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CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL-: 
HISTORY OR PROPAGANDA? \ 

I. The edition and the manuscripts [x] 
2. Comment on the text [4] 
3. Historical analysis of the text [rz] 
4. The Vikings and CCC [75] 
5. The date and background of CCC [80] 
6. The source-material used in CCC [84] 
7. Conclusions [88] 

The edition and the manuscripts 
The historical romance, Caithréim Chellachdin Chaisil (CCC), was 
ited almost seventy years ago with introduction, notes, and indexes 
‘the Norwegian scholar, Alexander Bugge.! The original does not 
course survive nor is there a twelfth-century copy; Bugge based 

3 edition on the earliest available manuscript version, that 
ntained in the Book of Lismore fo. 106 R a 1-115 Rb 15 (facsimile 
jation: 148 R a 1-157 R b 19)%. The Lismore text of the tale is 
perfect; it breaks off abruptly in the middle of col. b recto whilst 
scribing a battle between the Leinstermen and the Munstermen 
1 by Cellachan and the verso was originally left blank in the manu- 
ipt—clear evidence that either the scribe’s exemplar was defective 
that he intended completing his transcript at some other time.® 

ie Book of Lismore, it appears, was prepared for Finghin Mac 
rthaig Riabhach and for his wife Caitlin, most probably between 
e years 1478 and 15064 and though the text of CCC contained in it 
the earliest it is neither full nor free of scribal editing. As Bugge 
ints out, the transcriber omits many of the poems found in the later 
per manuscripts though it is clear that his exemplar contained some 

Alexander Bugge, 1905, Cazthreim Cellachain Caisil: the victorious career of 
lachan of Cashel (Christiania [Oslo]: Gundersens Bogtrykkeri for Det norske historiske 
leskriftfond). The title of the tale as Bugge points out (p. vi) was first given it by 
zene O’Curry in his transcript of the text. It has no title in the earliest copy, that in 
Book of Lismore. A variety of titles occurs in the late manuscript tradition in 

ich the tale is normally divided into two parts entitled respectively ‘Cathughadh 
achain re Lochlannuibh’ and ‘Toruigheacht na tTaoiseach air Cheallachain’ (e.g. 
A 24 P 6, 23 K 37, 23 B 21, Evi, 24C g etce.). , 
For a description of this codex and an account of its history, see Eugene O’Curry, 
8, Lectures on the MS materials of ancient Irish history (Dublin: Hinch and Traynor) 
-200; Whitley Stokes, 1890, Lives of the saints from the Book of Lismore (Oxford: 
rendon Press) v—xliv; R. A. 8. Macalister ed, 1950, The Book of Mac Carthaigh 
bhach otherwise the Book of Lismore (Dublin: Ir. Mss Comm.) i-xxiv. 
‘The blank space on the recto remains unfilled; that on the verso now bears a poom to 
codex by the nineteenth-century Cork scribe, Donnchadh O Floinn. , ; 

8. O Cathdin, 1933, ‘A superior limit to the compilation of the Book of Lismore’, 

P 19: 43-7- 



2 DONNCHADH 6 CORRAIN 

of these poems.® One can scarcely blame him or fault his taste. ' 

poems are in general a dismal and wearisome repetition of mate 

already presented in a marginally more attractive prose versior 

Bugge knew and made use of a number of paper manuscr 

to supplement his edition of the Lismore text: (i) 23 H 18 (7 
wrongly cited passim as 23 H. I. a., written by Uilliam | 
Cairtedin, 1701-2; (ii) 23 G 20 (211), written by Micheal Os 
Longdin between 1786 and 1814 (the section containing CCC 
written before 1804); (iii) 23 M 47 (973), written by Sedn O Cor 
in 1776; (iv) 23 K 43 (482), written by Séamus O Caoluidhe, 1789- 
(v) 23 B ar (184), written by Michedl Og O Longdin and Peattai 
Longain in 1824; (vi) 23 K 46 (38), written by Amhlaoibh O Suil 
bhain in 1826;* and Egerton 106, written by Richard Tipper betw 
1715 and 1717.7. From these copies and particularly from 23 H 

Bugge supplied most but not all of the verse absent from the B 
of Lismore. The end of the tale, missing from Lismore, is ; 
supplied from 23 H 18. Bugge was aware of but did not use a fi 

mentary sixteenth-century (?) vellum text of CCC in the Advocs 
Library, Scotland.8 

The story of Cellachan proved extremely popular certainly amor 
the modern scribes and very many copies, representing a numbe 
different versions, have survived. The following list of manuscri 
containing the text makes no pretence at being complete but r 
serve to indicate the popularity of the tale. 

RIA MSS (25): 23 K 7 (658), 1700-02; 23 H 18 (707), 1701 
23 K 37 (152), 1714-8; 24 B 28 (244), 1728; D iii 2 (619), 17 

24 P 6 (94), 1768; 12 F 20 (897), 1773; 23 M 47c (973), 17 
23 G 20 (211), 1786-1804; 23 K 43 (482), 1789-90; 23 H 28 (7: 
18th cent.; 24 C 38 (1169), 18th cent.; 23 C 18 (493), 1795-18 
24 L ax (816), 1811-2; E v i (199), 1819-20; 23 B 21 (184), 18 
23 K 46 (38), 1826; 24 C 4 (669), 1845; 24 C 19 (282), 1847 (; 
copies) ; 23 D 46 (521), 1856-7; 24 C 28 (327) 1857; 24 C 18 (3: 
rgth cent. British Museum® (5): Egerton 106, 1715-7; Eger 
150, 1773-4; Additional 18946; Additional 31877, 1755; Additic 
43788, 1819. Trinity College, Dublin?® (2): H I 15 (1280), 1720- 
5 EB. g. CCC 29: 7 adubhairt in laidh Ocus ni fhuil isin laidh acht innisin in sceoil 

On other occasions (§§ 42, 44, 45, 50, 58, 75, 77, 78, 82) he merely cites the first lir 
the poem. 

8 Cat. Ir. Mss in RIA (Dublin: Royal Irish Academy). 
7 O’Grady and Flower, 1926, Catalogue of Irish Mss in the British Museum (Lon 

British Museum) 329. 
8 Advocates Library, MS VIII, Kilbride Collection 4 ff. 2 6. EF i uninformative description of this MS, see Donald dicen: rarely sone catalogue of Gaelic manuscripts (Edinburgh: William Brown) 112. 
® O’Grady and Flower (1926) 217, 329, 395. The British Museum: catalogu eae a Eh oh eg 1931-5 (London: British Museum) 228-9. 

ot and Gwynn, 1921, Catalogue of Ir. Mss in Trini j odes Tava eee gue of ss un Trinity College, Dublin (Dul 
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I 13 (1287). National Library of Ireland" (6) s2GP2207 73° 
63 (Edward O’Reilly’s transcript from the Book of Lismore) ; 
122, 19 cent. Maynooth” (5): M 17; M 55; C 107, 1779; M 67, 

[818 ; R 70, 1825-48. Liverpool!* (1) 12029 M, 1770-9. Stonyhurst 
ollege™# (x): A II 20, r7or. 

sl 
e: 
A 
eS 

[in many of these manuscripts!® CCC forms one of a wider collection 
tales—Cath Cnucha, Cath Maighe Léana, Cath M aighe Muccroimhe, 
th Crinna and Cath Cluana Taivbh—linked together with annalistic 
terial to form what Robin Flower calls ‘a kind of Romantic 
tory of Munster, A.D. 174-1138’.16 According to Flower, these 
nals usually end with a notice of the death of the remarkable 
elfth-century Munster king, Cormac Mac Carthaig. The whole 
S$ a compilation of Mac Carthaig interest and Flower traces its 
gin back to one Eoghan Mac Carthaigh whom he considers to have 
sn the original compiler and who gives 1684 as the year of his 
ours. However, it may well have existed previous to this date 
d, as we shall see, its connection with Cormac Mac Carthaig may 
t be without interest. 
[he inter-relationships of the later manuscripts, the distinction 
d dating of the different recensions and the construction of astemma 
ist await the labours of a competent editor. While one may pay 
bute to Bugge’s pioneering work it is only fair to note that the 
nslation is unsatisfactory, the historical notes wildly inaccurate, 
» indexes incomplete, and his evaluation of the historicity of the 
‘t fatuous. Meanwhile, the printed text though quite unsatisfac- 
y for the student of language seems to supply the minimum for 
at is proposed here: a critical analysis of the historical value of 
‘C and an attempt to date the text on historical grounds. 

Comment on the text 

Bugge rejects the views of the older scholars, O’Curry and 

Donovan, who considered the tale to be semi-historical. Basing 

judgment primarily on the information concerning the Vikings 

itained in the text he asserts that CCC could not be ‘a fabrication 

an Irish author of the 12th or 13th century’ and while he would 

icede that some of Cellachan’s victories are exaggerated he feels 

1 Nessa Ni Shéaghdha, 1967, Catalogue of Irish manuscripts in the National Library 

reland (Dublin: Institute for Advanced Studies) ii 13-8. : i 2 

2 Padraig O Fiannachta, 1965-72, Cldr Lémhscribhinni Gaeilge Choldiste Phddraig 

Nuad (Maynooth: Cuallacht Choilm Cille) ii 56; ili 7, 40; iv 793 vi 68. 

3 Ailfrid Mac Lochlainn, 1958, ‘Irish manuscripts at Liverpool’ in Celtica 4: 217-20. : 

t See Padraig de Brin, 1967, ‘Cnuasaigh de l4mhscribhinni Gaeilge: treoirliosta 

tudia Hibernica 7: 167. 
5 e.g. 24 L 21 (816), th F 20 (897), Eg. 150, Eg. 106, H. 1. 15, G 22, M 55, R 70, 

29M, etc. - 
3 O’Grady and Flower (1926) ii 395-7- 
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confident that the historical foundations of the work are bey 

doubt.1? Other scholars continued to have deep reservations ak 

its historicity.. Robin Flower, for example, was ‘doubtful if 

- actions related in it have much historical warrant’.1* Bug 

confidence was indeed shown to be ill-founded when Professor J 

Ryan carefully compared the Cellachan of the saga with the histo1 

Cellachan as he emerges in the annals.’® 

In the annals, the hero of the résistance emerges as a ruthless 

power-hungry Munster king who makes extensive use of the Vik 
as military allies. He is first mentioned in the annals in 936 wl 
at the head of the forces of Munster, he plundered Clonmacn¢ 
very shortly indeed after it had been plundered by the Viking: 
Dublin.2® In 939, with the forces of Munster together with 
Vikings of Waterford under their king, the son of one Haal 
he raided Meath, plundered the monasteries of Clonenagh 

Killeigh, took their abbots prisoner and ravaged the country 
‘as far as Clonard.21, Two years later, Muirchertach mac Néill 
appears, obtained the submission of Osraige and ravaged the L 
of Munster. Cellachan naturally regarded this activity of the Ui } 
as an intrusion and he reacted immediately. He attacked and 
feated the Déisi, apparently because they had submitted 
Muirchertach. In revenge, they joined forces with Osraige 
defeated Cellachan who was then taken prisoner by Muirchertac 

Cellachan’s first recorded encounter with Dal Cais took place in « 
He defeated them in battle at Gort Rottachain and slew two son 
Cennétig mac Lorcain, the leader of Dal Cais. This defeat was ] 

remembered by Dal Cais.23 In 951, Cellachan plundered Clonmacn 
and Clonfert, Sil nAnmchada and Delbna Bethra and destroyed 

church at Gallen possibly in an attempt to prevent the powe 
‘king of Tara, Congalach mac Maele Mithig, extending his autho 
and influence into the south.24 Again, in 953 the Munstermen 
alliance with the Vikings of Limerick and possibly though 
probably under the leadership of Cellachan, plundered and sac 

17 Bugge (1905) x, xiii. 
18 O’Grady and Flower (1926) ii 403. 
19 John Ryan, 1941, ‘The historical content of Caithréim Ceallachdéin Chaisi 

JRSAI 71: 89-100. 
20 FM s.a. 934 [= 936]; A. Clon. s.a. 930 [= 936]; OS s.a. 935 [= 936]. 
21 FM s.a. 937 [= 939]. Ryan (1941) 98. Macca Cuind (EM) is 2 read . 

Acuind’ son of Haakon’. It is to be noted that neither Haakon nor his son make 
appearance in CCC. 

22 AU, Ann. Inisf. s. a. 941; FM s.a. 939 [= 941]; A. Clon. s.a. = 941]. 
23M. A. O’Brien, 1962, Corpus genealogiarum Hiberniae i ets, yet 

Advanced Studies) 237 = Lec. 225 Ra 6 = BB 182 b 29 = UM 28Va64=U 
Rb 13 (for ease of reference throughout I give folio references to the texts edite O’Brien and to the facsimile of the Book of Ui Maine [UM]); AU s.a. 944; FM s.a 
[= 944]. The battle took place at Gort Rottachdin according to AU, at Mag I 
according to the other annals and the genealogical tracts. 

4 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 951; FM s.a. 949 [= 951]. 
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mnmacnoise.2° A year later Cellachan was dead. This sober 
nalistic portrait is far removed from the scourge of the Vikings 
ssented us in the text; the Viking tyranny over Munster depicted 
such lurid colours we may dismiss as sheer fantasy and invention; 
d the prominence of Dal Cais as long historical contenders for, 
d sharers in, the kingship of Munster is simply anachronistic as 
-as the first half of the tenth century is concerned. Ryan considers 
C to be dynastic propaganda on behalf of Mac Carthaig, composed 
emulation of Cogadh Gaedhel re Gallaibh?’ (The War of the Gaeidil 
th the Gaill) which itself was put together in the early twelfth 
otury to glorify the Ui Briain: CCC is the Mac Carthaig riposte. 
ough later than Cogadh, Ryan would date CCC to the period before 
18, the period of Ui Briain dominance, because of the careful and 

Jeed subservient way in which Mac Carthaig claims are advanced 
thout undue insult to the honour of the Ui Briain.?® In general, 
yan’s conclusions have been endorsed by Professor Brian O Cuiv 
d Dr. Kathleen Hughes. O Cutv firmly places CCC within the 

ntext to which it properly belongs: the historical dynastic literature 

mposed in the eleventh and twelfth centuries about ‘some of the 

st-known historical persons of the ninth and tenth centuries’*’. 

-- Hughes, whilst accepting Ryan’s conclusions in general, would 

te CCC (I think rightly) to the period after 1118. Her comparison 

Cogadh and CCC is however less happy. In her view ‘The War 

the Gaedhill with the Gaill draws on genuine historical material 

d follows the main events of Brian’s career as they are outlined in 

e annals. The author of the Battle-Career of Cellachan was not 

sing his account on any such sources: he was trying to evoke 

. image of the king of Cashel’s greatness which fits in well with 

ac Carthy ambitions’.8® The text is indeed written in the interest 

Mac Carthaig and his ambitions but its author draws on sources 

lite as genuine as the annals, insofar as any sources may be described 

genuine; he does not enjoy in some important senses ‘freedom 

ym the restraints of fact’ or even freedom from written historical 

urces but his use of them (and their type) is fundamentally different 

ym that to be found in Cogadh and even more different from what 

odern notions of history teach us to expect. 

25 AU s.a. 953; FM s.a. 951 [= 953]; A. Clon. s.a. 948 [= 951]. 

26 Ryan (1941) 95-100. 
27 J oF. Toad, 1807, Cogadh Gaedhel re Gallarb (London: Rolls Series). For comment 

the text, see B. O Cuiv, 1963, ‘Literary creation and Irish historical tradition in 

oceedings of the British Academy 49: 233-62; Kathleen Hughes, 1972, Early christian 

sland: introduction to the sources (London: Hodder and Stoughton) 288-98. For the 

ationships between this text and the annals, see R. H. Leach, 1968, ‘Cogadh Gaedhel 

Gallaibh and the Annals of Inisfallen’ in NMAJ 11: 13-21. 

28 Ryan (1941) 91. 
29 © Cuiv (1963) 241. 
80 Hughes (1972) 300. 
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3. Historical analysis of the text 

Since CCC contains a vast amount of genealogical and other matt 
information which requires to be tested against the annals and 1 
genealogical texts, it is necessary to examine the text in det 
chapter by chapter if one wishes to establish the sources used by 1 
author, his methods of work and his purpose in writing. In t 
following pages, I give an abstract of each chapter or group of relat 
chapters of CCC followed by a commentary andanalysis of contents. 

§§ 1-2 The Vikings attack Munster in the reign of Artri m 

Cathail and the wars and struggles continue until t 
time of Cellachan. There follows (§ 2) a list of the kir 
of Munster from Artri mac Cathail to Lorcdn m 
Connligain, Cellachan’s immediate predecessor. The 
chapters bear a close resemblance to Cogadh §§ I- 
There too the beginning of the Viking terror is dat 
to the reign of Artri mac Cathail (¢ 821). And the 
follows a similar list of the kings of Munster*! (Cogadh §: 
The lists in CCC § 2 and Cogadh § 2 differ in three detai 
CCC omits the reign of Ailgenan mac Donngaile (+ 85 
of Eoganacht Chaisil, supplies some detail on the Munst 
kings which is totally absent in Cogadh, and cuts she 
the list at Lorcan mac Connligdin, Cellachan’s predecessi 
The detail contained in the CCC king-list, particulas 
on the death of Feidlimid mac Crimthainn and the accou 
of the battle of Sciath Nechtain is to be found in t 
annals*? but it may equally be derived from story-mater 
which grew up about these incidents. And it may ha 
been present in the king-list from which the compiler 
CCC derived his information. 

§ 3 The tyranny and exactions of the Vikings which la 
for 141 years, from the reign of Artri mac Cathail 
the coming of Cellachan. 

These details are derivative of C ogadh § 40, clear verb 
echoes of which occur in CCC § 3. CCC §§ I-3 provi 
the historical background to Cellachdn’s activities in 
much more modest way than the long annalistic intr 
duction to the career of Brian and Mathgamain in Coga 
§§ 1-42. 

30a Forms of names cited in the summaries are as in the text. Forms are normalis in the discussion. 
31 The king-list is absent from Recension I of Cogadh (Todd (1867) 221 = Best a O’Brien, 1567, The Book of Leinster (Dublin: ert mea eee studies) 1319-25). CCC §§ 1-2 is therefore closer to Recension IT of Cogadh. 32 AU, Ann. Inisf. s.a. 848. The details of Sciath N. echtain are to be found in Coga § 21, whence the compiler of COC may have derived them. 



CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL 7 

A champion, Cellachdn, arises to defend Munster against 
the Vikings. His genealogy, ascending to the prehistoric 
Ailill Olom, is given. He is the only king according 
to the writers who defended Munster against the Vikings 
from the reign of Artri mac Cathail to the reign of the 
great Brian. He spends a year and a half spying out 
Munster in disguise in preparation for his campaigns. His 
origin, that he is the illegitimate son of the wife of the 
coarb of Cashel (comarba Caisil), is given incidentally. 
Whilst Cellachan is spying his mother remains at Cashel 
collecting troops for his use. 

Again, the introduction of Cellachan is reminiscent of 
the introduction of Mathgamain and Brian in Cogadh § 43. 
Cellachan’s genealogy ascends to Ailill Olom, the pre- 
historic ancestor of the Eoganacht and, in the genealogical 
schema, the common ancestor of the Eoganacht and the 
Dal Cais. The genealogy in Cogadh § 43 ascends one 
generation further to Mug Nuadat, the father of Ailill 
Olom. Each text, for different reasons as we shall see, 

underwrites the fiction of the common ancestry of 
Eoganacht and Dal Cais. It is notable, too, that CCC is 

careful to give Brian Boruma credit for his wars against 
the Vikings, an interpretation of Brian’s career which 
most probably derives from Cogadh. 
Two traditional motifs associated with the king-hero 

emerge in this chapter. Cellachan is the illegitimate son 
of the wife of the coarb of Cashel.* Illegitimacy, in- 
cestuous or extraordinary birth 1s a widely exemplified 
characteristic of the Irish hero both in secular literature and 
hagiography. Ryan’s notion (1941: 95) then, that the 
author of CCC was not ‘altogether kind to his hero, for 
he suggests—possibly owing to a false interpretation of the 
words comarba Caisil—that Cellachan was of illegitimate 
birth’ may not be at all relevant here. The second heroic 
element lies in Cellachan’s disguise and searching out of 
Munster. Professor Padraig O Riain, in a recent original 

It is difficult to know what is meant by the words comarba Caisil (cf. Caisel gan 
wba § 59, which is clearly political), Exx. of the incorrect use of the word with 
siastical placenames occur in the annals from the mid-tenth century: AU s. aa. 
958, 1008, 1009, 1022, 1025; FM s.aa. 1045, 1073; Ann. Inisf. 1074; AU s. aa. 

, 1098; Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1106; AU s.a. 1109; CS 8.a. 1112; Ann. Inisf. s.a, 1113; 

gs. aa. 1114, 1117 (bis). The first literary references to a church at Cashel occur 

or. Cormac’s famous chapel at Cashel was begun in 1127 and consecrated in 1134. 

ever, the round tower on the rock of Cashel has been dated to the tenth century and 

> may well have been an ecclesiastical foundation there at that time. The reference 

well#eflect the ecclesiastical activity about Cashel in the twelfth century. 
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and perceptive study,*4 analyses this incident (I thi 

rightly) as the displacement or alienation which the her 

king undergoes before initiation or readmission to stat 

In this case, however, Cellachan’s alienation is rationalis 

as military reconnaissance.* Here then we find t 

compiler of CCC laying under contribution the traditior 

fund of motifs associated with kingship. A third su 

motif emerges in § 5. 

The day on which Cellachan returns to Cashel the hos 

of the two provinces of Munster are king-making 

Glanworth. It appears that Cennétig mac Lorcain | 

Dal Cais) is their choice, the other candidate bei 

Donnchad (of Eoganacht Glendamnach). The te 

then recites the order of succession to the overkingsl 

(aivdrighe) between Dal Cais and the Eoganacht: an fe 

ba sine dona saerclannaib in right dho. Damad 
Clainn Eogain in t-airdri in tanaistecht do Clainn Corm 
Cais. Ocus damad do Clainn Cormatc in caemri tn tana 
techt do Clainn Eogain Mhoir. Gan right do neoch di 
acht min bhudh e bhudh fhearr fis 4 firletginn 4 flattherne 
dona fialchuradaibh. His mother advises Cellachan 
appear with his troops at the assembly and lay cla 
to the kingship. Meanwhile, she goes before him 
Glanworth and announces his coming to the nobles 
Munster. She urges the assembly to remember 1 
arrangement made between Cormac Cas and Fiac 

Muillethan (the arrangement of alternate successit 

and she states that there is a superior Eoganacht candida 
namely Cellachan. The nobles of Munster demand tl 
Cellachan be brought to them to elect him king. Att 
point, the two other candidates, Cennétig and Donnchi 

retire from the contest since, if they contested it, o 

the Vikings would profit from their dissensions. 
The activities of his mother on Cellachdn’s beh 

find their closest parallel in the Muscrige legend of M 
Buachalla and the enkinging of her son, Conaire Mé 
In each case, the son is born after the heroic fashion, 

mother advises him that a royal election in which 
should be a candidate is in progress, provides him w 
troops with which to overawe the assembly, and g 

34 P.O Riain, 1972, ‘A study of the Irish legend of the Wild Man’ in Eigse 14: 9 
35 For a similar incident concerning Donnchadh, son of Anmchadh O Giolla Padi 

see A. Conn., A. L. Cé s.a, 1239. Cf. O Cuiv (1963) 253-4. 
38 Lucius Gwynn, 1912, ‘De Sil Chonairi Méir’ in Briu 6: 133. 
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before him to announce his coming. Given the familiarity 
of the author of CCC with the Munster genealogies, it is not 
unlikely that the story of Conaire is his direct exemplar 
at this point. 

The claim that the Eoganacht and Dal Cais had an 
equal alternate right to the kingship of Cashel is first 
put forward in the Dal Cais genealogical tracts’? and 
this in traditional Irish historiography is the conventional 
way of signalling the arrival and the real claims of a new 
dynasty and represents, in fact, the restructuring of 
history to suit changed political circumstances. This 
statement of alternate right, then, represents the retro- 
spective claim of the Dal Cais to the kingship of Munster 
which they enjoyed to the practical exclusion of the 
historic claimants, the Eoganacht, from the late tenth 
to the early twelfth century. This claim is put in even 
more uncompromising terms in Cogadh § 57. In CCC it is 
accepted as historical but is turned about to justify the 
claims of Meic Carthaig, the lineal descendants of the 
Eoganacht, to the kingship of Munster in the second and 
third decades of the twelfth century when their fortunes 
revived largely due to the intervention of Tairdelbach 
Ua Conchobair, king of Connacht, in Munster affairs. 
The stress on the brdthairse ‘kinship’ of the two great 
dynasties here and elsewhere in CCC seems to reflect 
the brittle compromise between Ui Briain and Meic 
Carthaig from 1127 to 1134. 
The seventeen tuatha enking Cellachan. Their leaders 
are Suilleaban of Cenel Fingin, Ribhordan of Clann 
Donngaili, Caellaidi, Laindacan, Duineachaidh, Cuilen, 

Eigertach, and Lighan. 
Most of these Eoganacht leaders can be identified 

from the genealogical tracts and their identification 

throws a curious light on CCC. 
Suilleaban. As CCC accurately records he is Suilduban 

(vil. Silduban, Suilleban) of Cenél Fingin, one of the 

main segments of Eoganacht Chaisil and eponymous 

ancestor of Ui Shuilleabhdin (R 150 b 15). Ona generation 

count at least he is a contemporary of Cellachan. He 

plays an important role in CCC. he addresses the troops 

before the attack on Limerick (§ 9), he is second only to 

Cellachan in the attack itself (§ 16), he determines that 

the host should attack Cork (§ 20), he is prominent in the 

O’Brien (1962) 206-7, Lec., 224 V a = BB 182 = UM 28 V a. 
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attack on Waterford (§ 22) and he is summoned, as on 
of the leaders of Cenél Fingin to go to the rescue o: 

Cellachan (§ 45). 
Ribhordan. The correct form of the name is Rigbarddan 
Rioghbhard4n. He is later referred to as Ribhordan mas 
Assida (§ 45). His genealogy (Leabhar Muimhneacl 
217 § 58. Cf. R 150 b 22 = O’Brien (1962) 217) shows that 
he is the eponym of the Ui Rigbardain. Though not 
mentioned in the annals, his florwit can be computed 

with reasonable accuracy. According to Version I o: 
the Eoganacht Chaisil pedigrees?* he is seventh in descent 
from Donngal whilst Cellachan is fifth. According tc 
Version II he is seventh in descent from Failbe Flann 
(t 637/9) whilst Cellachan is ninth. He is third in descent 
from Dunchad mac Duib da Bairenn, king of Munste1 
(R 150 b 23), who died in 888 and is two generations latet 
than his collateral, Finguine Cenn Gécain, king of Munster 
(R 150 b 31; LL 320 a 55), who died in 902. On a genea- 
logical count he would have flourished in or about 960. 
Caellaidt, This Caellaidi or Céellaide (see Cuilen, below) 
raises some problems and his inclusion here may be 
a slip. He may be identified with Céellaide mac Conaill 
meic Snédgusa, ancestor and eponym of Clann Chéellaide 
of Cenél Conaill, a sub-segment of Clann Donngaile 
(R 150 b 38-45). On a generation-count he is coeval with 
Snédgus of Clann Donngaile, fourth in ascent from 
Cellachan and could not possibly be his contemporary. 
Apart from being mentioned here and in the verse-list 
(§ 10), Céellaide makes no further appearance in CCC. 
Laindacan. The form Lainneachan occurs in the verse-list 
(§ 10). This may be a slip for Fland, in which case he 
could be a representative of the second branch of Cenél 
Fingin, father of Mdel Fathartaig, who died in 957, and 
senior contemporary of Cellachan (R 150 b 7). This 
identification is highly speculative however and it sorts 
ill with the alliterative prose (§ g) and the metre of the 
verse-list (§ Io). 
Duineachaidh. He is identical with Duinechaid mac 
Fiangusa meic Echtgusa, a representative of the third 
great branch of Cenél Fingin (R 150 b 17). He is again 
mentioned as an intermediary between the Viking and 
Irish fleets in § 61. His son, Donnchadh mac Duineachaid, 
is listed amongst the leaders summoned to rescue Cellach4n 

38 O’Brien (1962) 215-8 = R1 50 b 6. See genealogical tables. 
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(§ 45). His inclusion here is wildly anachronistic. He is 
fifth in descent from the common ancestor, Fingin, 
whilst his alleged contemporary, Suilleban, is eighth in 
descent. His son, Donnchad, is alleged (§ 45) to be a 
contemporary of Mdel Fathartaig mac Flaind who died 
in 957 and who is tenth in descent from the same Fingin. 
On a generation-count, he is the exact contemporary of 
Cellachan’s ancestor, Snédgus. 
Cuilen. He is to be identified with Cuilén mac Aindiarraid 
(§§ 10, 20, 45) of Clann Chéellaide of Cenél Conaill (R r50 
b 45). He is one of the leaders summoned to the rescue of 
Cellachan (§ 45). He is fourth in descent from Céellaide 
abovementioned and on a generation-count is an exact 
contemporary of Cellachan. If my identification of 
Coellaide is correct, one could postulate that the writer 
(or a later copyist) originally intended writing Cuilen re 
gCloinn gCoellaide or some such or simply misread the 
genealogical tract which evidently lay before him. 
Evxgirtach. He is later referred to as Eigirtach mac Cormaic 
(§ 45) and is identical with Ecertach of Clann Cherbaill, a 
branch of Cenél Conaill (R 150 b 41), who flourished two 
generations later than Cellachan. His son, who is described 
as vigdamna Caisil, died in 1027. 
Lighan. The identification of this person poses difficulties. 
If we were to emend to Connligdn we could identify him 
with Connligan mac Corcrdin of Cenél Conaill who, on a 
generation-count, is an exact contemporary of Cellachan. 
He was, however, the father of Lorcan mac Connligain, 

Cellachan’s immediate predecessor, who assumed the 
kingship of Cashel in 922. Again, neither the alliterative 
prose not the verse admit the emendation and his identity 
must remain problematic. 
A number of additional personages who, it is implied, 

were also present at the enkinging of Cellachan, is 
mentioned in the verse-list (§ 10) which is probably later 
than the main text. All persons mentioned in § 7 recur 
in this list with the exception of Suilleban who is the 
speaker of the verse. The additional persons are Fogartach, 
Donnchad, Aedh mac Cuill and Aedh mac Ailghinain. 

Fogartach may be identical with Fogartach mac 
Donngaile meic Flaithri (Lec., 216 V a 50) who on a 
generation-count is almost an exact contemporary of 
Cellachan according to Version I of the Eoganacht Chaisil 
pedigrees. Donnchad is probably to be identified with 
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Donnchad mac Domnaill (§ 45). If this is correct, he 

belongs to Clann Donngaile and in Version I of the 

Eoganacht Chaisil pedigree he is seventh in descent from 

Donngal, Cellachan being fifth. Aed mac Cuill is 

eponymous ancestor of the Ui Chuill (Leabhar M uimhneach, 

220). According to this late genealogy he is second 

cousin and exact contemporary of Dungal mac Mael 

Fathardaig, king of Cashel, who died in 1025. Aed mac 

Ailgendin is difficult to identify. He could, however, be 

considered a son of Ailgenan, king of Cashel, who died 

in 853. In that case he would probably have survived 

into the early tenth century and would have been more 

than a generation older than Cellachén, though a con- 

temporary in the genealogical schema. Of those present 

at the enkinging of Cellachan, those who can be identified 

belong exclusively to Eoganacht Chaisil and in the case 

of those who cannot be identified with certainty there 

is no good reason to suspect that they belonged to any 

group other than Eoganacht Chaisil. The morshocraite 

dha choiced Muman (§ 5) reduces itself to the minor lords 

and the heads of the chief local families of Eoganacht 

Chaisil. The other branches of the Eoganacht (including 

Eoganacht Glendamnach who are so important in this 
text) and the Dal Cais have nothing whatever to do with 
the election of Cellachan and, as far as one can see, 

Cellachan is elected not to the kingship of Munster but 
to the local kingship of the Eoganacht of Cashel. It is 
strange that this election should take place at Glanworth, 

the homeland of the Eoganacht Glendamnach but this 
may be explained by the author’s notion that the Vikings 

were in possession of Cashel (§§ 22, 20). Further, when 

Cellachan and his troops arrive at Cashel (§20) Donnchad, 

king of Eoganacht Glendamnach, musters his forces to 
Cashel to oppose Cellachan. 

In compiling his list of the lords of Eoganacht Chaisil the 
author of CCC is little concerned with chronology. His 
concern is that there should be present a representative of 
each major family and segment within Eoganacht Chaisil 
and he is particularly concerned that eponymous ancestors 
of later Eoganacht families should be present. His 
chief source of information, as we shall see more clearly 
later, was a copy of the Eoganacht genealogical tracts 
identical in almost all respects with that to be found in 
Rawlinson B 502 and LL. 



§§ 8-19 

CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL 13 

Cellachan addresses the troops and it is decided that they 
should attack Limerick. A message is sent to the Vikings 
of Limerick asking them either to abandon the city or 
hand over hostages. The Vikings decide to offer battle. 
Suilleaban harangues the troops and he urges them not to 
let Clann Cormaic Cais (i.e. Dal Cais) or Clann Eachach 
(i.e. Eoganacht Glendamnach, who were descended from 
Echu mac Oengusa) hear of any terms or weakness on 
their part. If they are victorious Limerick will be in their 
hand, Cashel their heritage, and Munster will be in the 

possession of their nobles (§ 9). The list of their leaders 
and part of the harangue is recounted in verse (§ 10). 
There follows a description of their arms and preparations 
(§ IZ), an account of the Viking arms and leaders (§ 12) 
and a heroic account of the battle (§§ 13-18) in which 
most of the leaders already mentioned distinguish them- 
selves in single combats with the Vikings. The victorious 
followers of Cellachan drive the Vikings into Limerick, 

storm the town, slay them in their houses, enslave their 

women and children and take their gold, silver and plunder. 

This prose account is followed by a poem (§ 19) in which 
some incidents of the battle are recounted. 

The attack on Limerick is strongly reminiscent of the 
Dal Cais attack on the city after the battle of Sulchdit 
(Cogadh §§ 53-5) and Cogadh may have partly inspired 
the author of CCC. However, there are other considera- 

tions. He practically equates the taking of Limerick with 

seizing the sovereignty of Munster and two reasons for 

this view may be suggested. Cellachan’s attack on Limerick 

is his first engagement as king, his crech rig ‘royal foray’, 

by which he demonstrates his suitability for office.* 

Secondly, by the early twelfth century as the annals 

clearly show, Limerick had become an Uf Briain capital 

and for a twelfth-century writer the taking of Limerick 

would in real political terms be the acquisition of the 

sovereignty of Munster. In fact, there may be a reflex of 

the political events of the year 1125 in the present account. 

In that year, Tairdelbach Ua Briain, king of Thomond, 

was at odds with the Ostmen of Limerick and with the 

Ciarraige and Cormac Mac Carthaig, king of Desmond, 

seized the kingship of Limerick.” 

39 P, 6 Riain, 1973, “The “‘Crech Rig” or “Regal Prey’” in Bigse 15: 24-30. 

40 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1125. No details concerning these events are given. 

B 
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After the battle of Limerick some of the leaders suggest 

that they should ravage Cashel. Suilleaban however 
urges them to attack Cork where their hostages are held. 
They march to Cork, defeat the Vikings of the city and 
rescue their hostages. They then march on Cashel. At 
Sliab Crot on their way northwards Fir Maige Feéne, Ui 
Chuanach and some Viking bands offer them battle. These 
are defeated and Cellachan plunders the countryside 

northwards to Thurles. Eile Deiscirt and Eile Tuaiscirt 
gather their forces to oppose them at Thurles. When the 
Ui Luigdech and the Eoganacht hear this they join 
forces with Cellach4n under their leader, Cuilén mac 

Aindiaraidh meic Dunadaigh. A battle ensues in which 
the Eile are defeated, their king is captured and their 
territory is ravaged, but Cellachan does not burn Thurles. 
Cellachan and his forces then advance on Cashel but 
Donnchad, king of Eoganacht Glendamnach, arrives at 
Cashel to oppose them. Negotiations take place between 
the two leaders and Cellachan promises him tuarastal 
and succession ot the kingship of Munster in due course. 

The interest in Cork can easily be explained by reference 
to Mac Carthaig and Ui Chellachain interests in Cork in 
the twelfth century (Misc. Ir. Ann. 1118; Ann. Inisf. 
FM 1121 etc.). The hostility shown by Fir Maige Féne 
and Ui Chuanach is less easy to document. Already, 
in the early twelfth century, Fir Maige Féne were under 
pressure from the Eoganacht Glendamnach (Cf. Misc. Ir, 
Ann. 1121) and it is likely that both peoples resented the 
new-found authority of the incoming Meic Carthaig. 

The struggle with the Eile raises some formidable 
problems. As we have already seen (§§ 7, 45), Cuilén mac 
Aindiarraid belongs to Clann Chéellaide, a family within 
Cenél Conaill of Eoganacht Chaisil. Here, however, he 
is presented as lord of Ui Luigdech Eile and Eoganacht. 
The genealogists considered the Uf Luigdech Eile to be 
related to the Eoganacht and set out the relationship in 
the following schema (R 148 a5 etc.): (see opposite —) 
Clearly, the author of CCC has this genealogical schema in 
mind when he makes Cuilén lord of Ui Luigdech and 
Eoganacht and both natural allies of Cellachan. Uf 
Luigdech Eile, later leagh, is the territory about 
Borrisoleigh and Thurles, which Cellach4n does not 
sack, lies in it. The Eoganacht in question here are not 
the Eoganacht Chaisil or the Eoganachta as a whole but 
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Mug Nuadat 

Fiachu Muillethan 

Ailill satin Becc 

| 
Lugaid = (1) Duflae of the Eile 

| = (2) Bole Banbrethnach 

(I) (2) 
| | 

Cathbad Corcc 

Y : Y 
It Luigdech Eile Eoganacht Ua Cathbath Eoganacht Chaisil 

Eoganacht Locha Léin 
Eoganacht Raithlind 
Eoganacht Glendamnach 
Eoganacht Aine etc. 

Eoganacht Ua Cathbath whose lands lay about the Nenagh 
river to the north-west of Ui Luigdech Eile. It is doubtful 
if they were really Eoganacht: their genealogy has all the 
appearances of an aetiological construct. Why should 
Cuilén mac Aindiarraid of Eoganacht Chaisil appear in 
this context? I believe he appears there by mistake. 
The genealogies of the Eile (R 154 a 28 = Lec. 223 Vb1 
= Mac Firbis 663 c) are confused and contradictory and 
are of little help in solving the problem and there are no 
pedigrees (to my knowledge) of the Uf Luigdech File. 
However, in the late genealogies of the Ui Mechair of Eile 
(Mac Firbis 664 d; cf. O Clery § 2046, Leabhar Muimhneach, 
248) there is mention of a Caolluighe a quo Hut Chaolluighe. 
The earlier form of this name is Coellaide and the author 
of CCC may have momentarily confused this family 
with the Clann Chéellaide of Eoganacht Chaisil. In 
addition, there is a dynast called Cuilén of the main 
line of the Eile, mentioned in the Eile genealogies (R 154 
a 28 etc.), and it is not improbable that he flourished in 
the late tenth century. Cuilén mac Aindiarraid does 

not again appear in this context. He is listed among 

the Clann Donngaile dynasts (where he properly belongs) 

in the account of the expedition to rescue Cellachan 

(§ 45) and on that expedition the forces of Eoganacht 

Ua Cathbath are commanded by one Conaing mac 
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Larchada (see § 45 below). Uf Luigdech Eile do no 

seem to be represented on that occasion. A more direc 
political significance may lie behind this reassertion 
of the ancient relationship between the Eoganacht anc 
Ui Luigdech Eile. “In the twelfth century, the Ui Briair 

were penetrating rapidly into Eile and so successful wa. 
this penetration that Brian Ua Briain, who died in 1169, i 
referred to in the annals as king of Eile. The inciden 
in CCC may be read as a deliberate re-statement of th 
genealogical connection between the Ui Luigdech an 
the Eoganacht,:in this instance Meic Carthaig, and < 
consequent claim on the political loyalty of some of th 
people of Eile in the twelfth century. 

Donnchad mac Caim, who appears at Cashel to oppos 
Cellachan, is king of Eoganacht Glendamnach and plays < 
most important role in CCC. He is one of the candidate: 
for the kingship of Munster who stands down in favour 0: 
Cellachan (§§ 5, 7). Suilleban, in his address to the troop: 
before the attack on Limerick urges that Donnchad anc 
Eoganacht Glendamnach should hear of no weaknes: 
on their part (§§ 9, 10).. He becomes Cellachan’s batth 
champion (§§ 21, 22) and he comes to his aid against th 
Ui Chairbre. His son, Aed mac Donnchada, is slain it 

Dublin on an expedition with Cellachan (§§ 32, 35, 42 
and Donnchad himself is to the fore in the rescue o 
Cellachan from the Vikings (§§ 45, 49). The genealogie 
of Donnchad’s family, the Ui Chaim and Eoganachi 
Glendamnach, are in a bad state of repair for the tentt 
century. They disagree with the annals and seem to br 
quite unreliable after the death of Artri mac Cathai 
(t 821), the last Eoganacht Glendamnach king of Munster 
of any consequence. The following table shows the 
discrepancies of the main versions and the place o: 
Donnchad in the scheme: (see Opposite > 
Donnchad is referred to variously in the text: Donnchad.. 
mac Cacimh Hi Caeim (§ 10); Donnchad mac Caeim (§§ 20 
45, 47, 49, 56, 88, 90, 97); Donnchad ... ua Eogain, ... ua 
Oililla Oluim, ... ua Ecach,... Ua Mhogha, ... do Shi 
Catail (§ 21); Donnchadh mac Caeim meic Airt mete 
Cathail; Donnchadh mac Caoimh . . . mac Airdrigh (§ 45) 
His son is referred to as Aedh mac Donnchada meic Caein 
(§ 32); (gen.) Aedha mheich Donnchada meic Caeim (§ 35) 
Aodh mac Donnchada ...O Caoim ua (v1. 0) Chathail (§ 42) 
It is clear that the writer of CCC had before him ¢ 
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e320 c 44 Leabhar Muimhneach 221 UM 28 Ra 37 
Bias Finguine Finguine 

- Cathal Cathal ei 

Ariri Artri Artri 

ake Gorman 

Finguine Finguine 

Caem Caem Caem 

Donnchad Donnchad Donnchad 

kel ws 

Domnall Domnall Domnall 

genealogy of Eoganacht Glendamnach which was identical 
in practically all aspects with that in UM. (Art for Artri, 
corrected in the verse to Airdrigh (§ 45,) is doubtless a 
scribal slip.) Further, in the generation-count (§ 21), 
UM is the only text which tallies exactly with CCC. 
The errors in the anachronistic use of the surname Ua 
Caim confined, it should be noted, to the verse, may be 

ascribed to the attraction which the eponym, familiar 
in everyday usage, exercised over the twelfth-century 

_writer. In the text available to the author of CCC (and 
in that of UM if we insert Aed between Donnchad and 
Domnall) there are merely four intermediary generations 
(including the eponym) between Artri ({ 821) and Finguine 
mac Domnaill (ft 1135)—a period of 314 years. LL adds 
three generations to this but it is both inadequate and at 
variance with the annals. What the twelfth-century 
author of CCC had before him was the early genealogy of 
Eoganacht Glendamnach (as he further shows § 50) to 
which he splices (as does the UM tradition) unhistorically 
Cdem, the eponym of the Ui Chaim, and probably the 

known Ui Chaim descent thereafter to form a highly 

syncopated pedigree. And this period of ignorance 

corresponds to the period stretching from the decline of 

Foganacht Glendamnach after the death of Artri } 821) 

‘to their emergence as the dynastic family Ui Chaim in 
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the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries. Th 

prominence of Donnchad in the saga of Cellachan mus 

be ascribed to the desire of the author of CCC to flatte 

the Ui Chaim, his descendants, who were amongst the 

most prominent followers and supporters of Meic Carthaig 

in the early twelfth century. | 

A verse-exchange between Cellachan and Donnchad. 

The first portion is devoted to establishing the kin- 

relationship between the two; in the second portion 

Cellach4n urges Donnchad to unite with him against the 

Vikings and he recites the twarastal which he will grant him 

The first portion displays the genealogical learning 

of the author, all of which is correct by comparison witk 

the surviving genealogical corpus. His generation-coun' 

between Donnchad and Oengus tallies exactly with the 

UM text, as has already been pointed out (§ 20). The 

generation-count between Cellachan and Oengus is it 

exact accord with the main genealogical tracts (R 150 b 19 

154c14;LL320b1). At this point in the story, Cellachar 

acquires his first ally outside the immediate circle of th 

Eoganacht Chaisil leaders. 

Donnchad becomes Cellachan’s battle-champion. The 
attack Cashel, defeat the occupying Vikings and spem 
the night there. Next day they set out for Waterfor 
which they reach at the same time as Sitriuc mac Tuirgeis 
who arrives with six ships and 600 men. Nonetheless, the 
attack Waterford, drive Sitriuc in defeat to his ship: 
burn the city and ravage the surrounding countryside. 

They then turn westwards and make a circuit of Munstel 
They take the hostages of Domnall mac Faeldain, kin 
of the Déisi, and arrange a marriage alliance with hin 
Next, they take the hostages of Ui Meic Caille and L 
Liathain and, together with the forces of these people 
they march westward and attack the territory ¢ 
Eoganacht Locha Léin, plunder it and retire with th 

plunder to Muscraige. The Eoganacht Locha Léin come i 
pursuit of them but they are defeated and their king, Ae 
mac Scannail, is slain. They then take the hostages of tl 

two kings of Aes Iste. After that, they go into Ilarmum 
to Aes Irrais (ie. Corcu Duibne). The king of Aes Irrai 
Conghal mac Annrathain, attacks them; he is take 
prisoner, many of his followers are slain and his territo1 
is plundered. They spend a fortnight in Aes Irrai 
finally release Conghal and take his hostages. 
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The attack on Waterford completes Cellachan’s destruc- 
tion of Viking power in Munster. He now turns to the 
proper business of an Irish overking, his circuit of the 
province to force the minor kings to recognise his over- 
lordship. The choice of Domnall mac Faéeldin as king 
of the Déisi is anachronistic, for Domnall could never 
have been king in the lifetime of Cellachan: 

Dunchad 

een Mere eat Em <hnP ost 2 ee Pte tie 
Dinertach Domnall 

| | 
Bran Cormac 

| (t 828) 

| : 
Laegaire Rechtabra Ruaidri 

(7 876) | 
Niall Mothla 

| 
| 

Maelruanaid Buadach © Cormac 

(t 917) (t 9I0) (897-920) 
| 

Faelan Célechair 

(+ 966) (t 942) 

| | 
Cormac Domnall Artchorb 

(t 975) (t 996) 

| 
° | ip: 

Diarmait Mothla Gilla Brigte Brecc 

(f 1031) (} 1014) 

The kings who were contemporary with Cellachan are a 
generation earlier: Célechair mac Cormaic (tf 941) and 

Fdelén mac Cormaic (f 966). A fortiori, Aed, son of 
Domnall, who is unknown to the genealogists, is two 

generations later than Cellachan and could scarcely have 

been born before Cellachan’s death. There is a further 
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anachronism: Domnall is referred to as Domnall Ua 

Faelain (§ 58) and his son, who was slain in the course of 

Cellachdn’s expedition to Dublin, is referred to as Aedh mac 

Domnaill Hui Fhaelain (§§ 31, 38, 43). Faelan, the 

eponymous ancestor, was slain in 966 and a genuine 

surname could not have come into existence until the 

eleventh century. This however does not bother the 
author of CCC who is intent on bringing as many as 
possible of the eponymous ancestors of the leading Munster 
families of the twelfth century into contact with Cellachan. 

At this point, the author of CCC does not tell us the 
names of the kings of Ui Liathdin and Ui Meic Caille, 
but as he shows later (§ 45) he was not unaware of the 
genealogical traditions of the Ui Liathain. 

He now passes over the Eoganacht Raithlind (Ui 
Echach Muman) and other west Munster families and 
brings Cellach4n into contact with Eoganacht Locha 
Léin. Aed mac Scannail, king of Eoganacht Locha Léin, 
is probably to be identified with Aed mac Scannlain, 
tighearna Irluachra, eccnaidh ergna 1 Latttin 41 nGaotdhetlg, 
who died in 943. However, there is no suggestion in the 
annals that his death had anything whatever to do with 
Cellachan and, strangely, for the author of CCC knows 
little other than what appears in the genealogies, this 
king is unknown to the genealogists (R 151 a 1; LL 327 
a 32). The hostility shown to Eoganacht Locha Léin 
may be accounted for by reference to the twelfth-century 
annals. Here the kings of Eoganacht Locha Léin are 

shown to be enemies of the Meic Carthaig. In 1124 
Muirchertach Ua Muirchertaig, king of Eoganacht Locha 
Léin, together with the leaders of Corcu Duibne and 
Ciarraige, were expelled from Munster by Cormac Mac 
Carthaig, most probably because they were in league with 
Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair, king of Connacht. Next 
year, Muirchertach was back plundering in Munster at the 
head of a Connacht fleet and in 1126 he launched that 
fleet on Loch Léin. Together with a number of other 
west Munster leaders he was again expelled into Connacht 
in 1127 but he returned later in that year in command 
of another Connacht fleet which was active about the 
Shannon estuary. These activities, chiefly directed 
against Cormac Mac Carthaig, may be reflected in this 
passage. 
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It does not seem possible to trace the Aes Iste or their 
two kings.41 In the genealogical schema (LL 327 b 21), 
they are an offshoot of Eoganacht Locha Léin but un- 
certainty attaches to their real affiliations and location, 
No person in their extant pedigree is dated but, by com- 
parison with the dated main line, their records seem to 

_ come to an abrupt end in the mid-eighth century. What 
contemporary significance these obscure people had for 
the author of CCC escapes me and I can only suggest that 
in the days of the author Ui Muirchertaig were in occupa- 
tion of the territory once called Aes Iste and that this 
passage is directed against them because of their hostility 
to Meic Carthaig. 

Conghal mac Annrathain or, in the older form, Congal 
mac Anrothain, belongs to Aes Irruis Deiscirt of Corcu 
Duibne and is the eponymous ancestor of the Ui Chongaile, 
one of the dynastic families prominent in Corcu Duibne 
in the twelfth century (LL 324 g 2, 336 g 1). He died 
in 989, some thirty-five years after the death of Cellachan. 
His son, Mac Craith, died in ror3 and his grandson, 
Gilla Moccu Bledin, in 1040. This is sufficient indication 
that his son Fiangal (§§ 33, 41-2, 75-6, 85), who is unknown 
to the genealogists, could not have been a contemporary of 
Cellachan. In CCC Congal is one of the commanders of 
the Munster fleet (§ 46) and together with his fellow 
dynasts, Ségda and Failbe of Corcu Duibne, he takes part 
in the final sea-battle against the Vikings at Dundalk 
and is slain (§§ 72-6, 85). This, as we have seen from 
the annals, is unhistorical. It is to be noted that the 
form Conall occurs in the verse (§§ 75, 77, 85) as does 
the totally anachronistic eponym, O Conaill (§ 85). His 
son, Fiangal, also plays a prominent role in CCC. He is 
one of the young leaders slain in the course of Cellachan’s 
expedition to Dublin (§§ 33, 41-2). Nonetheless and 

41 Genealogies of Aes Iste occur in LL 327 b 21 and in RIA Stowe C12, 40R8. Hogan 
(Onomast. 14b) is quite wrong in identifying them with Ui Chongaile. They are referred 
to in the Topographical Poems (John O’Donovan, 1862, The Topographical Poems., 
(Dublin: Irish Archaeological and Celtic Society) 106 = James Carney, 1943, Topo- 
graphica Poems (Dublin: Institute for Advanced Studies) 49: 

Aos Aisde an orldir ealtaigh 
fuair an mac O Muircheartaigh 
fearann glan fé ghné ghlasbhdin 
do ghabh é O hIonnasbhdin. % 

Here we have Uf Muirchertaig holding half of Aes Iste—the plain—and Ui Jonnasbhéin 
(Innastéin, LL 327 b 29) holding the remainder. O’Donovan (1862: Ixvili) took Aes 
Iste to be the dynastic name of the Ui Muirchertaig but the genealogies show that they 
ee remote oilaterals of the Eoganacht Locha Léin ruling families (including Ui 
Muirchertaig). 
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apparently none the worse, he reappears at Dundalk, - 

alive and well and as full of hatred for the Vikings as ever. 

He laments the death of Faflbe of Corcu Duibne (§ 75), | 

joins in the battle and is again slain (§§ 76, 85). Here 

as elsewhere, the fact that Congal is the eponymous 

ancestor of a twelfth-century dynastic family is responsible _ 

for his being included amongst the characters in the saga. 

Cellachan and his followers then go into Ciarraige and the 

Ciarraige, aided by some of the Vikings, offer them battle 

at Glenn Corbraige. Though Cellachan suffers heavy losses, 
he is victorious and he captures Concobar, king of 

Ciarraige. Flannabra mac Ciarmacain, king of Ui Chonaill 
(Gabra) assembles his people to offer hostages but when 
he sees the fewness of Cellachan’s host he demands 
hostages or battle of him. When the battle is impending, 
Donn Cuan mac Cennéitig (of Dal Cais), who had been 
staying in the house of Uainide mac Cathail, king of Ui 
Chairbre, comes to the aid of Cellachan. The Eoganacht 
remind Donn Cuan of their dynastic friendship with his 
family and Cellachan promises him Ui Chonaill in return 
for his aid. This is followed by a verse exchange between 

Cellachan and Donn Cuan in which their dynastic kinship 
is discussed (§ 24). Cellachan then instructs Donn Cuan 
not to kill the king of Ui Chonaill (ic. Flannabra mac 
Ciarmacain). In the battle, Flannabra is heavily defeated, 
he himself is taken prisoner and Cellachan plunders his 
territory. At this point, Uaithne (= Uainide, § 23) 
mac Cathail and the Ui Chairbre assemble at Cromad to 
give Cellachan battle. Donnchad mac Caeim comes 
to his assistance with 500 men and together they defeat 
Ui Chairbre and slay their king. The two Corcu Modruads 
and the two Corcu Baiscinds assemble at Cromad and, 
unaware of Donn Cuan’s presence, they send a message to 
Cellachan demanding battle. When Cellachan hears 
this, he instructs Donn Cuan to deal with them and 
prevent the battle. 

In these chapters, Cellachdn concludes his circuit of 
Munster. 

Conchobar, king of Ciarraige Luachra, who is further 
described as mac Meic Bethad (§ 47), plays a part of some 
importance in CCC. Apart from his opposition on this 
occasion, he is one of the leaders summoned to Dundalk 
to rescue Cellachan (§ 47). He takes his part in the battle 
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which ensues and is slain (§§ 64, 66, 78, 89). His son, 
Donnchad, is slain in the course of Cellachdn’s expedition 
to Dublin (§§ 33, 40, 42). Again, these events are un- 
historical: in the reign of Cellachdn there is no king of 
Ciarraige called Conchobar*? and the author of CCC is 
merely attracted by the eponym, for the Ui Chonchobair 
had monopolised the kingship of Ciarraige Luachra in the 
twelfth century. 

Flannabra mac Ciarmacain is the terminal personage in 
the Ui Fidginte pedigree which occurs among the 
Eoganacht genealogies (R152a4). His father, Ciarmacan, 
died in 906. His two sons, Mael Sechnaill and Mael fsa, 
died in 976 and 997 respectively. It is not unlikely then 
that he was a contemporary of Cellachan. Apart from 
this incident, Flannabra is listed among the leaders who 
went to the rescue of Cellachan (§ 45, where however the 
mistaken Airindan must be corrected to Ciarmacain). 
Uainide (vl. Uaithne) mac Cathail, king of Ui Chairbre, 
is less well documented. According to the genealogists his 
pedigree is: Uainide mac Cathail meic Cinn Faelad meic 
Duib da Bairenn (UM 28 R d 28; O Clery 156; Leabhar 

Muimhneach 230). However, his grandfather, Cenn 
Faelad, died in 774 and his great-grandfather, Dub da 
Bairenn, died in 751. On the other hand, his grandson, 

Donnduban, ancestor of the later Ui Donnubain, died in 

g80. There is every good reason to suspect a severely 

syncopated pedigree here or even a genealogical fiction 

designed to link the Ui Donnubdin with the Ui Chairbre. 

Our worst suspicions are confirmed when the author of 

CCC gaily despatches Cenn Faelad, dead since 774, to the 

rescue of Cellachan from the Vikings (§ 45). 

Donn Cuan mac Cennéitig is however most likely to have 

been a contemporary of Cellachén. His father, Cennéitig, 

died in 951; his brother, Marcan the pluralist abbot, died 

in r010, most probably at an advanced age; his two 

brothers, Find and Dub, were slain at Mag Duine by 

Cellachén in 944; and his two sons, Céileachair and 

Conaing, died in 1008 and ror4 respectively. Cellachan’s 

grant of Ui Chonaill to Donn Cuan probably reflects the 

fluctuating spheres of influence of the Ui Briain and Meic 

Carthaig in the twelfth century and may represent the 

concession of Ui Chonaill Gabra to the Ui Briain. 

42D. © Corréin. 1968. ‘The regnal succession in Ciarraighe Luachra’ in Jn. Kerry 

Arch. & Hist. Soc. 1: 49-55- 
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Cellachan’s demand that Donn Cuan should discipline 
Corcu Baiscind and Corcu Modruad is further evidence of 
agreed spheres of influence. 

The use of the terms the two Corcu Baiscinds and the 
two Corcu Modruads is another interesting anachronism. 
In the end of the tenth century Corcu Baiscind is divided — 
between two widely separated dynastic segments, Ui Nd, 
from whom the dynastic family, Ui Domnaill, descends 

(Lec. 109 Ra 44 = BB 147 e€ 51) and Ui Décce (LL 324 
g 34), who practically monopolise the kingship until the 
early decades of the tenth century. In the end of that 
century, Ui N6é break into the succession. CCC then refers 

to a situation which came into existence a generation or 
more after the reign of Cellachan. Similiarly, two dynastic 
groups, Ui Chonchobair and Ui Lochlainn, shared the 
kingship of Corcu Modruad from the end of the tenth 
century (Lec. 121 V d 47; Leabhar Muimhneach 254-5). 
Lochlainn, rigdamna of Corcu Modruad, of whom the 
genealogist remarks: do bi re lind Cellaich (sic; Cellachain, 
BB) meic Buadachan rig Caisil (Lec. 122 R b 5; BB 
160 cb 14), was slain in 983 and Conchobar, who was 
certainly ruling in 993, was slain in 1003. Their 
descendants shared the kingship between them in the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries. (See § 46 below). 

Donn Cuan sets out to negotiate with the Corcu Modruad 
and the Corcu Baiscind. Meanwhile, Cellachan goes to 
Cashel and the men of Munster assemble about him. 
Cennéitig mac Lorcdin and Dal Cais are first to arrive. 
Cennéitig is given the office of ténaise Muman with the 
right of succession after Cellachan. They then ‘consume 
the banquets of Cashel’. A message is sent demanding 
tribute of Osraige and of their king, Donnchad mac 
Cellaig, a tribute which had not been collected for I5I 
years, the period of the Viking occupation of the territory. 
The tribute is refused and Cellachan and his followers 
plunder Osraige. They defeat the Leinstermen in three 
battles and in a fourth they capture Donnchad mac Cellaig 
and the Osraige give hostages. 

In this section, Cellachan, hitherto king of Eoganacht 
Chaisil, completes his circuit of Munster and is recognised 
as king of the province. The settlement with Cennéitig 
mac Lorcdéin follows on this achievement. Cennéitig 
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becomes tdnaise Muman with right of succession? and 
here the tyranny of fact intrudes itself for Cennéitig is so 
called in the annals. Here again, as in §§ 5-6, the Dal 
Cais-Eoganacht doctrine of alternation is turned about 
to the advantage of Meic Carthaig. 

In structure, §§ 8-26 are a description of the royal 
circuit of Munster by which Cellach4n is recognised as king 
of the province. On this is superimposed the pattern of 
Cellachan’s victorious struggle with the Vikings of Munster. 
Further light is thrown on this in Donnchad mac Ca{m’s 
harangue to the troops (§ 47) in which he recites Cellachan’s 
victories over the Vikings. Four of these victories, 
Limerick (§§ 8-19), Cork (§ 20), Cashel (§§ 20, 22), and 
Waterford (§ 22), are in fact victories over the Vikings; 
four, Sliab Crot (§ 20), Thurles (§§ 20, 22), Glenn Corbraige 
(§ 23), and Senguala O Conaill (§§ 23-5), are victories over 
Irish subkingdoms which, according to the author of CCC, 
were aided by the Vikings; but the remaining seven battles, 
Muscraige (§ 22), Ard Osraidi*4 (§ 22), Cromad (§ 25) and 
the four encounters with the Leinstermenand Osraige (§ 26), 
are victories won over Irish kingdoms. It is part of the 
tendentiousness of the author of CCC to suggest that 
all enemies of Cellachan were in alliance with the Vikings 
(Cf. §§ 27, 91) but even within his own terms of reference 
he finds it difficult to impose the pattern of victorious 
warfare against the Vikings on what is basically an Irish 
king’s royal circuit of his province. 
Now that he is king of Munster Cellach4n turns upon 

Osraige and demands tribute. Donnchad mac Cellaig, 
king of Osraige, is, in fact, Cellachan’s contemporary: 
he became king in 934 and reigned until his death in 976. 
In CCC Osraige is regarded as part of Leinster and this is 
an anachronism as far as the tenth century is concerned. 
It is not regarded as part of Leinster until the eleventh 
century when the king of Osraige, Donnchad mac Gilla 
Phatraic, succeeded in making himself king of Leinster*. 

43 For the office of tdnaise within the system of royal succession, see D. O Corrdin, 
1971, ‘Irish regnal succession: a reappraisal’ in Studia Hibernica 11: 7-39. ; 

44 T have no other Irish exx. of Ard Osraide. In the Book of Lismore a space which 
may have been meant to include the location of Cellachin’s victory over the Coreu 
Duibne (§ 22) is left vacant. It is probably identical with Ardosrie or Ardhossery in 
Corkaguiny which Adam de Barry granted to Sir John de Barry in 1307. (Cal. Justiciary 
Rolls Ire., ti 394, 404). f ‘ ; 

45 'T, F. O’Rahilly, 1946, Zarly Irish history and mythology (Dublin: Institute 

for Advanced Studies) 18, 24. Tho teaching of the gonealogists (R 128 b 29): nt dilsiu 

do Laignib int ainm as Lagin oldas do Ossairgiu i.e. the Osraige are no less entitled to the 

name Leinstermen than the Leinstermen themselves, reflects the political situation of 

the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 
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Further, Cellachan’s attack on Osraige may be interpreted 

as a reflex of the difficult relationship which existed 

between Munster (and in particular Meic Carthaig) and 

Osraige throughout the greater part of the twelfth century. 

Cellachan now becomes the victim of a Viking plot. The 
Vikings offer him Bébinn, the daughter of Tuirgeis, and 
invite him to come to Dublin to accept her hand in 
marriage. This is merely a stratagem to capture and kill 
him and Donnchad mac Flainn, king of Tara, is party to 
this because Cellachan refuses to pay him tribute. The 
Munstermen agree to his going. He abandons his own 
plan of going to Dublin in full military order in favour 
of Cennéitig’s suggestion that he should go with 80 Munster 
princes whilst the rest of the troops remained behind to 
guard the province. On the outskirts of Dublin Cellachan 
encounters the wife of the leader of the Vikings who, 
because she is in love with him, secretly warns him of the 
plot. He and his followers take the woman with them 
and they decide to avoid the city and plunder the surround- 
ing countryside. When the Vikings hear this they set 
off, horse and foot, in pursuit of Cellachan and soon 
overtake them. 

Donnchad Donn mac Flainn, Clann Cholmdin king of 
Tara, who reigned from gig when he succeeded Niall 
Glindub until his death in 944, was a very able and 
violent king. As we have already seen, Cellachan was 
engaged in struggles with the Ui Neill in the early years 
of his reign (those which correspond to the regnal years 
of Donnchad) and this passage may contain memories of 
these events. The suggestion that Donnchad was an ally 
of the Vikings (§§ 27, 91) is of course tendentious. For 
the rest, these chapters contain little that can be described 
as historical. 

Various bands of Cellachan’s followers guard the rear of his 
force, engage in a running battle with the Vikings and are 
slain. Eventually (§ 35), they are overpowered and 
Cellachan and Donn Cuan mac Cennéitig are captured and 
taken to Dublin. When they reach the green of the city, 
the heads of the slain are shown to Cellachdn who identifies 
them one by one and laments their deaths. 

These chapters are of interest mainly for the long 
list they contain of Munster dynasts slain in the encounter: 
Aedh mac Domnaill Hui Fhaelain. As we have seen (p. 19 
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above), Aed is unknown to the genealogists and would 
have lived some two generations later than Cellachan. 
His correct style would be Aed mac Domnaill meic F deldin 
or Aed ua Faeldin but the author of CCC is attracted by 
the patronymic common in his own day. 
Domnall Ua Neill Mhuighi da chonn. Mag da chonn is now 
Moyacomb partly in the barony of Shillelagh, Co Wicklow 
and partly in the barony of Rathvilly, Co Carlow. He 
is referred to as (gen.) Domhnaill f Neill Bhuighe in the 
verse (§ 42). His home territory lies outside Déisi and 
outside Munster. The only Niall among the Déis{ from 
whom U{ Néill could be descended is Niall mac Laegaire 
meic Brain (Lec. ror V c 47; cf. p. 19 above) but I have 
no evidence that there were Ui Néill amongst the Déisi 
who traced their ascent to him. There were other groups 
of Ui Néill among Dal Cais, among Ui Réongaile (ee 
228 Rd 3 = BB 187 a 10 = UM 31 Rc 3) and among Uf 
Thairdelbaig (Lec. 226 R b 18 = BB 183 ba50 = UM 28 V 
b 32 = UM 29 V b5), but these were of little consequence. 
However, four Ui Neill Buide of Dal Cais were slain at 

the battle of Méin Mér and O Donovan identifies them 
with Ui Néill Buide of Clann Delbaith in Tradraige.‘s 
On the other hand, the passage may contain some confused 
memory of the battle of Rdéith Etair, near Dublin, in 
1087 in which Ua Néill of Mag da chonn was slain. 
Aedh mac Donnchada meic Caeim. See p. 16 above. 
Sbelan mac Suilleabain. He is referred to in the verse 
(§ 42), mistakenly I think, as Swibne... mac Suilliobhain, 
Suibne...O Mhaolitira. His, father, Suilleaban, we have 

already encountered (p. 9 above) and there is some reason 
to believe that he was a contemporary of Cellachan. 
Muirchertach mac Muirchertaigh. Cellachan says that ‘the 
women of Muscrige will keen’ him (§ 37). In fact, he 
belongs to Muscrige Tri Maige (LL 323 gb 47; Lec. 107 R 
c 6), His father, Muirchertach, died in 1029 and his 

grandfather, Muiredach, died in roro. Clearly, he could 

not have been a contemporary of Cellachan. 
Aengus mac Assida. There are two persons who bear the 
relatively rare name Assid in the Munster genealogies at 
this period. Assid mac Maéel Chrichi (R 150 b 22), father 

of Rigbarddn who, as we have seen (p. 10 above), may have 

flourished about 960. Aengus, were he a son of this Assid, 

would have flourished about the same time. The second is 

46 O’Donovan, FM 1i 1099. 
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Assid mac Sita in Eich Buide of Ui Chaisséne, ancestor of 

the important Dal Cais family, Meic Con Mara (R 153 b 5). 
It is clear from § 37 that a son of this man is intended 
though the implication that he belonged to Clanna 
Cairthinn Finn is,*strictly speaking, in error. In the 
genealogical schema (R 152 a 41 = Lec. 224 Vai = BB 
182 aI = UM 28 Vaz) Clann Oengusa and Ui Thairdelbaig 
(the main line of Dal Cais) trace their ascent to Cairthenn 
Finn and thence to Blat mac Cais; Ui Chaisséne trace 

their ascent to Caisséne mac Cais. There is however a 
Cairthenn (though not Cairthenn Finn) in the Ui Chaisséne 
ascent (R 153 b 7) who may have caused the confusion. 
Menma, grandson of Assid and king of Ui Chaisséne, was 
slain in 1014. Aengus, a generation his senior, could well 
have been a contemporary of Cellachan. It is clear from this 
section and from § 49 that the author of CCC is anxious to 
associate Cellachan with Ui Chaisséne and Meic Conmara. 
Donnchadh mac Conchobaiy. He is son of Conchobar, king 

of Ciarraige Luachra, and, as we have already seen (p. 22f. 
above), it is doubtful if either he or his father had anything 
whatever to do with Cellachan. 
Fiangal mac Congail. See p. 21 f. above. 
Cu Dubh mac Failbe. Failbe Finn, ancestor of Ui Faflbe, 

and Congal (p. 21 above), king of Corcu Duibne, who died 
in 989, are both sons of Anrothan (LL 324 g 5). Fatlbe’s 
son, Crinan, king of Corcu Duibne, died in 1027. It is 
most improbable that Faflbe should have been a con- 
temporary of Cellachdn and virtually impossible that 
Cu Dub should have been such. 
Donnchad mac Muirchertaigh. He belongs to Eoganacht 
Locha Léin, the later dynastic family of which descends 
from Muirchertach. The early text of the genealogy 
extends to Mdel Duin (+ 833); the late text (UM 28 R 
ba 11), which is the pedigree of the Ui Muirchertaig, is 
badly spliced to this and makes such poor chronological 
sense that we must suspect serious manipulation or at 
least syncopation. The text is therefore worthless for 
determining the historicity of Donnchad mac Muirchertaig. 
The reference to Eoganacht Locha Léin as Clanna Cairbri 
Cruithnigh is insulting*? and, as we have seen above (p. 20), 

4? O’Brien (1962) 195-6; Anecd. from Irish Mss iii = ¢ 5-6; . n 57-63 = PMLA 62: 887—g09. F. J. ene 1973, Irish kings and high-kings (London: Batsford) 193-6. Tho tredition that oganacht Locha Léin were descended from a Pictish woman was sedulously Sai by the eastern Eoganacht as propaganda against their great rivals, Eoganacht ocha Léin. It is interesting that such insult, similiar purposes in the twelfth dentecys = maser See 
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there were good grounds for such insults from the Meic 
Carthaig in the twelfth century. 
Finn mac Etersceoitl. He belonged to Corcu Léegde (Lec. 
Elie abtiyiim Rebadsiwenr Fak! hais8: Mise. Celts Soc. 

16, 18). Again, the Corcu Léegde and Ui Etersceoil 
pedigrees are in confusion and very few of the persons 
mentioned in them can be identified or dated. The writer’s 
purpose again seems to be that of bringing Cellachan into 
contact with the eponym of the later family. It is not 
at all unlikely that he had before him a text of the Ui 
Etersceoil genealogy identical with that preserved in 
Becerra Keba-3i- 
Aedh mac Segda. He is described in the verse (§ 42) as 
deaghmac righ Maighe cCoinchinn. He belonged to Aes 
Irruis Deiscirt of Corcu Duibne. I have been unable to 
discover an early pedigree of the Ui Ségda and I can only 
speculate that they may be descended from Ségda mac 
Duib da barce of Aes Coinchind (Lec. 108 V a 45) who 
may have flourished in the early tenth century.** 

In the verse there is reference to a son of Rigbardan 

(p. 10. above) who was slain in the same encounter but 

his further name is not given. 

Of the twelve slain dynasts mentioned by name, only one, 

Aedh mac Donnchada meic Caeim, is known from the 

surviving genealogical tracts. This may be accidental 

since the genealogical tracts are extremely thin in materials 

for the tenth century but I cannot escape the suspicion 

that they exist only in the imagination of the author of 

CCC for the express purpose of bringing Cellachan into 

close relations with the ancestors of important families. 

This appears all the more likely when one realises that 

eleven out of the twelve dynasts are sons of eponyms of the 

families prominent in the twelfth century and of im- 

portance, as the annals show, in the affairs of Meic 

Carthaig. 

Sitriuc states the terms of Cellachan’s ransom: the évaic 

of every man killed in the fifteen battles which he won over 

them, the évaic of Tomar Iarla and of the 1,200 men slain 

by Olchobar mac Cinnaedha in the battle of Sciath 

Nechtain, the return of Limerick, Cork, Waterford and 

Cashel to Viking control, and the son of each king and 

47a There are late pedigrees of the Ui Ségda in MS 103, University College, Oxford, 

which I have not examined. 

G 
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lord of Munster as hostages for the fulfillment of these! 

conditions. Cellachdn is then allowed consult with Donn 

Cuan and with Aistrechan mac Ailgisaig in order to convey: 

these conditions to the Munstermen. Sitriuc informs: 

Cellachan that he is to be held prisoner at Armagh and 

Aistreachan is despatched to Munster. 

The fifteen battles won by Cellachan (§§ 8-19, 20-2, 

23, 25-6, 47) have already been discussed (p. 25 above) 

and, as we have seen, most of them were victories over his 

Irish fellow-kings. The battle of Sciath Nechtain, already 
mentioned in the king-list (§ 2), is recorded in the annals 
under the year 848. AU, which have the more detailed 
entry, record the slaughter of Tomrair Erell, tanaise 

rig Laithlinne, and 1,200 of his followers but Ann. Inisf. 
are somewhat less detailed and do not give the numbers 
of the slain. Cogadh § 21, here clearly dependent upon the 
annals, contains most of the annalistic detail including 
the number of the slain but omits the name of the Viking 
leader. And this latter piece of information does occur 
in CCC. The questions is: did the author of CCC derive 
his information from Cogadh or from one of the annalistic 
collections? On balance, it would seem that his source is 

ultimately the annals but it is doubtful if he derived his 
information directly from the annals or had an annalistic 
collection at his disposal. Olchobar mac Cindeda, who 
died in 851 was abbot of Emly and king of Munster. He 
belonged to Eoganacht Locha Léin. 

For the Vikings and Armagh, a tradition most probably 
derived from Cogadh, see p. 56 below. 

Aistrechan is to go to Munster and instruct the Munstermen 
not to meet Sitriuc’s conditions. They are rather to defend 
Munster and enking Cennéitig mac Lorcdin. The 
Eoganacht are to make a good ‘rising out’ and Donnchad 
mac Caeim is to lead the host to Armagh to Cellachdn’s 
rescue. There follows a long and important list of the 
Munster rulers and families who are to go on the expedition. 

The list is long and full of detail and an analysis of its 
aa throws some light on the methods of the author of 

Donnchad mac Caeim meic Airt meic Cathail and Clann 
Echach. We have already encountered this dynast (p. 16 
above). He is king of Eoganacht Glendamnach and one of 
Cellachan’s closest allies, as indeed his descendants, the 
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Ui Chaim were amongst the closest allies of Meic Carthaig 
in the twelfth century. The description of Eoganacht 
Glendamnach as Clann Echach is a reference to Echu 
(later Eochaid) mac Oengusa (R 148 a 44, b 2, b 33) to 
whom they traced their ascent and who is the apical 
ancestor of Eoganacht Glendamnach and Eoganacht 
Airthir Cliach. 
Mael Fothartaigh mac Floinn, Suilleban mac Mael Ugra 
and Clanna Finghin. With these two one should also 
take the next name mentioned in the text, Donnchad mac 

Duineachaid meic Fhianghusa, who also belongs to Cenél 
Fingin and whose name seems to have slipped out of its 
proper place. These persons represent the three main 
branches of Cenél Fingin (R 150 b 6-19), one of the two 
dominant segments of Eoganacht Chaisil. Mdel Fothartaig 
mac Flainn, who died in 957, was Cellachan’s successor 
in the kingship of Munster. His son, Dungal mac Mael 
Fothartaig Hui Donnchada died as king of Cashel in 1025. 
Mael Fothartaig, tenth in descent from Fingin, is an exact 
contemporary of Cellachan and in the tabular pedigree of 
Eoganacht Chaisil (R 150 b 6) his name is last but one. 
Suilleban mac Mdel Ugra we have already encountered 
(p. 9 above). As we have seen, he is the contemporary 
of Cellachdn in a generation-count though it must be noted 
that he is eighth in descent from Fingin whilst Mael 
Fothartaig (7957) is tenth. Suilleban’s is the last name 
in the tabular pedigree of his line (R 150 b 15) and he is 

also the eponym of the Ui Suillebain (UM 28 R b 28, 

Leabhar Muimhneach 218), Donnchad mac Duineachaid 

meic Fiangusa, the representative of the third branch of 

Cenél Fingin, is brother of Domnall who appears in the 

genealogies (R 150 b 17) and son of Duinechaid whom we 

have already encountered (§ 7). As we have already seen 

(p. 10 f. above), his inclusion here is wildly anachronistic: 

he is sixth in descent from the apical ancestor whilst his 

alleged contemporaries, Mael Fothartaig and Suilleban 

are tenth and eighth respectively. 

Ribardan mac Aissidha 4 Donnchad mac Domnaill 4 

Donnchad mac Lorcain 4 Domnall mac Cathail 4 Eigirtach 

mac Cormaic Cu Calma mac Cind Faelaid . . . Cuslen mac 

Aindiarraid and Clanna Failbe. All these dynasts belong 

to the second great division of Eoganacht Chaisil, Clann 

Failbe to which Cellachén himself belongs and which 

traces its ascent to Failbe Fland mac Aeda Duib (R 150 
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b 19). Clann Faflbe is divided into two main groups, 

Clann Donngaile which traces its ascent to Donngal 

mac Féelgusa meic Nad Froich and Cenél Conaill (in- 
cluding within it the distinct families, Clann Choellaide, 

Clann Laegaire, and Clann Cherbaill) which traces its ascent 
to Conall mac Snédgusa meic Nad Froich. Rigbardan mac 
Aissida we have already encountered (pp. 9, 10 above). 
Here he is the representative of that branch of Clann 
Donngaile which produced Duinchad mac Duib da bairenn, 
king of Munster who died in 888. He is, of course, the 

ancestors and eponym of the Ui Rioghbharddain (Leabhar 
Muimhneach 217 § 58). Donnchad mac Domnaill is to 
be identified with Donnchad mac Domnaill of Clann 
Donngaile (R 150 b 25). According to Version I of the 
Eoganacht Chaisil pedigrees he is seventh in descent from 
Donngal whilst Cellachan is fifth. We have no criteria for 
determining his floruwit but it seems unlikely that he was 
a contemporary of Cellachan. It is to be noted that he is 
the terminal personage in the pedigree of his family (R 150 
b 25) and no further descendants of his are recorded. The 
remaining Eoganacht Chaisil dynasts mentioned here 
belong to Cenél Conaill. Donnchad mac Lorcain seems 
almost certainly a son of Lorcan mac Connligdin though 
he is not mentioned in the surviving genealogical tracts. 
According to the king lists, his father, Lorcdn, was king 

of Cashel between the reigns of Flaithbertach mac 
Inmainéin (f 944) and Cellachan (f 954). What may, 
perhaps, be a reference to Connligan occurs earlier (§ 7; 
p- Ir above). Lorcd4n mac Connligdin is the terminal 
person in the genealogy of his family (R 150 b 38). Domnall 
mac Cathail belonged to the same family and was a second 
cousin of Donnchad mac Lorcdain. It is to be noted that 
Domnall is the terminal person in the tabular pedigree 
(R 150 b 40). Ecertach mac Cormaic belongs to Clann 
Cherbaill of Cenél Conaill (R 150 b 41) and again his name 
is the last in the tabular pedigree. His son, Conall, who 
is entitled rigdamna Caisil, was slain in 1027 and it is 
possible that Ecertach was a junior contemporary of 
Cellachan. Cu Chalma mac Cind Féelad belongs to Clann 
Laegaire of Cenél Conaill and in the extant genealogies his 
name is the terminal name in the pedigree (R 150 b 43). 
On a generation-count, he is an exact contemporary of 
Ecertach’son, Conall (} 1027) and a generation later than 
any of the Cenél Conaill dynasts mentioned in the present 
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list. It is most unlikely then that he was a contemporary 
of Cellachan. Cuilén mac Aindiarriad belongs to Clann 
Choellaide. We have already encountered him (S07 sep. Tt 
above) as one of the ‘electors’ of Cellachan and, by mistake, 
as lord of Eoganacht Ua Cathbath and Ut Luigdech Eile 
(§ 20; p. 14 f. above). Again, he is the last person of his 

| line in the extant pedigree (R 150 b 45). 
Muirchertach mac Murchada. 1 suspect that the phrase 4 
tabrad Eoganacht Locha Lein leis may have been lost after 
Murchada, Muirchertach belongs to Eoganacht Locha 
Léin: 

Mael Duin 

(t 786, AU, AI) 

Cobthach 

(ji. 812, AU; } 833, AU, Al) 

Mael Crén aes 

(j 838 AU) 

Connligan Murchad 
(ji. 869) 

Muirchertach 

We have already encountered his son, Donnchad (§§ 31-42; 
p. 28 above). If we were to judge from the genealogies, 
Muirchertach should have flourished in the middle or late 
ninth century but as we have seen there is every good 
reason to suspect the accuracy of the genealogies. 
Muirchertach, though not the terminal person in any 
extant genealogy, is the eponym of the Ui Muirchertaig, 
kings of Loch Léin in the twelfth century. 
Fogariach mac Fianamla and Ui Muiredaig. Fogartach 
is the terminal personage in the tabular pedigree of the 
Ui Muiredaig (R 150 b 46), a family which traced its ascent 
to Daig, son of Corcc mac Luigdech (R 148 a 30). The 
eponym is Muiredach, third in descent from Corcc. No 
person in the Ui Muiredaig pedigree is dated: on a 
generation-count, Fogartach is twelfth in descent from 
Corce whilst Cellachdn is fifteenth but in this case such 
methods of computation are worthless. 
Domnall mac Diarmada. I cannot identify this dynast. The 
only major Eoganacht dynasty absent from the present list 
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is Eoganacht Aine (R 154 d1, LL 327 cr, Lec. 214 Ra 15) 
They appear at Armagh (§ 54) however and I can merely 

hazard the guess that the author of CCC intended him to be 

their representative. Ifso, there is neither a Domnall nor< 

Diarmait in the extant Eoganacht Aine pedigrees. If heis 
to be taken with the Eoganacht Airthir Cliach dynast: 
(below) the same problem arises: he is unknown to the 

genealogists. 
Fiana mac Feicine, Cuanachtach mac Con gan mathair anc 
Eoganacht Airthir Cliach. Fiana mac Feicine is to be 
identified with Fiannamail mac Fiachnae (Fechin, LL) 
of Eoganacht Airthir Cliach (R 150 a 13). There is @ 
good deal of confusion in his pedigree but it may, I think 
be corrected as follows: Fiannamail mac Fiachnai (ul 
Féchin) meic Brain meic Mathgamna meic Conatll meu 
Cormaic meic Crimthainn meic Echach. If this is correct 

his inclusion here is wildly anachronistic. He is seventk 
in descent from Echu, apical ancestor of Eoganacht 
Airthir Cliach and Eoganacht Glendamnach. On a 
generation-count based on a comparison with the datec 
line of Eoganacht Glendamnach he is a contemporary 0! 
Cathal mac Finguine (f 742) or, if we stretch the 
possibilities, of Finguine (f 695/6) or Artri mac Cathai 
(793-821). Cuanachtach also belongs to Eoganacht 
Airthir Cliach (LL 326 f 52; Lec. 215 V ba 39). He is 
fifth in descent from the apical ancestor, Echu, and on ¢ 

generation-count he is a contemporary of Cathal Olack 
(f 628) or, if we extended the possibilities, of Cu cen 
mathair (+ 665/6) or Finguine (ft 695/6). A generatior 
count based on the collateral Fergus Scandal (+ 583) gives 
a somewhat similar result. The whole of the surviving 
Eoganacht Airthir Cliach genealogies stop short in the 
mid-eighth century. It would seem that the author o: 
CCC had no better sources at his disposal than these, that 
he chose two terminal persons in the pedigrees (2 at 
random), and drafted them as leaders of Eoganacht 
Airthir Cliach in the expedition to Armagh. 
Conaing mac Larchadha and Ui Chathbaidh. Conaing 
belongs to Eoganacht Ua Cathboth (R 150 a 18, a 23. 
Lec. 218 V b 46). For their relationship with th 
Eoganacht and their position within the genealogica. 
schema, see p. 14 f. above. No person in their genealogica 
tracts is dated in the annals but if we may judge from the 
type and form of the names and the length of the pedigree: 
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they extend no later than the eighth century at most. 
Conaing is a terminal personage in the tabular pedigree. 
Fergal mac Elaigh and Clanna Sealbaigh. Fergal belongs 
to Cenél Laegaire of Eoganacht Raithlind (R 150 a 22). 
The form mac Elaigh is a slip for the mac Eladaich (Elathaig) 
of the genealogical tracts. The genealogies of Eoganacht 
Raithlind are in a state of great confusion and two separate 
descents can be devised for Fergal:48 

Aed Osrige 

Cairpre Riastdin 

(Clarenech) 

| 
Selbach 

(i) | (ii) 
: | 
Eladach Donn Sléibe Brecc 

alias Dinlaing 

Diunlaing Fergal Eladach 

779 
Fergal 

1 779 

We are fortunate in having an annalistic obit for Fergal: he 
was king of Dessmumu and died in 779 (AU). Again, his 
is the last name in the tabular pedigree of Eoganacht 
Raithlind (R 150 a 22). Later pedigrees occur in the 
twelfth century manuscripts (R 150 a 25) and there are 
extensive if contradictory materials in the later genealogical 
tracts but these are ignored for the moment by the author 
of CCC who seems to have had little taste for this sort 
of research. (Cf. § 46.) 
Anmchadh mac Dunchada. It is likely that the phrase 
+ tabrad Ui Liathain leis has been lost after Dunchada. 
Anmchaid belongs to Ui Liathain (R 151 a 48), a dynastic 
group whom the genealogists falsely link to the Eoganacht 

48 The reason for this confusion is clear enough. After the death of Fergal, king of 

Jessmumu, in 779, this dynasty passed into decline and so did its pedigrees. It becomes 

mportant again from the last decades of the tenth century with the rise of the ancestors 

f the later Ui Donnchada. 
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stem. Anmchaid died as king of Ui Liathdin in 750 (ATig). 

Again, it is to be noted that Anmchaid’s is the last name 

in the tabular pedigree (R 151 a 48). Seven of his sons, 

including Cin4ed (king of Ui Liathdin, 790, AU) are 

recorded in a later part of the genealogy but the author 

of CCC ignores them (and their descendants, if later 

pedigrees were at his disposal). 
Flannabra mac Airindan meic Flannabra and Ui Chonaull. 
As we have seen above, Flannabra mac Ciarmacain is 

the correct form of the name and it is very likely that he 
was a contemporary of Cellachan (p. 23). It is to be 
noted that his is the last name in the tabular pedigree 
(R 152 a 4). 
Ceithearnach mac Cetleachair meic Comdin. He belongs to 
Ui Chormaic (R 152 a 16; cf. UM 28 R d 47), a discard 
segment of Ui Fidginte (Ui Chonaill Gabra and Ui Chairbre) 
in the genealogical schema. Ceithernach’s ascent is 
traced through eight generations to Cormac, the eponym, 
who is fourth in descent from Fiachu Fidgenid. The family 
is referred to as f cCormuic én tuinn in the verse (§ 45), 
a probable reference to their settlement in the barony of 
the Islands, Co. Clare. According to the annals (AU, 
ATig.) Ceithernach’s father died in 705. He himself 
therefore would have flourished in the mid-eighth century. 
As usual, his is the last name in the extent tabular pedigree 
of the Ui Chormaic. The later genealogical tract (UM 28 R 
d 47) which traces the ascent of the Uf Aichir to the Uf 
Chormaic stem is either ignored by the author of CCC or 
was unknown to him. 
Ceann Faelad mac Dubhdaboirenn and Ui Chairbre. Cenn 
Faelad was king of Ui Chairbre and died in 774. He was 
the son of Dub da bairenn (} 751) mac Aeda Réin meic 
Eogandin (+ 667) meic Crundmail (t 649). Significantly, 
he is the terminal personage in the tabular pedigree of 
the Uf Chairbre (R 152 a 20). The author of CCC seems 
to have forgotten at this point that he has already had 
Cellachan slay Uaithne mac Cathail, king of U{ Chairbre 
and grandson of Cenn Féelad in the genealogical schema 
(§§ 23-5; p. 22 above). 

