, 
may be nearly right-angled 
-thinner than a Primary Reductton flake 
-few, deep dorsal flake scars 
-cortex possible 

Mtddle Stage (esp. Soft Hammer Early Biface Thinning Flake/Fragment -small complex, facetted or ground 
Reduction) platform 

-platform lip or edge bite 
-longitudinal concavity possible 
-several dorsal scars 
-cortex rare 

Late Biface Thinning Flake/Fragment -very small complex, facetted or ground 
platform 
-platform lip or edge bite 
-longitudinal concavtty possible 
-several small intersecttng dorsal scars 
-very thin 
-cortex very rare 

Late Stage and Refurbishment Biface Retouch Flake/Fragment -small, thin flake 
(esp. Pressure Flaking) -often with dorsal ridge or multiple dorsal 

~ 
flake scars 
-may expand 
-may have coml)lex. abraded platform 

Uniface Retouch Flake/Fragment -flat platform 
-right or acutely angled 
-platform tipping possible 
-concave along longitudinal axis 
-dorsal scars and possible usewear 
-cortex very_ rare 

Miscellaneous Flake Fragments Flake Fragment -flake portion, usually midshaft 
and Non-Flakes -lacks characteristtcs (esp. platform) that 

would facilitate accommodation of item 
withtn other flake categories 
-often small (<20mm) 

Shatter -no flake characteristics (e.g. bulb of 
percussion, conchoidal rings) 
-blocky 

Potlid -small, piano-convex flake-like ttem that 
has popped off a larger chert specimen 

Table 2: Lithic Analytical Method Employed in this Study (modified from MacDonald et 

al. 2007). 
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Section 5: Lithic Raw Resources and Lithic Procurement at Inishee Island 

In the Northeast, lithics ofthe Mesolithic and Neolithic periods tend to be dominated by 
Antrim flint of the Ulster White Limestone Formation (e.g. Finlay 2003b:90; John Kelly. pcrs. 
comm. 2008). Despite what was likely earlier non-identification and non-recovery of non-flint 
items pertaining to earlier Irish prehistory, a number of studies have been documenting the use of 
other sorts of workable stone, both chippable and ground/polished (e.g. Finlay 2003b:93~ 
Peterson 1990; Ramsden et al. 1995: Woodman 1987). Ofthe 87 chipped stone items recovered 
in 2009 at lnishee, however, at least 3 distinct types of stone were in use: flint, chert and 
siltstone. Table 3, which includes chipped and polished/ground items, demonstrates that the vast 
majority of these artefacts was made on siltstone, a local siliceous material similar to chert. Until 
very recently, these siltstone items had been referred to as 'brown chert' (Gaby Bums, pcrs. 
comm. 2009; cf. Woodman 1978:306). With independent identifications by geologists John 
Kelly and David Scott in consultation with Gaby Bums, however, the material should instead be 
called siltstone. This siltstone seems to patinate to an orangey-brown and, sometimes, has turned 
nearly black (cf. Woodman 1978:306). There are numerous natural/glacial rolled specimens of 
siltstone around the beaches of Lough MacNean Lower and some specimens were noticed in the 
subsoil of the test pits. The ultimate origins of this material may be on Cuilcagh Mountain to the 
south. Experimentally, with natural nodules, there is a bluish cast to this material inside the 
patinated orangey-brov.-11 'rind'. Impressionistically and experimentally, this siltstone was 
probably more difficult to shape predictably than flint and chcrt and may not have held a thin, 
sharp cutting edge as well as those other stone sources. Given the nature of the siltstone as 
somewhat less siliceous or glass-like in comparison to Antrim flint or Dartry chert as well as the 
geochemical patination and surface change on many of the items, it may be that some of the 
smaller test pit lithic finds are actually natural non-artefactual stone specimens. Nonetheless, the 
finds together demonstrate the early prehistoric use of a variety of sizes and qualities of stone. 

