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Dimensions and distribution:  aspects of Pictish sculpture 

 

Pamela O’Neill 
 
This paper does not consider the subject matter or style of Pictish sculpture, 
but rather some less commonly discussed aspects of that sculpture.  By 
examining certain physical aspects, I hope to draw some conclusions about 
how we should consider the corpus of Pictish sculpture as a whole, thereby 
providing future research with a more secure basis for considering the all-
important function and meaning of the sculpture.  My examination centres 
on the dimensions of the stones which the Pictish sculptors prepared to 
receive their work, and on the distribution of the worked stones within the 
landscape. 
 In this paper consideration is restricted to a very small sample of the 
corpus of Pictish stone sculpture.  First, I do not propose to consider Allen 
and Anderson’s1 Class I stones, that is the rough or unshaped boulders 
containing only those specific depictions which are referred to as Pictish 
symbols.  Classes II and III are shaped and dressed stones containing relief 
carving including the Christian cross, the distinction being that while Class 
II stones also contain Pictish symbols, Class III stones do not. 
 Allen and Anderson2 considered that the Class I and II stones belong 
to some sort of common group by virtue of the presence of Pictish symbols, 
whereas Class III stones are separate because of the absence thereof.  
However, the Class II and III stones are so similar in every other respect, 
where the Class I stones are so different, that it seems obvious to me that 
the function of the Class I stones is quite distinct from that of the Class II 
and III stones, which must serve a similar, if not identical, range of 
functions. 
 This conclusion is supported by the distribution patterns.  It is quite 
unusual to find more than one Class I stone at a single site, whereas, as I 
shall demonstrate, Class II and III stones seem generally to have been 
grouped together at sites.  Further, there is some evidence that Class I 
stones are distributed in a pattern which might reflect farm sites, 
homesteads or forts, whereas the Class II and III stones are not.3  They 
concentrate at centres of population;  I would suggest at centres of religious 
population. 

                                                           
1 J Romilly Allen and Joseph Anderson, The Early Christian Monuments of Scotland 

(Edinburgh, 1903;  new ed 2 vols Balgavies, 1993). 
2 Eg Allen and Anderson, vol 1, pp cv ff; 
3 M Barry Cottam and Alan Small, ‘The Distribution of Settlement in Southern 

Pictland’, Medieval Archaeology 18 (1974) 43-65, p60. 
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 The second restriction of scope for this paper is that only the stones in 
Allen and Anderson’s ‘East Central’ region4 will be considered.  The need 
for brevity dictates that only one region can be considered in any detail.  
The East Central region seems most appropriate because it has the highest 
concentration of Class II stones, and because Cottam and Small chose it for 
their interesting 1974 study of distribution patterns.5  When Allen and 
Anderson completed their study (c 1900), this consisted of the counties of 
Kincardine, Forfar, Perth, Fife, Kinross and Clackmannan. 
 
Distribution 
The locations for sculpture recorded by Allen and Anderson are in general 
relied upon as the find-sites of the stones.  The sites are remarkably easy to 
find when armed with Allen and Anderson and a road atlas from 1900,6 
which is a tribute to the standard of Allen and Anderson’s work.  However, 
the picture they give of distribution is somewhat skewed, and a close 
reading of their notes7 might allow future researchers to learn more about 
the original or at least earlier distribution of the sculpture.8 
 In many cases, Allen and Anderson record the location of a 
sculptured stone as within a substantial private estate.  It is my firm belief 
that in almost all of these cases the stone had been relocated prior to 
recording by Allen and Anderson.  This is probably not the case with the 
Class I stones, whose original distribution pattern and purpose were very 
different.  However, in the case of Class II and III stones, I would argue that 
in the era leading up to Allen and Anderson’s great survey, these stones 
were considered very attractive by some landowners, and plundered from 
their original sites for the beautification of private estates.  I believe that it is 
possible to postulate origin sites for the stones suspected of relocation, and 
further that it is possible to infer a pattern of distribution which reflects the 
circumstances in which the stones were originally erected. 
 The most striking sites in Allen and Anderson’s study are the centres 
where large quantities of sculpture are found.  Principal among these are St 