This list is not simply a text full of the grossest anachron- 
isms: it is an achronological catalogue of representatives 
of the Munster dynasties drawn from the Eoganacht 
genealogies and, as we shall see later, the author of CCC 
follows his sources slavishly not only in content but in 



§ 46 

CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL 37 

the matter of order. He does however reject some of 
the less distinguished groups whose pedigrees are connected 
with the Eoganacht and who appear in their genealogical 
tract: Ui Meicc Bréce (R 150 a 46), Uf Meicc Iair (R 150 
b 2), Cerddraige Tulchi Gossa (R 150 b 22), Uf Fiachrach 
Oeli (R 150 a 28), Ui Dedaid (R 151 a 32) and Gabraige 
(R151 a 40). 

Further instructions are given Aistrechan. He is to go to 
Cennéitig mac Lorcain, king of Dal Cais, and tell him to 
remain behind to defend Munster so that the Connachta 
may not plunder it. Uaithne and Urmumu are to come 
into the host. He is to go to the Eile and tell them to 
guard the border of Munster and tell their lord, Cerbhall 
mac Dublaidhi meic Ceannamhain, that his dynastic 
kinship with the Eoganacht goes back to Ailill. He is 
to go to the Osraige and tell them to guard Munster from 
Sliab Bladma to the sea and the Eile are to guard it as 
far as Sliab Bladma as they usually do. The Déisi and 
the Muscrige are to join the host. He is to go to the 
admirals of the fleet of Munster—Flann, Eterscel and 

Cobthach, the three kings of Corco Laighdhi, Dubh dha 
boirenn, king of western Ui Echach, Seghdha, Failbhe 

and Conghal, the three kings of Corco Duibhne, Concubar 

mac Meic Bethaid, king of Ciarraigi Luachra, Domnall 

and Baiscinn, the two kings of Corco Baiscinn, and 

Conchobar and Lochlainn, the two kings of Corco Mruadh— 

and have them assemble the usual levy, ten ships for every 

tricha cét. These are to go to Sruth na Maeile and, if 

Cellachén is taken out of Ireland they are to go to his 

rescue abroad. 
This list completes the levy of Munstermen which 

Cellach4n requires to rescue him. Dal Cais, Kile and 

Osraige are cast as the defenders of Munster whilst all 

the other peoples are to man the expedition. 

Again, most of the persons mentioned in the list are 

achronological representatives, usually eponyms, of the 

peoples summoned to go on expedition rather than actual 

Munster kings of the mid-tenth century. Cerball mac 

Dublaidhi, king of Eile, could have been a contemporary of 

Cellachan. His genealogy seems reliable enough though 

the form of his name in CCC represents a further corruption 

of the already corrupt forms of the genealogists (R 150 

a 33, Lec. 223 V b 13, UM 33 R bb 44, Mac Firbis 6642). 
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His son, Gilla Patraic, king of File, died in 1022 (AU, Ann. 

Inisf.) and what may be the obi of his grandfather is 

recorded for 908 (FM 903 = 908). He may have flourished 

in the mid-tenth century but undoubtedly the attraction 

for the author of CCC is the fact that he is the eponym 
of the Ui Cherbaill, the dominant dynasty in Eile in 
the twelfth century. The dynastic kinship (brdithirse) 
which Cellachén lays stress on belongs to the common 
teaching of the genealogists which makes the Eile ascend 
to Tadg mac Céin, a son of Ailill Olom, ancestor of the 

Eoganacht and Dal Cais. 
All the admirals of the fleet, with one exception, are 

eponymous ancestors of Munster families prominent in the 
twelfth century. Flann, Cobthach and Eterscél are the 

eponyms of the three principal families of Corcu Léegde, 
Ui Flainn, Ui Chobthaig and Ui Etersceoil. The Corcu 
Léegde genealogies (R 155 a 3, Lec. 110 Vcl, UM 34 R 
a 62) contain a great deal of very ancient material in a few 
recensions of different date which are run together to form 
a composite text but they are of little value in determining 
the exact origin and identity of the later dynastic families. 
Flann, or as the genealogists call him, Flann Arda, belongs 

to Ui Flainn Arda of which he is the eponym (Lec. 112 
Vd 36 = UM 34 Va50 = Misc. Celt. Soc. 44). Bruatar 
mac Dunlainge of Ui Flainn Arda died in 860 (FM) and 
Flann Arda is fifth in ascent from him in the genealogy. 
This however offers us no chronology whatever since the 
genealogy itself is a palpable fiction, an aetiological piece 
devised to explain the inter-relationships of the local 
gentry in Tuath Ui Duib da leithe of Corcu Léegde in the 
twelfth century (Lec. 113 Re 32 = UM 34 Vd 42 = Misc. 
Celt. Soc 54f.). Cobthach, or Cobthach Find as the 
genealogists call him, is clearly the eponym of U{ Chobthaig 
of Corcu Léegde. Their genealogy (Misc. Celt. Soc. 58), 
a late pedigree it would appear, links the eponym directly 
to the main line of Corcu Léegde, ascending to Conall 
Cloen and thence to Mac Niad (R 153 a3 = Lec. 111 Vb 
13 = UM 34 Ra 63). If we may judge from the phrase 
Cobthach ... mac Meic Nioth Moir do Clannuibh Itha (§ 70) 
the author of CCC had a genealogical text such as this 
before him. I can date none of the persons in the Uf 
Chobthaig genealogy and therefore I have no chronology 
for Cobthach. Eterscél has already made his appearance in 
the text as father of Find who was slain in the course of 



CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL 39 

Cellachan’s expedition to Dublin (§§ 31-42; p. 29 above). 
Eterscél appears in the genealogies of the Ui Builg as 
eponymous ancestor of the later dynastic family, Ui 
Etersceoil (Lec. 111 Ra 15, b 30, 113 Rag, Re 39, Misc. 
Celt. Soc., 16-8; cf. R 155 b 8, UM 34 Rd 43). If Find 
mac Nuadat of the genealogists were identical with Find 
mac Mutdain of the annalists (AU, FM) who died in 944 
we would have a date for Eterscél in the late tenth century, 
for Eterscél, according to the genealogists, is a son of Find. 
This, however, is speculation. These three leaders are 

slain in the naval battle of Dundalk (§§ 63, 66, 70, 89). 
Dub da bairenn, described in the text as righ Iarthaiy O 

nEchach (§ 46) and later as oirri O nEchach (§ 71), belongs 
to Ui Echach of Eoganacht Raithlind and is of the same 
family as Fergal mac Ela[ath]Jaigh whom we have already 
encountered among the landforces (§ 45; p. 35 above). 
As we have seen, the Eoganacht Raithlind genealogies, 
early and late, are hopelessly confused but with the aid 
of the annals the skein can be unravelled to a degree. 
The following reconstruction is based primarily on the 
annals but of necessity the genealogies (R 150 a 25; Lec. 
215 V c 41; Leabhar Muimhneach, 222) have been used 

with caution.*® (see next page) 
Dub da bairenn, then, is to be identified with Dub da 

bairenn mac Domnaill, king of Munster second in succession 
to Cellachan, who died in 959. His son, Dunlaing, 
described as vi Raithlenn and rigdamna of Munster, died 
in 988. In CCC Dub da bairenn takes part in the sea- 
battle off Dundalk but whilst the prose (§ 71) does not 
tell of his death the verse seems to imply that he was 
amongst the slain (§ 89). This is quite unhistorical for, 

as we have seen, Dub da bairenn survived Cellachan 

and ruled Munster after him. A grosser anachronism is 

implicit in the text as a whole. Dub da bairenn was at 

least fifth in descent (for the pedigree seems to be synco- 

pated) from Fergal mac Elathaig, the leader of the land- 

forces of Ui Echach. Dub dé Bairenn mac Domnaill is 

ancestor of Uf Donnchada and his son, Donnchad, is 

their probable eponym. But his name also bears the 

49 Dotted lines represent descents which are patently false or syncopated. The 

confusion in the tenth-century portion of the pedigree seems to be as much due to 

confusion between similiar names (and perhaps scribal dittography and haplography) 

as to falsification. For deliberate manipulation of the Ui Donnchada pedigree for 

political purposes, see D. O Corrdin, 1969, ‘Later FKoganacht pedigrees’ in JCHAS 
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Fergal 

+ 779 

Anilte 

Flaithnia 

Oengus 

Domnall 
king of Ui Echach 

7,958.(AD) 
: | 

Dub da bairenn Cathal 
king of Munster rigdamna of Ui Echach 

t 959 } ror4 (Al) 
| 

Dunlaing Domnall Donnchad 
ri Raithlenn + 1015 (AU, Al) + 1017 (AI) 

rigdamna of Munster 

+ 988 (AU, AT) Cathal na Con Buide 

Donnchad 

Oengus 
fi. 1127 (MIA) 

Amlaib Mér 

t 1159 (MIA) 



CAITHREIM CHELLACHAIN CHAISIL 4] 

eponym of the little-known Uf Domnaill who were ex- 
tremely active as leaders of the Ui Echach naval forces 
in the twelfth century (Ann. Inisf. s. aa. 1127, 1128; 
Misc. Ir. Ann. s.a. 1128; cf. Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1066 which 
records the death of Loingsech Ua Domnaill, king of Ui 
Echach). There is a late, short and corrupt genealogy 
of the family in the poem of Cathdn Ua Duinnin (Leabhar 
Muimhneach, 182) and it seems to have sunk into in- 
significance after the twelfth century. It is evident that 
in this case also the author of CCC was attracted by the 
eponym of an Uf Echach family prominent in the naval 
warfare of south and west Munster in the early twelfth 
century. 
We have already encountered Ségda, Failbe and Congal, 

the three kings of Corcu Duibne. Congal mac Anrothdin, 
king of Aes Irrais, is one of the kings defeated by Cellachén 
in his circuit of Munster (§ 22). His son, Fiangal, was 
amongst those slain in the expedition to Dublin (§§ 31-42) 
but through an oversight of the author of CCC he reappears 
at Dundalk and is again slain (§§ 75-6, 85). As we have 
seen (p. 21 above), Congal is a historical character and 
eponym of the Ui Chongaile, who died in 989. Failbe, 
called Faflbe Find by the genealogists and referred to in 
CCC as Failbhi 11 Corca Dhuibhni (§ 85), is a brother of 
Congal and eponym of the Ui Failbe of Corcu Duibne. 
His son, Cu Dub, was slain on Cellachan’s expedition to 

Dublin (§§ 31-42). Ségda is the eponymous ancestor of the 
third great division of Corcu Duibne, Ui Ségda. According 
to CCC his son, Aed, was slain on the expedition to Dublin 
(§§ 31-42). There is no good reason then for believing that 
there is any truth in the story told in CCC, that all three 
of these kings were slain in the sea-battle after a heroic 
struggle with the Vikings (§§ 63, 72-7, 85, 89). Further, 
the tripartite division of Corcu Duibne envisaged by the 
author of CCC cannot have come into existence until 
much later than the tenth century for it presupposes 
mature dynastic segments descended from Congal and 
Failbe. In fact, the tripartite division reflects the political 

situation in Corcu Duibne in the early twelfth century. 

Conchobar mac Meic Bethad, king of Ciarraige Luachra, 

has already appeared in the text as one of the kings 

defeated in the course of Cellachan’s royal circuit (§§ 23-5) 

and as the father of Donnchad mac Conchobair who was 

slain on the expedition to Dublin (§§ 33, 40, 42). As 
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we have seen (p. 23 above), Conchobar was not a con- 

temporary of Cellachan and the fact that he is the eponym 
of Ui Chonchobair, the twelfth-century rulers of Ciarraige, 
led to his inclusion. Corcu Baiscind, as we have seen 

(p. 24 above), was divided between two royal segments, 
Ui N6, from whom the Ui Domnaill descend, and Ui 

Décce. The two kings, Domnall and Baiscinn represent 
these two segments. Domnall is to be identified with 
Domnall mac Diarmata meic Flainn (Lec. 109 Ra 44 = 
BB 147 e 1), king of Corcu Baiscind, who died in 1014. 
His brother Dunadach, also king of Corcu Baiscind, died 

in 992. Most probably, he was Cellachan’s junior by a 
generation. Later in the text (§§ 64, 79-80), his father 
Diarmait, who may well have been a contemporary of 

Cellachan, is silently substituted for him. Far less can be 
discovered about Baiscinn, who belonged to the rival Ui 
Décce line. Three of his great-uncles, Cermait (t 864), 
Flann (f 898) and Lennan (f+ 915), are recorded as kings 
of Corcu Baiscind and this should give him a computed 
flormt of ca. 950. He and Domnall (alias Diarmait) 
take part in the naval battle: Domnall is slain but Baiscinn 
survives. Here again, the division of the kingdom reflects 

a state of affairs subsequent to the middle of the tenth 
century. 

Conchobar and Lochlainn are the eponymous ancestors 
of the two main segments in Corcu Modruad in the twelfth 
century. Both are sons of Mael Sechnaill mac Argdda 
(R 161 a 23, Lec. 121 R d 41, 121 V d 48, 122 R a 4o)f 
As we have seen, Lochlainn, who is entitled rigdamna of 
Corcu Modruad, died in 983. The genealogists explicitly 
state that he was a contemporary of Cellachan (Lec. 121 
R b 5; see p. 24 above). This is not impossible but it 
may be argued that CCC and the genealogical tract are 
interdependent at this point. Conchobar was king of 
Corcu Modruad as early as 993 and he died in 1003. These 
well-founded annalistic dates make nonsense of the claim 
of CCC, that these dynasts were killed at the naval 
battle of Dundalk (§§ 63, 81-2, 89). Again, the division 
of Corcu Modruad between Ui Lochlainn and Uf 
Chonchobair is a reflex of the political situation in the 
twelfth century. 

The peoples mentioned in this list as sea-going peoples 
were such traditionally and they played an extremely 
important part in the wars of the twelfth century as 
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naval powers subject to the kings of Munster. There are 
references in the annals to the fleet of “Desmond (e.g. 
Misc. Ir, Ann. 1124); the Uf Muirchertaig of Eoganacht 
Locha Léin are engaged in constant naval activity in 
west Munster (Amn. Inisf. s.a.1125, 1126); Ua Conchobair 
Chiarraige has a fleet on the Shannon estuary about Inis 
Cathaig (Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1127); Ui Lochlainn of Corcu 
Modruad have fleets on the coast of Clare (ATig, FM s.a. 
1132); and in his wars against Connacht Cormac Mac 
Carthaig made extensive use of the fleets of Ui Echach 
and Corcu Léegde (Misc. Iv. Ann. s. aa. E132, 1133): 
Again, the use of a naval arm as a support for land-forces 
is a common practice of twelith-century Irish kings. Such 
strategy was used to devastating effect by Tairdelbach Ua 
Conchobair, king of Connacht, in his war against Munster. 
Cormac Mac Carthaig replied in the same vein in 1132 
when he led the land-forces of Munster on an attack on 
Connacht from Athlone and despatched Ui Echach and 
Corcu Léegde simultaneously with the fleet of Munster 
to attack Connacht from the west coast and destroy the 
castle of Galway. It seems very likely indeed that the 
background to the narrative in CCC is to be found in 
these very campaigns of Cormac Mac Carthaig. 

Aistrechan goes to Cashel and relates the story of 
Cellachan’s adventures and gives his instructions to the 
Munstermen. Donnchad mac Caeim then addresses the 
host. He asks Dal Cais to make a friendly alliance with 
the Eoganacht and asks the Munster families to make a 
‘rising out’ to rescue Cellachan, saying that were their 
own leaders in the hands of the Vikings Cellachan would 
go to their rescue. He then recites a list of Cellachan’s 
victories over the Vikings. 

Donnchad’s address to the Munstermen is delivered in 
genealogical terms and he refers to the various families 
by their remote ancestors. The term Clanna Eogain is used 
as a blanket term for all the Eoganacht and for the peoples 
whom the genealogists attach to the Eoganacht stem, Ui 
Liathdin and Ui Fidginte (Ui Chonaill Gabra and Ui 
Chairbre). Clann Chormaic Chais is of course Dal Cais. 
Clanna Cairbre means the Muscrige who trace their 
ascent to Cairbre Musc (LL 323 f 6) and Corcu Duibne 
whose ascent is traced to the late and fictitious Corc 

Duibne, son of Cairbre Musc (LL 324 g 2). The term 
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Clann Luigdech means the Corcu Léegde who are descendec 
in the genealogical scheme from Lugaid mac Itha (R 155 
a 3) and here it probably includes the Uaithne who in late 
tradition are made to descend from Lugaid (Lec. 112 R 
c 46; for a variant tradition, see R 155 b 52, Lec. 113 Va 

10). By Clanna Fergusa we are to understand the Ciarraige 
and Corcu Modruad who in the genealogical schema have 
Fergus mac Roich as their remote apical ancestor (R 157, 
33; 158, 47; LL 336115; Lec. 121 Va 24; 122 Ra 39 etc.). 
Clanna Ceallachdin of the text raises difficulties. I 
suspect that we could extend the word as Clanna Cellaig 
and link it with Donnchad mac Cellaig (§ 26) and take the 
expression to mean Osrige. It may of course be a slip for 
Clann Chondla (R 125 b 25), a name by which the Osrige 
are sometimes known. Clanna Taidg are the descendants 
of Tadg mac Céin, apical ancestor of the Eile, Cianachta 
and Gailenga (R 153 b 50). In the present context it 
means the Eile. Clanna Fiachach Suigde are the Déisi 
who trace their ascent to Fiachu Suigde, son of Feidlimid 

Rechtaid, and thence to the prehistoric Ui Néill pedigree 
(R 154 d 11; LL 327 g 1). Here again we find the author 
making use of the list of the muster to air his genealogical 
learning. 

The list of Cellachan’s victories over the Vikings has 
already been the subject of discussion (p. 25 above). 

The land-forces assemble at Mag Adair, the naval forces 
at Bél Atha Laigin and Cennéitig mac Lorcdin entertains 
them. Both these places are within the Ui Briain sphere of 
influence. Mag Adair was the sacred inauguration site 
of Dal Cais® and Bél Atha Laigin lay in Mag (or Tuiath) 
Glae in Corcu Modruad and may be identical with the 
present Ballylaan on the north shore of Liscannor Bay.®t 

Cennéitig wishes to go on the expedition but he is dissuaded 
from doing so on the grounds that he must remain behind to 
defend Munster. Instead he sends 2000 extra troops of 
Dal Cais under the command of his three brothers, 
Coscrach, Lonngarcan and Congalach. He also sends 
Assidha mac Assidha with 500 men of Clann Cairtinn and 
Deghadh mac Domhnaill meic Duinn with 500 more. 

50 Now Moyare in the parish of Clooney, Co. Clare. The sacred tree of Mag Adair was torn down by Ua Conchobair in the twelfth century. 51 TCD H. 3. 17, 752, 846. This can scarcely be the Bel Atha Lighean of AU, A. Conn. s.a. 1419. 
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He then instructs the hosting to enking Donnchad mac 
Caeim as leader of the expedition and encourages him by 
reciting to him the list of the eleven kings of his race who 
were kings of Munster. 

According to the genealogists, Cennéitig had three 
brothers, Coscrach, Londgargan and Congalach, ancestors 
and eponyms of three dynastic families in Dal Cais (R 
752 bi25; Leca224:V b45?=:BB 182'b 192-2 UM 28 Va 
55 = UM 29 R b 4). Of these the Ui Choscraig were 
extremely important but the others were inconsequential 
and the descendants of Londgargan in particular are 
not to be confused with the important ecclesiastical 
‘family descended from Londgargan, son of Donn Cuan mac 

Cennéitig. 
Assidha mac Assidha should read Assid mac Sita, known 

as Sita in Eich Buide of Ui Chaisséne, a dynastic family 
of Dal Cais on occasion second only in importance to the 

_ Ui Briain, who became known in the twelfth century by the 

patronymic Meic Con Mara. As we have already seen 

(§ 33; p. 26 ff. above), a son of this dynast, Aengus mac 

Assida, was slain on Cellachdn’s expedition to Dublin 

and it is not unlikely that Assid and his son were con- 

temporaries of Cellachan. Deghadh (older form Dedad) 

mac Domnaill belongs to another segment of Dal Cais 

known variously as Aer Iar Forgus and Cenél Fermaic. 

He is the ancestor and eponym of the later dynastic family 

Ui Dedaid (R 153 b 17; Lec. 228 Ra50 = BE16ac5 Ee 

UM 32 Ra5 = UM31Vbb5z2). Inthe older version of the 

pedigree (R 153 b17; UM31 V bb 52) Dedad is the terminal 

name in the pedigree. Bugge’s editorial suggestion that 

Dedad was of the Eile (§ 49 text and translation) is simply a 

misreading which he corrects in the notes (p. 153). 

The list of kings of Eoganacht Glendamnach who were 

kings of Munster is another display of genealogical learning. 

In effect, it is a pedigree for only two persons in the lists, 

Aed and Fland Cathrach, are not regarded as kings of 

Munster in the king-lists and the list itself gives a straight 

Eoganacht Glendamnach descent from Oengus to Airtri 

mac Cathail. The early genealogy (R 148 b 1) and it 

would seem the older poem attributed to Luccreth moccu 

Chiara (R 148 b 30) regard Aed and Fland Cathrach 
as two 

distinct persons but the later genealogies (LL 320 c 44; 

UM 28 R a 37) and the later copies of the early text (Lec. 

214 R b 29 = BB 172 b 42) read Aed Fland Cathrach 
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as one person. Here the author of CCC follows the early' 

text. Cathal 7 Cui gen mathair is a scribal slip: the text 

should read Cathal .i. Cu cen mdthairy, an emendation 

which saves the reckoning of eleven kings of Munster from | 

Oengus to Donnchad. One may hazard the guess, then, 

that the author of CCC had two texts of the Eoganacht. 

Glendamnach genealogies before him (as had the scribes of 

LL and UM): an early pedigree such as that in R 148 bi 

but which descended one generation further and a late 

pedigree which was identical for practical purposes with 

that in UM 28 R a 37. 

The expedition sets out and spends its first night at Ath 

na Rig. Next day the host marches to Sliab Cain and 

pitches camp. The host is joined by three bands who say 

they are Munstermen though the Munstermen themselves 
do not immediately recognise them as such. These are 
the Gailenga, Luigne and Delbna led by their kings Aed 
mac Dualascaigh, Diarmait mac Finnachta and Donnchad 

mac Mael Domnaill. 
Again the genealogies hold the key to this incident. 

Gailenga, Luigne and Delbna are considered by the 
genealogists to be of Munster origin though living outside 
Munster and are called Clanna Ebir i Leith Chuind. They 
trace their genealogical ascent to Ailill Olom and thus in 
the prehistoric genealogical schema they share an ancestor 
with Dal Cais and Eoganacht. Whether this genealogical 
connection was of anv practical significance in the eleventh 
and early twelfth centuries when the Munster kings were 
dominant in the greater part of Ireland is a matter of 
doubt but in an age when everything was grist for the 
political mill it is not unlikely that appeal was also made 
to dynastic kinship real or imagined. A very similar 
incident occurs in Cogadh § 51 in which Cathal mac 
Feradaig and the Delbna come to the aid of Brian and 
Mathgamain in their hour of need for precisely the same 
reason: dynastic kinship. So similar are the incidents that 
it is probable that the author of CCC is imitating Cogadh 
at this point. Of the three kings, all of whom I have no 
doubt are genuine personages, I can identify only one. 
Diarmait mac Finnachta belongs to Luigne Connacht anc 
is the terminal person in the early pedigree (R 145 d 1) 
His father, Finnachta, king of the Luigne of Connacht 
died in 879 (AU) and it is just possible that Diarmait 
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could have been an elder contemporary of Cellachan. 
Aed mac Dualascaig probably belongs to the branch 
of the Gailenga settled in Mayo and Donnchad mac Méel 
Domnaill to one or other of the several branches of the 
Delbna settled in Connacht®, 

They march northwards over Es Dara, Droichet Matra, 
across the rivers of Sligo, keeping to the west of Benn 
Gulban, across the Dubh, the Drobais and Mag nEne to 
Ess Ruaidh. They then raid Cenél Conaill. Muircertach 
mac Airnelaig, king of Cenél Conaill, pursues them and 
demands that they restore the plunder. They refuse and 
in revenge Muircertach sends word to the Vikings at 
Armagh that the Munster host is on its way and he advises 
them to withdraw with Cellachan to Dundalk. This 
they do, leaving behind the Vikings of Armagh (Lulach, 
Amhlaibh, Lagmann, Turcaill, Gilla Ciarain mac Henruc 
in tsenrigh and Oitir Dubh) with 500 men. 

The route here described is the common medieval route 
into Cenél Conaill and western Ulster. It bears a close 
resemblance to the route taken by Brian in his attack on 
the north in 1006 as described in Cogadh § 78 which may 
indeed have been the model for CCC. 

Muirchertach mac Airnelaig could not have been king of 
Cenél Conaill at this time. His correct descent is 
Muirchertach mac Cind Fdelad meic Airnelaig and he 
belonged to Cenél Lugdach of Cenél Conaill (R 144 f 7). 
His son, Dalach, king of Cenél Conaill, died in 870 (AU) 
and his grandson, Egnechan, also king of Cenél Conaill, 
died in 906 (AU). It is therefore impossible that he should 
have been a contemporary of Cellachan. In fact, we 
know from the annals that Mael ColuimjUa Canannain, who 

died in 957, ruled Cenél Conaill in the time of Cellachan. In 
the conclusion of CCC supplied from 23 H 18 Cellachan 
revenges himself on Muirchertach (§ 100) but there is 
no mention of this incident in the Lismore text (§ 90). 

For the Viking leaders, see p. 53 ff. below. 

The Munstermen march to Armagh and arrive at the south 

side of the city which is held by the Vikings. They make a 

four-point attack: Dal Cais, Gailenga, Luigne and Delbna 

52 P. Walsh, 1940, ‘Connacht in the Book of Rights’ in JGHAS 19: 1-15. 

58 It is to be noted that Cogadh § 78 itself bears a remarkable resemblance to the entry 

FM s.a. 1005 [= 1006] which is stated in the text to be an extract from the Book of 

onmacnoise and the Book of the Island of the Saints in Loch Ribh. 
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from the west, Ui Chonaill Gabra, Ui Chairbre, Ui Meic 

Caille and Ui Liathdin from the north, the Eoganacht 

(Eoganacht Chaisil, Eoganacht Aine, Eoganach 
Glendamnach, Eoganacht Chliach, Eoganacht Durlais, 

Eoganacht Locha Léin and Eoganacht Raithlinn) from 
the east and the Déisi from the south. They leave the 
Muscraige, Uaithne, Fir Maige and Ui Chuanach in reserve, 
They take the city. Next morning they seek for an 
Irishman in the city. Eventually one is found and he 
informs them that the Vikings have taken Cellachan off 
to the ships at Dundalk. 

The strategy adopted is not simply a military plan: it is 
a genealogical schema. All the Eoganacht are placed 
together; in the attack from the west the Dal Cais are 

grouped together with those peoples who claimed genea- 
logical affiliation with them; the attack from the north 

is carried by four groups who stand is exactly the same 
relationship to the Eoganacht in the genealogical 
scheme;. the Déisi, acting as military allies of the 
Eoganacht, attack from the south; and the reserves are 

peoples who claim no kin relationship whatever with the 
Eoganacht. And though it is evident that the author 
appreciates the advantages of a four-pronged attack, it is 
clear that he is an armchair strategist working from 
genealogical materials. 

The Munstermen march to Dundalk but the Vikings evade 
them by putting their ships to sea. They seek to ransom 
Cellachan but the Vikings refuse and lash Cellachdn and 
Donn Cuan to the masts. Donnchad mac Caeim then 
recites a lay to Sitric, leader of the Vikings. There follows 
an exchange between Cellachd4n and Donnchad in which 
Cellachan says that Cashel without an Eoganacht king 
would be harder for him to bear than his present tortures 
and he blesses Dal Cais here and in the poem which follows 
(§ 60) for coming to his rescue. He asks the Munstermen 
if they have brought a fleet and when he sees the fleet 
approaching he recites a poem in which he rehearses some 
of the previous events and compliments Dal Cais. Sitric 
asks the names and reputations of the men in the ships; 
Duinechaid mac Fiangusa acts as intermediary (§ 61) 
and an order of combat is arranged. Lochlannach ne 
Lann, in Lochlannach Ladhach and Sen-Amlaibh, referred 
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to as tt cotmhedaigi Corcaighi ‘the three guardians of 
Cork’ (§ 63), are to encounter Flann, Cobhthach and 
Fidirscel, the three kings of Corcu Léegde*, because they 
plundered Inis Clere. Lenn Turman na hUidhi is to meet 
Dubh da bhoirenn, king of Western Ui Echach because 
he slew his son, Aed. Sitriuc, Tor and Magnus, the three 
sons of Tuirgeis, meet Segda, Failbhe and Conghal of 

- Corcu Duibne because they plundered Sceilic Mhichil. 
Mac Righ Finnlochlann is measured against Conchobar, 
king of Ciarraige Luachra, because he plundered Ard 
Fothaigh Brenaind. Lenn Turmun na Pers is pitted 
against Diarmaid and Baiscinn, the two kings of Corcu 
Baiscinn, because he plundered Inis Cathaig. Finally, 
Ri Fuarlochlann is matched with the two kings of Corca 
Mruadh because he plundered Aran. The Irish sea-forces 
are assembled in geographical order (§ 65) and in a poem 
addressed to the. Irish forces, Duineachaid rehearses the 
order of combat (§ 66). 

It is notable again that the author of the text goes to 
inordinate lengths to flatter Dal Cais. It is also clear 
that the arrangement of the sea-battle has a geographical 
and genealogical basis. The kings of Corcu Léegde 
encounter the Cork Viking leaders because, it is alleged, 
‘they, they plundered Clére. Here we may have a genuine 

_ historical memory though of the eleventh century. In 
1013 a Viking fleet, probably from Dublin, sailed south- 
wards along the coast, burned Cork and attacked Clére 
and was defeated with the slaughter of its leaders by the 
Ui Echach Muman.** The annals do not associate the 
Corcu Léegde with this event nor are the Vikings of 
Cork mentioned in this context. In the reference to the 
plundering of Scelec we probably have to do with the 
Viking attack on Scelec in 824 when Etgal was carried off.** 
Reference is also made to this event in Cogadh which 
indeed may be the source used by the author of CCC 
at this point.*? In the case of the Ciarraige, Ard Fothaigh 
Brenaind, which is otherwise unattested, must surely be 

read as Ard Ferta Brénainn though we have no annalistic 

reference to a Viking attack on it. However, the Vikings 

were extremely active in Ciarraige as the annals and 

84 Corca Duibne of the text (§ 63) is simply a scribal slip. 

55 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1013; CS s.a. 1011 [= 1013]; FM s.a. 1012 [= 1013]. 

56 AU, Ann. Inisf. s.a. 824. 
57 Cogadh § 18. 
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especially Cogadh record® and indeed the latter source ma 
have inspired the author of CCC. Inis Cathaig, in th 
Corcu Baiscinn area of influence, was plundered on ; 
number of occasions. It was plundered in 974 by Magnus 

son of Aralt, with forces from the Isles.®® It was attacke 

in 1057 by the Viking forces of Diarmait mac Mail na mB 
in the course of a war against Munster® and a great dea 
of it was destroyed in the course of a raid in 1101.6 
Again, as in the case of Inis Cathaig, Aran was plundere 
early in the eleventh century by Viking raiders fron 
the Hebrides.®* It is unlikely that the author of CCC hac 
access to annalistic material in compiling this list. Some 
items seem to derive from Cogadh whilst others could deriv: 
from traditional memory or indeed contemporary events 
It might be added that sporadic Viking raids, if we maj 
judge from the annals, were not at all infrequent in th 
eleventh and early twelfth centuries. 

The hosts prepare themselves for battle in the heroic 
manner (§§ 67-8). The kings of Corcu Léegde, here 
called kings of Ui Luigdech, slay their opponents but are 
slain by them (§ 69) and a poem is sung lamenting thei 
fall (§ 70). Dubdhabhoireann and the Ui Echach fal! 
upon their opponents (§ 71). The Corcu Duibne king: 
lash their ships to those of their opponents, and Failbe. 
having rescued Cellachdn, is himself slain (§§ 72-4). 
Fiangal, who can be none other than the Fiangal mac 
Congail already slain at Dublin (§ 41), urges on the host, 
sings a lay of lament for Failbe (§ 75), drags Sitric over- 
board and they are both drowned (§ 76). The Corcu 
Duibne pour into their enemy’s ship which sinks and all 
are drowned (§ 77). The king of Ciarraige Luachra slays 
his opponent but is slain by him (§ 78) and is lamented ina 
poem (§ 79). Likewise, the Corcu Baiscinn slay their 
opponents but Baiscinn survives (§ 80). The Munster 
fleet comes to land at high tide and the Vikings depart 
(§ 83). Cellachdn laments the fall of his rescuers, Failbe 
and the Corcu Duibne, in prose (§ 84) and in verse (§ 85). 
Cellachan and Donn Cuan welcome the fleet ashore and 
Donnchad mac Caeim laments the deaths of the kings 

58 Cogadh §§ 13, 20, 22, 25, 26, 29. 
59 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 974; FM s.a. 972 [= 974]. 
60 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1057. 
61 AU, Ann. Inisf. s.a. rior. 
62 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1015. 
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(§ 87). Next day the Munstermen bury their dead and 
Donnchad mac Caeim recounts the battle and praises the 
heroes in verse (§§ 88-0). 

The protagonists of the battle have already been 
identified and as we have seen the background to the 
struggle is the naval warfare of the early twelfth century. 
It is to be noted at this point that the text is probably a 
conflation of a number of different recensions. In §§ 83-5 
the Munster fleet comes ashore and Cellach4n laments 
the fall of Failbe. It is again brought ashore in § 86; 
Cellachan laments the fall of the warriors and Donnchad 
mac Caim sings a lay (§ 87). Again, at the end of § 88 
it is stated that Donnchad’s final poem (§ 89) is in laid ar 
deireadh in sceoil though the text continues with the 
adventures of the Munstermen in Dublin and Leinster. It 
is possible that one version of CCC ended with the 
victorious sea-battle at Dundalk. 

The Munstermen burn their own fleet and the captured 
Viking ships, hold a council of war and set out for Dublin, 
after considering and rejecting a route through Connacht 
and Meath ((§§ 90-1). They plunder the entire territory 
from Dundalk to Dublin (§ 92). A plot by the women of the 
Vikings to bring about Cellachan’s death fails (§ 93). 
The Munstermen arrive in Dublin, collect the booty 

of the city, select wives from among the women of the 
Vikings and, after a stay of a week, they burn the city 
and set out (§ 94). 

The decision to avoid a route through Connacht reflects 
not any strength of Connacht in the tenth century but the 
dominant position of Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair in the 
early twelfth century. Again, the taking of Dublin echoes 
the importance of the city in the twelfth century and 
particularly its importance in the policies of the Ui 
Briain. The city fell to Diarmait mac Mail na mB6o in 
1052 and with his death in 1072 it passed into the Ui 
Briain sphere of influence. Tairdelbach Ua Briain made his 
son, Muirchertach, king of Dublin in 1075 and with some 
breaks it remained within the control of the Ui Briain until 
1zr8 when Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair attacked the 
city, freed the hostages of the north who were kept there 
by Ui Briain, and expelled Domnall, son of Muirchertach 
Ua Briain, who had governed the city for his father. In 

1125, Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair made the king of 
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Leinster ruler of Dublin and later replaced him with his 

own son, Conchobar. Cellachan’s taking of Dublin may 
well be a reflex of these events and an Eoganacht claim 
to the same dominance over Dublin as that possessed by 
the Ui Briain. 

§§ 95-9 When the Munstermen arrive at the eastern end of Mag 
ae nAlmaine they encounter five battalions led by Murchad 

mac Finn, king of Leinster, with his three brothers, 

Donnchad, Find and Aedh, and by Conghal mac Laisigh, 
king of Laidhis Laigen, Donnchad mac Aedha, king of 
Fotharta Laigen, Muirchertach mac Tuathail, king of Ui 
Mail, Concubar mac Donnchada, king of Ui Failge and 

Bran Bherba mac Amhalghaidh, king of Ui Buide and Ui 
' Bairrche.*8 They demand Cellachan and Donn Cuan as 
hostages. If these are refused they threaten battle. The 
Munstermen refuse and prepare for battle. Cellachan 
urges them, since he himself is not allowed to fight, to 
avenge well the death of Cormac mac Cuilennain on the 
Leinstermen. He died forty two and a half years before, 
according to the text. The Munstermen prepare for battle. 
At this point the text breaks off. 

The choice of the site of the battle is deliberate for the 
battle is seen as a reverse of the defeat suffered in 908 
at Belach Mugna, in the same area, by the Munstermen led 

by the Eoganacht king, Cormac mac Cuilenndin. It is 
. possible that at this point the author of CCC may have 
had before him (or at least was acquainted with) the saga 
of Belach Mugna which is preserved only in later form.* 

Murchad mac Finn, Ui Faeldin king of Leinster, ruled 
from 966 until his death at the hands of a rival dynast 
in 972. His inclusion here is anachronistic since he could 
not possibly have been king of Leinster in Cellachdn’s 
lifetime. I cannot trace Congal mac Laidsig, king of 
Loigis. Here, presumably, the similarity of the name 
Laidsech and Loigis together with the occurrence of this 
rare name in the Lojgis genealogies attracted the author 
of CCC. Donnchad mac Aeda, king of Fotharta, is 
otherwise unknown unless he is to be identified with 
Donnchad mac Aeda meic Tressaig of Ui Bairrche (R 117 

83 MS: ri Omuigi 1 O Mairgi. " 
64 For details of the battle, see AU, Ann. Inisf. s.a. 908: CS s.a. 907 [= 908]; A. Clon. 8.8. 987 [= 908]; FM s.a. 903 [= 908]. There is good reason to believe that the annalistic entri heavily i 5 

a aes re ae influenced by the saga of Cormac and the battle of Belach Mugna. 
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a 31). Muirchertach mac Tuathail, king of Ui Mail is 
puzzling. Here no doubt we have reference to Ui Thuathail, 
the dynastic family sprung from the Ui Muiredaig, one 
of the three main branches of the ruling dynasty of north 
Leinster. Tuathal mac Augaire, from whom the dynastic 
family is named, died in 958 and here again the author of 
CCC is clearly attracted by the eponym. It is not unlikely 
that the text at this point should read: Mwuirchertach mac 
Tuatha 11 (O Muiredaig 4] O Mail. Conchobar mac 
Donnchada, king of Ui Failge, appears neither in the 
annals nor in the regnal list of the king of Ui Failge.® 
Two tenth-century kings of Ui Failge bore the name 
Conchobar: Conchobar mac Mael Céin, who died in 938 
(AU) and Conchobar mac Finn, who died in 979 (AU). 
The present Conchobar may be a mistake for any one 
of these. On the other hand, it is very likely that the 
author of CCC was simply attracted by the eponym of the 
Ui Chonchobair, who ruled Ui Failge in the twelfth century. 
I know nothing of Bran Berba mac Amalgada, king of 
Ui Buide and Ut Bairrche. 

§ 100 This section of the printed text provides the alternative 

ending from the paper manuscripts. Cellachan causes 

the fleet to be burned and the Munster forces decide to 

attack Cenél Conaill and they plunder that territory 

widely. They proceed from there to Tara where they 

offer battle to Donnchad mac Flaind, king of Ireland. 

He declines. They plunder the area about Tara. Cellachan 

returns to Cashel where he rules peacefully until his death 

in 952. 
rf we have seen, Donnchad mac Flaind was king of Tara 

from 919 until his death in 944 (§ 27), but Muirchertach 

could not possibly have been king of Cenél Conaill in 

the lifetime of Cellachan (§ 53). The date of Cellachan’s 

death as given in the text is wrong. He died in 954. 

4. The Vikings and CCC: 

In his Introduction to the text Bugge lays stress on the real Norse 

names which occur in the text8* and he concludes that ‘a saga of 

65 Best, Bergin and O’Brien, 1954, The Book of Leinster I (Dublin: Institute for 

Advanced Studies) 186-9. . ~ 

66 Bugge’s manne that the names E(i)ric (< O.N. Eirtkr) and Turmun (< O.N. 

Dormundr) are found uniquely in CCC is not entirely correct. For other exx. see AU. 

3.a. 1103 and FM s.a. 1140. 
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this description cannot be semi-historical but must be historical’ .§7. 

It remains to show that we have little warrant for placing any trust 

in CCC as a source for the Viking period. The first Vikings we 

encounter in the text are the four Limerick leaders: Amhlaibh 

Luimnigh (§§ 8, 12), slain by Cellachan (§§ 15, 19); Morann (§§ 8, 12), 

called ua righ... Fuarlochlann ‘grandson of the king of Cold Lochlainn’ 

(§ x0) and mac righ loingst Leoghasa ‘son of the fleet-king of Lewis’ 

(§ 16), a crich Leoghus Lochlonnaig ‘from the territory of Viking 

Lewis’ (§ 19), slain by Suilleban (§§ 16, 19); Magnus of Limerick 

(§§ 8, 12) slain by Donnchad mac Caeim (§§ 17, 19); and Lochlainn 

of Limerick (§§ 8, 12) slain by Ribhordan (§ 18). In the verse re- 

capitulation, Ribhordan is credited not with the slaying of Lochlainn 

but of Morann mac Connra (§ 19). Bugge maintains that there were 

two separate persons called Morann i.e. Morann of Lewis and 

Morann mac Connra. Since the poem (§ 19) distinguishes them 
and the prose (§§ 16-8) does not, he regards the verse as superior to 
the prose.®* All the Limerick Vikings are described by the generic 
name Clanna Connra (§§ 8-12). The phrases: Movann mac Connra 
creachaig | d’fhorthuaith Eogain airbrethaig (§ 19) simply means 
that Clanna Connra were regarded as a stranger-folk within the 
the sovereignty of Eogan Mér i.e. Munster. Bugge’s claim that 
this line proves that ‘the tribe of which the sons of Connra were 
lords lived among the Eoganachts in the county of Kerry and that 
they were descended from Viking settlers who had organized them- 
selves as an Irish clan’ is nonsense.*® When we turn to the con- 
temporary annals we find no trace of these personages. Tomrair 
mac Ailche (Elgi) is the first Viking closely associated with 
Limerick and he was active in the years from 922 to 924.79 The 
next lord of Limerick is Colla mac Barith who was active on Lough 
Ree in 924 and who died in 932.74. Another Limerick leader, Imar, 

led his Viking forces into Mag Roigne is Osraige in 931.72 Amlaib 
Cennchairech of Limerick was active about Athlone in 933 and ranged 
widely in Connacht in 936 from a settled base on Lough Ree. From 
this base he joined forces with the Vikings of Dublin in 937.73 Aralt 
(mac Sitrioca) ua hImair, lord of the Vikings of Limerick died in 
940.74 The next Viking leader mentioned in the annals is Imar 
Luimnig who slew one Beolan Litil in 969.75 Magnus mac Arailt 

87 Bugge (1905) xi. 
68 Bugge (1905) xiv, 126, 128, 130. 
69 Bugge (1905) 130. 
70 AU, Ann. Inisf. s.aa. 922, 924. 
71 FM s.a. 922 [= 924]; OS s.a. 931 [= 932]. 
ce a 8.8. 929 (= 931] 

8.8. 931 [= 933]; 934 [= 936]; = . 
74 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 940; HM s.a. aa oa ae 
%5 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 969. 
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(possibly a son of Aralt ua hIimair) with Vikings from the Isles 
captured him in 974 and three years later he and his two sons, 
Amlaib and Duibcenn, were killed by Brian Boru on Scattery Island.76 
None of these Viking leaders, amply attested in the annals and 
contemporaries or near contemporaries of Cellachan, appear in CCC. 
Their places are taken by personages otherwise unknown. The 
Amlaib of the text may be a vague memory of Amlaib Cennchairech 
but it must be remembered that Amlafb is one of the commonest 
Viking names in Ireland. Magnus may be the Magnus mac Arailt of 
the annals but it is more likely that here we have either a memory of 
Magnus Barelegs and his connections with Ui Briain or a reference to 
the MacMagnuses of Limerick, who seem to have survived into the 
reign of king John.?7?7 The name Lochlainn, from Lochlainn 
(Laithlind), may be sufficient in itself to explain the existence of 
Lochlainn of Limerick. I have seen no other reference to Morann and 
the description of him as ‘the grandson of the king of Cold Lochlainn’ 
does little to inspire confidence in his existence. 

It is interesting to note that in the description of the attack on 
Cork (§ 20) no Viking leaders are mentioned by name. Later in the 
text we are given the names of three Cork Vikings: Lochlannach na 
Lann, In Lochlannach Ladhach and Sen-Amlaibh, who are described 
as ivt coimhedaigt Corcaighi ‘the three guardians of Cork’ (§ 64). 
They are mentioned earlier as being among the Vikings who withdraw 
to Dublin after Cellachan’s victorious campaigns (§ 27). They are 
engaged by the three kings of Corcu Léegde because they raided Inis 
Clére (§ 63) and they and their opponents slay each other in battle 
(§§ 69-70). These names, it must be admitted, appear quite un- 
historical and would be much more at home in a romantic adventure 
than in a sober narrative. Information on Viking Cork is extremely 
slight and one can scarcely avoid the conclusion that it was a Viking 
settlement of little or no importance in military or political matters. 
For the entire Viking period the annals record the name of only one 
Cork Viking leader, Gnimbeolu alias Gnimcionnsalaigh who may well 
be the figment of a storyteller’s imagination.”® The reference to the 
plundering of Clére may, as we have seen, be a confused memory of 
the events of the year 1013 when the Ui Echach Muman, not the 
Corcu Léegde, drove off Viking raiders. 

In the attack on Waterford no Viking leader is mentioned other 
than Sitriuc mac Tuirgeis who belongs elsewhere (§ 22). The annals 

tell a different story. Mac Acuind ‘son of Haakon’, leader of the 

Vikings of Waterford, was an ally of Cellachan’® but he does not 

appear in CCC. 
76 Ann. Inisf. s.aa. ; ; A. Tig. s.a. 977. 
77 i. Catia, 1938, Bidloo te medieval Ireland (London: Methuen) 7, 9, 405. 

78 FM s.a. 865 [= 867]; Three frags. 166, 168. 

79 FM s.a. 937 [= 939]. 
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There remain the Armagh Vikings and those of Dublin. Those of - 

Armagh are Lulach, Ambhlaibh, Lagmann, Turcaill, Gilla Ciarain mac 

Henruc in tsen-righ and Oitir Dubh (§53). Firstly, there is no annalistic 

evidence whatever to indicate that Armagh, often raided by the 

Vikings,®° was ever turned into’a Viking colony as the text of CCE 

clearly indicates at this point.§! None of the Vikings here mentioned | 

appear in the annals with the possible exception of Ottir Iarla alias 

Oittir mac Iargna who left Ireland in 918.8? Significantly, two of 

the Armagh Vikings, Ottir Dubh and Gilla Ciarain, are mentioned in 

Cogadh as being amongst those slain at Clontarf (§ 117) and if we 

read Amhlaibh 4 Lagmann as Amlatb mac Lagmain he too was slain 

at Clontarf (§ 117). It seems that CCC is borrowing from Cogadh — 

at this point. A far more general dependence on Cogadh is evident in 

the whole treatment of the Vikings. They are referred to in general 

as Clann Turgheis (§ 53) and Clanna Tuirgeis teas is tuaid (§ 29) and 

their outstanding leader is Sitriuc mac Tuirgeis. He opposes Cellachan 
at Waterford (§ 22). He is the leading spirit in the conspiracy and 
offers Cellachdn his sister Bébinn in marriage (§ 27). He captures 
Cellachan and holds him prisoner (§§ 35-42), demands an impossible 

ransom and incarcerates him at Armagh (§ 43). He is in touch with 
Cellachan’s enemies (§§ 27, 53) and is the commander of the Viking 

forces in the naval battle (§§ 58-72). He has three brothers, Tor, 

Magnus and Tuirgeis (§ 27). Tuirgeis makes no further appearance 

but Tor and Magnus are slain with Sitriuc at Dundalk (§§ 72-5). 

According to CCC Corcu Duibne engage them because they had 
plundered Scelec. It would seem that all this material ultimately 

derives from Cogadh and, in particular, from the story of Tuirgeis, 
as narrated in Cogadh §§ 9-14. This story, as can be easily shown, 

is full of inconsistencies and chronological errors and is simply 
a piece of twelfth-century propaganda in favour of the Ui Briain.8* 
This is the source of Clanna Tuirgeis of CCC and of the notion that 
Armagh was occupied and held by the Vikings. The name Turges 
appears only once in the uninterpolated Irish annals and it is signifi- 
cantly absent from the annals in the tenth and eleventh centuries. 

The remaining Viking leaders—Linn Turmun na hUidhi, Linn 
Turmun na Pers, Mac Righ Findlochlann (called [olbhrec, §§ 66, 78) 
and Mac Righ Fuarlochlann—are even more shadowy. According to 

80 AU s.aa. 831, 832, 840, 852, 869, 879, 882, 895; FM s.a. 893 [= 898]; AU s.a. 921; 
FM s.a. 931 [= 933]; AU s.a. 943. 3 = mis —_ 

81 The reference to a Norse community which dominated Armagh and lived under 
the rule of a ‘lawman’ (O.N. Légmadr > Ir. Lagman(n)) probably represents the organisa- 
tion of a subordinate Hiberno-Norse city-state in the twelfth century. The historicity 
of the Norse domination of Armagh has been accepted by some historians (Jean I. 
oe 1950, ‘A note on the Norse occupations of Ireland’ in History 35: 15.) 

, needs 918; FM s.a. 916 [= 918]; Three frags. pp. 228, 230 [= 918] Cogadh § 35. 
D. O Corrain, 1972, Ireland before the Normans (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan) g1-2. 
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| 
GCC they plundered Ard Fothaigh Brenaind, Inis Cathaigh and the 
Aran Islands. Here we probably have, as we have seen, confused 
memories of various Viking attacks on these places in the late tenth 
and early eleventh centuries. Needless to say, none of these leaders 
makes any appearance whatever in the annals and we may well 
doubt that they ever existed outside the writer’s imagination. Eric 
rt na nInnse (§ 44), as Bugge points out, may be identical with the 
historical Eric Bloody-Axe. It may equally be a coincidence. On 
the whole, the Vikings leaders mentioned in CCC resemble the shadowy 
characters of story rather than real historical personages. It is 
surely significant that as a group they are absent from the annals 
while the well-attested Viking leaders who were Cellachdn’s con- 
temporaries are entirely absent from CCC. We are inevitably led 
to the conclusion that the author of CCC had no access to genuine 
annalistic sources for Viking affairs of the tenth century. We may 
not then regard CCC, despite whatever light it may throw on twelfth- 
century affairs, as being a historical source for tenth-century Viking 
Ireland. 

5. The date and background of CCC 

As has been noted, CCC has been assigned to various dates in the 
early twelfth century. Ryan would place it earlier than 1118, before 
the collapse of Ui Briain dominance in Munster because of the undue 
sensitivity it shows towards the Ui Briain.*4 Dr Hughes argues that 
since the work places the Ui Briain and the Eoganacht on an equal 
footing and claims for Cellachd4n a success almost identical with 
Brian’s, it must be assigned to a date after 1118 when the Meic 
Carthaig had come to power in Desmond.® I feel it can be ascribed 
more exactly to the years from 1127 to 1134 when Cormac Mac 
Carthaig was consensus king of Munster. In 1118—and again 1121, 
1122, and 1123—Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair, king of Connacht, 

intervened in Munster and divided the kingdom between Tadc Mac 
Carthaig and the two sons of Diarmait Ua Briain, Tairdelbach and 
Conchobar. Tadc Carthaig died in 1124 and his brother, Cormac, 
a consistent enemy of Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair, was enkinged with 
the consent of the leading nobles of Desmond—Ua Mathgamna, 
Ua Suillebéin, Ua Caim, Ua Muirchertaig and Ua Faelain. Cormac 

had, and was to continue to have, an enemy in his brother 

Donnchad, who supported Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair and who had 
a considerable following of discontented Munster dynasts. From the 
beginning Cormac showed himself to be a leader of outstanding 

ability. Already in 1124 he was one of the leaders of an interprovincial 

84 Ryan (1941) gt. . 
85 Hughes (1972) 299-300. 
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alliance against Ua Conchobair. In 1125, profiting from dissensions 

between Tairdelbach Ua Briain, the Ostmen of Limerick and Ciarraige, 

he seized the kingship of Limerick. The annals do not indicate how 
long he retained it. When the king of Leinster died in 1126 and when 
Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair hosted to the borders of Leinster to settle 
the affairs of the kingdom to his taste, Cormac was the only Munster 

king to challenge him. He was defeated by Ua Conchobair and his 
intervention brought Ua Conchobair’s vengeance down heavily 
upon him. In 1127, Cormac was dethroned by Ua Conchobair, 

banished into retirement at the monastery of Lismore, and his brother, 

Donnchad, a consistent supporter of Connacht, was made king in 
his stead. However, there was a sharp and unexpected reaction in 
Munster which gives some indication of Cormac’s standing. Conchobar 

and Tairdelbach, the two leading Ui Briain dynasts, went to Lismore, 

came to an agreement with Cormac, and offered him the kingship 
of Munster. Cormac thus became the first Eoganacht king of Munster 
since the middle of the tenth century whose claim was not contested 

by Dal Cais (Ui Briain) and he held this position from 1127 until 1134. 
Not only was Cormac undisputed king of Munster in this period 

but he was successful, as leader of the forces of Munster, in crushing 

the power of Tairdelbach Ua Conchobair. He expelled his brother, 
Donnchad, and his supporters (mostly segmentary rivals of Cormac’s 
own followers) from Munster and for the next few years these dynasts 
harried the coasts of west Munster from the sea though with little 
significant success. Ua Conchobair’s attempts to destroy Cormac 
failed and in 1132 Cormac and his allies launched a major attack on 
Connacht. Conchobar Ua Briain penetrated into the heartland of Ua 
Conchobair’s territory. Cormac Mac Carthaig and his ally, 
Tairdelbach Ua Briain, despatched the fleets of the south to ravage the 
castle of Galway and west Connacht while they themselves attacked 
from Athlone. In the course of another expedition, Cormac, 
accompanied by the three Ui Briain brothers—Tairdelbach, 
Conchobar and Tadc—penetrated deep into Connacht, ravaged it 
widely and destroyed two of Ua Conchobair’s fortresses. These 
campaigns were sufficient to bring Ua Conchobair to his knees and in 
1133, at the conference of Aball Ceithernaig, he made his peace with 
Munster. In 1134, Cormac’s chapel at Cashel, was consecrated with 
great pomp by the Dal Cais bishop, Domnall Ua Conaing. Shortly 
after this event the alliance between Cormac and the Ui Briain broke 
down. The sequence of events is not at all clear but the details do 
not concern us here.8* Immediately a bitter struggle, involving raid 
and counter-raid broke out in Munster but Cormac held his own 

86 FM s.aa. 1133, 1134; A. Clon. s.a. 1135 [= 11 1134]; A.Ti Q ; CS s.a. 1130 [= 1134]; Misc. Ir. Ann. s.a. yy eer on 
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igainst the attacks of the Ui Briain. He dealt sharply with restiveness 
mong the Déisi and one source, favourable to Meic Carthaig,%? 

laims that he assumed the kingship of Munster and Osraige at this 
yoint. Meanwhile, in 1136 and 1137, the Ui Briain continued to 

under Desmond. In 1137, Cormac was involved in the defence of 

Waterford against Conchobar Ua Briain and his new-found ally, 
Diarmait Mac Murchada, king of Leinster. In 1138, Cormac was 

nurdered treacherously at the behest of Tairdelbach Ua Briain who 
seized for himself the kingship of Munster. Thereafter, relationships 
oetween Ui Briain and Meic Carthaig remained bitter in the extreme. 

It is clear then that not only was Cormac the only generally 
recognised Eoganacht king of Munster in the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries but he was one of the ablest and most widely respected 
of the contemporary rulers. The Irish annalists, who rarely 
moralise about political events, uniformly express shock at 
his death and an Armagh gospel-book, written in 1138, bears the 
contemporary comment: Is mdr in gnim Cormac Mac Carthaig do 

marbad 6 Tairdelbach Hua Briain.88 In addition, he was the friend 

of St Malachy and of the reformers and a church builder whose 

patronage was so esteemed that the annalists describe him 

honorifically as ‘bishop of the kings of Ireland’. I suggest it was 

against the background of Cormac’s political career and in response to 

the remarkable changes in the fortunes of the Eoganacht that CCC 

was written. It may be noted in passing that most of the political 

texts of the eleventh and twelfth centuries—Lebor na Cert, Cogadh 

Gaedhel re Gallaibh, Mér-thimchell Erenn wile, the saga of Cerball of 

Osraige as it survives in Three Fragments, etc.—and many of the re- 

workings of the eleventh and twelfth centuries of earlier materials 

are not random products of unworldly antiquarianism but works 

produced in response to specific political situations. CCC is a prime 

example of texts of this kind. The sensitivity shown throughout the 

text to the claims of the Ui Briain, the stress on the dynastic kingship 

of Eoganacht and Dal Cais (§ 6), the granting to Cennéitig mac 

Lorcdin of the title tdnaise Muman (§ 26), the enkinging of Cennéitig 

in the absence of Cellachan (§ 46), his counter-promise that he will 

return the kingship to Cellachan when he is rescued (§ 49), Cellachan’s 

praise of him as a worthy king of Cashel (§ 60), the agreed areas of 

Eoganacht and Dal Cais influence (§§ 24, 26)—all reflect the diplomacy 

of the brittle compromise of the years 1127 and 1134. The lists of 

Munster dynasts reflect the complex relationships evident in the 

annals between Cormac and the troublesome minor rulers of Munster 

and is in effect an invitation and an admonition to them, couched 

87 Misc. Ir. Ann. 8.8. 1136. 
88 Harl. 1802, fo. 50. 



60 . DONNCHADH 6 CORRAIN 

in pseudo-historical terms, to support Cormac as their ancestors, 

carefully listed eponymously, had supported and indeed sacrificed 

their lives for the great Cellachan of Cashel, Cormac’s ancestor. 

Other events of Cormac’s reign—his seizure of Limerick, his involve- 

ment with Waterford, his relations with Osraige and Leinster, his 

enmity towards Connacht, his extensive naval campaigns against 

his enemies—are echoed in the text. The general purpose of the 

author is to glorify the Eoganacht and thus Meic Carthaig, to create 

an historical ambience consonant with their new power and equal 

to the history which the Ui Briain had created for themselves, and to 

canvass support for them from the dynasts of Munster. In a word, 

CCC is a piece of political propaganda as sophisticated and diplomatic 

in intent as it is false and tendentious in historical terms. 

6. The source-material used in CCC 

The first and perhaps the most striking aspect of the source 

material used by the author of CCC is the almost total absence of 

annalistic material or chronological criteria. This stands in bold 

contrast to Cogadh, the author of which possessed annals from which 

to make excerpts.®*. It is unnecessary to postulate direct access to 

annals to account for the references to the battle of Sciath 

Nechtain (§§ I, 43-4). The first possibly derives from an 

annotated king-list. The second, as we have seen derives in all 

details except one from Cogadh § 21. Sciath Nechtain seems to have 
been regarded as a great Eoganacht triumph and there may well 
have been stories about it. The references to Donnchad mac Flaind, 

king of Tara (§§ 27, 91, 93, 100) and, in the text, treacherous opponent 
of Cellachan, may well contain genuine historical memories 

of a real hostility but the writer’s information is so vague that we 
may rule out any immediate annalistic sources. His reference to Ae¢ 
mac Scannail (otherwise mac Scannld4in, FM), king of Eoganacht 
Locha Léin (§ 22), raises some problems. His name occurs, uniquel} 

amongst the annalists, in the Four Masters,®® he is unknown to the 

genealogists, and the details provided about him in the Four Master: 
agree so poorly with those given in CCC that one could scarcel} 
postulate interdependence. Again his treatment of the motives of th 
Munster fleet leaders at Dundalk seems to derive from Cogadh an 
from historical memories of the eleventh and twelfth centuries whicl 
may have annalistic records as their ultimate source.® It scarcel} 
need be added that there is no evidence that the author of CCC hat 

direct access to such sources. 

89 R. H. Leach (1968) 13-21. 
90 FM s.a. 941 [= 943]- 
91 P. 50 above. J 
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Careful comparison of CCC and Cogadh shows that the author relied 
1eavily on Cogadh not only in matters of detail but in his general 
approach to Viking Ireland. The chronology and description of the 
Viking wars contain clear verbal echoes of Cogadh while the names 
ind activities of the Viking leaders and particularly their dealings 
with Armagh must derive from the same source.*2 We can only 
sonclude that the author of CCC had access to Cogadh in one form or 
another, that he modelled himself on it, in particular in regard to the 
Vikings, and that he intended to put forward in his own work claims 
equal to those made for the Dal Cais in Cogadh. 
However, in the matter of senchas or traditional historical materials 

ehe author of CCC was able to draw on a wide range of materials. He 
nad at his disposalan annotated Munster king-list (§ 2) which differed 
nm some respects from that in Cogadh and a list of the kings of 
Hoganacht Glendamnach (§§ 49-50). He may also have been familiar 
with the saga of Cormac and the battle of Belach Mugna (§ 98). 
For the rest, he depended on the genealogical tracts and here he was 
entirely free of any notions of chronology and slavishly followed the 
texts which apparently lay before him. This can best be seen in his 
treatment of the Eoganacht leaders (§ 45). One can see him moving 
lown the early Eoganacht pedigrees selecting personages for inclusion, 
isually terminal persons in the tabular pedigrees, and rejecting 
Mthers. In the case of Donnchad mac Caim and Muirchertach mac 
Murchada he had before him a syncopated late pedigree (= UM 28 
R a 37, 28 Rc 18). In the case of four other leaders he was able, 

‘ightly or wrongly, to extend the surviving early pedigrees (R 150 a 4 
= LL 326f I = Lec. 215 Va 45 = BB 174d 19 = UM 26 Ra 34) 
oy a single generation. For the rest, excepting a few cases, he slavishly 
‘ollows not only the terminal names of the older pedigrees but adheres 
slosely to the order of names in the genealogical tracts. The following 

able indicates the sequence :*8 

Mael Fathardaig mac Flaind er50.b Ge" 
Suilleban mac Mael Augrai R 150 b 15 
Donnchad mac Duinechda Insr50 Di 72° 
Rigbardan mac Assida Ror5 000. 22°° 

Donnchad mac Domnaill R 150 b 259%? 

92 Compare CCC §§ 1, 2 : Cogadh §§ 1, 2; CCC § 3 : Cogadh § 40; CCC 8§ 8-9 : Cogadh 

$§ 53-4; OCC §§ 51-2 : Cogadh § 51; CCO § 53 : Cogadh § 78. 

93 For brevity sake I give only the references to Rawlinson B 502. References to the 

parallel texts will be found in O’Brien (1962) 208-34. 
94 He omits Feidlimid mac Crimthainn (R 150 b 11) who was too well-known to be 

cluded here. SMe ces 

"98 ie naturally omits Cellachan at this point (R 150 b 19). Names shown in italics 

lo not appear in the early Eoganacht tract from which he is excerpting. 

96 He passes over Méel Guala mac Donngaile (150 b 24). : 

97 He omits Cenn Faéelad mac Féelgusa (150 b 27); Forbassach mac Féaelgusa (150 b 

8); the well-known bishop Cormac mac Cuileannéin (150 b 28); Finguine mac Laegaire 

150 b 31); and Dub Lachtna mac Ma4el Guala (150 b 35). 

E 
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Donnchad mac Lorcain R 150 b 38 

Domnall mac Cathail R 150 b 40 

Ecertach mac Cormaic R 150 b 41 
Cu Chalma mac Cind Faelad R 150 b 43 

At this point, he breaks the sequence to insert the late Eoganacht 
Locha Léin genealogy of Muirchertach mac Murchada, mentioned 
above, and he omits the unimportant Cerdraige (R 150 b 46). He 
continues with Fogartach mac Fiannamla of Ui Muiredaig (R 150 
b 46) and he concludes this run with the unidentified Domnall mac 
Diarmada. Now that he has dealt with Eoganacht Chaisil and the 
groups associated with them, with Eoganacht Glendamnach and 
Eoganacht Locha Léin, he returns to the beginning of the early 
Eoganacht tract (R 150 a 4). At this point, his excerpting is far less 
detailed. From the eight possible lines of Eoganacht Airthir Cliach, 
he selects two: Fiannamail mac Fiachnae (R 150 a 13) and 

Cuanachtach mac Con cen mathair.®* He passes next to Eoganacht 
Ua Cathbath and selects Conaing mac Larchada (R 150 a 18). From 
Eoganacht Raithlind he chooses Fergal mac Elathaig (R 150 a 22). 
He omits Uf Meic Brécc (R 150 a 46) and Ui Meic Iair (R 150 b 2), 
two relatively unimportant clerical families, Eoganacht Chaisil 
(R 150 b 6) and Ui Chathbath (R 150 a 23), with whom he has already 
dealt, and the obscure groups, Ui Fiachrach Oele (R 151 a 28), Uf 
Dedaid (R 151 a 34) and Gabraige (R 151 a 40) who indeed appear 
nowhere in the text. From among the Ui Liathdin he selects 
Anmchaid mac Dunchada (R 151 a 48) and from the Ui Fidgente 
Flannabra mac Ciarmacdéin (R 152 a 4), Cethernach mac Célechair 
(R 152 a 17) and Cend Faelad mac Duib da bairenn (R 152 a 20). He 
retains throughout this portion the sequence of the genealogical 
tract but it will be noticed, on comparison with the tract itself, 
that as he moves away from Eoganacht Chaisil he excerpts less and 
less relative to the amount of material in the tract. The list of the 
‘electors’ of Cellachdn (§ 7), confined insofar as they can be identified 
to Eoganacht Chaisil, is a less detailed catalogue excerpted from the 
same materials and following the same pattern. The list of the nobles 
who accompany Cellachin to Dublin (§§ 31-42) is constructed on 
an entirely different principle and serves an entirely different purpose. 
Eleven of the twelve nobles, only two of whom are Eoganacht, 
bear in the second portion of their names the eponyms of the leading 
Munster families of the twelfth century. The list of leaders of the 
sea-forces is similar in structure. Of the twelve dynasts named, 

%8 His genealogy, which should appear immediately after that of Fiannamail, is vee from R. It appears in its proper place in LL, Lec. and BB. See O’Brien (1962) 
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| are eponymous ancestors of prominent Munster families associated 
rticularly with twelfth-century naval warfare. 
The author of CCC shows a good grasp of the general theory of 
nealogical affiliations (§§ 47, 54-7 etc.) or comuammand na ngenelach 
it is technically known and is far more at home in this vague 

ience than in genealogy sensu stricto. With a mind typical of the 
itive historian, he sets politics, alliances and military strategy 
ithin this framework. 

Conclusions 

A number of interesting questions and conclusions of a more general 
aracter arise at this point. Firstly, I have no doubt that the 
ithor of CCC was an Irish secular man of learning who served Meic 
uthaig in the same way as the later bardic poets served their 
trons and his approach to history is one of a piece with theirs. 
riting in a century of the most remarkable church reform he has 
tle or no explicit reference to the churchmen and their doings 
Spite the prominence of Munster in ecclesiastical matters, the 
sociations of Cormac Mac Carthaig with the reform, and his re- 
tation as a munificient patron of church building.1° In bold 
ntrast to the compiler of Cogadh, who lays such heavy stress on the 
inous effects of the Vikings on the church and who introduces 
rics as important characters in his narrative, the author of CCC 
rects his attention almost entirely to military and political activities 
d includes no ecclesiastical or hagiographical material. Again, as 
: have pointed out, he had no access to annals which are products of 
ynastic learning. Had he such materials at hand, we can be sure 
at he would have drawn heavily (and slavishly) on them as he 
ew on the sources which were available to him. What is curious is 
at the dichotomy between secular and monastic learning should 
1uintain itself, in this case at least, at so late a date. One may well 

k if he belonged to one of those eleventh and twelfth century families 
lay learned men from whom the later bardic families sprang. 
There is, as we have seen, good reason to believe that the writer’s 

rposes was to produce a saga glorifying Cellachan and thus his 
scendants. The purpose of the exercise is political propaganda 

9 The reference to comarba Caisil (§ 4) is ambivalent. Seen. 33. If we care to read 
1e ba primfhaidh a nArd Macha (§ 59) as is mé ba primdit in Ard Macha ‘it is T who was 
nate in Armagh’, we have a definite reference to the twelfth-century reform and one 
ich must date the text to 1111 or after. In that year the synod of Raithbreasail set 
Armagh as the primatial seo. The fact that five of the manuscripts used in the 
ical edition of the proceedings of the synod have the form priomhfhaidh for primait 

mate’ lends some substance to the emendation. Seo J. MacHrlean, 1914, ‘Synod 

2Aith Breasail’ in Archivium Hibernicum 3:12. I have to thank Professor O Riain 

this suggestion. 
0 A. one 1949, ‘St Malachy of Armagh’ in Ir. Eccl. Rec. 71:134, 146-8. 
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and, if such is to be effective, it must be credible in one way 01 

another. Yet the text is full of the wildest chronological errors 

and the grossest blunders. However, these notions derive from 

our ideas of history and there is no good reason to believe that 
they ever crossed the mind of the compiler of CCC. Nonetheless, il 
may be interesting to speculate about this twelfth-century Irish 
scholar who, in our terms at least, made such a botch of his historical 

saga. He was not ill-equipped in the matter of sources: he possessed 
detailed genealogies, king-lists, perhaps some saga-material and an 
exemplar of the task in hand, Cogadh. Yet he failed to establish 
who was important in Cellachan’s time. For example, if his purpose 
was to include only ancestors and eponyms of important twelfth- 
century families, he only succeeded in part. He did exclude a number 
of minor families but he should have known that it was a waste of 
time and vellum to include such persons as Fiannamail mac Fiachnai 
and Cuanachtach mac Con cen mathair of Eoganacht Airthir Cliach 
and Conaing mac Larchada of Ui Chathbath.1% These persons were 
of no importance as ancestors of twelfth-century families and any 
importance which may have attached to them or their early 
descendants was a thing of the past long before Cellachdn was born. 
Indeed, Ui Meic Iair, whom he excluded, ancestors of the Ui Selbaig, 
hereditary abbots of Cork, were much more relevant to the problems 
of his day and of Cormac Mac Carthaig in particular than the obscure 
ancestors of north Munster dynastic families. Secondly, he has no 
notions of chronology, not even general ones, and for a profession 
which prided itself at comamserdecht ‘synchronization’ he puts in a 
poor performance. Indeed one gets the feeling that he worked his 
way mechanically through the Eoganacht tract without fully under- 
standing it. 

One may ask if he is in any way representative of his time and of 
the historical culture of his peers. The genealogical materials of the 
eleventh and twelfth centuries are very poor both in quality and 
quantity. Indeed the thin genealogical traditions which we possess 
for such leading dynasties as Clann Cholmain, Meic Lochlainn, 
Eoganacht and others would point to the conclusion that in the period 
between the Viking wars and the Norman invasion genealogy writing 
seems to have fallen largely out of fashion. There seems in fact to 
have been a general fall off in genealogical recording in the late 
eighth and ninth centuries—a period which corresponds with the 
rise of more powerful overkings. In this context it is less than 
surprising that the author of CCC—if we may judge from his present 

_ '°1 It is notable that the later hand in TCD. H. 2. 7 
Eoganacht dynastic families in the early tabular ped dynastic families sprung from these persons. 

“ which inserts the names of later 
igrees, has nothing to say of any 
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borious efforts—had with a few minor exceptions no genealogical 
aterials for the tenth century and perhaps later to which the modern 
holar does not have access. Yet the twelfth century was a time of 
llecting and compilation and our surviving genealogical records 
) back to twelfth-century manuscripts. Nonetheless, it may not 
> unfair to see the work of the compilers of the great codices, 
awlinson B 502 and the Book of Leinster and their likes—and of the 
holars whose compositions they preserve—as an essentially anti- 
larian movement in progress within a narrow circle of mostly 
clesiastical scholars labouring in a society which had largely 
chewed the virtues of genealogy and senchas for the realities of 
ywer-politics. These codices are full of fine detail on the dynasties 
_the seventh and eighth centuries and in particular contain most 
aborate genealogies of the unsuccessful peoples. It is a fact of 
e that the powerful who have come down in the world and the 
vt homines who have just arrived concern themselves most. with 
igins, the one to console themselves with proof of their former 
wer and gentility, the other to provide some respectable historical 
ickground to themselves and legitimacy to their position. Both 
ndencies are evident in the genealogical corpus. As an example 
>} can compare the genealogies of the Ciarraige and the Eoganacht. 
. the ancient genealogical tracts preserved in the Book of Lecan 
e pedigrees of the Eoganacht of Cashel occupy less than a folio 
ec. 216 R d 12 — Vc 51) whilst those of the Ciarraige, a minor 

lk, occupy some eight pages (Lec. 117 R c 1-121 Rd qr). It 
ight be added that most of the names in the Ciarraige genealogies 
e so obscure that they cannot be identified. From these elaborate 
ssilized or petrified texts single-line pedigrees of the ruling houses 
e carried forward to the twelfth century, often with little historical 

urant. The syncopated pedigrees of the Ui Chaim, Ui Donnchada, 
| Muirchertaig, Uf Donnubdin, Ui Chind Fadelad and others are 
amples to point. In the case of the ruling house of Ciarraige, the 
elfth-century pedigree, actually contained in twelfth-century 
anuscripts, is full of blunders whilst the later genealogical tradition 
ars no relationship whatever to the real descent for some eight 
nerations and is a patent eponymous construct.1° In these circum- 
ances, the writer of CCC, who is perhaps no better and no worse 
an his sources, may have been a representative and indeed re- 
ectable man of learning in the twelfth century. I find it difficult to 

sist. the speculation that a copy of the old genealogical corpus, 

ude available again by the twelfth-century antiquarian movement, 

02R 154d = LL 327 ¢ 38 = LL 336 6 1. For copies of the later unhistorical 

ics sok REA 23 Q a 47 Re 18 = O Clery § 1930 = Léabhar Muimhneach, 252. 

ran attempt to work out an historical pedigree, see O Corrdin (1968) 49-55. 
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fell into his hands and that he made the best possible use of it withi 

his lights. ‘ . 

One must now turn to the society towards which his work wa 

directed. Firstly, in his attempt to flatter the Munster aristocracy 

was he wise to disregard chronology (assuming he knew any) an 

bundle their eponymous ancestors together in an adventure stor 

which is quite unhistorical? Certainly his text could scarcely convine 

the literati in a society in which traditional learning was flourishin 

and widely diffused. There is little evidence that such was the cas 

and if we regard that hurdle as surmounted we encounter a mor! 

formidable obstacle. An accurate memory of a generation-dept 

of three or four in the case of the older members of the aristocrac 

would prove the text false in a large number of instances. Fe 

example, Domnall mac Diarmada, king of Corcu Baiscind an 

eponymous ancestor of Ui Domnaill, was killed at the battle ¢ 

Clontarf in ror4. A Corcu Baiscind dynast alive in the middle of th 

eleventh century would have known old men who could have bee 

present at the battle or who at least would know events connecte 

with it which concerned them, e.g. the death of their king. Is - 

likely that the son of such a dynast, who would have been in lat 

middle age in 1130 could be convinced that Domnall did not die at tk 

battle of Clontarf, as his father told him, but at a hitherto unknow 

naval encounter off Dundalk which took place some sixty yea 

earlier? This is perhaps the most extreme example, but if the te 

(and, one might add, a great deal of uther genealogical materials) wé 

convincing, we must accept that the twelfth-century aristocrac 

had no clear memory of its ancestors who flourished in the end of tk 

tenth and the beginning of the eleventh centuries. This raises oth 
questions. It is usually assumed that there was in Irish-society 

profound awareness of descent and a genealogical memory of a dept 
of four, five or more generations. Is this assumption based on 
methodological error, viz., that we mistake the professional pr 

occupations of the learned men, which we know from the texts, fe 
the more mundane and everyday political and kin preoccupatio1 

of the dynasts, to whom we ascribe a knowledge which they mz 
neither have had nor cared to have? Are we to conclude that tl 
twelfth-century aristocracy had little concern for descent except : 
the cruder sense of remembering one’s eponym, being proud of one 
name and of one’s seed and breed in a general way—rather an awar 
ness of belonging to what Professor Binchy calls an amorphor 

sliocht§ than any precise knowledge of one’s descent and exa 
place amongst the kindred? It is one of the economies of life th: 

103 D, A. Binchy. 1962. “The passing of the old order’ in Brian 0 Cufv ed. Proceedér 
of the Dublin Congress of Celtic Studies 1959 (Dublin: Institute for Advanced Studies) 1: 
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ew men know more than they need to and, as the anthropologists 
1ave shown,1 if men know their genealogies in detail there is usually 
good reason for it. Perhaps the commonest function of such 
snowledge is in distributing inherited property, power, and ritualistic 
‘oles within the kindred or extended family. The early Irish law of 
he inheritance of property involved four or more generations and 
equired a genealogical memory of at least four generations. However, 
this system was long obsolete by the twelfth century and seems to 
lave been replaced by a simpler system of inheritance within the 
mmediate family which required little genealogical knowledge in 
ts operation.1% Likewise, eligibility in royal succession seems to 
1ave been determined for practical purposes not by one’s place 
vithin the kindred but by the more mundane factors of power and 
solitical influence.!°%* In fact, the main social reasons for in-depth 
yenealogical knowledge no longer existed. 
On a more general level, Irish society in the eleventh and twelfth 

enturies was undergoing a period of momentous change. It was 
in age of upset and uncertainty, of ‘sovranty destroyed by base 
cindreds, iniquitous law and great arrogance in kings’ and of ‘the 
leedy transitory king who will subdue the miserable husbandman’, 
0 quote a poem written about 1150.1°7 There were great changes in 
Munster in particular. The dynastic families of Eoganacht Chaisil 
noved southwards and made the monastic and Ostman city of Cork 
heir head-quarters. This was followed by a major shift in the 
outh Munster kingdoms. Ui Donnchada conquered Eoganacht 
-ocha Léin between 1127 and 1158. Domnall Ua Failbe of Corcu 
Juibne who flourished circa 1100 is called Domnall na hIndarba ‘of 
he expulsion’!°* whilst Donnchad mac Céin Ui Mathgamna (fl. 1151) 
s known as Donnchad na nImirce Timchill ‘of the wandering about’.19 
\ll this reflects a vast movement amongst the dynasties of Munster 
yhich has yet to be studied in detail. These geographical changes 
re paralleled by a change in the order of society. The relationship 
f king and overking slowly changed to that of vassal or dependent 
nd lord. In 1092, for example, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, king of 
onnacht, was blinded by Ua Flaithbertaig; the annals describe it 
s ‘a lamentable deed’ and characterize the relationships of the 

104 On this point see Laura Bohannon. 1952. ‘A genealogical charter’ in Africa 
2: 301-15; H. Peters, 1960, “The proliferation of segments in the lineage of the 
edouin of Cyrenaica’ in Jn. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. 90: 29-53; I. M. Lewis, 1962, ‘Historical 
spects of genealogies in northern Somali social structure’ in Jn. African Hist. 3: 35-48. 
105 Binchy (1962) 132; Hughes (1972) 61. T. M. Charles-Edwards, 1972, ‘Kinship, 
atus and the origins of the hide’ in Past and Present 56 : 17. 
106 © Corrdin (1971) 7-39. For a contrary view see Byrne (1973) 35-7, 119, 112-3. 
107 B, Knott, 1958, ‘A poem of prophecies’ in Hriu 18: 64-72. 
108 Lec. 108 V (1. m.); Leabhar Muimhneach, 224. ; : 

109 O Clery § ec6 Leabhar Muimhneach, 224; Ann. Inisf. s.aa. 1206, 1213; Misc. Ir. 
MN, 8.8% 1151, 1172, 1206, 1213. 
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two men as that of lord and man.1!° In the twelfth century, Ua 

Flaithbertaig, as noble in pedigree as Ua Conchobair, becomes the 

admiral of Ua Conchobair’s fleet ;1!1 Ua hAinbféith, king of Ui Méith, 

becomes the commander of Mac Lochlainn’s cavalry ;+# Ua Ruairc, 

who could point to kings of Connacht in his pedigree, becomes 

Ruaidri Ua Conchobair’s most loyal vassal; and Ui Mael Sechnaill, 

the descendants of the greatest kings of early Ireland, are tossed 

about like flotsam and jetsam in the ebb and flow of twelfth-century 

politics.13 Kingship, on occasion, passes outside the hereditary 
royal kindred. Ui Briain dynasts become kings of Telach Oct4 and 
of Gailenga,15 the discard dynast, Brian Ua Briain, becomes king of 

Eoganacht for a period,12* Ua hEidin, supported by Ua Briain, ‘enters 
the patrimony” of Uf Muiredaig and makes himself king of 
Connacht,’ Tigernan Ua Ruairc, king of Bréifne, and Donnchad 

Ua Cerbaill, king of Airgialla, divide between them the lordship of 
Mide,448 and Mac Lochlainn and Mac Murchada make and break 

kings of Ulaid and Ossraige respectively.14® In the twelfth century, 

power is the name of the game and a distinguished pedigree, if it 
exists, is spice to the meat but no substitute forit. The lettmotsf of the 
period is the growth of kingship and the relations between Cellachan 
and his nobles in CCC are a paradigm of the ideal relationship 

between a king and his vassal lords in the twelfth century. In this 
situation of violent change and successful power-politics, it is little 
wonder that genealogy should fall into the background, that men 
should not remember a past which was growing increasingly irrelevant 

and that such an unhistorical exemplum as CCC should be credible. 
And, in the scenario which an early writer describes for the recitation 
of such a piece— ‘At ale poems are chanted: fine genealogical 

ladders are climbed: melodious bardisms modulate through pools of 
liquor the name of Aed’!2°—we can be in no doubt that CCC would 
have passed muster. 

The twelfth century, in Ireland as well as in Europe, was a century 
of change in literature as in society. The themes of the great and 

110 AU, FM, ATig, Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1092; CS s.a. 1088 [= 
111 ATig. s.a. 1192. : Eanes 
112 AU s.a. 1170. 
Sia Walsh, 1941, ‘The Ua Maelechlainn kings of Meath’ in Jr. Eccl. Rec. 578 
165-83. 

114 J, Hogan, 1940, ‘The U{ Briain kingship of Telach Oc’ i silsgribhi Eoin Mic Néill (Dublin: Three Candles) 406-44... pCR Cp 
115 FM s.a. 1049. 
ies Misc. Ir. Ann. 8.a. 1118 
117 Ann. Inisf. s.a. 1093. Cf. ATig, FM s.a 1097; CS s.a. 10 = : ; Oe ; -@. 1093 [= 1097]. 
118 Misc. Ir. Ann. 8.0. 1167 [= 1168]; ATig. 8.0. 1172. Both Gece fortified themselves in their new positions by making extensi i 
a Gea ee Pp y g nsive grants to the church from their 

119 AU s.a. 1113; LL go c 5p. 
120 Thes. Pal. ii 295. ee 
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st king, the sainted royal ancestor and patriotism (for which the 
ish used the long-peaceful Norse as a whipping boy), all well 
veloped in Irish historical writing, are also present in the European 
erature of the age. Historical and pseudo-historical materials 
e reworked to serve new purposes, particularly that of the 
orification of kingship. CCC belongs to its time and to the pre- 
ccupations of its age in Ireland and in Britain. Geoffrey of 
onmouth’s History of the kings of Britain was completed within a 
scade of CCC and Brooke describes it as one of “‘two powerful 
gends” which “boosted the ideal image of English kingship” in 
le reign of Stephen.!#!_ Geoffrey’s purpose might also be described 
s royal propaganda and his history is even more legendary than that 
. CCC. Cogadh Gaedhel re Gallaibh, a superb piece of Ua Briain 
-opaganda, may have Asser’s Life of Alfred as its model. What is 
srhaps further influence from abroad can be seen in the Ui Briain 
tempt to saint the eponymous ancestor of the ruling segment, 
airdelbach, and thus give added authority to themselves.1?2_ This 
tempt can be dated to civca 116213 and has its parallel in England 
the sainting of Edward the Confessor. Osbert de Clare compiled 
s Life of Edward in 1138 and in 1161, through the less ghostly help 
‘Henry II, he was promoted to sanctity. We get another hint of 
reign influence in the account of the inauguration of the king of 
ashel which holds up as a model the inauguration of the German 
nperor.!24 Research may establish how and in what ways Irish royal 
-opaganda was influenced by foreign literature and to what degree 
e dynastic propaganda of the Ui Briain was innovatory. Mean- 
hile, we can say of CCC that it is a humble and perhaps not 
effective example of its genre and if it can teach us nothing about 
e tenth century it contains valuable information about the twelith. 
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niversity College, Cork 

121 GC. Brooke, 1967, The Saxon and Norman kings (London: Collins) 191. The 

sry of the sanctity of Edward the Confessor is the other legend. ae 

122 W. W. Heist, 1965, Vitae sanctorum Hiberniae (Bruxelles: Société des 

Handistes) 280-301. ; ae 

123 J. F, eee 1966, The sources for the early history of Ireland: Ecclesiastical 

ew York: Octagon Press) 405. b ; 

124 Lec. 181 va QI = RIA Stowe C. I. 2, 44 V b5. T. O Raithbheartaigh, 1932, 

nealogical tracts I (Dublin: Ir. Mss. Comm.) 182 § 172. 



SOME CONJECTURES ON THE ORIGINS AN 

TRADITION OF THE HISPERIC POEM RUBISCA 

89 that contain fragments of Hzsperica Famina, wrote 

«these uncouth Hisperic words, which abound here, att 

(so far as I know) only found elsewhere in the Lorica of Gildas (printe 

by Mone, Hymni Latini 1, 367, as ‘Hymnus quem Lathacan scotigem 

fecit’), in a poem addressed to the redbreast (rubisca) in the Cam 

bridge University Library, and in several manuscripts of the XIt; 

century more or less clearly connected with Britanny.”’? 
Bradshaw was perhaps the first to pay any real notice to th 

Rubisca; unfortunately, his untimely death deprived us of the fruit 
of his analysis of that and other texts related to Hisperica Famine 
Zimmer and Stowasser, the great German investigators of thes 
cryptic works, as far as I know, wrote nothing on the Rubisca. I 
was left to a successor of Bradshaw’s in the post of librarian of thi 
Library of Cambridge University, F. J. H. Jenkinson, to publis! 
the poem and to write a short commentary onit.2, Jenkinson correctl 
notes the unusual type of tmesis and contorted word order tha 

makes certain passages almost impossible to construe. He is als 
right, I think, in referring to its metrical excellence. However, h 

is misleading when he writes, ““The next stanza (esp. lines 15-1 

“antris musarum passim priuatam/pauperem preter fonen stridulam 

resembles a verse in a passage printed in Giles (p. 273) at the end o 
the Aenigmata of Aldhelm from ‘Codex A’: Pauper poeta nesei 
antra musarum sicut ego.® Ehwald, in his 1919 edition of Aldheln 

(MGH. Auct. Antig. 15) showed beyond any doubt that the littl 
verse at the end of the Aenigmata (found only in P4) is not genuin 
Aldhelm. Even if it were, it can be traced directly to Servius’ D 
Centum Metris, GL 4.458.24, as Ehwald noted.4 Manitius adds on 
more interesting observation about the work: the name Olimbrianu 
in line 78 may be the name of the author.’ The only other referenc 
to the poem of my acquaintance is that of Kenney, who refers to i 
as a religious poem! 
We are thus faced with an obscure and difficult poem, only onc 

edited (Jenkinson’s transcription is fairly precise, but his conjecture 
{I am heavily debted to Dr. Profnséas Ni Chathdin, of University College, Dubli 

and to Dr. Michael Lapidge, of Clare Hall, Cambridge, for er v's pcencteee an 
valuable suggestions for improvements. 

1 A letter attached to the manuscript, Sept. 27, 1876. 
® The Hisperica Famina (Cambridge, 1908), p. xxiii, PP: 55-9- 
3 Jenkinson, op. cit., Desoxiie 
+ Ehwald, op. cit., p. 149. 
5 Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters (Munich, 1911), I, p. 160. 