Rather fresh-looking specimens of worked blue-black chert-likc materi al with patches of 
orangey-brovvn patina were also recovered (see Plate 13). This material does not appear to be 
Dartry chert and it may be a second unknown type of chert or could, perhaps, be siltstone before 
it has fully patinated to orangey-brown. Some of the few flint items known from lnishee and 
Cushrush also had an orangey patina (see also finds from TP16 in Plate 27). Instrumental 
Neutron Activation Analysis (INAA) of natural lithic samples is undcrway at the McMastcr 
Nuclear Reactor in Hamilton, Ontario1md may allow assessment of whether the blue-black 
material is a less-heavily patinated version of siltstone, a form of Dartry chert or something else. 

Material Count 
Antrim flint 2 
Antrim flint? 4 
blue-black 11 
Dartry 8 
Dartry? 3 
mud stone 2 
porcellanite . 1 
sandstone 1 
siltstone 104 
siltstone? 12 
unknown 1 
Total 149 

Table 3. Summary of Lithic Rav.' Materials from lnishee Island. 
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Section 6: Site Interpretation and Conclusion 

Beyond the recognition that people had a long-term commitment to the shores of Lough 
MacNean Lower and lnishee Island in particular, the nature of their occupation of these sites was 
not known and our research sought to provide Inishee formal, if cursory, archaeological attention. 
Results of our surface and test pit surveys showed that, with some exceptions, most Inishee beach 
finds were large flakes and flake fragments that arc likely of Late Mcsolithic age. The test pits 
inland. on the other hand, produced no definite Late Mesolithic material. Instead, a number of 
small flakes, retouch flakes (i.e. resharpening flakes) and bladelets were recovered from the test 
pits. These may date to the Neolithic period, perhaps the Early Neolithic. or, tentatively, the 
Early Mesolithic. If the siltstone bladelets from the test pits (see Appendix II) are ofEarly 
Mesolithic age, they inspire the suggestion that local alternatives to the high-quality Antrim flint 
were being used during the Early Mesolithic (cf. Costa et al. 2005:27-28) and, at least in the fmds 
made to date, siltstone seems to have been employed preferentially (cf. the use of chert in 
Woodman 1987; see also Costa et al. 2005:28). If these tools are Neolithic in age, lnishee may 
provide a unique glimpse at how the Neolithic was introduced to this upland valley and how its 
technological character differed from those better-known early prehistoric communities to the 
cast and northeast. 

The long-term early prehistoric use of the island has implications for tracing the 
development of community identity across periods of socio-economic change, which may be 
recognisable in the stone tool assemblage. Given the apparent preference in the Lough MacNean 
area for siltstone, despite the fact that the much higher quality Antrim flint could have been 
procured either by direct movement to the quarries to the northeast or by exchange with 
neighbours, it may be that this community had infrequent contact with peers outside their 
putative lakeland-upland territory. 1l1is may have been the case since the Early Mesolithic. 
Further. even though Dartry chert is a relatiYely local material. siltstone seems to have been 
overwhelmingly favoured. This could reflect the narrow and blocky nature ofDartry nodules. It 
was also suggested that a main reason for occupation at lnishee was for siltstone procurement or 
to reduce this material after it had been imported to the island (Gaby Burns. pers. comm. 2006). 
A similar situation has been offered for the island chert quarry at Lough Dcrravarragh, Co. 
Westmeath (McCartan 2000: 15). 

Since siltstone occurs naturall)t around the shores of Lough MacNean Lower as well as in 
the clay subsoil, it appears that this material, albeit of variable size and quality, was frequently 
encountered and its a\ailability may have provided incentive for deciding not to procure more 
distant and more costly flint and chert resources. The choice for using local, 'poorer quality' 
chert versus travelling to or importing from better-quality flint quarries or beaches further afield 
may relate to the strategy by which the local Mesolithic community chose to resist the possible 
control of flint by communities in the Northeast (cf. Costa et al. 2005:30; Kimball 2006). Finlay 
(2003b:92), for example, has suggested that there may have been a coastal versus inland 
dichotomy in diet and community identity in Late Mesolithic Ireland and this may have extended 
to tool stone preferences. This local procurement would allow community members to put their 
labour into other kinds of activities rather than investing their own local produce in exchange 
costs and/or instead of taking the time to travel to distant quarries for flint. This local tool 
industry may have been similar to what has been coming to light further south in other flint
lacking areas during the Mesolithic and Neolithic (e.g. Ramsden et al. 1995; Woodman 2005). 
On the other hand, the use of siltstone did not preclude the fabrication of large butt-trimmed 
forms of Late Mesolithic character and a common template seems to have existed for these forms 
throughout Ireland in spite of the raw materials used (e.g. Woodman 1987: 144). 