                                                           
4 Allen and Anderson, vol 1, p10. 
5 Cottam and Small. 
6 John Bartholomew, Bartholomew’s Touring Atlas and Gazetteer of the British Isles 

(Edinburgh, 1897-1903;  repr London 1998). 
7 Allen and Anderson’s entry for each stone gives notes (in more or less detail) 

concerning provenance and physical description. 
8 For simplicity I will refer to the stones in the present tense as if they are still where 

Allen and Anderson found them, and I will describe distances in miles as they did.  
References to sites are as listed in Allen and Anderson, various pages.  I count 
multiple fragments which Allen and Anderson attributed to a single sculpture as 
separate pieces.  In at least one case (St Vigeans 1 and 1a) I am certain that Allen and 
Anderson’s attribution is incorrect (I am currently preparing an article on this 
subject). 
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Andrews with 32 pieces (This number has increased since Allen and 
Anderson’s time;  Hay Fleming in 1931 cited almost 70 pieces9), Meigle 
with 31 pieces and St Vigeans with 30 pieces.  Each of these is at least 5 
miles from its nearest neighbour in terms of sculpture sites, and all have 
ecclesiastical associations. 
 The next largest concentration is at Strathmartine.  I believe that the 
nearby single stones on private property at Balluderon farm and at the 
church at Tealing should be associated with the centre of Strathmartine.  I 
suggest that the stone at Balluderon might well have been relocated.  The 
stone at Tealing stands on high ground about two miles to the north of 
Strathmartine.  This is a pattern that is found elsewhere, so that it is possible 
that this location was originally significant to Strathmartine, possibly 
marking a boundary or route.  Including Balluderon and Tealing, the centre 
at Strathmartine has 18 surviving stones. 
 I suggest a centre at Forteviot with nine surviving stones.  These 
include the Dupplin Cross, whose location has a similar relationship with 
Forteviot to that of Tealing with Strathmartine.  Also included is the stone 
at Invermay, which is situated on high ground just over a mile to the south 
of Forteviot.  Again, it seems likely that the sites of Dupplin and Invermay 
marked boundaries or routes in relation to Forteviot.10  I am also including a 
stone which Allen and Anderson found in the church at Dunning, about 
three miles away.  I would suggest that as the settlement of Dunning was 
considerably larger than Forteviot by Allen and Anderson’s time, and 
ancient stone sculpture added some prestige, the stone might have been 
relocated. 
 There are centres with six surviving stones at Abercromby, 
Abernethy and Kirriemuir.  The Abernethy stones include one that had been 
reused in a well at Carpow, and one that had apparently been removed to 
decorate the grounds of Mugdrum house.  Allen and Anderson noted that it 
stood ‘on an elevation’ near the lodge gates, and so the possibility arises 
that it may have been repositioned there for decorative purposes.  Of the 
Kirriemuir stones, one is at Cossins, about two miles to the south.  It is in 
the middle of a marsh, and so it is unlikely to have been removed there for 
decorative purposes.  It was probably a route or boundary marker. 
 I associate four surviving stones with a centre at Brechin.  Two of 
these are at Aldbar, about two miles from Brechin.  Allen and Anderson 

                                                           
9 Hay Fleming’s 1931 catalogue of the St Andrews Cathedral Museum is cited in Isabel 

Henderson, ‘Primus inter Pares:  the St Andrews Sarcophagus and Pictish Sculpture’ 
in Sally M Foster (ed), The St Andrews Sarcophagus:  a Pictish masterpiece and its 
international connections (Dublin, 1998) 97-167, p165. 