Hs « BRADSHAW, in his notes on the folios of Luxembour 
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ind notes sparse), never translated, and the subject of precious little 
iterary-historical attention. Perhaps I should remark here that I 
ntend to produce a new edition of our poem with an English transla- 
ion and a linguistic commentary in the second volume of my edition 
yf Hisperica Famina.® In this article, however, I should like to de- 
rote some attention to the form and content of the poem, its literary 
yarallels and antecedents, the problem of its authorship and place of 
yrigin, and its tradition in the schools of the early Middle Ages. 
The poem is contained in a single manuscript: Cambridge Univer- 

ity Library Gg. 5.35, (saec. XI ex.). As Jenkinson notes, “‘The hand- 
writing, which is what the continental authorities call ‘insular,’ 
shews that it was copied by an Englishman: some of its contents, 
which relate to the Emperor Henry III (1039—1055) gives us a date 
9efore which it cannot have been written, while the writing itself 

orevents us from placing it much later.’’? The portion that contains 
the Rubisca, the Adelphus Adelpha, and Greek hymns (in Latin 
characters), fols. 419-424", exhibits “‘typical’’ eleventh-century 
nsular features: the telltale a, out of proportion to the other letters; 

the marked preference for the uncial d; an excessively rounded ¢, with 
the bar frequently joined to neighbouring letters; signs of hooking in 
he v;and a decided clumsiness in the g. It would seem, then, that our 

manuscript dates from shortly after the Norman occupation. Of 
sreater interest to us, however, is the arrangement of the works that 

‘ollow our poem in the MS, for they demonstrate that the Rubisca was 
10t an isolated work stuck in as filler between major compositions 
witness the tradition of the Altus Prosator in continental MSS), 
put a part of a corpus of poems and hymns of a certain tradition. 

[hus, immediately after the Rubisca comes the text of the Adelphus 

Adelpha Meter, or ‘St. Omer Hymn”’ (after the MS in the Bibliotheque 

Municipale in Saint-Omer), included by Jenkinson in his volume 

yecause it shows a preponderance of Hisperic diction. There follows 

1 Greek alphabet, in capital letters, with glosses giving the names of 

the letters (though with some queer variations); two hymns in 

3reek, written in Latin characters, and with Latin glosses: O theos 

stin boythian mu... ke os tu eonos amin and Patir 1mon oen tis 

wanis ... apotu poniru. AMIN; two versions of the Pater Noster 

n Latin hexameters; a hymn Doxa enipsistis theo ke epis ges yrint, 

tc.; the Nicene Creed in Greek, but again in Latin characters, and 

with Latin glosses; a paraphrase in the same manner of the Apostles’ 

creed; finally, a riddle in both Greek and Latin that deals with 

nedical terms: Dic duo que faciunt pronomina nomina cunctis . . . 

6 To appear in the Press of the Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto, 

974. |. F ; 
7 Jenkinson op. cit., p. KXXvI1. 
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mininga est membranum ... It should be also noted that earlier in 

the MS (fol. 381) comes the oft-copied Versus cuiusdam Scott de 

alphabeto and poetry and Aenigmata of Aldhelm. Other Christian 

poets as Juvencus, Sedulius, and Prudentius are included in the 

volume. 
Jenkinson was curious to know by what routes these various 

works found their way to Canterbury (the provenance of our MS). 
It is tempting to believe that at least fols. 419’-424" are derived 
ultimately from a school notebook of Aldhelm’s left in Canterbury 
(or copied there) during his stay. Aldhelm’s education reflects a 
two-fold tradition: the earlier and Irish education, based at least 

partially on a reading and mastery of Hisperica Famina, received 
at the hands of Maeldub in Malmesbury between 660-670;§ and 
the later and continental background inherited from Hadrian 
c. 670-2,® whence Aldhelm’s reading and imitation of the Christian 
poets. It is not therefore unreasonable to suppose that our eleventh- 
century scribe at Canterbury had access to a codex that was used 
by Aldhelm and that the Hisperic poem and hymn, Greek alphabet, 
the transliterations of Greek prayers, and the hybrid riddle go directly 
back to a school notebook composed from the dictations of Mdaeldub. 
The inclusion of a Greek alphabet—with its  strangely-named 
characters—lends greater credence to this conjecture. Although there 
are differences in points of detail, it is instructive to compare the 
Greek alphabet of Gg. V. 35 with that given in the Irish Auraicept 
na n-Eces, which appears to represent genuine seventh-century Irish 
tradition.1° 

So much for the possibilities of the transmission of the poem. To 
establish its source and milieu, it will be necessary to examine rather 
carefully its form, diction, and content. 

Let us commence with a summation: The Rubisca like the “‘St. 
Omer Hymn” and the Altus Prosator, is an alphabetical poem; it 
comprises twenty-four stanzas (an invocation plus one stanza for 
each letter of the alphabet) of four lines each. Almost every line 
consists of ten syllables, five before the caesura and five after, These 
hemistichs are in turn divided into two feet, which, when read 
accentually, give a dactyl and spondee, or what might be termed 
“rhythmic adonii”, not iambics, as Manitius held. In general, 
there is one-syllable rhyme at the ends of lines, though there are a 
fair number of instances of good two-syllable thyme. Both allitera- 
tion and assonance are frequent. The syntax is extremely difficult 
and at least twice relies upon some unprecedented émesis (anim... 

* See Pére P. Grosjean, ‘‘Confusa Caligo,”’ Celtica 3 (1956), pp. 66-7. ’ 9° See W. F. Bolton, A History of Anglo-Latin Literature (Princeton oer) p- 70. 10 See G. Calder, Auraicept na n-Eces (Edinburgh, 1917), p. 86. : 
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mertr [9-11]; poeque tissam [14]).12 The diction is obscure and can be 
operly labelled ‘‘Hisperic’”’. One finds rare Latin words, neologisms, 
reek and Greek-derived words, Hebrew-derived words, and hybrids. 

1ere are numerous lexical correspondences with all the versions of 
e H. F., some very significant correspondences with the Lorica 
Laidcenn,” and less significant ones with the “St. Omer Hymn’”’. 

he content is satirical: the poet taunts the redbreast for its un- 
usicality, voraciousness, and lack of physical charm. He is amazed 
at it is one of the Creator’s doings. Except for the invocation and 
mclusion, the poem is secular—and strongly ironic—in tone, thus 
ffering noticeably from the other abecedarwi. In brief, the Rubisca 
a most unusual piece of literature from every standpoint, and I 

in only reiterate my surprise that it has not been more often read. 
Let us now examine more closely the question of vocabulary. 
he lexicographical correspondences between the Rubisca and the 
. F. are as follows (asterisked forms indicate the more significant 

yrrespondences) : 

Rubisca H.F. 

[. tugurii = “hut, cottage, tugurio A22r; —a A454; tugoria 

abode,” v. 7 A479 

2. *esus = “‘food’’, v. 19 essum B79, C76; essum A167 

3. tinica (used as subst.) = cf. tinolam A66; tinulo B42 

“chirping, singing’’, v. 26 

4. garrulam piculam, v. 29 g. undae A395; g. flustra A389; 

g. limphis C30; g. undas B139 

ra *brachen, v. 30 bracha B186 

6. binis = duobus, v. 31 (cf. bis bino B75; —os 527 

bis bina, v. 65)?8 

*sennis = “teeth” (ex Heb. senarum C184 (gl. dentium) ; cf. 

shén), v. 32 sennosis A158, 170, 298 

11 There are several instances of such émesis in the Vita metrica S. Brigidae (Kenney, 

. 151 [i]): 272 marga — meis — ritas aptauit auribus ; 772 curcum — stant — quaque 

ee ; 1663 alle que — luia; 1898 septem — de parte — triones. ae 

12 See my article ‘The Authorship, Date of Composition, and Provenance © the 

Called ‘Lorica Gildae’’’ in Eriu 24, (1973), Pp. 36-51, arguing | that Laidcenn lor 

idcend), the monk of Clonfert-Mulloe, was the author of that piece, not Gildas, to 

it has been so often ascribed. P ca alt ; 

18 ‘The distributive form in place of the cardinal is a common feature in Hiberno-Latin ; 

e the examples in the index to Adamnan, De Locis Sanctis, S. L. H. 11, p. 144, col. 1. 
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8. spissas, v. 32 

g. *forceps = “mouth”, v. 33 

10s *iatis — “hair, v.47 

II. *panta, v. 39 (pantes, v. 89; 
panta, v. 94) 

12. septenis = septem, v. 40 

13. equiperatis, v. 40 

T Amer Oselin eas Lede V 240 

15.*giboniferum = “fiery” 

(gibon fort. corrupt. ex Heb. 
gehennom, = ignis) 

16. plectrum, v. 52 

1m COSLAC Var 5 

18. trinum, v. 57 

1g. nitoris, v. 61 

20. uterum, v. 62 

21. aduncis, v. 68 

22. histrio, v. 72 

23. fatur, v. 77 

spisso D143; —as A514 : spisé 
Bg3; —is C164 (gl. cripeticion) 

forcipe B39, 68; C13 (gl. ore), 
181 (gl. ore); forci C209 (gi. ore) 

iaras Boo 

pantes A178, 423, 450, C93 (gl. 
ones); —ia A79, 86, 438 

septenos B113 

equiperatam A48; equipera... 
D106 

roseus A357; 426; —a Ag3; —um 
A266; —o B197; —os A304; —as 
D57; —is A462, 586; rosaea D2é 

cf. ciboneus Ag5, 433; —um 

A289, D6r (gi. tanol); —a Ar3é 

cf. plextra A552 

costas B2r4 

trinos A24, B2o, 151; —a A48c 

nitore A452, B37 

uterum A424, D8, 24; -0 A398 
440, B2or, D42 

adunca A252 

cf. historum A75, 102, 543 
likely derived from Isidore’s ety 
mology histriones quasi histo 
riones (Etym. 18.48.1) 

fandi B48 
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. *agion = Gyiov, v. 88 ageum A283; -am A553; —as 
A232 

, thalasson, v. go talasum Br137; cf. thalasicum 
A134; talisicum A415 

. ypanon = uranon, v. 9o uranon Bro6; cf. horanus A366; 
‘ -1 A378; -um A306; huranus 

D59 

, heros, v. 95 cf. heroico B77 

_ poli = “the world, universe,” very frequent in all versions 
Vv. 95 

here can be little doubt that so many correspondences of rare 
rds and words with rare usages between this work (a poemof only 
lety-six lines) and the various versions of Famina point clearly 
the milieu of Ireland in the second half of the seventh century, 
ecially the years 651-664, the tempore Finani et Colmani episco- 
rum.14 I have argued elsewhere! that a large number of words in 
> H. F. are drawn from the Etymologies of Isidore and other writings 
his, while a number of Hisperic words acquire their senses from 
dorian etymologies. The works of Isidore were received into 
land and assimilated by the mid-point of the seventh century. 
e Famina, based upon Isidore, could be used as models of diction 

1 as a source of vocabulary for those qui egregiam urbant tenoris 
pinant faucibus linpham,'® and already in the fifties were part 
the curriculum offered in Ireland, and by the very next decade 
re in evidence in the schools of England.1”_ The date of Laidcenn’s 
ith, 661,18 is an important landmark, as it gives us the terminus- 

é for the Lorica, a work that blends Hisperic diction with more 

mal anatomical Jexica drawn directly from Isidore. The Lortca 
vides us with a paradigm of the ways in which an Hisperic theme 
id be elaborated as it is at least in part inspired by the De oratione 
nd in both the A and B recensions of the H. F. That the author 
he Rubisca was Irish (as Jenkinson conjectured) and not an English 

: Herren, art. cit., p. 42. ; Be 
‘See the introduction, pp. 20-2, and commentary, passim, to my edition: The 
verica Famina, I. The A-Text: A New Critical Edition with Translation and Philo- 
al Commentary (The Press of the Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies: Toronto, 

). 
Grosjean, op. cit., pp. 54-5- 
Herren, art. cit., p. 44. ; : 

It is possible that the “mortalitas huius anni” (Lorica 5-6) refers to the plague that 

ustated Ireland in 664, and that the annalists erred here, as elsewhere, in assigning 

lcenn’s obit to 661. 
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imitator of Hisperica Famina is shown by the use of the word gilbar 
“beak, mouth” (line 32), from Irish gulba. To my knowledge, the 
are no examples of Irish-derived words in texts by English write 
of the seventh and eighth centuries. 

Let us now examine the relationship between the Lorica and tk 
Rubisca. In respect to content, the two poems have little in commo 
The Lortca (“‘Breastplate’’) is a formulaic charm for every part of tl 
body against the frequent plagues that occurred in Ireland in tk 
early Middle Ages. The Rudisca, as we have noted, is a secular worl 

playfully satirical in tone. 
striking: 

Rubisca 

1. lizinam (gl. linguam), v. 30 

2. michinis (gl. naribus), v. 31 

3. binis, v. 31 

4. sennis, (gl. dentibus), v. 32 

5. caladum (g/. uia qua cibi tra- 
huntur), v. 34 

6. anhele, v. 35 

7. iaris (gl. pilis), v. 37 

8. panta, vv. 39, 94; pantes, v. 

89 

g. tautonum (g/. palpebrarum) 

10. superciliorum, v. 46 

II. carsum, (g/. uentrem), v. 49 

12. humeros, v. 53 

13. costae, v. 55 

14. ilis, v. 56 

15. lugulum, v. 62 

16. dorso, v. 63 

17. sennia, (gl. celos), v. 81 

Yet the lexical correspondences ai 

Lorica 

cf. liginam = linguam, v. 34 

michinas, v. 34 

binas, v. 36; —os, v. 66 

sennas, Vv. 34 

(cladum, v. 35 Leabhar Breac 

anile, (anele LB and KdéIn), v. 4 

iaris, v. 33 

pantes, v. 77 

tautonibus, v. 43 

supercilis, v. 41 

cf. crassum (carsum LB), v. 3 

humeros, v. 54 

costas, v. 57 

ilia, v. 71 

ilugulam, v. 67 

dorsum, v. 58 

seneam, v. 87 
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can be seen at a glance from the above list that the lexical corres- 
mndences are almost exclusively anatomical. Furthermore, the 
der of appearance of these words in the respective poems is quite 
ose. As with the Lorica, the first group of anatomical words 
e recherché, quite properly Hisperic, whereas items 10 and 12-16 
e normal Latin words traceable to Isidore, Etym. 11.1.25 ff. This 
ises an interesting question: were both poems based independently 
90n glossaries of anatomical words comprising Isidore and some 
aknown source, or directly upon the Etymologies plus an unknown 
ossary? Or, did the author of the Rubisca cull his anatomical 
ords out of the Lorvica—assuming the Lorica to be prior to the 
ubisca? 
Let us first investigate the last-mentioned possibility. The first 
ird of the Lovica constitutes a proper prayer against various evils 
aysical and spiritual—though mostly physical—whereas a full two- 
rds or more of the poem catalogue in minute detail, and sometimes 
dundantly, the parts of the body for which protection is sought. 
hus, the work serves a double purpose: it is an actual charm following 
1 ancient formula; but it is also an anatomical catalogue and thus 
as a didactic function. Hence it could have served as a kind of 
ypendix to the Hisperica Famina, which only occasionally refer 
the parts of the body. As a source of diction, it would have been 
mitted to memory by students along with the H. F. A poet 
ould have known both and would have selected from both the words 
> needed. There is a further reason for positing a later date for 
ie Rubisca: the poem for its time was highly sophisticated—metri- 

lly, stylistically, and even in content. It was in fact a true oewvre 

téraire, a proper jeu d’esprit, while the Lorica—like much of the 

isperica Famina—smacks of the classroom. In my opinion, it is 

ore likely that the Rubisca poet would have paraphrased a portion 

‘a work he must have known by heart than that he would have 

ye back to the glossaries which formed the basis of that 

ork. 
On the other hand, lines 49-52 may display a direct acquaintance 

ith at least one passage in Isidore: 

Mundi ceu fantur carsum roseum 
olim gnostici giboniferum 
inter fistule uelut timpanum (lege fistula ?) 
plectrum buxinum mouens modulum. 

The natural philosophers have long seen 

that your red breast is like fire, 

and in your pipe is a boxwood lyre 

making melodies like a tambourine. 
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The gnostici (gl. scientes) mundi are, of course, no more than 

thin disguise for a passage from a book of natural history. In tl 

Hisperica Famina they are called the phisicz: 

A378  Septemplicem horani asserunt cyclum phisict 
A484 Bis senos phisici ecferunt (et ferunt MS) zephiros 

The first of these passages appears to be drawn from Etym. 3.32.: 
the second from Etym. 13.11.3. Whether the Rubisca passage : 

based on a precise reference to Isidore, or some other treatise j 
natural philosophy, or is merely in imitation of the learned affecte 
tions of the Hisperica Famina, is open to question. Since the poem 
intent is more to amuse than to instruct, I am inclined toward th 

latter possibility. 
Let us now examine several other passages in the Rubisca in th 

hope of shedding some light on the subject of its origin. Lines 77-8¢ 

Tuus monarchus per has ut fatur 
olimbrianus totum rimatur 
molosi rerum res dominatur 
bellique uigil cloca solatur (sonatur, Jenk.) 

The first, second, and fourth lines can be translated with relatiy 
ease: 

Your monarch Olimbrianus investigates all, 
as he speaks through these (lines)., 

and the bell sounds, the harbinger of war. 

But how do we make anything of molosi rerum res dominatur 
Can we read vex for res and allow rerum to be a gen. after dominatu 
in the Greek fashion occasionally affected by Latin poets, especiall 
as dominatur renders Gr. &pxet? Thus line 3 might be translated: 

the king of the molossus has mastery of his subject 

Line 4 then neatly fits the context, as the whole stanza become 
a topos of the taunt and boast so well developed in the Hisperic 
Famina, ¢.g., A22-23: 

Hine lectorum sollertem inuito obello certatorem, 
qui sophicam pla<s)mauerit auide palestram. 

Thus do I challenge the adroit wrangler to a verbal duel, to engage in rhetorical gymnastics with eagerness. 
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Our poet, styling himself Olimbrianus monarchus, while ostensibly 
dressing the subject of his poem, is proclaiming his mastery of the 
olossus’® (a synecdoche for metre?) and is sounding the bell 
a challenge to other poets. So much can be explained by the 

adition of the Hisperica Famina; but whence is derived the ploy 
the pseudonym in the body of a poem, especially so precious a 
e as Olimbrianus? We shall return to this question later; for the 
oment let us look at another stanza, lines 81-4: 

Uiam mecalbo sennia secat (se////ia, Jenk.) 
porcelanusque legens exultat 
canellus nimphus iussa ministrat 
stabilis esto, nil te disperdat. 

The glosses give mecalbo, porcellanus, canellus each as proprium; 
imphus is given (wrongly, I think) as minister. But let us attempt 
n emendation of the first line before proceeding: 

Uiam me calba sennia secat, Hence: 

Bald old age” cuts off my path, 
Porcellanus reading (my will?) rejoices, 
Canellus Nimphus carries out my behests, 
Be calm (O redbreast), let nothing distress you. 

The poet, now an old man, envisions his death; but he beseeches 

le redbreast not to mourn him— ironically enough, as the poor bird 
ould have little cause to grieve the demise of his tormentor. But 
ho might be these personages Porcelanus (the heir) and Canellus 
imphus (the executor)? Surely, they are no more than seventh- 
mtury Piglets and Poohs,?°*—names that delight us by combining 
imal characteristics and important offices—quite in keeping with 
e mock-heroic tone of much of the poem. But can we not detect 
re the cloven hoof of Virgilius Maro Grammaticus? For who else 
ve to a credulous world such monstrous implausibilities as Balap- 
jus, Falanx Lacedaemonicus, the glorious Galbungus (author of 
1 In laudibus indefunctorum), the almost equally egregious Glengu, 
ree Virgili (Troianus, Assianus, V. Maro Grammaticus), and a host 
other luminaries who have provided scholarly employment for 

srmans and others for the near-century that has elapsed since the 

9 But compare Aldhelm’s use of that word, Ep. 5, p. 493 (Ehwald): ‘“‘etiamsi 
eodorus summi sacerdotii gubernacula regens Hibernensium globo discipulorum, 
1 aper truculentus molosorum catasta ringente vallatus, stipetur,”” ete. . 
20 That meaning for sennia is based upon v. 87 ff. of the Lorica: donec tam dante 
» seneam | et peccata mea bonis deleam .... | laetus uehor regni refrigeria. ; 

0a Dr. Bieler wonders if the author might have known the Testamentum Porcelli 
transmitted by Jerome, in Isaiam, p. 493, Vall. 
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appearance of Huemer’s edition? Does not the use of the pompot 

pseudonym Olimbrianus, so like Olimpianus, remind us of that mast 

leg-puller?21_ The boast is also evidenced in the Epitomae (p. 18, H. 

sepissime uersus met soliti. meminisse conpellor, quem frequenter 

exprobationem nostri temporis gurgonum decanto ‘mulctaui tornor 

logii nec arenam <arena Stangl> cessi’,* (“Very often Iam moved : 

recite a verse of my wont, which frequently I employ for the reprova 

of our age of babblers: ‘I slaughtered the twisters of speech nor di 

I quit the ring.’ ’’) 

Now let us return for a moment to our conjecture vex for res & 

line 79. The conjecture can, of course, be defended on phoneti 

grounds ;** yet a glance at the section De nomine in the Epzto 

(p. 27, H) may give a different explanation: 

de re autem et corpore multi hessitant. res hebrea litera est quae inter 

pretatur caput. res ergo hoc est quod et primarium nomen. sicut ergo | 

primario quolibet ducatur exercitus inferior, ita et capite corpus omm 

regitur. appellatiua autem nomina multifidas species habent; quaedan 

enim nomina principalia sunt ut rex. . | 

The derivation of ves from the Hebrew letter meaning head and it 

elaboration into the part that rules the body, plus the fact that th 

very next item is the name rex, leads us to the folk etymology rex. 

ve.24 In that case, we may be well advised not to emend our tex 

at all, but to explain to the reader how the word ves could have bee: 

understood by a writer in the Hisperic tradition. 

The unusual word molas (line 75, molas colligis metis seminas 

apparently meaning ‘many’, to my knowledge occurs nowhere els 

except here and in Virgilius. That grammarian cites a certain Catont 

eligantissimui rhetoris as the author of these lines: 

_ 21 The view that the Epitomae and Epistolae of Virgilius Maro are an exquisite hos 
is cleverly argued by Macalister, The Secret Languages of Ireland (Cambridge, 1937 
p- 83 ff. However, I now tend to agree with Grosjean (“Quelques remarques sur Virg] 
le Grammairien’’, Mediaeval Studies Presented to Aubrey Gwynn, Dublin 1961) that | 
least some of the personal and place names may have an allegorical basis. 

#2 This line reflects either the author’s thorough knowledge of the Hisperica Famn 
or his inspiration of them. Cf. A25-7 imertes mactaui duelles/ac robustos multa 
coaeuos/fortioresque prostraui in acie ciclopes. The tornores logit may be the sophiae . 
arcatores/qut egregiam urbant tenoris propinant faucibus linpham|uipereosque litteratur 
plasmant syllogismos’’. 

23 Cf. Appendia Probst 186 “locuples non locuplex’’; other -es/-ex confusions are not 
at 30, 147, 148, 185; 

24 The Hisperica Famina exhibit a fondness for assigning meanings to words bas 
on a true or false etymology; hence pruritus = “‘a star’’ a perurendo (A137, 357); cluit 
cludit through clypeus a celando vel cluendo (A33, 265); populat = ‘“‘produce, spri 
forth’’ by association with populus (A4o, 59, 180, 301). ‘ 
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bella consurgunt poli praesentis sub fine, 
precae temnuntur sensum suetae doctrinae. 
regis*44 dolosi fauent dolosos tyrranos, 
dium cultura molos neglecta per annos. (p. 14, H) 

Wars arise at the boundary of the present world, 
the usual prayers and admonitions of elders are ignored ; 
Deceitful kings nourish deceitful tyrants, 
the cult of the gods is neglected for many (?) years. 

We noted above that the author of the Rubisca employs the word 
ba (-ae?) from Ir. gulba. It is interesting that several of the names 
Virgilius’ ‘authorities’ might also contain the gudb- element, viz. 
lbarius, Galbungus, Gelbidius, perhaps all with the satirical meaning 
10outhy’’. 
Another peculiarity of the Rubisca that may owe its origin to 
rgilius is the employment of an unprecedented type of tmesis, 
eady noted. The third stanza, already noted by Jenkinson, 
saks animaduerti into two elements: anim in line 9 and aduerti 
line 11! In the following stanza we find a less flagrant example: 
eque tissam in line 14. Virgilius in his De scinderatione fonorum 
the Efitomae assigns the origin of such unusual tmeseis to 
errentius’’: motato more syllabam ex hoc uersu trahens et ex illo 
am uel commotobat uel minuebat atque addebat secundum illud 
mpora ‘quae ‘ra’ prae’ suum suo sub ture finem finitem sibi ‘runt: 
mdi compage statuta’’ hoc est ‘“‘quaerunt tempora praefinitum finem’’. 
80, H). 

met ae final analysis, it is not in matters of grammatical and 
torical peculiarities that we find the greatest influence of Virgilius, 
t rather in the areas of metrical and poetic theory—however 
iflicting these theories may be with classical and even late classical 
ory and practice. Thus we find in the De metris (pp. 16-7) the 
trical paradigm for our poem: 

ij etiam quaedam carminum genera, quae quamquam extraordinaria 
> uideantur; tamen a rhetoribus ac leporicis secundum inlectum sepiter 
rpantur, ut sunt cantamenta et cantatellae, quibus uel maxime Sagillius 
manus et Uittellius utuntur. et ille quidem in libello de mare et luna 
pto statim in prooemio cantamentum insuit <sic> dicens 

mare et luna concurrunt una 
uice altante temporum gande. 

an earlier passage from the same section (p. 14, H), Virgilius pro- 

es a paradigm for the practice of alliteration in a metre very 

ilar to that of our poem: 

’ The ¢ of regis must be taken as long, as G. Murphy (Zarly Irish Metrics, Dublin, 

» p- 16) notes, 



ueritas uera, 
aequitas aequa, 
largitas lauta, 
fiditas fida 
diurnos dies <}>tranquilla 

39 MICHAEL HERREN 

| 
| 

tenent tempora. 

But who are the rhetores and leporici mentioned in the first passa 

Virgilius divides filosofia (‘knowledge’) into six branches: poema 

rhetoria, grama, leporia, dialecta, geometria et cetera, quae non tan 

emulitatem quam curiositatem praetendunt (p.17, H). He also believe: 

that each branch had clear boundaries: Sed multi in hoc tempore utr 

deffendentiamque harumce artium ignorantes in rhetoria poema et ¥ 
poema rhetoriam agglomunt non habentes in memoria, quid Fehi 
Alexandrorum magister praeceperit,”’ etc., (p. 18). Previously (p. 17 
he has distinguished between poema and rhetoria: inter poema 4 
rhetoriam hoc distat, quod poema sui uarietate contenta angusta atqu 
obscura est; rhetoria autem sui amoenitate gaudens latitudinem a 

pulchritudinem cum quadam metrorum pedum accentuum tonorum sylla 
barumque magnifica numeratione praepalat. “Between a poem ans 
a rhetoric there is this difference: that the poem is limited anj 
narrow in content and is obscure; the rhetoric, on the other hang 

preens in its loveliness and displays its breadth and beauty in | 
rather opulent accumulation of metres, feet, accents, tones, ans 

syllables.”’ Not all that varied and rich, however, as he tells w 

(p. 24, H): omnis uersus exametrus siue eptametrus rhetoricus est 

trimetrus autem et tetrametrus et pentametrus poeticus est, etc. 

As for the leporia, est ars quaedam locuplex atque amoenitaten 
mordacitatemque in sua facie praeferens, mendacitatem tamen in sua 
ternitate non deuttat; non enim formidat maiorum metas excedere, null! 
reprehensione confunditur. (p. 18, H). “The leporia is a rich kind o 
medium, having beauty and a biting quality in its preface, and doe 
not avoid falsehood in its body; nor does it hesitate to exceed th 
bounds established by our ancestors and is not criticised for bein, 
mixed.” 

Thus it appears that in Virgilius there are three basic literar: 
genres: the poema (poem), narrow in content, obscure (in diction 2) 
and confined to lines of three to five metres (= feet); the rhetori. 
(rhetoric, or retoivic?), broad in content, amenable to numerouw 
kinds of rhythm of six or seven metres; and the leporia (satire ?} 
a “rich” genre with a biting quality, capable of falsehood, an 
apparently not limited by strictures of rhythm or metre; it can also b 
mixed with other genres—despite the Grammarian’s earlier warnin: 
against this delictum. The three examples of the leportia given b: 
our author bear out the stated absence of metrical unity: (I) sol 4: 
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cursu metitur maria; (2) sol in occursu tingwit mare: (3) uentus acer 
borum radices euellit altas. 
Do we not have in the leporia the literary prototype for Hisperica 
amina? First, there can be no doubt that all of the versions of 
amina begin in a spirit of raillery at other arcatores sophiae, who 
€ newcomers.*® As for the mendacitatem—by which Virgilius 
ems to imply no more than broad metaphor—the H. F. are 
plete with examples.2* Finally, in the leporta, we may have the 
*y to the long perplexing, and oft-debated,27 problem of the metrical 
ructure of the Hisperica Famina. Despite numerous theories, no 
le to date has succeeded in providing a thoroughly satisfactory 
stem.** If the leporza is in fact the prototype, then the Hisperica 
zmina would have no specific metrical structure: non enim formidat 
atorum metas excedere, nulla reprehensione confunditur. This could 
ell explain the presence of lines of greatly divergent lengths and the 
treme difficulty of scanning them, whether on a metrical, syllabic, 
accentual basis. 
Let us glance once more at two of Virgilius’ three examples, for 
Delieve that they set off a sense of déja vu. Does not sol in occursu 
uit mareremind us of A303 Titaneus occiduum rutilat arotus pontum? 
he Titanian star reddens the Western Sea.”” Uentus acer roborum 
dices eullit altas brings to mind two lines: A477-8 Hic sonoreus 
ma mactat sepherus robora,/aniosas terrestribus plicat tlices sulcis. 
‘his rustling wind destroys the sacred oaks, it bends the aged ilexes 
their earthen furroughs.” It is interesting to note that Virgilius 
ims the first of these examples as his own: ergo nos dicimus, etc., 

#19, H). 
At this juncture, we are confronted with the terrible problem of who 
rgilius was and when and where he lived. Far from entering into the 
bate, a mere review of the scholarship on the subject would be in it- 
fa Herculean task.2® However, the evidence that he was born in 

ulouse and was a member of some school of Gaulish grammarians 
unconvincing.°° Nor do I believe the oft-quoted bigerro sermone 

5 See especially A61-87, wherein a native master or scholar chides a newcomer for 
smpting to penetrate the sophica mysteria. Better that he should go back to his farm, 
ad his fences, and look after his erring wife. ; ; 
§ Let one good example suffice: A387 Astrifero spargit spumas sulco. “(The sea) 
ots its spray to the furrow of the stars.” ; ; 
7 Bradshaw, Stowasser, Zimmer, Jenkinson, W. Meyer, Macalister, and Grosjean 
© all discussed this problem. For the bibliography, consult the introduction of my 
ion pp. 57-61. ; 
3 sch Macalister, op. ctt., pp. 81-2, and Grosjean, “Oonfusa’’, p. 81, have, in my 

tion, succeeded in exploding the theory that there is a regular caesura. : 

) For a summation of the scholarship to 1928, see D. Tardi, Les Epitomae de Virgile 

Toulouse, Essai de traduction critique, avec une bibliographie, une introduction et des 

s (thesis, Paris, 1928), p. 12 ff. 
) See Macalister, op. cit., p. 83 ff. 
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clefabo (p. 8, H) to be certain proof that he came from the Bigorre.* 

But in lieu of further research, bald statement must suffice. 

Throughout the Epitomae and the Epistolae there are only a fe 

indications of real acquaintance with the late classical gra 

matical tradition, apart from the titles of the divisions and som 

idea of what comprises a liber de grammatica. Our Virgilius had rea 
enough in Latin to coin the wonderful bogus names that have ey 
plexed so many, but surely such a facility could have been attaine 
from a perusal of Servius and Isidore of Seville. His section of the 
Epitomae, De cognominationibus, obviously owes a good deal te 
Isidore’s Etymologiae,?* and indeed, one of the authorities ca 

in that section is named Orvigenes! (p. 85). As for the duodect 
latinitatibus (pp. 88—g1, H) ascribed to a book by our author’s menton 
“Virgilius Assianus”’, surely these are nothing more than “‘cod 
languages’’, possibly intended as spoof,** but more likely as a reflection 
of the spirit of linguistic inventiveness prevalent in his time. No one 
yet has succeeded in establishing the etymologies of these fancifw 
words, despite many attempts.*4 (Huemer, reverent as always 
had the good sense to avoid conjectures, stating ponderously 
in sequentibus verbis perobscuris nihil mutavi [p. 88, H. appi 
crtt.]). | 

I am currently of the belief that Virgilius must be placed in Irelane 
towards the middle of the seventh century. He seems to have had ¢ 
significant role as either a shaper or critic of Hisperica Famina, a: 
much of the foregoing evidence tends to show. His date after Isidore 
can be deduced from the De cognominationibus, while his terminu. 
ante can be established from a citation in Aldhelm, Ep. 5. (p. 494 
Ehwald): digna fiat fante Glingio: gurgo fugax fambulo (cf. De pro: 
nomine in the Epistolae, p. 121, H).%5 

31 A view accepted by Tardi, op. cit., p. 12 and P. Grosjean, “‘Quelques remarques,” 
. 399. [have recently written a note on that phrase arguing that the reading of Neapol 

IV A 34 (s. XI) bigero sermone defabo is to be preferred. Neither bigerro nor bigero cax be interpreted as bigerrico with the meaning “of the Bigorre”. The suggestion tha: bigerro/bigero represents a latinisation of Irish Beg Ere (a monastery in Wexford) i Spear but I think that the sense of the passage demands a word for “two” o1 ouble”’, 
32 Compare Virgilius nox dicitur ab eo quod humanis noceat with Et m. : acknowledge Kuno Meyer’s objection (“Learning in Ireland in the Fifth Gontury” Dublin, 1913, p. 22, fn. 7): ‘When they (sc. the etymologies) are examined it will seen that though the actual etymology is the same, nowhere is there any literal agreemen: such as we might reasonably expect to find had there been borrowing either way.’ I am presently at work on a paper in which I hope to show that direct borrowings fron Isidore occur not only in that section but throughout the whole of the works. | Rennes loc. cit., and P. Lehmann, Die Parodie im Mittelalters, (Munich, 1923) p- 97. 
34 See especially A. Ernault, De Virgilio Marone grammatico Paris _ *°I do not accept Grosjean’s theory based on vai chahthe iene, of ‘Gling a sia ses con ne come from relive Maro, but from a source common to both -6tre un trai ammati i ci i Pe j 

cope aera hegre ical qui circulait sous le nom de Glengus’’ (Grosjean 
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Virgil’s work, though highly satirical in places, shows a con- 
erable seriousness in others. For example, his division of jilo- 
fia (“learning’’) into the branches poema, rhetoria, leporia, inter 
Ma in my view, demonstrates neither ignorance nor parody of 
lassical tradition, but rather may constitute an attempt to create an 
liberno-Latin ‘‘poetics” out of elements of Irish literary practice. 
. Study of Virgilius Maro in this area may be of considerable use 
> Celticists,,who have attempted for some time to set a precise 
efinition for such literary terms as retoiric. It is interesting that 
rerard Murphy applies the term retoivic in the narrow sense to 
orks “in which the rhythm of the lines varies greatly and no strict 
ule of alliteration prevails” as well as to poems composed “‘in short 
nes of almost identical rhythm with regular alliteration’’.%6 
Let us return to our problem of the Rubisca. Surely we find in 

the perfect specimen of what Virgilius Maro calls a poema: sui varie- 
ite contenta angusta aique obscura. It also fits the classification of 
oema because it is tetrametrus. However, it is not lacking in the 
ualities of the leporvia, namely mordacitas (raillery) and mendacitas 
sroad metaphor or hyperbole). Yet we remember that the leporia 
an be a mixed form, nulla reprehensione. 

Do all these factors—the classical type of pseudonym, fictitious 
haracters with fantastical comic names, correspondences of very 
are words and word meanings, the employment of far-fetched 
nests, and the conformity to the metrical and poetic prototypes 
f the Epitomae—point to Virgilius Maro Grammaticus as author 
f the poem? Hardly with certainty. These affinities and agree- 
vents prove only an awareness of Virgilius and his doctrines on 
he part of the author, though we cannot exclude the possibility 
nat Virgilius wrote the Rubisca as an illustration of his own poetics. 
he author was almost certainly an Irishman educated on Hisperica 
‘amina and the literature surrounding them. He almost certainly 
new the Lovica, and for this reason, I would place the Rubisca’s 

ime of composition after 661. 
One clue to the authorship that we have left to the last is the name 

limbrianus. We have already noted its playful affinity to 
limpianus. Yet we would be quite wrong to emend it to that form, 
or how do we explain the intrusivev? Iam indebted to Dr. Prdinséas 

If Chathdin, of University College, Dublin, for the analysis of that 

ame into the elements olim and Brianus, i.e. formerly Brian! 

Vas Brian the same of an Irish monastic composer before he assumed 

monk’s habit? Grosjean, in his list,3? does not mention a Brian. 

36 Karly Irish Metrics (Dublin, 1961), p. 3. For a markedly different discussion of 

at ones see the important article of Proinsias Mac Cana, Celtica 7 (1966), 65-go. 

37 Trish Texts (London, 1934), fasc. 4, p- 99- 
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However, an entry under the name Maeldub in the Félire Oengusso 

(Stokes, p. 224), proves more interesting. There, Maeldub is said to 

be of the race of Brian: ‘“Mdeldub immorro atberat comad do) 

Eoganacht Caisil dé, né is do sil Briain meic Echach Muidmedoin| 

i. Méeldub mac Amalgaid meic Fothaid meic Conaill Gluni meic 

Briain metc Echach Muidmedoin.” | 

What, then, is the sense of olim Brianus? In the Hisperica 

Famina there are several references to things being formerly some- 

thing else, as, e.g. fire was once flint, a school slate was once a tree.. 

In that sense a man could be described as formerly his ancestor. Note: 
the use of olim in the H. F., A538. How sure can we be that the: 

Maeldub of the Félire can be identified with the founder of the urbs 
Maildufi? The evidence is not conclusive, but certain facts are: 

favourable. He was the daliae of St. Fechin, who died, according 

to the Annals of Ulster and the Annals of the Four Masters, in 664.% 
Aldhelm succeeded his master as abbot in 675, so we can be fairly: 
sure of that year as the date of that Maeldub’s death. Apparently 
the Maeldub of the Félire founded a community, for that text refers 

to a Muinter Mail dwib, which could correspond to Bede’s urbs 
Matldufi.®® On the negative side, St. Fechin is portrayed in the 
Félire as delivering a eulogy on Maeldub. This need not be conclusive, 

however. The author of the martyrology may well have been 

employing a literary convention in assigning a panegyric to the 

saint’s spiritual father. There is considerable scope for invention in 
this case, where the known facts are few. 

We conjectured that the Hisperic poems, Greek alphabet, and 

the Greek compositions could well be drawn from a school notebook 

of the young Aldhelm—either exercises or copies of the dictation 
of his master Maeldub. Now we noted above (p. 84) that Aldhelm 
was acquainted with at least the Epistolae of Virgilius Maro. Where 
else would he have acquired this knowledge except from Mdeldub 
at Malmesbury? Aldhelm was at Malmesbury between 660 and 670, 
a period that coincides perfectly well with other evidence for the 
time of composition of the Rubisca. Is it not at least within the 
realm of possibility that Aldhelm received from his master one of 
Maeldub’s own compositions that exhibits the heavy influence of 
the bizarre grammar. That the work may have been a specimen of 
the juvenilia of Aldhelm himself can be safely discarded, I think, on 
the basis of line 81 (cited above): Uiam mecalbo (me calba) ccnnel 
secat. “Bald old age cuts me from my path.” 

38 Whitley Stokes, ‘Li . Fé ” . 
89 pay oat okes, “Life of St. Féchin of Fore,” Revue celtique 12 (1891), 319. 
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Let us conclude with a brief summation: 
1, The Rubisca was written after 661 by a poet thoroughly familiar 

ith Hisperica Famina and the Lorica of Laidcenn. He was also 
cquainted with the grammatical and poetical theories as well as with 
ertain Jexica variora of Virgilius Maro Grammaticus. The poet 
ras more likely an Irishman than an English imitator of Hisperica 
amina. 
2. Aldhelm shows close acquaintance with Hisperica Famina 

1 his more abstruse writings and we have at least one clear citation of 
irgilius Maro. It is almost certain that a knowledge of such works 
fas acquired from Maeldub, his teacher prior to his sojourn in 
anterbury. Could he not also have learned the Rubisca from him, 
s that poem, so closely connected to the Hzsperica Famina in 
ocabulary, comes to us through Canterbury, where Aldhelm studied, 
nd is bound in our eleventh-century MS with another “‘Hisperic”’ 
oem, translation of hymns and prayers into Greek (though in Latin 
haracters), and a Greek alphabet with strange names for the letters 
eminiscent of the Greek alphabet in the Irish Auraicept na n-Eces) ? 
fence, that section of Cambridge Univ. Gg. V. 35 might be a copy 
f a notebook made by Aldhelm under Maeldub and taken to 

anterbury. 

3. That Mdeldub himself might have written the poem is shown 

1 the pseudonym Olimbrianus (referring to the poet). The Félire 

/engusso attests a seventh-century Mdeldub, founder of a community, 

rho may have come from the race of Brian. The author of the 

“ubisca alludes to his old age in the poem; it is probable that Maeldub 

ras a senex in the 660’s.* 

MICHAEL HERREN 

Tork University, Toronto. 

: c a 

*P.§. Th ust learned from Professor Bernhard Bischoff that a new manuscrip 

Fis fubioon has been discovered. It is Paris, Ste. Geneviéve 2410, saec. X-XI. 
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first instalment, is to outline the framework which underlies a. 

particular cycle of legends and from this to draw some con-; 
clusions regarding the nature of the Irish traditional process. The} 
cycle chosen is that which concerns Guaire Aidni, and this article 
will be chiefly concerned with its development in Munster. The! 
sources used comprise genealogies, annals, regnal lists, saints’ Lives, 
and various forms of senchas as well as what is normally regarded as 
literary material. A surprising degree of unity will be seen to emerge 
from a reconstruction of these often fragmentary sources. It is this 
unity which justifies the concept of a cycle, and my primary interest 
is in the unifying process which is what I principally mean by 
tradition. 

One of the most striking features of the Guaire cycle is the complex 
system of personal relationships linking the protagonists. Such 
relationships may, in some instances, be the product of literary 
manipulation, but it is also possible, and even likely, that particular | 
legends may have been consciously and deliberately woven out of 
historical or pseudo-historical materials. To complete the confusion 
the legendary material has frequently found its way back into the 
more staid historical sources, so that it is often quite impossible to 
distinguish primary material from secondary. Perhaps the distinction 
would have been impossible in any event, considering the nature of | 
the tradition as summarized by Dubhaltach Mac Fir Bhisigh: 
ee i : 

arigla of he 'D CVI vonsion ot Ineeaglia Re sOumencesch atl eco eee 
ete Fota both of which he plans to publish shortly. I am grateful to Professor 

iain and to Donnchadh O Corrain for some useful references. But above all I wish 
to record my debt to the generous learning of Professor John V. K 
direction I first carried out this study at Harvard ere deed Site 

[is purpose of this study, of which the present article is the | 
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Senchaidh Krenn umorro beg na gebther isin sen-aimsir difir etorra agus 
nigh agus an drong da ngoirther aos dana aniu, uair ba h-aon sgoil go 
linic do égsibh Erenn uile an ionbhuidh sin ; . 2 

But despite the remarks of Mac Fir Bhisigh too drastic a distinction 
as generally been made. AU in particular has been regarded as a 
xed point in a turning and bewildering world. I concede that it is 
smpting to ignore the stray quatrains, the more elaborate accounts of 
attles that come too close to saga, and the questionable marvels, and 
9 cling obstinately to the all-important obits and round off the 
iscussion with the “‘corrected” AU date. But this approach does not 
llow for the possibility that the saga may simply be an elaboration 
f an original annalistic entry, or that the apparent fact may be all 
hat remains of the saga, or even that there is no fundamental dis- 
nction to begin with according to the relevant concept of history. 
s a working principle this means that we cannot summarily deter- 
uine the reliability of information by reference to its context or 
pparent source. A more valid approach, which is that adopted here, 
; to test the consistency of the entire traditional corpus, establish 
basic structure, and attempt to explain any deviations from it. 
Again the reliability of the material is not necessarily dependent 

n the date of the language, and the general assumption that it is is an 
nfortunate legacy of a tradition of scholarship built on a linguistic 
yundation. Related to the direct equation of linguistic and material 
arliness is the concept of the original text which usually turns out to 
e the highest common factor of a number of linguistically early texts. 
he original, by this definition, is always lost, and as the concept 
Ives no useful purpose and is theoretically unsound it will ultimately 
ave to be abandoned. This is not to say that all the material is of 
jual value. While the degree of variation resembles that of myth 
hich, as Lévi-Strauss says, “grows spiral-wise until the intellectual 
npulse which has originated it is exhausted,’ we cannot simply 
ate with him that “we define the myth as consisting of all its 
ersions’’?. The historical element is too strong for that: there is an 
‘itial situation which did not exist for Lévi-Strauss (not necessarily 
1 historical situation, but one clearly defined and understood) and 
lis, rather than an abstract paradigm, will be our frame of reference. 
here is, of course, also some inconsistency, of which anachronism 

but one form at one level, but a clear outline will be seen to emerge. 

1consistencies arise mainly in connection with peripheral characters, 

; any well developed body of material will attract all kinds of tra- 

tional debris. 

1 © Raithbheartaigh ed. Geneal. Tracts, p. 12. 
2 Claude Lévi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology, pp. 226, 213. 
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One of the main sources of evidence for the complexity and se 

consistency of the cycle is the Bangenchas, a remarkable tract whic 

has not received the attention it deserves.® One immediatel 

anticipates objections to applying evidence of a twelfth-cent 

antiquarian work to events of the seventh century, but what matte 

in traditional literature is not the date of a composition, but th 

genre to which it beongs. The Banésenchas impresses me as an anti 

quarian composition of the better kind. Where we can trace 1 

sources in the traditional corpus its claims are generally confirmee 

or at least seem plausible. In this it contrasts favourably with th 

Dindgenchas which, while it does contain a layer of genuine tradition 

is largely based on the etymological tradition deriving from Isido 

of Seville. Isidore’s Etymologiae created such a stir in the Iris 

literary world that a tradition was invented to the effect that t 

great Tain itself had been exchanged for it. And in a sense it ha 

for the new method was pursued with depressing thoroughness 

The model was fatally easy to imitate: in the words of Dr. Johnso: 

with reference to Macpherson’s Ossian ““A man might write suc! 

stuff forever would he but abandon his mind to it.’’ The gre 

defect of the etymological tradition was that, as Bergin states: 

“Etymology was a game with no rules. It was a matter of guesswor 

and one guess was as good as another.’® Native tradition, b 

contrast, was very much governed by rules and Gilla Mo Dutu 

author of the LL Banégenchas, knew both the tradition and the rules 

Furthermore the nature of his material prevented the kind of whol 

sale invention which we find in the Dindsenchas. It is not free fro 

contradiction, but the contradiction is meaningful and leads ba 

into the tradition, rather than petering out, as Dindsenchas entri 

often do, in the exhaustion of the author’s ingenuity. 

— eal 

3 Margaret E. Dobbs ed. The Ban-shenchus, RC xlvii (1930), 282-339; xlviii (1931 
163-234; xlix (1932), 437-89. 

In connection with the LL recension reference will always be below to LL III (ee 
Best and O’Brien, Dublin, 1957); elsewhere reference will be made to the MSS. whe» 
necessary. 

4 Tomas O Miille, EBriu ix (1921), 71-6; T. F. O’Rahilly, Briu x (1926), 109. 
Unlike O Maille I do not regard the tradition as being literally true. The exampé 

which he quotes in support of its credibility, that “Colum Cille sent his famous poe: 
Altus prosator to Pope Gregory the Great in return for a gift of a gold cross” (p. 75). 
hardly convincing. Gregory’s position in Irish legend was such that he was given fu 
citizenship as a member of the Corco Duibne (Paul Walsh ed. GRSH, p. 78, par. 
Cf. BB 145 c 45 where the same pedigree is given although wrongly placed with th 
Muscraige genealogies.) A note to Félire Oengusso at March 12 states that his coffine 
body was cast ashore on Aran (Fél. p. 96; cf. ZCP iii (1900), 39). For legends associatin 
him with Colum Cille see O’Kelleher and Schoepperle ed. BCC, pp. 206 ff. 

Despite the anachronism involved—Gregory died in 604, prior to the compositic 
of the Htymologiae—I would suggest that the ‘“‘sui Rémanach” of the T'din-recover 
legends is also to be identified with Gregory. 

5 PBA xxiv (1939), p. 206. | 
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“While women were not regarded as being nearly as important as 
laces,* the Bansgenchas is all the more important for being atypical. 
the very unimportance of the female as far as the more official sources 
vere concerned—and the heroine is allowed to remain anonymous 
ven in such tales as Fingal Réndin and Reicne Fothaid Canainne— 
nust have been a factor in the development of the Bansenchas. 
-he woman’s greater mobility, the fact that she might marry three 
r four men-of some stature and have children by each of them, 
ncouraged the legendary process. We shall see that a favourite 
inifying device is that of uterine relationship, and as the official 
enealogy invariably runs in the male line it is difficult to state with 
ertainty that the legend cannot reflect historical fact. This is 
articularly true of material, such as that to be discussed here, where 
he various sources complement each other, and there are few obvious 
nachronisms. 
Guaire’s own pedigree provides a good example of the com- 

lementary nature of our sources. The official Uf Fiachrach 
enealogies are basically in agreement as to his position,’ whereas the 
fansenchas and related materials disagree as to the identity of his 
1other. It is by way of the female line that the legends develop and 
he characters are brought together. Of the following three versions 
ne first has remained sterile in terms of legend. The second can 
e shown to be the result of a late scribal error and therefore unreal. 
he third will lead us directly to the centre of the development of 
1e cycle in Munster. These versions are (a2) That Guaire’s mother 
as of the Tratraige e.g. 

Aedammair Delgnach tren trebar/Tratraigech 
... mathair Guairi Aidni féil.° 

) That his mother was Cumman daughter of Dallbrénach, and that he 
as therefore uterine brother to Caimin of Inis Celtra. This Cumman 
regularly credited with a numerous progeny including Caimin,® 

at the only source I know for Guaire’s inclusion is FM s.a. 662%: 

6 Cf. D. A. Binchy’s remarks in Myles Dillon ed. Early Irish Society p. 58 and Brian O 
liv ed. Seven Centuries of Irish Learning p. 70. For a catalogue of women’s defects 
3 Tec. Corm. p. 28; cf. BNnE I, p. 177, Sc. M? p. 3; Keat II p. 338 etc. A hs 
7 For convenient charts see O’Donovan, Hy Piachr. opp. p. 476; Kelleher, Celtica ix 
971), 112; Byrne, Irish Kings and High-Kings, p. 298. ; Se, 
8 LL 17049-52. Cf. RC xlviii, 185 and zbid. p. 218. For Tratraige see O’Brien ZCP 
(1924), 237, and Hog. Onom s.v. tradraigi, tradraige dubrois. 
9 BB 212 a. 16 (which wrongly has Caemgein Indsi Cealtra 212 a 29); Lec 34 Ra 
; LL 354 d 10 (cf LL 372 d 13 where the list is omitted) ; Anecd. Tit, pp- 3-4; Ir. Texts 
[ p. 104, par. 322. Cf. Ir. Texts IV, pp. 93-4 where the mother’s name is given as 
‘ionmhaith inghen Bhéed.” Cf. also Plummer Misc. Hag. Hib. p. 230, par. 195. 
.e number of her progeny varies, and the list is wildly anachronistic. . 
10 Joc, cit. Colgan is wrong in stating that the quatrain (which he quotes) occurs in 
2 Martyrology of Gorman (Acta Sanctorum Hiberniae p. 339, n. 17). His source was 
nost certainly FM. - 
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Rob ionann mathair do Guaire 7 do Caimine Insi Celtra, amhail asbearar 

Cumman, inghean Dallbronaigh, mathair Cammin is Guaire 

Moirseisear ar seachtmoghat, as sedh ro geanair uaithe. 

This statement is almost certainly a misreading of a marginal quatrant 
in Laud 61011: 

Cumma(i)n ingin Dallbrénaid mathair Cammin co ngliaire, 
morfeisir ar chethrachait, is ed rogénajr hiaidi. 

The misreading of the numeral was a commonplace error. A numbe 
of factors, including their obvious similarity, may have contributed 
to the alteration of ‘“‘co ngluaire” to “is Guaire” (= “‘co nGuaire’’) 
Guaire and Caimin are also brought together in the saga of the battl 
of Carn Conaill, although they are on opposite sides. But the stronges 
factor must have been the confusion of Caimin with Cummine Foti 

of Clonfert (see tradition (c) below), just as they are confused i 
different versions of the Carn Conaill saga.12 A glance at the inde? 
of personal names in CGH s.v. Cummine, Cumne, will show ho 
readily this might take place;!8 indeed the forms which I employ 
are arbitrary ones. 
(c) That Guaire was uterine brother to Cummine Fota and others: 

Rim ingen Fiachna meic Fiachrach Gairine meic Duach Iarlaithi mathaii 
Cumaine meic Fiachna 7 Comgain Meic Da Cerda 7 Guairi meic Colmain 
Crimthaind Caeil meic Aeda Cirr, rig Laigean, 7 Chuana meic Cai/chin 
Laech Liathmune, 4 Bracain Dairindse.14 

There is a curious echo of this grouping in the LL Bansenchas: 

Guaire. Crimthand. Cuanu. Comgan. 
Cummain Breccan bec a briathra cen bafs15 

Margaret Dobbs failed to identify this group, as she informs us in. 
note to this passage, no doubt because it is strangely out of place in th 
Bansenchas. Gilla Mo Dutu seems to have been working from vario 
sources and has not integrated the ending with the rest of the vers 
Breccan (or Braccdn) cannot be satisfactorily identified, nor can w; 
say which of the several places called Dairinis is in questio 
Crimthann mac Aeda poses the reverse problem as there are too man? 

11 ZCP viii (1912), 334 n; Cf Celtica vi (1963), 148. 
a2) In Eg. 1782 (= SGI, p. 397) Cummine Fota replaces Caimin who contribu to Diarmait’s victory in LU 9608 ff. and LL 36047 ff. 
13 Cf. Todd, Leabhar Imuinn I, p- 91. 
14 Lec 34 Va 36; cf. Lec. 164 Re 40; BB 213 a 40, LL 372 ¢ 20. Of. Ir. Texts II p. 94, par. 197 (with misreading Rini for Rim). Cf. Mac Cana Etudes Celt. vii (195 97,n.4. In Mart. Don. at November 12 Rimh is also said to be the name of the moth of Cummine Fota. 
15 LL 17381-2. 
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f him; he may be identified with (a) Crimthann m. Aeda m. Senaig of 
{ Mail or (6) Crimthann m. Aeda Cirr m. Colmdin of Ui Dunlainge.16 
a either case he belongs to the Laigin, and the traditions relating to 
im will not be discussed here, other than to mention that he appears 
s a dalta of Diarmait mac Aeda Sldine in Tochmarc Becfola, and that 
1¢ Ui Dunlainge version of his pedigree would make him a nephew 
f Rénan m. Colmain (d. 624 AU) who is very likely to be identified 
ith Ronan m. Aeda who gives his name to Fingal Réndin.17. The 
aree other characters mentioned —Cummine Fota, Comgdn Mac Da 
herda, and Cuanu mac Cailchine/Ailchine—are the pivots on which 
ne Munster development of the cycle turns. These will be discussed 
1 detail below, beginning with Cummine Fota. 
It is the way of traditions to overlap and never fully coincide, but 

ather to continually self-propagate and expand, as new nuclei, which 
srve as points of departure for further legends, are created. So at the 
ery moment of recording tradition (c) above Colgan encounters such 
point of departure which shifts the focus of our attention to 

oganachta Locha Léin. Colgan writes ‘‘Rima (seu rectius Mugania) 
lia Fiachae filii Fiachrii filii Duach I[arlaithe mater Cumini.’’?8 
‘his alternative tradition, which has Mugain rather than Rim (Rim?) 
s the name of the mother of Cummine Fota, has been discussed by 
‘odd and, in a broader context by Proinsias Mac Cana.!® It is 
ecessary to review this tradition, in so far as it concerns us, at 

his point. 

In the Lebor Brecc notes to Félire Oengusso the following entry 

ccurs at November 12: 

dom chumain .i. Cumin fota mac fiachnai. comorba brenaind cluanai 

tai 7 deoganacht lacha Iéin dé. aed din ainm diles chumin 4 druim 

aliter ainm abaile 4 hi cumin frith hicill fte indib conaill gabra . . . 

Mugain ingen fiachach find 
mathair cumine cheolbind 
sisi mugain amathair 
sesium disi derbrathair 

Damac déc rogensit omumain [leg. mugain] .i. uf escuip ocus -ui. rig. 

umin 7 comgall.?° 

16 For tradition (a) see AU 633; AT p. 182; CS s.a. 633, FM s.a. 628. For tradition 

) LL 5421; ZCP xix (1931), 88. , 

vate identification ot 2 new one. It is to be inferred from LL 316 a 10 and Lec. 

Rb 11 = CGH p. 339: io? ee 

Me do Ronan oe Colmain... Mael-Fathartaig; is 6 ro marbad la athair tria 6t 

mal is irdaire. 
f. CGH p. 75. : 
18 Acta Sanctorum Hiberniae, p. 148, n. 4. : 

19 Todd, op. cit., pp. 88 ff.; Mac Cana, op. cit., pp. 96 ff. 

20 Fél.2, pp. clxvili—clxix. 

G 
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The evidence of tradition (c) above would in itself justify us i 

regarding the Comgall mentioned here as a mistake for Comga 

(Mac Dé Cherda). We shall also see that the Cummine Fota—Comga: 

relationship is central to this new tradition which functions on a 

Eéganachta Locha Léin—Déissi axis, with excursions into 

Liathdin, Ele Tuaiscirt, Ui Fidgenti, Fir Maige Féne, the Eoganachté 
of mid-Munster, and Ui Fiachrach Aidni. Furthermore I kno 

of no tradition associating Comgall (of Bangor?) with the cycle. Th 
mistake might easily originate in a wrong expansion of a suspension 

stroke (i.e. Comg), especially as Comgan was not a common name 
Only one instance of the name occurs in the index to CGH, and thap 
refers to Mac Da Cherda.?4_ Three persons of that name, none of any 

particular importance, are mentioned in AU. The relative frequency 
of the name Comgall, together with the pre-eminence of Comgal. 

of Bangor, would pre-dispose a scribe ignorant of the Mugain traditiox 
to make the substitution; indeed he might not even need the excuse 
of a suspension stroke to do so. ; 

The Lebor Brecc note contains the basic elements of this tradition: 
that Cummine Fota was of Edganachta Locha Léin; that he wa: 
conceived incestuously by Mugain from her own father Fiachw 
(generally Fiachna mac Fiachrach Garrine elsewhere); that he was 
abandoned on birth, discovered by Ite and fostered by her. The 
quatrain plays on the permutations of relationship which result from 
his incestuous origins, his mother being also his sister. This feature 
is elaborated elsewhere in a manner which suggests the influence of 4: 
riddle literature.22. A similar quatrain which follows his pedigree 
in Rawl. B 502 explores the possibilities on the male side: his fathe= 
is also his grandfather, and the ancestral bond is correspondingl 
strengthened.*® These are mere snatches of a larger tale which 
occurs in the Liber Hymnorum as the mixed Latin and Irish introduc 
tion to the hymn attributed to Cummine Fota and in the DIV. 
version of Imtheachia na nOinmhideadh.24* The Liber Hymnoruns 
account adds a further complication by giving (F)land as the name 

21 The Comgén mentioned in the account of the so-called West-Munster Synoc oe viii (1912), 315) is probably to be identified with Mac Da Cherda as will appeaa elow. 
22 Such riddles on relationships, often in verse, are common in Modern Trish. Cf Béaloideas xiii (1943), 72, where a quatrain closely similar in form to that quoted occurs : 

Is ti Aodh, is ti mac Aodha, Ff “ei 
Agus inghean d’Aodh is { do mhathair, 
Is ti m’fhear, is ti mo mhac, 
Is mé do bhean, agus do mhathair. 

The use of riddles in narrative is not unusual. For instance the description in BDD2 11] 827 ff. probably originated as a riddle, and closely resembles Mod. Ir. examples sucli as occur in Béaloideas, ibid, p. 81. g ) 23° CGH. p. 226: 
_ *4 Lib. Hymn. I, pp. 16-18; D.IV.1 27 Va 5ff. (The B.IV.1 version of the Imtheachia is acephalous and does not contain the account of Cummine’s conception.) | 

| 
| 
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Cummine’s mother. I think that this name can be explained 
fay very simply: the author has confused Cummine’s mother with 
e mother of Domnall m. Aeda m. Ainmerech for whom Cummine 
mposed the hymn that he might weep in seeking forgiveness for 
;sins. Land daughter of Aed Guaire [m. Amalgada m. Muiredaich] 
Airgialla was the mother of Domnall m. Aeda according to the 
msenchas.*® This association of Cummine Fota with Domnall 
Aeda is not an arbitrary or isolated one. In the B.IV.1 version 
the Imtheachta the court of Domnall m. Aeda is the scene of one 
the most imaginatively humorous episodes in Irish literature as 
lissaries from Guaire led by his son-in-law, Marcdn m. Tommdin 
Ui Maine, attempt to lure the royal fool (rig-dinmit) Conall Clocach 
Durlas, there to entertain Guaire and Comgdn Mac Da Cherda.?6 
le various traditions relating to Conall Clocach and Domnall m. 
da cannot be discussed here, but the fact that they are often 
oresented as either brothers or uterine brothers,?? combined with 
e fact that Conall Clocach and Mac Da Cherda are practically 
listinguishable in terms of character and personal history, and that 
1c Da Cherda was in turn regarded as uterine brother to Cummine 
ta, may have contributed to the Liber Hymnorum statement that 
nd was the mother of Cummine. All versions of the Imtheachta 
ree in regarding Mugain as the mother of Cummine and Mac Da 
erda, and the additional details supplied by these texts will be 
‘ther examined when we come to discuss the latter character. 
There is also some minor and probably secondary confusion as to 
mmine’s patrimony. We have seen that the Lebor Brecc note to 
lire Oengusso places him with Eéganachta Locha Léin. Similarly 
the notes to the later edition of the Félive we find ‘“‘Cummini mac 
achna .. . d’Euganacht Locha Léin dé” and “‘Cumain Fota mac 
achnai meic Fiachrach Gairine meic Duach meic Maine meic 

irpri meic Cuirc meic Luigdech.’’*8 These pedigrees all agree with 

> standard one as given in CGH: “‘Cuimmine .i. Cummine Fota mac 

vchna m. Fiachrach Garrine m. Duach Jarlaithi m. Maine m. 

irpri m. Cuircc.’’*® Rawl. B 502 errs here, as O’Brien notes, in 

cing him with Cenel nDalldin of Ui Liathain. The error may 

t be altogether fortuitous as we shall see that Ui Liathain are 

sely associated with Eéganachta Locha Léin within this cycle of 

es. However the corresponding passage in LL, Lec., and BB 

rectly place him with the latter. The Liber Hymnorum account 

5 17135-8; RC xviii, 182; ibid. p. 221; Cf. ZCP viii, 298. 

7 he stated that she is dros regarded as his stepmother: RC xx (1899), 40. 

3 B.IV.1, 164 R—166 R. 
? Of. O Ctiiv, Higse xi (1965-6), 183-7, 290. 
3 Fél. p. 242. 
) CGH, p. 226; cf. GRSH, p. 116, par. 8. 
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of his birth calls him ‘‘Cummaini Fota mac Fiachna ri Iar-Muma 

and later says of him “‘Uenit autem postea ad patrem et ad patri ! 

i. co hEuganacht Lacha Léin’”’.2® The fragmentary account in Li 

which otherwise agrees closely with Lib. Hymn., describes him 

“Cummine Fota mac Fiachnai di Eoganacht Chassil,’’1 and t 
version is supported by the closely related Life of Cummine Foi 
in C.1.2 (R.I.A.) which begins “Cumain Fota mac Fiachna ¢ 
Eoganacht Caisil,”’ 32 and goes on to state that Cummine’s fathi 
was Fiachna [sic] Muillethan mac Edgain who belongs to the p. 
historic section of the Eéganachta genealogies. That such 
linguistically early text could be so badly anachronistic, and in t 
respect inferior to the Imtheachta, shows again that there is 
necessarily direct correlation between the language of the text a 

the information it contains. Language provides us with a termin+ 
ad quem, not with a terminus a quo, but the distinction is not alwa; 

clearly made. 
The tradition that Cummine belonged to Edganachta Caisil m 

be regarded as one of several secondary developments. For instan 
Cairpre Luachra, the alternative name for Edganachta Locha Léii 
also becomes confused with Ciarraige Luachra, and Cummin 
father is one occasion described in the Imtheachta as ‘‘Fiachra ma 
Fearcuso rich Ciarraigi Luochra.’’** There may even be an attem} 
to attach him to the Ui Fiachrach genealogies, possibly on acco 
of his close relationship with Guaire, but I prefer to regard t 
“Cuimin Foda, mac Conaing (no Conaill), mic Fearghusa’®* as 
separate individual. In any case we cannot pursue him furth 
and the cumulative evidence of the various sources justifies us 
regarding the West-Munster pedigree of Cummine Fota as being tl 
generally accepted one. 
A further examination of Cummine’s connections and relatiy 

shows how extraordinarily well developed and self-consistent tl 
West Munster-section of the cycle was. The dominant traditic 
makes him a third cousin of Aed Benndn m. Crimthaind m. Cobtha: 
(d. 619 AU, 621 Ann. Inisf.) whose daughter or, as another versic 
had it, grand-daughter, was Mér Muman: 

Tri meic Aeda Benniin j Damnatan ingine Feideilmid m. Thigernaich 
Mael-diin Cuimmine, Mael-cdech. Mor Muman a siur nd combad do Ma 
diiin bad ingen ut alii dicunt*5 

30 Joc. cit. The “ri Iar-Muman” element presumably refers to Fiachna, and may | 
reagrded as mere hyperbole. 

81 LL 36990. 
BTC mee woas 
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e statement that Damna(i)t wife of Aed Benndn was daughter of 
edelmid m. Tigernaig is typical BanSsenchas-type material and is 
peated in the latter tract. The Bansenchas apparently knows only 
the tradition which held Mér Muman to be the daughter of Aed 
ennan: 

Ingen fial Feidilmid feta 
findmeic Thigernaig nar thléith 
Damnat deb na gréni a gelldm 
ba ceili d’Aed Bennain blaith. 

Cland d’Aed ra Damnait maith moltair, 
Mael Duin Congal. Cummain grind. 
Mael Canaig ba fer co firneim. 
Mér Muman ben Fingein find?é 

1e tale Mdr Muman ocus Aided Cuanach metc Aulchine, which will be 
scussed in some detail below, also supports the tradition that Mér 
is daughter of Aed Bennan: 

Aed Benndin ri Irlochra d& mac déc lais 7 toera ingena... Mér Muman 
yen Aeda Benndin®’ 

1e tale goes on to describe how Mor became the wife of Fingin m. 
da Duib m. Crimthaind, king of Cashel (d. 619 AT, Ann. Inisf).38 
leir daughter was in turn wife of Guaire’s brother Laidcnén, and 
Guaire himself: 

Deog ingen Fhingin 7 Moiri Muman bean Laidgind m. Colmain 7 ba bean 
Guaire Aidni iartain®® 

Deoch bean Laidgnen moir meic Colmain 
is celi Guairi is glan ngloir*® 

It is true that there is some difficulty with the corresponding 
ssage in LL. This will be discussed later. We are concerned 
re with the framework of the cycle, and there seems to be no doubt 
it the tradition which held that both Guaire and his brother were 

3 LL 17093-100. Cf. RC xlviii, 182, 219. Damnait and Aed [Bennén] are also 
tioned together in LL 35799. 
7 LL 35737-9. Cf. O’Nolan, PRIA, XXX. C (1912), pp. 261-82. 
3 In the tale he is simply called ‘‘Fingen mac Aeda.” In the Lecan prose Bansenchas, 
loubt under the influence of this group of tales, he is called impossibly ‘‘Fingin mac 
la Bennain”’ (RC xlviii, 182). The Ui Maine prose has ‘‘Fingein mac Aeda Allain, 
J. p. 219), a version which also occurs in the Imtheachta e.g. B. IV.1, 155 R, 165 V. 
n if we presume that the person intended is Aed Uaridnach/Allén (Ollan) m. Domnaill 
Muirchertaig of Cené] nEdgain (d. 612 AU) rather than his great-great-grandson 
_Allén (Ollan) m. Fergaile m. Maeli-duin (d. 743 AU), this version must still be 
ded as a mistake. 
RC xlviii, 182. 
Lec. 211 Ra 35. 
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married to Mér’s daughter was well established. A probable paroc 
of this tradition occurs in the Imtheachta: One day the household 
Fingin (m. Aeda Duib) and Mor goes out to view the hunt—in 
IV.1. the leader of the hunt is named an Cuanu mac Cailchine 
leaving only Mac Da Cherda within in the company of the ki 
and queen. Fingin reflects that Ireland would be in a sorry sta 
if only they three remained alive in it. Médr suggests that in tha 
event Fingin could hunt and Mac Da Cherda could provide them wit 
firewood and marry the child she was then bearing. Mac Da Cher 
mistakes the speculation for reality, and seizing an axe sets out f 
search for firewood. He finds none to his satisfaction until he arrive 

at Guaire’s “‘bile’’ at Durlas (possibly the bile vratha of King aw 
Hermit) which he proceeds to hack down.*! This fantastic marriag: 
of the unborn infant to the fool, followed by his mad career to Durla 
and the assault on Guaire’s bile, can hardly have been describe 
without an awareness of the tradition that Guaire himself marri¢ 
the daughter of Fingin and Mér. ' 

To this group of characters we may add Mér’s sister Suithcher# 
Ruithchern who was carried off by Cuanu mac Cailchine, king ¢ 
Fir Maige Féne,*2 whom we have seen described as uterine broth¢ 
of Guaire, and who appears as his ally in the saga of the battle of Cam 
Conaill.4® We then have Guaire’s uterine brother married to a sisté 
of Mér Muman, while Guaire himself and his full(?) brother ar 
married to Mér’s daughter. There is also Guas daughter of Mdez 
duin m. Aeda Benndin whose husband Cuan m. Conaill of Ui Fidgeng 
also supported Guaire at Carn Conaill according to the saga:44 

Ingen do Mael Duin mac Aeda 
ardrig Muman na sreth soirb (sic leg.) 
Guas ceili Cuain meic Conaill . . . 
flaith Hua Fidgenti*® 

We have seen that the genealogies also record the tradition whereb: 
Mor Muman herself was a daughter of Méel-diiin and therefore. 
sister of this Guas. | 

To these figures we may further add Mugain, wife of Diarmait me 
Cerbaill, who is relevant whether or not we concede Mac Cana) 
argument that she is ultimately the same as Mugain duaghter « 
Fiachna m. Fiachrach Garrine, and that ‘“‘the two Mugains are merell 
different localizations of the same goddess and that Mér Muma: 
is simply a development of one of them’.46 Whatever their origin 

41 B.IV.1, 156 V ff; D.IV.1 33 Va 1 ff. 
42 ©’ Nolan op. cit. p. 265. 
43 ZCP iii (1900), 206. 
44 ibid 
#5 LL 17159-63; cf RC xlviii, 185, 223. 
#6 Mac Cana, op. cit. p. 98. 
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hese characters are clearly distinguished in the tales, a situation 
yhich is not inconsistent with Mac Cana’s thesis. Mugain wife of 
Miarmait m. Cerbaill may for our purposes be regarded as a separate 
idividual. Characteristically she is a near relative of the other 
Vest-Munster figures, being the daughter of Conchrad m. Duach 
liach m. Maine m. Cairpre m. Cuircc.4? As wife of Diarmait m. 
erbaill she is the joint ancestress of the two principal branches of 
he southern Ui Néill, Sil nAeda Sldine of Brega and Clann Cholmdin 
[dir of Mide: 

Mugain ben Diarmatta datta. 
degingen Chonchraid meic Duach. 
A cland Colman is Aed nach fellad .. . 
dib cland Cholmain (sic leg.) na rig radi 
sil Aeda Slani na shiag*8 

ut evidently there was some doubt as to her position as ancestress 
f Clann Cholmdain Mir, for Gilla Mo Dutu continues: 

N6é combad mathair cheirt Cholmain 
cland Brenaind Daill cdid na cross 
Erc co comthaitnim na climi 
do Chonmaicnib Culi atchlos.*9 

ut this variation merely guarantees the density of the system. Erc 
no less closely connected to the cycle than Mugain. Her father 
rénaind Dall is here described as being of the Conmaicne Cuile, 
ut he turns up in the genealogies of the neighbouring Ui Maine 
here we find him as grandfather of Marcan m. Tommain,®° husband 
f Guaire’s daughter Créd. (Incidentally Aed Guaire opponent of 
uadan of Lorrha was brother of Brénaind Dall,*! providing another 
cample of the tendency of literary cycles or sub-cycles to operate 
1 genealogical lines.) So if Mugain is grandmother of Diarmait 
. Aeda Sldine, opponent of Guaire in the battle of Carn Conaill, 
rc is the aunt of Guaire’s son-in-law. We might also expect 
arcdn m. Tommain to figure in the battle of Carn Conaill, but 
irprisingly the saga does not mention him. He is however mentioned 
| Scéla Cano metic Garindin in connection with the battle.® 
I do not wish to anticipate future consideration of the battle except 

. state that practically everybody involved in it belongs to the 

a7 28 = CGH p. 222. The historical problem posed by the 
es eae oi Duscuto the Mapani@hia does not concern us here. Cf. Rawl. B 502, 

8a 50 = CGH p. Auk ne n. Nal aat 
48 ; Cf. xlviii, P 3 A 

49 oadtpee: tie Erc is also called Hithne: LU 4239 = SGI, p. 83; RC xlviii 181. 

50 Cf. Kelleher, Celtica ix (1971), 109. 
51 BB 117 b 10. 
52 SCano 11. 172-3, 183-5. 
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framework of legend as set out here. We have already mentione: 

Guaire, Diarmait m. Aeda Sldine, Marcan m. Tommain, and Cuan 

Conaill, in this regard. It will be seen also that Cudn m. Amalgad 

another of Guaire’s supporters was also related by marriage to Moy. 

and that Uf Liathdin, if not actually Talamnach, their representativ) 

in the battle, are also involved in the cycle by way of Mor’s sisteé 

Suitchern/Ruithchern. When we consider further that Guaire’ 
daughter Créd is said to have composed I¢ é saigte gona suain as | 
lament for Dinertach, who, like Cuan m. Conaill, was of Ui Fidgenti,® 

and fell “isin treus Aidne,” probably to be identified with the battll 
of Carn Conaill, it becomes obvious that we cannot consider tha 

accounts of this battle which appear in the annals apart from thi 
whole traditional context. This is especially so when all the annalistil 
accounts apart from AU and Ann. Inisf. can be shown to derive frory 
the saga. And even AU and Ann. Inisf. are not necessarily mort 
trustworthy, as they may simply have been stripped of their context 

In any case the forces involved in the battle belong at least as much t¢ 
literature as they do to history. 

To return to Erc and Mugain, it may be that their association it 
tradition as wives of Diarmait m. Cerbaill may be responsible for tha 
tradition, expressed in a poem in LU and LL,* that Mugain was alss 

of Connacht. The first quatrain of this poem records the officia 
doctrine that she was of Munster, while the last, which follows thi 

official dunad, refers to the alternative tradition: 

Mugain ingen Chonchraid chain 
meic Duach din des Mumain.. . 
ben Diarmata meic Cerbaill 

Is siseo... 
cétfaid araile senchad .. . 
ba de Chonnachtaib Mugain 

Similarly in the Bansenchas the tradition that Mugain was of Connach: 
does not occur in LL but appears in later renderings.5> As usual tha 
antiquarians wanted it both ways; faced with conflicting tradition: 
they could never make up their minds. While this inability to analyze 
produces an impression of untidiness, it has also preserved many valut 
able pieces of information which tidier minds would have discarded 

Various other sources such as the Life of Mac Creiche, whicl 
incidentally has been badly underestimated by Plummer as ait 

53 Despite Carney’s objections (Higse xiii, 1970, 230-2) I prefer the view that Dinertack m. Guaire m. Nechtain is simply a mistake for Dinertach m. Oengusa m. Nechtaiz (cf. 6 Corrain, ibid, 83-84). But the whole question of Créd and her relationships witl Dinertach, Marcén m. Tommain and Cano m. Gartndin, and her adoption as ancestres¢ by the O’Connors and the Maguires, will have to be discussed separately. 54 LU 4275-334 = SGI, p. 84; LL 18208-67. Ed. Windisch Kgl. sdichsische Gesellscté der Wissenschaften, Berichte XXXVI (1884) pp. 191-243. 55 RC xlviii, 180, 217. 
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istorical source,®* show the wealth of material associated with the 
amily of Aed Benndn. More relevant here is the Life of Mochuta 
s it runs through the whole gamut of characters from a grand- 
aughter of Aed Benndn, to Cuanu mac Cailchine, Mdel-ochtraig m. 
eda (father of Mac Da Cherda), and, of course, Diarmait m. Aeda 
laine. The passage of immediate relevance is that which describes 
is encounter with the first of these, a daughter of Mdel-duin m. 
eda Bennain who is variously called Noelethan and Dand.5? She 
| Said here to be the wife of Madel-tuile, king of Ciarraige Luachra. 
ike the other relationships we have discussed this is also entirely 
ossible according to the genealogical and annalistic information. 
lael-tuile is great-great-grandfather of Flann Fedérna who died in 
41 (Ann. Inisf.),58 and the death of Mdel-diin m. Aeda Benndin 
entered at 661 (Aun. Inisf.). Furthermore the latter seems to 

ave been an old man when he died, his father having died in 619/621 
AU/Ann. Inisf.). 
The system of relationships as it affects Eéganachta Locha Lein 

lay be expressed by means of the following chart. Whatever may 
e made of individual figures the structure as a whole cannot be 
ismissed lightly, and since it is consistently reflected in such diverse 
urces it must have been established at an early date. I do not 
-e how retrospective unity could be achieved after the ninth century, 
nd so I would propose goo AD as a terminus ad quem for the es- 
ublishment of the basic frame of reference. 
From Edéganachta Locha Léin we move to Déissi Muman at the 

ther end of Munster. The transition is mainly effected by the 
sual device of uterine relationship. The physical aspect of the re- 
tionship is certainly questionable, but it is none the less valuable 
xr that as it actualizes an association which was already felt to 
sist, and which can be confirmed by other sources. In support 
' this device Cummine Fota is also said to have been set adrift 
1 the river Suir thereby arriving at Déissi Muman, but the story 
complicated at this point by a type of error common in oral 

urrative: two mutually exclusive patterns are utilized to resolve a 
ngle situation. So while it is necessary that Cummine reach the 
éissi for the purpose of achieving continuity, it is also necessary 
at he be reared by Ite in Uf Chonaill Gabra in accordance with her 

66 Misc. Hag. Hib., pp. 8-10. : 
57 Called Nocleaihonen V. SS. Hib. I, p. 172 but Dand in Power ed. Lives of SS. 
clan and Mochuda, p. 78. Of. O Corrdin, JKAHS No. 1 (1968) p. 49, n. 15 a. 
Tolnat daughter of Mael-tuile was in turn held to be married to Méel-diin: LL 
101-2; RC xlviii, ee 219. Pee oc 
b8 1. B 602, 154 d 30 = ,D: ; ; ; 
It ee cbable that Colman m. iohtabrat; father of Fland Feorna, is the person who 

pears as a guarantor in Cdin Adamndin (Meyer ed. p. 20). For ri Fernae”’ read “ri 

érna”; Cf. ““Tuaristal rig Feédrna Flaind” with reference to the Ciarraige, Dillon ed. 

bor na Cert, 1.572. 



SEAN 6 COILEAIN 102 
(yu0espiyT 

10. 
(sxgoen'y 

odveqrery 
JO 

fo 
|[reuo_ 

owur 

O[M4-TOVT 
JO OFM) 

—-- UB
)
 
JO oytar) 

p
u
e
c
y
/
u
s
y
4
o
[
o
o
N
 

sens) 

jo 
ouryoyreg 

ovur 
(090 

s
p
o
y
 
owur 

n
u
e
n
g
 
A
q
 
pojyonpq’) 

UIsUTT 
JO 

O
F
M
)
 

U
I
E
T
O
I
M
S
 

U
S
U
I
,
 
LOT 

UMp-[9FIN 

| 
| 

| | 
upyuuog 

p
o
y
 

(Treqr0D 
ovur 

qreuLTery 
|
 

JO 
oJtM) 

uresnyl 
a
S
 

e
l
a
 

yowyyqop 

(ueumyy 
191) 

(oSteyT 
INT 

|
 

e
e
 

Pee 
J
 

(40,7 
ourormmMy 

Jo 
Joyyour 

pure 
104818) 

40,7 
o
u
r
u
r
o
n
y
 

b
a
d
e
 

| | 
suyoeny, 

| 
OUTLIVED 

BIYoelyT 

| 

| 

you 

ma 

ome 

mq 

| 

ouleyy 
| 

oidareg 

o109) 

meant 



THE STRUCTURE OF A LITERARY CYCLE 103 | 

lecepted position as nurturer of saints such as Brénainn, MoChéemég, 
md even of Christ himself. The result is that Cummine js shuttled 
ackwards and forwards between Suir and Maigue and between 
he spiritual influence of Déclan and Mochuta and [te.*° 
The circumstances by which uterine relationship was achieved are 

xplained as follows in the Imtheachta: on the incestuous conception 
f Cummine a double marriage is arranged between Mugain and 
Maolochtair (i.e. Mdel-ochtraig) of the Déissi on the one hand and 
etween Cacht daughter of Maéel-ochtraig and Fiachna, Mugain’s 
ather, on the other. Cacht subsequently drops out of the tale; 
he seems to be otherwise unknown to tradition and does not appear 
n the Bansenchas. Mugain had another son by Mael-ochtraig, 
egularly called Comgan, but said in one version of the Imtheachta to 
ave been named Cumascach at first :6° the variation will be seen to 

of possible significance when we come to discuss his pedigree. 
\ fragment edited from YBL by J. G. O’Keeffe* also picks up the 
tory at this point: Comgan/Cumascach is accused of sleeping with 
he druid’s wife, and, in revenge, the druid transforms him to a fool. 
hhe Imtheachta here follows the pattern of Fingal Réndin as the 
ccusation is made by the druid’s wife after she had failed to seduce 
im, whereas the YBL fragment seems to regard the offence as real. 
.S a consequence of the transformation he is henceforth called 
fac Da Cherda, the name being explained as follows in the Imtheachta: 
Comhdan mac an da cearda .i. da cheird badur aige ceird bhdoisi 4 
eird gaoisi.’’®? 
This description agrees with his function in tradition where he 

sgularly appears as an inspired fool: “‘édinmit side 7 faith Dé.”’*? In 
lis capacity he may be associated with such characters as Suibne 
nd Moling; some of the verse in the Imtheachta is strongly reminiscent 

59 The connection of Déclan and Ite (d. 570 Ann. Inisf.; 570, 577 AU) with Cummine 
|. 661 Ann. Inisf.; 662 AU) is, of course, historically impossible. / F 
It is interesting to note that as Cummine was reared and died in Ui Fidgenti, as 
wrated in the C.1.2 Life, so his death as well as his birth is associated with a river, as 
s body is taken up the Shannon to Leth Cuinn for burial (Bruchst. No. 96), presumably 
_Clonfert: in FM s. a. 1162 (i.e. 500 years after his death) we are told that his relics 
sre taken from the earth and enshrined at Clonfert. Otherwise the evidence linking 
m with Clonfert is tenuous enough; of the annals only Ann. Inisf. (s.a. 661; cf. abid. 
2. 570) and FM support it. Colgan says (Acta Sanctorum Hiberniae p. 149, n.7) that 
uaire brought him to Connacht and established him as abbot at Clonfert, but this 
atement is based on the tradition that he was uterine brother to Guaire (a Guario... 
parte matris fratre) and is probably not reliable. No mention of his connection with 
onfert is made in the Imtheachta or in any of the related material, apart from the LB 
te to Fél.2 quoted above. 
60 D. IV.1, 28 Vb 7. 
61 Hriu v (1911), 34. : Seal 
62 B.IV.1, 160 V; Cf. D.IV.1, 29 Va 30. Colgan’s explanation of the name “quia 
me extreme fatuus mox summe prudens” is taken from this. He himself refers us 
his source ‘‘Vide plura .. . in actis Cumdhani et Conalli idiotarum”’ (Acta Sanctorum 
iberniae, p. 149, n. 7,8). 
63 LL 35774. 
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of Buile Suibhne, and Moling was also credited with the same extremes 

of folly and wisdom.** That actual confusion of Moling and Mac Da 

Cherda did occur is shown by the appearance of a ‘““Taircealtach ma 

na cearta” in TFrag. s.a. 858: Tairchell was the original name o 

Moling,*® and “mac na cearta” is almost certainly Mac Da Cherda® 

straying out of his proper time frame. In this regard we might 

expect a close connection between Mac Da Cherda and Marban, 

Guaire’s half-brother, in view of the association of themes relating: 

to the wild man and the hermit,®? in addition to the fact that both 

belong to the same literary setting in this instance. But apart fromf 
King and Hermit and what Carney calls Tradition B of the Taimn- 
recovery legends,** Marban is almost unknown to tradition. Various 
reasons have been proposed for this,®® and I do not wish to discuss 
them or to introduce my own explanation here, except to state what) 

is already agreed: that Marbdan is a late literary creation who nevert 
took root properly in tradition. It is true that in that most literary off 
works, Aisl. MC, they are said to have studied together at Armagh. 

They are mentioned together again in the B.IV.1I version of the 
Imtheachta where with Colum Cille they make up a stereotyped triadl 
of early Irish prophets,?!_ but Marban does not appear as a charactert 
proper in any of the texts. Mac Da Cherda does encounter Guaire’sé 

swineherd but the latter’s name is given as “Dub Da Chet maci 

Moraind Min-fiaclaigh a crichaibh Corco Duibhne né Baiscind.’’?® 
Characters who share Mac Da Cherda’s traits in the Imtheachtag 
are Conall Clocach, Creigin fool of Fingin and Mér Muman, andi 
Odran the son of their steward, an apprentice fool. Cumminet 

Fota is scarcely distinguishable from Mac Da Cherda in the latter’s# 
prophetic moods and Ddibhidh O Duibhgeanndin, the scribe off 
B.IV.1, has had to correct his initial confusion of the pair on several] 
occasions. 

Despite the attention paid to Marban it is evident that he is a very? 
marginal figure in the cycle, and not at all well established. By’ 
contrast Mac Da Cherda is a cental figure, and belongs to ai 
genealogical system which resembles that of Cummine Fota although) 
less elaborate. He appears in Sanas Cormaic as Moc[c]u Cerdda;: 

64 Murphy, Harly Irish Lyrics, No. 13. 
85 Stokes ed. Moling chap. 3, par. 10, Cf. Fel. p. 150. 
86 Cf. “‘Quies Mc. na Cerda” Ann. Inisf. s.a. 645. 
67 Cf. Jackson, Studies in Harly Celtic Nature Poetry, pp. 121-2. 
68 Carney, Studies in Irish Literature and History, pp. 165 ff. 
89 Most recently by Mac Cana, BBCS xix (1960), 1-6. 
70 Aisl. MC p. 7. Marban’s parents are here called ““Becdn” and “Beenait” which 

though real names, were probably selected for their humorous content, and so make. 
fun of Marbén himself. 

eth ne We an ee ss Imiheachta Mac D& Cherda is again mentioned as: a@ prophet in the poem Aisling ad-chonnaire J DALY 1 ge a ah g Cormac, Higse v (1946), 86. ) 

' 
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his may have been the earliest form of the name, and would suggest 
hat he belonged to some branch of the Cerdraige. If so the tradition 
as not survived, and LU and LL generally have Mac Da/Da Cherda. 
‘he form Mac Mo Cherda also appears in LL, and there are still 
ther versions of the name.78 
Generally Mac Da Cherda seems to have been attached to the 

Ji Rossa line of the Déissi. The LL genealogies read “‘Fogertach m. 
fael-umai m. Aeda m. Fingin. Da mac Aeda : Mael-uma et Macl- 
c{h]traig.”” Lec. adds ‘‘Aenmac ac Mael-ochtraich .i. Comgan .i. 
n rigdinmit.’’’* This would make him a close relative of Temair 
vile of Diarmait m. Aeda Sldine according to the evidence of the 
.L. Bansenchas. 