At the same time. I suggest that the use of the Lough MacNcan Valley was not purely for 
stone material acquisition. In fact. until recent dredging and draining, the valley was known for 

13 



its productive eel fishery. Evidence from Mount Sandel, Co. Derry!Londonderry and Newferry, 
Co. Antrim also demonstrate that Mesolithic people fished for eel further to the north and 
northeast (van Wijngaarden-Bakker 1985). The variety of lithic tools, many of which expedient 
or informal utilised flakes, suggests a range of activities being conducted at Inishee and together 
can be seen as alluding to a possible seasonal camp or basecamp used within an annual round. 
No features such as hearths and postmoulds were discerned however, probably reflecting our 
restricted test pit key holes. Future work should target the test pit area on the higher ground of 
the island (the area in which TP8 and TPl 0-19 were excavated) and seek to open up larger and 
more extensive test units and excavation blocks. Uncatalogued, possibly ancient, organic finds 
included large mammalian tooth enamel fragments from the topsoil of TP 16 and TP I 7 and 
charcoal fragments from TP19. In consultation with Finbar McCom1ick, School of Geography, 
Archaeology and Palaeoecology at Queen's University Belfast, these were considered 
unidentifiable to species. The finds may, however. suggest relati\'ely good organic preservation 
in the bladelet-producing area, which may offer potential for recovery of plant and animal 
remains to elucidate subsistence and other activities conducted by the earliest occupants and users 
of lnishee Island. 
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Appendix 1: Table 4. Pre-2009 Artefactual Finds Database 

The following table represents the full complement of artefacts of or possibly of 
Mesolithic and Neolithic age recovered before the 2009 pilot investigations by Martin and 
colleagues. The catalogue numbers reflect those put in place by Gaby Bums (e.g. Bums 1997). 
These items are curated at the Gortatole Outdoor Education Centre, Co. Fermanagh. 
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identifier time tool tool reduction material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
period type subtype stage scars usewear 

IN 1 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade primary thinning flake siltstone complex complete feather 5 retouch 
polished/groundstone 

' 
IN 2 Neolithic? axe axe mudstone 

Late 
IN 3 Mesohthic? point broad blade pnmary thinning flake stltstone flat complete htnge 4 usewear? 

IN 5 prehistoric formal blade let primary thinning flake siltstone step mid shaft missing 3 no 

IN6 Late Mesolithic formal broad blade primary reduction flake siltstone cortical proximal use break 1 retouch? 

IN7 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 

IN 12 prehistoric spokeshave 
) 

primary thinninQ flake siltstone step mid shaft use break 4 retouch 

IN 13 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade pnmarv thinninq flake siltstone complex complete feather 3 retouch 

IN 14 Late Mesohthic point? broad blade pnmary thinning flake Antrim flmt? step distal feather 3 retouch 
00 

IN 15 prehistoric hammerstone? sandstone 
polished/groundstone 

IN 16 Neolithic? axe axe porcellanite 

IN 17 A n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 

IN 17 B n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 

IN 18 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade primary thinning flake? siltstone flat complete feather 4 retouch 

IN 19 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade pnmary thinning flake siltstone complex proximal usebreak 4 retouch -Late 
IN 20 Mesohthtc? formal blade pnmary thinning flake? stltstone cortical proximal usebreak 4 retouch 

IN 21 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade primary thinning flake siltstone complex proximal usebreak 5 retouch -
IN 22 prehistoric expedient microblade core? multidirectional core? siltstone usewear? 