10 This has been suggested by Leslie Alcock and Elizabeth A Alcock, ‘The context of 
the Dupplin cross:  a reconsideration’, Proceedings of theSociety of Antiquaries of 
Scotland 126 (1996), 455-458. 
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note that one is said to have been brought from Brechin, and in that case I 
think it likely that both were.  The ecclesiastical site at Monifieth also has 
four surviving stones. 
 Several centres have three surviving stones.  These include the 
ecclesiastical sites at Kingoldrum and Inchbrayock.  Aberlemno has two 
stones, and another was reused in the castle at Woodwray, about two miles 
away.  If one stone from a site has been reused as building material, it is 
likely that others from that site were as well, so that Aberlemno may 
originally have had an even larger number of sculptured stones.  The island 
abbey of Inchcolm has two stones, and it seems to me that another was 
moved to the nearby mainland town of Inverkeithing before being lost. 
 The church at Glamis has two stones, and another is located at Eassie, 
about two miles to the west.  There are two stones at the ecclesiastical site 
at Invergowrie, and another at Benvie, about a mile to the north-west.  
Menmuir church has two stones, with another at Lethnott church, about a 
mile to the north-west.  These last two have the outlier on higher ground, 
and all three of these might again represent some kind of boundary or route 
markers. 
 If we assume the stone on private property at Largo to have come 
from Scoonie, and that at Sauchope to have come from Crail, there are 
seven sites with two surviving stones:  Scoonie, Crail, Aberlemno, 
Dunblane, Dunkeld, Logierait and St Madoes. 
 Fifteen sites with a single example of Class II or III sculpture remain.  
Of these, Allen and Anderson noted additional ‘undecorated’ freestanding 
crosses at Dull and Fowlis Wester,11 so that these two sites can legitimately 
be considered as having multiple sculptured stones.  The single slabs beside 
the road at Gask and in the street at Crieff may have been relocated from 
Fowlis Wester, to which they are fairly close. 
 I suspect that the slab in the churchyard at Farnell and the fragment 
built into the garden wall at Kinnell manse were relocated from Brechin, 
from where we have seen that sculpture was removed to Aldbar.  The slab 
at Kettins had been reused as a footbridge, so had obviously been relocated, 
and although the origin site need not have been far away, I would suggest 
Meigle as a likely candidate.  The slab in the ‘old burying-ground’ near 
Rossie priory may nave been brought from nearby Invergowrie.  The cross 
at Camuston stands decoratively on a grassy knoll in the grounds of 
Panmure House, to which it was almost certainly relocated by the 
landowner, although no obvious origin site suggests itself. 
 The slab at Alyth was dug out of the manse garden, where I would 
suggest it was probably deliberately buried, most likely during the 
Reformation.  Its origin site may well have been Meigle.  Other pieces 
                                                           
11 The possibility must be considered that these crosses had once been embellished with 

relief sculpture which had succumbed to the forces of nature or vandalism. 
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would undoubtedly have been relocated during the Reformation, as a result 
of efforts either to protect them or to dispose of them. 
 There remain only five sites with a single stone:  Dogtown, Fordoun, 
Murthly, Tullibole, and Allen and Anderson’s Dunfallandy (which they 
noted had been relocated from Killiecrankie).  While three of these are in 
ecclesiastical contexts, there is no evidence to suggest either that they are in 
situ or that they have been relocated. 
 Bearing in mind the probable loss of sculpture due to plunder, 
quarrying and iconoclasm, I would suggest that the balance of probabilities 
is that most, if not all, sites originally had multiple sculptured stones.  This 
preliminary survey can clearly not be taken as conclusive.  Allen and 
Anderson’s information is not always to be relied upon;  further information 
has come to light since their publication, including the finding of additional 
sculpture.  Nonetheless, I believe that the results give a sufficient basis to 
form hypotheses from which to pursue further research. 
 I would postulate that Pictish stone sculpture of classes II and III 
originated in clusters of several stones at each site.  Therefore, any site 
which has a single sculptured stone ought to be approached as either 
probably not an original site, or a site from which much has been lost.  In 
considering such questions as the decoration of stones or the conditions of 
their manufacture, or indeed their function, we ought to approach the 
question as though any stone existed in the context of a group, rather than 
as an isolated example. 
 There are other interesting points to be explored as a result of this 
preliminary survey.  Of particular interest to me are the stones that appear to 
be boundary or route markers associated with the centres to which they are 
close.  The idea of boundary markers has been much written about, but I 
believe that further empirical research of this nature would contribute to the 
debate.  There is also an intriguing array of sites12 following the course of 
the River Tay at fairly regular intervals, which would bear investigation. 
 