Ben Diarmata rigda Ruanaid 
rathmar Temair thenn in main. 
ba ingen d’Aed Builg mac Fingin . . . 
mathair Chernaig Sotail gair7 

ignificantly this passage comes immediately after that which treats 
f Guaire and his brother Laidcnén, and immediately precedes 
nention of Guaire’s daughter Geilgéis and Créd. The identity of 
he Temair in question is placed beyond doubt by the Lec. and 
Jt Maine prose Bansenchas which calls her father king of the Déissi: 

Teamair ingen Aeda Buile m. Fhingen ri na nDesi bean Diarmada Ruanaig 
1. Aeda Slaine, mathair Chearnaigh Sotail’® 

That the Aed m. Fingin of the genealogies was also known as Aed 
solg/Builg is confirmed by the Imtheachia where Mac Da Cherda’s 
ather is called “‘Maolochtair mac Aodha Builg.’’?? The following 

73 The following examples will give an idea of the distribution (I ignore minor variation 
. spelling): 
(a) Moc[c]u Cerdda : Corm. Y s.v. dna. 
(6) Mac Da/Daé Cherd(d)a : LU p. 289 n. (in hand H); LL 5036, 28103, 29770-1, 

9829; AT (= AU) 641; LB f. 92 (upper margin); Meyer ed. Liadain and Cuirithir pp. 
2-14; Aisl. MC, p. 7. 
(c) Mac Mo Cherda LL 35774, 35778, 35784. ’ 
Forms (6) and (c) interchange in the tales edited from YBL by J. G. O’Keeffe, Eriuv 
911), 18-44. Similar Mo/Do variation is, of course, common in hypocoristic forms of 
vints’ names. ; 
(d) Mc. na Cerda Ann. Inisf. 8.a. 645; Cf. T. rag. s.a. 858. He is also almost certainly 

ie Mac na Cairre(a) of the H.3.18 version of Aisl. MC (Meyer ed. pp. 114 ff.) It is 
ossible that the ‘“‘mac/meic Aoinchearda Bérre”’ of the Fionn material is a development 
*Mac Dé Cherda on the analogy of the apparent numeral. 
74 CGH, p. 399. 
76 LL 17147-52. 
76 op. cit., p. 185; cf. ibid., p. 222. 
%7 e.g. B.1V.1, 151 V; D.IV.1, 29 Vb 2. ; : ; 
The same variation is seen in two versions of the Convention of Druim Cett: in one he 
called ‘“‘ri Dessi Aed mac Fingin” (RC xx, 1899, 138), but in the other 

Aed Bale mac Fingin co mbridh 
ba ri for dronga nDéisidh 

(ZCP xiii, 1919, 98) 
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chart shows the relationship of Mac Dé Cherda to Temair, wife 0 

Diarmait Ruanaid. I add Cormac m. Rossa m. Maile-Fothartaig 

since his obit may be of some relevance in assessing the claims of 

alternative genealogy. Apart from Temair, whom I add from th 

Banégenchas, the rest is constructed from the Uf Rossa genealogy a 

it appears in CGH pp. 398-9: 

Fingin 

Aed Méel-Fothartaig | 

| | | 

Méel-ochtraig eo (wife of Diarmait e ' 
m. Aeda Slaine d.665, 

Comgén Mac Da 668 AU) Cormac d. 731 Ann. In 

Cherda d.641 AT (= AU), 
645 Ann. Inisf. 

The relationship of Mac Da Cherda to Temair wife of Diarmait m. 
Aeda Sldine recalls the more distant relationship of Cummine Fotat 

to Mugain wife of Diarmait m. Cerbaill. Added to the tradition thats 
Mac DA Cherda and Cummine Fota were uterine brothers, that 

Diarmait m. Cerbaill and Diarmait m. Aeda Sldine were often confusedl 
(and in any case stood in a grandfather—grandson relationship), 
and that the latter plays a vital part in the Guaire cycle, the sum off 
these correspondences indicates an extremely closeknit and welll 
developed corpus of material. An important point of contact is pro- 
vided by the tale Mér Muman ocus Aided Cuanach meic Atlchine 
(in which Mac Da Cherda also figures) where Mér Muman ousts the 
daughter of the king of the Déissi as wife of Fingin m. Aeda Duib m, 
Crimthainn (d. 619 Ann. Inisf.).72 The ousted queen was probably 
held to be the daughter of Mael-ochtraig, although this cannot be 
confirmed from the Bansenchas. However one version of the latten 
text does state that Mael-ochtraig was married to a daughter off 
Faflbe Fland, brother of Fingin m. Aeda Duib.?? Faflbe Flandi 
turns up again as Guaire’s adversary in the battle of Carn Feradaig: 
(AU 627, Ann. Inisf. 629). I hope to show elsewhere that the 
annalistic accounts of this battle are even less reliable than those 
relating to the battle of Carn Conaill (AU, Ann. Inisf. 649), but it is 
sufficient here to note the coincidence that Méel-ochtraig’s wife 
is the daughter of Guaire’s conqueror in the earlier battle, and his 
sister the wife of his conqueror in the later. Furthermore, as we have 

78 LL 35750 ff; O’Nolan, op. cit. pp. 262-3. ) 
79 RC xlviii, 182. Here Failbe Fland’s daughter is called Fatlind. In the Irish Life 

of Mochuta she is called Cuciniceas; cf. VSH I, p. 195, where she is unnamed. It must bet 
said that Méel-ochtraig’s pedigree varies: in the Bangenchas he is called mac Dineartaig 
and in VSH filius Cobhthaig neither of which agrees with this version of Mac Da Cherda’si 
pedigree. The variation, and the probable reason for it, will be discussed below. 

} 
: 
' 

, 
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en, his daughter was probably held to be the wife of Fingin m, 
eda Duib, whose daughter by Mér Muman was wife of Guaire 
mself, This scenario involves some minor juggling with generations 
it it is none the less valuable for that as an example of how a body 
legend is assembled. 
The Ui Rossa were a relatively unimportant branch of the Déissi 
id it is not surprising to find that Mac DA Cherda is elsewhere 
derstood to-belong to the principal line. So in one of the episodes 
ited in Evi v he is said to be the brother of Bran Find m. Méel- 
htraig (“Brathair do-som Bran Find mac Maile Ochtraich. 
igdamna side dino”’).®° This can only refer to Bran Find m. Maifle- 
htraig m. Cobthaig whose obit occurs in 671 (AU and Ann. Inisf.). 
1¢ Obits of his father and grandfather are recorded in Ann. I nisf. 
645 and 632 respectively. The immediate genealogy as constructed 
om CGH pp. 394-5, with the addition of Mac DA Cherda on the 
idence of the literary tradition would then be as follows: 

a 

Cobthach d. 632 
Ann. Inisf. 

$$ t_—___________, 
cach Maéel-ochiraig d. 645 

j Ann. Inisf. 

ive het 
Comgan Mac Da Cherda Bran Find 

d.641 AT(= AU); d.671 AU 
645 Ann. Inisf. Ann. Inisf. 

is variant is also known to the B.IV.1z version of the Imtheachta 
ere Mac Da Cherda is at one point called “mac Mhaolochtair 
ic Cobhthaigh,’’®! and although it does not explicitly appear in 
[V.x the fact that it is said there that Mac Da Cherda was first 
med Cumascach suggests it,8? as he has an uncle named Cumascach 
this line. 
[In general it would seem likely that the earlier of these traditions 
s that he belonged to the Ui Rossa, and that as the legends sur- 
inding him developed he was transferred to the main line. This 
nsference was facilitated by the fact that a Mael-ochtraig occurs 
a suitable point in both lines. However it must be admitted that 
terms of his traditional association with such characters as Guaire, 

mmine Fota, and Fingin m. Aeda Duib m. Crimthainn, and his 

n annalistic obit, he fits better as brother of Bran Find and son 

Mdel-ochtraig m. Cobthaig than in the same generation as Cormac 

op. cit. p. 36, also p. 38. Cf. n. 79 above. 
B.IV.1, 178 R. I 
‘See note 60 above. 
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m. Rossa m. Maile-Fothartaig of Ui Rossa (d. 731 Ann. Inisf.). 

The legends attaching to Mael-ochtraig, who is of considerable 

importance in his own right and who appears independently of Mac 

Da Cherda, also probably originated with the Ui Rossa figure. 

Although the surviving evidence is contradictory there would seem 

to be no motivation for movement in the opposite direction. As it is 

almost impossible to kill off any tradition effectively, the earlier 

one has also survived in this instance. 

In fact there is a third version of the pedigree of Mac Da Cherda 

and Méel-ochtraig which cannot be reconciled with any genealogical 

line known to me. This appears (a) in Liadain and Cuirithir, (6) in 

one of the Eriu v episodes, and (c) in the Lecan prose Bansenchas. 

The last of these has already been referred to.8* The relevant 

passages of the other texts are 

(a) Co n-accae Mac Da Cherda cucai. Oinmit side, mac Maile-ochtraig 
maic Dinertaig dona Déssib Muman*™ 

(6) In Mac Da Cherda imraiter sund, mac side Maile Ochtraig, meic 
Dineartaich .i. ri na nDeisi Maigi Femin o Dun Letrach for Siuir® 

We complete the survey of Déissi characters with Conamail m. 
Suibne described in Eviu v as ‘‘Foglaid do Moel Ochtraig fo choill 
oc cosnom rigi’’.86 This Conamail was of Ui Fothaid: in CGH he 
appears as Conamail m. Suibne m. Commain,®? and among his brothers 
is Congal who appears in Cain Adamndin as “‘Conghal mac Suibnei ri 
inna nDéissiu.’’® The obit of this Congal occurs at 7or in AU, and 
so the association of Conamail (whose death is not entered in the 
annals) with Mac Da Cherda would seem, of necessity, anachronistic. 

Mention has been made above of Liadain and Cuirithir, and Frank 

O’Connor has included it in the cycle on literary grounds.®® This 
text is closely connected with the prose introduction to the lament 0! 
the Caillech Bérri. Cummine Fota who is said to bless the Caillech’s 
veil appears in Liadain and Cuirithiy as guardian of the lovers 
chastity. There is also a marked verbal correspondence: 

(a) Liadain ben do Chorco Duibne .i. benéces . . . messe féin 6 Chil 
Conchinn. 

(b) Sentane Bérre, Digdi a ainm, di Chorco Dubne di .i. di Uaib mai 
Tair C[hJonchinn ... Is diib dono Liadain ben Chuirithir® 

83 Cf. Note 79 above. 
84 Liad. and Cuir., p. 12. 
85 op. cit., p. 34. 
86 ibid., p. 36. 
87 LL 328 c 50 etc. = CGH, p. 400. 
88 Cdin Ad. p. 18. 
89 The Backward Look, pp. 57-8. Cf. Greene and O’Connor A Golden Treasury 0 

Irish Poetry pp. 7-8. For Mongén read Marban in his list of characters. . 
90 (a) Liad. and Cuir. pp. 12, 18. ; 
(b) Murphy ed. The Lament of the Old W B CreeP a ies AGE of omen of Beare, PRIA 55 C 4 (1953) p. 83 
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This raises many problems: for instance Ui Meic Iair were of the 
Eédganachta not of Corco Duibne, and I think it likely that for Ui 
Meic lair Chonchinn(e) we should read Ui Meic Eirc Chonchinne. 
The latter were also known as Cenél Conchinne, and belonged to the 
Corco Loigde.*!. The fact that there was also an Aes Conchind in 
both Corco Loigde and Corco Duibne®? would account for the Caillech’s 
transference to the latter, and in any event the substitution of Ui Meic 
Tair for Ui Meic Eirc which must have taken place prior to the composi- 
tion of Liadain and Cuirithir, would have left a later editor quite con- 
fused as to the Caillech’s homeland. But the transition was never 
completely made and even in the account of her fosterage of Corc 
Duibne the placenames—B6 Boi, Inis Boi, Tech nDuinn—suggest 
Corco Loigde rather than Corco Duibne.®* It is possible then that, as 
first suggested to me by Professor Kelleher, her seven periods of youth 
may refer to theseven Corco Loigde kings of Osraige®? whom she may be 
understood to have wedded in accordance with the familiar theme 
which we elsewhere find associated with Corco Loigde in the person 
of Lugaid Loigde®* and which Mac Cana has shown to have wide 
currency in Munster generally. This might also go some way towards 
explaining a contradictory feature often noted with regard to the 
Caillech’s lament that the placenames belong primarily to East 
and Central Munster. To the author royalty in contemporary terms 
meant the Edganachta kingship and it is of the enduring nature 
of this and places such as Mag Femin associated with it, that the 
Caillech is envious. 

The Caillech is also connected with Corco Loigde by way of the 
lost tale of her romance with Fothud Canann, mentioned in Lists A 

and B.% Fothud Canann regularly appears in the Corco Loigde 

genealogies,®® and while no historical importance can be attached to 

_ 91 “Nunc [Hui Meic-] hEi[re].. . Is ed Cenél Conchinni’’ CGH, p. 261; cf. O’Donovan, 

Misc. of Celt. Soc., pp. 32, 36. 
92 For Aes Conchind of Corco Duibne see LL 324 f 55 etc. = CGH, p. 378. For Aes 

Conchind of Corco Loigde see Rawl. 155 a 34 etc. = CGH, p. 259. 
The latter are usually called Aes Conchind Mingthi but in LL 325 h 1 and BB 197 

a 6 the name is Aes Achaid (Achaig BB) Mingthi. This merely compounds the problem 

as there is a placename Cell Achaid Conchinn in Corco Duibne (cf. Hog. Onom. 8.v. 

“cell achid conchinn,” also Heist, Vitae Sanctorum Hiberniae, p. 264, par. 17, and 

Plummer, VSH I p. 17, par. xxii). This is probably also the Call Conchinn of Liad. 

and Cuir., p. 18. 
92a ZCP xxvii (1957), 32 ff; cf. Anecd. I 18 ff. ; 

93 Of. William Carrigan, The History and Antiquities of the Diocese of Ossory, I, pp. 

30 ff.; 6 Buachalla, JCHAS, Vol. 59 (1954), p. 117, n. 14. : 

Incidentally the first such king of Osraige was Conchrad m. Duach father of Mugain, 

wife of Diarmait m. Cerbaill. ‘ 

94 Met. Dinds. IV, pp. 136 ff.; IT III, p. 322; Misc. Celt. Soc., pp. 70 ff.; Keat. II, p. 

4 List A : LL 24992; List B : Anecd. II, p. 46, par 7. In list B the title Seare Cailligz 

Berre do Fotha[d] Canainde is followed immediately by Sere Crede do Canann mac 

Gartnain. The grouping may be significant as it regularly is in the Banégenchas. (Scéla 

Cano is not referred to in list A.) : ware ak 

96 Misc. Celt. Soc. pp. 8-10; 42-4. But there is a good deal of variation for whic 

see EIHM, p. 11. 

H 
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this seeing that he is elsewhere freely admitted to bea supernatural 
figure,®? the tradition might be expected to reflect his own and the 
Caillech’s location in the legendary corpus. 

Corco Loigde is represented in our material by Illand m. Scandlain 
of Scéla Cano who is to be identified with Illand m. Scandlain Moir m. 
Cindfaelad, king of Osraige (d. 656 Ann. Inisf.). His father (d. 646 
Ann. Inisf.) was the last of the seven Corco Loigde kings of Osraige, 
and he himself resides at Duin mBaithe which, of course, is also 

associated with the Caillech.°8 It seems significant to me, in view 
of her proposed Corco Léigde origins, that the traditional mid- 
seventh century florwmt suggested by the Caillech’s association with 
Cummine Fota and Mac Da Cherda,®® should roughly coincide with 
the expulsion of the Corco Loigde from Osraige: the Caillech’s 
final aging comes about when she can no longer renew herself in the 
kingship of her people. 

Iland appears as a tragic figure in Scéla Cano where his death is 
foretold and lamented by Cano. While he is not mentioned in the 
Caillech’s poem or in the later introduction to it he turns up somewhat 
incongruously in the dialogue between Fintan and the Hawk of 
Achill, the composition of which Eleanor Knott would place in the 
fourteenth century :1% 

t 

Tri chét bliadhan gan temeal 
digi m’disse fa dheriuth 
re linn mo dalta gan tair 
Tlainn sgiamhaigh mheic Sgannlain!! 

Nowhere else in the poem is this Illand called “mac Scannldin,” 
and it is clear that there is some confusion between Illand mac 
Scandlain and Iland son of the king of Sorcha who is elsewhere said 
to rejuvenate Fintan.1°? What is of interest here is the reason for 
this confusion which I would suggest is a thematic and traditional 
one. In general themes the poem is reminiscent of the lament and 
traditions of the Caillech reflecting as it does on the ravages of 

®” Rawl. 155 b 26 etc. = CGH, p. 264; cf. LL 25010: “Na tri Fothaid . . . Oendé 7 Cloendé 7 Trendé a n-anmand,” 
88 Cf. Binchy, SCano, p. xxiv. 
°° Comgan is associated with her in Aisl. MC, p. 7. Unlike Carney I do not think that Caillech Berre is here simply “the name or nickname of a student at Armagh.” (Higse xiii, 1970, 237), but the Caillech herself ; and with reterence to his argument it should be noted that Cathal mac Finguine is also found elsewh i > context: Cf. Mac Cana op. cit., p. 83 n.2, reenter aa 100 Knott and Murphy Early Irish Literature, p. 34. 
101 Anecd. I p. 29. For a general discussion of the tradition see E. Hull, Folklore 43 (1932), pp. 376-409; she wrongly calls Illand the son of Fintan (p. 396), and seems to ve been unaware of the episode referred to in n. 102. ; 102 Mc Kenna, DDéna, p. 202 ff. where the story is told as an wirsgéal. The youth who rejuvenates Fintan with a kiss is here called ‘““Wanmhac aidriogh na Sorcha... Tollann Iolchrothach” (p. 204), who is of course, also prominent in prose romance. 

hale 
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time, the processes of aging and renewal, the great antiquity of its 
subjects, the alternation of joy and suffering, and the loss or 
threatened loss of sight. Indeed Fintan is elsewhere described 
as the Caillech’s son,!° and it seems likely that the confusion of 
the two Illand’s in the dialogue was caused by the prior association 
of the Caillech with the family of Illand mac Scandlain. As Illand 
son of the king of Sorcha rejuvenated Fintan, so Iland mac Scandlain 
might renew the Caillech; this time, however, the aging was to be 
permanent. 

But finally this suggestion must remain a tentative one: the 
tradition is surrounded by a mythological aura which is difficult 
to penetrate. This is in contrast to the other areas of the cycle 
where, whatever the original mythological nature of the characters, 
particularly the female ones, a clear and relatively stable outline 
emerges. But the Caillech was never fully euhemerized, and 

consequently she appears in widely differing contexts. It is clear, 
however, that a significant body of tradition localized her in a 
a seventh-century West-Munster context, and I have attempted to 

show that in one of her manifestations she was probably regarded as 
the personification of the Corco Loigde kingship of Osraige. 
The association of Liadain and Cuirithiy with the cycle will be 

found less controversial. Cummine Fota and Mac Da Cherda figure 
prominently in the text, providing a more convincing link than the 
Caillech’s relatively marginal connection with the pair. That the 
author was also acquainted with the finer points of the cycle is shown 
by a detail in the text: When Cuirithir flees Liadain for his soul’s sake 
we are told, ‘‘Luid sium didiu co mbdi hi Cill Letrech i tir na nDésse 

inna ailithri.’’1°4 While Cell Letrach is not identified by Hogan it 
seems inevitable that it was sited near or at “Dun Letrach for Siuir’” 
which we have already met as the residence of Mael-ochtraig, father 
9f Mac Da Cherda.1% ’ 
From such secondary characters we move to the Edganachta of 

mid-Munster. We have already mentioned some Edganachta- 
Déissi links of which Mac Da Cherda himself is the most important. 
fo him and Cummine Fota is ascribed the Dindsenchas of Mag 

103 ZCP xix (1933), 176; cf. Aisl. MC p. 210. 
104 Tiad. and Cuir., p. 22. } 

105 Cf. n. 85 above. The residence of Maéel-ochtraig is given as Lios Ruadhrach in the 

‘mtheachta identified by Hogan (Onom. s.v. liss ruadhrach) with Lisronagh, Co. Tipp. 

cf. Power, The Place-names of Decies, p. 278). While Lisronagh could only be very 

enerally said to be on the Suir it is possible that Din Letrach and Lios Ruadhrach 

re earlier and later names for the same place. This explanation becomes very plausible 

f, as Power suggests, the name Lios Ruadhrach derives from Ruaidri m. Cormaic m. 

Yomnaill (CGH, p. 394), whose father Cormac died in 828 (Ann, Inisf.), and who is 

imself placed in the main Déissi line seven generations after Cobthach m. Aeda, father 

f Méel-ochtraig according to one pedigree. (It may be also the Less Ruadrach of 

iichée. No. 139.) In aoe case Dun Letrach is not otherwise identifiable, although 

ttir gon. lettrach 1s @ very common element in placenames. 
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Femin at the end of which they pay tribute to Fingin and Mor Muman, 

although mention of the latter pair may be a later addition—but 

prior to the composition of LL in any event—as it occurs after the 

initial dinad. The supernumerary stanzas also seem to have been 

added at different times: 

Cummine: Na dermat in rig las "tai 
ocus né dermat a mnal 

Mac Da4 Cherda: Rasisset in nem iarsain 

Mor ocus Fingen Femin F. 

C. Is ferr d’andrib Inse Fail 
Mor, ingen Aeda Benndain. 

M. Dé Ch.: Ferr Fingen inna cach fer 
immarédi dar Femen F. 

Ni fuaramar mag is fer 
amail Fingin sceo Femen F.1% 

In the Imtheachta also Mac Da Cherda and Cummine Fota fre- 
quently visit the residence of Fingin and Mér which surprisingly is 
said to be not at Cashel but at a place called Dunadh Aird E(a)chlais 
in D.IV.r and Dunadh Aird Eachrais in B.IV.1. It is clear from 
internal evidence that this place is not at Cashel as there are references 
to journeys between the two places.1°? I would suggest that it is to be 
identified with Dun nEchla(i)s described in the Dal Cais inspired 
tract on the divisions of Ireland, which probably dates from c. 1000, 
as located at Emly: “co Dun nEchlas sair oc Imblich Ibair,’’1% 
Emly, of course, had important ecclesiastical ties with the 

Edganachta, and we again find Mér associated with it in the quatrain 
attributed to her on the death of Cathal mac Finguine,!® although 
here, as in Mér Muman ocus Aided Cuanach meic Ailchine, Cathal 

mac Finguine (d. 742 AU, Ann. Inisf.) has been confused with his 
great-grandfather Cathal mac Aeda Flaind Cathrach (d. 625 
AT = AU, 628 Ann, Inisf.) More interesting is Mac Da Cherda’s 
association with Emly, if my identification of Dinadh Aird Eachlais| 
Eachrais is correct. In the account of the so-called West-Munste1 
Synod we find a Comgan, described as ‘‘comarbae Ailbi’” and 
“airchindech” of Emly, who may be the same person as Comgan 

106 Met. Dinds. III, pp. 202-4. 
107 e.9. D.IV.1, 31 Rb 35; B.IV.1. 177 RB. 
108 Rawl. 149 b 16 = CGH p. 206. 
109 Ann. Inisf. 8.a. 742; cf. Bruchst. No. 145. 
110 Cf. Mac Cana, op. cit. p. 82. Confusion of this kind is common: we have already 

noted it in the case of Diarmait m. Cerbaill and Diarmait m. Aeda Slaino. Likewis« 
Méel-duin n. Aeda m. Conaic, correctly named in his obit in Al 786, is confused witl his great-granduncle Méel-duin m. Aeda Benndin in AU 786 and FM 781. 
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Mac Da Cherda.1 Although this is not confirmed elsewhere in 
radition, the evidence for Cummine Fota’s similar connection with 
slonfert is not greatly more substantial.122 

_ However in Mér Muman ocus Aided Cuanach meic Ailchine the 
esidence of Fingin m. Aeda, whose marriage to Mor the text describes, 
s said to be at Cashel. This is the most important single text in the 
vhole body of legend under discussion. The title by which I refer 
0 it was provided by O’Nolan, who edited it from LL and B. F ermoy, 
ind provides a fair description of its contents. It is untitled in the 
MSS. The editors of LL took the concluding ‘“‘Aided Cuanach meic 
\ilchini in sin” as their cue, and entitled it Added Cuanach meic 
dilchint. Mac Cana employs the abbreviation M.M. [Md6r Muman| 
o refer to it, and apparently regards the whole as a single text, 
though his own treatment of it would indicate otherwise, as he 
inds no further use for it beyond line five of paragraph three. I 
uggest that paragraphs one and two correspond to the lost tale 
Veman Fir Moire Muman" (i.e. The true frenzy of M.M.] and that 
nost of the remainder (from line 6 of paragraph 3 onwards), with 
he exception of Mér’s unseemly lament for Fingin mac Aeda which 
nay have concluded the Neman or formed a separate tale, corres- 
yonds to the tale of the elopement of Suithchern, sister of Mér Muman 
vith Cuanu mac Cailchine.44 The passage which recounts the death 
f Fingin mac Aeda and Mér’s marriage to Cathal mac Finguine 
yecte Cathal mac Aeda Flaind Cathrach), and the rotation of the 
ingship between Edganachta Caisil, Ed6ganachta Glendamnach, and 
Séganachta Aine, is probably an interpolated antiquarian note. 
he question of the relationship of this passage to what precedes it 
vould seem to be of importance to Mac Cana’s interpretation of 
he story, as the mythological aura which surrounds Mér in the 
Veman section could not be carried over to an antiquarian note. 
Vhat is in question is not the rotation of the kingship of Munster, 
or even Mér’s function as loathly lady,145 but the close association 
f these two elements by assuming that we have here a single coherent 
ale. Mac Cana himself has noted that neither is Mér Muman 
epresented as marrying into Eéganachta Aine in this text, nor did 
6ganachta Aine actually provide the successor to Cathal m. Aeda 

111 ZCP viii (1912), 315; cf. Byrne, Irish Kings and High-Kings, pp. 217, 242. 
112 Cf. supra n. 59. : 
113 List B : Anecd. II, 523, par. 14. : at 
114 List B (ibid. p. 45, par. 6): Aithi Ruithceirne la Cuana mac Cailein ; 
List A (LL 24972): Aithed Ruthcherni re Quanu mac Cailchin. 
Cf. O’Rahilly, Ddénta Gr., No. 71, p. 97: 4 
[Do ghluais . . . ] Soichearn da sléachtadh gach tir 

eI an ation hened by the t. lation of the phrase 116 h the argument is hardly strengthened by the translati { 

ba pom (i.e.”” Mor is risen”’) os “Mér is on her throne” (Alwyn and Brinley Rees, 

eltic Heritage, p. 136). 
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in the kingship of Munster. The tone of the note suggests that i 

was added by way of explanation after the rotation of the kingshi 

had eased and was in danger of being forgotten. The last Eéganachte 
Aine king of Munster was Cathasach m. Eterscedil, who reigned ir 
the mid-eighth century, although he does not appear in the annals 
which reflect the general uncertainty which followed the death oi 
Cathal mac Finguine. The last Eéganachta Glendamnach king ot! 
Munster was Artri m. Cathail m. Finguine who must have been a 
very old man when he died in 821 (AU, Ann Intsf.), and who had 
already been superseded by Fedelmid mac Crimthainn in the previous 
year. This note, then, can hardly be earlier than the late ninth 
century . It should be observed also that only in this part of the text 
is the Cathal whom Mér marries on the death of Fingin m. Aeda 
called “mac Finguine’’; it may be that the confusion of the two 
Cathals here is due to the mistaken deduction of a later editor, and 

that it need not be presumed for the remainder of the text. In any 
case it is clear that there was a later editor, and that the text as we 

have it is a composite one. But for the most part it reflects very 
early and possibly contemporary tradition. 

The text contains a series of fairly obvious political metaphors. 
Firstly there is Mér herself as the figure of sovereignty, discussed by 
Mac Cana. In this regard we might further stress a remarkable 
verbal parallel, noted by Gerard Murphy,2!* between this text and 
the lament of the Caillech Bérri who may also be regarded as a 
sovereignty figure. Mér begins her wanderings by leaping over the 
rampart of her father’s fort in West Munster: “coro ling dar dua 
ind liss.” The Caillech Bérri similarly reflects in her old age: 

cid bece mo léim dar duae, 
ni ba nuae in brat beus. 

Murphy translates the first line as “though my leap beyond the wall 
had been small” but the distinction is not with regard to the size of 
the leap, but between leaping and not leaping, and should be trans- 
lated “even if I had not leaped over the wall/rampart.”’ Apart from 
this verbal correspondence there is aremarkable emphasis on clothing 
imagery in both this text and the Caillech’s poem. Mér wanders 
about Ireland in rags; on going to bed with Fingin mac Aeda she 
discards them; her new position as queen is confirmed by placing 
a purple cloak about her. The Caillech describes the reverse process 
in such stanzas as: 

eee ihe Be wee P- sek Les cape from the Caillech’s lament are taken m edition; quotations from r M i i ilchi: 
et Taser uman ocus Aided Cuanach meic Ailchine 
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Is mé Caillech Bérri, Buf; 
no meilinn léini mbithnui; 
indiu téthum dom séimi, 
na melainn cid aithléini. 

And as if to testify its persistence and significance this clothing 
imagery is also prominent in a number of poems attributed to 
Gormflaith."” (I would also say here that the distinction between 
historicity and non-historicity of Gormflaith is not as important as 
Carney would make it; nor is it as clear as he would seem to assume.) 118 

As a sovereignty figure Mér is preferred to the daughter of the king 
of the Déissi (M4el-ochtraig?) on the grounds that Edéganachta Locha 
Léin are superior to the Déissi: ‘‘Anfaidsi or is ferr a cenel or Fingen.” 
While the Déissi would seem from this to be inferior to Edganachta 
Locha Léin, they are regarded as superior to Ele Tuaiscirt, as Lonan 
mac Findig who represents the latter!° is required to rise before the 
visiting king of the Déissi. 

Fechtas and tanic ri na nDése. For ldim Chatail no bid Lonén. Erigsiu a 
Lonain riasin rig. 

The final cataclysmic battle reflects what O Buachalla regarded as 
the two principal themes of early Munster history: the conflict 
between Edganachta and Erainn and “‘the strife between the rival 
cast and west divisions of the Eéganachta which went on from the 
mid-fifth century right up to the early ninth century’.12° In this 
Jattle the forces of the eastern branch, represented by Edédganachta 
alendamnach under the leadership of the sons of Cathal m. Aeda, 
ind the forces of Eéganachta Locha Léin under the sons of Aed 
Bennan serve as the focal poinis. There is no confrontation between 
he principals : the message is that a battle between the two branches 
yf the Eédganachta would be indecisive, but that either branch can 

asily dispose of any number on non-Edéganachta peoples. So the 
ons of Aed Benndn sweep the Erainn opposition eastwards before 
hem across the breadth of Munster, while the sons of Cathal mac 

(eda similarly rout their opponents westwards. 
The reality seems to have been more prosaic. This part of the saga 

vas probably built around the battle of Cenn Con or Cathair Chinn 
shon (AU 640, 643; Ann. Inisf., 645 etc.) fought between Oengus 

ies a Tay abel etn aie inner to Knott and Murphy, arly Irish 
jterature, p. 16; Cf. O Cuiv, PBA XLIX (1963), pp. 247 ff. : / : 

119 The Lonén mac [F]indig of LL 35827 (v.l. ‘Binnig’ B. Fermoy) is to be identified 

ith Lond4n m. Binnig (v.l. ‘Indig’ LL) m. Féice of Ele Tuaiscirt (CGH pp. 248-9), 

f. RO xlviii, 219 s.n. Suitcearn. 

120 CHAS LIX (1954), 118; cf. bid. LVIT (1952), 72-81. For the East-West 

}éganachta rivalry see further Binchy, Celtic and Anglo-Saxon Kingship, p. 42. 
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Liath, brother of Cathal m. Aeda Flaind Cathrach (L. Muimhneach, 

p- 144) and Mael-duin m. Aeda Bennain. While the other annals 

credit Oengus Liath with the victory, Ann. Intsf. seem to regard it as 

a draw: “Fé ille, fé innund.”’ Aun. Inisf. records the death of Cuanu 

in the following year (646), the same year in which the death of Oengus 

Liath is entered, so that the association of the two events in tradition 

was a very natural one. (The fact that Mér Muman’s death is 

entered in AU 632 etc. is hardly relevant since, even if the entry is 

reliable, and Mac Cana has seriously questioned it, the fact that the 

Neman and Aithed sections are quite distinct makes it seem likely 

that mention of Mér at the beginning of the latter section is a feeble 

attempt at unity.) 

While on one level the text reflects the power politics of seventh 

century Munster, on another it brings together a wise range of 
legendary characters. We conclude with an examination of how 
each of these in turn relates to the cycle, beginning with Suithchern. 
sister of Mér. I have shown that the sections which deal with the 
two sisters are really separate tales, but they have a common thematic 

shape. Mér and Suithchern are both daughters of Aed Bennan 
and therefore of royal birth; both arrive in lowly circumstances in 
Mid-Munster, Mér as a lunatic, Suithchern as a captive; the name 

and origin of each is at first unknown; both herd sheep; both contract 
royal marriages; both are left to lament a spouse. The passage in 
the Neman/Mor section where Fingin’s cast-off wife prepares a bed 
for Fingin and Mor is functionally similar to the passage in the 
Aithed/Suithchern section where Londan, husband of Suithchern is 
compelled to rise before a man.whose friendship is preferred to his. 
Both episodes imply rejection, and to complete the parallel the Déissi 
are involved in both. This suggests to me that Suithchern should be 
regarded with Mor as a sovereignty figure, and as Mér does the round 
of the central Eéganachta Suithchern moves on the periphery between 
Ui Liathain, Ele Tuaiscirt and Fir Maige Féne. 

Apart from this tale Ele Tuaiscirt cannot be related to the cycle: 
Lonaén mac Findig is known elsewhere to me only in the Life of 
Finan of Cenn Etig where the saint gives him the rather doubtful 
assurance that he will not be defeated by his enemies until the day 
of his death.41. We have seen that Cuanu mac Cailchine of Fir 
Maige Féne was regarded as Guaire’s uterine brother, and he will 
be discussed more fully below. The relationship of Ui Liathdin to 
the cycle is something of a problem. In the battle of Carn Conaill, 
Talamnach king of Ui Liathdin is named as one of the three Munster 
kings who fell in the battle, presumably in support of Guaire. The 
other two Cuan mac Conaill of Ui Fidgenti and Cudn mac Amalgada of 

121 Heist, Vitae Sanctorum Hiberniae, p. 155; Cf. Plummer, VSH II, p. 89 and n. 15. 
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dganachta Aine (to be discussed below) are related by marriage 
o Mor Muman, whose daughter in turn was held to be the wife of 
uaire. The problem is that no Talamnach appears in their 
enealogies, and it may be that the name of Talamnach m. Laidcind 

m. Bdetdin of Corco Baiscind!22 who was slain in the battle of Loch 
: fought “eter Mumain ocus Chonnachtu” (Ann. Inisf. 665) 
as been substituted. I would further suggest that he has replaced 

Rénan (m.) Dicolla m. Fergusa Tuile of U{ Liathain to whom all the 
evidence points as the original Ui Liathain representative in the saga 
of battle. At first sight that evidence would seem slight. He is not 
mentioned in the LL composite tale being discussed, where Suithchern 
arrives at ‘“Dun Chaireda i crich hua Liathdn.”’ This episode is also 
described in the D.IV.1 version of the J mtheachta, where it occurs 
independently of the Neman/Mér story supporting my contention 
that it is to be regarded as a separate tale. Here the episode is 
introduced by the words: 

Scela imorra Suitceirne ingine Aedha Beannain 4 Ronain Dicollai meic 
Fergusa Tuile .i. ri ua Liathain indistiur sunnai coleicc.123 

Suithchern is already married to Réndn when the episode begins. 
She is described as the most beautiful of women, and her husband 

can find no fault with her except that he does not know her family 
Sr patrimony. From there the story, in as far as it is legible, follows 
the outlines of the LL tale, and Mac Da Cherda is sent for to determine 

her origins. There is one important addition in the D.IV.1 version: 
Ronan departs for the dwelling of Cuanu mac Cailchine at Liathmuine, 
and although the text becomes illegible at this point we may assume 
that the Azthed in its original form described Suithchern’s marriage 
© Ronan (which was probably terminated by his death at Carn 
Sonaill), proceeded with her marriage to Lonan mac Findig and 
soncluded with her elopement with Cuanu mac Cailchine ending in 
he latter’s death. Réndan is also mentioned elsewhere in the 
'mtheachta as holding a convention with Mael-ochtraig, father of 
Mac Da Cherda; in D.IV.1 he is entitled king of Ui Liathain and in 
3.1V.1 king of Ui Meic Caille and Ui Liathain.1** It is clear then 
hat Ronan belongs to this set of characters and fulfils what seems 
o be a basic requirement of the Munster kings involved in the saga 
yf the battle of Carn Conaill in being related by marriage to Mor 

Muman. The fact that there is no Talamnach who was king of Ui 

iathdin, and that this does not seem to be even an Ui Liathain name, 

122 LL, 324 g 39, 336 g 30 = CGH pp. 380, 428. 
123 D,IV.1, 35 Rb 10. 
124 B.IV.1, 151 V; D.IV.1, 29 Vb 1. 
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when added to the fact that Rénan fits in terms of time and associa- 
tions, leads me to believe that he figured in an earlier form of the 
Carn Conaill saga. At least it explains why an Ui Liathain king 
was regarded as an appropriate participant in the battle. Indeed a 
passage which immediately precedes mention of Rdnan in’ the Ut 
Maine prose Bansenchas not only introduces another participant in 
the battle, Cuan m. Conaill of Ui Fidgenti, but quotes a quatrain, 
probably from one of the several lost tales which belonged to this 
cycle, which is strongly reminiscent of two parallel episodes in 
Mér Muman ocus Aided Cuanach meic Atlchine. The passage is 

Guais [sic] ingen Mael Duin m. Aeda Beandain ingen bratar do Moir 
Muman, bean Cuain m. Conaill m. Grilline . . . ri hUa Figinnte. Is fria do 
raid: 

Adraei suas, 
deirig do Cuan is do Guas; 
nocor deirgead do laec Iuind 
bad amra na mac Conaill!25 

As well as the question of rising before a superior there is here the 
matter of preparing a bed (‘dérgud’) for Cudn and Guas. This recalls 
the passage in the LL compound tale where the daughter of the king of 
the Deissi prepares a bed for Fingin and Mér (“‘Sisi ro deraig ddéib 
i, ind rigan”’) and where Londn mac Findig is compelled to rise 
before the king of the Déissi. While details such as the custom of 
rising before a superior are in themselves of no significance, they 
become significant as part of a complex pattern such as that being 
discussed; what finally matters is not the fact itself but its position 
in the system. It follows that given part of the system we may 
presume to reconstruct the whole by making use of the comparative 
evidence. It is clear that a similar set of traditions attached to 
Moér, Suithchern, and Guas, and we have seen that this relationship 
is expressed genealogically as well as thematically. It is this type of 
consistency which allows us to correct variations in the system as 
I have done above in Suggesting that Réndn be substituted for 
Talamnach. 

Suithchern does not appear elsewhere as loathly lady, but significantly Réndn does encounter such a person, here named “Moel Coirn”’, in a passage which precedes the Imtheachta in D.IV.t. This passage has been published in an entirely different context,126 

and LL 17159-64. Note the grouping of characters in all versions of the Bansenchas which shows the same senso of association evident in the tales. 126 A. T. Lucas, “Washing and Bathing in Ancient Ireland”, JRSAI 95 (1965), p. 105, — from D.IV.1, 27 Ra 20 ff. 
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and describes the hag-queen transformation in a way that immediately 
recalls Mér’s encounter with Fingin m. Aeda Duib. The parallel 
is made complete by the fact that Rénan’s previous wife challenges 
him to sleep with the hag. (This curious insistence of the previous 
wife and the apparent importance of identifying the hag by name or 
origin, are two aspects of the thematic complex which deserve 
further investigation.) Although in this instance there is an apparent 
lapse of time between the moment of transformation and sexual 
union, the fact that the transformation is achieved in preparation 
for the union provides the necessary unity; indeed this is one of the 
best and most explicit examples of the theme. 

There is one further instance of Rdénan’s connection with Mér 
Muman worth mentioning. This comes from the Ui Maine prose 
Bansenchas and although it contains the confusion of Cathal m. Aeda 
Flaind Cathrach with his great-grandson Cathal m. Finguine it is 

still significant: 

Mor bean Cathail meic Findguine, 4 Goirmgel ingen Finain Rathain 

mathair Cathail meic Findguine. Cailleach ingen Dunchada Arda meic 

Ronain Dicolla mathair [leg. meic] Fergusa Tuile . . . ben eile Cathail meic 

Findguine.}?’ 

This means that Suithchern’s (probable) grand-daughter Caillech 

(called Ceallach in her obit in AU 732) was married to Mér’s husband, 

or, if we eliminate the confusion of generations, to Mér’s (probable) 

great-grandson. This is another example of how legendary relation- 

ships tend to persist through several generations in a regular 

genealogical manner, and to be expressed by way of similar themes, 

until the entire structure which supports the cycle collapses. This 

collapse does not seem to have taken place in Munster until the 

mid-eighth century, and coincides with the death of Cathal mac 

Finguine. This type of legend-making process does not seem to have 

proceeded beyond his reign; although Fedelmid mac Crimthainn 

gave rise to another set of legends in the following century they are 

essentially of a different kind. I am not claiming that the legends 

were composed prior to 742, the date of Cathal mac Finguine’s death, 

but simply that the time frame to which they refer belongs to the 

seventh and early eighth centuries. 

It seems likely that Réndn Dicolla m. Fergusa Tuile should be 

read as Réndn m. Dicolla m. Fergusa Tuile. The Ui Maine prose 

Banésenchas, the Imtheachta and the account of Rénan’s encounter 

with ‘“Moel Coirn” have the first version, as does his pedigree in 

BB177a19. This may also be the case with the entry in Amn. Inisf. 

127 Ui Maine, 96 Vb 51; misconstrued by Dobbs in RC xlviii, 223; cf. ibid. p. 185; LL 

17165-8. 
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634 which reads “Mors Ronain m. Fergussa,’”’ but it seems more 

probable that, as Mac Airt suggests, two entries have been run 

together here, and that the entry, as in AU, refers to the death 

of Rénan’s father Dicuill. The AU entry (at 632) reads ‘“Bellum Atha 
Aublo in quo cecidit Dichuill mac Fergusa Tuile la Mumain.” The 

variant Réndn m. Dicolla m, Fergusa Tuile is also the usual version 

in the genealogies.12° 

From Rénan we turn to Cuanu mac Cailchine, also known as Laech 
Liathmuine, of Fir Maige Féne. It is tempting to think of the AU 

entry on the death of Dicuill m. Fergusa Tuile, quoted above, as the 

account of a battle fought between an Ui Liathain expeditionary 
force led by Dicuill, and Fir Maige Féne under Cuanu. Ath Abla 
(Ballyhooly) is also associated with Cuanu in the Life of Mochuta 
where he is called ‘dux huius regionis.’!2® Certainly a great amount 

of material concerning Cuanu has been lost. As well as being involved 

in the Azthed he seems also to have been the subject of the lost tale 
given in List B as Linne Laich Liathmuine. It appears here in the 
same section as Neman Fir Moire Muman, and a tale entitled 

Imscothadh Cuimine which very likely refers to Cummine Fota and 
perhaps contained an earlier version of Imtheachta na nOinmhideadh--- 
at least the term Imscothadh is of similar meaning to Imtheachta.1 

Mrs. O Daly has assembled much of the tradition relating to Cuanu 
in her foreword to the text of Mesce Chiianach.%1 But perhaps 
the most inclusive statement of his genealogical position and place 
in tradition is that which occurs in Betha Molaga. This shows him 
to have been of Clann Dimma of Ui Chuscraid of Fir Maige Féne, 
and states his relationship to SS. Molaga and Mochuille who belonged 
to different branches of Ui Chuscraid. (The pedigrees of the saints 
as given here agree with those provided for them in GRSH.)!2 The 
text reads: 

128 Rawl. 151 a 48 = CGH, p. 224. For general variation of this t iii 178-9; PRIA 39 C 3 (1981), 46-7. : Te a 129 VSH I, 185; Power, Lives of SS. Declan and Mochuda, pp. 108-110. Here Mochuta heals the paralyzed right hand of Flandnait aaughter of Cuanu. The episode immediately follows Mochuta’s meeting with Cathal m. Aeda, Mér Muman’s second husband. Incidentally the “Diangal mac Maelfothbil .i. rf Fer Maigi’’, said to be a friend of Mochuta in BColm., p- 24, is a problem, as he does not seem to occur in the annals or genealogies or indeed anywhere else. 
130 For this section of List B see Anecd. IT, 53. None of these tales is listed in the later List A. 
For another example of ‘scothad’ in the sense of travelling see Fél. - 40 at Jan. 2. a Hriu xix (1962), 75-80. To her genealogical perahhies to Ui Ghiscraid add Uz Maine 72 Va 51. (I know of no tradition which refers to Guaire as a leper as suggested in p. 79 par. 5.) Power, Crichad an Chaoilli, pp. 27-28, 85. also refers to Cuanu. See especially p. 85 for possible site of Liathmuine. 
182 GRSH p. 112. 
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Ar robhattar tri fine aireghda do Uibh Cuscraid an tan sin .i. clann Luchta 7 clann Dedhadh 7 clann Dimma 7 as 6na finib sin roghenair triar onérach In-nimh 4 i ttalmain .i. Cuana mac Cailchin meic Dimma .. . rogenair immorro a cloinn Dimma . . .; Mochuilli mac Diuchaill meic Comain . . . rogenair o cloinn Degha. O cloinn Luchta immorro ro enair Molaga .i. Molaga Duibh Dlighidh meic Duibh Deochain1% g aga, mac 

We have already considered Cuanu’s association with Ronan m. 
Dicolla, and noted that he appears in the D.IV.1 version of the 
Imtheachta as a huntsman at the court of Fingin and Mér. He is 
of course also one of the principal figures in the Azthed or rather what 
remains of it in the LL composite tale. The Ué Maine prose 
Bansenchas which may be drawing from a fuller version of the 
Aithed separates the full and correct pedigrees of Cuanu and Lonan m. 
Findig with the sentence: 

Is i [i.e. Suithchern] rug Cuano m. Cailcin go Liathmuine ar egin arna guin, 
codorcair iarsin la Lonan!*4 

We have seen that the tract on the mothers of the saints makes 
Cuanu a uterine brother to Guaire, and as usual this connection is 
supported by traditional association. Their rivalry in generosity 
is the theme of Mesce Chiuianach, and Keating could write: 

Fa fear comhaimsire do Ghuaire mac Colmdin an Cuanna-so, agus bhi 
coimhmheas oinigh is daonnachta eatorra; gonadh uime sin do rinne an dé 
jinmhid .i. Comhdhdn is Conall an rann leathach iomarbhddha eatorra 

135 aTaON ... : 

(Comdhan and Conall are, of course, Comgén Mac Da Cherda and 
Conall Clocach). In the poem on the saints of Fergus’ seed we find 
Guaire and Cuanu again associated with one another 

Guaire na naomh dhiobh gach duine 
gach fear dhiobh os Laoch Liathmhuine!® 

As the theme of Guaire’s own generosity is reduced to the absurd in 
[vomdam Guaire, so this context in liberality between Cuanu and 
suaire is ridiculed in a savage little in-tale in Betha Molaga. Instead 
yf the tribe of poets who make outrageous demands on Guaire’s 
1ospitality, it is Guaire’s own druid who, presumably at Guaire’s 
nstigation, present Cuanu with the impossible choice of being 
uimself satirized or allowing Carn Cuillinn to be plundered: 

133 Tr, Texts III, 12-13. 
134 RC xlviii, 219. J 
135 Keat. III, 130; cited by Mrs O Dally, loc. cit. 
136 [r, Texts I, 64. 
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Is hi immorro cathair as mé dobé ar sccath Molaga isin aimsir sin i. Carn 

Cuillenn gurab an tan sin tangattar tri druidh Guaire mic Colmain righ 

Connacht cona ccliaraibh do chuingidh neich for Cuana mac Cailcin .i. 

Laoch Liathmuine, co nar gabsat nf tiadh acht an baile d’argain doibh no a 

gl4mhadh. Deonaighidh tra Ctana crodh an bhaile dona druidhibh sin 

“i. do macuib Lir .i. Fiach et Erriach et Eniach. Méa immorro doronsat- 

somh ina amail dodeonaigedh doibh ar romutrsat uile an baile et roloisccseat 

et romarbhsat a dhaeine ach aenbhen roélo uaithibh 7 Jémh a leinimh 

triana taobh iarna guin. Sldnaighis Molaga an mnaoi sin 7 cuiridh lamh an 

leinib anunn et geallaidh gomadh hi an lamh sin nomuirfedh Cuana iarttain, 

et is edh 6n recomhallnadh?*’ 

It is not easy to reconcile the statement that the unborn child of 

the lone woman who escaped fulfilled Molaga’s prophecy and killed 

Cuanu with the. Azthed tradition that Londn mac Findig was his 

slayer. Perhaps one of the lost tales describes the woman’s flight 
to Ele Tuaiscirt where Londn was born, although this would not 
quite explain his Ele pedigree. The passage seems to be related to 
the visit of the “‘triar aesa cerdda’’ who prophesy his death to Cuanu 
in the Azthed section of the LL composite tale as in each case the 
prophecy of Cuanu’s death inevitably fulfilled is preceded by the 
visit of three savants. Like the Life of Mochuta, that of Molaga refers 

to characters in this cycle of tales so consistently that we cannot 
regard it simply as an example of the tiresome and random convention 
which requires that one’s favourite saint come into contact with every 
worthwhile individual of the period or nearit. As well as Guaire and 
Cuanu, Cummine Fota, Mac Da Cherda, Cathal mac Aeda Flaind 

Cathrach, Fursa (son of Geilgéis daughter of Guaire by one 
tradition) ,1°8 and Cuan mac Amalgada also appear. 

Memories of Cuanu himself survived in Connacht down to the 
sixteenth century at least as shown by the entry on the death of 
Mac Diarmada ALC 1568 where he is called “‘Guaire duassach 

degoinigh tslechta Muireghaigh Mhuillethain; Laoch Liathmhuine 
Leithe Cuinn ar fhéile ar fhirinne ar oineach.”’ Mrs. O Daly who 
quotes this entry comments “That a Connacht annalist should 
mention Cuanu in the same breath as Guaire shows that his fame for 
generosity was not merely a local one.” This is not very strange 
when we consider that this cycle of tales originally operated on a 
Munster-Connacht axis, and it is a testimonial to the endurance of the 
Munster-Connacht continuum that similar late references to Mér 
Muman also occur in the Connacht area. Soin Ann. Conn. 1421.15 we 
read: “Mor Muman dedinach na Mumnech quieuit, ingen Briain 
h. Briain 7 ben Uater a Burc, 4 bennacht cach cristaide le dia 

137 Tr, Texts III, 18-19. 
138 , *Rahi a aie: 193; Ann. Rose. par. 124. Of. O’Rahilly, Pol. Poems, p. 81, 1. 473, and 
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hadnacal.”” Again in the same Annals at 1527.20 we find reference to another Mor “ingen Maoilsechlainn Meic Caba uxor h. Ainligi, an ben dob fherr da tanic a Cenél Doftha riamh ... aithghin Moire Muman ar clu 4 ar crabadh et ar deighbesibh . . .” Especially in- teresting is the fact that Mér Muman was the name of the wife of 
cathal Croibhdhearg O Conchobhair,19 as it seems likely that the 
ipstarts O’Connors were anxious to establish a connection with the 
suaire cycle and with Guaire himself, as suggested by the flattering 
ise of the term Ui Chréidhe to refer to them, although such reference 
0 a female ancestor is most unusual. 
Cuan m. Amalgada m. Ennai is the third of the Munster kings who 

lied at Carn Conaill according to the saga of the battle. His obits 
srovide some of the clearest evidence that all the annalistic accounts 
vith the exception of AU and Ann. Inisf. derive from the saga. 
4un. Inisf. records the battle at 649 and Cuan’s death at 641 (it is 
nteresting also to note that Ann. Inisf. does not mention Cun m. 
sonaill while it records the death of Crundmdel m. Aeda m. Oengusa 
-appae as king of Ui Fidgenti in the same year as the battle i.e. 
49). The evidence of AT is clearer still as it contains both the saga 
iccount of the battle in which Cudn m. Amalgada is said to be slain 
iS well as a separate entry on his death.14° The LL regnal list shows 
he same confusion: “Cian m. Amalgaid .x. (&c. a éc nd a marbad i 
ath Carn Conaill.)’’441 It seems clear that the more elaborate entries 
n the battle were superimposed on the annals in the usual antiquarian 
ashion, no attempt being made to eliminate contradictory informa- 
ion. It seems reasonable to assume, considering the strong local 
aterest and the annals involved, that the addition was made at 
Jonmacnoise. 

189 Ann. Conn. 1265.7; Misc. Ir. Ann. 1217n. 
Her death is entered in ALC 1218. 
This Mor’s daughter, Lasairfhiona, was married to Domhnall Mér O Domhnaill, 
nd their daughter in turn was named Gormfhlaith. In his elegy on the latter (Ir. 
exts II, 76) Giolla Brighde Mhac Con Midhe refers to her as: 

tia do Mhéir a minluachair 
ua Moiri Mumhan... 

The description ‘‘a minluachair” refers to the fact that this Mér was daughter of 
omhnall © Briain. J 
Even if we were to take the attitude that ‘Mumhan’ here refers only to Mér’s place 
origin , and that all later references to Mér Muman in the Connacht annals are to this 
rson, it is extremely unlikely that all this could have been done without an awareness 
‘the earlier tradition. I prefer to think of the comparison as a direct one. 
140 AT pp. 185, 189-90. ara ; ; 
141 CGH, p. 360. Wrongly identified by O’Brien in the index as Cuén m. Amalgada 

. Ailella (cf. L. Muimhneach p. 402 taking readings EH and N). CS s.a. 646, FM s.a. 
[5 and LU 9606 call him Cudn m. Ennai but this is an insignificant variation. De 
The Amalgaid who also appears in the LL list (CGH, p. 360) would seem to be Cuién’s 
ther, although O’Brien does not attempt to identify him either as Amalgaid m. 
lella m. Nath- Fraich (father of Cuén king of Munster by his own identification) or 
.Amalgaid m. Ennai m. Crimthaind (father of Cudn by my identification). 
The full pedigree of Cuién m. Amalgada m. Ennai is given in Raw] 154 d 8 eic. =CGH. 
253. 
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While the saga of Carn Conaill links Cuan m. Amalgada to Guaire, 

the Bangenchas connects him to Mér Muman in that his daughter 

Ornat is there said to be married to Sechnasach son of Fingin and 

Mér whose birth is mentioned in the LL composite tale (“Buisi i 

fail Fingin co rruc mac do .i. Sechnasach mac Fingin” LL 35763). 

We have already referred to the tradition whereby Deoch daughter 

of Fingin and Mor was held to be married in turn to Laidcnén and 

Guaire, and her romance with the former is the subject of yet another 

lost tale mentioned in Lists A and B.42 Within the context of the 

cycle confusion of Doech and Ornat was inevitable, and appears as 

early as Sanas Cormaic where Ornat laments the dead Laidenén in 

the presence of her second husband as Mér lamented Fingin m. Aeda 

Duib in the presence of Cathal m. Aeda Flaind Cathrach and was 

similarly reproached.142 Mac Cana has discussed the variant tra- 

ditions in some detail. The LL Bansenchas is ambiguous, at one 

point seeming to identify Ornat with Deoch while fifty lines later 

Ornat (presuming her to be the same person) reappears among 2 

group of eighth-century characters as wife of Sechnasach mac 
Fingin.145 The violent displacement in the latter instance is probably 

an attempt to conceal the contradiction which Gilla Mo Dutu saw 
to exist just as Keating, as I hope to show elsewhere, gives twe 
separate accounts of the battle of Carn Conaill which he must have 

known to be irreconcilable but yet felt obliged to record out of a 
sense of duty to tradition. The final result of this method is what 
we find in the Ui Maine prose Bansenchas where all possible variations 
are entertained:146 (a) Ornat was daughter of Cudn m. Amalgade 

and wife of Guaire ov of Sechnasach m. Fingin, (b) she was a different 
person, the daughter of Fingin and wife of Guaire, (c) there were twe 
Ornats who lived at the same time. I prefer to think of the origina 
traditional situation as one in which Ornat daughter of Cuidn anc 
wife of Sechnasach m. Fingin is clearly distinguished from Deocl 

daughter of Fingin and Mor wife of Laidcnén and Guaire. From 

the point of view of the cycle it does not greatly matter as th 

142 List A: Aithed Dige re Laidcenén, LL 24973; List B: Aithi Dighi la Ladhgnen 
Anecd. II, p. 45. Mac Cana has also noted (op. cit. pp. 357-8) that it is referred to it 
Oidheadh Chloinne Lir. Similarly in the unpublished poem ‘“‘Seisear ‘sa n-aghaid] 
soir” 23. D. IV (R.I.A.) p. 139, among the six said to be buried at Kilmacduagh we fin 

Deogh inghean Aodha fuair ég 
=. agus Lorcaén a céidshearc. 

Lorean is probably a late substitution for the unfamilar Laidenén, and Aodh probabl: 
derives from Deoch’s grandfather Aed Dub m. Crimthaind. The term “a céidsheare 
implies knowledge of the tradition that Deoch later married Guaire. The other fou 
said here to be buried at Kilmacduagh are “Cana” (ic. Cano m. Gartndin), “C 
Chuinneall” (i.e. Ca Coingelt of Caithreim Cellaig), and Geilgéis and Créd, daughter 
of Guaire. : 

143 Mac Cana, op. cit. p. 363. 
144 ibid. pp. 357 ff. 
145 LL 17143-6 : 17193-6; cf. variation i : ts Ovi coee, riation in Lec. 211 Ra 35-7: Lec. 211 Va 39-42. 

— 
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egendary framework not only contributed to the confusion but also 
erves to explain it. The variation is within fixed limits and along 
learly marked lines of exchange, and the question of origin is very 
nuch secondary to the question of pattern. 
This concludes the survey of the Munster characters. There are 

some problems with regard to points of detail, and places where we 
must substitute speculation for fact, but the general outline seems 
lear. The materials which supply the evidence seem to have been 
2ewn from a single traditional block. It would be foolish to pretend 
that there are no discrepancies or anachronisms; the remarkable 
thing is, that considering the range and diversity of the sources, there 
are so few of them, and that the margin of variation is so small. 
This essential unity, though not necessarily all the details, must 
derive from a very early period: I have already suggested a terminus 
ad quem atc.goo A.D. This complex and intricate set of relationships 
has hitherto been largely ignored in favour of the artificial and non- 
traditional Tromddm Guaire. I hope that this and following articles 

will do something to restore perspective to a substantial area of 

Irish tradition. 
SEAN 0 COILEAIN 

University College, Cork. 



THE RISE OF THE LATER SCHOOLS OF 

FILIDHEACHT * 

tions of annals draw a fairly consistent distinction between the 

monastic scholar and the fili during the pre-Norman period: with 

the exception of Mael Mura of Othain (+887), who is described as 

‘chief-poet of Ireland’ (rig-fhili Evenn) in AU, the monastic scholar 

is not given the title fili or éices. On the other hand, he is occasionally 

expressly associated with filidecht. In the case of Mael Isu Ua 

Brolchan (+1086 AU), for instance, the use of the latter term seems 

to approach its secondary and narrower meaning of ‘poetry’. This 

may also be true of Eochaid ua Flannacan (+1004 AU, sué filidechta 

4 senchusa), though, since his obit couples filidecht with senchas, it 

may simply be intended to suggest that Eochaid was expert in 

branches of learning formerly considered proper to the filid. Even 
in the annals, therefore, there is some little indication that the con- 

cept of filidecht, that is to say the professional learning and craft of 
the fili, was assuming a less monolithic aspect in the eyes of contem- 
porary scholars; but, in general, the terminology of the annals 

reflects the separate characters, or emphases, of monastic and fit 
learning. Most of the monastic scholars whose obits are recorded 

were concerned primarily with senchas ‘historical tradition’, a subject 
which in its older frame of reference was basic to the fili’s professional 

activities, but which for the monastic scholar came to refer in particu- 
lar to that peculiar combination of Irish and world history which 
originated and developed within the monasteries and which reached 
its apotheosis in Lebor Gabdla. On the other hand, there is no reason 
to doubt, and some evidence to confirm, that the filid continued to 
apply themselves to most of the genres traditionally associated with 
their calling: ‘historical’ prose narrative, elegies and praise poems, 
dindshenchas, genealogy, as well as the linguistic and metrical aspects 
of their craft.1 

This disparity between the two learned traditions assumes con- 
siderable importance when one comes to consider the rise of the 
later system of tightly-organized classical verse, which first came into 
view towards the end of the twelfth century and thereafter continued 
virtually unchanged until its dissolution in the general catastrophe of 
the seventeenth century; and particularly when one comes to consider 
the theory of its origins proposed by Robin Flower in his well-known 

*The present article is excerpted from an extended study of Irish learned institutions 
which was completed some fifteen years ago, but which, owing to other commitments, 
I have not yet been able to present for publication. 

1 I present the detailed evidence for this statement in the longer work referred to. 

IE one minor but nonetheless significant matter the earlier compila- 
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° _entitled—somewhat misleadingly—‘The Rise of the Bardic 
rder’. 
The striking feature of this later period of strict ddn direch is the 

ppearance of a number of literary families who dominated the 
rofession of filidheacht and the related branches of seanchas ‘history’ 
nd law throughout Ireland and who by precept and example main- 
ained from one generation to another a stringent code of literary and 
inguistic practice. The significance of their rise and the considerable 
eorganization of learning which it implies were not lost upon earlier 
raditional scholars. In the seventeenth century in the introduction 
o his Book of Genealogies the historian Dubhaltach Mac Firbhisigh 
vrote a brief account of the learned classes who preserved Irish 
ustorical tradition.? He first discusses the early fird and then, in a 
eparate category comprising ‘the kings and saints and the church of 
teland’, he gives a list of exemplary names concluding with those of 
hree poet-scholars—Flann Mainistrech, Eochaid O Flainn and Gilla 
1a Naem Ua Duinn—whose active careers cover a period extending 
rom the late tenth century to the middle of the twelfth and whose 
cholarly affiliations were primarily monastic. These filid and scholars, 
e continues, ‘preserved historical learning (senchas) until the latter 
imes about five or six hundred years ago’ (in other words till c. 
050-1150), when the first of the learned families came into being: 
About that time began most of the Gaelic surnames that are in 
reland now, and families took over or were appointed to be in 
harge of history and other arts at that time, some of them a while 
fore that, others a while after, so that they are in the lands of 
reland under their respective chiefs, to write their historical tradit- 
yns, and records and annals,? and for making artistic poems on 
hose historical traditions, and also to preserve and expound every 
oem extant in Irish whose meaning is not clear.’ 
The question is: how did these learned families attain their com- 

1anding positions and where is one to seek the more immediate 
rigins of the organization which they controlled? Mac Firbhisigh 
oes not propose an answer, but Robin Flower does and his answer is 
npressive in its simplicity: “These literary families were the guardians 
f the tradition as it was arranged and stored in the older manu- 
cripts by the scribes of the great clerical schools’ and were thus the 
accessors of the monastic scribes and scholars of earlier centuries. 
ut for a variety of reasons the work of recording earlier tradition 

ad by the eleventh and twelfth centuries become concentrated in 

1e monastic scriptoria of central Ireland, such as those of Clonmac- 

ois and Terryglas, and it was precisely from this central area that 

2 T. O Raithbheartaigh, ed., Genealogical Tracts I, 6 ff. - ; 

3 There is a slight vate discrepancy here between the manuscript and the printed 
xt, which is based upon O’Curry’s transcript. 
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the old literary tradition was propagated from the late twelft 

century onwards by a class of hereditary literary families.4 ‘And’ 

Flower continues, ‘when we come to trace the genealogies of thes 

families we find that the most important of them all derive from th 

same district. The O’Mulconrys, the O’Clerys, and the O’Duignang 

were the chief transmitters of the historical and genealogical tradition 

The O’Mulconrys® and the O’Duignans* were of the families o 

Westmeath whose chief monastery was Clonmacnois, while th 

O’Clerys came from the district of Hy Many,’ on the other bank o 

the Shannon, which also acknowledged Clonmacnois as its patro 

house. The law scribes of medieval Ireland were the Mac Egans, als 

of the Hy Many, whose chief seat was in northern Tipperary on th 

shores of Loch Derg. The O’Dalys, the chief poetic clan, were agai 

of the peoples of Westmeath.? These families, cradled in centra 

4 R. Flower, The Irish Tradition 84 f. ; 

5 On the family of O Maelconaire see Fr Paul Walsh, Irish Men of Learning, 34 ff. 
The earliest attested scholars of the name are Néidhe Ua Maelconaire, an seanchard, 
(+1136 FM), and Tanaide Ua Maelconaire, given in LL and Lec. as the author of 
poem in LG (Walsh, op. cit., 35). 

6 Cf. Walsh, op. cit., 1 ff. He notes that the earliest mention of the surname occ 
at 1296 (FM) with the obit of Maolpedair O Duibhgenndin, archdeacon of Bréifne; 
while a little later, in 1323, it is recorded that Giollapadraig O Duibhgennain, chief 
historian of Conmhaicne, and his son Lucas were slain by one of the Maguires. 

7 Cf. Walsh, The O Clérigh Family of Tir Conaill (Dublin, 1932), especially 1 f.: 
‘It is a historical fact that dynasts of the name Ua Cléirigh ruled the district of Ui 

Fiachrach Aidhne—roughly, the territory of Cill Mac Duach, about Gort, in the south- 
west of county Galway. Cléireach, from whom the surname came, must have lived 
before the year 850. Ua Cléirigh, the surname, is first found at the notice of the death in 
916 of one of Cléireach’s descendants. From that year until 1033 the surname is in 
continuous association with the same territory. The items are vouched for by the 
annalists. | 

‘About 150 years later William fitz Adelm de Burgh, ancestor of all the Burkes of 
Ireland, is said to have dispossessed the O Cléirigh family. They migrated to Tirawley, 
@ region in the north-east of county Mayo, west of the Moy and Ballina. On their 
settlement there a complete silence falls until the second quarter of the fourteenth 
century. 

‘At that period a certain Cormac O Cléirigh, ancestor of the O Cléirigh family of Tir 
Conaill, settled in that country, having come from Tirawley. He was associated for a 
time with the monks of the Cistercian abbey of Assaroe. When he came to Tir Conaill, 
Niall Garbh O Domhnaill, king of the name, was ruling. Niall Garbh was king between 
the years 1342 and 1348. Hence if the record is right, Cormac was settled at Kilbarron 
in county Donegal, the hereditary seat of the chief of the O Cléirigh family, before 
1348. He is said to have been proficient in the Civil and Canon Law, but the statement 
means hardly anything. 

‘Cormac, we learn, married a daughter of O Sgingin, ollav of O Domhnaill. The 
ollavs were masters of various kinds of learning, but particularly of chronicling and 
poetry. The family of O Sgingin followed chronicling as a profession. The story goes 
that O Sgingin had no child save one daughter, for his one son had died, and the date 
of his death is given, 1382. O Sgingin wished to transmit his profession to his descen- 
dants. He therefore arranged the marriage of his daughter to Cormac, with the provisc 
that their male children should be brought up as chroniclers.’ 
Also John O’Donovan, Hy Fiachr., 71-91, 391-98. 

8 They were descended from Cuchonnacht na sgoile of Lecan, near Bun Brosna 
_Tethbha, who died in 1139 and who is described by the annalist (FM) as ard-ollam i 
poetry. Already in the course of the twelfth century they began the dispersal which lec 
to the establishment of separate branches who attached themselves as official poets t 
local rulers in Meath, Clare, Sligo, Roscommon, Breifne and Cork. Cf. 8. H. O’Grady 
Brit. Mus. Oat. I, 343 n. 6; J. O'Donovan, The Tribes of Ireland (Dublin, 1852), 3 ff. ue O’Sullivan, Higse xiv, 26 ff. (on the O Délaighs of Muinter Bhaire in south-west 
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eland, gradually scattered throughout the country in the Middle 
ges, carrying their traditions with them.’ It is not until about 1200 
at they make their appearance in the annals, but Flower assumes 
at the origins of the institution which they represent must lie 
irther bacx in time, that they are in fact to be sought in the enligh- 
med reign of Brian Boéramha, who, like Charlemagne and Alfred, 
commonly pictured as a patron of learning and of the arts: ‘It is 
erhaps safest to conclude that the institution was of gradual growth, 
ut that it finally consolidated and established a tendency which had 
epun to manifest itself in his day and under his influence.’ 
Had Flower so wished, he might have expanded his tally of learned 

lidland families who dispersed to other parts of the country. He 
light for example have mentioned the family of Mac an Bhaird, 
ereditary poets to O Kelly of Ui Maine, who also produced distin- 
uished offshoots in Oriel and in Donegal, where they became poets 
> the O’Donnells;® or the Mac Conmidhes, whose place of origin 

2ems to have been somewhere in Tethbha, but who dispersed at an 

arly date, one branch of them becoming poets to O Néill of Tyrone. 
le might also have adverted to some of the scattered historical 
vidence which lends support to his hypothesis. One recalls for 

istance that some families, such as the O Dadlaighs, were prolific of 

hurchmen as well as of poets and men skilled in native learning. 

.s a general phenomenon this need have no special significance 

sxcept in so far as it demonstrates that clerical and secular learning - 

1 this period tended to issue from the same local and social matrices), 

ut particular aspects of it, and individual instances, are rather more 

uggestive. Take the illustrious family of O Duibhgennain, who 

sllowed the profession of historians. There were two sub-divisions 

f them, of which one was setiled at Castlefore in Leitrim (since c. 

400), where they seem to have maintained a school of secular learn- 

1g, while the other, to which belonged the well-known seventeenth- 

entury scribe, Daibhi O Duibhgeanndain, was associated with the 

hurch of Cill Réndin in Roscommon, which had been built by 

‘earghal Muimhneach O Duibhgeannain in 1339. These latter 

ecame airchinnigh of Cill Rénain as well as historians to Clann 

{haolruanaidh,!* and perhaps it is not unreasonable to see in this dual 

ole a clue to the peculiar circumstances which led to the emergence 

f the learned families referred to by Flower. 

9 Walsh, Irish Men of Learning 151 ff.; O’Grady, B.M. Cat. I, 342 n. 1. 

10 Q’ , B.M. Cat. I, 342 n. 4. 

i Bc oto, the ie ecamouee in the Annals of the learned name of Mac an 

j , is the obit of a Maelisa who was bishop of Clonfert. 

wats, I doh Men of Learning, 2. The original home of the family was in the terri- 

7 of Annaly (Anghavle) in Longford. 

et Cf. O’Donovan, FM III, 564 n. 
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The whole question of the aftermath of the twelfth-century refor 

mation of monastic organization is still beset by difficulties of inter 

pretation or sheer lack of evidence, but nowhere is this so true as I 

the sphere of secular learning. For example, with the atrophy of th 

old monastic system are we to assume that such prominent founda 

tions as Terryglas (Tir d4 Glas) and Inisceltra lapsed into virtua 

oblivion, leaving behind them no trace of the civilizing impulse o 

the midland monasteries with which they had been so closely, and 

recently, associated ?14 We know that some of the old foundation: 

passed into the hands of the Augustinian canons during the twelftl 

century, some (like the two just mentioned) later became mer 

parish churches, though still in many cases retaining their hereditary 

coarbs (comarbai).1® But what exactly were the cultural functions 

where such existed, of these later comarbai and of the atrchinnig: 

These offices, or titles, which were held in the main by laymen anc 
handed on by hereditary succession, seem to have consisted primarily 

in the possession of the old monastic lands, subject to the payment 0 
a yearly cess to the responsible bishop.1® Such cultural influence a: 
they may have exerted no doubt varied according to local circum. 
stance, and in particular may have been conditioned by the characte: 

and intellectual range of the foundations to which they succeeded 

In more general terms, we have the testimony of Sir John Davies 
writing in 1609, that the son would normally succeed his father a: 
comharba on condition that he ‘were qualified with learning,’ what 
ever that may mean precisely. As to the atrchinnigh, one recalls tha: 
Bishop George Montgomery saw them near the beginning of th 
seventeenth century and shortly before their final disappearance ir 
the break-up of Irish society: they were, he says,!? an educated body o: 
men, using Latin and determining controversies by judicial decisions. 

14 Cf. Dermot J. Gleeson, JRSAT 79 (1 ), 167; J. Barry, IER, 1 July-Dee., 24— 
at Cf. Aubrey Gwynn and ae J pees A History of Rags pals of Killaloe 

300-9, 323-5. 
16 Cf. St. John D. Seymour, “The Coarb in the Medieval Irish Church’, PRIA XLI, ( 

(1932-4), 219 ff. (for instance, p. 225: ‘It has already been said that the existence o 
lands formed the connecting link between the Celtic and the Anglo-Norman periods’) 
Anal. Hib. 12, 99; also Ua Duinnin, Me Guidhir Fhearmanach, 131-2; Butler, Gleaning. 
from Irish History, 265. One may observe in passing that this placed the airchinnigi 
in a somewhat similar social position to the aos déna; cf. Kenney, Sources, 20: ‘One 0: 
the features of the Irish social system was the hereditary transmission in particual. 
families of dignities, officies, professions and trades. This resulted mainly from thi 
fact that in each tuath special lands were set apart for the benefit of such positions 0: 
callings. From the thirteenth to the sixteenth century almost all the prominent savant 
and literati were members of these families.’ I have some discussion of these poets 
Srehebas te unpublished work referred to earlier. 

e document does not bear the bishop’s si is li 
doubt that it originated in his entourage. DE eee 

18 Cited by Dr Séamus O Ceallaigh, Gleanings from Ulster History 111. His source i an account entitled “The Ancient Estate of the Bishoppricks of Derry, Raphoe anc 
Sines any ran ru to = Church of Ireland, 1631-39, with Preface by Evelyn 

lip Shirley, M.A., F.S.A. Published for the Nati i R. J, Bush; Dublin, Hodges, Foster & Co., 1874. yr ee ne 
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True, this is not in itself sufficient to transform airchinnigh into 
jiid, but nonetheless it shows that the intellectual and pedagogic 
ethos of the monasteries did survive in some form or other among 
the later airchinnigh and that in some circumstances it may have 
merged in that of the secular schools. It expressly associates the 
awchinnigh with the resolution of legal disputes and thereby, by 
implication, with the profession of brithem ; and we have an historical 
instance of this combination in the family of O Breisledn, brithemain 
to Maguire and airchinnigh of Derryvullan (Doire Mhaoldin) on the 
Erne.1® Mention has already been made of the Ua Duibhgennains of 
Cill Ronain, who were airchinnigh and historians. To these one may 
add such families as the Ua Ciandins, aivchinnigh of Claoininis in 
Loch Erne and historians and poets in Fermanagh and Airghialla,20 
the Ua Fialdins, airchinnigh of Bohoe (Both Ui Fhialain) near Ennis- 
killen and poets in Fermanagh,21 the Ua Caisides, airchinnigh of 
Devenish in Fermanagh and physicians and men of literature,” the 
Ua Luinins, airchinnigh of Arda in Fermanagh as well as historians, 
poets and leeches,?? or the O hlarfhlaithes, airchinnigh of the church 
and termon of St Gobnait in Baile Mhtirne and in more recent times 
men of learning and literature.%4 

One of the main obligations of the later aivchinnech and comharba 
was to dispense hospitality: ‘The erenachs were bound to exercise 
hospitality, and it would appear that in those coarbships whose 
value consisted of land, and where the coarb was principal erenach 
(as at Drumlane [the coarbship of St Maidoc, in Co. Cavan]), the 
duties of hospitality fellon him. Thus O’ Roddy of Fenagh is described 
in the Book of Fenagh as “‘a man who observes the privileges and 
prohibitions of the place in which he is, to wit, that he should keep a 

19 See Index to AU sub Ua Breisléin; also T. F. O’Rahilly, Procs. R.I.A. 36 C (1931-4), 
116 f.; Ua Duinnin, Me Guidhir Fhearmanach, 105-6, 27. : . 

20 See Index to AU sub Ua Ciandin. The O Corcrdins, of whom Brian 6) Corerdin, a 
s0et of the Maguires c. 1600, was one, were also associated with Claoininis as airchinnigh. 
Ine Brian O Corcrdéin (++ 1487) is named in the annals as vicar of _Claoininis: see also 
YRahilly, Procs. R.I.A. 36 C (1921-4), 95; Ua Duinnin, Me Guidhir Fhearmanach, 
sb. Cat. LI, F ; Bis 

oF See Index to ieee Ua Fialain; also Ua Duinnin, Me Guidhir Fhearmaneach, 108, 
Xf. AU 1483, ‘Ua Fialan, namely Seadn Ua Fialdn, died this year; he was ollamh in 
oetry (re dén) to the sons of Pilib Meg Uidhir and airchinneach of Both. 

22 Cf. Rev. P. O Gallachair, Clogher Record, 1956, 137-159. Probably the best known 
epresentative of the family is the twelfth-century author of the Banshenchas, Gilla 
flo-dutu Ua Casaide. i% ‘ 

23 See Index to AU sub Ua Luinin; also Ua epee op. cit., 109,17, 27; B.M. Cat. Il, 
71; O’Rahilly, Procs. R.I.A. 36 C (1921-4) 95 f. Nes) 
Bais, Bite ripeeted country sas the Ua Sléibhénes. Fr Ua Duinnin notes that “Munter 
levine’ were airchinnigh of ‘Magheri Kilterny’ that is Cill Tighearnach (Kiltierney) 
3 the barony of Lurg, in 1609 (Inquis.). and that already in the eleventh and twelfth 
enturies they were prominent as poets (Me Guidhir Fhearmanach, 104); cf. Muireadhach 
Ja Sléibhéne, chief poet of the north of Ireland, FM 1022, Giolla Comhghaill, ditto, 

Domhnall, chief poet of Oirghialla, 1168. ; De 
“Es ‘Williasn 125 uh. Autlareceanitige from Irish History 121, 281; D. O hEaluighthe, 
lork Hist. and Arch. Soc. Journ. lvii (1952), 43-61. 
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house of general hospitality”; and the Four Masters in 1519 speak of 

a coarb of Cluain-Conmhaicne as “head of the hospitality of the 

churches of Connaught.” In 1446 Maurice O’Mulmohery, clerk, 

complained to the Pope that the hospitality which he ought to keep 

up by reason of certain ecclesiastical lands which he held had become 

impossible on account of the slenderness of the rents of the said 

lands. Apparently he was bound to this as being coarb and principal 

erenach.’25 But this obligation was not confined to the airchinnech 

and comharba as such: there is much evidence, particularly in the 

annals, that some at least of the ollamhs in poetry and secular 

learning discharged the same responsibility during the post-Norman 

period, e.g. AU 1376, Ruarcdn Ua hAdhmaill, ollamh of Ua hAnluain, 

keeper of a general guest-house, refusing entry to no one; 1448, 
Tadhg Og Ua hUiginn, ‘principal (o¢de) of the schools of Ireland and 
Scotland in poetry and learning and keeper of a general guest-house 

for the cliara and wanderers of Ireland’; 1478, Tadhg Ua Breisléin, 

‘ollamh to Maguire in law and keeper of a general guest-house’; 

1485, Gilla Padraig Ua hUiginn, ‘professor of poetry and keeper of a 
general guest-house for rich and for poor’; 1518, Cithruadh son of 
Aitheirne Ua hEoghusa, ‘an eminent poet and excellent teacher and 
keeper of a guest-house’; ALC 1542, Brian Dorcha Mac Conmidhe, 

‘expert in poetry and learning and a rich, opulent man, who kept a 
general house of hospitality for all’; Maelsechlainn son of Tuathal 

O Domhnalldin, ‘the ollamh of the greater part of Connacht in 
poetry and a man who always kept a guest-house’; FM 1514, ‘O 
Dalaigh of Corco Mruadh, Tadhg son of Donnchadh son of Tadhg son 
of Cearbhall, professor of poetry and keeper of a house of general 
hospitality.’ The same role is assigned to the well known poet 
Eochaidh O hEoghusa in his obituary s.a. 1612.2 

Eleanor Knott in her edition of the poems of Tadhg Dall O hUiginn 
adverts briefly to this association of poets with the provision of 
hospitality and adds the comment that ‘undoubtedly these houses of 
hospitality were used as meeting-places for men of letters, where 
news and literary opinions were put into circulation.’27 

It seems a fair assumption that the common responsibility of 
airchinnech and ollamh in this regard is more than mere coincidence 
(unless one supposes that their similar obligations can be adequately 
explained by their tenure of lands which they both held by virtue of 
their office): it was, naturally, one of the primary responsibilities of 

25 §t. John D. Seymour, op. cit., 229. Cf. also S. Pender, JER, M 
264, P. Barry, JER, Gansta 1959; rtige ae 83) Pe 

#6 Tn ‘Short Annals of Fir Manach’, ed. Pél Breathnach, Irish Book Lover xxiii, 8: 
O hiéghusa darbh ainm EHochaidh ardollamh oirdheirc a nddn & a bfoghiuim & a ngérinn- tleacht na healadhna Gaoidhetlge d& biatach maith & fear tighe aoidheadh go comhchoitchionn & era pe aaron aaen ag Gaotdhealaibh & ag Gallaibh dég an naomhadh lé do mhi June. 

. cit. xli. 
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the early Irish monasteries, as indeed of monasteries elsewhere, to 
dispense hospitality,?* but I can recall no substantial evidence that 
this was also numbered among the obligations of the jilvd in the 
early period.®® It is probable, therefore, that this obligatory service 
was one which devolved upon certain learned families together with 
the temporal possessions which they inherited from older monasteries 
which had fallen away in the general decay of native monasticism. 

The connection between poet and airchinnech is taken for granted 
in late legak commentary on the ollamh’s privileges. It is here laid 
down that the inferior grades of poet were to perform certain services 
for the ollamh: the camo to feed his two dogs and the dos his servants, 
the drisech to foster his children, and the airchinnech to maintain his 
horses (se heich aici... 4 dleagar do aircindeachaib eclaisi a fulangside 
OC. 239 = H. 3. 18 p. 133). Precisely how this is to be interpreted 
in detail—or indeed how much credence is to be given to it—is open 
to serious question, but one thing it makes clear: that the church 
airchinnech was in some sense or another felt to be an integral part 
of the system of poetic learning. It implies that he was a student and 
practitioner of jilidecht though—as one might expect—he did not 
himself normally enjoy the status of ollamh. 

In the light of this varied evidence, one need have no great difficulty 
in accepting the broad outline of Flower’s argument and in assuming 
that some of the families whom he mentions took their origins from 
one or other of the monastic centres of learning situated in the 
midland area, in other words that they developed out of the laicized 
and largely hereditary personnel of the pre-reform monastic schools. 
Though, if the argument presented here is valid, namely that a 
zoodly proportion of the post-Norman families of learned poets 
were descended from those hereditary officials who maintained 
possession of the old monastic termons after the monasteries them- 
selves had been superseded,°° then there seems to be no good reason 

28 Cf. Rev. John Ryan, Irish Monasticism, 318 ff. : 
29 'There is, it is true, a poem attributed to the poetess Laithedc, mother of the poet 

Flann mac Lonain (-++ 891, 918 FM), in which she exhorts her son to be generous, pointing 
ut that the ollam is obliged to give bounty and hospitality as well as to receive them 
ZCP viii, 109 f.): : 
| An t-ollamh cuinghes gach ni | ar feraibh an betha bt, 

dligidh an t-ollamh gan ches | a brondadh amhail chuinghes. 
Sasad urlamh, failte ter sin, | proinn aige da gach aoidhidh, 
crudh d@tarraidh, biadh do brondudh | dligidh riamh gach ro-ollomh. 

Jowever, while it is difficult to date this kind of verse with any precision, there can 

1ardly be any doubt that this example was composed sometime during the post- 

h cent eriod. 
co it ices) that Fr Cuthbert McGrath had already arrived at much the same con- 

Jusion at the time the above was written. Thus he himself wrote as follows in Clogher 

Record, 1957, p- 9: ‘It may appear that undue stress has been laid on details relating to 

he location of this family [[ Eddhosa]. The matter is, however, an important one. 

mplicit in it is the question of their origin; and this in turn is linked up with the origin 

f the other learned families. For many of the later learned men seem throughout the 

thole of Ireland—in so far as we have information about their early history—to have 
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to suppose that this phenomenon was confined to the midlands. 

(In point of fact, it seems to have been especially marked in certai 

areas: for example, there is a remarkable concentration of instance 

attested from the Fermanagh or Lough Erne area). Perhaps the 
best example of the development postulated by Flower is that o 
Cuchonnacht Ua Dalaigh, known as Cuchonnacht va sgozle, ‘C. of the 

school’, who died at Cluain Iraird in 1139, whose obit in FM describes: 
him as ardollamh lé dan, ‘chief professor of poetry’, and who is acknow- 

ledged as the progenitor of the various poetic families of O Ddlaight 
throughout Ireland. The school which gave him his epithet was 
presumably the monastic school of Cluain Iraird, a point of consider-- 
able interest if his title means, as it might appear to do, that Cuchon-- 

nacht’s teaching curriculum comprised something of the poetict 
learning of the jilid; and especially if the genealogy of his family be 
correct in representing his grandson Aenghus, and the latter’s seven 
sons, as the ancestors of all the O Dalaighs.3! It is perhaps significant} 
that his epithet occurs later in the context of secular learning;} 
compare for example Domhnall na Sgoile (c. 1300), one of the famousé 
Mac Firbhisighs,®2 and Conchubhar O Dalaigh, otherwise Conchubhart 
na Sgoile, an adherent of Gerald, Earl of Desmond, in the latter half! 

of the sixteenth century and evidently head of a school of poetry.%% 
The endemic disease of early monasticism was secularization. The: 

reform movement of the eighth and ninth centuries, of which the 
effects cannot in any case have been universal, was offset by thet 
inherent tendency towards secularization within the system and by? 
the disruptive influence of the Norse invasions from without, and] 
the ensuing instability and unease encouraged an increasing seculari-+ 
zation which is reflected in the puritan ‘prophecies’ of the next two or* 
three centuries. The result was that by the eleventh century many of} 
the monasteries had become heavily laicized. Most of their officials : 
were by then laymen, and no doubt this applied equally to the ji’ 
léiginn and scholars of the monastic schools.*4 A twelfth century (?)} 
‘prophecy’ foretells that ‘Clonmacnois will be without proper clergy’ 
been at first merely officials attached to some church or monastery, where they had the } 
opportunity of acquiring the education necessary for their later profession of poets, | 
chroniclers, ete.’ 

31 Cf. O'Grady, B.M. Cat. I, 343 n.6; J. O'Donovan, The Tribes of Ireland (Dublin, , 1852), 3 ff.; Anal. Hib. 18, O’Clery Book of Genealogies, ed. Pender, 45, § 589. However, , considering that a Raghnall O Daélaigh who died in 1161 (FM) is described as ollamh } Deasmhumhan and may be the ancestor of the 6 Dalaighs of Muinter Bhaire (ef. | O’Donovan, op. cit., 10), it is hardly possible that these latter could be descended from | the grandson of a man who died in 1139 . 32 Walsh, Irish Men of Learning (Dublin, 1947), 93. 
83 O’Rahilly, Procs. R.I.A. 36 C (1921-4), 112-3. 
34 We know that Flann Mainistrech, who was fer léiginn of Monasterboice, had one » son, Echtigern (+1067), who became airchinnech of that monastery, and another, | Feidlimid (+1104), whose obit in AU and FM describes him as ‘a good soldier of Christ’, | to which FM adds that he was ‘a chief senior and a learned historian’ (ard-shendir 7. saov senchasa). 
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(Biaidh Cluain gan clérca iar céir),°> and this forearmed 
prognostication is probably not far wide of the mark. 

This was the century which produced the great reform and reorgani- 
zation of the Irish Church, and of course the Anglo-Norman invasion 
which followed closely in its wake. The consequent emergence of a 
completely episcopal organization and the introduction of the 
Continental orders brought about the rapid decline of many of the 
older monasteries. What happened to their schools is of course a 
question not susceptible of any facile explanation. In some cases 
they may have vanished completely, but, as we have seen, there is 
evidence that they frequently survived in some attenuated form, if 
only in the persons of the airchinnigh or comharbai who remained as 
proprietors of monastic lands, and that they may at times have been 
transformed into schools of seanchas or filidheacht. The latter out- 
come is confirmed, not only by the evidence already cited, but by the 
very term which is generally applied in the later period to the schools 
of learned poetry. The word scol (<L. schola) is used in early Irish 
of a school of learning in general and of a monastic school in particular, 
but there seems to be no evidence that it was used specifically of a 
school of filidheacht until the period of strict Dan Direach,?¢ in other 
words from the twelfth century onwards. This certainly indicates 
reorganization around this period and seems also to imply some 
measure of continuity from the monastic to the secular school: the 
epithet of Cuchonnacht xa sgoile O Dalaigh of Cluain Iraird and 
the history of his learned progeny are a neat index of this evolution. 