Early 
IN 23 Neolithic? formal blade let primary thinning flake siltstone cortical complete cortical 4 usewear 

Early 
IN 24 Neolithic? non-tool microblade core? uniplane core siltstone 

Late 
IN 25 Mesohthic? expedient pnmarv thinninq flake? blue-black step distal feather 1 both 

IN 26 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural stltstone 
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identifier time tool tool reduction material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
per iod type subtype stage scars usewear 

IN 27 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural silts tone 

IN 28 prehistoric expedient primary reduction flake siitstone complex proximal use break 0 retouch 

IN 29 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point broad blade pnmary thinning flake siitstone flat complete feather 4 retouch 
Early 

IN 30 Neohthic? non-tool microblade core? multidirectional core s1ltstone 
Early 

IN 31 Neolithic? formal blade let pnmary thinninQ flake siltstone complex proximal use break 3 retouch 
Late 

IN 32 Me so lithic? non-tool primary reduction flake siltstone cortical complete feather 1 no 
Late 

IN 33 Mesolithic? scraper primary thinninQ flake Dartry? complex proximal usebreak 4 retouch 

IN 34 n/a non-tool non-artef~ct natural siitstone 
Late 

IN 35 Mesolithic? expedient core multidirectional core siltstone retouch 
\0 Early 

IN 36 Neohth1c? formal bladelet primary thinninQ flake blue-black complex proximal use break 2 retouch 

IN 37A n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 

IN 378 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural? Dartry? 
Early 

IN 38 Neolithic? non-tool microbiade core? multidirectional core siltstone 

IN 39 prehistoric scraper natural? siltstone? retouch 

IN40 Late Mesolithic formal blade primary thinning flake siitstone? step distal feather 4 retouch 

IN 41 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 

IN 42 n/a non-tool non-artefact natural s11tstone 

IN 43A prehistoric non-tool core multidirectional core? siltstone? 

IN43 B n/a non-tool non-artefact natural siltstone 
I 

IN43 C prehistoric non-tool core multidirectional core? siltstone? 
Late 

IN 44 Me so lithic? butt-trimmed point? broad blade primary thinning flake siltstone flat proximal usebreak 6 no 

IN 45 Late Mesolithic butt-trimmed point? broad blade pnmary thinningfiake siltstone step distal feather 3 retouch 



t....> 
0 

identifier 

IN46 

IN47 

IN 48 

IN 49 

IN 50 

IN 51 

IN 52 

IN 53 

IN 54 

IN 55 

IN 56 

IN 57 

IN 58 

IN 59 

IN 60 

IN 61 

IN 62 

t ime 
period 

Late Mesohth1c 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 
Early 
Neolithic? 

Neolithic? 
Late 
Mesolithic? 

Neolithic? 

Late Mesohthic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesohthic 

Late Mesohthic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesohth1c 

tool 
type 

butt-trimmed point 

formal 

point 

formal 
polished/groundstone 
axe 

expedient 

knife 

point? 

butt-trimmed point 

formal 

butt-trimmed point? 

butt-trimmed point? 

scraper? 

point? 

scraper? 

butt-trimmed point? 

butt-trimmedpoint 

tool reduction 
subtype stage 

broad blade pnmary thmmng flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake? 

broad blade primary thinning flake? 

blade let primary thinning flake 

axe 

primary thinning flake 
J 

blade primary thinn1ng flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake 

broad blade primary thinn1ng flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake? 

broad blade primary thinning flake? 

broad blade primary thinmng flake 

broad blade primary thinning flake? 

broad blade primary thinning flake 

broad blade 
... 

primary thinnmg flake 

material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
scars usewear 

siltstone comQiex complete feather 4 retouch 

si ltstone complex complete feather 4 usewear 

siltstone? step distal feather 2 both 

siltstone flat complete feather 5 both 

siltstone? 

siltstone step distal feather 4 both 

Antrim flint? complex complete feather 6 retouch 

silt stone step midshaft missing 6 no? 