Dimensions 
One of the Pictish sculptures at St Vigeans is a cross-slab which has 
supposedly been reconstructed, but is actually pieces of two separate cross-
slabs cemented together.  They were joined in the late nineteenth century, it 
seems primarily because they could be joined together.  In other words, they 
were roughly the same width and thickness.13  The following preliminary 
survey of the dimensions of Pictish stone sculpture is designed to show that 
it might very well be entirely coincidental for two cross-slabs in the same 
                                                           
12 Dull, Aberfeldy, Logierait, Dunkeld, Murthly;  note also Killiecrankie on the River 

Garry, which eventually flows into the Tay only about 10 miles from Killiecrankie. 
13 One of these fragments (St Vigeans 1a) is excluded from the survey of widths in this 

paper, as I believe that only one edge can be accepted as unbroken. 
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location to have the same width and thickness.  I do not investigate height, 
as it is most common for fragments to be joined along lateral fractures.  I 
use the measurements recorded by Allen and Anderson to test the 
question.14 
 Of the 196 stones in the sample (see Table 1), Allen and Anderson 
failed completely to record the thickness of 60, almost one third of the 
sample.  A further 37, almost one fifth of the sample, appear to have been 
broken or split through their plane, so that the original thickness is no 
longer evident.  The extant thickness of these 37 items ranges from a mere 
1.5 inches to 10 inches.  There remain 99 stones whose original thickness 
survives more or less intact.  Of these, 78 are cross-slabs, and it is these 
which will be the focus of my discussion here. 
 In many cases, Allen and Anderson recorded two thicknesses for a 
stone, which I have labelled minimum and maximum.  This reflects in some 
cases an apparently deliberate graduation in the thickness, such as a 
narrowing towards the top of the stone, and in other cases the difference 
between the ground of the sculpture and the highest points of the relief.  
While both of these figures might be important, the maximum thickness 
would more or less reflect the size of the slab from which the sculptor 
began to create the monument. 
 Where Allen and Anderson recorded two thicknesses, the difference 
varied from 0.5 of an inch to 5 inches, but was generally around 1 inch.  
This is largely a reflection of the particularly deep relief carving favoured 
by Pictish sculptors.  It also highlights a difficulty with modern 
measurements.  All of these stones have suffered varying degrees of wear.  
Many are situated in the open air and many have been used as building 
material or pavement.  Others have been deliberately defaced.  In most 
cases, the thickness indicated for the ground of the sculpture should still be 
accurate, but it is difficult to assess how much of the relief has been 
removed. 
 Of our 78 cross-slabs, the thickest is 13.5 inches thick, and the 
thinnest only 2 inches.  There is a concentration of eight stones at 7 inches 
thick, plus a single stone at 7.25 inches.  Eleven stones are 6 inches thick, 
and another two 6.5 inches.  Eight are 5 inches and two 5.5 inches.  Nine 
stones are 4 inches thick and six are 4.5 inches thick.  Nine are 3 inches and 
five 3.5 inches thick.  The mean thickness is 5.5 inches, and the standard 
deviation is 2.4. 
 I would tentatively postulate that a thickness range of between 3 and 
7 inches was very common, and so it should not surprise us if several 
distinct stones at any given site share those dimensions.  Only five slabs are 
                                                           