On the other hand it quite clearly does not mean that the later 
secular school is per se of monastic origin, and this is where Flower’s 
rather impressionistic treatment may be misleading. He shows that 
the monastic scribes who produced the great twelfth-century compila- 
tions at Clonmacnois and Terryglass had as their legitimate successors 
the Mac Aodhagains, O Maolconaires and others of the learned families 
sprung from this same central area,®’ but at the same time he clouds 
the issue by neglecting to observe certain useful distinctions. For 

instance, it is not permissible to assume tacitly, as Flower does, that 

continuity from monastic scribe to hereditary secular scribe of itself 
implies continuity from monastic scribe to the later jilz; we are dealing 

35 Hriu xviii, 60. Eoin Mac Neill, discussing Fragment IV of the Annals of Tigernach, 
‘a transcript of a contemporary chronicle kept at Clonmacnois during the period... 
975-1178’, recalls that Clonmacnois was invaded by the Normans under De Lacy in the 
latter year and suggests that this may have brought about the cessation of the chronicle 
(Briu vii, 108 n.). , 

36 Tt is not necessary to suppose that scol replaced an earlier native word. Very 

probably there was no specific term in early Irish for the establishment comprising 

teacher and pupils; in some contexts this would have been covered by the term dam 
‘retinue, company of poets’ etc. 

37 The Irish Tradition 79, 84-5. 
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here with two distinct functions which may converge under certain 

circumstances, but which are essentially quite separate. 

In fairness to Flower, it should be remembered that his essays are 
concerned primarily with the monastic contribution to Irish literature, 
and thus when he speaks of ‘the continuity of the tradition from the 
clerics to the hereditary scribes’, he is thinking of the written tradition 
represented by the twelfth-century collections. Nevertheless, in_ 
equating the later jilid with the hereditary scribes, he neglects to 
produce any evidence that these latter-day filid evinced any strong 
attachment to the scribal function; indeed what evidence there is 

suggests that while they were not averse to the use of writing,®® they 
still continued to give priority to the oral mode. The fact is that 
Flower’s study by its very nature tends to understate the role of the | 
fil in the early period to the advantage of the monastic literatus, so 
that it is all too easy for the reader to form an over-simplified picture 
of later developments and to assume with Flower that the great | 
body of Irish tradition was gathered into the scriptoria of the midland 
monasteries and thence disseminated by the learned families who 
sprang from them like the phoenix from its ashes. It goes without 
saying that the reality must have been very different, and much more 
complicated; so complicated indeed that one can never hope to re- 
cover the manifold changes of the period except in their broadest — 
outline. But there is one point of cardinal importance which should 
not be lost sight of, and that is that the filid, despite all the stresses 
and strains which they endured, expecially in the wake of the Norse 
invasions, appear to have maintained their own professional usages 
relatively intact throughout and to have clung to their old conception 
of themselves as the continuators of the learned oral tradition of 
Ireland.*® It is noteworthy, for example, that the poet-grammarians ~ 
who provided a detailed description of the standard literary dialect 
of the Dan Direch period betray in their work relatively little trace 
of Latin influence, in contrast to the compilers of the earlier Auraicept 
na nEces with its baffling imbroglio of Latin grammatical theory and — 
Trish linguistic forms. If the Auraicept is a fairly typical product of 
Latino-Gaelic learning, the Grammatical Tracts for their part suggest 
a reversion to (or indeed an extension of) an older tradition of ‘poetics’ 
that was largely independent of Latin models.4° 

380 CE for example the reference by Maolmhuire Mac Craith (14th. cent.) to his — experience in the school of poetry: sonann leabhar do léaghmaois (Dioghluim Déna, ed. L. Mac Cionnaith, 104 § 7). ‘ | 39 A striking example is their maintenance of the archaic perquisite which entitled the ollamh to the eirreadh nuachair, the bride’s wedding-clothes, or to its value; cf. _ Celtica viii, 174 ff. ; rl 40 Tt is true that the form of the language described in the Grammatical Tr acts appears to date from about the twelfth century, and that there is no comparable dbeeits ia of earlier stages of the language; but this difficulty is perhaps more apparent than real: It is clear that the filid, from the earliest times, received some form of professional 
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Moreover, in considering the significance of the distinguished 
learned families selected by Flower, it is well to keep in mind the 
much more numerous families of hereditary poets for whom there is 
not the slightest evidence to suggest that they originally migrated 
from the midland area.*1 From Leth Cuinn one may instance such 
families as the O Climhdins of Mayo and Sligo, poets to O’Hara,* 
the O hEodhasas, originally of Cinél Tighernaigh (not identified) in 
Ulster, but who migrated into Fermanagh and became poets to 
Maguire,*® and the three poet families of Trian Conghail, or Clann 
Aodha Buidhe, namely the O Gnimhs, the O hEachaidhéins and the 
© hUids.“4 In his poem to Cormac mac Airt Oig, Séamus O hUid 
makes the very impressive claim that his family had performed the 
functions of the ollamhnacht for eight hundred years in Trian Conghail, 
during which time they had been in uninterrupted possession of 
certain lands which they held by virtue of their professional services*>: 
and while naturally it would be rash to suppose that the poet’s 
arithmetic was free of error or exaggeration, there is no doubting his 
profound consciousness of the antiquity of his family’s professional 
heritage.*® As for the O hEachaidhéins, during the latter part of the 
fourteenth and the early part of the fifteenth century they were 
involved in a dispute with a branch of the O Dalaighs concerning the 

instruction in the use of language, however unsophisticated this may have been by 
other standards. Since such instruction would have been mainly oral, and designed 
to be exclusive, it is not surprising that we have little direct record of it. 

According to Gerard Murphy, even the Grammatical Tracts circulated as oral doctrine 
for two or three centuries before being written down (D. Finn III, 190). Whereas, he 
argued, they represent the living doctrine of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, 
the earliest manuscript dates from about A.D. 1500. ‘During the 13th, 14th, and 15th, 
centuries, then, the living doctrine was oral doctrine, a unified oral doctrine as the 
substantial unity of the later manuscript versions of it show.’ 

41 Mr Kenneth Nicholls has kindly drawn my attention to the fact that the Munster 
poetic family of O Cuill can be traced back to the tenth century: FM 958, Finshnechta ua 
Cuill, file Mumhan, d’écc. The obit of another member of the family is recorded s.a. 
1048: Cendfaeladh hua Cuill, ardfhili Mumhan AU (also FM; A. Tig., RC xvii, 388). The 
corresponding entry in Al is: Hua Cull, priméces Herend, do éc fri commain 7 saccrafic. 

’ Another Munster family of poets, the Mac Craiths, is attested in the eleventh century: 
AT 1097.4, Mc. M. Raith filed quiewit in Christo = FM 1098, Mac MeicRaith filedh, 
airdfile na Mumhan d’écc. It is clear from this that both son and father were poets. 

No doubt there were also poetic families who migrated before the decay of the native 
monasteries. Cf. for example J. V. Kelleher’s comment on the family of the famous 
poet ‘Mac Liag’, Muirchertach mac Conchertaig, who died in 1016. The family was 
from Corann in Sligo, but evidently had already settled in Thomond by the time of 
Mac Liag’s death (Celtica ix, 88). 

42 O’Grady, B.M. Cat. I, 343 n. 4. 
43 Op. cit. I, 344 n. 3. f , 
44 See T. Donnchadha, Leabhar Oloinne Aodha Buidhe xxv-xxx; Séamus 6 

Ceallaigh, Gleanings from Ulster History, 93 ff. 
45 Ed. ial: Be Miscellany presented to Kuno Meyer, 56; T. (6) Donnchadha, 

Leabhar Cloinne Aodha Buidhe, 127. The poem is in fact a plea for the restoration of 

this professional estate which had, it would seem, latterly fallen out of the family’s 

possession. The poet also appeals to Cormac not to forsake him for another, and insists 

that they, the O hUids, were the true poets and chroniclers of his family and race. 

46 It is at least clear that the O hUids were filidh some two hundred years before 

3éamus voiced his claim, for AU in 1485 records the death of Brian Ua hUid, fer déna 

of Trian Conghail, at the hands of Seaan O Néill mac Eoghain mhie Hoghain Ui Néill. 
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ollamhnacht to O Néill. At 1394 and 1408 FM notes the death of two || 

members of the 0 hEachaidhéin family as a result of this strife. This | 

would appear to be an instance of encroachment by expansionist | 

‘midland’ families, on the precincts of old, locally established lines 

of learned poets. : 

The truth would seem to be that the continuity of the tradition |} 

of filidecht was never completely ruptured, but that the organization | 

itself experienced several centuries of unsettled, changing conditions, | 

culminating in the cultural and social crisis of the twelfth century.*? |} 

During this time monastic scholars, most of them laymen no doubt, 

became increasingly absorbed in the study of native historical . 

tradition and, secondarily, of native literary sources in general. We: 

have seen that the early sets of annals continue on the whole to) 

preserve some distinction between these monastic scholars and the : 

filid, at least until the end of the eleventh century. But it is a distinc-. 

tion which need not be exaggerated, and in the latter stages it may! 

have rested as much on considerations of social or professional 

affiliation as on inequality of repertoire. As regards the latter, the 

great differentiating factor (purely religious poetry apart) was the) 

monastic scholar’s predilection for what Mac Neill dubbed ‘synthetic’ ’ 
history. It accounts for the distinction made in the annals and 

constitutes the actual perceptible difference between the literary) 
compositions of the two classes; this apart, it is difficult to discern 
any fundamental disparity between, on the one hand, the work) 
of filid like Cinaed ua hArtacain and Cuan ua Lothchain and on the 
other that of Flann mac Maelmaedéc and Flann Mainistrech himself. 

But for our immediate purposes the important point is this:; 
until approximately the end of the eleventh century the monastic 
scholar was distinguished from his filz counterpart by his study and! 
promotion of the ‘synthetic’ history which reached its fullest develop- 
ment in the twelfth-century compilation of Lebor Gabdla, ‘the Book: 
of Conquest’; yet from the thirteenth to the seventeenth century; 
Lebor Gabdla received unquestioning acceptance from the schools off 
jfiltdheacht—in Robin Flower’s words, ‘it became canonical’.48 

4? The learned ascendancy was always keenly sensitive to any danger of professional 
competition from the lower orders of poets and entertainers, and this threat was not 
doubt accentuated by the relative social and political instability which obtained frome 
the ninth century onwards. Perhaps there is a reflection of this upward thrust of somex 
of the inferior poets in certain surnames of hereditary poetic families in the post-Normant} 
period, e.g. Mac an Bhaird ‘son of the bard’. Mac an Chrosain ‘son of the crosdn’, Ua# 
Rioghbhardain ‘grandson of the royal bard’, © an Chainte ‘grandson of the cdinte on 
satirist’, Ua hAdhmaill ‘grandson of the adhmall, or bard of the fifth degree’. The 
monastic element also is suggested by names such as Mac (an) Fhirléighinn ‘son of the 
“Jector’”’, O Cléirigh ‘son of the cleric’. 

48 The late Sean Mac Airt in the course of a well reasoned article criticized certain 
scholars for too readily assuming ‘that the work of the scholarly monk and the la: 
poet became in time almost identical’ (Hriw xviii, 150 f.). Where this assumption led! 
to attributing to the filid ‘an undue part in the production of Ireland’s synthetic history’ 
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The implication is clear: at the time of their reorganization in or 
bout the twelfth century, the filid consciously took over the historical 
eaching elaborated by the monastic students of native tradition— 
or else, the total acceptance by the later filid of Lebor Gabala resulted 
rom the gradual assimilation and, ultimately, the partial integration 
f the two classes. Indeed these alternatives are not mutually 
xclusive, for the establishment of the new poetic system of the 
Dan Direach period presupposes not merely an evolutionary process 
mut also an element of active planning. Probably the most striking 
eature of this later system is the standard literary dialect which it 
naintained substantially unchanged down to the seventeenth 
entury. It is clear that this dialect must have been taught in the 
chools of filidheacht from the beginning of the thirteenth century, 
nd the consensus of opinion is that it was shaped from the spoken 
anguage of the twelfth century.4? But how this was accomplished 
emains a complete mystery. Of one thing however we can be quite 
onfident: the introduction and establishment of this standard 
iterary language could not have come about without conscious 
ganization. Its very formulation seems to imply a measure of 
oncerted effort, and certainly it cannot have achieved permanence and 

iniversality except by the consent and cooperation of a nation-wide 
onfraternity. One recalls that in the twelfth century the history of 
he Irish Church was marked by the great reforming synods, and it 
s surely not inconceivable nor improbable that something comparable 
ook place in the field of secular learning.*®? 
But hypothesis is not history, and the precise instruments of the 

welfth century cultural realignment will probably never be known. 
Phe evidence suggests that much of the initial impetus came from the 
nidland area where the Jitevati of the older monasteries were deprived 
f a congenial ecclesiastical environment and also of material patron- 
ge by the spread of the reform movement; but the rapid extension of 
he new system throughout Ireland can hardly be explained other- 
vise than by assuming that there were still schools of filidheacht to give 
ffect to it and that the old organization of the filid survived in 
ufficient strength to assure communication and cooperation over 
uch a vast area. 

r to regarding Flann Mainistrech simply as a fili in monk’s clothing, then his criticism 
; quite justified; but at the same time I fear that in disposing of a too facile identifi- 
ation he may have given too little weight to the evidence of a growing assimilation of 

ative monastic learning to that of the filid, and that he has left unresolved the problem 

f explaining how those historical doctrines which distinguished monastic and secular 

,arning in the eleventh century were to become canonical in the schools of filidheacht 

y the thirteenth. ‘ ; 
49 Cf. Brian O Cuiv, Celtica iii, 87 n. 3; G. Murphy, Higse vi, 353. ; 
50 I am encouraged in this suggestion by the fact that it has in the meantime been 

ut forward independently by my colleague David Greene in A view of the I rish Language, 

1. Brian O Cuiv (Dublin, 1969), 20. 
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The effect of the two great social innovations of the twelfth century 

was substantially to polarize native literary usage among the learned, 

class. Between them the reformed Church and the Anglo-Normans| 

threw Ireland open to foreign influence, but this was done indepen 

dently of—one might say in spite of—those sections of society pe | 

had through the centuries maintained the continuity of native 

secular culture. Consequently there was relatively little attempt at 

compromise; this was not the time for the balanced interplay of | 

foreign and native elements of artistic composition, such as had| 

distinguished the early creative period that began in the seventh| 

century. The intrusion of the new Anglo-Norman political power! 

confirmed and accelerated the rapid subversion of the old monastic; 

organization which had been such an essential element of Irish 

society over the preceding six centuries, and whose schools andi 

scriptoria—and patronage—had played a dominant role in the 

shaping of the cultural norms obtaining at the beginning of the 

twelfth century. With the relegation of the older monasteries the 

whole basis upon which the prevailing system of cultural values andi 

usages rested was suddenly cast into jeopardy, and the door thrown! 

open to unfamiliar fashions. This is perhaps best illustrated from the 

visual arts. It has been shown that the Irish metalworking tradition 

came to an abrupt end in the second quarter of the twelfth century 

as the monasteries upon whose patronage it depended entered upor 

their period of final decline. Henceforth, ‘the demand was not for the 
work of the Irish bronzesmiths but for the mass-produced ecclesias- 

tical metalwork that was now available from Continental factories.’® 

Nothing could illustrate more vividly the precariousness in cultural 
matters of twelfth-century Ireland. | 

But metalworking and literature are very different commodities, 
and it was inevitable that they should react unequally to the changin 
environment. With the former the position was relatively simple: 
patronage was almost exclusively ecclesiastical and naturally ag 
the Church altered character so did the prevailing fashions in metal: 

work. The fortunes of monastic literature on the other hand are 
much less clear-cut. The striking feature here without any question 

is the immense volume of literary material produced during this 
century, but as an index of literary growth this is not entirely con; 
vincing. In fact one can hardly doubt that much of the vast output 
of late eleventh and twelfth-century scholars came as a reflex tc 
ominous change, like the fighter betraying his inner distress by the 
very fury and volume of his counter-attack. It is significant tha’ 
this wave of literary activity is predominantly compilatory in charac 

ter: the great manuscript bibliothecae of Lebor na hUidre, Rawlinsot 

51 Maire and Liam de Paor, Larly Christian Ireland, (London, 1958), 172. 
| 
; 

. 
/ 
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B 502 (both written at Clonmacnois) and the Book of Leinster 
compiled by the abbot of Terryglas), the Dindshenchas, Lebor Gabdla, 
Acallam na Sendrach, Lebor na Cert, the Liber Hymnorum,® lives of 
saints, and so on; which suggests not so much a creative urge as a 
conscious effort to regroup and consolidate the resources of native 
learning. The foreign element is conspicuous enough in the matter of 
the literature—this same century saw the translation, or adaptation 
of Togail Trot, ‘The Destruction of Troy’,* Togail Tebe, ‘The Destruc- 
tion of Thebes’, Merugud Ulix, ‘The Wandering of Ulysses’, Imthechta 
Aeniasa, ‘The Wandering of Aeneas’, and In Cath Catharda, ‘The 
Civil War of the Romans’—but this need not blind us to the fact 
that, spiritually and intellectually, learned Gaelic Ireland turned in 
upon itself in profound distrust of the unfamiliar. 

In his The Making of the Middle Ages R. W. Southern declares 
that the ‘union of learning and high spirituality with popular forms 
and impulses’—notably as evidenced in the rise of the Arthurian 
legend—‘is something which meets us everywhere in the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries.’ Whether it meets us in Ireland is a moot question. 
(In common with most other medievalists, Southern seems quite un- 
aware of the peculiar importance—if not indeed the very existence— 
of the Irish evidence.) Applied to seventh, eight or ninth- 
century Ireland Southern’s generalization would have been entirely 
appropriate; whether it fits the later period is rather more doubtful, 
in spite of all the concentrated industry and considerable achieve- 
ments of contemporary scholars and Jittérateuys. The individual text 
which comes nearest to qualifying is Acallam na Senérach—even if it 
is a little short on ‘high spirituality-—and one of the reasons may be 
that the Acallam, together with the Fian lays, though in itself a 
conscious literary creation, yet embodies something of the vigour and 
freshness of a popular, sub-literary current debouching upon the 

52 Cf. J. H. Bernard and R. Atkinson, edd., The Irish Liber Hymnorum (London, 
1808), I, xxx: 
By I am not sure that the collections in their present form were originally made for 

the purposes of the Divine Office at all. It seems not impossible that the various pieces 
may have been gathered into one book at a time when the Celtic services had given place 
to the English use, with the pious motive of preserving a record of an older state of 
things. The copious glosses which elucidate (or obscure) the meaning of the phrases 
employed indicate rather the book of an antiquary than a service book for devotional 
ise. Among the older Celtic monks there must have been many in the eleventh and 
jwelfth centuries who resented the introduction of a new order of worship, and who 
vould fain preserve the memories of their past. Our principal manuscript (7) might 
well have been written with this laudable intention. The fact that the handwriting 
shanges towards its close, and that later pieces are added, would harmonise with the 
supposition that the book served as a kind of repertory of ecclesiastical pieces, of 
nterest to a son of the Celtic Church at a time when its distinctive features were being 

ybliterated. I do not put this forward as more than a plausible hypothesis; but I 

annot otherwise satisfactorily explain the heterogeneous character of the collection, 

nd the absence of order which the arrangement of the Liber Hymnorwm seems to 

B though the earliest adaptation of this text goes back to the tenth century; cf. 

}. Mac Eoin, ZOP xxviii, 202. 

K 
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conventionalized literary scene.** For, by and large, the importanc 

of the written literature of the time rests in what it has safeguardec 

from the yield of earlier centuries rather than in any original contri. 

bution of its own. Themes which had once been touched or shaped b 

the breath of lyric and dramatic genius had by now been emptied o 

potentiality, and the time was ripe for a change in literary forms an 

attitudes,—and for parody, which is so often the most effective agent} 

of literary change. | 

The parody came in due course, the parody far excellence oft 

Aislinge Meic Conglinne, poking fun at forms that had once been the} 

source and the vehicle of inspiration, but which were by now fatigued 

and dulled by continual exploitation. However, this parody was: 

out of season; the pressure of contemporary political and religious 

change proved more compelling, and in the event the Azslinge was: 

followed by reaction rather than revolution. One consequence—: 

and index—of the altered circumstance is the reduced status of 

prose narrative: cultivated assiduously by monastic litévateurs for 

several centuries, now, with the decline of the older monasteries, it 

lost this permanent support and patronage and was thrown back on! 
the open market of general usage and approval. In sheer volume and! 
popularity there is no reason to suppose that non-functional prose 

literature experienced any very profound change, but relative to 
verse its prestige among men of learning was visibly diminished. , 
At their highest levels literature and learning tended to become 
concentrated in the secular schools of filidheacht and seanchas, and 
more than ever before since the seventh or eighth century literature 
and poetry became synonymous. The whole emphasis in these: 
schools was on a tightly organized literature conducted in a spirit: 

of utter conservatism, and indeed in some respects of regressiveness; | 
the object, or at least the outcome, was to re-establish the learned | 
eulogist as the arbiter of taste. While elsewhere in western Europe: 
the new universities sprung from the old cathedral schools were: 
sowing the seeds of learned speculation and controversy, in Ireland. 
the fiz closed window and door, retired to his pallet, and there in 

profound darkness sought the gift of words as his ancient forbears | 
had sought the gift of prophecy. 

In this way was resolved, at least for the time being, the old 

dualism of Irish secular learning. The monastic tradition (where it 
did not merely wither away) had finally fused with that of the 
jiidh. The result was a true blending of traditions to which the 
former undoubtedly made its proper contribution, notably as attested 

54 It should be noted that Gerard Murphy assumed some connection between the 
appearance of the Fian lays or ballads and the rise of balladry in other parts of western 
Europe during the twelfth century (The Ossianic Lore and Romantic Tales of Medieval 
Ireland, 20-1). However, his only reason is the coincidence of dates. 
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in the doctrines of Lebor Gabdla and, perhaps, in the religious verse of 
Donnchadh Mér O Dalaigh (+1244) and others: but without any 
question the dominant element was the tradition of jilidheacht, 
which here might seem to have won its final vindication. 

As we have seen, the decisive motivation of this fusion came from 
outside, from the rapid establishment of the Anglo-Norman presence 
and from the spread of ecclesiastical reform spearheaded by the 
Cistercians. The reformed Church, and the continental orders who 
were its agents, could claim responsibility for directly superseding 
the native monasteries, but it is doubtful whether the cultural 
consequences of their accession would have been as sweeping or as 
decisive had they not been reinforced so soon by the impact of the 
Norman invasion. There is evidence of considerable foreign influence 
in art, architecture and literature during the earlier part of the 
twelfth century and there is no reason to suppose that, but for the 
Norman intrusion, this exotic element would not have been assimi- 
lated without excessive strain upon the fabric of native culture. In 
the event, the shock of the invasion and subsequent conquest ruled 
out the prospect of such a gradual integration and created instead a 
new polarity in Irish society and a cultural insecurity which was to 
affect profoundly the future course of native learning and literature 
by impelling their exponents towards policies of retrenchment and 
retrospection.®5 

In ecclesiastical terms the effect of the Norman invasion was to 
fortify the non-native and anti-native elements within the reformed 
Church. Fr P. J. Dunning, in his account of the Arroasian order in 
Ireland, thinks it ‘more than probable that the older houses of the 
order, situated within the sphere of native Irish activity and staffed 
with Irish monks, constituted a solid block of opposition to Norman 
clerical oppression.’ He suggests that the coming of the Normans 
‘probably retarded the progress of the Arroasian order, which had 
been firmly established prior to the invasion. They may have thought 
that it was too much identified with the native Irish interest and 
that it exercised far too much power, judged by Anglo-Irish clerical 

55 The change is reflected in altered attitudes to genealogy and tribal identity, the 
srowing disregard of the immediate pre-Norman period giving way to renewed attention ; 
ef. J. Kelleher, ‘The pre-Norman Irish genealogies,’ IHS xvi, 147; also Francis John 
Byrne’s remarks on the decay of tribalism in the centuries before the invasion (Lriw 
xxii, 155 f.): ‘The feudalisation of Irish kingship in the eleventh and twelfth centuries 
seems to usher in its final doom: strong provincial kings, although they do not succeed 
in their ultimate goal of achieving a monarchy of all Ireland, do in the process build 
ap their regional hegemonies into real kingdoms; they patronise art and architecture ; 

they preside over synods and advocate the ecclesiastical reforms which are the natura 

soncomitant of the feudalisation of society; they cease to set much store on pedigree and 

yenealogy ... But the Anglo-Norman invasion results in the colonisation of the most 

srogressive parts of the country. Gaelic Ireland is thrown back upon itself; it becomes 

egressive and genealogies resume their previous importance. 
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standards, upon the diocesan system.’5* Among the Cistercians th 

clash of the native and Norman factions created bitter dissensiom 
leading in the first half of the thirteenth century to the revolt and 
disorders known as the Conspivatio Mellifontis. This was as much a 
matter of language, culture and social usage as of religious discipline 
in Fr Aubrey Gwynn’s phrase, it was ‘a strenuous struggle for powem 

between the two “nations’’ of English and Irish,’ and the Norman 
presence ensured that the weight of authority and power restedj 
ultimately with the former.5? Henceforth, the monastic regime that 
was in the ascendant represented all that was antithetical to they 

older native order both in culture and in religious organization, and itt 
became clear beyond all doubt that the intimate association of 
monasticism and secular tradition that obtained formerly was no 
finally dissolved. This must surely have accelerated the process off 

consolidation and reorganization that was already shaping the later 
system of the hereditary schools and of classical verse, and it isé 
scarcely to be wondered at that, when this system emerges as 
visible reality, it has virtually no point of contact with Cisterciant 
monasticism. ®8 | 

This is in striking contrast to the situation in Wales, where th 
Cistercians, unlike the Benedictines and others, came to be identified 
in a very special sense with Welsh Wales. It is true that there were# 
in Wales also Cistercians who came in under the wing of the Anglo- 
Norman conquerors and stayed there, but the important branch) 
came in independently by way of west Wales and thereafter wast 
never thought of as an appendage of the Normans. ‘Havens of ordered] 
worship, cradles of learning, patrons of literature, pioneers in the 
arts of flock-management and wool-production, the Cistercian 
houses won a unique place in the affections of princes and peoples... 
Liberally endowed by the native princes, their [the Cistercians] 
houses soon became some of the most active nerve-centres of scholarly 

57 Cf. Fr Colmeille, The Story of Mellifont (Dublin, 1958) xxxv f., xxxviii-li, 59; 5 Chomhcheilg na Mainistreach Méire (Dublin, 1968). 

stratensian Annals of Holy Trinity in Loch Cé, perhaps, as has been suggested, by a part of the community of Boyle who transferred their allegiance after the deposition of ® their abbot in 1227 and the introduction of certain disciplinary measures in the following ; year: ‘The spirit of the reform and all of the changes which had taken place in 1228 } probably appeared to threaten a disruption of the traditional pattern in Boyle and all | these factors could have led to a decision being made by a section of the community at } Boyle towards the end of 1228 to move to Holy Trinity and to continue the Annals of ° Boyle on the basis of a copy in another proximate and now much more sympathetic } environment’ (B. W. O’Dwyer, ‘The Annals of Connacht and Loch Cé and the Monas- » teries of Boyle and Holy Trinity’, Procs. R.I.A. 72 C (1972), 88; cf. also Rev. Aubrey * Gwynn, “The Annals of Connacht and the Abbey of Cong’, Journ. of the Galway Arch. and Hist. Soc. xxvii (1956-7), I-9). 
| 
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ind intellectual life in Wales. Symbolic of their growing assumption 
f responsibility is the way in which the monks of Strata Florida 
ook over the chronicle of the deeds of the Welsh princes, Brut y 
rywysogyon.’5® This transfer of the chronicle from the old Celtic 
nonastery of Llanbadarn took place about 31175, a mere eleven 
rears after the foundation of Strata Florida.6¢ 
Thus the change from Celtic to continental monasticism, far from 

erminating monastic interest in Welsh literature, in fact greatly 
ntensified it. It is hardly an over-simplification to suggest that 
he whole system of Welsh poetics was being drawn within the 
rbit of the Church and ecclesiastical learning at a time when its 
trish counterpart was withdrawing into a secular solidarity opposed 
Oo, or at least set apart from, the new monasticism. The poetry of 
he Gogynfeirdd or Poets of the Welsh Princes, which begins in the 
arly twelfth century, is strongly impregnated with religious thought 
nd includes many poems of purely religious content,®! and no doubt 
his may be attributed in part to the close communion that existed 
etween monasticism and native poetry. This association survives 
he period of the Gogynfeirdd and perhaps receives its most striking 
ealization in the many fifteenth-century eulogies and elegies to 
lerical patrons, both seculars and abbots**—poems for which there is 
irtually no parallel in contemporary Irish literature. Thus the con- 
rasting relationships between the native literati of Ireland and Wales 
nd the new monasteries may well explain some of the discrepancies 
tween two bodies of verse which have otherwise so many features 
acommon. There is not as yet sufficient evidence to warrant accept- 
nce of the interesting suggestion that the poetic style of the 
rogynfeirdd may owesomething to the twelfth-century revival of clas- 
ical rhetoric,® but certainly there is significance in the contrast pro- 
ided by the ‘grammars’ which were compiled for the guidance of Welsh 
avdd and Irish fii during the post-twelfth century period. Whereas 
he Irish tracts (unlike the older Auraicept na nEces) ignore for the 
10st part Latin principles of grammatical analysis, their Welsh 
ounterparts are ‘almost entirely a translation of some version of 
he Latin grammar associated with the names of Donatus and 

59 Williams, The Welsh Church from Conquest to Reformation, (Cardiff, 1962), 

Lae Ten R. Lewis, ‘The Racial Sympathies of the Welsh Cistercians’, 

| ” Oy . Soc., 1938, p. 103-118. : ; ? 
ce Sir ohel Htward loyd The Welsh Chronicles. The Sir John Rhys Memorial 

ecture. British Academy (London, 1928), p. 382 ff.; Thomas Jones, Brut y Tywysogion 

- The Chronicle of the Princes: Penarth MS. 20 Version (Cardiff, 1952), xxxix-xli; 

. Williams, op. cit., 24. a ‘ 

GEA collection of these latter has been edited by Professor Henry Lewis in Hen Gerddt 
diff, 1931). ; 

ther oseticn of the chronology of poems to monastic patrons see Glanmor 

illiams, The Welsh Church from Conquest to Reformation, 260 n. I. 

63 Cf, D. Myrddin Lloyd, Llén Cymru i, 1373 BBOS vi, 124, 125, 130. 
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Priscianus.’*4 While the Welsh authors simply took over the medieva 
concept of grammar as an independent discipline, the first of the 
seven liberal arts, the Irish turned their gaze inwards upon their own 
literary language and described it ‘with a wealth of detail unparalleled 
in any European language of the period.’®® In this at least the Irish 
filidh proved more realistic than the Welsh bezvdd; and what is more 
remarkable, theirs was a realism born of insularity and reaction. 

PROINSIAS MAC CANA 
University College, Dublin 

64 Thomas Parry, The Welsh Metrical Treatise attri int | 
: ; ttributed to Bi Offetri io Lecture, 1961, p. 180 : ef. Gramadegau’r Penceirddiaid, ed. os clea S| oe . Jones, XXXIV; Ifor Williams, Y Cymmrodor, xxvi, 128 ff. ; O. Bergin, The Native Irish Grammarian, Rh¥s Mem. Lecture, 1938, p. 7. 



ON THE COLLATION OF LEBOR NA HUIDRE 

; HEN in 1967 Mr. R. Powell repaired and rebound Lebor na 
\ \ hUidre he was able, according to the account of his work 

in Eviu}, to pair 44 of the 67 surviving leaves, so that he 
could reconstruct three gatherings of I4, I4 and 15 leaves re- 
spectively—pp. 27-53, 55-81 and 83-111, in the latter gathering pp. 
93, 103 and 109 having no conjugates. It seems, however, that on 
the basis of the seventeenth-century foliation in LU a bit more 
can be said about the collation of the manuscript after the so- 
called interpolator H had done his work. 

Of the original first fifteen leaves of the manuscript now only 
eight survive (pp. 1-16), but from both the early alphabetical and the 
seventeenth-century foliation? we see that—as the leaves paginated 
3 and 5 have been conjugate—the manuscript opened with a gathering 
of 14 leaves. All these are in A’s hand apart from f. 14” (p. 16) on 
which Hf continues Scél Tuain meic Cairill, of which the beginning is 
found on the recto in A’s hand. 

After this first gathering again three leaves are lost (ff. £, ¢, 7 = 15, 
16, 17), and then Mr. Powell’s first gathering begins, taking up ten 
leaves in the alphabetical foliation (s, [#¢, u, x, y], z [7], est, [amen], a) 
and nine in the seventeenth-century foliation as the leaf foliated amen 
had apparently already disappeared at that time. Mr. Powell thinks 
that pp. 19-20 and 21-22 once formed a bifolio, so that the lost leaf 
1 (f. 24) must have been a single leaf. Also according to Mr. Powell 
the leaves paginated 17-18 and 23-24 formed a bifolio which implies 
that in the earlier state three leaves between pp. 17-18 and 19-20 (now 
all lost, but present in the seventeenth-century) must have been 
single leaves. I agree with Mr. Powell as to a bifolio 17-18 / 23-24 as 
this is also supported by the direction of the spine, but I think that 
the early foliations suggest a different arrangement as possible and 
more likely. Because, having shown the probability of a fourteen- 

leaves gathering at the beginning of the manuscript, the second would 
begin with the now lost leaf # (f. 15) and carry on till the now lost 
eaf d (f. 29) of the following alphabetical section. So we get the 
‘ollowing bifolia: p (f. 15)-d (f. 29); q (f. 16)-c (f. 28); 7 (f. 17)-0 (£. 

27, pp. 25-26); s (f. 18, pp. 17-18)-a (f. 26, pp. 23-24); ¢ (f. 19)—- 

men (lost); u (£. 20)—est (f. 25, pp. 21-22) ; x (f. 21)—4 (£. 24); y (£. 22)- 

y (f. 23, pp. 19-20). 

: Eee ia RI. Best, ‘Notes on the Script of Lebor na hUidre’, Firiu 6 

. 161-173; R.I. Best and Osborn Bergin, Lebor na hUidre, Dublin 1929; 

ae ks ‘# otes on the History of Lebor na hUidre , PRIA 65 C 6 (1957), pp. 

17-137: 
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| 

This is further supported by the fact that the following, now lost ) 

leaves e-s were already lost in the seventeenth century. Itis interest- 

ing to notice that, supposing these leaves e-s are within a single alpha- | 

betical section, they might make up for one gathering of fifteen leaves. | 

As to the next gathering which Mr. Powell suggests, I can only 

agree, although some explanation and some supporting evidence can 

be given. According to Mr. Powell pp. 27-28 form the first leaf of the | 

gathering. This is supported by the fact that here the principal | 

scribe A makes a new start (Mael Muire having written nearly the: 

entire preceding gathering) with a copy of Fis Adamndin. This; 

means that pp. 53-54 must indeed be the last leaf of the gathering. . 

The leaves formed by pp. 33-34, 35-36 and 41-42 are completely in; 

H’s hand and sewn onto leaves written by M. In 1966 I suggested | 

that this may indicate ‘‘that in the time of the interpolator pp. 37-38} 

still formed a bifolio with another leaf. It seems not impossible that} 

this was pp. 47-48.’ Mr. Powell’s findings now confirm this suggest-} 

ion. At the same occasion I also suggested that like pp. 33-34, 35-36! 

and 41-42, also pp. 39-40, 43-44 and 45-46, which are all in H's; 

hand might have been sewn onto leaves by M. Mr. Powell’s findings} 
show that this is more than likely for pp. 45-46, but not true for pp., 
39-40 and 43-44, as these two folia originally formed a bifolio., 

However, it appears that at present both leaves have the hairsides as} 
the rectos, which means that in H’s time they were already separated! 
and that H used the erased pp. 39-40 backside front. I think it at} 
least probable that the other half is in the right position as in this; 
gathering all rectos are hairsides. 

The next gathering in Mr. Powell’s table should, I think, be en-; 

larged by one, now lost bifolio formed by ff. # (17th c. f. 44) and 2} 
(already lost in the 17th century). In that case we have another! 
original gathering of 14 leaves (pp. 55-81 + one lost bifolio) with twot 
single leaves added by H (pp. 71-72 and 75-76). 

The following gathering consists of only twelve leaves to whichi 
three single leaves, entirely written by H, are added. 

As to the remainder of the manuscript little can be said, although I! 
think a reasonable theory as to its make-up can be given. Before we! 
can discuss that, however, we must have a look at what we have found! 
SO far, and at the system of hair- and fleshsides in these gatherings. 
_ With reasonable certainty we can now list the following gatherings 
of Lebor na hUidre: 

i. a-o, 14 leaves, still all present in the seventeenth century, 
of which now only eight survive. | 

ii. p-d, 16 leaves of which one was already lost in the seventeenth: 
century (amen) and of which now only five survive. | 

3 PRIA 65 C 6 (1967), p. 134. 
| 

| 
| 

' 



ON THE COLLATION OF LEBOR NA HUIDRE 149 

iii. e-s, a hypothetical gathering of fifteen leaves, all lost before 
the seventeenth century. 

iv. tg, 14 leaves, all present in the seventeenth century and in 
the manuscript as it stands. Four leaves are added as 
single leaves by H. 

v. h-z, 16 leaves of which the first and last are lost, though the 
first was still present in the seventeenth century. Two 
single leaves are added by H. 

vi. 2-I, 15 leaves, all present in the seventeenth century and in 
the manuscript as it stands, of which three have been 
added as single leaves by H. 

Vli. m-—z, see below. 

When we turn tothe way in which the original gatherings have been 
put together, we notice that in general the material indicates that 
hairside was put onto fleshside, the outsides of the gatherings being 
hairsides. 

This, however, is immediately contradicted by the first gathering, 
but only as far as the central bifolio is concerned. The remaining 
leaves of i. confirm the statement. 

About the second gathering I come to speak below. The fourth (pp. 
27-53) (the third being hypothetical) has hair- and fleshsides in the 
indicated order though the leaves added by H are out of order. The 
same applies to the bifolio originally made up of pp. 39-40 and 43-44, 
but it is completely in H’s hand, so that it is very probable that pp. 
39-40 are put in again by H back to front. If anything, it is clear 
that H, though a clever and skillful restorer, had little feeling for 
hair- and fleshsides. 

The fifth and sixth gatherings are completely in order. 
There remains one problem in the second gathering; here the central 

bifolio seems to be out of order. This might, of course, be just a 
mistake, like in the first gathering, but there is an explanation which 
is certainly not improbable. Particularly as hair- onto fleshsides 
seems the general rule—not only in LU, but in all Irish manuscripts of 
that period I have studied so fart—I am more inclined to look for an 
explanation than to accept a mistake. 

Like most problems concerning LU this too can be solved by look- 
ing at the role of the interpolator / restorer H. If I am right H found 
LU in a very bad state: leaves were lost, many bifolia were taken 

apart, texts were incomplete and acephalous. So he set to repair 

what was not beyond repair, to complete what could be completed 

4 Probably from Clonmacnois or related monasteries: Bodl. Rawl. B. 502 (1), Franc. 

Libr. MS i (Inis Cealtra), Bodl. Rawl. B 488 (1). It also applies to Vat. MS Pal. 

Lat. 65 and Brit. Mus. MS Harl. 1802 from Bangor (7?) and Armagh respectively. 
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from any source he could find, and to add whatever he thought fit 

to add to the already mixed contents of the manuscript. Now I 

suppose he found the present pages 19-20 as a single leaf, its conju-! 

gate being lost, and he fitted it into the manuscript as f. 2 (later f., 

23, now pp. 19-20). But originally the leaf belonged on the place; 

of the now lost, but at one time present leaf y (later f. 22). 
One might say that the leaf in that case could have come from} 

anywhere, but this is contradicted by its contents which are contin-} 
ued (by M) after a lost leaf on f. est (f. 25, pp. 21-22). One of the} 
effects of interchanging pp. I9-20 and its now lost conjugate is, that} 
if I were to reconstruct the gathering as it was before it was damaged] 
and restored, I would have to put f. est (f. 25, pp. 21-22) in the place: 
of the lost f. 7, and f. ain the place of f. amen which was already lost: 
in the seventeenth century. 
A wrongly replaced bifolio may also be the explanation of thes 

disorder in the seventh gathering. Here the central bifolio consists 
of pp. 115-116 and 117-118; the second of pp. 113-114 and I1gQ-120. | 
The possible next bifolio is lost before the seventeenth century? 
(alph. ff. g-w). Pp. 115-116 are entirely written by H. He finishes} 
Staburcharpat Con Culaind (which was begun by M on p. 1131), and! 
starts with Cath cairnd Chonatll which he finishes on p. 117. Thes 
remainder of that page and the whole of p. 118 are taken up by’ 
Comthoth Léegaire. On p. 119 M opens with Fadstini Airt metc Cuind. | 
Now I suppose that H found pp. 113-114 and 119-120 still forming a} 
bifolio, but that he put it in again having folded it the wrong way. | 
This would mean that on the original central bifolio—now replaced | 
by one in H’s hand—Cethri arda in domain was finished which M’ 
started on present p. 120, whereas the remainder was probably > 
taken up by some other text. I am afraid, however, that a recon-- 
struction of Lebor na hUidre as it looked before it was damaged. 
and subsequently restored is impossible for most of it. 

As to the remainder of this possible gathering little can be said. 
Pp. 123-124 and 125-126 are probably single leaves added by H, as: 
their sizes differ considerably from those of the rest of the manuscript. 
I incline to expect that the same applies to the leaf between these: 
two which was already lost before the seventeenth century. Perhaps | 
the same can be said of pp. 127-128 where H finishes Tochmarc’ 
Emere on the recto, and M begins Compert Con Culaind on the verso, | 
a text which is not continued on the next leaf. In that case lost ff. 
m, n, o might have been the original conjugates of pp. 129-130, 
131-132, 133-134. But all this is completely uncertain. ) 
We can, however, draw one conclusion: even Lebor na hUidre is 

much more regular in its make-up than it seems to be at first sight. | 
And I am sure that, in its original form, before H’s probably necessary | 
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restorations, the manuscript was just as regular and orderly as other 
contemporary Irish manuscripts.5 

Zwaagdiyjk | Dublin H. P. A. OSKAMP 

ioe arrangement P go 
rectos onr 

aon 4 lost 

EE a Dey aaa es 
——_ > 41 I 

| | | lost 

eair! SRUBKA lost 
bese auwohe aS 

1 | ! | lost 

Zot AEe a lost 

See asta cae 

rol eel vue gee a | | ! | : 5 
icc eR ies oe 

F | Hy i 
a 11 ae Se et a sie IM ia “a re 

F | | | 9 

Se = 
Selene 

ae toe hae lost 
: ————|—____- -| —_|_——- 

| 
F | 15 

ee | a eee ooo ee | nn [orc ern —— 

i i i i + of a descript- 5 i though in a slightly different form, is meant to become par } 
ee be pablihed together with descriptions of all known Irish ae 

xi ts written between 1050 and 1300. I am enabled to do this work by a substantia 

Ent of the Netherlands Organization for the Advancement of Pure Research (ZWO). 
=) 
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r7thee pagin| band H/F on | arrangement pai 

[x5] | lost eee 

tal | 26) | dost ere 1 lost 

to [a [eo had mE 
18 17 M H SHEL B- | 

[19] “dost Diese, | a ee | 

ce hae Rese casiimle 
[ax] | lost Wee UGB IBLus lost 

[22] | dost ir cea lost 

236 E19! M H Depaeee 19 

[24] | lost pair ani lost 

M inner | F inner Pace Gi “ot ala 
[25] | 212 | Houter | H outer be adel aI 

ES Te | 
= 
27 25 H 4 | 25 

eit isis ol A cl oa a 
fal | tao} | dose Fageace mir | 
_—_— OOO |e re | | 

1 Powell thinks that this leaf is conjoint with est. In my opinion it should be inter- changed with the now lost leaf y. 
2 This leaf consists of an original inner half and an outer half sewn onto it in H’s time. 



ON THE COLLATION OF LEBOR NA HUIDRE 153 

H/F on 
fol. hand ane arrangement 

le ae she a: 

ae ee ren Hi |B eweeay [eat 

> a eee er Hk | et ae eee 

eee ae | un H ga ies 

me | 33 | 33 | H eel naa Ai 

34 H Hod 

ee eee H lite 
SSS es 

aE eer pra t FSeH LPH ART 
AS ee ae eens 

AE setae ape ed ogee) ee 
: SS en eer ee 

EE Ee ey ee ere ae 

a a Pe a ee 

ate ogo eg |e pect 
| ———————— $$ | $$ —$____——_— 

3 At least 15 leaves—perhaps one gathering. 
4 In 1966 I thought this to be cs. 
5 Probably put in with the original recto now as verso. 
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See la atc lcs ah enaccea eioal 
(h] [44] | lost 

i 45 Shade AeHeM: H 

k 46 sei M H 

1] [47] 59 M H esc: 

m 48 Poe M H 

n 49 63 M H 

ce) 50 65 M H 

Pp 51 67 M F 

q 52 69 M F 

r 53 71 H H 

s 54 73 M i 

t 55 aa H F 

u 56 Pee M F 

x s7 | 7 | M F Ke 

[y] 58 et Faull tee 

[z] lost moe gh, et ne 

[1-y] lost$ Pai | ee dea 

| | | _ 

§ At least 25 leaves—perhaps two gatherings. 
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pagin.| hand | H/Fon in. 
onr° rectos SS a one 

To Tey [akan Res | 83 
P.~ a5 | 85 
eo eek M H 87 

ee Papal M ae ek 89 

me Eigeae M “pel QI 

93 H H 93 

95 M H 95 

97 M BF 97 

99 M B 99 

FOE M F IOr 

103 H He 103 

105 HM F 105 

107 MH Ee 5 tik 107 

109 H EF 109 

III M p sah 
KS | — | —_—_____—— eS ooo 
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alphab. | 17th-c. [pagin. 
fol. fol. OnT? 

[m] lost lost 

[n] lost lost 

[o] lost lost 

[p] lost lost 

[q] lost lost 

r is 113’ 

s 75 TI5 

S 76 Ley, 

t Ti 119 

[u] lost | lost 

x 78 eu 

oe a 123 

[z] lost lost 

84 125 

80 may 

————$| | 

H. P. A. OSKAMP 

S| | |_———$—$$ $$$ ee ee _—_— | 

hand oe se arrangement 

(highly 
hypothetical) 

| 

| 
fee eae we eee = oe 

| 4 
if yl 

eae ae 
M F [ | | | 

mee ers ger 

materia ite ll 
cary BRC 

M H Ly tt 
ea soo 
Peart sateen aor. | «en 

rc 
= | | 

Sed ee eee wees 

riot ater te ico EEE: 
HM H  |+ | | | 

F | | | 
|_| 

B | 

F | 133 
_———— | | — _—$$—$$ : a ee oe 

7 Probably interchanged with f. ¢ (p. 119—120). 
8 Read y? 



GILLA ISA MAG FIR BHISIGH AND A SCRIBE 
OF HIS SCHOOL 

ILLA Isa Mac Donnchaidh Mhéir Mhic Fhir Bhisigh is 
one of the great names in the history of the Irish manuscript 
tradition. He was poet and historian to © Dubhda of Tir 

Fhiachrach (bar. of Tireragh, Sligo) at the end of the fourteenth 
and the beginning of the fifteenth century, and although that 
hereditary office is known to have been held by members of the Clann 
Fhir Bhisigh long before Gilla fsa’s time, the manuscripts written 
by him and his scribes are the earliest authenticated records from 
the school of Lecan.1_ These are the Great Book of Lecan (generally 
referred to in writing as ‘Lec.’) and the manuscript comprising 
cols. 573-958 of the Yellow Book of Lecan (YBL). In the writing 
of large parts of Lec. Gilla [sa was assisted by two scribes whose 
names are known, viz. Murchadh O Cuindlis and Adhamh 0 Cuirnin, 
and by an anonymous scribe whose role has escaped the notice of 
modern scholars. 

The first of two manuscripts (‘A’ and ‘B’) that form the volume 
numbered 72.1.8 (and generally known as Gaelic MS. VIII) in the 
National Library of Scotland is also a product of the MacFirbis scribal 
school, and thirty eight of its fifty four pages are from the pen of 
Gilla Isa. His handwriting in this manuscript may, perhaps, be 
best compared with the larger script in parts of his manuscript in 
YBL, e.g. cols. 581-2, 628-9. Some of the clearest characteristics 
of the hand are the short heavily-topped ascenders, the short 

1 Leacan (Lackan, par. of Kilglass, see O.S. Sligo 16) is believed to have been the seat 
of the Clann Fhir Bhisigh from the time of their settlement on the east side of the Moy 
sstuary; see O'Donovan, The genealogies, tribes, and customs of Hy-Fiachrach (1844) 
237, 407. Dubhaltach Og Mac Fir Bhisigh, the genealogist, says (referring mainly, 
t seems, to the time of Gilla Isa’s school) that ‘books of chronicles, annals, poems and 
uistory’ (lebhair airision annalach duan agus seanchusa) were written at ‘Leacén Mic 
‘hirbhisigh’ and that ‘a long time later’ (edh cian iaramh) a castle (see O.S. Sligo 10) 
vas built there ‘in the year 1560.’ Only one manuscript, however, gives (or appears to 
rive) Leacan as its place of writing; it is a manuscript (now part of NLIve. G 10) written 
»y Dubhaltach Mor Mac Fir Bhisigh, the genealogist’s grandfather. On p. 12, as part 
f a colophon, it exhibits a hand-symbol (a common tailpiece) combined with some 
bscure lettering placed between the thumb (upright) and the fingers (curved) and 
receded (in the line above it) by the letter a. Professor Jackson (Cath Maighe Léna, 
ntrod. xi) reads this part of the colophon, without taking the hand-symbol into account, 
s ‘a lec- mo loce’ (i.e. ‘a Lecdn mo loce’). The final letter, however, appears to be a 
aintly closed o (though not unlike c) and it seems that this cryptic end-part (following 
vhat looks more like a comma than ‘7’) is intended to give (1) the date ‘a D [this letter 
eing represented by the thumb upright and the curve of the fingers] 165 moloco 
i.e. A.D. 1600 = M° 50 0 C°) and (2) suggest the place of writing as ‘Lec mo loce’ by 
neans of the part (16© moloco) enclosed by the hand-symbol. The name of the place 
f writing is thus appropriately separated, from the letter a (which is at the end of the 
receding line), for the preposition is not used with the word ‘loc’ (‘log’) in scribal 
hrases like ‘Leacdn mo log’. 
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descenders (esp. 7), an occasional break between the head and the 
cross-stroke of the letter e, and a forward-tilted GeccesPlatessl. LI: 

Another hand in Gaelic VIII (‘A’) wrote p. 11, 1. 28-p. 16 (single- 
columned folio included) and pp. 45-542 This hand, shown in 
iElate III, is to be identified with a hand that appears in association 
with Gilla Isa’s writing in parts of Lec., especially between f. 70b 
and f. 263b; see Plate IV. Kathleen Mulchrone,3 probably misled 
by O’Curry,* attributed the part played by the unidentified assistant 
scribe in Lec. ff. 70-1, 74-83, 122-4, 191, 255-63 to Adhamh O Cuirnin, 
whose principal contribution to the volume, in ff. 121Vv, is signed 
and dated (1418) and whose hand is unmistakable in ff. 310v—r1v. 
The unidentified hand that makes its appearance in association with 
that of Gilla Isa in many places in Lec.® can be easily distinguished 
from O Cuirnin’s hand by means of a comparison made on the basis 
of a few letters, e.g.a@and g. The distinction is clearer still where our 
unidentified scribe in Lec. relieves O Cuirnin in three places in the 
Lebar Gabala text (B-version): ff. 5a51-5, 15d10-16, 16b64-364;8 
see Plate V. The unidentified scribe in question, who worked in 
close co-operation with Gilla [sa in the writing of large parts of Lec. 
ff. 70-263, inscribed (probably in the year 1417) the long historical 
and genealogical poem Imda gablan do chloinn Chuinn? composed in 
that year by Gilla [sa for the new king of Tir Fhiachrach, Tadhg 
Riabhach O Dubhda (who had succeeded his brother Ruaidhri).§ 

2 The first manuscript (‘A’) in Gaelic VIII is occupied by the Irish version of the 
Thebaid. On the question of hands in this manuscript Mackechnie, Cat. of Gaelic MSS 
(1973) 1 145, just refers the reader to Calder’s comments in the Introd. to Togail na 
Tebe (1922). Our manuscript (‘A’) was, according to Calder (p. xiv), ‘begun by two 
scribes simultaneously, and a space was assigned for the work of the first scribe’. The 
first change of hands occurs, followmg a gap (now filled), at p. 1la28. Calder does 
not seem to have distinguished between the second hand proper and a later hand that 
has filled the lacuna in the text (see pp. 10b40}-1la27). The later hand seems to be 
that of the Fergus O Fergail (Fergus 6 Albain) who has written notes elsewhere in 
Gaelic VIII; see Mackechnie, op. cit. i 146a, nn. (xix), (xxiii). Calder thought that 
O Fergail’s hand resembled the first hand in the manuscript, but they are easily 
distinguished. 

3 See RIA Cat. 1553 and Lec. Facsimile (Irish Manuscripts Commission, 1937), p. xiil. 
4 See his autograph catalogue of Irish manuscripts in the RIA (Acad. Cat.), p. 881. 
5 See note on the scribes of Lec. in Hriu xxiv 76-9. 
6 In this article, the references to Lec. are to the Facsimile. Lec. is an excellently 

preserved manuscript, but some small parts are discoloured and a few pages are marred 
by the ink showing through the vellum (as may be seen in Plate V). In the discoloured 
areas the Facsimile (in collotype) is quite legible. 

7 O’Donovan may have distinguished this unidentified hand from that of fe) Cuirnin, 
but he merely says (op. cit. 176) that this poem was written into the manuscript by the 
author’s amanuensis. Mackechnie, op. cit. i 252a, n.20 confuses the author of Imda 
gablan do chloinn Chuinn with the Gilla Isa Mér who died in 1279. 

8 ‘Ruaidri mac Domnaill Ui Dubda rex Ua Fiachrach Muaide, tobar sonusa 7 

saidbriusa Erenn uli 7 nar ditlt re dreich nduine riam im biad na im édach, in Christo 

uievit iar n-ongad 7 aithrige ndingbala do Dia 7 don Kclais Catholecda 4 iar caithem 

Cuirp [Christ] 7 a Fhola ina longphort budéin hi tts Erraig do shunrad, 7 Tade Riabach 

Ua Dubda a derbrathair féin do gabdil a inait iarom’ (see Ann. Conn. 1417.2). Ruaidhri 

died at Duin Néill (see Lec. 76b15-16). The site of this castle is near the village of 

Dromore (West), see O.S. Sligo 12. 
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The author of the poem entered three quatrains (apparently in a rather 

infirm hand) viz. two quatrains beginning at f. 74b38 and one 

beginning at f. 75c28. By 1417-8 our unnamed scribe and Adhamh 

© Cuirnin had, it would appear, taken over the writing of the book 

from the great master of the school.® 

In Gilla fsa’s manuscript in YBL cols. 573-958 a long intervention 

by another handat cols. 872, 23-877, 63 has not hitherto been observed,, 

so far as the present writer knows. This hand, which is shown in| 

the left-hand column of plate VI, appears to be that of Gilla fsa’s 

pupil Murchadh O Cuindlis (see his hand in Lec. ff. 151-62v). The' 

right-hand column on the plate shows twelve lines from the hand off 

Gilla fsa and twenty four lines from the unidentified hand that 

appears in parts of Lec. ff. 70-263. This last hand’s contribution to! 

YBL, cols. 877, 28-878, 46, is made on a folio that appears to have; 

been partially left blank. This entry is probably of later date than| 

the bulk of Gilla Isa’s manuscript, part of which is dated 1391 (see! 

YBL col. 857). | 
The NLIre. MS. G 4 (Phillipps MS. 8214) was recognised by Best} 

as having once formed part of YBL. He is said to have recognised 
it when examining the Phillipps collection in Cheltenham!° on behal 
of the National Library of Ireland; but the first description of the! 
manuscript (NLIre. Report of the Council of Trustees for 1930-1, 16)} 

makes no mention of the main hand. However, in Bergin and Best’s! 
edition of Tochmarc Etaine (from G 4 and YBL) in Eviu xii (1938)| 

137-96 it is stated (137 n.2) that ‘the handwriting is apparently 
that of Gilla-[sa mac Donnchaidh Méir mic Fhir Bhisigh’. To anyone! 
familiar with the hand of the great scribe of Lec. and of YBL cols. 
573-958 this seems a very surprising statement to come from two 
eminent scholars. <A letter-by-letter comparison shows clearly that: 
none of the hands in G 4 is that of Gilla [sa Mac Fir Bhisigh. 

In the footnote in Eviw xii 137 (referred to above) the handwriting 
in G 4 is described as being ‘uneven, occasionally smaller and more 
compressed, at times freer’ and partly ‘in a more elegant script’. 

G 4 (see Plate VII), which is mainly by one hand, appears to provide 
an early example of the handwriting of our unnamed scribe. This 
same hand wrote most, if not all, of the Dindshenchas text in YBL 

cols. 401-36 (see Plate VIII); in fact, Bergin and Best’s description 
of the handwriting in G 4 would also suit that of the YBL text of the 

Dindshenchas (cols. 401-36). In the latter text, however, we can see 

unmistakable signs of our unidentified scribe’s more developed hand 
(as it appears in Lec.). 

® Nine folios of O Cuirnin’s text of LG (B-version), at the beginning of Lec. (as it 
now stands), have been lost. O Cuirnin’s work at the front of Lec. (ff. 1-21lv) may be 
x pe aoa later date than his three pages (ff. 310v—11v) at the end of Gilla fsa’s text 
oO : 

10 See Dillon (ed.), Irish Sagas (1959) 15-16. 



GILLA ISA MAC FIR BHISIGH 169 

Now the question of the identity of this scribe naturally arises. 
n three colophons (one in YBL, two in Lec.) Gilla Isa refers to a 
on of his, apparently an only son. The earliest of these colophons 
3 in YBL col. 851 (Fac. 160b51~2), in a part of the manuscript that 
s dated 13911: Ordit do Mac Fir Bisich do scrib in lebarsa do fein 47 da 
nac na diaid. Finit. The second colophon (datable by its reference 
© an event which occurred in 1397) is in Lec. f. 16ga51-2: Ordit 
0 Mac Fhir Bisich do scrib so do fen + da mac na diaid do deoin Dia 
a gemrad tar es Mic Donnchaid.12. The third relevant colophon, 
rhich is in Lec. 212d49-50 and which must be close in date to the 
revious one, reads: Ordit do Mac Fir Bisig do scrib in lebarsa do fein 
da mac 4 gebe ga mbia gabad egnairc in te ro scrib. We know from 

rilla Isa’s line in the MacFirbis genealogy that he had a son named 
‘omas Cam.1*_ The only other mention of Tomas Cam is found—amru 
ceoil!—in an eighteenth-century manuscript fragment which is 
1ainly a transcript, in Maurice O’Gorman’s hand, of a colophon 
rom a manuscript written by Tomds Cam himself in the year in 
hich Tadhg Riabhach O Dubhda died (i.e. 1432). O’Gorman’s 
ranscript is preserved on a scrap of paper (now paged 227-8) in 
TA MS. 23 D 16. It can safely be assumed that O’Gorman copied 
- from a manuscript written by Tomas Cam and that an extract 
ulso in O’Gorman’s hand) of six quatrains from Imda gabldn do 
hloinn Chuinn entered on the first page of the fragment forming pp. 
7-50 of 23 D 16 also came from Tomas Cam’s manuscript. The 
slevant part of O’Gorman’s transcript reads: ‘Riamh nirsad opthaigh 
m ni.t4 Ordit do Mac Fhirbhisig .1. do Thomas Cham mac Gilla Isa 
[héir Mic Firbisig do sgribh an leabhursa an bliadhain testa Tadg 
iabhach O Dubhda ri O Fiachrach’. O’Gorman (probably of his own 
ecord) added (together with an English translation) a quatrain 

11 Gilla Isa (col. 857, 48-52) gives his date of writing as being in the bissextile year 
391 (1.e. 1392; see Walsh, I7ish Men of Learning, 100). Some writers state that 
illa Isa died in 1418, which ‘seems to be a matter of inference rather than of positive 
atement in any ancient authority’ (Walsh, op. cit. 103). All we know is that he was 
ive in 1418 (when O Cuirnin wrote Lec. ff. 1-21v for him) and that his son was the 
ac Fir Bhisigh when Tadhg Riabhach died (i.e. in 1432). 
12 See Hriu xxiv 76-7. 
13 See O’ Donovan, op. cit. 407; Walsh, op. cit. 99. 
14 This line (which means ‘they never refused (about) anything’) had probably been 
ted in Tomas Cam’s manuscript. It seems to be a borrowing from a poem on the 
sinstermen, beg. Dia ngaba abgitir Lagen; see Hriw vi 122 § 10 (reference given in 
IA Contributions N-O-P 150, 11). Note the striking similarity between this statement 
mcerning the hospitality of the O’Dowds and that made in the second clause in the 
nalist’s glowing tribute to the memory of Ruaidri O Dubhda, cited in n. 8. One 
‘the qualities of Tadhg Riabhach, Ruaidhri’s successor, was his generosity . Under 
s rule, Gilla fsa tells us in Imda gabhldan do chloinn Chuinn, Tir Fhiachrach prospered 
common theme): ae 

Re lind Taidg nar eitig fear, 
O Dubda do fuair direm 
eithni chné chubra na coll 
ni mo ubla na n-aball 

(Lec. 75d46-7). 
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beginning Mo chreach én mo chreach. The important information i 

the colophon preserved by O’Gorman is that Tomas Cam succeede 

as Mac Fir Bhisigh sometime during Tadhg Riabhach’s reign (1417-32), 

and also that he left written work. He was, of course, the Mac Fi 

Bhisigh by virtue of his office as ollamh to O Dubhda. The unname 

scribe who played such a big part in the writing of the Book of Lecan, 

and who inscribed (as one of the finest specimens of his hand) the poenr 

composed by Gilla [sa in 1417 for the new king of Tir Fhiachrach, cam 

hardly have been other than Gilla fsa’s son and adhbhar ollamham 

O bhFiachrach.® 
A few years ago when I was studying the hand of G 4 Professom 

James Carney drew my attention to the general likeness betweem 

its script and that of a fragmentary loose bifolium, marked ‘I 

(Additional)’, preserved in RIA MS. Dit (no. 1237); see Plate IX} 

Mr. William O’Sullivan, Keeper of Manuscripts in Trinity College 

Dublin, had, some time previously, established the unity of the hands 

in this fragment and in two fragments preserved in TCD MS. H. 2. 15a 

(no. 1316), 67-70, 97-104. In Mr. O’Sullivan’s opinion all three 

fragments belonged to one manuscript anditisnot, I believe, necessary 

to show an example of the script of the two fragments preserved in 

the TCD manuscript. The three fragments are fine specimens of thé 

work of the anonymous scribe who, it can hardly be doubted, was 

Tomas Cam Mac Fir Bhisigh.1® 

My thanks are due to Professor Carney for the helpful suggestiom 

referred to above, and to Mr. O’Sullivan for permitting me to maké 

reference to the identity of hands in TCD MS. 1316, pp. 67-708 

g7-104 and RIA MS. 1237, ‘I (Additional)’. I also owe Mr. O’Sullivam 

a special word of thanks for his kindly interest in this study and fo» 

much helpful comment.17 For permission to publish the plates | 

wish to make grateful acknowledgement to the Trustees of tha 

15 The ‘Dondchad Mac Fir Bisig, adbur ollaman Ua Fiachrach Muaide,’ who diee 
in 1414 (see Ann. Conn. 1414.14) may have been a senior person, possibly a brothet 
of Gilla fsa. 

16 The probatio pennae and other scribbling on Dil, f. [1], inf. marg., are not from the 
seribal hand. 
_ Some reader (hardly in Lecan) inserted a mark (caret) to indicate word-division 
in closely written parts of NLScot. 72.1.8 and G 4; see e.g. Plate II, b11 wilé da, Plated 
VII, col. 980,15 ta ag. The same hand inserted this mark in Gilla Jsa’s manuscript if 
YiBL, ee.col. 904; Lz, 19, 24, 25. 

A later scribe, Aedh Og, who added two short items at the end of G 4 (cols. 997-88 
quite likely was Aedh Og mac Ciothruaidh (who wrote a note in YBL, below cols 
380-1) mheic Thaidhg Ruaidh (who wrote his name in Lec., fo. 302) mheic Fhir Bhisigh 
mheic Thomais Chaim mheic Ghilla [sa (the well-known scribe). ! 

17 T should like to add that Mr. O’Sullivan is of the opinion that NLScot. 72.1.8 ‘Af 
oe eae part of the manuscript that constitutes YBL cols. 573-958 (i.e. Gilla Isa’! 
ook). 
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THE MacNEILL-O’BRIEN LAW 

rt. Every beginning student rapidly becomes aware of the workings 

of MacNeill’s Law whether he likes it or not; for it is only by 

recognizing this that the n-stems assume a degree of simplicity and 

order. The facts are set forth in GOI 89g § 140: In brief, at the coda 

of unstressed syllables beginning with a sonant the alveolo-dental 

sonant (i.e. J or 2) is always of the strong variety (= “delenited”’). 

For a long time after I had learnt this rule it seemed to me, though 

indubitably true, somehow puzzlingly counter-intuitive. Our general 

experience with languages leads us to expect, if anything, some sort 

of slackening in articulation or acoustic power at the end of words; 

this should be especially true of a language where most of the 

prominence (stress, or whatever it was) was concentrated in the 

first (or post-proclitic) syllable, and where succeeding syllables 

suffered notable shrinkage in distinctive feature range. In such a 

framework it seems rather odd to claim that certain final sounds 
neutralized in favour of the stronger articulation, or variety. Yet 

that is what the orthography appears to tell us. Paradoxically, I 
think that the testimony of the orthography is upheld; we must 

simply interpret it correctly in order to avoid the apparent antinomy. 

The account which follows is the interpretation which I have been 
teaching in classes for about a decade, slightly revised to incorporate 

what I have additionally learnt of phonological theory in the 
meantime. In the course of the later *50’s I had the fortunate! 

opportunity, in doing fieldwork for the survey of Scottish Gaelic! 

dialects under the auspices of the University of Edinburgh, to work: 
on two sharply different areas offering two spectacularly individual! 

sets of phonological phenomena; it was of course a marvellous op-' 

portunity to become familiar at first hand with Scottish Gaelic... I 
also realized rapidly that these dialects were a veritable laboratory) 

and museum of phonetic phenomena that would be hard to parallel! 

elsewhere, both in and outside of Europe; some of these results were 

reported to the Linguistic Society of America and at other meetings: 
in oral papers. | 

In working with these dialects in the field, even though I had 
read the pioneering work of Dieckhoff, of Borgstrom, of Oftedal 

a vivid impression rapidly crystallized of the rich number of old 
phonological distinctions which these retentive dialects harbour. 
In contrast with the marked decay in distinctions of word morphology 
in these dialects (with the notable exception of the conjugatin 
prepositions), we find here a remarkable conservatism in phonologica. 
information. These are immediate impressions that one grasps easil 
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after just a couple of summers fieldwork—impressions of enormous 
variety, bizarre non-routine phonetics, yet conservation of very old 
contrasts. In the ensuing years, however, each time I turned back to 
Old Irish (and amid a rapidly changing theoretical linguistic climate) 
I became increasingly impressed by the degree to which my Scottish 
Gaelic field experience nourished, vivified and brought insights to my 
grasp of Old Irish grammar, particularly the phonetics and phonology 
which have always held a strong interest for me. This has not led, I 
claim, to an antiquarian imagining of things; it has led me to see 
connections where formerly they passed unnoticed. 

I present this bit of autobiography for several reasons: I am 
convinced that we must treat ancient languages as spoken languages 
(even when we know they are literary or literate creations, as with 
Classical Latin or Sanskrit) and that they are best understood in 
proportion as we may draw on modern spoken observations. Likewise 
we understand a modern language much better if, in addition to 
careful contemporary observations, we know where it has come from. 
The best synchrony can be carried on only in such a diachronic 
dialogue. We can make such observations only through the medium 
of a tenable theory; and such a theory is continuously subject to 
check by these observations. In such zig-zag fashion is progress 
made. Thus, for example, direct phonetic observation can make 

an immediate contribution to our grasp of an ancient language, 
particularly when with proper control a descendant of this language 
may be so observed; likewise the phonetics of an ancient language 
may offer an independent contribution to the development of theory. 
Finally, if we probe into the ancient phonetics sufficiently we may 
hope to discover fresh relations and to see new justifications for 
orthographic practice that is really very systematic and by no means 
beset with the vagaries that only an uncritical and careless view 
would attribute to it. 

It is likely, from what we know of languages in general and from 
what I understand of Scottish Gaelic in particular, that all varieties 
of Gaelic share nearly the same set of underlying distinctive features 
for a closely similar inventory of systematic phonological segments. 
Where dialects and varieties differ it is in the “‘later’’ rules that yield 
the surface phonetic shapes; but many such a later rule, and the 
phonetic feature(s) that it assigns, bears crucial information or clues 
for the correct assignment by a speaker/hearer of a segment to the 
desired distinctive feature! If there is no change in the phonetic 

F 3 ; ; i i i inguistic 

cts ia werear ia Deer seer ner fe A ena gi teeectigpealeation 

‘= phonetic output) in Argyll and in Reay Country Gaelic of the svarabhakti syllables. 
Because in Reay (like most other) Gaelic the difference between svarabhakti and 
lisyllabic sequences is one of intonational contour and prominence, the disyllabic 

M 
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structure of relevant adjacent segments it is reasonable to suppose 

that these “later’’ phonetic rules and the features they assign may 

persist over long centuries; that is what I here presume for some 

varieties of Scottish Gaelic in relation to Old Irish. Diachronically, 

a change in the phonetic delivery or appreciation of a given segment 

may result in the alteration of perceived scope of application of a 

late rule, and consequently in an alteration of assignment to the 

segment of an underlying distinctive feature. 

The late-rule feature distribution which I present below holds 

true in fair part for perhaps all varieties of Scottish Gaelic, except 

for those varieties (and similarly developed Irish dialects) where the 

opposition of strong and weak sonants has been totally lost. However, © 

the variety which I have particularly in mind, for which all the 

specifications provided below apply, and which shows precisely and 

in full force the feature distinction shown for word-final position | 

(which is the focus of our discussion for Old Irish) is that of Islay, | 

Gigha and most of Jura,? in South Argyll. In this variety of Gaelic 
short vowels are not diphthongized or lengthened in position before | 
historic or underlying syllable-coda strong sonants; the situation in 
this respect with regard to late rules (and the features they assign) | 
must be much the same in South Argyll as it was in Old Irish. Indeed | 

sequence (aran ‘bread’) is heard as an abrupt but smooth fall in power. In South | 
Argyll (southern Mull and south), per contra, the immediate posttonic syllable boundary | 
which does not contain a tense consonant (the latter also being excluded largely in 
svarabhakti), i.e. contains a lax or no consonant at all (‘“‘hiatus’’), is marked by a 
glottal stop [?] which is inserted by rule. Therefore in South Argyll a svarabhakti 
sequence shows a smooth (normally abrupt) fall in power, uninterrupted by a glottal 
stop (because underlyingly there is of course no syllable boundary at this point). Thus 
in South Argyll underlying tarv ‘bull’ sounds like Reay aran; the structures match in the 
two dialects, but the late rules are different, producing a superficially bewildering over- 
lap. The reason that this difference is not disastrous for inter-dialect communication, 
of course, is because speakers do not listen just to phonetics; but this great difference in 
late rule is one of the main regional signals to a native speaker, as I have been able to 
verify in the field by provoking colloquial and unsophisticated responses. 

The report which I presented to the LSA, couched as it was in a different framework 
of taxonomic phonemics, assigned these like and contrasting phonetic manifestations as 
allophones to different phonemes and phoneme sequences (of, however, identically 
matching sets) in the two dialects. My object at the time, inter alia, was to show that 
overlapping allophones did exist and that overall patterns, as sometimes then under- 
stood, led to misanalysis. Times have changed and there is no need to harp on this point; 
I present elsewhere a view of some consequences of my changed analysis of Scottish 
Gaelic since the time when I was doing intensive dialect fieldwork in Scotland. But the 
stark difference in phonetic rules of these two Gaelic dialects remains a fascinating case. | 

2 In my fieldwork I was immediately struck by the obvious fact that the north end of | 
the island (Ardlussa) belonged not with the rest of the island (Lagg and south) but | 
with eastern Mull. I was consequently gratified when in the course of conversation the | 
laird of that portion of Jura casually volunteered that the line which had inherited that | 
property traced its ancestry some generations back to the region of Loch Buidhe in 
eastern Mull. 
4 There is an interesting riddle of Bartoli dialectological theory here. Islay (and parts 

of Donegal) lie near the middle of the spectrum of dialects, or dialect-chain, that runs — 
from Kerry to Cape Wrath, and once ran from the landfall off St. David’s Head to the — 
whole borderland of Caithness. Therefore we might look for Islay to belong to the 
innovating centre from the point of view of radiation of change over the speech area. 
Instead, but for the loss of syllabic nasalization (which looks like a recent diffusion from 
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the range of surface phonetic distinctions presented by Islay Gaelic 
for the sonants (7 excluded) is both remarkable from a general phonetic 
point of view and in part astonishingly conservative from an historic 
one; I have remarked on this phenomenon in the course of my 
discussion of laterals, Proceedings of the 6th International Congress 
of Phonetic Sciences (Prague 1967) 1970, 415-18. 

The reader will note that the features and contexts discussed 
below do not agree in some important respects with what is presented 
by Henry Rogers in his analysis (much of which I do agree with) of 
the initial mutations, Studia Celtica 7, 1972, 63-85, esp. 64-6, 71-2. 
I think no one would yet claim that all problems of the basic 
phonology of Scottish Gaelic and of general phonological theory are 
now solved; it is reasonable that we should disagree in part, and some 
of the following may well go back to questions of principle. But 
there are three main reasons for our differences in presentation: 
Rogers is occupied with a different variety of Gaelic from mine, 
one which notably lacks some distinctions (esp. in the nasal; see 7a) 
in the sonants. Secondly, he is concerned with the initial mutations, 
while I am occupied with all major word positions and particularly 
with word final. Thirdly, he is (§ 1.3.1) principally concerned with 
specifying the more underlying segments, while my present task, 
as I have implied above, is to specify the features at play in the later 
rules. 

For the distribution of the sonants in Islay we distinguish three 
main positions: word-initial, medial, and final. Although in each case 
the strong and weak varieties are to be distinguished by at least 
one underlying distinctive feature (which should preferably be a 
single same feature for each pair of strong and weak if this terminology 
is to mean anything), the same feature does not surface in each 
position of the word as the principal audible or consistently pro- 
nounced mark of distinction for the pair of sonants. It should also 
be noted that in Rogers’s account (65) the 7’s but not the 7’s are 
distinguished by tenseness, the consistent features of distinction 
being [back] and [high]. In Islay (and South Argyll generally) there 
can be no question that the most obvious single essential distinctive 
feature which sets the sonants off into pairs is tenseness; otherwise 
we should have no way of predicting the insertion of the noteworthy 

slottal stop which has been alluded to as a mark of syllable boundary 

eee p setae bericr ths ia tures thiay characterize Sosttats Gantie wers 
leveloping farther to the south in Ireland at an early time when Islay and Iona were 
till near the periphery; these then got carried farther to the north, where they sub- 

equently became fossilized because the North was now a new periphery. The last 

eems surely to be the case with the notable lack of preaspiration of the tense stops in 

Reay Country; the ‘‘Norse”’ style preaspiration must have radiated from some point(s) 
arther south, probably including Argyll. 
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in footnote 1 above. Additionally, it will be seen in the ensuing 

discussion that we shall want to distinguish the members of each pair 
by the feature [back]. However, my assignment of values for [back] 

will be seen to be the reverse of that of Rogers; this difference is 
not arbitrary. For Rogers the feature [back] characterizes the 
secondary articulatory feature of velarization (§ 1.3.1). For South 
Argyll this will not suffice, since both strong and weak laterals that are 
historically broad are velarized and in medial position between vowels 
both of these merge as the velarized weak / in contrast to the newly 
developed strong / which is also velarized. For the sonants my use of 
[back] refers to the position of tongue tip and blade, which are always 
retracted for the weak by comparison with the strong; this is 
particularly important and noteworthy for the slender nasals in 
Colonsay, which still distinguishes these for initial lenition, where 
weak (lenited) [n] is retracted by comparison with strong [p]. Further- 
more, for the present, I am inclined to characterize the three weak 
laterals [% J 1’] in medial position (see my Prague paper above- 
mentioned) by the features [high] and [low]. 

We are now ready to outline the key features that surface in the 
three main positions of the word in the case of the sonants which 
distinguish them as phonologically strong or weak: 

INITIAL MEDIAL FINAL 

- strong read ba [voiced] 

weak Ea pete [devoiced] 

or somewhat more formally: 

ne eee eel 
mat i ved | eed Pea 
In initial position the weak member of the pair, while typically » 
voiced, may also be devoiced, notably next to lenited s (h); but it: 
must always be short in duration. In medial position, as everywhere } 
for all sonants, these segments are underlyingly voiced; but here: 
even the strong member may be somewhat devoiced next to a 
voiceless, e.g. before ¢. Note in passing, contrary to Thurneysen}| 
GOI 74 § 120, my field observations in South Argyll confirm David | 
Greene’s perceptive insight (Celtica 5, 1960, 105) by showing directly | both the strong and the weak lateral in contrast before ¢. 
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_ And now let us note the crucial fact for our present argument: 
n final position it is only voicing that is criterial between the two 
eries of sonants. That is to say, the strong member may get quite 
lipped and short, thereby losing any dependable length or duration; 
ind at word-end it may be sufficiently relaxed to lose anything 
ve nay objectively call tenseness. The important thing when these 
eatures are neutralized phonetically is the voicing, and in this 
osition the weak member is markedly devoiced. 
This situation contrasts notably with the surface phonetics of 

he innovating Reay Country, where historic (and underlying) 
instressed final vowels are lost totally. Here, however, an old non- 
inal sonant (except for the palatal nasal) regardless of strength 
emains voiced, while an old final sonant appears regularly devoiced. 
Jne further remark: The situation with the sonants shows clearly 
hat the correct feature for the stops is tenseness, and not voicing 
as it is e.g. in the Balkans); for it is seen that while the constant 
eature of the tense stops (p ¢ R) is aspiration, if anything other than 
enseness, that of the tense sonants tends to be voicing. To try to 
ssign voice to the essentially voiceless stops would result in reversing 
his important feature in a totally irresponsible way. 
Without going into futher detail here on the full range of phonetic 

eatures assumed for each of the sonants (including the difficult 
’s, on which I also have a theory) in all positions they were privileged 
o occupy, I propose that the features assigned by the later phonetic 
ules of Old Irish to the sonant segments were in the main as we have 
ketched above largely on the specific basis of South Argyll, but not, 
s I think, in conflict with the relevant reflexes in other relatively 
onservative dialects. Specifically, for the present argument, I 
ssert that in final position these sonants in Old Irish were character- 
zed by distinctive voicing: The strong were voiced, and the weak 
evoiced. 
Now MacNeill’s Law has to do with the appearance of STRONG 

onants at the end of UNSTRESSED syllables opened by a SONANT. 
Ve have already pointed out that the sonant segments are under- 
yingly voiced; the voicing will of course regularly surface when the 
1edial sonant is initial in the syllable, as is the case in a structure 
atisfying the conditions for MacNeill’s Law. The syllable in question 
rhich satisfies these conditions is also to be unstressed. Within the 

honetics of Old Irish this means that the vocalic timbre was 

onsiderably damped, unclear, and notably subject to modification 

y the neighbouring segments; this labile quality and extreme 

ependence on adjacent features is amply shown by the total 

eutralization of distinctiveness in the unstressed vowel between 

wo consonants in Old Irish of the glosses, and by the apparent 
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strong invasion of such syllables by glides from and to the articulatory 
positions of the surrounding consonant segments. Under these 
conditions it is reasonable to look for an assimilatory “‘smear’’ of the 
nasal’s or liquid’s sonant quality across the syllable; in the terms 
just discussed, in view of the woicing inherent in the medial sonant 
at the initial of this syllable, such an assimilation is seen to be one of 
-+- voice. Asa result of such an assimilation the final sonant in the 

syllable becomes voiced phonetically. And as we have argued above, | 
a voiced sonant in final position in Old Irish was heard as belonging | 
to the strong member of the series. | 

Therefore, MacNeill’s Law does not have to do with any sort of 
puzzling “‘strengthening”’ in this position; it is simply, in phonetic | 
terms, AN ASSIMILATION OF SONANT VOICING ACROSS A WEAK AND 
INDISTINCT VOWEL. | 

As a corollary, let us note explicitly that this formulation of} 
MacNeill’s Law rests upon the recognition that the distinctiveness | 
between sonants in final position was realized as a correlation of 
voicing. ) 

: 

2. In a brief note, quite disproportionate in size to its importance, | 
M. A. O’Brien (Celtica 3, 1956, 175) has observed a subtle regularity > 
which in my opinion belongs with and supports the phenomenon, 
just discussed and formulated. The very small number of forms } 
affected and attested with this second phenomenon has no bearing: 
on its value as testimony to the phonetics of Old Irish nor on its; 
great importance as an indicator of a phonetic rule of considerable 
SCOpe. . 

Probably the clearest and most familiar example of O’Brien’s 
phenomenon is sagart < sacardd, other examples cited by O’Brien are 
tuaisgeart < tuaiscerdd and deisgeart < descerdd, apart from the 
name Muircheart-ach which O’Brien ingeniously derives from 
mutrcherdd. The regularity here is that in the coda of unstresse 
syllables rd became vt. We have, in other words, an apparent 
DEvoicing; but I think this is really just a part of the phenomenon: 
we have already been discussing. 

Basing ourselves once again on the phonetics of modern dialects 
we will assume that in position before dental the Old Irish vy, whic 
was the strong variety (GOI § 120), was a non-trill retroflected sonant., 
From the preceding exposition we have seen that a medial sonant, 
when the strong variety, was [+ tense, + length]; underlying 
the sonants are (and were) [+ voice], and in medial position this would 
surface before d. The statements just made would apply to rd ir 
cases where this instance of y qualified as medial. However in s 
far as -rd formed the coda of an unstressed syllable, the 7 would need 

a 
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(0 be [+ voice] in order to qualify as strong, which the rules of Old 
Irish phonotactics required that it be before dental stop. In other 
words, vd, which was tense and long in its first segment, but only 
edundantly voiced, in other positions, was distinctively voiced in 
instressed final.4 
Therefore, we may understand how the obligatory and distinctive 

-++ voice] that characterized 7 in such codas apparently “absorbed” 
he [+ voice] that earlier characterized the following d. That is to 
ay, the voicing of the cluster came to be interpreted as the phonetic 
tharacteristic preeminently of the 7. As a consequence the following 
top was interpreted as ¢ and not d. 
O’Brien’s phenomenon is therefore to be explained asa regularity 

within the same fact of Old Irish phonetic behaviour as that which 
xplains MacNeill’s Law. The two are corollaries of the more general 
id Irish phonetic rule which we may formulate: 

[+ sonant] — [a voice] / [+ stress]... [- stress] [a strong] 

n terms of the features earlier suggested, this may be restated: 
; 

a tense [+ sonant] > [x voice] / [+ stress] . . . [- stress] E 0 ae 
. This phonetic behaviour may be seen, however, to be even more 

ar-reaching in Old Irish and the facts of its orthography. I have 
tated as I see them the regularities of spirant voicing in final position 
or Old Irish, Eviu 24, 1973, 171-2. The rule which I did not 
ormalize there might be attempted as follows (leaving room for 
n indeterminacy on insufficient evidence for the rounded velar): 

| -- obstruent 
- [x voice] / [+ stress]... [—stress] [—- a velar] #45 

-+ continuant 

t will be recalled that the voicing in this case is true of the output 
8 d y’] as opposed to [x]. This opposition may be characterized 
aturally in features as [— back] and [+ back] respectively. The 
ist rule may be read equally, and in more generalized terms, with 
- « back] in place of [— « velar].’ 

4 Tn this context, but as a discussion for another occasion, we must see the remarkable 
svelopment of the intrusive sibilant in final -rt in Scottish Gaelic as an integral con- 
ymitant of the dae pie ea aera peter final strong / and n and the 

tion of these latter to their weak correlatives. ¢ : 
oie tae of this rule further tends to confirm that the continuants of Old Irish 
ere characterized and distinguished in their surface manifestations not by tenseness 

° i contonient to note here that Kenneth Jackson calls my attention to his 
servation (LHEHB §81) that after back vowels -3 (i.e. [y]) had been loan oe 
sition by the earliest records of Welsh, the Voc. Corn., and Old Nae epee : oe 8 

cely with my assumption of the weakness of spirancy in British [y], Hriu 24, she 

7 Eli Fischer-Jorgensen, whom I thank heartily for her customary kindness a 

eticulous reading of this paper (whose faults of course remain my own), remarks 
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4. Combining the two rules which we have reached, one on the 

regularities observed by MacNeill and O’Brien and the other on the 

regularities of final spirant voicing, we arrive at the following phonetic 

generalization for Old Irish: 

-- sonant> : i |’ <a tense» 
Be Be | > [a voice] / [-+ stress] .... [- stress] Ber peckmleats 

ERIC P. HAMP 

University of Chicago ; 
Aberystwyth? 

4 

(per litt.): ‘‘When the tongue is retracted, the space between vocal cords and the 
constriction is small, and the pressure rises quickly, so. that the difference in pressure 
between the cavity below and above the vocal cords, which is a necessary prerequisite 
for voicing, is not retained very long.... It also appears that the vowel a, which has 
a pharyngeal constriction, hampers voicing of the following consonant.’ Several 
facts here fall phonetically into place: the voiceiess velar, devoicing after low (i.e. 
“broad’”’) vocalism, and the rarity (e.g. on the Northwest Coast ot the U.S. and British 
Columbia) of a voiced uvular obstruent. 

8 I would note, however, that Eli Fischer-Jorgensen cannot see a phonetic motivation 
for a like behaviour of [back] in the sense of “retroflex” for 1 and m. We therefore 
need, it seems to me, a thorough exploration of the tongue positions involved in the 
articulation of Scottish Gaelic and northerly Irish laterals and nasals. 

® I wish to acknowledge here the opportunity for quiet reflexion on many problems 
that currently occupy me given by the tenure of a Guggenheim Foundation Fellowshir 
1973-74, a blissful opportunity that has made possible results in many more directions 
than I could originally have foreseen. 



NOTES ON ‘CASE’ AND WORD-BOUNDARIES* 

N his “Notes on Gaelic Grammar’’!, Professor Borgstrgm has pro- 
{| posed a new approach to Gaelic? word-boundaries on the basis of 

which there would be “some thirteen cases, each characterized 
by a prefix’? and the language “would have to be classified as a 
(mildly) polysynthetic language’’4. His proposal has had a rather 
mixed reception®; in these notes I wish to point out that the idea of 
regarding prepositions as case prefixes has been employed in the 
earliest known attempt to write a grammar of Irish. Also, the 
boundaries involved will be discussed from various points of view. 

In the Auraicept na nEces®, several paradigms’ are found comprising 
prepositional and other phrases, as well as nouns in the nominative, 
accusative and genitive, each case being given a separate name. The 
prepositions thus described and the names’ of the cases are as follows: 
air ‘before, for’ (with acc.): airchellad ‘taking away’, ‘‘defensive’’® 
1886; aivichill ‘preparing for’, ‘defensive’ 1518; 1651; 4740; 48209. 

air ‘before, for’ (with dat.): fresgabdl ‘rising, ascending’, ‘‘ascen- 
sive’ 1527; 1662, 3; 1789; 1886; 4083, 4. 

co ‘to, |till’: ascnam ‘giving towards’ “‘advancive’ 1519; 1651; 

1777; 1882, 3; 4741, 2; 4977. 
de ‘of, from’: digbdl ‘taking away’, “‘privative’’ 1525; 1662; 1887, 8. 
* I am grateful to R. D. Clement, W. Gillies, the Editors of Hriu, Professors K. H. 