si ltstone flat proximal usebreak 2 retouch . 
siltstone step mid shaft missing 2 usewear 

s11tstone complex prox1mal usebreak 6 retouch 

siltstone flat proximal usebreak 5 retouch 

s11tstone flat proximal use break 4 retouch 

s11tstone step distal feather 3 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal use break 2 retouch 

siltstone step distal feather 2 both 

s1ltstone flat prox1mal use break 3 retouch 



Appendix IT: Table 5. 2009 Artefactual Finds Database 

The following table represents the full complement of artefacts of or possibly of 
Mesolithic and Neolithic age recovered during the 2009 pilot investigations by Martin and 
colleagues. The catalogue identifier 'SC' refers to surface collected finds. The catalogue 
identifier ·TP' refers to finds from test pits, themselves numbered in order of excavation (see 
Figure 2). These items arc curated at the Gortatole Outdoor Education Centre, Co. Fermanagh. 
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t-..> 
1-..> 

identifier 

se 1 

se 2 

se 3 

se 4 

se 5 

se 6 

se 7 

se 8 

Se9 

se 10 

se 11 

se12 

se 13 

se 14 

se 15 

se 16 

Se17 

se 18 

se 19 

se20 

se 21 

se22 

time 
period 

Late Mesoiithic 
Late 
Me so lithic? 

Late Mesolithic 
Late 
Mesohthic? 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 
Late 
Mesolithic? 
Early 
Neohthtc? 
Early 
Neohthtc? 
Late 
Mesohthic? 

Late Mesolithic 
Early 
Neolithic? 
Late 
Mesolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 
Late 
Mesohthic? 
Early 
Neohthtc? 
Early 
Neolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 
Early 
Neohthic? 

Late Mesohthic 

tool tool reduction 
type subtype stage 

expedient primary reduction flake 

formal? broad blade-like primary thinning flake 

formal broad blade pnmary thtnning flake 

formal? broad blade-like primary thtnning flake 
early biface thinning 

expedient? flake? 

butt-trimmed point? broad blade primary thinning flake 

expedient 
J 

primary reduction flake 

non-tool multidirectional core 

formal? bladelet pnmary reduction flake 

non-tool multidirectional core 

macroblade point broad blade primary thinning flake 

formal? blade let-like primary reduction flake 

non-tool multidirectional core 

scraper primary thinning flake? 

non-tool multidirectional core 

formal? blade let-like pnmary reduction flake? 

spokeshave primary thinning flake? 

scraper primary thinning flake? 

expedient? primary thinning flake 

non-tool uniplane core 

non-tool microblade core multidirectional core 

expedient btface thtnnmg flake? 

material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
scars usewear 

siltstone flat complete feather 1 retouch? 

siltstone complex complete feather 3 retouch 

siltstone step distal feather 4 usewear? 

Dartry flat complete cortex 2 no 

blue-black complex proximal hinge 5 usewear? 

siltstone complex? proximal usebreak 6 retouch 

blue-black cortical proximal step 2 retouch 

siltstone no 

siltstone complex 2 retouch 

siltstone no 

siltstone 2 retouch 

siitstone complex complete feather 3 retouch? 

siltstone? no 

siltstone complex? proximal usebreak 5 retouch 

siltstone no 

siltstone complex proximal usebreak 1 retouch 

siltstone flat proximal step 4 retouch 

siltstone step midshaft feather 5 retouch 

siltstone step distal feather 3 usewear? i 

siltstone 

siltstone 

blue-black flat proximal usebreak 7 retouch 



(..) 
vJ 

identifier 

se 23 

se 24 

se 25 

se 27 

se 28 

se 29 

se 30 

se 31 

se 32 

se 33 

se 34 

Se35 

Se 36 

se 37 

se 38 

se 39 

se 40 

se 41 

se 42 

se 43 

Se44 

se 45 . 