14 Allen and Anderson used inches for their measurements, and rather than convert to 

centimetres and obscure any rounding that had taken place in the figures, I too have 
used inches. 
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thinner than this postulated range, and only 13 are thicker.  60 stones, or 
77% of the cross-slabs with complete recorded thickness, fall into this 
postulated thickness range. 
 Similar difficulties confront a study of the width of the stones.  Allen 
and Anderson did not record widths for 14 stones.  A further 65, 
approximately one third of the 196 stones recorded by Allen and Anderson, 
appear to have had some of their width removed by breakage.  There is the 
added complication that a number of the stones are incorporated into 
buildings with only one face exposed, and while this face is recorded as a 
width it might well be a thickness.  I have for this reason excluded the four 
narrowest stones from St Andrews for this calculation. 
 Again, there are frequently two widths for a stone.  This is primarily 
because many of them are not precisely rectangular, but taper slightly 
towards either top or bottom.  Again, I have chosen the wider measurement 
for primary consideration.  The sample consists of the 91 cross-slabs with 
complete recorded widths. 
 The widest slab is 66 inches, and the narrowest complete slab only 10 
inches.  There are significant concentrations of eleven slabs at 21 inches 
wide, seven at 20 inches, six at 19 inches, seven at 18 inches and another at 
18.5, and six at 17 inches.  Taken together with the remaining 51 slabs, the 
mean width is 23.7 inches and the standard deviation is 10.5. 
 I would again postulate tentatively that these widths might indicate a 
commonly occurring range of 17 to 21 inches, including 38 or 42% of the 
stones.  Thirty-five stones are wider, and 18 narrower. 
 There is a distinct concentration of the sample around the thickness 
and width ranges I have outlined.  Sixty-three stones have both width and 
thickness intact and recorded by Allen and Anderson.  Of these, 19 or 30% 
have both width and thickness within my postulated ranges. 
 This suggests that it is not necessarily likely that any two fragments 
which have similar or even the same thickness or width were originally part 
of the same monument.  With cross-slabs, the nature and layout of the 
sculpture is of necessity similar from one piece to the next.  That is, one 
face must work around the large central cross.  This is arguably also true of 
the dimensions, which must be dictated by the practicalities of available 
material, structural integrity and intended site.  This is reflected in the 
concentration of the sample around specific width and thickness ranges. 
 This means that many of the fragments that survive have similar 
dimensions or the remnants of similar dimensions.  We should approach the 
corpus with this in mind, and not assume that any great significance 
attaches to apparent similarity between pieces. 
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Conclusion 
This preliminary analysis of some aspects of the dimensions and 
distribution of Pictish sculpture gives some tentative indications for 
approaching the corpus of Pictish stone sculpture.  The results cannot be 
considered conclusive, as the sample data do not reflect the extent of current 
knowledge and require further research and measurement.  Nonetheless, on 
the basis of this analysis, I believe that it is reasonable to suggest, firstly, 
that Pictish stone sculpture of Allen and Anderson’s classes II and III was 
primarily located in clusters at sites and not as individual isolated pieces, 
and secondly, that Pictish cross slabs tended to be made within certain 
width and thickness ranges.  I believe that it is important that any study of 
Pictish sculpture be informed by these considerations.  No monument or 
fragment should be studied as though it were the only item at its origin site, 
and importantly, no two fragments should be assumed to be from a single 
original monument unless there is definite evidence supporting such an 
assumption. 
Table 1:  Class II and III sculptured stones of ‘East Central’ region 

Name Class Type 
Max 

height 
Min 

height 
Max 
width 

Min 
width 

Max 
thickness 

Min 
thickness 

Fordoun II slab 63 63 36 36 4 4 
Aberlemno 2 II slab b 90 50 35.5 11.5 8 
Aberlemno 3 II slab 111 111 40 40 11 8 

Aldbar III slab 66 66 22.5 19 5 5 
Balluderon II slab b 48 27 27 7 7 

Benvie III slab 36 36 23 23 5 3.5 
Brechin 1 III slab b 38 36 36 6.5 6.5 
Brechin 2 III recumbent b 57 18 18 9 9 
Brechin 3 III doorway 74.5 74.5 22 20 u u 
Camuston III cross 78 78 33.25 18 8 7 
Cossins II slab 93 93 28 26.5 10 10 
Eassie II slab 80 80 40 40 9 9 
Farnell II slab 81 81 27.5 25.5 5 5 