Jackson, B. O Cufv and K. H. Schmidt as well as to Dr. E. Ternes for reading previous 
versions of these notes and for making valuable general comments as well as specific 
points acknowledged below. Remaining errors and heresies I am of course entirely 
responsible for. The abbreviations conform to those in the Royal Irish Academy’s 
Dictionary and Contributions (= DRIA) or to those in the International Linguistic 
Bibliography. ; 

lin Celtic Studies. Essays in Memory of Angus Matheson, edited by Carney and 
Greene, London 1968, 12-21. : 

2 Similar approaches have been worked out by Sommerfelt for the dialect of Torr, 
Co. Donegal in “Word Limits in Modern Ivish’’ Lochlann 3 (1965) 298-314 and for 
Breton by Ternes in Grammaire Structurale du breton de l’Ile de Grow, Heidelberg 1970, 
but neither went as far as to suggest that prepositions should be regarded as case- 
prefixes. 

3 art. cit. 16. 
4 art. cit. 21. 
5 Cf. reviews by Dillon Celtica g (1971) 338-9 and D. MacAulay ScoGS 12 (1971) 

112, who both reject the proposal; P. Mac Cana Migse 15 (1973) 65 who mentions it 
and M. Oftedal (in T. Sebeok, ed., Current Trends in Linguistics IX, The Hague 1972, 

1206-8), who states (referring also to Sommerfelt’s article) that “there is hardly any 

-eason for doubting the results arrived at are valid for all modern dialects of the Goidelic 
anguages, especially as the same or very similar word boundaries are found in Old and 

a ed ted by G Calder, Edinburgh y] 6 Hdite . Calder, Edinburgh 1917. 
71515 ff; 1651 ff.; 1770 f£.; 1830 f£.; 1859 ff.; 4829 ff.; 4971 ff.; 5020 ff.; 5039 ff. — 

8 Spelling and basic meaning (in single quotes) are from DRIA. The grammatical 

serms (in double quotes) were coined by Calder; in some cases it might be tempting to try 

0 improve on these. The numbers refer to lines in the Auraicept, where a prepositional 

shrase in a paradigm is named. Additional references will be found in Calder’s 

‘Glossarial Index’’. e« 
9 The ‘“Glossarial Index’’ gives “‘abreptive’’. 
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do ‘to’: rath ‘bestowing’, “dative” 1772; 1880; ddnad ‘giving, 

distributing’, “dative” 1524; 1531, 2; 4741; 4973. 

fo ‘under’: fothad ‘founding, establishing’, “‘fundative’”’ 1524; 1661, 

2; 1786; 1885; 4982. 
for ‘on, over’: fortud ‘the case formed by the prep. for with a noun’, 

“invocative(?)’ 1522; 1652; 1784; 1884, 5; 4981. 
fri ‘against’: freslige ‘lying down, beside’, “desidative’ 1523; 

1652, 3; 1791; 4985. 
tar ‘after’: ttarméracht ‘following, pursuing’, “‘progenitive’’ 1525; 

1662. 
im ‘about, mutually’ : imthimchell ‘surrounding, encircling’, “circum- 

dative’ 1526; 1653; 1887. 
7 ‘in, into’ (with acc.) : enotacht ‘entering’, “‘ingressive’’ 1520; 1651, 2; 

1782; 1884. 
7 ‘in’ (with dat.): attvab ‘dwelling in’, ‘‘locative’’ 1518; 1661; 1783; 

1884. 
la ‘with, among’: taebtu ‘state of being side by side with’, ‘‘comi- 

tative’ 1526, 1653. 

6 ‘from, by’: fochsal ‘taking away’, ‘‘ablative’’ 1522; 1661; 1882; | 

4741. 
oc ‘at’: fuirmiud ‘setting, depositing’, “‘depositive’’ 1521; 1661; 

1776; 1882; 4976, 7. 
ve ‘before’: remiud’® “‘adversative’’ 1529; 1663. 
sech ‘past, beyond’: sechmall ‘passing by’, “‘neglective’’ 1521; 

1652; 1778, 9; 1883; 4978. 
tar ‘across, Over’: tatrsce ‘trespassing’, ‘“‘trespassive’’ 1527; 1653, 4; 

1787; 1885; 4983. 
ive ‘through’: tregtad ‘piercing’, “perforative’’ 1528; 1654; 1780; 

1883, 4. 
Apart from various miscellaneous forms, mostly dealing with 

derivation, that were appended to some of these paradigms, six more 
“cases” may be distinguished: 

2) EE, I. ainmniugud ‘naming’, ‘nominative’ 1517; 1530; 1880; ainm-_ 
nid'* ‘nominative’ 1770. 

2. ichose ‘signifying, indicating, denoting’, “accusative” 31519; 
T5SE A1773) 108L 180 0.4® 

3. togairm ‘calling’, “‘vocative’”’ 1520; 1774; 1881; 4741. 
10 Apparently not in DRIA. 
11 This term belongs to the Auraicept. 
12 This term is also found in the glosses. 
18 Since all instances (apart from the mysterious 1531 ac feraib ‘at men’) show in fer 

(‘the man’) or (1773) inna firu (‘the men’), it could be argued from 799 Reim as 4 ind 
malle, ut est, in fer .i.a ainmniugud 4 a inchosc ann malle ‘Declension out of it and into 
it together’ wt est, in fer i.e. its nominative and accusative are there together’ that this 
term in fact refers to the definite, internal réim denoting the nominative case-form and 
external réim the article in much the same way (cf. below) as‘delb jilltech ‘inflected form’ 
contrasts with filliud ‘case’. 
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4. selbad ‘possessing’ ‘‘possessive”’ §517, 1531,,0; 1543 5 1771 1880 
(892; 4740; 4972; twistid'4 ‘parent’, “parentative” 1523; 1670; 1889. 

5. tuarascbail® ‘account, description’, “descriptive” 1529; 1530; 
[655 ; 1889; 1891; 4747. 

6. frecmarc’® ‘inquiring of’, “interrogative”’ 1886, 7. 
The first point that needs to be made here is that most? of these 

erms are verbal nouns. This is a major departure from the Latin 
translated from Greek) deverbal adjectives that underlie the ter- 
ninology used in most European languages; with two exceptions 
taebiw and tuistid) the terms found only in the Auraicept seem to 
9 verbal nouns. 
Secondly, it is clear that the system was never complete. Some 

srepositions, notably a ‘out of’ are missing. The distinction between 
ingular and plural is discussed?8, but on the other hand most examples 
ound are given without the article, though there may be some sort 
»f attempt to define it?9. : 
Thirdly, there is a passage (1637ff; 4726ff.) which contains what 

ooks like an attempt to describe the distinction between two types 
i case: the former (filliud, filltiugud ‘inflection, case’) involves pre- 
ositional and other syntactically significant phrases and the latter, 
which corresponds to the accepted sense of ‘‘case’’ in Irish, comprises 
he de(a)lba filltecha®® (‘inflected forms’), “‘three of them in the sin- 
‘ular, three of thern in the plural’’*+. This is to say, the prepositional 
etc.) cases are grouped in three different categories, according to 
vhich flectional cases they take or as the Awuraiceft puts it: In da 
liud deg dibh tiaghait 1 forgnuis ainmneda + ainseda® take in a 
aradigm of fer (“‘man’ in the nom. and acc.) after various preposi- 
ions and the copula; Na secht filltigh tmmorro tiaghatt 1 forgnus 
obartadha ~ foxlada** consist of fiuy (‘man’ in the dat.) after various 

14 This seems to apply only to those genitives that have an article. Perhaps an 
ttempt is merely being made to make up for the lack of some other prefix. 

15 1529 and 1655 show %s fer, which is clear enough and 1889 in fer, where the text 
oes on to state: 7s munn a tuarascbail 7 a inchosc (‘its descriptive is the same as its 
ecusative’). This might be interpreted to imply that the ‘‘descriptive’’ here is fer with 
he interrogative im + copula and that it happens to look the same as the “accusative 
2r with the definite article in. Or perhaps the identificatory function of the article was 
omehow confused with the ‘‘descriptive’’ use of the copula. In any case this way of 
reating the copula as a morphological prefix may, as I have tried to show (Higse 14 
1972), 269-274), be compatible with some trends in modern linguistics. 
16 Accepting Thurneysen’s emendation (‘‘Auraicept na n-éces ZCPh 17 (1928) 

87) of frecnarc. The example given is ca fer ‘which man?’. 
1? fortud and remiud have verbal noun suffixes (Cf. Thurn. Gramm. 446) but seem 

oined, ad hoc. 
18 Cf. 1530-2; 1642 ff.; 1770 ff. 
19 Cf. notes 13 and 14 above. ‘ ‘ 
20 In the following passages, forgnilis ‘form’ seems to be used in much the same sense 

gdelb. Both words are found as grammatical terms in the glosses. 

oR na 4 . . : 

oe oe, ‘The twelve cases of them that go into the form of nominative and 
usative’. 5 - mes 

33 1660-1 ‘The seven cases, however, that go into the form of dative and ablative’. 
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prepositions and Oenjilltech immorro teit 1 forgnuts togarthada 1 

genitli24, finally, is said to be im fhir ‘of the man’ and is called as in 

1523 and 1883, twistid. There are some other inconsistencies*, but 

two things seem significant about this passage. Firstly, only fochsal 

and ainmnid are found as names (the latter only once) of prepositional 

(etc.) paradigms. Secondly, ainmnid, dinsid, genitil, tabarthaid and 

are used to describe inflectional cases in Latin. It seems not unlikely 
togarthid are found as grammatical terms in the glosses, where they] 

| 
| 

that they were taken over for the same purpose in the Auraicept; | 
one might also draw this conclusion from the fact that there are | 
six of these terms, rearranged as they were in three groups of two | 
each to fit the Auraicept conception of Irish as a language with three | 
inflectional forms of nouns. 

It should be stressed that the above material represents only parts 
of the Auraicept that are of immediate relevance to the question | 
outlined in Borgstrgm’s paper?®. 

The origin of the system has been discussed by Calder?’ and by 
Thurneysen*®, who makes it clear that a Latin foundation had been | 
used to form a rather original grammatical framework. He points 
out that contemporary Latin scholars?® in their paradigms give the | 
ablative with ab and the vocative with o and that extending the 

system to include all (or at any rate most) prepositions shows “‘der 
Ire’ to be “‘konsequenter als andere europdische Grammatiker des 
Mittelalters’”. Our manuscripts are all fairly late®°, but on the basis of 
the accusative 7m mbein (‘the woman’) in 1835 Thurneysen proposes *4 
the early eighth century as a possible date. Note that as this is in- 
cluded in one of the paradigms under discussion, it supports the hypo- 
thesis that at least one of these was included in the original redaction. 

24 “One case, however, goes into the form of vocative and genitive’. Needless to say, 
this does not agree with the paradigms, unless it is meant that the vocative does not 
belong as a syntactic entity in a sentence. 

5 For instance, in 1648 the three singular forms are given as fer, fir, ic fir (‘a man, 
of a man, at a man’) which suits the description, but the plural ones as na fer, na fit; 
na firw (‘of the men, the men (nom.), the men (acc.)’). 

26 For instance, from the paradigm in 1770-1807 (4971-4993) it would not at all be | 
clear that the contents show any awareness of the distinction between inflection and 
derivation, including as they do instances (1797; 1989-90) like sofer a sherugud ‘sofer its 
ennobling’ and dofer a dherugud ‘dofer its enslaving’. On the other hand the paradigms 
in 1517-1532 and 1880-1892 lack these. Given Thurneysen’s view (art.cit. 286) that the 
last-mentioned “‘diirfte dem Urspriinglichen am niachsten stehen’’, it is probably not 
unreasonable to assume that these were not part of the original redaction, which 

200 lines. 
(according to Professor O Cuiv, TPhAS 1965 (1966) 159) was not very long, perhaps some 

2? Auraic. Introduction passim and especially pp. xlvii-xlviii. 
28 Art. cit. 286-7. 
9 Malsachanus put it as follows: ‘“‘Casus nominum quot sunt? VI: nominatiuus, ut 

hic scriba; genetiuus huius scribae; datiuus hwic scribae; accusatiuus hunc scribam a 
uocatiuus o scriba; ablatiuus ab hoc scriba.’? (B. Léfstedt, Der hibernolateinische Grammatiker Malsachanus, Upsala 1965, 174.31-3; the italics are mine). 

30 Auraic. p. xiii. 
31 Art. cit. 287. 
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At this point one may try to draw a few tentative conclusions®2, 
First of all, on the basis of the material at hand, it would seem that 
the redactor of the Awraicept devised his grammatical framework 
secause he felt that it suited the language, not because his framework 
itted any preconceived scholarly ideas of what a grammar ought to 
ook like. In the latter case one would have expected the number of 
-ases quoted to be the same as in Latin, as in so many other early 
srammars of vernacular languages. Also, note that the terminology 
oroper to the description of the prepositional (etc.) paradigms in 
he Auraicept itself is native and shows a marked departure from 
hat used in Latin and (e.g. in the glosses) about it. 
Secondly, this treatment of prepositions and similar elements as 

ase prefixes suits the division of words used in the manuscripts, 
where “in general all words which are grouped round a single chief 
tress and have a close syntactic connexion with each other are 
written as one in the manuscripts.’’** If Borgstrgm* is right in 
issuming that ‘“‘the phonological part of this rule (‘grouped round a 
ingle stress’) is probably less important than the grammatical one 
‘a close syntactic connection’)” one must clearly conclude that in 
arly Irish writing practice syntactic units, i.e. groups functioning 
iS predicate (verbal or nominal), subject, object or adverbial, were 
elt to be more worthy of being separated from each other by word- 
oundaries, in other words of forming graphemic ‘‘words”, than the 
lements they were made up of. From this it would have been a 
latural step to consider any alternation inside such a unit as a change 
vithin a paradigm, in this instance, prepositions and the copula 
Iternating with ‘‘true’’ cases in the Latin (but not e.g. Finnish 
x Hungarian) sense like the nominative and accusative, as long as 
hese also gave a noun the status of a syntactic constituent. It is 
f course significant that in no prepositional (etc.) paradigm is 
he case that is now known as the dative found without a pre- 
osition. Note that this perhaps tells us something about the use 
f the “free dative’ in contemporary Irish. The genitive, on the 
ther hand, is found in them and thus forms an exception to the rule 
hat Auraicept “‘cases’’ belong to independent syntactic units. A 

82 Anything more definitive presupposes two things that are unfortunately still 
king: firstly an analysis of precisely what belongs to the original core of the Auraicept 
nd secondly a study of exactly how word-boundaries were written in Old and Middle 
trish manuscripts. 
33 Thurn. Gramm. : 
84 Art. cit. 18. Cf. a ‘“Kurze Beschreibung des Altirischen’’ F's. Pokorny = 
BK 13 (1967) 217 who states very categorically: “Das Altirische wird in Gruppen 
on Worten geschrieben. Diese Art zu schreiben kann aus keiner anderen Zivilisation 

ngefiihrt sein, weil sie sich nirgendwo findet, muss also auf der genaueren Beobachtung 

sr gesprochenen Sprache beruhen.’’ In his review of this article Oftedal (Lochlann 4 

969) 366) agrees and compares it to the situation in spoken Modern French. Cf. also 

1e last article mentioned, in note 5 above. 
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modern linguist trying to write a grammar of Irish in a strict formal 

description according to these principles would probably be able to 

find some way®® past this detail, which the redactor of the Auratcept 

may not even have noticed. 

The Bardic model for describing nominal inflection has been 

described by Bergin®*. Here the paradigm only serves to show 

mutations in the noun itself8?, The following main terms a 

agalluimh ‘vocative; ainm ‘nominative’; réim** ‘oblique case, es- 

pecially accusative’ and tochlughadh ‘accusative plural’. These differ 

from the terms used in the Auraicept but still have the noteworthy) 

feature in common with them that (except for ainm) they are verbal! 

nouns*®, | 
It is of course quite clear that Bardic terminology refers to nominal! 

inflection proper, not to the use of prepositions etc. By this time,, 
the system of word-division in writing was changing, and judging} 
from a few samples of early printed Irish, the present system of! 
writing most proclitics separate from their head-words had more} 
or less established itself.41 Also, whereas prepositions still normally’ 
remain unstressed42, the “‘well-known-tendency to substitute the 3) 

sg. masc. preposition for the simple preposition’’4? made some of! 
the prenominal forms identical with the stressed forms used inde-} 
pendently. Thus it is not impossible that their existence as separate} 
words was easier to recognise. On the other hand, a preposition in} 
Irish is still much more closely bound to its head-noun than for? 
instance in English, since it never occurs either without a noun or! 
not incorporated with a pronoun. Also, it is normally, at least from| 
Middle Irish onwards, repeated. before a noun in apposition**. Unlike: 

35 For instance, a noun phrase consisting of a head-noun and another noun in the} 
genitive might by some transformationalists be analysed as the end-result of a processt 
involving the deletion of a relative clause in which a noun in the genitive would have ani 
underlying function as a syntactic entity of its own. Also, the boundary between as 
genitive and its head-noun would, in most sorts of linguistic description, be on the sames 
level as that between a noun and, as its complement, a prepositional phrase that,can! 
occur as a syntactic entity if complementing a verb. ) 

36 “The Native Irish Grammarian’’ PBA 24 (1938) 209-10. ) 
3? But note that examples are still given with enough syntactic context for them tof 

make sense as syntactic entities, as e.g. in IGT § 65 (Hriu g (1923) Suppl. 114): fear, 
ad’ fir, mac fir, Vfearaib, meic fear, meall fira ‘man, to a man, son of a man, to men, sons: 
of men, deceive men! 

388 IGT p. iv (Hriw 8 (1915) Suppl. p. iv); O Cuiv, art. cit. 152; G. B. Adams, 
“Grammatical Analysis and Terminology in the Irish Bardic Tracts’’ Fol 4 (1970) 163. 

39 tdoibhréim specifies the genitive and tuilréim the dative. In the Auraicept réum 
seems to mean inflection rather more generally. Cf. note 13 above. | 

40 Note, however, that (as W. Gillies has pointed out to me) in common with some: 
verbal nouns, it is a neuter n-stem in *-men. This may be the reason why another verbal 
noun suffix was not felt to be needed. 

41h. G. Lynam, The Irish Character in Print, Dublin 21969 and O’Rahilly’s Intro- 
duction to Desid. p. xliv. | 

42 Cf. note 55 below, however. 
43 Vengae Irish Dialects Past and Present Dublin, Belfast, Cork and Waterford 

1932, 226. 
“4 J. Gagnepain; La Syntaxe du Nom verbal dans les langues celtiques I. Irlandais 

Paris 1963, 216. 
| 

| 
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yhat is the case in Modern Irish, which has retained spellings incor- 
orating unstressed prefixes such as a in words like [a'Noxt} anocht 
onight’ or /a'!Nore/ anuraidh ‘last year’, present-day Scottish 
raelic spelling makes word boundaries signal that the following 
yllable is stressed*S if it belongs to a word that normally can 
ake the stress. In this connection it is perhaps relevant to note 
hat the Scottish Gaelic equivalents of the Irish words mentioned, 
e. a@ nochd and an uiridh follow rather stricter syllable-division 
ules than seem to apply in Irish4*, as the separate pronunciations 
n Lewis) /(2)'Noxg/ and /(2)!Nduri/ show4?. In both these words, 
he spelling shows that /a/ (if pronounced) is pretonic; in the former 
n- shows that the stressed syllable begins with u-, whereas in the 
itter an (causing a prevocalic mutation) shows that it begins with 
vowel*®. Note the economy in graphic symbols. 
So far the discussion of word-boundaries has been mainly on the 

rammatical and graphemic level, where linguistic data are shown 
1a much simplified abstract form. An exact definition of the notion 
vord’ as a linguistic universal that would hold for all languages 
a very difficult task, involving as it would, in a number of schools 

f linguistic theory, defining the level at which the line should be 
rawn between morphology and syntax.*® A few points made in 
yme previous discussions of the problem may be mentioned. First, 
e might try Bloomfield’s® well-known definitions that ‘‘a word is 
minimum free form’ and * “A linguistic form which is never 

90ken alone is a bound form; all others... are free forms’’. Accor- 
ingly, Irish prepositions,®? which never occur alone, would have to 
e classified as prefixes and written together with their head-noun. 
ising Pike’s®? ““methodology for reducing languages to writing’’ they 

45 The not numerous exceptions are probably all fairly recent loanwords. 
46 As Professor Jackson points out to me, it is interesting to note that in Bardic 
etry words like anocht may alliterate either with a word in n- or one in a vowel, i.e., 
© first syllable being pretonic, it behaves as if the syllable boundary could be a-nV or 
~V at will. This is illustrated in Aithd. D. nr 69 § 20 do-ghéabhthaoi é a-nocht ar 
amh | ar dtocht an-é don aingeal ‘ye may attain this desire some time in Heaven, the 
gel (of death) having come the night before’. 
47 Oftedal, The Gaelic of Leurbost (NTS Suppl. 4) Oslo 1956, 217. f 
48 op. cit. 170. In this dialect the prevocalic mutation has the effect of making 
Nd-/ in an uiridh identical with /!Nd-/ in an drasda ‘just now’. But this is by no means 
in all dialects. In Argyllshire, for instance, one finds /e n-/ both in an utridh (Holmer, 
udies in Argyllshire Gaelic, Upsala 1938, 247) and a nochd (op. cit. 160), but /en d’-/ in an 
(op. cit. 151). Finally Barra seems to keep all three apart. Cf. Borgstrom, ‘The Dialect 
Barra’’ NT7'S 8 (1937) 84 (a nochd); 237 (an uiridh); 153 (an drasda). It is not in- 
nceivable that distinctions such as these have played a role in the establishment of 
ottish Gaelic spelling conventions. ; 
49 See e.g. Lyons Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, Cambridge 1968, 194 ff. 
50 Language, New York 1933, 178. ; 
51 op. cit. 160. : : Py ti. 
52 By prepositions I here of course mean the simple ones. Cf. Marie-Louise Sjostedt- 
nval, Description d’un Parler wrlandais de Kerry, Paris 1938, gt. 
53 Phonemics, Ann Arbor 1947 (repr. 1963) p. vii. 
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would be classified as ‘‘clitics’’4 and written hyphenated to then 

head-noun. Sommerfelt’s analysis®> of prepositions as prefixes i: 

based on Greenberg’s insertability test, where “a nucleus boundary 

is an infra-word boundary if there is a maximum to the number of 

nuclei that can be inserted. Often this maximum is zero, that is. 

nothing can be inserted. It isa boundary between words in the other 

instances, that is, where there is no maximum to the number 0! 

insertions of nuclei, if there is “‘infinite’’ insertion.’’** It is claimec 

that this procedure “resolves the contradiction between phonologica. 

and grammatical definitions of the word.”5”._ In Ternes’s structuralist 

description of a Breton dialect, “les prépositions flexionelles simples 

se comportent comme des préfixes nominaux.’** Again, the mair 

argument is that between preposition and noun, only a limitec 

number of specifiable elements may be intercalated, just as ir 

Borgstrgm’s analysis, where these elements are specified ‘as belonging 

to classes with limited membership” such as (in our case) the article 

numerals, the copula and preposed adjectives, which form a compoun¢ 

with the noun they qualify.*® | 
Turning finally to transformational theory for any further enlighten 

ment, one finds that the whole question is not considered very 
relevant, involving as it does a fairly minor component of the theor 
tical framework. It may be significant that with one exceptio1 
known to me®, work dealing with Irish or Scottish Gaelic in a trans! 
formational model seems not even to consider explicit departure! 
from the word-boundaries of standard orthography. 

54 op. cit. 165-6; 238. ) 
55 op. cit. 301; 304-7. He notes the important point that “stress is no sure guided 

It is true that a great number of the elements of the sentence may have primary stres 
in certain positions and secondary stress in others, but certain elements are alwa; 
unstressed and must all the same be regarded as words. It would be unreasonabl 
not to regard agas, sometimes reduced to as and even to s, used as freely as the Englist 
and, as a word.’’ There are even cases where simple prepositions take the stress, e.g. fd 
metrical reasons (as the Editor points out to me, supplying the example) in Cwirt 4 
Ghlacfainn gur saor 4 féna cionta ‘I would agree that she is free from her sins’, where 
goes with saor. This is found more regularly in at least one dialect, about whi 
Oftedal (op. cit. 1956, 33) comments: “one of the most characteristic features of L 
accentuation is its extremely frequent stressing of prepositions. I find this phenomen 
remarkable enough for deserving particular attention.’’ On the other hand, as in othe 
dialects, there is no evidence in Leurbost of the simple preposition being used as a fre 
form, i.e. not combined with a noun or a pronoun as in op. cit. 265, text 1.17-8 tha mia 
mar bha mi roimhe ‘I am as I was before’ (literally ‘before it’; the form used befor 
nouns is rowmh: cf. op. cit. 221). i 

56 Hssays in Linguistics, Chicago 1957, 30. 
57 op. cit. 31. 
58 op. cit. 310. He also makes the important point (45): “la division graphique de ‘ 

phrase en mots ne saurait guére étre justifiée si ce n’était en vue d’une plus gran 
eal de la composition de la phrase.’’ This is surely relevant to Irish and Scotti 

aelic. 
59 art. cit. 16. About this point, Professor K. H. Schmidt writes to me: “Adjektiv - 

Nomen ist als “Gruppenflexion’’ zu bestimmen, was Borgstroms “‘compoundi 
nahekommt.’’ / 

6° James Murphy: Aspects of the Verbal System of Irish Gaelic. (Unpublish 
Edinburgh University M.Litt. Thesis) 1970, 25-6. Here too, the point is made that 
problem of defining a ‘‘word’’ is to some extent irrelevant in a transformational gr: 

; 
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Simplifying the issue considerably, one might define a “word” as 
a ‘terminal string unbroken by a boundary #’*. The boundary 
would be present in a deeper part of the grammar between all ele- 
ments representing lexical categories, but may disappear through 
“rules that delete # in various positions’’®. Indeed, it seems not 
impossible to construct a transformational grammar of Irish either 
to assign a boundary # between preposition and its head-noun or 
in such a way that it is deleted. Chomsky and Halle point out that 
in a case like this, the main criteria would be phonological. If so, 
it is fairly likely that an optimal transformational grammar of Irish 
would perform this deletion and that the resulting word-boundaries 
would, on the whole, be not unlike those obtained through the 
application of structuralist theory. On the other hand, both alterna- 
tives would have to be weighed carefully against each other. 

One residual point may be mentioned, however, where the case- 
prefix approach may make for a better description of the language. 
Usually, prepositional phrases involving prepositional pronouns 
(“conjugated prepositions’’) such as agam ‘at me,’ dhuit ‘to you’ etc. 
are given as paradigms consisting of a preposition with personal 
endings, somewhat like verbs, whereas prepositional phrases with a 
noun in them have no such paradigms; it would naturally be quite 
absurd even to conceive of a paradigm taking in all the nouns possible 
after any given preposition. Also, forming a conjugated preposition 
is considered part of the morphology of the language, but forming a 
phrase consisting of preposition and noun is looked on as belonging to 
syntax. In acase-prefix grammar, both classes could be accounted® 
for in the framework of nominal and pronominal paradigms and what 
in both cases to varying degrees may be described as a merger be- 
tween the two elements would be left to be accounted for in the 
phonological component, as part of those rules that determine the 
phonological shape of all prepositional phrases.** 

ANDERS AHLOVIST 

Edinburgh, 19.10.1973 

61 R. T. Harms, Introduction to Phonological Theory, Englewood Cliffs 1968, 110 
nd Noam Chomsky & Morris Halle, The Sound Pattern of Einglish, New York, Evanston 
ind London 1968, 12-4; 163 and especially 366 ff., where an elaborate discussion on 
his topic may be found. 

62 op. cit. 367. er : 
63 Or as Sommerfelt states (art. cit. 304): ‘“The structure of the preposition governing 

, noun is thus not different from that of the preposition + pronoun, with the exception 

hat the two elements are often merged into one form in which the pronominal element 

3 very different from the independent pronoun.’’ 
64°In this connection it is worth noting that for two other languages that have 

arallells to the Celtic prepositional pronouns, Hebrew and Arabic (Cf. Greene, The 

vish Language, Dublin 1966, 39) Chomsky & Halle state (op. cit. 368) that “the 

rthographic conventions . . . are consistent with the phonetics in not separating 

repositions or articles from the following word.”’ 

N 



DISTINCTIVE PLURAL FORMS IN OLD | 
AND MIDDLE IRISH | 

| 
: 

Irish declension’ (TPS 1905), Strachan urged the importance of a! 
full account of the nominal inflexion of the modern Irish dialects, | 

saying that ‘Middle Irish inflexion will be fully understood only when | 
we know clearly not only that from which it started but also that to 
which it was tending’. It is significant that it was the dialects which 
he indicated as the most important area for investigation rather than. 
the classical norm, which has many artificial features. We now havea’ 

good general, though by no means complete, picture of the flexion of 
the noun in Irish, Scottish Gaelic and Manx; a study of its historical | 

development in Munster Irish appears elsewhere in this volume (p. 200. 
ff.) In that article attention is drawn to the fact that, whatever else 
may have been lost of the declensional system, the opposition between 
Singular and Plural is always marked by flexion. This is true not 
only for Munster Irish, but for the whole range of Gaelic dialects, 
Eastern and Western. 

Compulsory distinction between singular and plural is by no means | 
general in the languages of western Europe. English has homophonous 
sheep, fish, etc., and all the Scandinavian languages have inherited 
homophonous neuters, like tre ‘tree’; they constitute a closed category, 
but they are not being eliminated. French is remarkable in having 
given up for most nouns the flexional distinction between singular and 
plural which is still represented in the orthography; homme and 
hommes are now phonetically distinguished only in marginal sandhi 
cases. The resulting ambiguities are mitigated by concord with the 
indefinite and definite article, both of which have distinctive forms 
for singular and plural: wn homme: des hommes: V homme: les hommes. 

The neo-British languages show from the earliest records a situation 
similar to that of modern Irish; all nouns which can be used in plural 
meaning distinguish the singular from the plural by flexion. The 
apocope, which is conventionally taken as marking the transition from 
British to Welsh, Cornish and Breton, produced a very large number 
of cases of homophony between singular and plural; these were all 
eliminated by distributing the surviving expressive plural formations | 
over the entire stock of nouns. The historical plural formation, 
whether homophonous with the singular or marked for plurality, was, 
however, retained after numerals. Thus the inherited homophony 
in W. dyn:dyn ‘man; men’ was resolved into dynion ‘men’, but 
(tv7) dyn (three) men’ was retained from the earlier stage; mab ‘boy’, 

| 

) 
>: his pioneering paper ‘Contributions to the history of Middle) 
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owever, had an expressive plural meib which was retained after 
umerals: tv meib. Medieval Welsh shows this system in transition. 
he first step was to differentiate the general plural form from that 
sed after numerals, so that meib: tri meib was transformed into 
vertbion: tri meib; the second was to generalise the singular after 
umerals, so that the distribution in the later language is meibion: 
7 mab. In the transitional period, tri meib and tri mab were acceptable 
ariants. Breton and Cornish had already reached the Modern 
Velsh situation in their earliest recorded forms; neo-British, 
herefore, has compulsory marking of the plural by flexion except 
fter numerals, where the singular is compulsory. This marking 
f plurality in the noun has as its concomitant an invariable article, 
he elimination of plural forms of the adjective, and the use of the 
sg. form of the verb with plural subjects. 
In this study, we will apply Strachan’s dictum to Old and Middle 

rish. It is assumed that the declensional system of Old Irish reposes 
n forms similar to those attested from other Indo-European 
inguages, and it is known that Irish was tending towards a system in 
hich an essential feature was the distinction of the plurals of nouns 
om the corresponding singular forms by flexion. More precisely, 
he distinction is between nominative singular and nominative 
lural, for already in Old Irish flexion of the other cases was largely 
sdundant: the accusative and genitive were marked by their 
ositions, the dative (apart from a few archaic survivals) was simply 
ne form required after certain prepositions, and the vocative was 
ompulsorily preceded by the particle a L. What we will be looking 
yr, therefore, is the elimination of inherited homophony of N sg. 
nd N pl. and the term ‘homophony’ is to be understood in this 
nse unless otherwise defined. 
At first sight there would appear to be a good deal of homophony 

1 Old Irish. Using the declensional classification of Thurneysen’s 
rvammar of Old Irish, Noun Class II neuters are of the type NA sing. 
ude N: NA pl. cride L. When dealing with the flexion of nouns we 
un hardly regard the mutations which case-forms cause as sufficient 
) differentiate them. These mutations are realised only on syntacti- 
ully associated following words, usually adjectives, and only when the 
nlaut of such words is capable of mutation; the case is not very 
ifferent from that of French homme: hommes, which we have taken 

» be homophonous in spite of the marginal possibility of the plural 
rm realising its orthographic -s as [z] before a following vowel. 

Je must therefore regard cride N and cride L as homophonous for 

ractical purposes. 
The elimination of homophony had, however, begun in the pre- 

story of Irish, and in the Adj. Class I declension, which includes the 
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definite article. Before the apocope, there were probably no cases 0 

homophony; after it, the neuter NA pl. of Adj. Class I, and therefor 

of the article, would have lost their endings, so that to a cride ma: 

‘the large heart’ would have corresponded the plural *snd chride ma 

‘the large hearts’. These were poorly differentiated forms, and th 

first response was to equip the neuter NA pl. of the attributiv 

adjective Class I and the article with the expressive ending -a h- of th 

fem. NA pl., thus giving the standard Old Irish form inna erida 

mdya, where plurality is expressed by concord. The old neut. NA pl 

of Adj. Class I was, however, retained in substantival function when 

preceded by the new expressive form of the article: inna olc, gl. 

mala, Ml 89%2, Sg 21728. 

A similar revision of the attributive declension took place in Adj. 

Class II. Here the inherited situation in the NA pl. would have been: 

Masc. Fem. Neut. 

N. wilt *yrle utle 

A. miliu * ule utle 

The masc. N pl. offered the only expressive form, which had 
the advantage of also being the masc. -fem. NA pl. of Adj. Class III; 
-t was generalised for the NA pl. of all genders. But again the 
substantival adjective retained its old declension, for a time at least, 

as in masc. A pl. fris[na] remeperthiu, Ml 69%4, neut. N pl. inna 
dorche, Ml 54%20. Similar patterns were applied to Adj. Classes III 
and IV, thus eliminating distinctively neuter forms from the plural 
flexion of attributive adjectives in favour of forms which were common 
to feminine and neuter in Adj. Class I and to all genders in the three 
other classes. It was predictable that the separate forms of the 
masc. N and A pl. would finally be eliminated in favour of the fem. 
-neut. form, though this revision was only beginning in the Old Irish 
period. 

It was now the turn of the nouns. Firstly, all non-neuter nouns 
with inherited homophony evolved an expressive N pl. form. The 
most obvious case is that of Class IV (type soilse), where the pro- 
cedures which had been applied to Adj. Class II (type wile) were 
used to provide a new NA pl. soi/st. Since a good many Class IV 
nouns are abstracts derived from Class II adjectives, it is ofter 
hard to say whether given plural forms are to be alloted to the noun 
or the adjective. Thus inna fudumnai in moro, Ml 8144, is taker 
by both Knott (Dictionary) and Thurneysen (Grammar) to be ar 
early example of the -2 form of the neut. NA pl. of the adjective 
fudumain, replacing an earlier fudumne, attested at Wb 5° 16, 8°6 
They may well be right, but it would be just as easy to take fudumna 
as the plural of the abstract fudwmnae; there is no great differenc 
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etween ‘deeps’ and ‘depths’. It will be remembered that it was 
1¢ similar ambiguity of the N pl. form sozlsi which gave rise in the 
ter language to two semantically differentiated nouns: solus 
a) light’ and soilse ‘brilliance’. It does not seem to have been 
cognised that this equivalence of the NA pl. of adjectives of Classes 
, III and IV with the NA pl. of the corresponding abstract nouns 
Class IV was extended to Class I adjectives which formed Class IV 
stracts ‘with palatal consonance arising from syncope’, to quote 
hurneysen’s definition of this category (Gramm. § 353). Such 
ljectives (type éasal) when used attributively form a NA pl. in -7 
ype warsit) for all genders; they have simply been remodelled on the 
attern of solus: soilst. Thurneysen misses the point when he attempts 
distinction between an ‘irregular’ plural ingainti and a ‘regular’ 
stract ingainte ; synchronically, the former is derived from the latter. 
Next, most neuter nouns with inherited homophony of NA sg. and 
A pl. evolve an alternative NA pl. form in -a h-. This must have 
ippened first with substantival adjectives of Class I which were not 
companied by an expressive article or adjective; compare with 
ie examples of imma olc ‘the evils’ quoted above the phrase nicon 
batar olca batis mou, Ml 100°r1, where the expressive plural form is 
quired in spite of plurality being marked doubly by verbal forms. 
was then extended to the corresponding nouns of Class I; while 

) statistics of the distribution of short and long forms exist, we 
ay take it that Thurneysen is correct in saying (Gramm. § 278) 
at the short form is most frequent when concord is marked by a 
ord in adjectival function, and that the long form is normal in other 
vironments. For the St Gall glosses Strachan states (ZCP IV 480) 
at, where the noun appears by itself, the long form is always used; 
. the other hand, he lists three examples of the long form with the 
ticle. But his one example with a numeral shows the short form. 
e know from the later history of the language that it was patterns 
the type tri chét ‘300’: inna céta ‘the hundreds’ which gave rise 
a modern Irish situation resembling that of modern Welsh, where 

e use of the singular after adjectival numerals constitutes an 
ception to the general rule that the plurality of nouns must be 
pressed by flexion. So we can distinguish for Class I neuter nouns 
e following stages: (i) NA sg. cenn N : NA pl. cenn L, with distinction 
ly by concord of adjectival; (ii) NA sg. cenn N; NA pl. cenn L or 
wma h-, with the short form used in concord with adjectivals and the 
yg form in all other environments; (iii) NA sg. cenn N: NA pl. 

wm L or cenna h-, with the short form used only after adjectival 

merals. Stage (i) is prehistoric and stage (ii) represents the normal 

d Irish situation, while stage (iii) was reached very soon in the 

ddle Irish period. 
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Returning to Old Irish, the expressive ending -a h- was extended 

to most other cases of homophony, notably neuters of Class VII (type 

dorus : doirsea). Whether an alternative déta to dét existed in the 

Old Irish period is doubtful; oenchldy a dét ‘his teeth are a single 

surface’, ZCP viii 196 § 23, is a clear example of the short form, 

but déta is attested from early Middle Irish. There do not seem to be 

any cases of the plural of the indeclinable nouns togu, etc., but the 

by-form togae shows assimilation to Class II. The neuter nouns of this 

class (type cride) are, as already noted, homophonous in NA sg. and 

NA pl. and they have not evolved expressive plural forms; they are 

still in the stage which we have noted as prehistoric for Class I neuters 

(type cenn). Why should they be the only class of nouns to have 

resisted a powerful movement towards the elimination of homophony? 

Perhaps -e was retained in the plural precisely because -e was an 

expressive neuter NA pl. ending in three declensional classes, Class VI 

(type muir : muire), Class XIII (type mag : maige) and Class I verbal 

derivatives in -ach (type étach : éaige). If -e was synchronically 

marked as a neuter plural ending, we can understand why the 
homophony soi/se : *soilse was eliminated in favour of the revision 
sotlse : soilst while the homophony cride : cride was allowed to remain 
as long as the ending remained distinctive in the shape [e]. There is 
support for this view in the penetration of the endings + and -a 
into the N pl. of Class VII (type mug : mogae, mogat, moga), where the 
nouns involved are masculines. Thurneysen’s suggestion that the 
form in -a arises from a shift in vocalism before enclitics (cf. a7 
pectha-ni) leaves the -2 unexplained except as an analogy with the 
plural of Class II, and conflicts with Strachan’s statement, Eviu i 

3 n. 1, that the change of final -e to -a in the Wiirzburg Glosses is 
‘very rare’ outside this declensional form, while Strachan’s own 
suggestion that the final -e here was ‘an opener sound that usual’ 
is a piece of speculation devised to account for the shift of -e to -a. 
The forms -robae and ~-ctalae establish firmly that -e is the expected 

development of earlier *-owe(s) and Cowgill’s attempt (in an as yet 
unpublished paper on absolute and conjunct verbal endings) to 
explain the ending of -bermait as *-moses on the parallel of mogat 
from *mogowes is another piece of ad hoc speculation. It is much 
more likely that a masc. N pl. in -e was felt to be anomalous; in the 
examples na tr recte, Wb 29°16, na sothe, Sg 64214, the neuter article 
has been triggered off by an ending synchronically allotted to the 
neuter plural. The ending -7 was clearly masculine, while -a occurred 
as the A pl. of masculine consonantal stems, as well as being the 
original NA pl. of Class III feminines; that is to say, it was not 
marked as a neuter ending in spite of its introduction into the neuter: 
of Class I. 
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Early Middle Irish shows the complete elimination of homophony in 
all the old neuters which in Old Irish had long and short NA pl. 
forms; either the long form becomes the only one (e.g. scéla, doirsea) 
or, with the loss of the neuter as a separate category, the masc. N pl. 
takes over (e.g. grdid beside grdda in SR, cinn beside cenna, passim). 
The short form survives only after numerals (not cenn, not ngrad) 
and only in a small number of nouns: secht ndoirsi (for earlier ndotrsea) 
is common in saga material but there are no examples of secht ndorus. 

With this shift so clearly established, it might be expected that 
the neuters of Class II (type cride) would also eliminate homophony. 
There were certain factors, however, which complicated the situation. 
It has been suggested above that their NA pl. in -e was identified as 
a neuter plural form; the phonetic shift at the beginning of the Middle 
Irish period which reduced all final unstressed short vowels to [a], 
together with the disappearance of the neuter as a separate category, 
deprived the -e of this status. But it simultaneously made it im- 
possible to follow the earlier procedure of providing expressive plurals 
by the borrowing of the -¢ or -7 of other declensional classes, since these 
had also become [9]. This process had indeed the effect of enormously 
increasing homophony, since the masculine of Class II (type N sg. 
céule: N pl. céi) lost their inherited expressive plural, and the 
feminines of Class IV (type N sg. sozdse: N pl. soilsi) lost the expressive 
plural which they had acquired some centuries before. A large new 
category of homophones appeared, having a general form ending in 
[9] for all cases except the D pl. in -(a)zb. 
The most obvious way to eliminate homophony would have been 

to generalise the highly expressive D pl. ending in the plural, or at 
least in the N pl.; although there are hints of such a procedure from 
Saltair na Rann up to the present day (see below p. 214), it has 
always remained marginal and need not concern us here. What 
was done was to take over an expressive ending which had survived 
the falling together of final short unstressed vowels; therefore, of 

necessity, from the consonantal stems. As far as our documentary 
evidence goes, the ending chosen was the unsyncopated A pl. of the 
Class IX nouns of Old Irish: comla : comlada and slige : sligeda 
provided the pattern for the new formations gilla : gillada and 
céile : céileda. (It is worth noting, in support of the view that the 
case system of Irish has been largely redundant from the Old Irish 
period onwards, that no attempt was made to introduce such forms 
as G sg. *gillad, or AD sg. *gillaid; this large class of nouns has been 
invariable in the singular from the end of the Old Irish period.) 

There are, however, some puzzling features. The first is that 

there is a considerable documentary gap between the time at which the 

new category of homophones came into existence and the time at 
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which the new plural ending is first attested. The dating of Saltair 

na Rann is still a matter of controversy, but we may simply note that, 

while the falling together of final unstressed short vowels had clearly 

taken place by the time of its composition, it contains no example 

of the spread of the new plural in -ada to the homophones. Nor are 

any examples available from texts which might with some confidence 

be dated to the eleventh century. On the other hand, there are plenty 

of examples quotable from twelfth century texts. Furthermore, 

although the tracts describing the classical norm list the homophones 

as permissible plurals (type croidhe), they invariably list the expressive 

plurals (type croidheadha) as well; since the details of the classical 

norm must have been worked out some time in the twelfth century, 

we are entitled to say that, in some dialect areas at least, all the 

Middle Irish homophones had developed expressive plurals in -adha. 

Indeed, we can go further, for in prose texts of the twelfth century 

we can see that the distribution of long and short plural forms is 

precisely the same as that which has been noted above for the 
survivals of the Class I neuters: short forms as permitted alternatives 

after adjectival numerals and long forms in all other positions. There 
are very few exceptions to this distributional rule in Acallam na 
Sendrach, in a case like bhaile irrabatar mu choiclt agus mu chomaltada, 

1489, it may have sufficed to inflect only the second of the nouns in 
the common collocation coicle agus comalia. But the grammatical 

tracts give only partial support to such a rule. They prescribe 

(Introduction § 18) that the ainm tseal tolraidh, the technical term 
for the homophonic plural, may be used after tri L, or the ainm ard 
tolraidh, the plural in -adha, after tri h-, but they do not tell us under 

what other circumstances the ainm iseal tolraidh may be used. A 
cursory examination of texts in ddan direach will show that it is in fact 
acceptable in all cases except after tvi h-; in a poem composed in the 
early seventeenth century we find the line atdid croidhe sonn ga 
sntomh ‘there are hearts here straining’, JBP 3.12, where only the 
concord of the verb marks crotdhe as a plural. When we remember 

that the short NA pl. of the Class I neuter nouns would not have 
been acceptable in such an environment in Old Irish, and that 
all forms of modern Irish have compulsory marking of the plural of the 
noun by flexion except after numerals, we are entitled to conclude 

that this use of the ainm tseal tolraidh was a mere literary device, and 
that the distribution suggested above was that which was current 
in Ireland in the twelfth century. 

On the other hand, the very existence of the term ainm iseal 
tolraidh for a homophonous plural suggests that the use of forms like 
bile, maide, wisge as general plurals was a feature familiar to those 
who constructed the norm. It is important to note that none of the 
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old Class I neuters which continued to exhibit short plurals in Middle 
Irish (not cenn, not ngrdd, etc.) is reckoned as having an ainm iseal 
tolraidh; atdid na croidhe . . . was permissible (even if a deliberate 
archaism), but atdid na *ceann was not and even the inherited tri 
cheann is, from the point of view of the tracts, an analogical formation 
(canamhain) like tri mharg. So it seems probable that, at the time 
of the falling together of final unstressed short vowels, there was a 
period when the cride class, with its plural patterns inna cride L, 
tri chride L, absorbed the masculine and feminine homophones of 
the type chéile and soilse and that there was a period of homophony 
before the introduction of the -eda ending which would correspond 
with the prehistoric stage (i) of the development of the Class I neuters 
in Old Irish. A second period, with a distribution crideda, but inna 
eride, tri chride, corresponding to the distribution of the long and 
short endings of the Class I neuters in Old Irish, then ensued ; this 
was the pattern which permitted the retention of croidhe as an ainm 
tseal tolraidh in classical verse. Finally, not later than the twelfth 
century; the distribution crideda, but tri chride, replicates the earlier 
cenna, but trt chenn. It was the large accession of the cride type 
nouns which extended the cenna: tri chenn pattern, and which opened 
up the way for the generalisation of the use of the singular after 
nouns in the dialects of Ireland. 

The latter reservation is of importance, for Eastern Gaelic shows 
no trace of such a process. The only survival of ivi L is in the bound 
forms Sc. G. ivi cheud, Manx three cheead, which preserve the OIr 

mutation; Sc. G. ti mile represents a revision of Olr téora mili 

without assimilation to the old neuter category, which is attested for 
Middle Irish by tv mile chedl, LU 2033 (Manx has lost the corres- 

ponding word). Only avery few words take a singular after numerals; 
as well as the inherited tri latha, three laa we find Sc. G. bliadhna ‘year’, 

ty? bliadhna but na bliadhnaichean against Manx blein, three bleeaney, 

but 2a bleeantyn, where comparison with modern Irish bliain, trt 

bliana, but na blianta suggests that the Sc.G. singular form bliadhna 
is secondary. There are a few other such words, but none of them 

belongs to the category of the Middle Irish homophones (type dle, 
matde, uisge); all the members of this category require the plural 
after numerals: tri bile(ach)an, etc. The obvious conclusion is that 
the process we have outlined for literary Irish, and for the dialects 
of Western Gaelic, never took place in Eastern Gaelic at all; the small 

category of words which took a short plural in late Old and early 

Middle Irish (tri chét, chenn, etc.) changed its membership somewhat 
but did not increase in size. The homophones were provided with 

new expressive endings from a very early time. 
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The difficulty here is that there is no trace in our literary sources 
or in Western Gaelic dialects of the Eastern ending -(a)n which 
corresponds to -adha as the plural marker of these nouns; Howells 
(Studia Celtica 6. 90-7) has convincingly argued that it is not to be 
derived from the Middle Irish anmanna type which, though 
productive in modern Irish dialects, is not applied to the nouns under 
discussion. His suggestion that it derives from English nouns with 
singular ending -e and plural -em would fit in well with the distribution; 
it was precisely the homophones with vocalic auslaut which needed a 
new expressive plural. On the other hand, his argument that ‘one 
need not wonder at this employment and spread of a termination of 
foreign origin’ (97) is a little too facile; all his other examples, except 
that of -s in modern Irish dialects, are suffixes of one kind or another, 

not part of the declensional system. And the use of -s in modern 
Irish as a plural marker is both very recent and very restricted; it 
arises from a state of bilingualism not easily imagined for Eastern 
Gaelic at the time required. 

The whole problem requires further investigation. It is quite 
clear that the neat picture of a general plural ending -adha for the 
homophones is inadequate. Strachan noted that one of them, 
buadle, had already acquired the corresponding syncopated ending of 
Class IX nouns in Middle Irish, and baile forms plural bailte in all 
modern dialects, with addition of -” in Sc.G. bailtean, Manx baljyn, 
but no such forms are recognised by the grammatical tracts (cf. 
bailit marked as faulty, IGT Decl. ex. 65). There is still much to do 
along the lines suggested by Strachan. 

Their application here has, however, proved fruitful. We have 
seen that a considerable number of flexional shifts already attested in 
Old Irish are directly due to the tendency to eliminate homophony. 
Of especial interest is the splitting of adjectival flexion into two types, 
attributive and substantival, with the latter maintaining the older 
flexion and the former innovating freely and completely eliminating 
distinctive neuter forms in the plural. Since there were no inherited 
distinctive neuter forms in the singular, this involved the elimination 
of the category in the whole flexion of the attributive adjective. 
Meanwhile, homophony was eliminated in the noun by procedures 
based on those adopted by the attributive adjectives; by the classical 
Old Irish period it was basically restricted to the type cride which is 
the last representative of two dying categories, that of the neuter and 
that of the homophonous plural. At this point Eastern and Western 
Gaelic show divergence of development. In Eastern Gaelic all cases 
of homophony were eliminated by the introduction of new expressive 
plural endings, the origins of which are not yet adequately explained; 
the only remnants of the old homophones are a handful of words in 
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which synchronically singular forms are used after numerals. In 
Western Gaelic the process was more gradual, insofar as the cride 
class was swollen by the access of the cézle and soilse class; the literary 
evidence suggests that these gradually adopted the expressive plural 
ending -eda, but that the elimination of the homophonous plural, 
except after numerals, did not take place until the twelfth century, 
and hence the norm of classical Modern Irish, which was elaborated 

at that time, preserved the homophonous plurals as permitted 
alternative forms. It is the prose texts of that period, buttressed 
by the evidence of the modern Irish dialects, which allow us to 
establish the real distribution. Since the homophonous plural was a 
permitted form after adjectival numerals in twelfth century Irish, 
and since the number of words with such plurals was large, the pattern 
was extended in Western Gaelic, being materially assisted by the 
shift from G pl. to N sg. of the form used after substantival numerals 
(fiche bean for fiche ban, noted as a fault in the grammatical tracts). 
Otherwise, however, homophony has been eliminated and both 
Eastern and Western Gaelic have reached the situation already 
attained by the neo-British languages many centuries before. 

DAVID GREENE 

Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies 



INFHILLEADH NA nAINMFHOCAL I 

nGAEILGE NA MUMHAN—DEARCADH 

STAIRIUIL 

Usdidtear na comharthai seo leanas chun tagairt a dhéanamh 

do na foinsi ar ar bunafodh an staidéar so: 

IGT Ivish Grammatical Tracts I ed. Bergin, leathanaigh 37-166. 

TBC Tdin Bé Cualnge (leagan Leabhar Laighean) in The Book 

R 

PB 

15 

18 

20 

of Leinster II ed. Best & O’Brien. 
Regimen na Sldinte. S. O Ceithearnaigh do chuir in 

eagar. 
Parliament na mBan ed. Brian O Cutv. 

Gaeilge na Rinne, Co. Phortldirge. Foirmeacha 6 
Shean Téibin, 73, Baile na nGall. Bhailios féin iad i 

rith an tsamhraidh 1973. 
Gaeilge Bhaile Mhic Céda, Co. Chorcai. Foirmeacha a 
d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner in Linguistic Atlas and Survey of 
Irish Dialects I, II. 

Gaeilge Chléire, Co. Chorcaf. Foirmeacha 6 Phadraig O 
Drisceoil, 84. Bhailfos féin iad i rith an tsamhraidh 1973. 
Gaeilge Iarmhuscraf, Co. Chorcai. Foirmeacha 6 Neil 
bean Ui Riorddin (“Neil Tam’’), 79, as Cuil Aodha. 
Bhailfos féin iad i rith an tsamhraidh 1973. 
Gaeilge [bh Rathach, Co. Chiarraf. Foirmeacha 6 
“¢’’ Sean O Conaill (1853-1931), Cillrialaigh. Foilsfodh i 

Leabhar Shedin I Chonail (S. O Duilearga a chuir in 
eagar) iad. 

“‘s’? Sean O Sé (1853-1934), Currach nanDamh. Foilsfodh 
i mBéaloideas 29 iad. 

“w’’ Foirmeacha a d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner in Linguistic 
Atlas and Survey of Irish Dialects I, II. 

Muna bhfuil aon deifir idir na foins{ éagsula so, ni luaitear 
ach 18. 
Gaeilge Dhtn Chaoin, Co. Chiarraf. Foirmeacha 6 
“@” Dénall O Gairbhia (“Dan Garvey”), 69, Ceathra an 

Fhirtéartaigh. 
“2” Lisa bean Uf Mhistéala (‘Lisa Sheosaimh”’), thart fé 

60, as Clochar. 

“p” Padraig Mac Gearailt (““Patsy Ghearaltaigh’’), 27, as 
an gCom. 
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Foirmeacha isea iad a bhailfos féin i rith an tsamhraidh 
1973. Muna bhfuil aon deifir idir na hudair éagsula so, 
ni luaitear ach 20. 

Gaeilge Chill Bheathach, Co. an Chldir. Foirmeacha a 
d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner in Linguistic Atlas and Survey of 
Inish Dialects I, II. 

Gaeilge Dhulainn, Co. an Chldir. Foirmeacha 6 
“s” Stiofan O Helaoire (1859-1944) a foilsiodh i 
mBéaloideas 12 : 139-164, I4 : 113-129 agus 28 : 21-49. 
“7p”? Foirmeacha a d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner in Linguistic 
"Ail and Survey of Irish Dialects I, a jk 

Muna bhfuil aon deifir idir an da fhoinse seo, ni luaitear 

ach 23. 

Gaeilge Bhaile Bhuiochain, Co. an Chlair. Foirmeacha 
a d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner in Linguistic Atlas and Survey 
of Irish Dialects I, II. 

Gaeilge Chois Fhairrge, Co. na Gaillimhe. Foirmeacha 
d’fhoilsigh Tomas de Bhaldraithe 1 nGaedlge Chovs 

Fhairrge—an deilbhiocht. 

Gaeilge Chdarna, Co. na Gaillimhe. Foirmeacha a 
d’fhoilsigh Arndt Wigger in Nominalformen 1m Conamara- 

Irischen. 
Gaeilge Iorruis, Co. Mhuigheo. Foirmeacha a d’fhoilsigh 

Eamonn Mhac an Fhailigh in The Irish of Evris, Co. Mayo. 

Gaeilge Theilinn, Co. Dhtn na nGall. Foirmeacha a 

d’fhoilsigh H. Wagner i nGaezlge Theilinn. 

0.1 Baintear usdid as na giorraithe seo leanas: 

quomyWen mam mo oe 

tuiseal ainmneach 
baininscneach 
tuiseal cuspdireach 
firinscneach 
tuiseal ginideach 
tuiseal gairmeach 
uimhir iolra 
tuiseal réamhfhoclach 
uimhir uatha 
bunriail 
foriail 
caolu ar an gconsan deireannach 

leathnu ar an gconsan deireannach 

athri ar ghuta deireannach an ainmfhocail 

(i. a > u, ea > io, éa > €0, o > u): 



202 ALAN MAC AN BHAIRD 

1.0 Ar an ndromchla is é an rud é infhilleadh an ainmfhocail sa 

Ded 

I.2 

Nua-Ghaeilge nd eangach chontrarthachtai foghrafocha a 

imrionn ar dheireadh an ainmfhocail. Feiniméan deilbhiochta 

isea €. Is minic a luaiti diochlaonadh an ainmfhocail sna 

teangthacha Indeorpach den tseanachéim (an Laidean agus an 

Ghréigis, abair) i gcompardid leis. Ach ni mar a chéile iad in 

aonchor 6 thaobh an structur doimhin de. 

Sa structur doimhin is é an rud ata againn sa Nua-Ghaeilge 

na dha eilimint: eilimint séimeantach éigeantach (an chon- 

trarthacht UATHA:IOLRA) agus. eilimint comhréire 

‘Gomarcach” (na tuisil). Nil an t-eilimint combhreéire 

‘“Gomarcach” sa Laidean agus sa Ghréigis—deireadh an 

Rémhanach pedes regis no regis pedes agus is é an rud a thugadh 

le tuiscint gur leis an ri na cosa agus ni leis na cosa an ri na 

an t-iarmhir ginideach + 7s. Ach i nGaeilge na Rinne, abair, 

déarfadh duine cosa an vi. Ni mar a chéile cosa an ri agus rt 

na gcosa. Is é an rud a fhreagrafonn don iarmhir ginideach 

+ is sa bhfras Laidne na ord na bhfocal. 

Ni rud nua ‘“‘iomarcacht”’ na dtuiseal sa Ghaeilge, dar nddigh. 

TA siad ‘‘iomarcach” 6 ré na Seana-Ghaeilge i leith. Ta an 
gairmeach “‘iomarcach” 6n uair narbh fhéidir gan “‘a’”’ a chur 
roimhe. Ta an cuspdireach “‘iomarcach” 6n uair narbh fhéidir 
éa chur roimh an ainmneach gan chomhartha fé leith (inti) a 
chur roimhe siid. Ta an ginideach “iomarcach’” 6n uair 
narbh fhéidir gan é a chur 1 ndiaidh ainmneach a riartha. 
Deineadh réamhfhoclach “‘iomarcach”’ den tabharthach nuair 
narbh fhéidir é a usdaid ach i ndiaidh réamhfhocail. Is é an 
t-aon ionadh na gur mhair infhilleadh na dtuiseal chomh fada 
san—agus go maireann a iarsmai fds. 

Do réir an chérais ata le fail in IGT, is iad na contrarthachtaf 

teoiriciula a fhaghtar in infhilleadh an ainmfhocail sa Nua- 
Ghaeilge chlasaiceach na: 

u.a. Useres oe u.g. a. 
Las Let i.c. ig. Li 

Ach, dar nddigh, ni fhaghtar riamh na contrarthachtai seo 

go léir in aon réim amhain. Na cinn ata marcalta * nf fhaghtar 
riamh leo féin iad (is ionann i.gr. agus i.c. i gcénaf; is ionann 
U.gr. agus u.c, agus u.a. de ghnath ach 

(I) mAs consan caol né guta caol deireadh u.g., is ionann u.gr. 
agus Ug. 
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(2) mas consan caol nd guta caol deireadh u.r. agus an t-ainm- 
fhocal i gceist firinscneach ilsiollach né baininscneach, 
is lonann u.c. agus wr.) 

Is é an rud a dhéanfaimid ag cur sfos ar an infhilleadh dhuinn 
na UATHA agus IOLRA a luadh agus ina dteanta san na 
foirmeacha (u.g. nd i.r., cuir i gcds) a dheineann contrarthacht 
don bhunuatha né don bhuniolra. Ni dhéanfar aon tagairt do 
u.c, mar ta sé imithe ar fad agus déanfar tagairt do u.gr. agus 
i.gr. mas ga. 

Ta meath notalta tagaithe ar chontrarthachtai an infhillte i 
gcanuinti na Mumhan agus sna cantinti eile leis. Ta an 
chontrarthacht i.a:i.c. imithe ar fad. Is beag ata fagtha den 
chontrarthacht IOLRA‘:i.g. — ta si imithe ar fad in I agus 22. 
Ta an chontrarthacht IOLRA:i.r. imithe ar fad ach amhain fo- 
jarsma in 11 15 18. Agus, cé go bhfuil sé soiléir gur mhair an 
chontrarthacht UATHA:u.r. go dti le firdhéanai i gcasanna 
airithe, ta si ag tuitim as a chéile ins gach aon ait—fiu amhain in 
Ir 15 18, na haiteanna is laidre ata si fds. 

D’fhéadfa a ra gurb iad na contrarthachtaf ata le fail 1 
bhfurmhér na n-ainmfhocail i gcantinti na Mumhan i lathair 
na huaire na: 

(1) UATHA:u.g.:IOLRA. 
(2) UATHA:IOLRA 

Agus fii amhdin an chontrarthacht UATHA:u.g., ta sf 

teoranta go leor toisc na husdidtear foirm an u.g. ach sa structur 

AINMFHOCAL 1 + ALT + AINMFHOCAL 2 

Seo anois cupla sampla as Dun Chaoin (20): 
t ldy na pdirce—ach i lar an phaire mhor 

bhi an madra rua ag mart na gé—ach bhi an madra rua 

ag mar an ghé bhan 

D’fhéadfaf a ra ina choinnibh sin go gcloistear foirmeacha 

mar fé bhun na Pdirce Méire né turas Cille Bige ach foirmeacha 

calcaithe isea iad so agus ni gheintear go spontaineach iad. 

Is é an tsli is soiléire chun infhilleadh na n-ainmfhocal a 

ldimhsedail n4 iad a roint ina n-aicmi do réir foirm fhoghrafoch 

an bhunuatha. TA ceithre cinn de na haicmi seo le fail: 

I. Ainmfhocail dar crfoch consan leathan. 

II. Ainmfhocail dar crioch consan caol. 

III. Ainmfhocail dar crioch 9. 

IV. Ainmfhocail dar crioch guta iomlan. 
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Pléifimid iad so i ndiaidh a chéile, ag tosnu leis an mbunriai 

agus na forialacha sa Nua-Ghaeilge chlasaiceach agus a n-oidhr 
i gcantinti na Mumhan agus ag leanuint orainn chun féachain 
ar na hainmfhocail a haistriodh go dti forialacha n6é aicmi eil 
agus ar na forialacha nua ata tagaithe chun cinn i gcanuinti nz 
Nua-Ghaeilge i gcoitinne agus i gcanuinti na Mumhan fé leith 

Baineadh amach bunrialacha agus forialacha na Nua-Ghaeilge 
clasaici as iomlan na ndiochlaontai ata le fail in IGT. Té 
liosta na gcomhfhreagarthachtai (bunrialacha nd forialacha 
ranna IGT) le fail san aguisin. Nuair a luaitear ainmfhoca! 
fé leith as IGT, afach, tugtar an roint as ar t6gadh é mar seo. 

teach (§ 31) 

AINMFHOCAIL DAR CRIOCH CONSAN LEATHAN 

Do réir IGT is { bunriail na n-ainmfhocal so na céras cuig 
contrarthachtat: 

[+ L] UATHA ig. colam (§ 11, § 12) 
[+L+o9] IOLRA colama 

[+ L + av’] ich; colamaibh 
[+ C] uw.g.f. ur.b. i.a.f. colaim 
[f+ C+ a] u.g.b. colaime 

An céras buntsach ata againn i gcantinti na Mumhan, nfl ann 
ach ceithre contrarthachtat: 

[+ L] UATHA ig. (nf 122) bd (20), adharc(20) 
[+L+oa] IOLRAb. adharca 
[+ C] u.g.f. ur.b. IOLRA f. bdid adhairc 
[+ C+ a] u.g.b. adhairce 

Chaithfi an ctigit ceann [+ L + oav’] a chur leis na cinn seo 
In II 15 18 chun freastal ar na cdsanna teoranta ina n-lsdidtear 
é. Seo cipla sampla: 

II na fir a bhi ar na bddaibh 
15 trt cinn do chapallaibh 
18 trt cinn do ghearrcachaibh 

Nior mhiste tagairt ghairid a dhéanamh d’fhoirm eisceachtuil 
ata cloistithe agam in 15 don i.gr.f.—a Shearaibh. 

Maidir leis an u.gr.b. ta foirm fé leith le fail i gcas ainmfhocail 
dirithe dar crioch [ax]. Féach: 

I a sheanachailligh 
15 a chailligh seachas a sheanachailleach 
18 a lénmheirdrigh 
20 a chailligh 
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Déanaimis comparaid le 86 a chailligh seachas a chailleach. 
Ta sé deacair ceist u.r.b. a réiteach go sdsuil, mar té meath 

tagaithe ar an gcontrarthacht so le firdhéanaf né ag teacht 
uirthi 6s ar gcémhair, mar adéarfa, agus da bhri sin ni féidir 
rialacha deimhne a chur ar bun chun gach aon chas a shasamh. 
D’fhéadfaimis a ra, afach, go bhfuil an chontrarthacht le fail 

an chuid is mé den am in II 15 18 23, uaireanta in 20 24 leis, 

ach go bhfuil si imithe beagnach ar fad in 1 22. Is é an rud is 
m6 a tharlaionn na go n-imfionn foirm u.r.b. Ach uaireanta 
is é an bunuatha a imionn agus nil fagtha ach foirm u.r.b. 
Sin é an rud a tharla in 1, cuir i gcds, sa bhfocal cros. Ta sé 

imithe ar fad 6n aicme seo da bharr agus is iad na contrar- 
thachtai ata againn anois na: 

crois UATHA:croise u.g.b. :crotseanna IOLRA 

Uaireanta eile fanann an t-iolra san aicme seo. Cuir i gcas: 

20 cois UATHA:coise u.g.b. :cosa IOLRA:cos i.g. 

Uaireanta eile aris ni thagann beirt chainteoir as an aon Ait 

le chéile: 

20d td an fhuinneog ar oscailt agus féach amach trid an 

bhfuinneog 
20p td an fhuinneoig ar oscailt agus féach amach trid an 

bhfuinneorg 

Foriail 1 do réir IGT: 

[+ L] UATHA ig. fear (§ 65) 

(+L + ov’] AS fearaibh 

[+ C] U.g. 1a. jv 

[+ U] Ci fior 

f+ U+9] 1c} i0va 

T4 an fhoriail seo tuitithe isteach sa bhunriail agus an t-aon 

jarsma amhdin até f4gtha, foirm chalcaithe isea é: cronn (2 

gcionn rl.) 

Foriail 2 do réir IGT: 

[+ L]} UATHA i.g. ctos (§ 95) 

[+L+a] IOLRA u.g. cosa 

[+L + ov] UE3 ctosaibh 

Is décha gur thainig an t-iarmhir -- anna isteach cufosach 

luath chun an iolra a scaruint én uatha. Gan dabht thainig sé 

isteach san aicme seo 6n aicme dar crioch consan caol, ait go 

raibh sé stairitil i bhfocail mar céim cévmeanna- Ni aithnionn 
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IGT a leithéid mar chéir—ach mar chanamhain (féach § 41 

go hairithe). Pé ar domhan é, ta foirmeacha mar lochannaibh 

srothannaibh le fail cheana in R. Is i an fhoriail ata againn 

anois i gcanuinti na Mumhan na: 

[+L UATHA ctos (15) 
[+L+ a] u.g. ctosa 
[+ L + ona] IOLRA ciosanna 

agus ghlac na canuinti eile (40-86) pairt sa bhforbairt chéanna. 
Is minic a imfonn an chontrarthacht UATHA:u.g. 1 bhfocail 

bhaininscneach dar crioch + acht. Cuir i gcas: 1 slat tascatr- 
eacht ach 15 slat tascaireachta. Ach nior tharla a leithéid ar 

an scala céanna is a tharla sé i gConnachta (féach 40 46 cios 
UATHA + u.g.). Rud a tharla afach: cailleadh an chon- 
trarthacht ghutai san iolra ach coimeadadh de ghnath san ug. é. 
Is amhlaidh a fhaghaimid foirmeacha mar 

I 11 15 wos UATHA:leasa u.g.:liosanna IOLRA 

Fé mar a thaispeanfar in 3.3 thios, ta fords mér tagaithe ar 
-+- anna mar chomhartha an iolra. 

Foriail 3 do réir IGT: 

[+ L] UATHA saltar (§ 185) 
[+ L + ox] WeoL eS saltrach 
[+ L + oxo] IOLRA saltracha 
[+ L + oxev’] i saltrachaibh 
[+ C] .t.b. saltair 

Nil fagtha den fhoriail seo i gcantinti na Mumhan ach an 
t-aon fhocal amhdin, go bhfuil na foirmeacha so leanas air 
in 20: 

srathar UATHA:srathrach u.g.:srathracha IOLRA 

Tabharfaimid fé ndeara, Afach, go bhfuil sé imithe én bpatrun 
so in I: 

srathar UATHA: ? ug. :svatharaionta IOLRA 
Biodh san mar ata, ta fords mér tagaithe ar + acha mar 
chomhartha an iolra, fé mar a chffimid in 3.5 thios. 

Foriail 4 do réir IGT: 

[+ L] UATHA ldithear (§ 162) 
[+ C] Gees laithir 
[+ C + ax] Ug. ig. ldithreach 
[+ C + oxo] IOLRA ldithreacha 
[+ C + oxev’] ir. ldithreachaibh 
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Nil aon iarsma den fhoriail seo fagtha i gcantint{ na Mumhan 
ach ta + eacha le fail mar chomhartha an iolra, go mérmhér 
sna hainmfhocail bhaininscneach ilsiollach den aicme seo a 
haistriodh go dti an aicme dar crioch consan caol (paidear 
maidean cur i gcas). Féach 3.5, 4.3 agus 5.2 thfos. 

Foriail 5 do réir IGT: 

[+ L] UATHA talamh (§ 19) 
[+ L + on] U.g. ig. talmhan 
[+ L + ana} IOLRA talmhana 
[+ L + onev’] We talmhanatbh 
[+L-+0n’] Lig ee ee talmhain 

Nil ach dha fhocal le fail go coitianta i gcanuinti na Mumhan 
a bhain leis an bhforiail seo sa Nua-Ghaeilge chlasaiceach agus is 
iad ata ann na breitheamh talamh. Maidir le brettheamh, ta sé 

dulta isteach sa bhunriail (I II 15 20 22). Cas fé leith isea talamh. 
Ta sé tuitithe isteach sa bhunriail fhirinscneach san uatha 
in 11 15 18 20, cé go bhfaghtar seanafhoirm an ghinidigh taobh 
le taobh leis an bhfoirm nua in 15 20. Ach san iolra is éa 
fhaghaimid na seanafhoirm an i.a. (talmhain > taluin) agus 
sineadh + # curtha léi. Seo iad na patruin ata againn: 

1 talamh UATHA: ¢alun u.g. :taluintt IOLRA 
15 20 talamh UATHA: tailimh talun u.g. :taldintt IOLRA 
11 18 talamh UATHA: tailimh u.g.: taluintt IOLRA 

Coimedadtar seanafhoirm an i.g. sa logainm Barr na dTaliun 

in 15. Ni mar a chéile cantinti na Mumhan agus na canuinti 

eile sa chas so. Feéach: 

40 46 tala UATHA: faltun(a) u.g.: taltat IOLRA 
86 taladh UATHA: talaidh u.g.: talta IOLRA 

Foriail 6 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+ L] UATHA Mairghréad (§ 156) 

TA na focail fhirinscneach a bhain leis an bhforiail seo dulta 

isteach sa bhunriail. Faghtar fo-fhocal baininscneach a 

leanann f: 

1 maighistreds UATHA. 

Foriail 7 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+ L] UATHA deathach (§ 37) 

[+L+o] we. deathcha 

[+ C] ur. deathaigh 
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Luann IGT dha ainmfhocal fhirinscneach sa bhforiail seo, 
sliabh (§ 66) agus gleann (§ 66). Bionn u.r. [+ C] né [+ U] ar 
gleann. 

Is é an fhoriail ata ar sliabh i gcanuinti na Mumhan agus sna 
canuinti eile na oidhre na forialach a bhi air sa tSeana-Ghaeilge: 

1-24 sliabh UATHA: sléibhe > slé u.g. (40-86 sliabh:slétbhe) 

Le meath an réamhfhoclaigh chuaigh gleann isteach i bhforiail 
2 maidir leis an uatha: 1-24 gleann UATHA:gleanna u.g. 

Ta formhdér na n-ainmfhocail bhaininscneach a bhain leis 
an bhforiail seo dulta isteach sa bhunriail (andl deathach > 
datach griosach ladhar sal) ach ta sé suimiuil na fuil andl datach 
baininscneach ach firinscneach anois in I. Fagann san olann 
svon tén, cé na luaitear an ceann deireannach in IGT. 

I gcas olann clofonn 11 15 leis an seanariail. Nil tuairisc le 
fail mar gheall ar u.r. in 22 23. TA ur. tar éis an bhunuatha a 
dhibirt in 7 agus ta an focal dulta isteach sa bhunriail in 1. 

Ir 15 olann UATHA: olla u.g.: olainn wr. 

22 23 olann UATHA: olla u.g. : ? wr. 
7 olainn UATHA: olla ug. 
I olann UATHA: olainne u.g. 

Ta ceist svén tén nios casta fés sna canuinti go léir: 

15 srén t6n UATHA: sréna tona u.g.: srdin téin wr. 
18 svén t6n UATHA: sr6n téna u.g.: srdin téin wer. 
20 srdin tin UATHA: srén ton ug. 
7 sroin UATHA: srénach u.g. 
22 24 sron UATHA: sréin u.r. 
40 srén tin UATHA: sréna srénach ténach u.g. 
46 srdn téin UATHA: sr6na toénach u.g. 
86 tdin UATHA: tona ug. 

Foriail 8 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+ L] UATHA glun (§ 44) 
[+ C+ 9] u.g.f. gluine 

Ta na focail a bhain leis an bhforiail seo dulta isteach sa 
bhunriail ach amhdin glin ata aistrithe go dti an aicme dar 
crioch consan caol le malairt inscne:. 

Foriail 9 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+L] UATHA teach (§ 31) 
[+ C] u.r.f. tigh toigh 
[+ C+ 9] u.g.f, tighe toighe 
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Is é teach an t-aon fhocal amhdain a bhain leis an bhforiail seo a 
infhilltear fés i gcanuinti na Mumhan agus is é an rud a tharla 
dh6é na gur dhibir u.r. an bunuatha: 

1-24 tgh UATHA: tighe > ti we. 

A mhalairt a tharla sna canuinti eile (40-86), ait ina bhfaghtar 
an chontrarthacht: 

teach UATHA: ti tod ug. 

2.10 Foriail 10 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+L] UATHA ogh (§ 30) 
[+C+ 0] U. giks uighe 

[+ U] UW.tehe ugh 

Is é ogh an t-aon ainmfhocal amhain a leanann an fhoriail seo 
in IGT. Ta sé dulta isteach sa bhunriail ins gach aon chantint 
ach amhain le malairt inscne i gcanuinti Chonnachta agus 
Uladh agus i dtuaisceart Chontae an Chlair i gCuige Mumhan 

(23 24). 

2.11 Foriail 11 do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [+ L+9] IOLRA eadartha (§ 49) 
[+ L + 26] ig. eadarthadh 
[+L+ ov’ be eadarthaibh 

Na focail a bhain leis an bhforiail seo, ainmeacha briathardha 

dar crioch + adh abea a bhformhor agus ta siad aistrithe go 

dti an aicme dar crioch 9. 

2.12 Foriail 12 do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [+ C]* ia.f. loingis (§ 53) 

[+C++9] IOLRA  loingse 

[+ C + 08]**, +[L] ig. loingseadh loingeas 

[+ C + ov] Be loingsibh 

Faghtar an chontrarthacht [+ C]* in § 23 § 173; ta si roghnach 

in §53 § 102 § 107; ni fhaghtar in § 30 § 31 § 44 § 46 § 48 § 55 § 101 

§ 1641. Ni fhaghtar an chontrarthacht [+ C + 28] in § 173. 

Maireann an fhoriail seo i gcanuinti na Mumhan sa bhfoirm: 

IOLRA [+C +2] IOLRA sluatste (20) 

Uaireanta faghtar ig. [+ L] — ubh banbh (11), cuir i gcas. 

Seo cupla sampla: 

béthar (§ 53) 1-20 23 bdithre (22 bdithrt le sineadh) 

capall (§ 173)22-24 catple (ar nds 40-86; ach 1-20 B) 

coinneal (§ 54) I 15-20 23 24 coinle 

fearsad (§ 54) 15 20 feirse 
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Sampla suimitil isea € seo toisc na féadfadh fesse 

teacht go direach én bhfoirm chlasaiceach fezrste 

ach 6 fhoirm gan mheititéis ata nfos sine (féach TBC 

8703 fertstb). 

fod (§ 88) 24—agus 40—fdide (ach 7 15-20 23—agus 

46—B) 
sluasad (§ 54) I-11 18 20 24 sluaiste (15 sluaisti le sineadh; 

22 sluaisatdt) 

ualach (§ 55) 1 11-22 24 ualai > ualaighe (ach 23 ualacha?) 

ogh (§ 30) I 11-20 ui > wighe (ach 22-24 uibheacha) 

D’imigh ainmfhocail eile isteach sa bhunriail agus d’aistrigh 

cuid eile go dti forialacha éagstila né go dti an aicme dar crioch 

consan caol (carrag litear). Fé mar a chifimid in 3.6 thios, ta 

cupla focal tagaithe isteach sa bhforiail seo as an mbunriail. 

2.13 Foriail 13 do réir IGT: is ionann an fhoriail seo agus an bhun- 

riail ach amhd4in go mbaintear an chontrarthacht [+ C] laf. 

di siid. Nil f4gtha den fhoriail seo i gcantinti na Mumhan 

ach amhain ubhall (§ 94): 

1-24 ull UATHA: will u.g.: lla IOLRA 

(ach 40-86 dlla UATHA: tllai IOLRA) 

2.14 Foriail 14 do réir IGT: 

[+ L] UATHA ab (§ 22) 
[+ L + 28] u.g. ig. abadh 

[+ L + 260] IOLRA abadha 

[+ L + o8av'] 5 ae abadhatbh 
[+ L +4 287] Gaia. abaiah 

Nil aon iarsma den fhoriail seo le fail i gcanuinti na Mumhan. 

2.15 Foriail 15 do réir IGT (§ 183): 

abhann UATHA weg. ig. aibhne IOLRA 
abha u.g. atbhneadh i.g. 
abhainn u.r. atbhnibh 1.x. 

2 Do réir na bhfianaisi ata againn 6 na canuinti agus 6 né 
logainmeacha, is é an bunstructur contrarthachtai a bhi a 

an bhfocal so i gcanuint{ na Mumhan go dti le déanai na: 

abha UATHA (féach an logainm 20 An Abha Bheag) 
abhann u.g. (ach féach an logainm 18 20 Baile na hAbha) 
abhainn u.t. 
atbhne IOLRA 
atbhnibh i.r. 
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Anois, afach, is é an peictitiir ata againn na: 
II-18 abha UATHA: abhann u.g.: abhainn u.r.: 
II atbhne 15 aibhni 18 aibhnte IOLRA 
I 7 20 22 abhainn UATHA: abhann ug.: 
20 aibhnie 22 abhainte x 7 abhainneacha IOLRA 

I gcompardid leis seo ta an scéal i bhfad Eireann nfos simpli in 
40-86: 

abhainn UATHA: 40-56 aibhne 86 abhanna U.g.: 
40-56 atbhneachtat 86 aibhneacha IOLRA. 

2.16 Foriail 16 do réir IGT (§ 177): 
arbhar UATHA arbhanna IOLRA 
arbha u.g. arbhann i.g. 

arbhannaibh i.r. 
Ta arr dulta isteach sa bhunriail san uatha ins gach aon 
chanuint. Maidir leis an iolra, is é 40 artivachai an t-aon fhoirm 
ata agam lasmuigh de chantiinti na Mumhan. Ach i gCuige 
Mumhan ta 1 15 aruintt. 

Chitear dom gurb é talamh (féach 2.5 thuas) fé ndeara an 
fhoirm seo. B’fhéidir gur mar seo leanas a thuit an rud amach: 

(I) talmhain i.a.: talmhana i.c. arbhanna IOLRA 
(2) taldin i.a.: taliéna i.c. arunna > arina IOLRA 
(3) taluin i.a.: taluna i.c. *aruin i.a.: aruna i.c. 
(4) taluin IOLRA *aruin IOLRA 
(5) taliintt IOLRA aruintt IOLRA 

2.17 Foriail 17 do réir IGT (§ 59): 

bean UATHA mnd u.g. IOLRA ban ig. 
mnaot UT. mnaivh ir. 

Is beag an deifir a thainig ar na contrarthachtai seo i gcantinttf 
na Mumhan. Ta mnaoi tuitithe ins gach aon dit ach 18s. 
22. Gan dabht ta mndibh imithe ach amhain in 11 15 18, 
cé go bhfuil fianais{f ann go n-usdidtear mar bhuniolra éi mBaile 
an Fhirtéaraigh i gCorca Dhuibhne. Nil sé ag na cainteoiri go 
rabhas ag obair leo in 20 (Dun Chaoin) ach go hdirithe. Ta 
ban imithe in I 22. 

2.18 Foriail 18 do réir IGT (§ 133): 

luch UATHA lochtha IOLRA 

lochadh u.g. lochthadh i.g. 
lochaidh w.r. 1.a. lochthatbh i.r. 

Ta luch dulta isteach sa bhunriail ins gach aon ait i gCuige 
Mumhan ach amhain san iolra in 7 11 18 20, ait ina bhfaghtar 
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luchaigh < lochaidh. In 15 faghtar luchaigh sa bhfras calcaithe 

ldn do luchaigh seachas an gnathiolra lucha. In 7 11 chuaigh 

an t-iolra so i bhfeidhm ar an bhfocal beach (§ 39) agus 1s 

amhlaidh ata an t-iolra beachaigh againn 6 na haiteanna san. 

Sa chomhthéacs so ta sé suimiuil féachaint ar an rud a thuit 

amach sna cantinti eile (40-56 ach go hdirithe). lIontu sud 

chuaigh lacha i bhfeidhm ar Juch meach < beach chun na 

hiolrai nua luchain meachain a gheinivint ar phatrin Jachain. 

Foriail 19 do réir IGT (§ 32): 

siur deivbhfiir UATHA seathvacha *deirbhfeathracha 

IOLRA 

seathar *deirbhfeathar u.g.i.g. seathrach *deirbhfeathrach i.g. 

*stair deirbhfiair u.r. *seathrachaibh *deirbhfeathrach- 

aibh ir. 

Nil sir le fail go coitianta i gcantinti na Mumhan. Ach ta 

driofur < deirbhfiur: 

I 15 20 driofiy UATHA: driféar u.g.: driféaracha IOLRA 
iz 18 driofur UATHA: driféar u.g.: drifir u.r.:, driféaracha 
IOLRA 

Lasmuigh de na focail gur dheineamair tagairt ddéibh in 2.0 
thuas (focail bhaininscneach a chuaigh isteach le déanai san 
aicme dar crioch consan caol, i bpairt né go hiomlan), ta focail 
eile ann, idir fhirinscneach agus bhaininscneach, a d’aistrigh 
go dti an aicme dar crioch consan caol i gcanuinti na Mumhan 
go léir agus, an chuid is mé dhiobh, sna cantinti eile chomh 
maith: 

FIRINSCNEACH glin > gliin tdilliur > tdillidir (ach 40-86 
tatlliur) teach > tigh 

BAININSCNEACH aimsear > aimsir carrag > carraig déarc > 
déivc gaineamh > gainimh gits > gitis gruag > 
gruaig Gaotdhealg > Gaolainn (1 Gaoilinn) litear 
> lettir maidean > maidin mong > muing 
muintear > muintiy reileag > reilig sneadh > 
sniah 

Caithimid a ra go bhfuil an prdiseas so le feiscint cheana in 
IGT, a ghlacann le dha fhoirm i roint chdsanna (leithéid 
obar obair). Tugann IGT dha fhoirm ar dha fhocal eile (cndmh 
§ 95 cndimh § 41; tragh § 38 § 39 trdigh § 41 § 42). Is décha gur 
deifir chanuna ata i gceist anso. Féachaimis ar oidhri na bhfocal 
so i gcantinti an lae inniu: 
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(I) cndmh: u.g. cndmha (§ 98) 1-22 cndmh:cndmha > cnd 
cndimh: u.g. cndmha (§ 41) 40-86 cndimh: cndmha 

(2) trdigh: u.g. trdgha (§ 42) I-II 18—22 tvdigh: tragha > tra 
56 trdigh [tra: j]:irdgha[tra:va] 
86 trdigh [tra: j]:trdgha > tra 

tvdgh: u.g. tragha (§ 30) 23 trad: tragha > tra 
40 46 tra: tragha [tra:v] 

Thainig dha fhocal eile isteach san aicme ddr crioch consan 
leathan i gcantinti na Mumhan ach d’fhanadar san aicme dar 
crioch consan caol sna cantinti eile. Is iad druim (§ 41 § 149) 
agus pézst (§ 43). 

As na contrarthachtai druim UATHA: droma u.g.: droma > 
dromanna IOLRA, dhein cantinti na Mumhan drom: droma: 
dromanna. Ach, dar ndéigh, ta druim le fail fés sa bhfoirm 
chalcaithe de dhruim (‘‘léim sé de dhruim an gheataigh’’) agus nf 
dromanna a fuaireas mar iolra ar an bhfocal in 11(Cléire) ach 
druimeanna. 

In ait na gcontrarthachtai pévst UATHA: péiste u.g.: IOLRA 
ta piast UATHA: péiste u.g.: péist u.r.: piasta IOLRA le fail i 
gcanuinti na Meimhan, lasmuigh de 22-24, ait go bhfaghtar 
péiste mar iolra. 

De bharr chaillitint dh agus gh leathan i ndeireadh focail, ta 
na hainmfhocail dar chrioch na consain sin dulta isteach in aicmi 
eile. Chuaigh na focail aonsiollach (biadh cneadh laogh sluagh 
4rl.) isteach san aicme dar criocha guta iomldn i gcanuinti na 
Nua-Ghaeilge go léir. Chuaigh na focail ilsiollach dar crioch 
+ adh isteach san aicme dar crioch ai gcanuinti na Mumhan 
agus deisceart Chonnachta (40 46). Ni mar sin ddibh i dtuais- 
ceart Chonnachta (56) na i gCuige Uladh(86), afach, aiteanna 
ina réalaitear + adh mar /u/ agus + aidh mar /2/. Chifimid in 
7.0 thios gurbh as na focail seo a d’fhas foriail nua don iolra 
i gcanuinti na Mumhan agus deisceart Chonnachta agus foriail 
nua don uatha in iarthar na Mumhan. 