time 
period 

Early 
Neolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

prehistoric 
Late 
Mesolithic? 
Late 
Mesolithic? 
Late 
Mesolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 
Early 
Neolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 

prehistoric 
Early 
Neolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

Late Mesolithic 
Early 
Neolithic? 
Early 
Neollthic? 
Early 
Neolithic? 

tool tool reduction 
type subtype stage 

scraper primary reduction flake 

butt-trimmed point? broad blade primary thinning flake 

expedient primary reduction flake 

exped•ent pnmary reduction flake 

expedient natural 

expedient primary reduction flake 

formal broad bla'de primary thinning flake 

expedient primary reduction flake 

expedient primary reduction flake 

scraper primary reduction flake 

butt-trimmed point? broad blade primary thinning flake? 

non-tool microblade core unidirectional core 

expedient primary reduction flake 

formal broad blade primary thinning flake 

formal broad blade primary thinning flake 
polished/groundstone 
item axe roughout? 

non-tool multidirectional core 

expedient? _primary thinning flake 

butt-trimmed point broad blade primary thinning flake 

expedient primary thinning flake? 

scraper primary thinning flake 

non-tool microblade core multidirectional core 

material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
scars usewear 

siltstone com!)lex proximal usebreak 4 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal usebreak 7 retouch 

siltstone cortical proximal usebreak 1 retouch 

siltstone cortical complete feather 1 usewear 

siltstone 6 retouch 
! 

siltstone complex complete feather 1 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal usebreak 6 retouch 

siltstone cortical complete feather 2 retouch 

siltstone cortical proximal usebreak 0 both . 

unknown step mid shaft usebreak 2 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal use break 8 usewear 

Dartry 

siltstone cortical complete feather 1 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal usebreak 5 retouch 

blue-black complex proximal use break 4 retouch 

mudstone 

blue-black 

siltstone complex compete feather 7 usewear? 

siltstone flat complete cortical 4 retouch 

siltstone flat complete cortical 3 retouch 

siltstone flat proximal use break 1 retouch 

siltstone? 



tv 
-'-" 

identifier 

Se46 

Se47 

se 48 

se 49 

se so 

TP1 A 

TP1 8 

TP2 

TP3 

TP4A 

TP4 8 

TP6 

TP8 

TP 9A 

TP 9 B 

TP9e 

TP9D 

TP9 E 

TP 9 F 

I TP9G 

TP 10 

TP 11 

time 
period 

Late 
Mesohthic? 
Early 
Neohth1c? 
Late 
Mesolithic? 
Early 
Neolithic? 

Late Mesolithic 

prehistonc 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

prehistonc 

. pJehistoric 
Early 
Neolithic? 
Early 
Neolithic? 

prehistoric 

prehistonc 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

prehistonc 

prehistoric 

prehistoric 

\ 

tool tool reduction 
type subtype stage 

expedient primary thinningflake? 

scraper? primary thinning flake? 

scraper? multidirectional core 

expedient primary thinning flake 
broad blade 

non-tool core? multidirectional core 

scraper primary reduction flake? 

non-tool primary thinning flake? 

l 

scraper natural 

non-tool natural 

non-tool primary reduction flake? 

non-tool flake fragment 

formal bladelet-like primary reduction flake 

formal blade let-like primary reduction flake 

scrajJer natural 

non-tool flake fraqment 

scraper? primary thmning flake 

formal? bladelet-like primary thinning flake? 

non-tool flake fragment 

non-tool primary thinning flake 

non-tool retouch flake? 