Glamis 1 II slab b 60 28 28 u u 
Glamis 2 II slab 105 105 66 56 u u 

Inchbrayock 1 II slab 29 29 19 16 2 2 
Inchbrayock 2 III slab b 12 13 13 3 3 
Inchbrayock 3 III slab b 13.5 12 12 b b 
Invergowrie 1 III slab 33 33 21 16.5 u u 
Invergowrie 2 III slab b 17 17 17 u u 

Kettins II slab 110 110 48 39 10 10 
Kinnell II slab 54.5 54.5 13 13 b 7 

Kingoldrum 1 II slab b 24 15 15 3 3 
Kingoldrum 2 III slab b 39 24 24 b 3 
Kingoldrum 3 III slab b 9 b 8 u u 
Kirriemuir 1 II slab 30 23 19 18 u u 
Kirriemuir 2 II slab 36 33 22 21 4 4 
Kirriemuir 3 III slab b 26 b 20 4.5 4.5 
Kirriemuir 4 III slab b 24 b 18 b 3 
Kirriemuir 5 III slab 18 18 16 14.5 3.5 3 

Lethnott III cross b 9 b 4 2 2 
Menmuir 1 III slab 41 41 18.5 18.5 6 4.5 
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Name Class Type 
Max 

height 
Min 

height 
Max 
width 

Min 
width 

Max 
thickness 

Min 
thickness 

Menmuir 2 III slab b 14.5 12.5 12.5 2.5 2.5 
Monifieth 1 II slab 30 30 14.5 14.5 6 6 
Monifieth 2 II slab 18 18 b 12 3.5 3.5 
Monifieth 3 II slab b 18 23 23 3 3 
Monifieth 4 III shaft b 46 11 11 7 7 

Strathmartine 2 II slab 51 51 21 20 7 7 
Strathmartine 3 II slab b 16 20 20 u u 
Strathmartine 4 II slab b 16 20 20 u u 
Strathmartine 5 II slab b 15 b 15 2 2 
Strathmartine 6 II slab b 13 b 10 u u 
Strathmartine 7 II slab u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 8 III cross b 10.5 b 12 4.5 4.5 

Strathmartine 8a III cross b 18 b 10 4.5 4.5 
Strathmartine 9 III u u u u u u u 

Strathmartine 10 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 11 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 12 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 13 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 14 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 15 III u u u u u u u 
Strathmartine 16 III u u u u u u u 

St Vigeans 1 II slab b 43 21 21 7.25 7.25 
St Vigeans 1a II slab b 24 b 21 7 7 
St Vigeans 2 II slab b 44 20 19 u u 
St Vigeans 3 II slab b 7 b 8 b 2 
St Vigeans 4 II slab b 8 b 11 2.75 2.75 
St Vigeans 5 II slab b 12 10.5 10.5 b 2.5 
St Vigeans 6 II slab b 4 b 10 3 3 
St Vigeans 7 III slab b 66 b 36 u u 
St Vigeans 8 III slab b 66 b 10 u u 
St Vigeans 9 III cross b 13 b 22 u u 