Fé mar a durthas in 2.2 thuas, is é an patrin g:a:anna a 

fhreagrafonn i gcanuinti na Mumhan do F2 in IGT. Ach 
ta cupla focal ann a choimedad an t-airmhir --a@ san iolra: 

blath (§ 38) I blatha (ach 11 15 20 bldthanna) 
cndmh (§ 95) 7-20 cndmha > cnd (ach I 15 cndmhanna > 

cndnna agus 7 cndite) 

dion (§ 95) I 20 diona (ach 11 15 dtonta) 
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D’fhéadfaimis tri focail eile a chur leo san. Ta iolra + aibi 

orthu ag Dénall O Gairbhia(zod). I roint mhaith focail ti 
iolra ‘‘pearsanta”’ aige in + aibh nuair is é + a nod + acha 

bhionn ag cainteoirf eile (201 né 2o0p, abair). Is iad na focail na 

blas (§ 38 B né F2) . 20d blasaibh < *blasa 
bun (§ 72 F2) 20d bunaibh < *buna 
trian (§ 75 F1n6 F2i.) 20d treana treanaibh 

Ta + anna druidithe isteach mar chomhartha an iolra ina lar 
focail aonsiollach a leanann an bhunriail in IGT: 

(2) FIRINSCNEACH 

alt (§ 96) I5 22 alianna (ach I 20 B, 11 altat) 
bioran 15 brordnanna (ach 1 B) 
brobh 22 brobhanna (ach I 11 B) 
cds (§ 38) 20 cdsanna (ach I B) 
fiach (§ 64) 23 24 fiachanna (ach 20 B, 11 18 fiacha) 
gas (§ 96) II gasanna (ach I 15 18 20 B) 
leigheas It lergheasanna (ach 20 leighiseanna; R 

leighis) 
mac (§ 15) I macanna (ach 15 18 20 B; féach 40 mic 

macannat) 
seabhac ($17) 11-18 23 seabhacanna (ach 1 20 22 B; 

féach 86 seabhacannat) 
I roinnt fhocail, go mérmhér na cinn dar crioch [s],isé + eanna 
an t-iarmhir a usdidtear: 

amhas (§ 17) 15 amhatiseanna 
cliabh 18 20 cléibheanna (ach 22-24 B) 
cuas II 20 cuaiseanna 
tasc (§ 96) I éisceanna 
leigheas 20 leighiseanna (ach 11 leigheasanna; R 

leighis) 
rds (§ 96) I5 réiseanna 

(5) BAININSCNEACH 
bas (§ 39) 15 basanna (ach 1 B) 
cuach II cuachanna (ach 1 15 B) 
deoch (§ 165) III I5 20 22 24 deochanna (féach 40-56 

deochannat) 
deor (§ 39) II deoranna (ach 1 deoratocha 15 18 

deoracha 20d deoraibh) 
dias (§ 39) 15 léasanna (ach 1 22 23 B, 7 déasracha, 

II 18 20 léasacha) 
mias 15 miasanna (ach t 11 20 23 B) 
sceach 20 sceachanna (ach 1-18 23 B) 
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Ta + anna tagaithe isteach in ionad F 12 (féach 2.12 thuas) 
in deimheas (§ 53): 

I detmheasanna (ach 20 detmheasacha) 

Is iad na rialacha ata ar ¢aobh in IGT na (1) Bné F2 (firinscneach 
§ 38) agus (2) B(baininscneach § 39). B’fhéidir gurb é sin fé 
ndeara na deifireacha a chimid i gcantinti na Mumhan san iolra: 

I taotbh 11 15 taobhanna 20 taoibheanna (40 86 taobhannat) 

Ta cas méar suimitil go leor. Do réir IGT (§ 61) td sé 
firinscneach agus leanann sé Fr (féach 2.1) ach go bhfuil a.c. 
méava air—agus IOLRA méava 6 chanamhain. Ach ta sé 
baininscneach i gcantinti an lae inniu go léir, bunriail air san 
uatha agus forialacha éagsula air san iolra: 

I 7 11 18 métreanna 15 20 métreanta 22-24 méireacha 
(féach 40 46 métreachat 56 méarai 86 méara) 

Ta sé soiléir gur sineadh ar + eanna isea + eania agus, dar 
ndoigh, ta sé le fail i gclipla ainmfhocal eile sna haicmif eile 
(laetheanta otcheanta uaireanta—focal ama isea gach aon cheann 
acu san). Ach ni bhaintear aon usdid as, lasmuigh de na 

focail seo thuas, i gcantinti na Mumhan ach amhain in r (An 
Rinn). Chonaiceamair cheana 1 svatharatonta (in 2.3 thuas). 
Usdidtear mar shineadh ar iolra fo-fhocal a bhaineann le 
foriail 12 (féach 2.12. thuas) chomh maith: 

taidhreamh 1 taidhrimheanta > taidhrionta (ach II-20 
taidhrithe) 

tarbh 1 tuirbh né taraibheanta > tavatonta (ach 7 15 

18 20 tarai 11 taratocha 22 23 tuirbh) 

tévamh (§ 28) 
B no F2) 1 tévaimheanta > tératonta (ach 11 20 B, 15 

térat, 18 tératocha) 

Maidir le focail iasachta aonsiollach, ta roint mhaith diobh dulta 

isteach sa bhunriail (x 15 18 20 bloe 15 20 fore 411.) ach na cinn 

is déanaf a thainig isteach sa teanga, bionn iolra -+ anna orthu: 

fare (< fork) I farcanna 

frog I 11 fraganna 15 20 froganna 

hari I-20 23 harianna 

pub I 20 pubanna 

vabhnd (< round) 20 vabhndanna 

truc (< truck) 20 trucanna 

TA + acha agus + eacha (féach 2.4 agus 2.5 thuas) druidithe 

isteach mar chomhartha an iolra ina ldn focail aonsiollach agus 

ilsiollach go raibh an bhunriail orthu in IGT: 



216 ALAN MAC AN BHAIRD 

(2) FIRINSCNEACH 

anam (§ 17) I 15 20 anamacha 

braon 11-18 braonacha (ach 1 20 braonatocha; 

féach 40-56 braonachat) 

ceangal (§ 17) 1% 20 ceangalacha (ach 1 B) 

clar (§ 96) 1 11-20 cldvacha (féach 40 46 clarachat 

ach 56 clarthat) 

coinntoll 15 coinntollacha (ach 18 B; féach R 

cuinghill) 

giall 22-24 giallacha (ach I giallia; féach 40 

giallivachat) 

gtobal 15 giobalacha (féach 40 gioblachat) 

leathar 18 leatharacha (féach 40 leathrachat) 

mogall 18 mogallacha (ach I 11 20-24 B) 

scamall 18 scamallacha (ach I-15 20 B) 

tamall I 20 tamallacha (féach 20 tamallachat) 

(0) BAININSCNEACH 

andl (§ 140) 15 andlacha 
cleath (§ 39) 15 cleathacha 

craobh 18 craoibheacha > cratocha 20 craobh- 
acha > craocha (ach 15 craobhanna; 

féach 40 craobh(r)achat 86 craobhacha) 

deor (§ 39) 15 18 deoracha (ach 1 deoratocha 11 

deoranna 20d deoraibh; féach 40 deora 

deorachat) 
dias (§ 39) II 15 20 léasacha (ach I 22 23 B, 7 

déasracha, 15 léasanna) 
gearb 11 gearbacha (ach 1 15-20 B) 
inion I-24 inionacha 
ladhar (§ 37) tr 18 ladharacha (ach 1 B) 
leac (§ 158) II I5 20 22 leacacha (ach 1 B; féach 

40-56 leacrachat) 
meadar (§ 56) I 15-20 meadaracha 
préamh (§ 39) 15-20 24 préamhacha > préacha 7 11 

pnéamhacha > pnéacha 
punann (§ 12) 15 20 punannacha (ach I 7 24 B) 
speal I spealacha (ach 11-20 B, 23 24 spealta) 

Bhi foriail 12 (féach 2.12 thuas) i bhfeidhm ar deimheas gretdeal 
meitheal (§ 54) agus cuigeann (§ 55) in IGT. Bhi an bhunriail 
ar tobar (§ 17), afach, cé go bhfuil F 12 le fail air (tocpre) i 
mBeatha Bréanainn Cluana Fearta (Bethada Ndemh nEvenn 
ed. Plummer 76.4). Pé ar domhan é, ta na focail seo go léir 
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dulta isteach i réim na bhfocal dar iolra + (e)acha, i bpdirt 
no go hiomlan: 

15 cuigeannacha (ach 11 B) 
20 deimheasacha (ach 1 detmheasanna) 
18 greidealacha (ach 1B) 
15 18 meithealacha (ach 1 20 meithil) 
II-20 23 24 totbreacha (ach 1B) 

Tri chostlacht structuir né tri chostlacht shéimeantach né 
gan aon chuis réshoiléir, ta fo-fhocal tagaithe isteach in F 12 
(féach 2.12 thuas) as an mbunriail. Is iad: 

asal (§ II) 

vamhann (§ 12) 

carn 

dorn (§ 67) 

23 24 asaile (ach 1-22 B)—do réir capall 

(féach 2.12 thuas) 
I 7 18 rdinne (agus II rdinnte 15 rdinnt le 
sineadh) 18 vaimhne [rain’s] 22-24 
rvuimhne 22 [ri:n’a] 23 24 [rin’s] Bhi 
an chontrarthacht vamhann UATHA: 
vaimhne u.g. IOLRA le fail in 20 chomh 
maith go dti le déanai do réir na bhfoirm- 
eacha ata le fail sna scéalta. Ach is é 
an rud a tharla na gur_ braitheadh 
[raun] mar vanmn agus ni mar ramhann 
i dtreo go bhfuil an focal dulta isteach sa 

bhunriail: 

20 vann UATHA: ruinne u.g.: ranna 

IOLRA 
I Il carann:cairne 
I 11-20 23 dorvann:déirne (féach u.g. II 

15 doirinn I 18 20 23 duirinn) 

TA ceithre focail dar crioch [av] tagaithe isteach sa bhforiail seo. 

Is iad: 

banbh (§ 96) 

leanbh (§ 15, § 16) 

tarbh 

tévamh (§ 28) 

1-24 banaibhe > banat (ach 40 56 B; 

féach I 11-20 u.g. bainsbh) 

1-24 leanaibhe > leanat (ach 56 B, 86 

leanabat; I 11-20 u.g. linibh) 

7 15-20 tavaibhe > tarat 

ti taraibhe + acha > taratocha 

t tarvaibhe + anta > taratonta 

(ach 1 22 23 40-56 B; u.g. 7-20 tairibh 

1 22-24 tuirvibh) 

15 téraimhe > térat 

18 tévaimhe + acha > tératocha. 
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1 tévaimhe --+ anta > téraionta 

(ach 1 B; féach 40 46 téra:téraiochai 56 
toéradh :téraiochat) 

Ta sé deacair feiscint conas a thuit so amach. B’fhéidir gurbh 
iad na focail dar crioch + ach (éadach:éadaighe > éadai) a 
tharraig isteach sa bhforiail seo iad. 

Ta fo-fhocal firinscneach a leanann an bhunriail né Fi in IGT 
agus is é an t-iolra ata air i gcuid de chanuinti na Mumhan 
na + a (a.i. do réir IGT nd, b’fhéidir, i gcdsanna airithe an 

seana-iolra neodrach) né + azbh (i.r.): 

ceann (§ 65 Fr) I 15 ceanna 20 22 ceannatbh (seachas cinn) 
crann (§ 74 Fr) 11-18 cranna (seachas cruinn) 
fear (§ 65 Fr) I 7 20-23 fearaibh (seachas I 20 fir) 
lon dubh (§ 67 Fr) 15 lina du 
mtol I-24 miola 
peann (§ 65 Fr) 20d peannatbh 23 24 peanna 

Mas focail aonsiallach dar crioch [1] [n] [r] iad, is minic a 
chuirtear [t] (ach [h] i ndiaidh [r]) isteach roimh + a: 

béal I béalta (ach PB beoil) 
cuan (§ 96) I-11 18 20 cuanta (féach 40 46 cuanta 

46 56 cuantai PB i.r. cuantaibh) 
dion (§ 95 F2) II 15 dionta (ach 1 20 diona) 
geall (§ 65 Fr) I gealita 
gearan II 15 geardnta 
gleann (§ 66 F2 i.) I-20 23 24 gleannta 

(féach 40 46 gleannta 46 86 gleanntat 
TBC 12145 glenta) 

leabhar (§ 75 Fr) 18 20 leabhartha (ach x 11 15 B; 
féach 40 46 leabhartha 86 leabharthat) 

lion (§ 96) I-II 18-24 lionta (féach 40 46 86 
lionta) 

lon dubh (§ 67 Fr) I lunta du (ach 15 luna di) 
oigheann (§12aigheann) 11 15 20 oigheannta 
scéal ($61 Frné F2i.) 1 r1~24 scéalta (féach 40 46 scéalta 

46-86 scéaliat) 
seol (§ 75) I 11-24 seolta (féach 40 46 86 seolta 56 

seoltat) 
stol I II~20 23 stolta (féach 40 46 R siolta) 
Ta an [t] céanna curtha isteach roimh an iarmhir sna focail 
bhaininscneach so: 

bruidhean (§ 54 F12) I 15 20 bruionta 
pian I II-20 Pianta (féach PB piana 

pranta) ; 
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réal I réalia 
speal 23 24 spealta (ach 11-20 B) 
srian (§ 96 f.) I 20 23 24 srtanta (ach 15 srianacha; 

féach 40 86 srianta 56 srianachat 86 
svian(tr)acha) 

Agus ta fo-fhocal ddr crioch consan eile tagaithe isteach sa 
réim seo: 

clad I II-20 23 24 céadta (féach 40 céadta 
céada) 

gléas I gléasta (ach 15 gléiseanna) 

Sna focail seo leanas caolaftear an griipa [c + tf{h]: 

ban (§ 96) 15 batnte (ach 1 7 bdnta) 
cul (§ 39 b.) I cualte 
maor (§ 96) 23 24 maotrthe (ach 1 11-20 B; 

féach 40 maortha 56 maorthat) 
rém (§ 96) I-II 18-24 (rdinte 40 46 rdinte 40 86 

ronta 56 réntat) 
saor (§ 96) 23 24 saoirthe (ach I 15 20 B; féach 

40 46 saortha 86 saorthat) 

Ta [t] curtha isteach i ndiaidh [n] i gcupla focal a bhaineann le 
Her2: 

aonach (§ 55 F12) I II 15 20 aonaighe > aonat —> 
aontat (féach 40 46 aontat) 

domhnach § 55 F12) 18 20 domhnaighe > domhnait — 

domhntat 

Ta sraith bheag eile ann focail isea iad a bhi i bhforiail 12 
cheana no ata dulta isteach inti, agus ta [t’] nd [h’] curtha 
isteach iontu direach roimh [a] an iarmhir. Faghtar [t’] ma 
ta dha shiolla ar an iolra agus [h’] ma ta tri cinn air. 

cladach 20p 23 24 cladaighe — cladaighthe 
> cladaithe 

(féach 40-86 cladat) 
cloidheamh (§ 53 F 12) I 11-20 23 cloidhmhe —> cloidhmhte > 

cloidhte > cluite 

Ni mar a chéile do chantiinti na Mumhan agus do na cantinte 
eile sa bhfocal so. MDealrafonn sé gurb é an sean-iolra 
(*claidhmhe) bunts an uatha in 40-56 (claimhe) agus gurb as 
san ata iolrai nua déanta acu (40 claimhtiochat 46 claimheachat 
56 claimhi). Is é ata ag 86 na cloidhimh:cloidhimhtheacha. 
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currach I 20 curraighe —> curraighthe > 

curraithe 

domhnach (§ 55 F 12) 1x domhnaighe —> domhnaighthe > 

domhnaithe (ach féach 3.8 thuas) 

muileann . I 15 20 muilne > muille > muilte 

(15 muiltt) (ach 11 B; féach 40 muilte 

56 muiltt) 

portach 18 20 23 24 portaighe — portaighthe > 
portaithe (féach 40-86 poriat) 

sliabh 

Is iad na contrarthachtai a bhi ar an bhfocal so sa tSeana- 

Ghaeilge (ag fagaint u.r. i.g. agus ir. as an aireamh) na: 

sliab UATHA: sléibe IOLRA u.g. (féach Thurneysen 

OIG § 337) 
Ach do réir IGT (§ 66) is é an rud ata againn na: 

sliabh UATHA: shiabha IOLRA ug. 

Anois, ta sé rishoiléir né tagann foirmeacha chanuinti an 
lae inniu 6 fhoirmeacha IGT ach 6 oidhri fhoirmeacha na 

Seana-Ghaeilge: 

sliabh UATHA: slétbhe u.g.: sléibhe — sléibhte IOLRA. 

Mar sin, faghaimid sliabh:slé:sléite i gcanuinti na Mumhan gc 
léir agus sliabh:sléibhe:sléibhte (56 slétbhti) sna canuinti eile 
(40-86). 

tatdhreamh 11-20 tatdhrimhe — taidhrimhthe > taidhrith 
(ach 1 tatdhrionta) 

Chuaigh roint fhocail isteach i bhforialacha 3 nd 4 (iolr 
+ acha, + eacha). Ina dhiaidh san cuireadh [r] no [tr] ( 
ndiaidh [n]) isteach roimh an iarmhir. Nil a leithéid le fai 
in 11 18 20; sna haiteanna so is é [t] a cuireadh isteach i ndiaidl 
[n]. 

beann 20 binneacha —> binnteacha (ach 18 B; féach 5¢ 
é beanntrachat) 

bléan I 15 bléanacha — bléantracha 

20 bléineacha —> bléinteacha 

dias (§ 30) 7 déasacha -> déasracha (ach 11 18 20 léasacha 
féach 40 46 déasachat 56 diasachat) 

éan (§ 61) I éanacha —> éantracha (ach 23 24 86 éanach 
40-56 éanachat) 

nead ($65) 115 neadacha -> neadracha (ach 11 20 neadacha 
_ teach 40 56 neadrachai 86 neadracha) 
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splanc 

téad (§ 39) 

tonn 

I 7 22-24 shlancacha — splancracha (ach 11 18 
20 PB splancacha; féach 86 splancacha 40 
splancrachat) 
15 téadacha -> téadracha (ach 1 20 B; féach 40 

46 téadrachat) 
I 22 tonnacha — tonntracha 

18 20 tonnacha — tonntacha (féach 40 56 tonn- 
trachat) 

3.11 Ta an t-iarmhir + i/+ at bruite isteach san aicme seo mar 
chomhartha an iolra i gcasanna airithe, gan dabht 6 na hainm- 
fhocail dar crioch consan leathan agus 6 na cinn dar crioch a, 
aiteanna ina bhfuil sé mar iarmhir bunrialach do iolra na 
n-ainmfhocail ilsiollach. Faghtar sna casanna so leanas é: 

(2) FOCAIL DAR CRIOCH + AS. Faghtar + # leis anso in 
II-20. 

abhras (§ 11) 11-18 abhraisti 
dras 18 20 dratsti 
buatceas I buaicist 15 18 buatceasat 

cleamhnas (§ 38) 15 20 cleamhnaisti 
dualghas (§ 38) I 15 dualgaist 
fearas (§ 26) 20 fearaistt 
leathdoras t leathdoraisi 
saidhbhreas (§ 38) 15 satbhrisi 11 satbhristi 

(b) FOCAIL EAGSULA DAR CRIOCH [0 + ¢] 

— 

aifreann (§ 11) I aifrinnt 11 20 aifrinnti (ach 15 B) 

curam I ctvaimt 11 chirimt 15 curamat 

droichead (§ 11) 1 15 drotcheadai (ach 11 18 B) 

etreaball 11 eiveaballai (ach 1 15-20 B) 

galar (§ 17) 20 galairi (ach I 11 15 B) 

zoscad I 20 toscaidi (ach 11 B; féach 40 

zoscatdt) 

sluasad (§54) 22 sluasaidt (ach I-11 18 20 24 

sluaiste 15 sluatstt) 

snathad I IL 15 20 sndthardi 

turn 20 turnat 

urchar 11 ruchairt (ach I 15 B) 

FOCAIL DAR CR{OCH + UR. 

cast (§ 35, § 36) 1 castirt (ach II II 15 20 B) 

peilliur 20 peillivirt (ach 1 15 B) 
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(¢@) FOCAIL EAGSULA AONSIOLLACH NO ILSIOLLACH 

DAR CRIOCH [guta iomlan + c] 

—S 

alt (§ 96) 

amhran 

banrion 

cleath (§ 39) 

locht (§ 95) 
roth (§ 95) 
rua 

sruth (§ 72) 
sugan 

tocht 

FOCAIL IASACHTA 

bacus 

bascaod 

Blascaod 

bligeard 
bucaod 
caivréad 
captaon 

costas 

cuntas 
faisean 
gainéad 

(horrors) 
mdistreds 

(mangle) 
murlleat 

neomat 

paipéar 

parlus 
plaincéad 

11 altat (ach 15 22 (altanna 18 altatbh 
I 20 B) 
18w 22w amhrainit (ach I II 15 20 B) 
I 15 20 banrionai (ach féach 4o 
banrionachat) 
22 cleithi (ach 15 cleathacha) 
15 18 lochtat (ach féach 40 lochtannat) 

15 18 22 rothai (ach I 7 11 rothanna) 
I II-20 23 24 rudai (féach 40 46 
rudat) 
20 sruthai (ach I sruthanna) 
22w(a) sugdintt (ach I-20 23 24 
40-86 sugdin) 
11 tochtai (ach 15 tochtanna) 

ILSIOLLACH 

15 bacuist 

15-20 bascaodat 
20 Blascaodat 
II 15 bligeardat i bleaigeardat 
Ir 18 bucaodat 
I 15 cairétdt 

15-20 captaonai 
I II 15 costatst 

I II 15 cuntaisi 

Il faisinti 
18 gainéadai (ach I-II 20-23 B; 
I Il gainéan 23 gainéar) 
20 hararsai—plurale tantum 
I5 20 mdistredsat 1 maighistredsat 
20 mangalsai—plurale tantum 
I-20 muilleatat 
11-18 neomatat 
I5 20 paipéivi (.i. bruscar, seachas 
paipéiy nuachtain, doiciméidf) 
I 11 pdrliist 18 parlisat (ach 15 B) 
15 20 plaincéidi 

3.12 Faghtar an t-iolra in + atocha 

(a) In ait + acha i bhfocail aonsiollach in x 20; 
braon I 20 braonatocha (ach 11-18 braonacha 40-56 

braonachat) . 
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deor I deoratocha (ach 15 18 deoracha 40 deorachat 
deora) 

(6) Taobh le taobh leis an mbunriail in 20, i bhfocail aonsiollach 
dar foirm [c + guta gairid + nn,ll]: 

bonn 

crann 

poll 

20 bonnatocha seachas buinn 

20 crannatocha seachas cruinn 

20 pollaiocha seachas puill 

Ta fianaisi ann go gcloistear tonnatocha mar iolra ar tonn 
ach nil ach tonntacha ag na cainteoiri go rabhas ag obair 
leo i nDun Chaoin. 

3.13 Ta iarmhir an iolra + s tagaithe isteach 6n mBéarla i sraith 
fhocail dar crioch + ar. Focail iasachta isea iad go léir ach 
ceann amhain (slapar) : 

I 18 cangars pilears 
20 métars sapars (seachas sapair) slapars tractars : 

Agus féach 20 caratbheans. 

3.14 Iolrai ata leo féin: 

dealg (§ 44) 

éan (§ 61) 

gniomh (§ 95) 

long (§ 192) 

Ni thagann iolra an fhocail seo i gcantint{ an 
lae inniu 6n iolra a bhi air in IGT (detlge) ach 
6 fhoirm eile *deilgne, le sineadh + 7 nod 
+ eacha uaireanta: 

15 18c dilgne 1 dilgni 11 18s dilgneacha 
(féach 56 detlgnt) 

Faghtar iolra (én éanacha éantracha) ar an 
bhfocal so in I 11-20 23 24 ach usdidtear iolra 
na seana-chnuasainme éanlaith (§ 13) mar 
iolra air ins gach aon chantint beagnach: 

I 7 15-22 éanlaithe (x 7 [ialeoxe]; féach 4o 
46 86 éanlaith) . 

Chomh fada siar le Leabhar Laighean 
faghaimid iolra na cnuasainme guiomhradh 
a usaid taobh le taobh leis an ngnathiolra 
gntomha (TBC 8298 macgnimrada 8283 gnima). 
Agus is iad oidhri gniomhradha a dheineann 
gn6o an iolra inniu: 15 20 gniomhartha <_ 
gntortha (féach 40 86 gniomharthat) . 
TA an chnuasainm loingeas (§ 53) dulta 
isteach mar iolra in 18 22 loingeas 24 loingis 
(féach 56 loingis) 
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poe (§ 57 boc) TA an bhunriail ar an bhfocal so in I II 15 

20 ach, seachas puic, ta pocrai le fail in 15 sa 
bhfochiall ‘‘daoine mor le ra’’. 

4-5: AINMFHOCAIL DAR CRIOCH CONSAN CAOL 

4.0 Do réir IGT is { bunriail na n-ainmfhocal so na céras ceithre 

contrarthachtai: 

[+ C] UATHA cldirseoir (§ 50), trutd (§ 14) 
[+ C+ a] IOLRA u.g.b. cldirseotre, truide 

[+ C + 26] ig. cldirseotreadh, truideadh 

[+ C + ov’] it cldirseoir1bh, truidibh 

Ta athru tagaithe ar an scéal i gcanuinti na Mumhan agus sna 
canuinti eile. Sa chéad dul sios, maidir leis an structur, ta 

contrarthacht u.g.b.: IOLRA tagaithe isteach agus cailleadh 
ar fad an chontrarthacht IOLRA: i.g. Gan dabht ta Lr. 
imithe ar fad ach amhdain cupla sampla 6 18c (in diteannaibh 
dirtthe, an ddréag do bhuachaillibh ébga, dha phint prdis do 
phinginnibh). Ina dhiaidh san ta dha bhunriail chomhlantach 
le fail—ceann do na focail aonsiollach agus ceann eile do na 
focail ilsiollach: 

(1) [+ C] UATHA matts (15), betlt (x1) 
[+C-+ a] u.g.b. betlte 

[+ C + ona] IOLRA mattseanna, betlieanna 

Ta an bhunriail chéanna le fail sna canuintf eile (ach amhain 
40-86 + eannai in ait + eanna). Gan dabht b’é tosnti na 
bunrialach focail ar nds céim (§ 45 i. céime — ach i véarsa 
1256 i.g. cétmeann), go raibh iolra + eanna “‘céir do réir staire”’ 
orthu. 

Ta focail iasachta aonsiollach dulta isteach sa bhunriail 
agus ag dul isteach inti fds: 

belt I 11-18 beilteanna 

cléit 20 cléitteanna 
leaid II 20 leaideanna (ach 15 leads) 
mats I 15 20 mattseanna 
seaire 20 seairceanna 

(2) [+ C] UATHA uncatl (20), aimsir (I) 
[+C+9] u.g.b. aimsire 
[+ C + i:] IOLRA uncaili, atmsirt 

Nil an bhunriail chéanna le fail sna canuinti eile. Iontu san 
bionn iolra + ¢ ar na focail fhirinscneach ambhdin agus 
+ eachai (86 + eacha) ar na focail bhaininscneach. Nil sé 
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fuirist mini a thabhairt ar conas a thdainig + 7 i bhfeidhm 
mar chomhartha an iolra san aicme seo. Ni fhéadfai ach buille 
fé thuairim a dhéanamh. Nuair a bhi an chontrdrthacht 
[o] UATHA: [i:] IOLRA dulta i bhfeidhm mar bhunriail ar na 
hainmfhocail ddr crioch 9, b’fhéidir gur tosnaiodh ar “‘iolra 
dubalta” a dhéanamh d’iolraf in + e agus an sineadh + ia 
chur leo. Sa chads so b’fhit compardid a dhéanamh leis na 
hiolrai sinte ar nés 15 muilté gaibhnt < muilte gaibhne agus mar 
sin. Ar an dtaobh eile, b’fhéidir go raibh tionchar ag focail 
mar sochratde (§ 3) ata tagaithe isteach san aicme seo i gcanuinti 
na Mumhan (lasmuigh de 23 24) mar sochraid:sochraide: 
sochraidi. 
Ta focail iasachta ilsiollach dulta isteach sa bhunriail agus ag 
dul isteach inti fos: 

15 20 badhsaicil:badhsaicili 

18 20 buatats :buataise :buataist 
I 15 cdtpéts :cdipéise :cdipéist 
I cattids :caitidst (< cottage) 
I 15 20 uncail:uncaili 

I 15 20 verdhlin:verdhlinit 

Foriail x do réir IGT: 

[+ C] UATHA trdigh (§ 41), gamhain 

(§ 34) 
[+ L], [+ L + 28]* ig. tragh gamhnadh 
[f+L+9] IOLRA ug. = tragha gamhna 

[+L+ ev] ir traghatbh gamhnaibh 
Ta [+ L + 08]* le fail in ait [+ L] in § 34 agus § 189. 

Maireann an fhoriail seo san uatha mar fhoriail éigeantach ar 
ainmfhocail fhirinscneach dar crioch [guta fada + r’]: 

jigheadotr (§ 50) I 15 20 ug. fioddra 
baidhléir Il u.g. batdhléara (< boiler) 

Na focail eile a leanann an fhoriail seo in IGT, ta cuid diobh 

dulta isteach sa bhunriail (cetst luaith snaidhm) nd 1 bhforialacha 
eile (cordin inneoin). Ta fiacarl (§ 10) dulta isteach sa bhunriail 
san uatha ach an seana-iolra air fds: 

I 7 20 22 fiacail UATHA: fiacaile u.g.: fiacla IOLRA 

Ach in 11-18 ta sé dulta isteach i mbunriail an aicme dar 

crioch consan leathan: 

11-18 fiacal UATHA i.g.: fiacaile u.g.: fiacail u.r.: fiacla 
A 
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Is é an t-aon fhocal amhdin a leanann an fhoriail seo san iolra 

na: 

gamhain (§ 34) I-24 gamhna 

Na focail eile, nil aon iolra ar chuid diobh (1-24 feotl 1 11-24 

fuil t 11 22 mil 1-24 moin I-11 18-24 muir 7-18 Samhain zy 

15 18 luachair 7 fearthainn) agus na cinn eile, ta iolrai éagsula 

orthu: 

bliain (§ 10) 1-24 u.g. bliana:IOLRA blianta (ach bliana 

le huimhreacha) 

cliamhain (§ 34) 11 u.g. cleamhna:IOLRA cleamhnatthe 

15 20 u.g. B:IOLRA cleamhnaithe 

tug. B:IOLRA chiamhania 

greim (§ 41) I II 15 20 u.g. greama:IOLRA greamanna 

(féach IGT véarsa 1142 greamanna) 

buachaill (§ 111) 1 11-20 u.g. buachalla:IOLRA B 

TA dha fhocal tagaithe isteach i bpdirt sa bhforiail seo san 

uatha. Is iad: 

cdisc (§ 97 F6) I 7 18 u.g. cdsca (ach 22-24 cdsc) 
mdistir (§ 33 Bné F3) 22 u.g. maighisteara (ach I 15 20 B) 

Foriail 2 do réir IGT: 

[+ C] UATHA cairt (§ 186), cldirseotr (§ 50) 
[+ L + ox)] U.g. ig. cartach cldirseorach 
[+ L + oxa] IOLRA cartacha clatrseorcha 
[+ L + oxev’] it. cartachaibh cldirseorchaibh 
[+ L + oy'] ia.f. u.r.b.* cartaigh cldirseoracigh 

Ta an chontrarthacht u.r.b.* le fail in § 186 § 193; tasf roghnach 
in § 120 § 151; nil si le failin § 161. 

Maireann an fhoriail seo i gcanuinti na Mumhan ach ainm- 
fhocail bhaininscneach amhain a leanann i. Nil ann ach céras 
tri contrarthachtait: 

[+ C] UATHA ldir (x1) 
[+ L + ox] ug. ldrach 
[+ L + axa] IOLRA lavacha 

Seachas na focail a leanann an fhoriail seo in IGT (1 18 cathat 
I 15-20 23 24 easaiy I-20 24 eochairy I II 15 20 lasair), ta fo. 
fhocal tagaithe isteach 6n mbunriail (1 18 20 stir 1 7 18-2: 
ughaim) agus go mérmhér 6 Fi (1 cabhair 1 20 gabhdil 1 11-26 
inneoin I II 15 meabhair 1 mallmhuir). Agus caithimid ar 
focal iasachta (20 rdsutr) a chur leo. 
Ar an dtaobh eile, ni mar sin do clais agus cairt (§ 186). D 
réir IGT is é a bhi orthu sud na an bhunriail né an fhoriai 
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seo agus ta an éiginnteacht chéanna le feiscint i gcantint{i na 
Mumhan: 

(I) San uatha té an bhunriail i bhfeidhm (1 11-20 clais 1 15 
20 catrt) 

(2) San iolra faghaimid 

clais 15 claiseanna (B) 11 18 20 claiseacha 1 22 24 clasa. 
Ta IGT clascha imithe ar fad lasmuigh den 
chanamhain air claschanna atd laistiar de 40 
clascannat. 

cairt I 7 catrteanna(B) 1 18 20 cartacha (F2) 

Foriail 3 do réir IGT: 

[+ C] UATHA — erithir (§ 163), maighistir (§ 33) 
[+ C + ox] Ue Le. crithreach maighistreach 
[+ C + oxo] IOLRA crithreacha maighistreacha 
[+ C + oxev’] Lr. crithreachaibh maighistreachaibh 

Maireann an fhoriail seo 1 gcanuinti na Mumhan ach, lasmuigh 
de athair (1-24) driothdir (1-22) téithin (x1) a leanann san iolra 
{, ni bhionn si ach ar ainmfhocail bhaininscneach. Nil ann ach 
coras tri contrarthachtai: 

[+ C] UATHA feirm (x) 
[+ C + ox] u.g. feirmeach 
[+ C + oxo] IOLRA feirmeacha 

Is beag ata fagtha de na focail a leanann an fhoriail seo in IGT: 

athair (§ 32) 1-24 atthreacha (ach uatha F6 thios) 
mathair (§ 32) I-20 mdithreacha (ach uatha F6 thios) 
lathair (§ 163) 20 Idithreacha 

Ach ta fo-fhocal tagaithe isteach 6n mbunriail né 6 bhunriail 
an aicme dar crioch consan leathan: 

cordin (§ 42) 7 18 u.g. croimneach 
Ir u.g. crdinneach: IOLRA croéinneacha 

créinntocha 

glun (§ 44) > gluin I u.g. ghiineach (ach 7-20 24 B; féach 
40 46 glunach) 

litear (§ 54) — lestir I, II 15 420,..0.¢.5-lestreachs, JOLRA 

lettreacha 

paidear (§ 54) > paidir 1 11-20 ug. pardreach: IOLRA paid- 

reacha 

prainn I u.g. prdinneach 

spéir (§ 14) 18 20 22 u.g. spéireach 

tir (§ 45) 1 7 18 u.g. téiveach (ach 11 15 B) 
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Agus fii amhdin cupla focal iasachta: 

feirm I 11-20 u.g. feirmeach: IOLRA feirm- 

eacha 

trucatl 18 20 wg. trucatileach (ach I 11 15 22 B) 

I‘r15 20 IOLRA trucaileacha (ach I 11 

18 22 B) 

Chifimfd in 5.2 thios go bhfuil fords mér tagaithe ar + eacha 

mar chomhartha an iolra do fhocail bhaininscneach, go 

mérmhér nuair is é [.... + 9 + c’] an structur ata orthu. 

4.4 Foriail 4 do réir IGT: 

[+ C] UATHA _ ftroigh (§ 191), moim 

(§ 201) 
[+ C + 08], [+ L + 08]* we troigheadh ménadh — 

(+ C + 28],[+ L + 08]* wer. troightdh ménatdh 
[f+C+0'9] IOLRA troighthe mointe 
[+ C + 6@'26] ig. troightheadh 

méointeadh 

[+C+ 0’ oav’] i.Es troighthibh méintibh 

Na focail go bhfuil a ngutha fada (aonsiollach iad go léir). 
leanann siad Fr thuas seachas an fhoriail seo agus bionn na 
foirmeacha leathana* orthu. 

Maidir leis an uatha, ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad ach 

amhain i gcanuinti thuaisceart Chonnachta agus Uladh. Ina 
hait is é a fhaghaimid na: 

(a) B_ coill (§ x91) I-22 40-56 u.g. coille (ach 86 cotlleadh) 
getr (§ Ig) I 15-20 geive (ach 86 gearach) 

(b) Fr méin (§ 201) I-24 40 46 ména (ach 56 86 médnadh) 

(c) F4 crdin (§ 201) 1 II-20 24 40 46 crdnach 
ldir (§ 201) I 11-24 40 56 larach 

Maireann an fhoriail san iolra sna cdsanna so leanas: 

coill (§ 191) I II~22 40 cozlite (ach le sineadh 7 
cotllteacha 46 coilltt) 

tdin (§ 201) 20 tdinte—plurale tantum 
troigh (§ 191) I-24 46 56 troighthe > troithe 

agus, le leathnu an chonsain, in: 

crdin (§ 201) 1-22 crdnta (ach 23 crdinte 24 crdntacha; 
féach 40-56 crdntachat 40 crdntrachat) 

cluain (§ 201) 20 logainm Cluanta Du 

agus, le sineadh + acha, in 

froigh ($191) 15 20 froightheacha > frathacha— 
plurale tantum 



4.5 

4.6 

INFHILLEADH NA nAINMFHOCAL 229 

lair (§ 201) I 11-24 ldrthacha > léracha (féach 40 
46 lavachat) 

Ta iolra na forialach so dulta i bhfeidhm ar fhocail airithe 
(aonsiollach, baininscneach — ach dha shampla fhirinscneach) a 
bhain leis an mbunriail nd le forialacha eile in IGT. Is minic 
a chuirtear sineadh + acha leis: 

cliamhatin (§ 34) I cliamhanta > clianta (ach 11 15 20 
> cleamhnatthe) 

cruimh (§ 14) I 7 20 cnuimhtheacha > cnathacha 
cuing (§ 14) I 20d cuingtheacha (ach 2op B, 7 1 15 

cuingeacha) 
ding I 18 20 dingtheacha 11 deangthacha 

(ach 7 15 dingeacha 22 24 dingthreacha) 
faill 22-24 atllte 11 18 20 faillteacha (ach 1 

7 15 fatlltreacha) 
slinn I slingtheacha (ach féach 40 46 sleann- 

trachai 86 sleanntracha ) 
staal I 7 15 statlteacha (ach 11 stailiocha 22 

24 staltracha 23 stalacha 20 B) 
teach (§ 31) > tigh I-20 24 tighthe > tithe (ach 22 23 

titheanna; féach 86 toithe) 
tir (§ 45) I ttortha 7 ttorthacha 20d tiortha — 

tiorthaibh (féach 46 86 PB tiortha 56 
tiorthat) 

trdigh (§ 42) I 7 20d traite (ach 11 201 B; féach 86 
trdite) 

Foriail 5 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+ C] UATHA gruatdh (§ 45) 
f+ C+ a] u.g.f. gruaidhe 

Leanann dha ainmfhocal fhirinscneach an fhoriail seo i gcantinti 
na Mumhan. Ceann diobh, nil sé le fail in IGT agus an ceann 
eile, ta sé tagaithe isteach 6n aicme dar crioch consan leathan: 

1m I-24 40-56 u.g. me (ach féach I an 
t-1m:na hime) 

teach (§ 31) > tugh 1-24 tighe > ti 

Foriail 6 do réir IGT: 

UATHA [+ C] UATHA athair (§ 32) 
[+ L] u.g. athar 

Leanann athaiy agus mdthair an fhoriail seo fés ins gach aon 

dit i gCuige Mumhan. Leanann driothdir i in 1-22 ach 
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ta u.g. driothdra le {Ail in 23 24. Maidir le cdtse (§ 97), 
coimeadann 22-24 u.g. cdsc ach ta an focal dulta isteach in 
Fru.pa.cadscaun 1,7. 18 20, 
Ta cupla focal tagaithe isteach inti: 

cistin " 15-20 u.g. cistean 
nollaig I-24 40 56 u.g. nollag 
samhain (§ 10 Fr) 20-24 u.g. samhan (ach 7~18 samhna) 

Foriail 7 do réir IGT: leanann an fhoriail seo an bhunriail 
fhirinscneach ach amhain gurb i foirmi.a. [+ C]. Ta sf imithe 
ar fad as na canuinti. 

Foriail 8 do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [+C+o9] IOLRA stile (§ 92) 
[+ C + ov’] rie. suilibh 
[+ L] ig. sul 

Ta suzl sa bhforiail seo fés agus ta gliin (§ 44) > gliin tagaithe 
isteach ina theanta: 

[+ C+ a] IOLRA I-24 40 86 stile (56 
stilt) 
I-23 40 86 gliuine (56 
gluint) 

[+ L} ig: 7-24 40 56 86 sul 7-20 
86 glun 

Foriail 9 do réir IGT: dairghe IOLRA:dairgheadh darach i.g.: 
dawrghibh ir. (§ 193)—agus mar an gcéanna fail sail soil. TA 
an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad. 

Ta fo-fhocal ann a chlofonn leis an seanabhunriail (i. IOLRA 

tie Cet ol). 
airad I5 20 atrde (ach I arda) 
brathatr (§ 32) I 11 18 20 brdithre (féach 86 brdithre 56 

braithri) 
cruimh (§ 14) I1-20 cnuimhe > cnut (ach 1 7 20d 

cnathacha 22-24 cnutocha) 
sneadh —> snidh 7-15 snidhe > snt (ach 18-24 sneadha > 

sned I snidh > snig B; féach 40 sneadh > 
snea:sneadh > sned) 

Ta an bhunriail ar pingin sciling seachtain uatr (ach waireanna 
uarveanta) ach amhain leanann siad an fhoriail seo nuair a 
bhionn uimhir ina dteanta. 
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5.1 Ta roint fhocail leo féin maidir leis an iolra: 

cin 

coiscéim 

culaith 

feaig 
leaid 

luibh (§ 14) 

-namha (§ 96) > namhaid 
static 

uatr (§ 14) 

I 15 23 cint 20 22 cinios (ionann is 
da mbeadh sé ilsiollach—rud is 
fior dhé go stairitiil: < cighin) 
I5 20 cotscéimeanna (ach I B; 
leanann cotscéim céim in 15 20) 
Ir clutthiocha (6  cluitheacha 
b’théidir; féach cordin in 4.3) 
20p feags (iolra Béarla) 
15 leads (iolra Béarla ach féach 11 
20 leaideanna) 
Ta an bhunriail nua luibheanna le 
fail ar an bhfocal so in R PB agus 
faghtar in 20 {. Ach sintear le 
-++ acha in 11-18 f: 

11-18 luibheannacha > luionnacha 
20d namhaidibh (ach 15 B) 
II staict (ach 1 15 B, 20 statceacha) 
Gan dabht bhi an bhunriail nua 
uaiveanna i bhfeidhm ar an bhfocal 
so am éigin. Ach ta + eanta dulta 
isteach in ait + eanna sna can- 

tint{ go léir: 
I-20 24 uaireanta (féach 40-56 
uatreantai) Féach a bhfuil raite 
in 3.3. thuas fé méar. 

Fé mar a durthas in 4.3 thuas, ta + eacha bruite isteach mar 

chomhartha an iolra ina lan focail bhaininscneach: 

ainm (§ 41) 

dit 

ceirt (§ 14) 

cistin 

cruimh (§ 14) 

cuing (§ 14) 

culaith 

féith 

fuithin 

I II I5 20 ainmeacha (féach 40 
46 ainmneachat 56 ainmeachat 86 
ainmneacha) 
24 diteacha (ach 1-23 B; féach 
40-56 diteachat 86 diteacha) 
15 18 ceirteacha 
15 20 cistineacha (ach 1 11 B) 
22-24. cnuimheacha > cnutocha 
(ach 11-20 cnut 1 7 20d cnathacha) 
47-15 cuingeacha (ach 20p B, 1 20d 
cuingtheacha) 
18 cluitheacha 
I 7 15 22 23 feitheacha (ach 18 20 B) 
20 fuithineacha (ach x fuithinit) 
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maidean (§ 54) > maidin 1 18 20 matdineacha (féach 40 46 

maidineachat 86 maidineacha) 

mong (§ 158) — mwuing 15 muingeacha 

obair (§ 42) I 11 15 20 otbreacha (féach 40 56 

otbreachat) 

pinniuir 11 pinnitireacha (ach 1 7 15 B) 

veileag (§ 54) > retlg 1 22 reiligeacha (ach 15 20 B; 

féach 40-56 retliceachat 86 retlic- 

eacha) 

sail (§ 193) 15 saileacha 

scairbh 20 scairbheacha 

scraith 20-23 scraitheacha (ach 1B) 

snaidhm (§ 41) 7 snuimeacha (ach I 11-22 24 B) 

static 20 staiceacha (ach 1 15 B, 11 statct) 

stoirm II 15 20 stoirmeacha 

stuaic 20 stuaiceacha (ach II 15 B) 

Direach fé mar a chonaiceamair in 3.10 thuas i gcds na n-ainm- 

fhocal ddr crioch consanleathan, ta cupla focal go bhfuil [r’] 

curtha isteach iontu roimh + eacha. Is iad: carrag (§ 54) > 

carrag (§ 54) > carraig I5 18 22 carraigreacha (ach I II 

20 22 carraigeacha) 

ding 22 24 dingthreacha (ach I 18 20 

dingtheacha 11 deangthacha 7 15 

dingeacha) 
fall I 7 15 failltreacha (ach 11 18 20 

faillteacha 22-24 aillte) 
léim (§ 45) 1 léimreacha (ach 20 létmeacha) 

Ta fo-shampla d’ainmfhocail ilsiollach ddr crioch [n’] agus ta 
[t’] bruite isteach iontu roimh iarmhir an iolra: 

Airdin 20 logainm Azirdintt 
futhin I fuithinti (ach 20 fuithineacha) 
seanméin 15-20 seanmointi 
Suslin 20 logainm Swilintt 

Ta comhartha iolra nua tagaithe isteach i gcuid de chantint 
na Mumhan ins na hainmfhocail fhirinscneach dar crioch [guta 
fada + r’]. [+ C + oh’a] isea a fhoirm. Cuir i gcas 18 2¢ 
tdillivar :tarllinirithe. 
Ta canuinti ann agus leanann siad an bhunriail amach is amacl 
(I 11 22). In aiteanna eile nil + zthe le fail ach i gcuid de ni 
focail ata i gceist (in 15, cuig fén gcéad de na samplai, in | 
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fiche cuig fén gcéad de na samplai, in 23 caoga fén gcéad). 
In 18, leanann nécha fén gcéad de na samplaif an fhoriail. In 
20, ceist “‘idiolect’”’ isea é—leanann 20] an bhunriail i gcénai 

ach leanann 20d agus 20p an bhunriail ar fad (ach amhain 
dochtuiri perctinirt). 
Seo iad na samplai ata againn: 
20d bacaeir 7 18 20d 23 buistéiy 15 20d 23 ceannattheoir 20d 
cotnleoir 20d colmdir 20d cuairteotr 15 18 20p custaiméiy 18 
20p feirmeoir 20d grdsaeiy 15 18 20d jabaeiy 18 20d muilteotr 
20d prionstir 7 18s 20d saighdimir 20d sitopaddty 20d siuinétr 
15 18 sphealaddiy 18 20d stréinséiy 18 20d taillimiy 18 23 24 

tincétr. 
Conas a thainig + ithe isteach? Nil ann ach buille fé 

thuairim ach b’fhéidir gur chdéir dhuinn féachaint aris ar an 
(h’] a cuireadh isteach san iolra (F12) i gcds roint fhocail dar 
crioch + ach (féach 3.9 thuas) : 

portach portaighe —> portaighthe > portaithe 

B’fhéidir gur mar an gcéanna do 

cotnleoir 20d coinleoirighe -» coinleotrighthe > coim- 

leoirithe 
seachas I 15 cotnleoirighe > cotnleotri 

6-7: AINMFHOCAIL DAR CRIOCH 0 

Do réir IGT ta bunriail dhubalta ar na hainmfhocail seo: 

(a) céras dha chontrarthacht: 
[+ 9] UATHA IOLRA fine (§ I) 

[+ ov’] ut. fintbh 

(b) céras ceithre contrarthachtat: 

[+ 9] UATHA fine (§ 1) 

[+ 25] ig. fineadh 

[+ 260] IOLRA jineadha 

[+ o60v’] ray fineadhatbh 

Ni leanann madra giolla (§ 80) ach an chéad bhunriail. 

Anois, toisc gurb é [u:] oidhre foghraioch “rialta’”’ [950] >[eye] 

(féach dorgha > doragha > dort, O Donnchadha > 

Donnchagha > O Donnchu »11.), is i an bhunriail go mbeadh 

coinne againn léi i gcantinti an lae inniu na: [+ 9] UATHA: 

[+ u:] IOLRA. Agus, dar nddigh, ta iarsmai a leithéide le 

fail, mar fhoriail, in 40-56: 
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40 cleite:cleitinchat 56 cleite:cleitit 

40 46 ette:eitivichat 56 eite sein 

40 faithne:faithnivichat 56 fatthne: fasthnin 

40 56 gearrchaile:gearrchatlnh 

Ach is { an bhunriail a fhaghaimfd, ni hamhdain i gcanuintt na 

Mumhan ach sna canutinti eile chomh maith, na: 

[+ a] UATHA gloine (1) 

[+ is] IOLRA gloint (agus i.r. 18c ptosatbh) 

~ Cad atharla? Anacheist. Ann féin nfl aon bhuntdiste in + 

seachas -- # mar chomhartha an iolra. Ta an da cheann 

anashoiléir. Agus ta + % “‘cdir do réir staire’. D’fhéadfaimis 

a ra gur thainig caoli ar chonsan an iarmhir agus gur mar sin 

+ adha > agha > aighe > at. Agus d’fhéadfaimis a leithéid 

garrdha > garrat a luadh sa chomhthéacs so. Ach is deacair 

glacadh le hathri foghrafoch né structurtha gan chuis. Ar 

d4mharai an scéil, afach, té clis againn—sa réamhfhoclach 

iolra. 
Ni minic a bhionn caolt ag druidiuint siar tri fhocal sa Ghaeilge, 

ach tarlafonn sé uaireanta nuair na bionn ach [9] idir na consain 
i gceist (féach 1 7 18-22 duiris 40 dotris < dorais; 1 broithill < 
brothaill; 40 soilis < solais). Agus tasamplaluath de + azdhibh 
< adhaibh le fail againn i Leabhar Laighean (Tochmarc Ferbae): 

asnaidib (33497) seachas asnadatb (33466) 

Admhaimis gur tharla an t-athri foghrafoch + adhaibh > 
aidhibh. Bheadh an structur so leanas againn don iolra: 

-+ adha IOLRA + adh i.g. + aidhibh ir. 

Anois, déanaimis compardaid leis na hainmfhocail fhirinscneach 
dar crioch + aidh (§ 52). Iarmhir gniomhaire anabhisiuil 
abea + aidh (féach foghlaidh ceolaidh foghlamaidh muicidh 
seanchaidh). Is é an structur ata orthu sud san iolra na: 

+ aidheIOLRA- + adhig. + aidhidh ix. 
+ aidheadh 

Deinim amach go bhfuil an da structur cosuil a ndéthain chun 
+ atdhe a tharrac isteach i gcupla focal ar a laghad mar 
mhalairt ar + adha. Ni ttisce a bhi sé istigh na chuir sé 
préamhacha amach—agus td fhios againn an scéal as san 
amach. 

6.1 Foriail 1 do réir IGT: 

[+ 2] UATHA . beatha (§ 7), file (§ 21) - 
[+ 28] u.g. Lg. beathadh fileadh 



INFHILLEADH NA nAINMFHOCAL 235 

[+ 08’] INT YL ak: beathaidh filidh 
[+ 269] IOLRA beathadha fileadha 
[+ odev’] Lr beathadhaibh fileadhaibh 

De na focail a lean an fhoriail seo in IGT, ta file ola dulta 

isteach sa bhunriail ar fad. Ta léine teine slighe > sli dulta 
isteach sa bhunriail san uatha (s/é i mbunriail an aicme dar 
crioch guta iomlan, dar nddéigh). Agus ta ceardcha comhla 
comhra teanga dulta isteach i bhforiail 2 ndé i bhforiail 3 (comhra) 
san uatha. Maidir le deatha, is é an rud ata againn na: 

11-20 beatha UATHA:beathaidh u.r. (ach 1 B) 

Ta cds leaba nios casta. Ni fhéadfaimis a ra go raibh sé simplf 
in IGT ach oiread: 

UATHA leaba (§ 4) leabatdh (§ 180) 
u.g. leabadh (§ 4) leabtha (§ 4, § 189) 
u.r. leabaidh (§ 4, § 189) 

Is iad na foirmeacha ata againn i gcanuinti an lae inniu na: 

(a) céras 2 chontraérthacht: UATHA 11-18 56 86 leabaidh 
I 40 46 leaba 

u.g. 18 40-86 leapa I It 
15 leapan 

(b) céras 3 contrarthachtai: UATHA 20-24 leaba 
wg. | 20-24 leapan 
It. 20 leabaidh 22-24 

leabain 

Foriail 2 do réir IGT: 

[+ 2] UATHA ceathramha (§ 9) 

[+ on] Ug. Lg. ceathramhan 

[-+ on’] ns, ceathramhain 

[+ on] . IOLRA *ceathramhana > ceathramhna 

[+ onev’] ir. *ceathramhanaibh > ceathramhnarbh 

T4 iolra na forialach so imithe ar fad as canuinti na Mumhan 

agus as na canuinti eile ach ta iarsmai den uatha fagtha fés: 

céras A. [+2] UATHA: [+ on] u.g.: [+ OU} Wade 

céras B [+ 0] UATHA: [+ on] wg. 

S cérasC - _ [-+ on’] UATHA: [+ en] we. 
De na focail a lean an fhoriail seo in IGT, ta eascumha > eascu 

(§ 6) ceathramha < ceathri lanamha > lint (§ 9) dulta isteach 

san aicme dar crioch gutaiomldn. Na focail eile: 

» comharsa (§ 121) Tir20-23. cofas “A; 1 bunriail 

(féach 40-86 céras B) 
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ionga 11-22 céras A, 7 23 24 céras B, 

1 céras C (féach 40 céras B, 46-86 

bunriail) 

lacha (§ 6) 11-18 22 coéras A, I 7 20 23 coras B 

_ (40-56 céras B, 86 bunriail) 

lette 1-22 céras B 

lorga < lurga (§ 5) 24 coras B, 15 céras C, I 20 bunriail 

Na focail ata tagaithe isteach 6 Fi thuas: 

cedvta < ceardcha (§ 7) 1-18 22 coras A, 20 23 coras B 

(féach 40 céras B; 56 cedrtazdh u.g. 

cedrtadh) 

comhla (§ 7) 18 céras A (40 86 bunriail; 56 

comhlaidh u.g. comhlach) 

teanga (§ 4) 11-18 céras A, I 7 20 22 24 coras B 

(féach 40 46 céras B no bunriail; 
86 teangaidh u.g. teangtha) 

Agus cuipla focal até tagaithe isteach 6n mbunriail: 

cuideachta (1-20 cuileachta) 18s 23 24 céras A, 1 18c 20 bunriail. 

eorna 18 céras A, 20 céras B no bunriail, 

I Ir 15 bunriail. 

Foriail 3 do réir IGT: 

[+ 9] UATHA ursa (§ 121) 
[+ onn] ieee. ursann 
[+ onn’] ur. ursainn 

[-+ onno] IOLRA ursanna 
[+ onnev’] Lr. ursannaibh 

Ta sampla amhain d’iolra na forialach so fagtha 1 gcanuinti nz 
Mumhan: 

cutsle (§ 145) 15 18 cuisleanna (ach 20 B) 

Ta iarsmai den uatha nfos raidhsiula: 

céras A [+ 0] UATHA: [+ onn] u.g.: [+ onn’] wr 
coras B [+ 9] UATHA: [+4 ann] ug. 
céras C [+ onn’] UATHA: [+ onn] weg. 

De na focail a lean an fhoriail seo in IGT, ta gabha (§ 131) dult 
isteach san aicme dar crioch guta iomlan. Na focail eile: 

bacla 15-20 céras A, I céras C. 

cutsle (§ 145) 15 18 coras A. 
dearna (§ 145) 15 coras A, 20 céras B, 1 7 22 bunriail. 
Eire II-20 23 24 coéras A, I 7 22 céras B (féacl 

40-56 céras A; 86 Eirinn u.g. Eireanna) 
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guala (§ 131) 

tothla (§ 145) 

utlle (§ 145) 

ursa (§ 121) 

7-23 coéras A, 20 céras B, 1 céras C (ach 

u.g. gualainne) (féach 40 46 céras C, 86 
gualainn u.g. gualanna) 
18 coras A, I bunriail. (féach 40 zothlainn 
u.g. zothlanna) 
15 18 céras A, 18w céras B, I 20 coras C 

(féach 40 céras C, 56 86 bunriail) 
15 18 coras A. (féach 40 céras C) 

Na focail ata tagaithe isteach: 

bearna (§ 4 Fr) 

comhra (§ 7 Fr) 

mala (§ 193 F5) 
teora 

I5 18 céras A, 20 céras B, I bunriail. 

(féach 40 bunriail) 
15 18 coras A, 20 coras B. (féach 56 bunriail) 
15 coras A, I 7 24 bunriail. 
II-20 céras A, 7 20 22 céras B, 1 bunriail. 

(féach 40 56 céras C, 86 teorainn u.g. 
teoranna) 

Foriail 4 do réir IGT: 

[+ 2] UATHA xndmha (§ 6) bragha (§ 131) 
caoga (§ 8) 

[+ od] u.g.ig. ndmhad braghad caogad 

[+ od’] u.r.iaf. nadmhaid braghaid caogaid 

[+ d’a], [+ odo] IOLRA = ndimhde brdighde caogada 

[+ d’ev’], [+ odev’] ir. ndimhdibh brdighdibh caogad- 

atbh 

[+ d’od] ig. brdighdeadh 

TA an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad as canuinti an lae inniu. 

Foriail 5 do réir IGT: 

[+ 2] UATHA Fiacha (§ 123) mala (§ 193) 

[-+ ox] u.g.ig.  Frachach malach 

[+ oy'] w.r.ia.f.  Frachaigh malaigh 

[+ axe], [+ y’a] IOLRA  Fuiachacha matlghe 

f4sexev |, [+ ov! ir. * Fiachachatbh mailghibh 

[+ y’26] ig. matlgheadh 

TA an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad ach amhain iolra mala: 

11-20 mailghe > maili (ach 1 7 22 24 B; 40 46 matt 56 

malatochat) 

Foriail 6 do réir IGT: is ionann an fhoriail seo agus uatha F2 

ach amhdin u.g. [-+ no]. Ta si imithe ar fad. 
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6.7 Foriail 7 do réir IGT: is ionann an fhoriail seo agus uatha F3 ach 
amhain u.g. [+ onn’a]. Ta si imithe ar fad. 

6.8 Foriail 8 do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [+ 62], [+ @oa] . IOLRA _ teangtha (§ 4) 
[+ 628], [+ 6’a8] ig. teangthadh 
[+ dev], [+ Oeav’] ls ¥ teangthaibh 

Ta bearna imithe 6n bhforiail seo ar fad agus ta slighe > sli 
imithe 6n aicme (ach gan an fhoriail a chaillitint). De na 
focail eile a luaitear in IGT, ta an fhoriail le fail orthu i gcanutinti 
na Mumhan fds ach le sineadh + acha (lasmuigh d’eisceacht 
amhdain) agus, i gcds I 22, le sineadh + acha agus [r] curtha 
isteach roimhe (ta eisceacht amhdain air seo in I): 

leaba (§ 4) I-20 23 24 leabthacha > leapacha 22 leapracha 
(féach 40-56 leapachai 86 leapacha) 

léine (§ 4) 15-20 23 24 léinteacha 1 22 léintreacha (40-56 
léinteachat 40 86 létnte) 

teanga (§ 4) 18 23 24 teangthacha 22 teangthracha (ach r B, 
_ 15 20 teangacha, 7 11 teangatocha; féach 40-56 
teangatochat 86 teangthacha) 

tine < teine (§ 4) 7-20 tinteacha 1 tintreacha 24 tinte (40-56 
- tinteachat 86 tinteacha) 

Agus ta 20 buatle :buailteacha agus 20 guala:guaille > guailteacha 
dulta isteach sa bhforiail seo. ; 

6.9 Foriail 9 do réir IGT: is ionann an fhoriail seo agus iolra F2 
ach amhain go bhfuil i.a. [++ on’‘] ann.. 
Ta artha (§ 8) dulta isteach i bhforiail eile agus ta eascumha > 
eascu dulta isteach san aicme dar crioch guta iomldn (gan an 
fhoriail a chaillidint, dar ndédigh). Fagann san dha fhocal: 

lacha (§ 6) I-23 40-86 lachain 
comharsa (§ 121) I II—22 comharsain (ach 40-86 comhar- 

sannat) ‘4 

6.10 Foriail ro do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [-+n'oa] IOLRA _—gaibhne (§ 131) roighne 

Ss) ; 
. [+.n’98] mle gatbhneadh roighneadh 
[+ n’ev’] reg gatbhnibh roighnibh 
[+ enn], [+ on] ig. gabhann roghann 

Ta gabha (§ 131) dulta isteach san aicme dar crioch guta iomlan, 
ach ta na hiarsmaf seo leanas den fhoriail le fail f6s: . 
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guala (§ 131) I-18 guaille (féach 40 46 guailli 86 
guarlleacha) 

tonga II-18 ingne I 22-24 ingni 20 ingneacha 
(féach 40 46 ingne 56 ingnt 86 ingneacha) 

lorga < lurga(§5) 11 15 20 loirgne 18 loirgneacha (ach 1 23 
24 B) (féach 40-56 loirgnt 86 loirgneacha) 

6.11 Foriail 11 do réir IGT: duine UATHA:daoine IOLRA:daointbh 
ir. (§ 79). Maireann an fhoriail seo: 1-24 40-86 duine: 1 7 
I5-20 23 24 40 46 daoine 11 22 40-86 daoint 

6.12 Foriail 12 do réir IGT: giolla UATHA IOLRA:giollaibh i.t.: 
gille u.g. i.a. (§ 80) Ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad. 

6.13 Foriail 13 do réir IGT: caora UATHA: caorach caoireach u.g. 
i.g.: caoraigh u.r.: caotrigh i.a.: caorcha i.c.: caorchaibh caotribh 
LE: 

Maireann an fhoriail seo: 1-24 40-86 caora UATHA 
I-24 caoireach 40-86 caorach u.g. i.g. 
I 7 I5-24 40 46 caotre 11 56 86 
caotrigh IOLRA 

Fé mar a durthas in 3.1 thuas, ta focail fhirinscneach dar 
chrioch [95] >[ay] tagaithe isteach san aicme seo i gcantinti na 
Mumhan agus deisceart Chonnachta. Maidir leis an uatha, 

tadid dulta isteach sa bhunriail go hiomlan ach amhain in 7-20. 
Sna haiteanna so, afach, coimeadadh an chontrarthacht: 

+ adh [28] >[ay] >[9] : + aidh [28’] >[ey’] >[2g'] 

Agus ina dhiaidh san bhruigh an fhoriail nua [+ 9] UATHA: 
[++ ag’] u.g. isteach i bhfocail fhirinscneach eile: 

(a) FOCAIL GUR COIR + A: + AIGH DO REIR STAIRE 
IONTU 

II 15 brosnadh (§ 12) 11 18 cogadh (§ 17) 11-20 detreadh 11-20 

geimhreadh (§ 11) 15 margadh (ach 20 B) 7-20 samhradh (§ 11) 

15 slabhradh (ach 7 11 18 20 B) 15 20 smearadh 15 troscadh (ach 

20 B) 

(b) FOCAIL NACH COIR + 4: + AIGH DO REIR STAIRE 
IONTU . 

11 18 20 barra < barr (§ 96) 11 bota 11-20 geata 20 lochta 11-18 

macha 11 siopa ach 15 20 B) 7-20 sneachta. 

TA iolraf in + atocha (ach 40-56 + atochat 86 + atocha) le 

f4il san aicme seo sna cantinti go léir. Ach in 56 86, diteanna 
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nach ionann + a agus + adh, ni fhaghtar iad ach amhain ar 

ainmfhocail fhirinscneach dar crioch + adh. B’fhéidir gur 
tharla a leithéid seo: 

(t) On gcontraérthacht + adh UATHA: + aidh IOLRA 
chuathas go dti an chontrarthacht + adh UATHA: + aidhe 
IOLRA (féach 2.12 thuas), 

(2) I gcdsanna dirithe cuireadh sineadh + eacha leis an iolra 
so: + atdheacha. Agus as san: 

1-24 + a UATHA: + atocha IOLRA 
40 46 + a UATHA: + atochat IOLRA 
58 86 + adh UATHA: 86 + aiocha 56 + atochat IOLRA 

(2) FOCAIL DAR CRIOCH + ADH: 

deiveadh 18 detriocha : 

geimhreadh (§ 11) I II 20 getmhriocha (ach 15 B; 40 46 
germhriochat 86 geimhriocha) 

samhradh (§ 11) I II 20 samhraiocha (ach 15 B; 40 46 
samhratochat 86 samhraiocha) 

(1) FOCAIL DAR -CRIOCH + A/E: 

baidhte 1 baidhtiocha (ach 18 22-24 B) 
barra < barr (§96) 11 20 barratocha (ach 15 B) 
bluire II 20 22 bluiriocha 
céfra (§ 2) I cérthatocha (18 22-24 B; féach 40 

cérthaiochat) 
costa 18 céstaiocha (1B) 
cuinne I II 15 cuinntocha (20 B) 
fabhra 18w fabhratocha (7-15 18s 20 22 B) 
failte 11 failttocha (15-20 B) 
fiolla 23 fiollatocha (1-22 B) 
gala 11 gdlatocha (1 B) 
pardiste 18s 11 pardistiocha (1 18w 20 B, 15 

parodistithe) 
piosa 20 ptosatocha (I 11-18 23 B) 
ribe I ribtocha (II 15 B) 
scdinne I scdinntocha (15 B) 
tairnge I tavainniocha (11-20 B) 

Ta + acha tagaithe isteach mar chomhartha an iolra i roint 
fhocail, go mérmhér focail a bhain le forialacha 1-10 in IGT. 
Uaireanta td + atocha tagaithe isteach nios déanat agus + acha 
dibeartha aige: 
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artha (§ 8 F2, Fo) 

asna (§ 2 B) 

bearna (§ 4 Fr, F8) 

comhla (§ 7 F1) 

comhra (§ 7 Fr) 

cutsle (§ 145 F3) 

dearna (§ 145 F3) 
fiatle < fiadhatle (§ 3 B) 
grdinne 

nse 

tomatre 

teanga 

1 18 arthatocha (féach 40 arthaiochat) 
23 24 asnacha 1 7 18-22 asnatocha 
Ir 15 B (féach 40-56 asnachat 86 
asnacha) 
15 bearnacha 11 20 bearnatocha 1 
bearnatonta (féach 40  bearnat 
bearnatochat) 
20 comhlacha 18 comhlatocha (féach 
40 comhlatochat) 

20 23 24 ‘comhracha (ach 18 22 
comhranacha 23 24 comhraineacha 
20p B) 

II cuisliocha (ach 15 18 cuisleanna 
20 B) 

I dearnatocha (féach 40 dearnachat) 
II 15 fiaileacha (ach PB fiailte) 
II 15 18c grdinneacha 1 18w 20-24 
grdinntocha 7 B (féach 40 56 grdinn- 
eachat 46 grainniochat) 
201 inseacha 20d insiocha 
20 tomatreacha I II 15 22-24 B 
(féach 40 56 tomaireachat 86 iomair- 
eacha 46 tomairtochat) 
15 20 teangacha 7 11 teangaiocha (ach 
18 24 teangthacha 22 teangthracha 
I B; féach 40 teangachat 40-56 
teangatochai 86 teangthacha) 

(a) Ta focal amhain tagaithe isteach 6n aicme dar crioch 
consan caol agus ta sé soiléir gur thug sé leis an bhunriail 
nua ata ar ainmfhocail aonsiollach san aicme sin (féach 
4.0 thuas): 

SEANABHUNRIAIL (§ 93)  adhaigh:oidhche :oidhche 
BUNRIAIL NUA 

AISTRIU AICME 

*adhaigh :o1dhche :oidh- 
cheanna 
otdhche:oidhcheanna (féach 
40 oiche:otcheannat) 

Ach sna canuinti go léir ta + eanna dibeartha ag + eanta 

(ach amhain 40). 
I-24 40-56 oiche: 1-24 otcheanta 40-56 oicheantat 

(b) Ta ceithre focail in 1 agus faghtar + atonta mar iolraorthu 
(féach 3.3 thuas): 

bearna:bearnatonta cotrce:coircionta eorna :eornaionta 

tothla :tothlatonta 
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(c) Ta iolra [+ srénach déadach + axe] le fail i bhfo-fhocal 

baininscneach: 

comhra (§ 7 Fr) 18 22 comhranacha 23 24 comhraineacha 

guala (§ 131 F3, 10) 22 gualanacha 23 24 gualaineacha 

mala (§ 193 F5) 22 malanacha 

uille (§ 145 F3) 11 15 uillinne 1 20 uillinneacha (f€ach 

40 46 uillinneachat 86 uilleannacha) 

TA fo-fhocal gur cuireadh [t] isteach san iolra idir (1) né [fn 

agus an t-iarmhir: 

baile (§ 2) 20 bailti 1 11 15 batltiocha (40 86 bault 

. 56 bailti 40 46 bailteachat) 

béile 1 méiltiocha (ach 11 15 B) 

buille 1 builtiocha (ach 15 18 B) 

mile (fad) I II 15 20 miltt (ach r 15 18 20 mtlt 

*I000’) 
trathnona 11-20 trdthnéntai (ach 1 B) 

tuile . 20 tuilte 22 tuiltt 1 11 18 tuiltioch 
(féach 40 tuzitt) 

I roint bheag focail faghtar [+ oh’a] mar chomhartha an iolra 

gcanuinti dirithe (1 7 15 18 23). Is décha go bhfuil comparaic 
le déanamh leis an iolra a luadh in 5.4. thuas: 

eachtra 18 eachtraithe (i B) 
tascatre 18 iascairithe (I 11-15 20-24 B) 
paroiste 15 paréistithe (x 18w 20 B, 11 18 

parotstiocha) 
scoldire 7 scoldirithe (I 11-24 B, 20 scoldirios) 
seaga I 7 seagaithe (11 18 B) 
stabhra I 7 siabhraithe (15 18 23 B) 
stopa 1 18 23 stopatthe (II 15 20 B) 

Dha ainm bhriathardha ata dulta isteach sa chaint mar ghnatk 
ainmfhocail agus go raibh F2 orthu san aicme dar crioch consa 
leathan, ta iolra fé leith orthu anois do réir rialacha an aicm 
dar crioch: 

briseadh 20 24 bristé (22 B) 
pésadh I 15 18w pdstai 18s pdstaiocha It 2 

péstatocha > pédsatochta 

Scoldive—ta dha iolra air in 20: 

(I) bunriail: na scoldirt bochta 

(2) -+ ios : is beag an tamall a chaitheas i mease na scoldirt 
(= paisti scoile) 
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3-g: AINMFHOCAIL DAR CRIOCH GUTA IOMLAN. 

8.0 Isi bunriail an aicme seo do réir IGT na: 

[9] UATHA 
[+ 9] IOLRA 

[+28], [ol* ig. 
[+ ov’] re is 

cnt (98), ré(99) 
cnua rée 

cnu réeadh (*i ndiaidh guta leathan) 
cnuatbh réerbh 

Nil fagtha den bhunriail seo sna cantinti ach an t-uatha. 
Maidir leis an iolra, ta na hainmfhocail ilsiollach go léir dulta 
isteach i Fr (8.1 thios) agus ta + anna tagaithe isteach mar 
chomhartha an iolra ar na hainmfhocail aonsiollach: 

ae 
bia < btadh (§ 76) 
bogha (§ 2) 

but 

cao 

cé 

cnea < cneadh (§ 30) 
cno (§ 83 cnt) 

crot < crotdhe (§ 2) 

fea < feadh (§ 95) 

fia < fiadh 

ga (§ 81) 
gé < géadh (§ 61) 

grua < gruadh (§ 39) 
lua < luaidhe 

ma 

mt (§ 97) 

slea < sleagh (§ 39) 

tua < tuagh (§ 39) 

Foriail x do réir IGT: 

IOLRA [+ 9] 

[+ 005] 
[+ d’ev’] 

I II-20 aenna (ach 23 24 aet) 
7 bianna (féach 40 biannat) 
15 boghanna (ach 11 boghathacha 20 
boghaite) 
I buionna (féach 46 but :buntat) 
20 caonna (féach 40 caonnat) 
I 15 céanna 
Ir cneathanna (ach 18 20 cneathacha) 
15 18 cndanna (ach 1 cndite; féach 40 86 
cnuthannat) 
1 crotonna (ach 11 crotthe 15 crathacha; 

40 46 croite) 
I II 20 feathanna (ach 18 fed 20 
feathaibh; 40-56 fednnat) 
15 fianna (féach 40 fiannat) 
20 gathanna 
1-20 géanna (ach 22 géios 23 24 gét) 
I5 gruanna 
18 luanna (ach 1 luaiti; 40 luantat 56 

luatdheantat) 
15 mdnna (ach 7 20 mdite) 
I 11 15 20 mtonna (féach 40 46 mionnat 
56 mtosacht! 86 mite) 
18 20 sleathanna (ach 1 sleaite; féach 

40 sleacha) 

II 15 tuanna (ach 1 20 tuaite; féach 40 

tuannat 86 tuacha) 

IOLRA draoithe (§ 85) 

ig. draottheadh 

Er. draoithibh 
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. ne e . bd 3 

Bhi foriail chosuil le fail ar roint de na hainmfhocail dar crioct 
consan leathan no dar crioch a thainig isteach san aicme sec 
(§ 4 slighe:slighthe, PB gréasaighe:gréasatghthe). Ta si leath- 

naithe amach go fairsing i gcantinti na Mumhan ach go hairithe 
agus bunriail isea { anois dr na hainmfhocail ilsiollach den aicme 
seo agus “‘comhbhunriail” ar na hainmfhocail aonsiollach. Ta 
cupla pointe foghrafochta le tabhairt fé ndeara: 

(2) Lee-fau s/t) [48] => [o ato] 

(2) [....+ guta fada] + [h’a] >[..... J ehiaie 

Is { foirm na rialach: 

AONSIOLLACH 
ISIOLLACH 

(a) Focail aonsiollach: 

bogha (§ 2) 

br6é (§ 84) 

cno (§ 83) 
cr6 (§ 87) 

crot < croidhe (§ 2) 
cru 

cu (§ 21) 

dli < dligheadh 

dort < dorgha 

gut < guidhe 

lao < laogh (§ 96) 

, 

ma 

nt 

ré (an tsléibhe, § 98) 

[o] UATHA:[+ t’2] IOLRA 
[7] UATHA: [+ h’a] IOLRA 

20 boghaite (ach 11 boghathacha 15 

B) 
I 18w 20 24 bréite (ach 11 15 18c 22 
brdinte; féach 40 56 bréditi 46 86 
broite 40-86 brdinte, 56 brdintt) 
I cndite (15 18 B; 40 86 cnuthanna) 
I 15-20 crétte (40 créiti crot crottt 86 
crotte) 
II croithe (1 B, 15 crathacha) 
I-24 crutte (40 criéiti crui cruife 46 
crutthe 56 cruitht cruttt 86 
cruttheacha) 
20 cute (ach I 24 cuinte 15 23 
cuin 40 cuinnat ciitt) 
I 1x dlite 15 dlithe (foirm 

liteardha ?) 
7 dré:dréite 20-24 dru:druite 11 
draot:dracithe 1 dré:doirithe 18 
dru :dotrithe (féach 46 drié:druife 
56 dru:druitht druttt) 
I gutte 
11 laowthe (ach x 20-24 laoi; 40 
46 laontat 86 laoithe) 
7 20 mdite (15 B) | 
15 18c nithe (18w nathacha sic!; 861 
neathannat) 
I réite 

| 
| 
{ 
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rt (§ 21) I II-20 23 24 rite (40-56 riti 86 
rite) 

sli < slighe (§ 4) I 11~20 sltte (ach 40 slionnat) 
slua < sluagh (§ 96) I II 15 20 sluatte (40 sluaite 86 

sldite) 
iu 18 20 tutte 
tua < tuagh (§ 39) I 20 tuatte (11 15 B; 40 tuannai 86 

tuacha) 

(6) Focail ilsiollach: 

15-20 ainmhi 15 athchuint I II 15 20 ceardat 20 cuirt 11-18 
comrddat 1-18 fiagat 11 20 gadat 1-24 garrat 20 leathlaot 1-24 
gréasat I 11 15 scladbhat 15 seandraot 15 sndmhai I 11 15 20 
tiomdnat 1-22 tiondntat 15 urnat I 7 15 18 turcat (ach 20 
turcatos) 
finné 20 finnithe 
girrflia < girrfhiadh I 11-24 girrfhithe 
simné I simnithe (ach 11-18 simnéith- 

eacha 20 simnéitht) 

Ta fo-fhocal go bhfuil an t-iarmhir seo air le sineadh + acha nd 
+7: 

Ath Rua 20 logainm Ath Ruaitt 
bogha (§ 2) 11 boghathacha 
clai < clowdhe (§ 2) 1-22 cloidhtheacha > clathacha 23 

24 cloidhtheacha > cluthacha (féach 
40-56 clotdhe :cloidheachat) 

cetrt I II 15 ceiritheacha 
cnea < cneadh (§ 39) 18-20 cneathacha 
crot < crotdhe (§ 2) 15 croidhtheacha > crathacha 
lua < luaidhe I luattt 
simné II—18 simnéitheacha 20 simnéitht 

Foriail 2 do réir IGT: 

[a] UATHA cu (§ 21) mt (§ 97) 

[+ c] u.g. 1g. con mios 

[+ c’] Wri 1.a.f. coin mis 

[+e+a] ~ TOLRA cona miosa 

[+c+ov’] ir. conatbh miosatbh 

Den fhoriail seo nil fa4gtha i gcanuintf na Mumhan ach an focal 

cu agus iarsmai na forialach air: 

15 c#@ UATHA:con u.g.: cuin IOLRA 

1 24 ch UATHA:cwinte [kint’s] IOLRA 

23 ct UATHA:cuin IOLRA 
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Foriail 3 do réir IGT: draot UATHA:druadh u.g. :draoidh w4. 

draoidhe IOLRA: draoidheadh druadh 
i.g.: draoidhibh i.r. ve 3s 

Agus mar an gcéanna do daoi saoi. Ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar 

fad. 

Foriail 4 do réir IGT: bré6 UATHA:bOr6n ug. ig.: bréin wr.: 
bréinte IOLRA :bréinteadhi.g.: brdintibh 
ee 

Ta an fhoriail seo fagtha in aiteanna: 
TI -15 _ 18¢ - 22 bro. UATE 
brdinte IOLRA (ach x 18w 20 24 FI) 
(féach 40 46 86 brdinte 56 brdintt) 

Foriail 5 do réir IGT: 66 UATHA 1.g.:boin w.r.: 
ba bat i.a.:bu i.c.:buaibh ir. 

Ta cuid den fhoriail seo fagtha ins gach aon ait: 

(a) 11 18 86 bé6 UATHA:buin u.r.: ba IOLRA—agus 

rr 18 buaibh i.r. 

(b) 15 56 bé6 UATHA ig.: ba TOLRA—agus 15 

buatbh i.r. 

(c) 17 20-24 40 46 66 UATHA:ba IOLRA 
Agus féach an fhoirm buaibh IOLRA a 
chuala i scéal ag Dénall O Mistéala 
(“Dangle”) as Dun Chaoin (20): do 
ah’ fhagamair na buaibh ar an mbéthar. 

Foriail 6 do réir IGT: cn4 UATHAi.c. :ené ug. ig. :enaoi w.t.: 
cna cnat i.a.:cnoibh cnatibh ir. 

Ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad. 

Foriail 7 do réir IGT: cré UATHA ig. :eré w.r.:craoi ug. ia.: 
crua i.c. :craoteadh i.g. :craotbh ir. 

Ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad. 

Foriail 8 do réir IGT: ga UATHA ig. i.a.:gaoi ia. 26 1.c8 
gaoibh ir. 

Ta an fhoriail seo imithe ar fad. 

Foriail 9 do réir IGT: Jd UATHA ig. :Jaot u.g. ia.:lé w.r.:lda 
i.c. :a0ibh ir. 

Ta iolra na forialach so imithe agus an tseanafhoriail 1 (le 
sineadh) tagaithe isteach ina hdait: 
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1-24 lé UATHA:Ilae u.g.: 
laethanta IOLRA (féach 40-86 ld:lae: 
laethantat agus 40 laethannat leis) 

Ta foirm chalcaithe u.r. Jd le fail in 11-20 sa 1d. 

Foriail 10 do réir IGT: aot IOLRA: 6 icc. :aotbh ir. 
Ta an focal so ae dulta isteach sa bhunriail in 1-20 (23 24 
féach 9.1) 

Foriail 11 do réir IGT: 6 UATHA ig.:% ur. IOLRA: wg. 
ia. :4bh 1.x. 

Nil.fagtha den fhoriail seo ach 1-24 6 UATHA: wi u.g.agus 
an fhoirm chalcaithe 7bA i logainmeacha ({[bh Rathach 711.) 

Focail ata tagaithe isteach san aicme seo 6n aicme dar crioch 
consan leathan agus 6n aicme dar crioch a isea cuid mhaith de na 
focail ata le fail san aicme seo i gcanuinti an lae inniu. Gan 
dabht ta forialacha a bhaineann lena seana-aicmi tagaithe 
isteach ina dteanta: 

(a) [6] UATHA:[+ g’] weg. 

Ath Rua < Ath Ruadh 20 Ath Ruaidh 
mada rua < madvaruadh 11-20 mada ruaidh (ach 1 B; 

féadh 86 madadh rua:mada ruatah) 
slua < sluagh (§ 96) 15 sluaigh (ach i B) 

Agus i bhfocail na fuil sé ‘“‘cdir do réir staire’’ iontu: 

ceo (§ 108) 7-20 ceoigh (ach I 23 B) 
pa < paighe 15-20 pdigh (ach 1 B) 
sed (< show) 20 sedigh 

(a) [6] UATHA:[+ g’] u.r.b. 

tua < tuagh (§ 39) 15-20 tuaigh (ach I II 23 B) 

(c) UATHA:u.g.f. 

bia < biadh (§ 76) 11-20 bidh 1 23 bt (féach 86 
bia:bt) 

dia I II 15 20 24 dé (féach 40 dé) 

gnd 11-18 gndtha 

lao < laogh (§ 96) I II 20 23 aot [li:] 

(d) [9] UATHA:[+ 1] u.g.b.:[+ n’] u.r.b. 

ceathru << ceathramha(§9) 18 20 ceathrén ceathréin 1 ceathrun 

easct < eascumha (§ 6) II-18 eascun easctin I 20 23 24 

easciin (féach I II-20 an t-easch 
mér, ceann na heascun) 

lant < lanamha (§ 9) 18 lantin lanuin 
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(ce) [o} UATHA: [+ C] IOLRA. 

lao < laogh (§ 96) 1 20-24 laot [li:] 

(f) [o] UATHA: [-++n + ..] IOLRA. 

ceathr < ceathramha (§9) 7-15 20 23 ceathruna I ceathrunta 

easc < eascumha (§ 6) I-24 eascuin ; 

gabha (§ 131) I-11 18c 22-24 gaibhne 15 gatbhnt 

18w 20 gaibhnte (féach 40 46 86 

gaibhne 56 gaibhni 86 gaibhde) 

lant < lénamha (§ 9) 18c lanunacha i lanuintt 

(g) mada rua < madra ruadh IOLRA: I 15-20 madrat rua II 

madrat ruatha 

TA + 4 tagaithe isteach mar chomhartha an iolra i dha fhocal 

in 22-24: 

ae 23 24 aei (ach I 11-20 B) 

gé 22 géios 23 24 géi (ach 1-20 B) 

Focail iasachta ilsiollach dar crioch + #, ta an t-iolra Béarla + $ 

orthu in 20 (agus sampla amhain in 35): 

20 fitisatos leoraios pdirtios (= cairde) peairtios (= céisirf) 
pupaios turcatos 
15 beattearaios 

Bionn séimhiu ar an aidiacht i ndiaidh an s so in 20: Jeoratos 
mhora yrl. Ta an rud céanna tuitithe amach in 40 (leoraios 
turcatos 4r1.) ach ta an + s dulta isteach mar chomhartha an 
iolra ar fhocail ilsiollach dar crioch + 7 i gcoitinne (coistos 
scldbhatos >rl.)—rud na fuil le fail in 15 20. B/’fhéidir go 
bhfuil miniu air seo. In 40 ta an chontrarthacht + 7::the briste 
anuas (is é [i:] an réalu foghrafoch ar an da structur). Mar 
sin, bhi ga le hiarmhir nua ar an iolra—né glacadh le sraith 
iolrai gurbh ionann a bhfoirm agus foirm an uatha. Agus 
glacadh leo go dti pointe dirithe. Ach toisc go raibh sraith 
fhocail iasachta dar crioch + #, na raibh “‘slogaithe isteach” 

sa chantint, agus an t-iolra Béarla + s orthu fds, glacadh le 

+ s (taobh le taobh le + chat) mar chomhartha an iolra don 
ghripa go léir. I gcuige Mumhan, afach, coimeddtar an 
chontrarthacht + ¢:7the go soiléir ins gach aon chantint—mar 

sin, bhi a mhalairt de chlaonadh ann .i. na focail iasachta dar 
crioch + ¢ashlogadh isteach sa ghnathchéras Spas 8.1 thuas— 
I 7 15 18 turcatthe). 
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FOCALE<SCOIR 

Cad i an éabhldid ata le tabhairt fé ndeara idir an pointe gur 
_leagadh sios rialacha IGT agus an pointe go bhfuil canuinttf 
na Mumhan fé lathair, 6 thaobh infhilleadh na n-ainmfhocal 
de? Chun freagra a thabhairt ar an gceist seo, ni mér dhtinn 

 féachaint uirthi ar dha leibhéal: leibhéal an structuir agus 
leibhéal na gcontrarthachtaif foghrafoch a usdidtear chun 
contrarthachtai an structuir a léiriu. 

0.1 Ar leibhéal an structuir, ta sé soiléir na fuil sna tuisil ach iarsmaf. 

0.2 

Ord na bhfocal i ngripa an ainmfhocail, foirm an ailt agus 
céras chlaochlu thus an fhocail—deineann siad so an chuis go 
ri-mhaith gan aon chabhair 6n infhilleadh. Nil aon fhds 
tagaithe ar chéras na dtuiseal, mar sin, ach a mhalairt—ta 

canuinti na fuil fagtha iontu ach cupla réamhfhoclach uatha, 
ta cinn eile na fuil aon ghinideach iolra acu—agus mar sin. 
Nil an meath dulta i bhfeidhm ar aon tsli ins gach aon chantint 
na ins gach aon dit sa choéras, ach nil aon chanuint na aon ait 
sa choras na fuil sé le feiscint. Is mar a chéile an scéal i gcan- 
uinti na Mumhan agus ins na canuinti eile. 

Ar an dtaobh eile, ta fas mér tagaithe ar an gcontrarthacht 
uatha:iolra. Ta patruin infhillte le fail in IGT gurb ionann 
bunuatha agus buniolra iontu—ta a leithéid imithe ar fad. 
Ta pdtruin eile, agus ni beag iad, gurb ionann an ginideach 
uatha agus an ginideach iolra iontu—nil fagtha diobh san ach 
caora agus, i gcantinti dirithe, bd comharsa eascu lacha. Ta 
patruin eile gurb ionann an ginideach uatha agus an buniolra 
iontu—n{l fagtha dfobh std ach bunriail na n-ainmfhocail 
fhirinscneach dar crioch consan leathan. Ar an dtaobh eile, 

déarfa na fuil aon teora le raidhse chomharthai an iolra—iolrai 

simpli “‘clasaiceach’’, iolraf sinte, dubalta, ceann acu na beadh 

le fAil ach i bhfo-fhocal, ceann eile na beadh le fail ach i gcanuint 

amhdin, ceann eile aris a bheadh le fail 6 Thir Chonaill go dti 

Cléire. 

Maidir leis na contrarthachtaf foghraioch, sé sin le ra na 

hiarmhireanna ata tagaithe i réim chun an iolra a mharcail, 

is iad so na cinn is tabhachtat: 

(x) + anna ata tagaithe isteach mar iarmhfr an iolra ar ainm- 

fhocail aonsiollach sna canuinti go léir (ach + annai a 

fhoirm lasmuigh de Chtiige Mumhan)—mar bhunriail ar 

na hainmfhocail aonsiollach dar crioch consan caol n6é guta 

ioml4n agus mar fhoriail thabhachtach ar na hainmfhocail 

aonsiollach dar crioch consan leathan. 
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(2) + ¢ ata tagaithe isteach mar bhunriail an iolra ar na hainm. 
fhocail ddr crioch sna cantinti go léir, mar bhunriai 

an iolra ar na hainmfhocail ilsiollach dar crioch consar 
leathan i gcanuinti na Mumhan (agus ar chuid diobh sn 
canuinti eile) agus mar fhoriail thabhachtach ar ainmfhocai: 
ilsiollach dar crioch consan leathan. 

(3) ++ acha ata tagaithe isteach mar fhoriail thabhachtach ins 
na haicmi go léir ach amhain san aicme dar crioch guta 
iomlan. 

(4) + aiocha ata tagaithe isteach mar fhoriail thabhachtach 

san aicme dar crioch a. 