non-tool shatter 

non-tool flake fragment 

material platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
scars usewear 

Dartry? flat complete feather 2 retouch 

siltstone? cortical prox1mal usebreak 4 retouch 

siltstone? retouch 

siltstone complex complete feather 3 retouch 

siltstone 

siltstone cortical proximal usebreak 0 retouch 

siltstone complex complete feather 4 no 

siltstone? 1 retouch 

siltstone 1 retouch 

siltstone cortical complete feather 3 no 

siltstone 3 no 

siltstone cortical proximal usebreak 1 retouch 

siltstone complex _Qroximal use break 2 retouch 
I 

blue-black retouch 

I 
blue-black 5 no 

siltstone complex complete feather 3 retouch 

siltstone flat Q.roximal usebreak 3 retouch 

Dartry 1 no 

siltstone complex complete feather 3 no 

s11tstone complex proximal step 1 no 

Dartry no 

siltstone 2 no 



t..J 
VI 

identifier 

TP 12 

TP 13 A 

TP 13 B 

TP 13C 

TP 15A 

TP 15 B 

TP 15 C 

TP 16A 

TP 168 

TP 16 C 

TP 16 D 

TP 17 A 

TP 17 B 

TP 17 C 

TP 170 

TP 17 E 

TP 17 F 

TP 17G 

TP 18A 

TP 18 B 

I TP 18 c 

TP 18 0 · 

time too l 
per iod type 

Early 
Neolithic? formal 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric non-tool 
Early 
Neolithic? formal 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric non-tool 
Early 
Neolithic? formal? 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric scraper? 

prehistoric scraper? 

prehistoric non-tool 

prehistoric non-tool 
Early 
Neolithic? core 

prehistoric formal 

prehistoric formal? 

prehistoric formal 
Early 
Neolithic? formal 

prehistoric scraper 

prehistoric scraper 

prehistoric scraper? 

too l reduction 
subtype stage 

bladelet 

retouch flake? 

retouch flake 

bladelet-like pnmary reduction flake? 

retouch flake 

primary reduction flake 
l 

retouch flake? 

blade let-like primary thinning flake 

retouch flake 

retouch flake 

bladelet-like primary thinning flake 

primary reduction flake 

flake fragment 

flake fragment 

microblade core multidirectional 

blade let-like primary thinning flake? 

blade let-like primary thinning flake? 

blade let-like primary thinninq flake? 

bladelet-like primary thinning flake 

primary reduction flake 

pnmary thinning flake 

primary reduction flake 

mater ial platform portion termination dorsal retouch/ 
i scars usewear 

siltstone retouch 

siltstone step mid shaft step 4 no 

Antrim flint step midshaft step 1 no I 
1 

siltstone complex complete feather 1 retouch 

Antrim flint abraded complete feather 4 no 

blue-black flat complete feather 1 no 
' 

siltstone step distal feather 3 no 

Dartry complex prox1mal usebreak 2 retouch 

Antrim flint? step midshaft step 3 no 

Antrim flint? complex proximal step 5 no 

siltstone cortical proximal usebreak 5 retouch 

Dartry cortical proximal usebreak 0 retouch 

blue-black 1 no 

siltstone 4 no 

Dartrv no 

siltstone step distal feather 3 retouch -
siltstone complex complete feather 3 retouch 

siltstone flat complete feather 2 retouch 

siltstone? complex proximal step 7 retouch 

siltstone cortical complete feather 0 retouch 

siltstone complex proximal step 2 retouch 

Dartry complex proximal step 0 retouch 



Appendix lll: Lithic Illustrations 

rJ~. __,-

13: clockwise
yof;)~•On 

c.: top view o~ A (.'lbove) 

Figure 3. SC45: 
Core with Bladelet Removals. 

Figure 5. SC4: Scraper. 

Figure 4. SC 17: Bladelet. 

Figure 6. SC49: Bladelet. 
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Figure 7. TP 18A: Blade let. figure 8. TP12: Bladelet. 

Figure.9: SC20. Uniplane Core. 
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Figure 10. SC3: Macro blade Flake. 

J 

Figure 11. SC34: Butt-Trimmed Flake. 
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f igure 12. SCll: Macrobladc Point. 

I 
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Appendix IV: Plates 

Plate 1. lnishee Island in Lough Mac can Lower, Co. Fermanagh, Facing 
Northeast. lnishee is the oval island to the left in the photo. Cushrush Island is 
the low promontory peninsula at the extreme eastern end of the lough to the 
centre- right in the photo. 

Plate 2. lni shee Island in Lough MacNcan Lower, Co. Fermanagh, Facing 
Southeast. The Hanging Rock is seen in the distance above lnishee. 
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Plate 3. Fieldwalking lnishee's South Beach. 