St Vigeans 10 III slab 25 25 14 11 3 3 
St Vigeans 11 III slab b 37 18 17 4 4 
St Vigeans 12 III slab b 30 11 11 u u 
St Vigeans 13 III slab b 42 b 15 u u 
St Vigeans 14 III slab 60.5 60.5 18 14 7 7 
St Vigeans 15 III cross b 9.5 14 14 u u 
St Vigeans 16 III slab b 40 b 12 b 10 
St Vigeans 17 III slab b 12 b 13 4 4 
St Vigeans 18 III slab b 14.5 b 14 4 4 
St Vigeans 19 III slab b 12 b 8 u u 
St Vigeans 20 III slab b 11 b 15 b 4.5 
St Vigeans 21 III slab b 7 b 9.5 3 3 
St Vigeans 22 III slab b 11.75 12 12 3 3 
St Vigeans 23 III slab b 12 b 14 u u 
St Vigeans 24 III slab b 6.5 b 6.5 u u 
St Vigeans 25 III slab b 15 b 17 u u 
St Vigeans 26 III slab b 5.5 b 4 u u 
St Vigeans 27 III slab u u u u u u 
St Vigeans 28 III slab u u u u u u 
St Vigeans 29 III recumbent 71 71 21 21 6 6 

Tealing II slab b 31 b 10.5 u u 
Woodwray II slab b 69 40 33 5 5 

Abernethy 2 III slab b 15 b 9.5 b 3 
Abernethy 3 III slab b 9 b 12 u u 
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Name Class Type 
Max 

height 
Min 

height 
Max 
width 

Min 
width 

Max 
thickness 

Min 
thickness 

Abernethy 4 III shaft b 20 15 15 b 6 
Abernethy 5 III shaft b 17 13.75 13.75 b 6 

Alyth II slab 54 54 19 19 6 6 
Carpow III slab b 29 b 20 6 6 
Crieff III slab 75 75 24 22 6 6 
Dull III slab b 15.5 b 32 b 3.5 

Dunblane 1 III slab 74 74 32 21 8 7 
Dunblane 2 III slab b 33 20 20 b 8 
Dunfallandy II slab 60 60 26 25 5 5 
Dunkeld 2 III slab 58 58 30 30 13.5 13.5 
Dunkeld 3 III slab b 39 b 26 u u 
Dunning III slab 46.5 46.5 19 19 b 5.5 
Dupplin III cross 103 103 37 18 13 7 

Forteviot 1 III slab b 24 18 18 7 6 
Forteviot 2 III doorway 78 78 18 18 13 13 
Forteviot 3 III cross b 12 b 10 b 6 
Forteviot 4 III slab b 16 b 14 b 6 
Forteviot 5 III slab b 6 b 12 u u 
Forteviot 6 III u u u u u u u 

Fowlis Wester II slab 124 124 33 21 6 4.5 
Gask II slab b 76 49 49 9 9 

Invermay 1 III cross b 18 b 24 b 6 
Invermay 1a III cross b 22 b 17 b 5 
Invermay 1b III cross b 14 b 11 b 4.5 

Logierait II slab 49 49 23 23 4.5 4.5 
St Madoes 1 II slab 69 69 36 30 8 7 
St Madoes 2 III slab b 34 21 21 4 4 

Meigle 1 II slab 72 72 40.5 40.5 7 6 
Meigle 2 II slab 97 97 39 39 6 6 
Meigle 3 II slab b 16 14 14 2.5 2.5 
Meigle 4a II slab b b 35 35 6 6 
Meigle 4b II slab b b 35 35 6 6 
Meigle 5 II slab 30 30 21 19 6.5 5 
Meigle 6 II slab b 22 17 14 4.5 4.5 
Meigle 7 II slab b 17 21 21 3 3 
Meigle 8 II slab b 8 b 8 b 2.75 
Meigle 9 III recumbent 71 71 13 8 12 12 
Meigle 10 III slab b 18 b 36 u u 
Meigle 11 III recumbent 68 65 27 19.5 19 11 
Meigle 12 III recumbent b 57 19 19 11 10 
Meigle 13 III slab b 6 b 12 u u 
Meigle 14 III slab b 8 b 9 u u 
Meigle 15 III slab b 9 b 12 b 1.5 
Meigle 16 III slab b 7 b 9 u u 
Meigle 17 III slab b 7.5 18 18 u u 
Meigle 18 III slab b 7 b 8.5 u u 
Meigle 19 III slab b 15 11 11 u u 
Meigle 20 II slab b 12 b b 7 7 
Meigle 21 III slab b 30 14 14 4.5 3.5 
Meigle 22 III slab b 10 b 32 b 3.5 
Meigle 23 III slab 31 31 21 21 5 5 
Meigle 24 III slab b 14 21 21 u u 
Meigle 25 III recumbent 60 60 24 24 11 11 
Meigle 26 III recumbent 60 60 20 19 9 7 
Meigle 27 III slab b 22 b 19 3 3 
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Name Class Type 
Max 

height 
Min 

height 
Max 
width 

Min 
width 

Max 
thickness 

Min 
thickness 

Meigle 28 III slab b 16 19 19 b 2 
Meigle 29 III slab b 18 b 13 b 4 
Meigle 30 III slab b 10 b 7 b 3.5 
Murthly II slab b 24 44 44 b 4 
Rossie II slab 66 66 46 39 12 9 

Abercromby 1 III slab b 22 17 17 8 8 
Abercromby 1a III slab b 21 17 17 8 8 
Abercromby 2 III slab 42 42 21 21 u u 
Abercromby 3 III slab 51 51 17 17 u u 
Abercromby 4 III slab b 26 b 14 5 5 
Abercromby 5 III slab b 13 b 9 u u 
St Andrews 1 III recumbent 69 69 35 35 28 28 
St Andrews 2 III slab b 56 18 18 b 6 
St Andrews 3 III slab b 16.5 17 17 6 6 
St Andrews 4 III slab b 15 18 18 5.5 5.5 
St Andrews 5 III slab b 20 20 20 5 5 
St Andrews 6 III cross b 12 b 20 6 6 
St Andrews 7 III slab b 20 21 21 5.5 5.5 
St Andrews 8 III slab b 21 18 18 4 4 
St Andrews 9 III slab 23 23 14 9 b 3 

St Andrews 10 III slab b 17 b 18 b 5 
St Andrews 11 III slab b 11 21 21 3.5 3.5 
St Andrews 12 III slab b 23 20 20 b 3.5 
St Andrews 13 III slab b 23 22 22 b 4.5 
St Andrews 14 III shaft b 74 17 15 9 9 
St Andrews 15 III slab b 14 13 13 4.5 4.5 
St Andrews 16 III slab b 10 b 7 b 2 
St Andrews 17 III slab b 9.5 b 7 b 3.5 
St Andrews 18 III slab 19 19 19 19 3.5 3.5 
St Andrews 19 III shaft b 95 11 11 u u 
St Andrews 20 III shaft b 11 4.5 4.5 u u 
St Andrews 21 III shaft b 23 4 4 u u 
St Andrews 22 III shaft b 19 6 6 u u 
St Andrews 23 III shaft b 21 4 4 u u 
St Andrews 24 III shaft b 24 4 4 u u 
St Andrews 25 III shaft b 24 b 4 u u 
St Andrews 26 III shaft b 30 6 6 u u 
St Andrews 27 III recumbent 45 45 22 22 12 12 
St Andrews 28 III slab b 12 b 10 b 6.5 
St Andrews 29 III slab b 16 b 12 b 7.5 
St Andrews 30 III slab b 17 16.5 16.5 4.5 4.5 
St Andrews 31 III slab b 21 10 10 3.5 3.5 
St Andrews 32 III shaft b 8 7 7 5 5 

Crail III slab 75 75 30 27 u u 
Dogtown III cross b 59 21 21 1 1 
Dunino III slab b 11 b 19 b 5 

Inchcolm 1 III slab b 26.5 b 12 4 4 
Inchcolm 2 III recumbent 60 60 21 21 12 12 

Inverkeithing III slab u u u u u u 
Largo II slab b 78 30 30 6 6 

Mugdrum III shaft b 11 29 29 16 16 
Sauchope III slab 72 72 33 33 u u 
Scoonie II slab b 42 b 28 4 4 
Tullibole III slab 51 51 20 18 7 6 

Note:  u = unrecorded, b = broken 