Plate 4. lnishee's South Beach, Facing East Towards the Southeast Point. 
Artefactual finds are marked by pink survey flags. 
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Plate 5. Southeast Point of lnishee Island. Primary datum is marked by a 
small carved cross on the largest boulder of the boulder pile in the 
background. Secondary datum is marked by a small cross on the second 
boulder from the lower foreground (the middle of the three largest boulders 
on this point). 

32 



Plate 6. Test-Pitting Survey Near the South Beach. 

Plate 7. Example of a Test Pit '-ear the South Beach. 
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Plate 8. M icroblade Cores. Top row, left to right: SC40, SC45 and SC35. 
Bottom row, left to right: SC21 and SC47. 

Plate 9. Miscellaneous Flakes. Top row, left to right: SC41, SC28 and SC36. 
Middle row, left to right: SC 10. SC50, SC48 and SC8. Bottom row right: SC31. 
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Plate 10. Uniplane Core: SC20. 

Plate 11. Utilised or Possibly Utilised Flakes. Top row, left to right: IN47 
(recovered previous to the 2009 project) and IN55 (recovered previous to the 2009 
project) and SC24. Middle rO\\, left to right: SC37, SC2, SC I, SC32. Bottom 
row, left to right: SC19, SC14, SC33, SC29 and SC28. 
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Plate 12. Butt-Trimmed Points with Midshaft Breaks. Top row, left to right: 
SC34, SC30, SC6 and SC3. Bottom row, left to right: IN59, IN54. I '57. IN62 
and IN45. 

Plate 13. Miscellaneous Blades. Left to right: I 45, IN48, IN51 and IN52. 
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Plate 14. Miscellaneous Flakes on Blue-Black Chetty Material with Orangey
Brown Patina. Top row, left to right: SC25 and SC5. Middle row, left to right: 
SC7, SC38 and SC22. Bottom row, left to right: SC4, SC 13 and SC15. 

Plate 15. Polished Groundstone Item: SC39. Possibly a mudstone axe roughout. 
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Plate 16. Finds from Test Pit I. Left to right: TP I A and TPI B. 

Plate 17. Find from Test Pit 2: TP2A. 
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Plate 18. Find from Test Pit 3: TP3A. 

Plate 19. Finds from Test Pit 4. Left to right: TP4A and TP4B. 
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Plate 20. Find from Test Pit 6: TP6A. 

Plate 21. Find from Test Pit 8: TP8A. 
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Plate 22. Finds from Test Pit 9. Top row, left to right: TP9A, TP9B and TP9C. 
Bottom row, left to right: TP9D, TP9E, TP9F and TP9G. 

Plate 23. Find from Test Pit I 0: TP I OA. 
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Plate 24. Find from Test Pit 11: TP I IA. 

Plate 25. Find from Test Pit 12: TP12. 
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Plate 26. Finds from Test Pit 13. Left to right: TP13A, TP138 and TP13C. 

Plate 27. Finds from Test Pit 15. Left to right: TP15A, TPI58 and TP 15C. 
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Plate 28. Finds from Test Pit 16. Left to right: TPI6A, TP16B, TPI6C and 
TP16D. 

Plate 29. Finds from Test Pit 17. Top row, left to right: TP 17 A, TP178, TP 17C 
and TP 170. Bottom row, left to right: TPJ7E, TP 17F and TP17G. 

44 



Plate 30. Finds from Test Pit 18. Left to right: TP 18A, TPI88, TPJ 8C and 
TP18D. 

I 

Plate 31. Possible Microblade Cores from the East Erosional Face of the Inishee 
Island 'Mound'. Finds observed, flagged, photographed and replaced. 
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Plate 32. Rectangular Structure Northwest of Mound. 

Plate 33. Small Near-Circular Structure. Photo faces grid north from northem test 
pit area. Fluorescent pink flagging tape on a metal pin in lower left of photo 
marks grid coordinates 435E, 560N. 
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