ALAN MAC AN BHAIRD 

Instititid Ardléinn Bhaile Atha Cliath 

AGUISIN: CoMHFHREAGARTHACHT NA RIALACHA LE RANNA IGT 

1. Ainmfhocail ddr crioch consan leathan 

B: f 

b 

Er: 
Frx8: 

Forialacha curtha le chéile 

[F6 + F13] f 109 128 140 155 [Fo + Fr2] f 31 
[F7 + F13] f 66 [Fro + Fr2] f 30 
‘[F8 + Fra] f 31 

Malarti rialacha 

II 15 16 17 22 36 64 70 73 96 103 104 125 134 138 153 182 198 204 
12 18 19 40 5657 147 157 158 165 172 179 195 196 197 199 206 
f 58 61 63 65 67 68 69 74 171 
f 24 29 7I 7295 b 26 
b 185 
ie oa 
b 156 
b 37 190 
f 176 

: A 

RS a he fe: 
: 59 I16-I19 127 132 136 137 139 141 142 146 170 

133 

Bné Fr f 75 76 B né [F6 + F513] f 
Bné Fr né F2 f 62 B né antes ge 



INFHILLEADH NA nAINMFHOCAL 251 

16 Fr né Fr3 f 88 B né [F7 + Fri] b 130 
n6 F2 f 25 27 28 38 70.100 Bnoé F6 f 114 
By f 159 b 39 B no [F8 + Fiz2] f 44 ror 

nd F2 nd [F8 + Fr2] f 46 B no Fiz f 88 
(F2 u roghnach) f rro Fr né [Fr + F13] f 178 
nd [F2 + Fir] f 47 49 105 106 F3 no F7 b 161 
16 [F2 + Fr1]né6[F8 + Fr2]}f48 4nd Fiz b 162 
nd F5 f 51 194 (F8 + Fr2] ndé Fr2 f 102 107 

Ainmfhocatl dar crioch consan caol 

f 112 b 13 14 93 144 150 154 bf 113 

: f 34 41 b 10 124 135 148 149 175 181 189 200 

ee 20 
m= b IOI 
ef 207 

wialacha curtha ie chétle 

2 + Fo] b 193 [F6 + Fr i.] b 187 

alariu rialacha 

n6é Fr b 43 166 B no F7 f 89 
mo Fru. f 111 Brunt or 

n6 Fri u. né F2 f 50 Frieb 115 

né F2 b 186 Fr né F2 b 151 161 

né F2u.n6F3u.f122 Frn6é F4b 2or 

no F3 f 33 b 163 184 Fi no F8 b 42 

no F6 b 129 Fi u. né F8 b 92 

no [F6 + F8] f 52 F6 no [F6 + F8] né [F6 + F3i.] bf 32 

Ainmfhocail dar crioch 9 

f 280 b 3 20 126 152 bf 1 

=f 21 b7 160 167 
: b 143 
: bi 6 8 131 
: fb 123 193 

yialacha curtha le chéile 

u. + F8] b 4 [F3 u. + Fro] b 131 

u + Fo] b68 
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Malartu rialacha 

F2 né6 F3 né F7 no [F2u + Fo] b 121 F2n6 F6b9 
F2 né F4 f 188 F3 né F7 b 145 

4. Ainmfhocail dar crioch guta*iomlan. 

B: f 108 bf 98 99 
H2 sD 1072174 Dit2t 
F4: f 84 
F5: b 86 
F6: b 83 203 
Fro: f 180 
Fiz: f 168 169 

Malartu rialacha 

Fri no F8 f 81 F7 no [F7 u + Fr] f 87 
F3 no [F3 u + Fr] f 85 Fg né [Fg u + Fi] f 82 



VARIA 

1. On the fundamental IE orientation 

the participant facing east, ic. north = left, south = right, 
west = behind, east = forward. To this we find a perfect corres- 

pondence in the hierarchy of Dumézilian functions applying to the 
partitioning of Ireland (A. Rees and B. Rees, Celtic Heritage, 122ff.): 
fis (druids) in the west, cath (warriors) in the north, bldth (vaisyas) 
in the east, sés (craftsmen) in the south. Qualitatively this circuit 
starts with the highest social order and moves clockwise (the ‘‘correct’”’ 
direction) to the lowest, as Rees and Rees following Dumézil point 
out. An essential additional factor in the formulation is however the 
observation that this circuit is made from the vantage point of the 
west, i.e. when standing facing east; for we shall see that the basing 
point for such orientations is best pictured as viewed by the partici- 
pant surveying the field in question. 

Ie is well known that the points of the compass are named with 

1. Rees and Rees observe (132-3) that the Indic orientation of dis- 
positions for the royal fort matches this Irish orientation perfectly, 
but that the basing point in India is the north. ‘“‘The evidence at 

our disposal does not enable us to account for this difference.” (132). 

We should note that this is a publication of 1961. It is clear from their 

Note 32, pp. 382 and 383, that they were under the impression, as 

30 many of us were for so long (nearly a century), that the Irish 

occupants of a chariot, like their Indic warrior cousins, were (although 

the texts didn’t say that) placed with the warrior to the left of his 

charioteer. 
' It was one of the great services of M. A. O’Brien to show (Celtica 3, 

1956, 170) through his ingenious etymology of the pair eivr and arae 

that we must accept the fact that the Irish chariot warrior sat to the 

rear of his charioteer. More recently David Greene has further 

slarified the situation (Eviu 21, 1969, 94-8) by showing that faztse/ 

fochlae (*wodeksijon|woklijon) in historic time meant only ‘south/ 

north’, and that the old meaning *‘right/left’ had been lost. Greene 

has astutely wrung sufficient clarification from the one passage 

formerly claimed to support a meaning of ‘right/left’ to show that 

this passage is simply obscure. As Greene forcefully argues, O’Brien’s 

positioning of the two men in the chariot is surely upheld. 

Greene concludes with the remark ‘The connection with India 

yanishes.”’ It seems to me instead that upon reflexion O’Brien and 

R 
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Greene have opened up for us an avenue of explanation perhaps much 
more interesting than if we had been simply left with a frontal 
similarity in chariot seating shared by Ireland and India such as 
the Zimmer-Thurneysen theory would yield. If we turn to the two 
diagrams presented by Rees and Rees p. 133 and superimpose on them 
a plan of their respective chariot seatings, an interesting agreement 
emerges. That is to say, in each case we orient the chariot so that 
the fighter and charioteer are in the corresponding positions allotted 
to functions II and IV respectively. Then with Indic warrior on the 
left and Irish warrior behind, the chariot remains in fixed position 
with the occupants facing south and their backs to the north. 

With this adjustment, then, the occupants of the chariot are 

facing south just as was the fochla féinneadh ‘champion’s seat’ 
and its Old Icelandic equivalent (Greene op. cit.), and as Rees and 
Rees (382) adduce that Numa did at his inauguration. Rees and 
Rees (loc. cit.) refer to the north and the left also as the places 
reserved for the burial of the least privileged dead. In short, it seems 
that a well-omened IE chariot should face south, fa-des or in older 
parlance fattse. 

On the other hand within such a nomenclatural system it makes 
sense when the auspicious south is the dess or right. But such a 
terminology in turn is based on orienting oneself facing east. How 
then are we to reconcile these two separate orientations? It seems 
to me that there is a clear common-sense answer here: In an agrarian 
and pastoral society the best way to establish a standard is to fix 
on a constant event, e.g. the rising sun at dawn. Thus the procedure 
of facing east, and inter alia establishing south as right, was, if you 
will, a calibration or defining procedure. The concept of facing 
south—this is not the place to attempt to consider how these Northern 
people regarded the sun, moon, etc.—was a component in a belief 
system of spiritual or magical values. I therefore propose that for 
IE culture the act of facing east and its terminological consequences 
was a procedure of practicality drawn from the real world around 
those people; the notion of sitting to the north and facing south, to 
the right and the auspicious, was an abstract construct belonging 
to the value system. The most important, most highly valued 
orientation in IE culture, then, was southwards. 
We may now come back to ask how it was that in Ireland the 

hierarchy of the social functions seems to have accorded pride of 
place to the west facing east. And this brings us back to our chariot 
once again. If the Celts had started out with the general IE southward- 
value concept but had changed their chariot seating from the “Indic” 
plan to the one that we know, they would then have been obliged 
to rotate the ‘“‘square” of functions one place to the left in order to 
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preserve semantic consistency within this scheme. It is significant 
aot only that the place of honour in a hall or house remained north, 
facing south; the fact that this was the champion’s seat agrees with 
the new position assumed by function II. We are led then to suppose 
that the observed change in social values assigned to the compass 
directions reflects a change in the cultural system of chariot seating. 
Is this according too much importance to a single artifact such as 
the chariot? I think not. For recent mention of the importance 
of carts and mobility to the rapid expansion and success of IE culture 
see, for example, Marija Gimbiitas, Journal of Indo-European Studies 
[, 1973, 155-214. We know, too, of the importance of wagons to 
the Hallstatt people who included them in their burials; and of 
course the light two-wheeled early Celtic chariot is striking and 
famous (e.g. Anne Ross, Everyday Life of the Pagan Celts, 1970, 
76-81). This major change in a key technology could have had 
mportant and broad cultural repercussions. For a searching explora- 
tion of this changing technology and its presumed attendant termi- 
nology see most recently David Greene’s contribution to The Iron Age 
im the Irish Sea Province: C.B.A. Research Report 9 (1972) 59-73. 
We may now profitably return to the terms for the compass points, 

and it occurs to us to wonder how it was, if the IE terms WERE 

Jerived from personal orientation looking east, the Celtic languages 
preserved these terms so faithfully. It may well be that the 
technologically triggered shift hypothesized above had the side 
affect, once the place of function I had been moved to the west, 

of investing the old frame of calibration with a new reinforcing 

value purport that gave new life to these inherited terms of direction. 
That is, dess/faitse ‘south’ came to mean dess ‘right’ from a fresh 
90int of view (and so on for the others) when viewed from function I 
n the west. 

2. Isit accident that in placing important dwellings or headquarters 
1t the boundaries of their terrirories the Ui Tuirtri and the Romans 

shose the NORTHERN border (see Padraig O Riain, Studia Celtica 7, 
[972, 22-3)? I am indebted to Geraint Gruffydd for calling my 

ittention to O Riain’s whole discussion of the réle of borders in 

‘onnexion with my proposed explanation of the term Lloegr, Studia 

Seltica (forthcoming). O Riain’s brief reference at the end of his 

yaper (28-9) to a Lévi-Straussian mediation concept, bridging the 

ontradiction of two opposites, is an interesting one and would 

ertainly seem applicable and plausible in the context of certain 

nythic explications. But in the disposition of geographic boundary 

shenomena I should prefer to see an explanation rooted in more 

pecific cultural features. It would make very good sense—and say 
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something important—to find that many middle points were not so 

much umbilici or omphaloi as intersections of boundaries, as Uisnech 

and Saint-Benoit-sur-Loire seem to have been. Therefore just as 

with Mide (Meath) = Madhya-pradega and the commote of Perfedd 

(extending west from Pumlumon; cf. A. and B. Rees 175~6) we 

may be entitled to look for a Celtic calqued survival in Middlesex 

and for an old meeting point of boundaries in the perfedd of the Island 

of Britain where the FOREIGN dragon of Lludd and Llefelys was 
fought. In this connexion it may also be not without relevance 
that confluences (Koblenz, Kemper ‘Quimper’, Condate ‘Rennes’) 
figure noticeably in Celtic toponomastics; this could well be another 
aspect of the correlation of many Welsh cantref and commote 
boundaries with an aber. In short, any meeting point of boundaries 
had a potential importance; boundaries of course almost inevitably 

occur, and it is not just that they exist but what people do with and 
about them. I would find it interesting, for example, if in addition 
to being a sort of “‘cosmic”’ transition boundaries could also be shown 
to have been exploited chiefly at their intersections (yielding “‘mid- 
points”) or on their northern (or, for the Celts, on their. western) 
perimeter. I find it striking, for example, to note on a recent visit to 

Maiden Castle that the remains of the foundations of the small 
sanctuary on the top of the inner hill appear to be located towards 

the northern perimeter of the hilltop. One may note here, in passing, 
that Tempall Benén (St. Benignus), Aranmore Co. Galway, is 
oriented north-south. 

3. It is also reasonable for a midpoint established by intersection, 
as just referred to, to coincide with an omphalos defined on some 
other cultural conceptual plan. So it has been assumed with Uisnech, 
in its rdle as a hearthfire center; see A. and B. Rees 156-7, 162-3. 
The functional comparison of Uisnech with the Vestal fire and the 
round Vedic householder’s hearth, kindled with a fire-drill, is certainly 
compelling. A. and B. Rees 175 entertain the possibility that 
Pumlumon could have meant ‘Five Banners’; so it may have seemed 
synchronically at some stages to Welsh speakers, but it seems to me 
that the old meaning is clearly ‘Five Chimneys’.1_ I would propose 

1 This meaning was made clear and virtually certain by Sir Ifor Williams in an 
accessible form in his Enwau Lleoedd (Lerpwl 1945) 19 (p. 20-1 of the 1962 reprint), 
where the attested variants are recorded, Pumlumon Pymlumon Plymlymon. The 
first two, as Sir Ifor notes, are quite in order and explicable within the known develop- 
ment of Welsh; I do not see how we can feel sure which of these two is prior (since arguments of assimilation or rule-governed reshaping could be constructed in either 
direction), but as time passed and the model of the compound pymthec ‘15’ became 
more distant it would be less likely that the variant in Pym- would be fashioned afresh. 
Now we know from the episode in Branwen, for example (PKM 47-8), that the lore of the five parts of Iwerddon was known in Wales. The form of Plymlymon, attested from 1590, shows that by that time in that source no connexion was made either with ‘5? (or with llwmon; for in order to explain what must surely be a bidirectional assimila- tion I assume that this last was phonetically [plomlemon], resting on the second named 



VARIA 257 

hat the CHIMNEY here is precisely the HEARTH of Uisnech and of its 
Xoman and Vedic counterparts. The significance of the pump Jlumon 
ies exactly in the superposition of the 5-province (cum perfedd) 
cheme on the omphalos-hearth concept. In other words, while 
he geographic position of Pumlumon in relation to the territorial 
tructure of Wales and the significant element pum- locate this 
eature where we find it, the semantics of -lumon exactly mirror 
hose of the hearth and fire of Uisnech, the aedes Vestae and 1gnis 
7estae, and the Brahmanic garhapatya. In fact it seems to me that 
his is more literally true than has been supposed on whatever 
rounds for the word Jlwmon; the functional equivalence just drawn 
ings out an etymology which is really latent within the attested 
Nelsh lexicon. The word for ‘ashes’ JJudw, more originally Uudu 
: Luaith, luaithred, luaithne), is clearly an old phrase *Liid + dub 
black-ash’, It appears that Jlwmon must be a parallel formation; 
or one thing it is tempting to relate the first syllable to luaith with 
vhich it finds a natural fit, and for another there would then be a 
lausible motivation for the development of the complex specifying 

ariant as an earlier form. The English form current today is of course Plynlimon, 
resumably a dissimilation as well as an expectably dubious and ambiguous rendering 
f the vowels. 
Since consulting Sir Ivor’s work I find further that it is possible to push back the date 

f attestation for the form in Pl-. On the Bodleian map 1325/50, reproduced by the 
rdnance Survey 1935 (repr. 1970), we read Plimilemon or Plumlemon (?); perhaps the 
yiter is the more likely reading, though the former would be phonetically better. 
Sir Ifor mentions the earlier interpretations of twll y Ilumon as ‘smoke (mwg) hole’ 

r as “‘more properly” ‘hole for the banners’; I notice that these same cited opinions 
f Llyn and Davies are reproduced by Thomas Richards in his Welsh-English Dictionary 
ith ed. 1839) s.v. llummon p. 369. Sir Ifor then declares his stand on the meaning: 
ynigiaf mai corn simne ydyw, neu gorn heb y simne! He adduces the report of 
yewitness testimony that five peaks can in fact be seen, and points to the fact that in 
Velsh phrases and derivatives corn and ban belong in the same semantic field as ‘peak’. 
his leads him to a mention of Llyn Lluwmonwy ‘Loch Lomond’ as a justification of 
umon in the sense ‘peak’. This may all be so, but as I argue presently, the notion 
eak’ may well be quite irrelevant or fortuitous in the case of llwmon which we are 
onsidering. : eles 
The argument of Sir Ifor just summarized was in fact essentially set forth in his 

ote to the word lumon, Canu Lilywarch Hen (1935) 85, which he introduces with the 
ords: clywais fod pum ban ar y mynyddoedd hyn. This note explicates the word 
hich occurs in the Pyll stanzas (No. 31, i.e. the 3rd, CL1H p. 5), where the meaning of 
umon is established without question. The relevant phrase reads: pwyll tan trwy 
unon, where pwyll is taken in the sense ‘anian’. This might be rendered ‘the essence 
f (his essence) fire through a chimney’. Clancy’s beautifully lapidary line (The Harliest 
Telsh Poetry, 1970, p. 71), with rich Welsh exploitation of sound, is: Fair Pwyll, a flame 
wrough a flue. The word tan and the construction with trwy makes the meaning of 
mon inescapable. I would also add that the parallel structure of the final verse of the 
ext stanza (.. . sawell in place of lwmon) only serves to confirm that we have a noun 

1at denotes something which fire moves through with speed in the nature of things. 

Since 1935, then, it has been clear that J/wmon meant ‘chimney’. I confess, however, 

sat one probably needs to have Uisnech (and perhaps Vesta) in mind to find the presence 

‘this noun in Pumlumon obvious or natural. Though I argue below that the name 

‘iginally may have had no reference to a riso in the land (somewhere over in the 

jadi e of England), the precious occurrence of lumon in Llywarch Hen shows us that a 

eaning was attached to this noun sufficiently early to make it natural that in Wales 

16 name was assigned to this mountain mass and not, say, to the narrow valley of the 

‘ye just below it. 
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phrase, also assured by Bret. ludu, which has replaced the old simplex. 

It is much more hazardous to attempt to account with assurance for 

the remaining part of the word, but a relation with mawn ‘peat, 

méin’ is very alluring. *Liid + mon might originally have been 

simply ‘peat-ash’, later being ‘applied to the more volatile parts of 

it (thus giving substance to Llyn’s definition ‘mwg’), but also, as 

pars pro toto, to the hearth as a whole; aiter all, an early hearth was 

largely the accumulation of ash that defined it. Still later the word 

could come to stand for the twll y Ilwmon as well, and finally for the 

masonry structure. For the early period when the nomenclature 

of Pumlumon arose, are we really assured that tall chimneys that 

might be likened to a mountain peak were all that common? But, 

more significantly, is it not possible that this nomenclature was 

brought to Wales (from Prydein?) from some other “central hearth” 

where there was no question or necessity to look for a high peak 

~ (or five of them) that might be likened to a tall chimney? *Liimmon, 

I claim, was once just ‘aedes’. 
Now that we have shown the functional equivalence of Uisnech 

and Pumlumon, and thereby assured the content of Uisnech for 

both branches of Insular Celtic (with support by implication also 
from Bret. Judu ‘ashes’) and so probably too for Proto-Celtic, I 
propose now to make plausible the phonological and partial morpho- 
logical equivalence of Uisnech and Vesta. On the latter Ernout- 
Meillet? 729 remains prudently inconclusive, largely summarizing 

earlier guesses and pointing out justifiably that Roman divine 
names are often without IE pedigree. In his mentions of earlier 
equations adduced, Ernout allows OHG wasal ‘feu’ to stand; on 

this word see now my discussion Acta Linguistica Hafniensia 12, 
1969, 164-8. For the content of Vesta Ernout makes appropriate 
reference to Dumézil Rituels 1.-e. & Rome 33ff.; this is of course 
essential if we are to make an equation between these two proper 
names. My purpose now is to furnish the necessary morphological 
background.? 

Perhaps what I consider to be the correct explanation of Vesta 
has been overlooked for two reasons. It seems to have been in- 
sufficiently considered that the initial Latin we- may equally be 
derived from *uwo-; on this phenomenon in position before clusters 

2 Pokorny IEW 1171 simply lists Vesta under his root *1. wes- with no further 
comment. This is not at all adequate, as I noted ALHafniensia 12.158, and Ernout 
rejected this root connexion—correctly, as I thought then and as I feel sure now. 
However on that occasion I was able to offer nothing better in its place; at that time 1 
had not read the relevant portions of Dumézil’s work with sufficient care. It is worth 
remarking here that my present argument does not change the range of IE roots in 
traditional *wes- that I discussed in the article referred to. Buck’s assignment 
(Dictionary of LE Synonyms 474-5) of Vesta to *wes- ‘shine’ is no more enlightening 
than the version reproduced by Pokorny, which Buck sensibly rejects. 
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see my remarks AJP 92, 1971, 86ff. I therefore propose. *uwosta. 
In Latin, names of instruments or tools abound in *-tvo-, -tlo-, -dhro-, 
-dhlo- (neuter and feminine), and in -wlum -ula ; but the type in 
j-grade of the root + -to- (cf. Koitos ‘couch’, OPruss. dalptan ‘chisel’ ; 
Meillet, Introduction’ 269), which may have included nouns of result 
as well as instrument, has survived poorly in Latin. This type has 
nad a notably good fortune in Balto-Slavic; it extends significantly 
to Albanian (dalté ‘chisel’). For this reason Latinists may tend to 
liscount the formation; but it must be remembered that we have 
(0 do here with a noun and function going back to IE antiquity, 
defore the crystallization of Latin as we know it—in short, we may 
well look for a fossil. Within the same semantic and morphological 
ealm I have also shown that Albanian vatré (Geg voter) ‘hearth’ 
goes back to an old noun of instrument *4-tra ‘a thing to burn with’; 
ALHafniensia 12, 1969, 153-6. I propose then that *wostd is a 
yersonified noun of instrument ‘thing to burn with’ i.e. hearth, or 
onceivably fire-drill. For reasons of the argument which ensues I 
refer this to the possibility that it was a noun of result ‘what is 
yurnt’ = ashes or ‘what is kindled’ = embers — ‘hearth’. Vesta 
VAS the hearth. 
The root form which I have just proposed would be a state II 

hape (in Benveniste’s terms) of the conventional IE *eus- ‘burn’: 
herefore, strictly, *H,uos-ta. The repertory of Greek attestations 
ctually supports this in an indirect way. Chantraine’s account 
Dictionnaire étymologique 2, 1970, 390) is both the most up-to-date 
nd for internal Greek development the most complete coverage we 
ave for e¥w and related forms. In general Chantraine does not 
arry the IE picture farther than Pokorny (IEW 347-8) left it, and 
selection of forms will be cited below in connexion with Uisnech. 
sesides the clear thematic verb, Chantraine remarks that derivatives 
a Greek are rare; in fact the root has the appearance of being archaic 
hroughout IE and of being in the process of dying off in the shape of 
olated fossilized derived forms in the various IE branches, just as the 
hematic verb was being narrowed in use and forced out by kato in 
arly Greek. Now among the scattering of derivatives evotov and 
jotp% are noteworthy in their morphology, as Chantraine observes, 
y virtue of their apparent full-grade vocalism; the reader is referred 
) Chantraine, Frisk and their sources for the justification or 
ttestations of the rough breathings. It seems to me that we may 
-¢ underneath these unexpected full-grades older state II formations 
vat would have matched Vesta. 
We turn now to Uisnech. In the context of the above discussion 
ere is no need to stop and refute the proposal (*ostindko- ‘the 
angular place’ : *ost- ‘bone’) of O’Rahilly EIHM 171, nor the guesses 
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of Joyce (‘fawn’) or of Meyer (‘Lerchenhiigel’) which O’Rahilly 

rejects. However, one aspect of this earlier work must be pointed 

out as correct, the analysis of the final suffix. We surely have to do 

with *-dko-, the widespread Celtic suffix which had an early tole as a 

formative for toponyms or for places characterized by the preceding 

stem, especially with a typical plant growth; in the Irish context 

the former is mentioned GOI 222 § 349 note (for Gaulish), and the 

latter for dristenach ‘dumetum’ GOI 170 § 265c. In OBreton we 

have an excellent new example to place beside the last, dvisoc BN 

Lat. 10290 (Fleuriot DGVB 152); and in Vannetais the suffix has 

enjoyed a circumscribed but vigorous life for fields planted to a 

specific grain down to the present day, where I have several examples 

in -gk from Ploemel. In Old Irish however it is significant that in 

the St. Gall glosses compounds in -chaill were used to translate Latin 

-etum; for reference to the passages see E. Bachellery, Etudes celtiques 

11.108. In other words, *-dko- in Old Irish as a microtoponymic 

was moribund and archaic. Let us note too that O’Rahilly was 
correct in positing *7 as the medial vocalism, though *z would also 
be acceptable; however, O’Rahilly made no use of this part of the 

formation. 
We start then from *ustinako- having recognized a place-name 

suffix -Gko-. Inside this we find another suffix *-izn0- which was 
used to form both places of plant growth and collectives (GOI § 265c); 
dristen ‘thorn bushes’ is an example that we have already seen ex- 
tended in the instance cited above in -ach. The collective feochuine 
‘ravens’ (GOI § 262,3) must certainly have this same *-z- inflected 
in the familiar abstract-collective -7@; note that -(s)zwe occurs in 
the sense ‘abstract quality or capacity’ only when the noun is marked 
[+person]. I suspect, taking the foregoing considerations together, 
that the suffixal syndrome *-t-in-(7@) ‘abstract, collective, collocation’ 
represents an extension of the element *-fo- in one of its réles by the 
suffix *-imo-, as a synchronic fact of, say, Proto-Celtic; on the last 

suffix see Meillet-Vendryes, Traité de grammaire comparée des langues 
classiques 384. However, the earlier analysis may well have been 
*-7- and the archaic *-d- ‘action noun, abstract’ (reinforced by *-7@) 
extended by *-no- ‘pertaining to’. However this may be, our word 
is to be divided *ws-tino- ‘a place where *us- is collected or found 
together’; Uisnech is just an older accumulation of the same suffixes 
seen in dristenach. 

The zero-grade of the root is easily paralleled by such forms as 
Skt. ustd- usnd- (: dsati), Lat. ustus, ON usli OE ysle {. ‘embers’, 
ON ysja ‘fire’ ; the semantic range of ‘burn, fire, coals’ and by implica- 
tion ‘hearth’ is indubitable. *wstino- meant ‘place where burning is 
gathered together’ or ‘place where what us burnt (*zsto- ashes) is 



VARIA 261 

= together’; this stem therefore described a ‘hearth’. It 
herefore seems more likely that *wosta@ denoted the hearth rather 
chan a fire-drill. 
In turn, *us-tin-Gko- meant ‘place of the hearth’. The equation 
etween *Liimmon, *ustino- (especially if the basis of derivation here 
S *ustd- ‘ashes’), *uosta and Alb. vatré is thus complete. Since we 
snow that this item of culture, set in this context, had such great 
mportance, it should not surprise us that the conservative Albanian 
culture (or its close kin) has carried this term as a loanword broadly 
shroughout the Balkans and Southeast Europe; for my reasoning 
mM assigning this diffusion to some ancient kin of Albanian rather 
than to Albanian itself, see ALHafniensia 12, 1969, 155-6. The 
sresent discussion is not the place to take up the riddle of Greek 
otia; but I would suggest that if the above reasoning finds favour 
we have moved it one step further away from Vesta, and Vesta 
onsiderably nearer to Uisnech.® 

2. enech, évitr} 

I have dealt (BSL) with the archaic morphology of enech ‘face, 
lonour’, a neuter plurale tantum < *enik“d, in the context of 

elated IE formations and their descendants. The Celtic etymon 
hows characteristic shortness in the *7, a morphological trans- 
ormation in these formations from earlier long syllabic *7 = 7H. 
the earlier shape and morphology was *eni-H ,k”-d. 
In that article I also offer an explanation of the phonological 

roblems of enech dat. pl. inchaib which bothered Thurneysen GOJI 
9-50. Matching British forms are found in Bret. enep ‘visage, face; 
ionneur; contre’, OCorn. eneb ‘pagina’, OWelsh enep ‘faciem’. 

There can be, I think, no question about the phonological and 
norphological background of these Celtic forms; Fleuriot’s entry 
DGVB 160 s.v. enep) should be revised accordingly. 
I have also proposed, loc. cit., that Welsh wynebd is to be derived 

rom *éntk”’a < *eentk”’a < *ep-enik”a, thus reflecting a conflation 
vith the construction (itself revised) seen in émamn, état, STiT-evo. 

When such principled allowances are made for the initial directional 
lements (lexical particles), for the shortened medial syllabic in 

3 While we do not have a single obvious etymon in IE for ‘hearth’ (what pip Sanskrit 
nd Iranian really say?), it is hoped that the above discussion may have made some 
eadway too, with the semantics of this question (the ‘burner’ or ‘ash-pit’ velsim.). 
n light of Vesta I would claim that focus is a new term to Latin. OH heord etc. (; Goth. 

quri ‘coal’, ON hyrr ‘fire’) and Latyv. uguns-kurs look like a restricted North European 

movation built on the old IE semantics. If ON arinn goes with Gra it reflects the 
iltural function more than an older noun. 

1 See the next item. 
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Celtic, and for the inherited gender and number (where the Armenian 

evidence becomes important), I think there can also be no question 

on the phonological and morphological background of this long- 

standing Welsh riddle. My purpose, then, in this note is to address 

myself less superficially to the semantic side of the equations I have 

proposed. 
First it is necessary to clarify some of the Greek phonology and 

morphology of pertinent forms. Fleuriot cites as comparisons only 
Gk. éverr and Skt. dnikam ‘facade’. Actually what is attested in 
Greek is an isolated dative tveni) (E 374); Frisk GEW 1.526-7 

hesitates between attributing this to a verbal noun évwm ‘Anblick, 

Angesicht’ and regarding it simply as a Greek transformation of the 
adverbial évéma. For our purpose it does not matter too much which 
of these solutions is the correct one; no matter which, this form is a 

minor part of the picture. As I have mentioned in the article above’ 
cited, we find the elements which here occupy us combined in the: 
locution évétraév ata, further combined in Katevétra KatTevooTmioy,, 

and from this the delocutive adjective évamos. All of these, 
which Frisk carefully lists and identifies, fail to match exactly in| 

vocalism our Celtic forms, as I have argued in BSL. In my view, 
they represent fresh Greek formations based on the productive set’ 

~ represented by dy etc. However, one associated word is of clear 
interest to us, the neuter pl. tv@ma ‘outer wall, facade’ (Hom), 

which also occurs in the sense ‘face’; though the vocalism has been: 

refashioned, I think we may see here yet another trace of our plurale 
tantum. In this sense we may make the partial equation enech = 
évooTr(1) cx. 

Having disposed of the Greek forms in omega, my argument then 
leads to the pairing of enech/enep with évim) ‘rebuke, reproof; 
abuse; (pl.) threats’, and the verb évioow ‘attack, reproach, maltreat’. 
While recognizing the equivalence I was content in that article to 
follow the speculations of Brugmann and Porzig in their attempt to 
understand the semantic development from what must have been 
something like ‘face, look, glance’ to the observed value ‘rebuke, 
threat, etc.’, The development envisaged would seem to be one of a 
pejorative route via the nuance of ‘bad, unpleasant, hostile glance’. 
This sort of sliding, oozing, creeping, tobogganing through semantic 
domains may turn out to be true of some cases; but it has all the 
weaknesses and possible irrelevance to reality that its analogue in 
historical theory, gradual phonetic change, has been seen to have. 
Its greatest weakness from the viewpoint of principle is that it is 
usually untestable and not subject to criterial controls; it can rest 
heavily on the fantasy of the theorist. It is this aspect of the proposed 
semantic change in question that I suggest we can repair considerably. 
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It is important to note that évimf is an epic and poetic word. 
We therefore have to do with a very old development in Greek, 
and also with attestations that take us a good way back in cultural 
context. It is thus reasonable to consider the Greek and the Celtic 
semantics that much more relevant to one another. Furthermore 
the verb évicow shows by its phonology that it is a verb of prehistoric 
sreek morphological formation; the form évitrre is a later formation, 
and the successor évétro ‘tell, announce’ is post-Homeric entirely. 
Now there is a fact of the usage of évicow/évinrw that is briefly 
noted by Liddell and Scott, but which I feel deserves more prominent 
10tice. It is true that one finds such clauses as « Tis pe Kal GAAos. . . 
vitrto1 2 768 ‘were another to attack me’. However it is noted that 
vitrtes frequently occurs with strengthening words: yaAer@ fyi 
wOeo B 245; évévitrev dveiSelois eméeoow Od 18, 326.2 That is to 
say, these predicates state that a reproach or insult took place and 
‘urther specify the language (means or instrument) with which it 
was done.* Semantically, the feature-bundle specifying the instru- 
nent(al) is presented separately and not univerbiert in the verb 
or its underlying noun, in this case évi). From this it is easy to 
ee the transfer, via the transfer of WHOLE SEMANTIC FEATURES, 

0 the late verb évétw. It is important, too, for our later argument 
o note here the prominence in these locutions of the notions of 
speaking and saying; these are rebukes and insults conveyed by 
anguage.* It is therefore all the more desirable that we abandon 
yarsh looks and glances as a pejorative route to the senses we find 
n the history of Greek. 
Now if we look at the early use of évit we are able to discern 

. parallel phenomenon which leads us back to an anterior phase: 
patepiwy 8 drrobioba évitivy E 492 ‘wipe away (avoid) a harsh 
ebuke’; pdAa Taos pe Kadikeo Ouudv éviTij/apyodtq = 104-5; 

uty éxtrayAov évitv Od 10, 448. That is to say, we find our noun 

iccompanied by a negatively valued adjective. A somewhat similar 
ituation is observed also in wevdéwv évi& Pi.0.10(11)6 ‘reproach 
f lying’. Such juxtapositions could easily derive from earlier 

2 Just before this instance we read Od 18,321 aioyods évéevitte MeAavOd. It is 
nteresting in more than one regard to note that a variant with this same verb is found 

) 238 étreao” aloypoioww éviocwv. 
Note that this last phrase is followed by a full speech of rebuke; we return to this 

elow. oa : 

3 A fineexample discriminating the instruments of injury used is xepolv TIETIAT OOS 

al évedeloiciv évioowv X 497 sc. ééeoo1v. This distinction has cither faded or 

eon merged in thesurely later passage GAN’ étreatv Te Kakoiolv éviooouEv NSE BoAtjoIw 

a 24.161, which the Budé edition translates ‘on l’accabla de mots insultants et de 

oups’, thus straddling the ambiguity. eT 4 , 

4 Note the authority of a native speaker: Suid. I 2, 262 1) 514 Adyoov atipia. 
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phrases with equally negative modifiers but a semantically more 

neutral (or at one time even positive) value for the noun éviny < 

*entH ka. In short, it is quite reasonable, I submit, that this 

etymon may have appeared in prehistoric Greek with a neutral 
or even positively valued semantics, thus reaching its attested 
unfavourable force not by some gradual pejorative metaphoric slide. 
A meaning of ‘honour, personal integrity’ would meet these qualifica- 

tions’ while lending itself aptly to a later transformation, by transfer 
of semantic features, to the meaning of ‘insult, reproach’. If it had 
early been frequent in contexts denoting the use of language, that 
would explain the natural occurrence of such accompanying locutions 
in the epic passages. 
Now let us return to the Celtic data. It is well known that enech 

and its cognates have the meaning of ‘honour’, quite apart from the 
well attested physical value ‘face’. Middle Breton di-enep ‘sans 
honneur’ also shows this clearly. The well known Welsh wynebwerth 
‘honour-price, l6g n-enech, dire’ and the matching OBret. enep uuert 
are certainly pertinent, but the nature of the complex expression 
does not assure us of the original value of the simplex so quite clearly. 
A further semantic step has been taken by OBret (Landévennec) 
enep guerth gl. d[o]tatione (DGVB 160), MedBret. enebarz ‘endow- 
ment’. For enech the DIL (E 128-33) regards the sense ‘honour’ as 
a metaphoric or figurative transfer from the physical sense ‘face’. 
Be that as it may (see below), the sense ‘honour’ is no small, subsidiary, 
or minor coloration taken on by this word; it is strongly represented 
and occurs in a rich range of contexts and locutions—one need only 
think, for example, of the compounds enechgreiss ‘attack on honour, 
slander’ or enechrucce (:vuccae) ‘shame, disgrace’, earlier ‘injury of a 
certain sort; compensation for same (= 1/2 or 1/7 eneclann)’. In 
other words, IF the sense ‘honour’ is to be seen as branching off from 
that of ‘face’ this is no internal Irish development and it is not even 
clearly an internal fact of Celtic; if there is any derivation involved 
here it is only in a formal synchronic sense of the relations within the 
Celtic semantic structure. . 
Now T. M. Charles-Edwards has recently (Transactions of the 

Honourable Society of Cymmrodorion 1970 Part II, 1971, 277-8) 
enriched our grasp considerably of the textual testimony for the 
semantic range under discussion. In the course of a very stimulating 

5 See recently the anthropological approach to the question of honour in Homer 
by Paul Friedrich, Journal of Indo-European Studies I, 1973, 119-25. Such notions, 
greatly transformed, live on to the present day in the Balkans in the form of Greek 
@IAOTINO, which has been admirably studied by Peristiany, and in Albanian, where 
expressions employing sy ‘eye’ and fage ‘face, cheek’ abound. But here we are on the 
edge of the Ottoman world, and another very complicated question. _ 
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ticle he analyses perceptively the social and legal aspects of the 
quel to the encounter of Pwyll and Arawn. The question arises 
3 to who should have spoken first; Charles-Edwards points out that 
1e rule was for the lower to address the superior, and that an insult 
-€. trespass of honour) had occurred. Parenthetically, we may 
ere add a comment to the meanings of enech, while motivating this 
ile somewhat more clearly. The infraction in addressing here 
minds us of the fault that Cui Chulainn committed in not “binding 
is protection’; I have already dealt with the latter term and 
stitution as a survival of archaic IE culture. A further sense of 
vech that may be discriminated is that of ‘protection, guarantee’, 
id the DIL derives this—quite correctly—from ‘honour’. It 
ould seem then that the specific breach of honour in not addressing 
ist consists in not “binding protection” under the original form of 
1e rule; the order of addressing was not an empty formality. 
Charles-Edwards fastens on the interesting sentence mi a wnaf 
anglot itt guerth can carw, which I will render simply ‘I will do 
du 100 stags-worth of anglot’. The last word is of course the privative 
lod. Charles-Edwards also draws attention to the presence 
guerth in this context, reminding us of wynebwerth and ldg n-enech. 
have already indicated above my view, which applies equally to 
narles-Edwards’s remarks, that ‘honour’ here is not to be derived 
mply from ‘face’. In other words, the threat that is being made 
one of satire (der) which entails a certain honour-price. Charles- 
dwards then adduces a brilliant juxtaposition to illuminate this 
trminology: The text of Culhwch and Olwen has the phrase (White 
00k) dwyn dy wyneb, but (Red Book) dwyn dy agclot. The surface 
eanings of these two versions of the same passage seem to be ‘remove 
mour’ and ‘carry satire’, respectively. Charles-Edwards’s aim, it 
ems, was mainly to bring evidence establishing the terminological 
twork that defines the interpretation of this PKM passage. But we 
ay wonder further how these striking variants came to be. It 
ypears in the two versions that dwyn is serving in different senses; 
it this pair illustrates vividly how in suitable contexts, particularly 
1en praise and satire are concerned, ‘wyneb = honour’ may shift 
rectly to ‘dis-praise = évit’. We may, moreover, assure our- 

ves of the ancient status of the collocation dwyn wyneb since 

é same idiom is found in Irish berid enech, the opposite of do-gnit 
ech ‘maintains, confers honour’. 
Now I think that we can go a step farther and specify exactly 

lexical and semantic grounds how this Welsh textual substitution 

me about; at the same time we see in greater detail an analogue 

what we suppose to have happened in prehistoric Greek. In a note 

orn *‘satire, aér’ (BBCS 25, 4, May 1974, 390-1) I have pointed 
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out the pertinent background of gogan goganaf ‘satir(iz)e’ (sine 

13th century) and ‘predict, praise, fo-cain’ (13-15th centuries) 

I have derived both these opposite senses by situational divergencs 

from the same earlier lexeme. We have just seen that dwyn wynel 

‘berid enech, évicow’ is an old collocation; in fact, on the basis 0: 

the Greek verb and the total Greek semantics it looks as thougl 

we may have here the remains of an IE idiom ‘to dishonour’ as ¢ 

predicate *bhéreti (+ duket(i)) enitH k’& — entH,k"10. Now 1 

suggest that when the Red Book scribe (note the chronology o 
attestation above for goganaf) read a ‘““White Book’’ version dwyr 
dy wyneb ‘goganaf, satirize, dishonour’ he was struck by the presence 

of the positively valued term wyneb in this archaic and moribunc 
lexical network; for him the phrase risked being ambiguously in 
terpreted ‘goganaf, praise’. So, in his terms, to clarify the sense o 
‘gogan(af)’ and to disambiguate the negativity of the meaning a: 
well as to return the textual dwyn to its more usual later lexica 
sense, the Red Book scribe substituted the explicit agclot. Thus 
a dying idiom was converted into a normal transitive predicate 

with maximum preservation of the inherited text. For a Welsk 
speaker of that period the ambiguity of goganaf easily explains the 
otherwise puzzling substitution of opposite words in the selfsame 
surface phrasal structure while preserving the total semantics intact 
On the other hand, the dual development that I have outlined (op 
cit.) for gogan(af) would precisely explain the semantic prehistory 0: 
évioow. It may well be that the Greek noun then later followec 

the semantic narrowing that the Greek verb had already undergons 
in being restricted to the negative value. 

The foregoing juxtaposition furnishes us with a suggestion fo: 
a fresh attempt at a solution of the troublesome old riddle of ths 
origin of execlann, which was discussed at length by Thurneyser 
ZCP 20, 1936, 205-12. In that article, besides specifying the early 
meaning as denoting an ‘honour-price less than a full Jég n-eneel 
(or dire)’ (210-11), Thurneysen makes it plain that the phonetic shapr 
must have been [en’aklefi] (206). The DIL makes the gender neuter 
with a question-mark, and later feminine and masculine; the detailec 
basis of this statement is not clear to me. Thurneysen obvioush 
treats it as feminine, which is certainly minimally justified, an 
hypothesizes (211) that it could have taken its gender from clam 
with which it was later associated by native speakers. At any rat 
it has a gender behaviour independent of enech. Now in connexio1 
with the last it is interesting to note that cloth, the equivalent o 
Welsh clod which lies at the basis of agclot, is used as a plural in th 
early texts; this suggests a formal link arising from the semanti! 
equivalence which Charles-Edwards has brought out. Addition 
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) the etymologically identical root involved, we may also note the 
neatenation co cli clothbind ‘of sweet report’ Arch.Hib. ii 73 § 55, 
id this brings us to the interesting noun cl. We read in Contribb, 
lat clu was an original neuter but early became feminine. The 
scalism % instead of the expected 6 is attributed tentatively by 
hurneysen, GOI § 338 note, to ro-cluinethar; but aside from the 
fference in form-class and in detailed meaning (‘reputation, good 
ume’ : ‘hear’), there is a difference in vowel length and the u 
ternates (and is probably not synchronically underlying) in the 
tb paradigm. If on the basis of the partial equivalence of wyneb 
1d clod we posit a compound *enech-chlu%, we may motivate all the 
cts easily. Such a form, which would become *enecli, would be 
<ened in shape to rétgl etc.; this would explain the % and also 
ansfer it to an m-stem. It would also aid in moving its gender to 
ie feminines, which are so prevalent in this class; moreover, in this 
tting the % would have been unusual for a neuter. Once arrived 
. this feminine -stem, forms of the shape enecla(i)nn would be 
itomatically produced by MacNeill’s law. The movement to the 
ass of tuath, whether or not under the influence of cland, would 
en not be difficult. 
We return now to the equation enech/wyneb/ évinh. We have found 
1 intricate yet orderly semantic web involving the cultural 
tegories of honour(price), protection, greeting, insult and satire 
rounding this term and stretching back in time as far as the Celtic 
idence takes us. Moreover, the Greek meaning and contexts lead us 

/a similar cultural value. In fact, of the instances cited above 

om the Homeric text no less than three (B 245, 2 238, Od 18,326) 
the verbs are immediately followed by a speech of reproach; these 
omeric speeches may be regarded as literary kin of the formal 
altic satires (der, agclot, orn).° Here we find another specimen of the 
ansformed patrimony from IE that Greek had considerably re- 
orked. I propose therefore that the Celtic sense ‘honour’ for these 
ords is inherited from IE. 
To be explicit, the neuter plurale tantum *eni-H,k”-@ meant 
onour (price)’ and belonged to that system of institutionalised 

3 It seems to me that these are the potential true Greek analogues to the Celtic 
are rather than the poetic compositions of Archilochos and Hipponax discussed by 
mald Ward JIES 1, 1973, 128-30. The latter, like their Roman counterparts, are 
re in the nature of personal invective and were revenges for personal wrong done to 
» poet. Similarly, Roman satire, when it was political, was as if the poet took a 

rtion of public or partisan opinion for his own point of view, that is of course the 

itage in our own tradition of post-Renaissance satire. The Celtic and IE phenomenon 

ich we are occupied with, and which Ward discusses very interestingly, is rather 

institutionalized structure which is interwoven with law and social status; it has 

do with honour (and through the king even with political rule, flaith), and not with 

sonal pride or prestige as we understand the latter notions, 
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personal integrity that, inter alia, satire or verbal invective (perhap: 

formulated in literary form) could seriously damage.’ . 

The IE word for ‘face’ was the ancestor of tpdowma Skt. prdtikan 

and was overtaken in Celtic by the phonetic/morphological form fo 

‘honour’ .® 

3. OW enep and the imperfect 3sg. 

This form is found in Ox. 2, dated to the roth century. It is tru 

that there are peculiarities about the glosses in this MS, and tha 

there is the lingering suspicion of a Cornish veneer; see Jacksor 

LHEB 53-6. Still, the glosses are Welsh at bottom, but it is annoyin; 

that this lone Welsh specimen in e- occurs precisely in a MS harborin; 

this residual question; this is what Fleuriot (DGVB 241 s.v. letenep 

prudently alludes to. For our present argument it is of course m 

disability that Welsh fails to show an incontestable absoluteh 

unambiguous example of e-; for the Southwest British testimony 

adequately supports the form in question genealogically for the whol 

of Celtic. Nevertheless, it is important to understand the nature o 
the Welsh evidence, and to attempt to recover as much as we can 0 

the background that led to the interesting and indubitable forn 

wyneb. There is, however, just one other piece of evidence that migh 
indirectly rescue enep; Arwyn Watkins has forced me to focus on th 
problematic M.Cap. (gth century) leteinepp ‘pagina’, which I wa 
otherwise tempted to overlook as desperate. Fleuriot is righ 
(DGVB 241) in rejecting Loth’s suggestion that OBret. letenep was : 
calque on Irish; on the other hand it is hard to be sure how the wor 
diffused, since on grounds of the realia the compound cannot b 
Proto-Celtic—we have here a case of which the classic instance 1 

7 Ward’s exploration (op.cit. 132ff.) of the Celtic and Norse parallels in satire, whil 
extremely perceptive and fascinating, is not so strong in itself as he represents it towar 
demonstrating an IE patrimony; for these two cultures are adjacent and share othe 
well known areal features. (See G. Turville-Petre, Hriu xxii 1-22) To the extent the 
there is a common heritage here—and I agree that there must be some—it may well hav 
been sharpened and conserved, or even transformed in parallel fashion, by contac 
with a common aboriginal or preexisting culture. The Vedic equation is much mor 
convincing; and, as in language, the most probative cases may often be those whic 
ee least superficial similarity, but which submit to exact formulations of histories 
change. 

I am not convinced myself (pace Ward 140) that creth (Welsh prydydd) is to k 
attributed a direct connexion with magic and the like. It seems to me more likel 
that creth is at bottom a ‘doing, creation, poiesia’, and that what a éaro-déji originall 
did was creth. Ward’s implied IE value for the dog (142-3) seems to me open to questio 
on areal grounds; the instances he cites match well the familiar Mediterranean an 
Levantine values, but the high value of Cz and Cuno- in early Celtic must be set again 
this; is the latter a relic of West European aboriginal values? Is it irrelevant that tk 
domestic dog is still so prized today in Northwest Europe? 
8 The blisters on the face raised by Celtic satire (Ward 133-4) may reflect this Celt: 

lexical innovation. 

etatregck 2 
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oerhaps Bloomfield’s judgement on the Algonquian words for whiskey. 
We are nevertheless justified in looking for an early date for its forma- 
‘ion in Common British. I cannot however follow Fleuriot in pro- 
posing an emendation to *letoinepp in favour of wyneb; on principle, 
we must here accept the lectio difficilior. 

There is, as I see it, one possibility worth considering here as 
a conceivably valuable contribution that leteinepp may make. We 
must recall that Olr. leth ‘side’ is an s-stem, therefore a pre-form 
should once have existed in the shape *Jetes-enipa. It is true that this 
might have been treated phonetically as if it were *lete + sentpd, in 
which case we should have *letheneb. But we may well have a 

successor to simple *Jetesenipa. Unfortunately, Jackson is obliged 
to tell us (LHEB 360-1) that there is no known evidence for the fate 
of *s (or yod, which is the same, in his account § 37) between un- 
stressed *e’s, or (as the probable interstage would have been) between 
pande. I suggest that we may have one such instance in the 38g. 
imperfect ending of the regular verb carez, bydei, buet, bet per. Despite 
the notorious difficulties in accounting for the imperfects of Celtic, 
we may look for the clearest historical continuity in the 3sg. on 

srounds of the reasoning originally advanced by Benveniste and _ 
elaborated by Calvert Watkins ([E Origins of the Celtic Verb goft.). 
Now it is noteworthy that the one verb form that has not been invaded 
by the ending -ez is oedd; these two are thus in complementation, 
and we may look for an originally shared or identical function common 
to them. There can scarcely be any doubt that oedd comes from 

*esat (C. Watkins 149-51), and this was an early (Italo-Celtic?) 

importation into the imperfect function from an older modal function, 

as Benveniste has claimed; a trace of the old modal function is to be 

seen in the behaviour of Olr. ba” noted in GOI § 813. It is also clear 

throughout the history of the form that oedd is a stressed form 

*ésat (LHEB 350). We are therefore entitled to look for an older 

inherited imperfect form; knowing the general habits of Celtic with 

respect to stressed/unstressed forms (Olr. fut. substantive bieid : 

copula bid) and enclitic (conjunct) behaviour (pret.-impf. copula 

bah : -bo), we may also seek this as an unstressed or enclitic variant. 

I propose then that we hypothesize an old unstressed and enclitic 

(therefore ‘‘conjunct”’) 3sg. impf. *eset, which would be in turn a 

refashioning of the secondary tense of *es- (Skt. 38g. dh) based on the 

thematic conjugation; the functional descendant of this would be 

bydei (strengthened by the stressed base *big-) and the alternate 

buei (CLIH 36.29”) would reflect the neutralization of preterite and 

imperfect seen in the OIr. copula. Hence we may make the syntactic 

equation 

Ss 
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bydd (:) oedd < *ésat :-ei < *-eset (Skt. d-bharat, sit) 

=biid bith, \sg. ba : ba*, -bo 

The same relation is to be seen in Bret. oa : care, carse, bthe, be | 

(: letenep). On these lines the ultimate form taken by *es- depended 

simply by its placement in the sentence: yma yd oedwn yn kerdet wu 

a’y gwr mwyaf a garwn ‘here I was (*ésd-) travelling, I and the man 

I loved (*-ese-) best’, We may see these relations clearly in the 

sequence from Llyr a’i ferched (Brynley F. Roberts, Bruty Brenhinedd 

1971, ll. 7-10): A dyrvavr KARYAT OED kan ev tat vdvnt, ac eyssyoes — 
mwy a KAREY e verch yevhaf ydav no’r dwy ereyll. A phan EDOED ef | 
en llythrav parth a heneynt, medylyav a orvc pa wed ed ADAWHEY y 
kyvoeth o’y verchet gwedy ef. Thus cariad oedd, oedd yn caru (or | 
better cevdded), and car-ei are simply rearrangements of the same 
lexemes. 

A further validation of the derivation of -er < IE *es-(et) ‘was 
(clitic)’ is to be seen in their behaviour with respect to initial muta- 
tions. It will be recalled that forms of the verb ‘to be’ normally 
lenite the subject of 3sg. forms and the nominal predicate (Simon 
Evans GMW §821a and d). Now the above derivation explains why 
precisely the 3sg. imperfect and pluperfect of other verbs idiosyn- 
cratically lenite their subjects. That is to say more formally, 
-e1" < *-ese(t) = BE (-impf.)-3 sg. 

It may also be that one further example of analogous phonetics is 
to be seen in ¢ez ‘houses’ and the plural ‘beds’ mentioned by me in 
this connexion BBCS 16, 1956, 277. If the old accentuation were 
*tégesa (and similarly *wolégesa), as reported by Jackson LHEB 350, 

we would have *tgi1@ > *tigeia (by affection) > *ty3zez, which would 
later have joined the vocalisms of bryein(t), breenhined, etc. Note 
that this development would presuppose a derivation of posttonic 
*ia parallel to that of *ese > *ije above, and contrasting with 
pretonic *iza in miaren, guiannuin, and Iarn-. 

4. fiu, feb, j0s, vasu- 

The problem of és and #0 is well known and adequately 
documented and debated in the literature. We are fortunate to have 
Frisk (GEW 1.594-5) and Chantraine (Dictionnaire 2, 1970, 388) to 
summarize matters for us so recently and so masterfully. Frisk’s 
account (op. cit. 595) ends ‘‘Natiirlich ist auch mit griech. Zusammen- 
fall von idg. *esu- und *wesu- zu rechnen.” I think that, expressed 
in slightly different phonological terms, this is the essential and final 
truth of the matter. For a purely phonological reason this could have 
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appened only in Greek, and this is part of the reason why this must 
»e the outcome we see, and why it is crucial to see the solution to the 
otal problem couched in Greek terms. The other languages carry 
heir separate contribution, but it is in the vexed Greek thicket 
hat we may disentangle all the essential entwined shoots. 
There can be no question that we have two separate etyma here. 

“vidence for the two sources has been advanced many times before; I 
ave no essentially new contribution to offer to this question. I 
vill simply assemble here the main themes of this evidence known to 
ne. The complexity and confluence of this evidence accumulates in 
sreek; it is my belief that the essential disambiguating information 
s to be found in Celtic sources. The purpose of this note is to present 
hese views and the supporting forms. 
Chantraine loc. cit. summarizes the two possible sources; 
1. Hitt. asSu-, Skt. su- etc., the verb root *es-; he also repeats the 

peculation that Hieroglyphic wa-su- has a secondary w-, on which see 
elow. 

2. Skt. vdsu-, Avest. vohu-, Gaul. Bellovesus; to these we may add 
he equation often made and cited by Frisk of Illyr. (if that is a correct 
nd contentive name here) gen. Ves-cleveses. 
Chantraine’s characteristically prudent and laconic observation is 

hat the second etymon is the more widespread and that perhaps both 
_and 2 have been conflated in Greek. 
Thus both Frisk and Chantraine are close to agreement, and the 

asic problem is to see precisely how the observed situation came 
bout and to identify which formal aspects reflect the original 
eatures that went into the constitution of the resultant forms. 
The Celtic forms are often slighted in such general discussions. 

‘irst we must note feb (a-stem, feminine) ‘excellence, wealth’; the 
losses have only the dat.sg. fezb. There is also a masculine u-stem 
ebas ‘excellence’, of obvious derivation. Secondly there is fiw and 
ts Welsh equivalent gwiw ‘worthy’; with the accusative fiu is used 
s an equivalent of ‘quam’. These Celtic forms are highly important 
on the total set of comparisons, and additionally have their own 
nique contribution to make. Even the Celtic reference works do not 
eally do them justice: The KVG 1.75 and CCCG 18 § 24.4 are wrong 
1 reconstructing simply *weswd -os. This is acceptable for feb(as), 
ut not for fiw nor for gwych. The impossible attribution of gwych is 
epeated by Buck in his Dictionary of Synonyms. 
The Celtic testimony gives us two clear pre-forms: feb < *uesud, 

nd fiu = gwiw < *yisu-(0-) < *uésu-. 
Celtic additionally attests OIr. so’-, Welsh hy-, Gaul. su-: these 

ave long been equated with Skt. sw-. Building on the work of KH. 

chmidt and Schlerath, I have recently explored their syntactic 
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background; see Proceedings of the Mid-America Linguistics Con 

ference 1972 (in press). There I make clear my view that these ar 

to be equated directly with Greek ev- Hitt. aSSu- < *H,su-, a zero-~ 

grade participle of ‘to be’ equivalent to Skt. sant-. Thus we have ani 
originally underlying stem *H,es-1-. | 

Within the above scope it séems to me that we must equate Celtic 
*wesud with Skt. vdsu-, Avest. vohu-, “Tllyr.’’ Ves-. This assures us 
for the IE level of a form *yésu-. Yet we see that Celtic also gives 
clear evidence of *uésu-. I see no way of avoiding three IE forms 
*H su-, *uésu-, and *wésu-, all with closely similar meanings. | 

Let us turn now to the Greek evidence. Chantraine, under his entry, 
aus ~iUs points out that the old neuter was always. In adverbial 
use Attic-Ionic specialized «J, which was later replaced by KaAds. 
The prevailing form in compounds was ev-; in the article above-: 
mentioned I have already set forth reasons why this element did not 
originally mean ‘well, good’, and thus is a reflex of *H,su-. We need 
only to explain, then, the early independent forms. It has been 
remarked by Schwyzer and others that fv(s) occurs almost always at 

the end of a verse. There can be no question that there is a clear case of 
specialization of form here; the open question is the basis and 
mechanism of specialization. Chantraine as well as others has 
appealed to metrical lengthening, and has rejected as an alternative 
an old vowel alternation. Frisk rejects Ablaut as a basis and opts for 
metrical alternation, but without specifying the mechanism more 
precisely. The real question is: Granted these obviously rule- 
governed selective alternations, how did the two vocalisms arise in 

_ the first place to be available? My answer is that one continues 
*H,su- while the other reflects *wésu-, the resultant phonological 
similarity having been exploited by using them in complementary 
metrical positions or functions. Thus it. is metrical choice which 
governs them, but phonetics and semantics which brought them into 
such close proximity in Greek. 

But there wERE other facts, equally inherited, that encouraged 
the exploitation of such alternations in vocalism, especially of length. 
Chantraine states “le gén.sg. jos comporte un esprit rude probable- 
ment dt a l’analogie de foio . . . . L’n de fos reste obscur... ” 
First, for the rough breathing we may consider the parallel of sia = 
Lat. v6. This would yield *ehnos. Behind this I suggest we may 
see “rehrn- = Olt. feb crossed with the old u-stem gen. (F)ehF-os. 
Even if on principle we choose to derive the last form from *H SU- 
we cannot exclude the possibility of the cognate of Skt. vdsu-. 

If it appears that we have stretched a long way to retrieve a 
match for feb, I submit that we may consider a supporting reflex in 
another difficult form. Having branded the gen.pl. é&ov ‘forme 



VARIA 273 

ifficile’’ Chantraine goes on to describe it as ‘forme artificielle 
réée sur le modéle des génitifs fém. en -dwov, pour *2éoov(?).”” 
onsider the following instances (cited from the Budé text): 

528 SHpav ofa S1Sa01 KaKddv, Etepos SE Ekoov 
(of mifo1 in the storehouse floor of Zeus; var. kKnpdv guTAeio1 
& pev éobAdv, avtap 6 Seiddv Plato Resp. 379 d, testes, et 
cod. unus m. rec.) 

325 ... Geol, Saotiipes Edkoov 

335 Epucta, Ards vie, Sidxtope, Stop Exoov 

jl these instances may read equally well as containing plural 
ominalizations, i.e. an old feminine collective. As such they could 
e derived perfectly from fehFa- < *wesyd-, the exact equivalent of 
>. Moreover for the last two instances an exact phrasal equation 
as been accepted by many with the Indic kenning daté vdsiindm. 
his equation of the total phrase is strong support for the IE antiquity 
f the component parts, especially in view of the isolation and 
regularity within Greek. On the other hand, the exact morphological 
t with the Old Irish noun suggests that no recent fresh creation 
eed be assumed for the Greek as we find it; we need only respect the 
ext. 
I submit then that we recover for Greek in orderly distributions 

sflexes of *H,su-, *uésu-, and *weswa-. The Olr. matches are 

sspectively so”-, fiw, and feb. All this detail is matched only partially 
1 other branches, but the Greek and Celtic evidence taken together 
affices. There is hence no reason to try an impossible derivation 
yx Hieroglyphic Luwian (or other Luwian) wa-su-; this is simply 
he Anatolian equivalent of fiw or feb. 

Behind these three formations I see for pre-IE just two stems. 

t seems morphologically unparalleled to look for a Dehnstufe 

erivative in *wésu- from *wésu-(a@); a reverse derivation will hardly 

o either . I thus regard *wésu- as a cross between *wésu- and the 

nderlying *H,es-v-. Whether or not *yésu- contained a laryngeal 

ne cannot now say on any evidence known to me; we might look for 

rms in apparent *as-. 

5. escaid, aisc 

With his typical imagination and lucidity M. A. O’Brien has 

sen (Celtica 3, 1956, 171-2) escaid ‘searching for lice’ as related 

5 Slavic iskati, etc. Vendryes Lex.Etym. A-51 s.v. aisc has recognized 

ne excellence of the explanation; surely O’Brien is basically right. 

There are just a few points of his exposition which can be sharpened 

r adjusted. O’Brien is quite right that the Old Irish form must 
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derive from *i-; however it is not at all likely that the Slavic reflect: 

*j-, long or short. If it were from short *7- we might expect som 

different results in West Slavic. But in any event O’Brien neglects th 

Baltic cognates represented by Lith. zeSkdt, where we have a clea: 

*ej-. Thus Baltic and Slavic go together with Germanic in thi 

vocalism. Since for a *-sk’- present we expect zero grade ablaut 

once again we see the pattern of Celtic and Indo-Iranian pairing i 

preserving the archaic reflex. The initial part of escaid exactly 

matches Skt. icchdtt. 

O’Brien reconstructs a form *iskati- without further comment 

The *d, which is Not the expected vocalism of a stem in *sk'- j 

more interesting than perhaps O’Brien could have known. Vyachesla’ 

V. Ivanov (Donum Balticum for Chr. Stang, 206-10) has discussec 

perceptively zeSkéti = iskati in the context of related verb formations 

pointing out that these d-preterites are the morphological counterpar 

of intensive reduplication in o-vocalism as seen in verbs of sound 

and verba dicendi. We have therefore an old pedigree, and a poin 
of particular interest which matches the semantics well, in O’Brien’ 

reconstruction *7sk-d-t1-, 
What has never been brought out sufficiently clearly in the casi 

of Lith. zeSkdti is the fact that the resultant medial cluster demand 
the assumption of an earlier *Csk’; in fact, Skt. tcchdit is attribute: 

to the root zs-.. I have discussed this question from the Baltic poin 
of view in some detail in Archivio Glottologico Italiano (forthcoming) 
the Baltic (and Slavic) seems to require the assumption of the con 
flated outcome of cognates to Skt. zs- ‘seek’ and 7s- ‘own’. 
Now this Baltic configuration is precisely mirrored and supporte: 

by the Celtic evidence. I have argued (Annales de Bretagne 1973, 
that medial -sk- in Celtic can never reflect simple *-sk- but onh 
*-Csk-; let me note here that in drawing up that argument (firs 
advanced some years ago as a footnote to my article on dubro 
‘water’, published in Studies in Honor of George L. Trager 1972 
233-7) I failed to notice the statement in Lewis’s Supplement t 
CCCG (1961) 4 ad p. 19. I have also pointed out (Journal of Indo 
European Studies appearing) the importance for the whole of IE o 
this cluster in Olr. fasc Welsh Wysg. We must therefore revis 
O’Brien’s reconstruction to *iCsk-d-, probably *ds-sk’-(@-); th 

cluster would then exactly equal that of Welsh gwisgaw ‘dress, equiy 
etc.’ 

Thus the remnant detected by O’Brien in escaid becomes extraot 
dinarily important. 

O’Brien was not able to explain aiscid; Vendrves loc. cit. ha 
nothing in his account, which clings to *(ad-)saig-, to remove O’Brien’ 
astute objection that forms with -ch- seem strangely lacking. Indee 
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we do need some form in ad- to explain the a-. It would be reasonable 
n this semantic domain to see ad- with intensive force. Therefore a 
sompound *ad-is-sk-(4-) would be adequate to explain the verb 
orm, which would then have undergone syncope; on the phonetics 
of *d-s see GOI 88 § 139. In turn, the noun aisc would then be a 
9ack-formation from the verb. 

Alternatively, in the slender consonantism of aiscid we may also 
see a reflex of the old IE present stem *ad +- is-sk’-e-, with the ex- 
pected thematic vowel instead of the preterite-intensive *-d-. We 
would then have an exact match for Skt. icchdti Avest. isaiti; of 
course, only morphological expectation argues against a perfectly 
possible guna grade matching Umbr. ezscurent and OCS jiStetit. 

In such a formation *ad- would semantically equal the *-d-. 
[Therefore I propose escaid < *is-sk'-G-ti- and aiscid < *ad + is-sk’-e-. 

6. Lith. nasrai, Slav. nozd (i)ri, Olt. sron, Gk. dis 

A good etymology must account for all the facts. At the same 
time, the aim of an etymology is to unite observations and make 
them mutually explanatory, not to dissociate possible connexions 
inless there is very strong reason. The latter principle is bound up 
with the fact that we prefer to be able to show that in a given develop- 
ment there has been no replacement, and that all change has been 

surely superficial; this is because the fundamental nature of language 
‘and of culture) is continuity?. 
For this last reason I feel convinced that O.N. Trubaéév is basically 

correct in refusing to divorce Lith. nasvat and what appears to be 
Slav. ndzdvi?. Nevertheless, he loses something—and fails to account 

or all the data—by excluding the arguments summarized by Vasmer 
‘II 225) as *nos-diva; there is no need to explore further the claimed, 
yut unmotivated, suffix *-dhr-. Inversely, Vasmer struggles to 

-escue the Ukrainian form nizd/a, with its: vocalism, but misses the 

triking and surely fundamental reality that Baltic and Slavic 

vgree Closely in their versions of this term. 

It is well known that by deriving nézdvi (regularly) from *nozre 

we cannot then directly relate this form to nasrai etc. since there 

s no immediate motivation for the supposed voicing of z. *nozra 

‘ould only contain *g(h) (> Baltic Z). On the basis of dstrov or 

ven dstryj we would expect as a match of nasrai something like 

‘n Ost?t. 

1 See my further remarks Baltistica VIII (1) 1972, 55- 

2 See also my argument Papers from the 8th Regional Meeting, Chicago Linguistic 

Society, April 14-16, 1972, Pp- 470-2. 

3 Baltistica I Priedas, 1972, 225-6. 
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Therefore both for the Ukrainian 7 and for the unexpected voicing 

we do well to accept (schematically) a form on the lines of *nos-diy-t 

as an IMMEDIATE SLAVIC PRECURSOR‘. No matter what identity is 

assumed for the underlying Slavic *der-, a contamination in early 

Slavic is unavoidable. This is plausibly explained phonetically on a 

basis *ndstri > nos-d(i)r-i > nézdiri. To put the argument in slightly 

different terms, since we need to assume a fresh source of contamina- 

tion in order to transpose the feature composition of *¢ into d, we 

may at no extra cost see in this same element the source of the 

needed jer. 
The total Slavic derivation then becomes *ndzdiri <— *ndstri < 

*nasr-. 
Trubaéév’s account of the first vocalism is inadequate. According 

to him (226) ndésis < *nds- is a lengthened vocalism, and he then 

writes for masvai (according to a convention I do not understand) 
*nos-. We agree immediately that phonetically (in Brugmann’s 
terms) Skt. ndsa@ (dual) ndsika, Avestan nah-, OPers. naham, Lat. 
nares, Lith. ndsits, OE nése etc. rest on *nas-. But this must be in 

laryngeal terms *neH ,s- (or *nea,s-). Indic forms such as weak-case 
nas- or nasya- ‘located on the nose’ must be newly formed neo-guya, 
modelled on other paradigms with Skt @. It then becomes clear that 

OE nasu, OHG nasa, Slav. nost, and our word nasrai reflect a zero- 

grade *nas- (= nH,s-). Pokorny IEW 755 should be corrected 
and sifted in these respects. 

In other words, morphologically there was in Indo- European an 
old root noun *neH ,s-. This would have been declined: 

sg. N *néH ss > [nas] 
A neH,s-m - > [nasm] > OP naham, nési 
L_ neH,s(-i) —> [nas] 
G nH,s-os ~-> [nasds] > nost 
D nH,s-ei — [naséj] 

du. NA néH,s-e -> [nase] > Skt. nasa, Av. nanha, 
Lat. narés 

I nH,s-bh..-— [nozbh-] 
er; 

Trubaéév envisages a compound *nos + svi of “dogrammatiéeskaja 
forma.’’ While I am not sure of the status of such a form, we are 
clearly in a position to consider a construction of the shape *nas-sr-. 
This suggests a possible syntactic construction analogous to what I 
have discussed for the name of Demeter’. That is to say, a very old 

* Because of the frequent calques in the much infiltrated Ol i i not diagnostic in this context. s ‘ Soi tet Ra 5 Minos (n.8.) 9, 1968, 198-204; 10, 1969, 93-5. 
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yntagm of the form *genitive + noun, analogous to *dHs-s + mdter-, 
vould explain a sequence *nH,s-s+sr-. Hence nasvai = nézdri 
ould easily be a genitive of ‘nose’ + an old noun in *sr-. 
The identity of such a noun in *sr- is, however, very problematic. 

fhe following possibilities for comparison exist. 

ze) Welsh ffroen (f.), Gaulish *frogna (> OFrench frogne > Eng. 
frown), Olr. srén (f.) ‘nostril, nose’ < *syogna or *srokna’. 
A Celtic variant in *(s)fr- may be Welsh trwyn (m.), OCorn. 
tren < *(s)trogni; Gaulish *trugna’, 

Breton fri (m.) ‘nose’, Cornish frig (f.) ‘nostril’ are highly 
ambiguous in form; all that is certain is *sr-8._ If fri is from *sreg- 
(perhaps *svegos, an old neuter like *tegos > ti ‘house’)® then 
Corn. frig could reflect a hypocoristically geminated form *sregg-. 
The relation would be that of Welsh croen OCorn. croin ‘skin’ < 
*kvok-no-: Med. Corn. crohen, Breton kroc’hen, Olr. crocenn < 
*krokk-enn-. 

Greek féyyw ftyxw ‘snore’, pUyyos ‘pig’s snout’, Armenian 
fngun-k‘ (pl.) ‘nose’; Olr. svennim ‘snore’®, It is customary, 

since Hiibschmann, to pair Arm. fngunk‘ (n-stem; instr. 
rngambk‘) with  vyxos; but this obscure vocalism is not 
necessary. All other Greek forms point to *svengh-/k-. There- 
fore, especially since we expect Greek and Armenian to go 
together and since évyxos may on semantic grounds reasonably 
reflect some expressive alteration, we may equally posit for 

fngun- *rungun- < *syongh-on. We reconstruct then for Greek, 
Armenian and Celtic *svengh-. The Galatian Spotyyos'! may 
represent a variant of *svongo- parallel to *tvugna mentioned 

above. 
To summarize the above, Greek, Armenian, and Celtic appear to 

attest for us *svegh-, *srogh-n-, and *sre-n-gh-. The last has the 

appearance of being a verb form. The Armenian *svongh-on- 
looks like a cross of this with the nominalization in nasal suffix 
seen in Celtic *svogna. We seem to have a verb ‘snore’, and a 
nominalization *‘snorter’. The Greek forms in -«- could easily 

6 Wolfgang Meid, IF 65, 1960, 39; 267. OBret. fron is not aberrant; it belongs to a 

roup of spellings with o for ot. See L. Fleuriot, Dictionnaire des gloses en vieux breton, 

aris 1964, 172. 
7 TF 65, 1960, 44; 267. 
8 See Meid, op.cit. 40. : 

9 Ror the Petes see E. P. Hamp, Bulletin of the Board of Celtic Studies 16, 1956, 

ff. 
40 See Pokorny JEW 1002; Meid, op.cit. 39, 43- 
11 See Meid, op.cit. 266. 
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be back-formations from -y-, in which the aspirate was taken 

as being a derived shape belonging to the aspirated perfect 

We thus arrive at a simple IE root *svegh-, and, on this and othe 

grounds, I now abandon the explanation for OlIr. srdén etc 

which I advanced in Gletta 38, 1960, 209-11, and which Fris 

GEW 2.659 has rightly rejected as “willkiirlich”. Howeve 

I do not see the root of féyyw as explicated by being called 4 

“Schallwort” (Frisk 2.647); moreover, *sregh- could also hel 

to account for foxes, Goxw etc. | 
] 

: 

There remain the Greek forms éea (pl.) and Aabcoves; 

on the latter Frisk GEW 2.667-8 says as much as seems to be 

safe. It seems artificial and ad hoc to credit a stem *sr-edh: 

to a root *ser- ‘flow’ (IEW itoo1-2). The Greek could of coum 

easily reflect a different initial; these words seem quite am4 

biguous, and Frisk’s prudent account of é60s, which may not 

even mean ‘nostril’, is excellent. 

Finally there is is éivés, which Pedersen’? suggested might 
be related to Lat. frenum. In any case, *sréi- sri- is an un 
satisfactory and contrived reconstruction’ that corresponds 
to nothing that we know of Indo-European structure; it is 

semantically and phonetically opaque, and explains nothing} 
At the same time I see no virtue in my own attempt, Glotta 
38.210-11. In these circumstances, there seems to be little 

motivation in attempting to relate Skt. srkvan-, srdkva- “cornet 
of the mouth’, as Lewis and Pedersen and I (following them) 
tried. Frisk GEW 2.659 offers no further positive suggestions. 

At present I see only one possibility for further analyzing 

dis pivés. I have recently## discussed Karl Hoffmann’s 
perceptive analysis (MSS 6, 1955, 35-40) of the old-layex 
suffix which we may write *-Hon- or *-90n-. It seems possible, 
though not at all assured, that we have a zero-grade of this 
sufix generalized in position after vowel, where alternations 
would have led to shapes of unclear relation. Thus *svi-Hon-~ 
svi-Hn- would have been levelled to *sviHn-. If this is so, the 

original base for fis was *s77- 
Whether then a construction *H ,s-s--svi- ‘nostril of the 

nose’ once existed is a matter for speculation. 

12 Briw 16, 1952, 5. 
13 THW 1002. = - 

14 MSS 30, 1972, 35-7- 



VARIA 279 

?. Mod. Ir. gead and Slav. zvezda 

M. A. O’Brien suggested (Celtica 3. 1956, 170-1) an equation 
between gead gen. geide, a feminine a-stem, ‘blaze on an animal’s 
forehead’ and the Balto-Slavic etymon for ‘star’. Thisis a precarious 
comparison, and one cannot be sure of such an isolated equation 
despite the semantic parallels. If true, however, it has interesting 
formal implications; but a few clarifying comments are required. 

Pokorny IEW 495 has a root *ghwoig*- to which he assigns goifos, 
Gpixtos ‘unrein’ and the Balto-Slavic set *Zuaigzda-. poiBos certainly 
does not belong here. Frisk GEW 2 (1969) 1031 calls it unerklart 
in the course of an excellent summary of past work on this riddle; 
he also meticulously notes the exact testimony, with possible ac- 
centuation, for the glossed words d@ixtév and d&@ixtpds. While we 
cannot get to the bottom of this word set, it seems to me that these 
ptivatives give us valuable assistance. If poifos really began and 
ended in labio-velars it would be a very odd IE root; and then the x 
of the privatives would not fit. A thematization of a u-stem might 
be conceivable here, such as we have in Lith. léngvas, Welsh gwilyb 
(: fuuch), tew (: tiug) etc. Taking the 9 in the privatives au pied de 
Ja lettre, we have before the 1 a probable reflex of a labial. ‘A root 
*bhetg- or *bheig- seems likely, with suffixation in -w- and -to- attested. 
This removes this Greek set both from gead and from Lith. Zvaigidé 
Latv. zvdigzne OPruss. swdigstan Czech hvézda etc. 

I do not agree with Pokorny’s reconstruction for the Balto-Slavic 
words. I have proposed (XJ. International Congress of Linguists, 
Bologna 1972) a revised reconstruction *g(h)uots-da for which I 
develop the details in that exposition; the crucial problem is of 
course to reconcile the Baltic and Slavic initials in a plausible way. 
The Baltic evidence makes the nature of the diphthongal vocalism 
perfectly clear, and there is no reason to believe that the Slavic é 
does not match this exactly. Whether or not the Russian forms 
mentioned by O’Brien are analogies on the type sed, it must be by 
misprint or by oversight that O’Brien speaks of a Slavic e before 2d. 
If a short vowel is involved at all, it must be *7 here in view of the 
full-grade diphthong. I have discussed the vocalism of gnézdo ‘nest’ 
in another connexion IJSLP 11, 1968, 25-6. It is quite possible that 
in the Balto-Slavic word for ‘star’ we have another example of a 
neo-guna grade that these languages favoured in the thematic stems. 

In summary, if related gead must be *g(h)uisdd, Irish gead could 
then be valuable in assuring the zero-grade in this formation. The 
ublaut grade would thus match Lat. forda, Slav. turidu. Since 

tou may be supposed to have fallen in with *g”, we reconstruct 

‘ehuisda. 
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8. On snow in Ireland 

Vendryes (Lexique étymologique A. 88) mentions the suggested 

comparison of arg (.i. bainne, unde dicitur ro-arg i. vo bannae .1. snige 

mor do fleochad’ Corm.? 27) to Welsh ery eiva, M. Corn trch, Bret. 

erc’h (to which we may add Vannetais erh and its dialect variants, on | 

which see my note in Annales de Bretagne). The British forms 

must reflect a stem *argio-; I have touched upon the possible 

equation of this with Gaulish Avgiotalus and Airgdech dat. 

Airgd(h)ig(h) *Argio-tegos in a discussion of Taluppius appearing 

in the BSL currently. Vendryes suggests that only Irish avg can come 

from *(s)perg- or *(s)preg-; of course, in the British sense ‘snow’ the 

base seen in épyés ‘white, bright’ is an eminent candidate. Ht is 

possible to simplify the explanation by considering these forms ina 

wider context. | 

There is no doubt that reflexes of *(s)perg-/(s)preg- and *H ,erg- 

would be capable of merging phonetically in Celtic. But there 

is no need to derive the observed reflexes separately from these roots. 
At an early period *arg(io)- could have meant both ‘bright’ and 
‘snow (esp. in a mass)’. Then in Irish *arg- ‘snow’ could have 
developed semantically to ‘drop’. Such a development would be 
exactly congruent with snigid ‘drips’: Welsh nyf (snechtae), Lat. 
ninguit nix, Lith. sniviga, OHG sniwit, Eng. snow etc. In other 

words, the semantic-feature development ‘(to) snow’ > ‘(to) drip’ 
would be perfectly regular for Irish; it applied equally to both avail- 
able lexemes. The difference between these two lexemes in Celtic 
seems to be that *suzg¥h- was essentially verbal, while *arg(zo)- was 
nominal; thus Early Welsh says Oftid eiry.1 Of course, derivations 
of these bases could be formed e.g. Bret. evc’hi. 

Benveniste has dealt (Mvjuns Xap I, 1956, 35-9) with the two 

Indo-European bases for ‘snow’; it is not my intention to formulate 
or accept a full view of the matter here, but I suspect that there are 
more semantic and syntactic features involved than Benveniste 
implied. In any case, in Celtic, as in Latin, the base *ghz(e)m- has 
become early specialized in the sense ‘winter’: Olr. gaim(red), Welsh 
gaeaf, Breton goan(v), Vannetais gouian. Thus we may say that in 
Celtic *arg(to)- has replaced *ghi(e)m- in the nominal value ‘snow’. 
When one recalls the relatively mild and snow-free climate of 

Ireland and the impression this might have on speakers of Celtic 
coming from more continental winters that were typical for many 
earlier Celtic and Indo-European speakers, it is not hard to see how a 

: 1A locution reminiscent of the widespread Balkan idiom: Serbo-Croatian pada hia 
lit. ‘rain falls’, Albanian bée shi ‘do.’, bie boré ‘snow falls’ (etymologically ‘falls a falling’), 
seen as a calque in Romanian zapada ‘snow’. 
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ystematic semantic change ‘snow’ > ‘drip’ might take place. Similar 
hanges based on differing climatic conditions may also be envisaged 
n Indic; Edwin Gerow and I, in companion articles in the Journal of 
ndo-European Studies, have recently dealt with the problem of 
irost’ in particular and inter alia as it involves the Indic attestation.? 
n this way we may see Celtic and Indic at times innovating in 
ommon, while in other remarkable instances we have learnt to see 
especially through the work of the late Myles Dillon and of Dan 
3inchy) these two share in conserving archaisms. 

9. asse 

WHAT is the earlier shape and ancestry of asse? Né hannse. 
Vendryes (Lexique étymologique A-96) properly rejects *ad-sewyo- 

nd *fat-tzo-, and shows prudent diffidence in mentioning *ad-sta-yo-. 
t seems clear that on principle we should favour relating Welsh 
awdd if that is at all possible. 
We must first note the important irregular (i.e. non-productive) 

omparative haws. This must involve a suffix *-s(o)-, which I discuss 
1some detail elsewhere. Therefore if hawdd is *sad-, the comparative 
aws is *sdd-so-; according to my view the latter is a thematic 
djectival derivative of an intensive (abstract) nominal formation 
1 *-(e)s-. Hence it is reasonable to expect, particularly in a compound 
djective formation, a derivative in *-do-; cf. Lat. caldi-crebr-ius, 
nd neuters such as év-Utrv-10v, ev-ayyéA-lov, TPI-TTO5-10V, TTPO-OKT)V-10V, 

vo-uerb-1um, tri-noct-ium. 

Semantically, if we envision our formation as containing an in- 
snsive prefix, or first element, we are then not suprised to find the 
erivation based on an intensive stem in *-(e)s-. In fact, the intensive 
refix may be viewed as reinforcing or renewing the fading value 
f'the older suffix, particularly as the latter fuses phonetically with 
1e final dental of the root. 
I therefore reconstruct *ad-sdd-s-io- *‘very-eas-y’; for the prefix 

f, ad-amrae ‘wonderful’, Gaul. Admarus, Admata, and the documenta- 

on of D. Ellis Evans GPN 128-31. Such a string gave by rule 
assassjo-, which with syncope becomes ass(ss) (a)e. 
We must now explain the negative annse. If we start from a 
mple privative of the above, *“an-ad-sdd-s-io- gives us *anassdssjo- 
- **ansasse,; clearly too many syllables, and unacceptable. But we 
ust remember that we have posited *ad- as an intensive; it scarcely 

iakes sense to form a privative by negating an intensive, and our 

2 Tt is also noteworthy that Indic preserves relatively few of the old IH tree names; 

. Paul Friedrich, Proto-Indo-European Trees, Chicago 1970, esp. 162-4, and my 

view in the American Anthropologist 1973. 
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morphology will now bear this out. In addition to the argument 

offered above, the forms cited by Marstrander (Lochlann 2, 1962, 224) 

with air- (air-ussa, aur-ussa > furas(da)) and with vo- (roirussa) 

show a renewal of the intensive as the *ad- in turn had faded. We 

thus have ample evidence for the intensive *ad-, and the advantage 

of a strong continuity in the semantics though the morphology has 

shifted its center of gravity through time. 

Hence the privative must have been *u-sd@d-s-io-, which should 

have given **éss(ss)e. The last was then replaced by the more 

productive formations anse and ins(a)e. This latter is noted by 

Thurneysen (GOI § 872d) as isolated; by the formulation suggested 

we may now understand this fluctuation. 

10. timme 

The account of tee téit < *te(p)ents te(p)entes and Welsh twym 
Med. Bret. toem Vannetais tuem < *témm < *teemmo- < *te(p)esmo- 
is well known. Such an accounting is surely correct in all important 
respects, with the proviso that on grounds of IE rules of participial 
formation the gen.sg. of tee might have been *te(p)ntos and so on for 
the weak cases. 

Lewis and Pedersen 27 § 30 reconstruct timme as *tepesmija, with 
‘“kepe before a non-final syllable.’”’” Such a solution is phonetically 
somewhat unnatural in the face of other facts of Irish and of Celtic, 

and not at all necessary. | 
Instead I propose *tepsmia = teksmia [texsmua] > *te(s)smia > 

*temma, with a development exactly like that seen in céimm. In 
such a cluster Lewis and Pedersen (6 § 8.2c) regard the old *& as 
simply lost here, while Jackson (LHEB 535 fn.l) assumes that it first 
doubled, or lengthened, the sibilant. We therefore have an abstrac 

built upon an adjective in *-m/(0)-, formed from the stem *feps-. 
Celtic seems to have preserved a significant number of s-ste 

in zero-grade formation: *teps- now joins Bret. lec’h < *legh-s- an 
others that I have argued elsewhere. 

11. anbal 

Thurneysen (GOI 543 § 870) notes with customary exactitud 
that stem-initial f/- after privative an- should give anb-, but tha 
written “b appears for the most part only in syllabic auslaut.’ 
Thus ainb ‘ignorant’ etc. “The later attested form anbal ‘shameless 
to fial ‘modest’, is regular. In general, however, f is written.” Thi 
situation is, however, even more regular than Thurneysen represents i 
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ig We must remember that anbal was matched by a derived noun 
ble arnble (fem.). The latter of course conforms to the configuration 
fined by Thurneysen’s rule for writing 0. 

2. The b of anbal might even have been buttressed by the re- 
mblance to mebul coupled with the surface ambiguity in derivation 
ainble; for ainble could be derived by rule, at least in later Old 
ish, either from fal or from mebul. That is, underlying an*-mebl-da 
- anBeBlia > (with syncope) anBBi’e > anBl’e, with degemination 
1d nasal reassignment.! 

3. It is clear that for a long time at least some speakers recognized 
é derivational relation of ainble to fial and secondarily to féile. 
lus we find as ainble 1. is ainbfial no as latrandta O’C 1908 (23 
3, 23 (21)*); ainbhle 1. ainféile no olcas O'Cl; fogni feile do anble 
D 2208; on these see s.v. ainble Contribb. (1964) 134-5. Yet in- 
easingly the less opaque ainftal anbfial, representing a fresh com-~ 
unding (see s.v. Contribb., 1964, 146), would have come to be the 
vious negative of ftal. Thus in proportion as anbal ceased to be the 
minant simple negative of fial, and was free to take on other 
lourings of meaning, it became more likely that the B would be 
‘itten in surface phonetics as b rather than with an underlying 
raph. 

4. We must reckon continuously with the growth of morphological 
uition in this situation. Therefore anfir may early have become 
at we see in cech anfhir 4 cech indliged PH 4123 or tria brichtu 

able anfir (:rig gs.) SR 3850 + gan ainbhftor gan anoircheas Keat. 
575- Forms such as ainfis ainbhis ainmfis!' (ZCP x 223.17) 

: ainfhios IT ii? 111.41) and ainbféth ‘foolish’ would have been 
otected and tended to be conserved by their surface relation to 
ab. Thus beside ainbhfial ‘shame, scandal’ Anecd. i 19.3, anbfial 
jameless’ Aisl. Tund. 105 § I, we have anfhéil PH 3930; and 
side ainbhféil 1s féil ‘the ungenerous and the generous’ Azthd.D. 1.5 
; have ainfhial ‘ungenerous’ Magauran 3799. Alongside the 
ation from O’Clery reproduced above we may set do Bhrian 
r fhoghluim ainbhle (.1. amhndire, ainfhéile no olcas Hard. ii 290.2. 
The underlying rules for the writing of stem-initial ( (or w) after 
vative an- are therefore perfectly regular and orderly. There are 
iply several intersecting situations which tend to obscure the result 
ut meets our view or happens to get attested. 

See in particular Hriu 21, 1969, 88, where the verb in question would be a synchronic 
allel, and mebair would be a historical parallel of even more similar sequential con- 
ration. We may add to these another case involving /< w after an-: nt hainmes 
275% 12; cid ainmeas fort-sa-sin Grail 365; see ainfes Contribb. (1964) 145. 
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12. Copula of Possession 

There seems to be a further example that may be added t# 
those collected by Rolf Baumgarten, Eriu 23,/1972, 237-8. Thi 
occurs in a rhetoric, which therefore makes it potentially archai¢ 
in Serglige Con Culainn § 19: Nitan bi nach n-uall. Apart from th 
fact that nach seems here to nasalize, as though a neuter or an wu 

expected accusative, we seem to have here an odd instance of a I p 
infixed pronoun with the substantive verb. That of itself would q 
course cause no surprise, but the shape of the infix is unexpecte¢ 
This makes one wonder whether there was not underlying tht 
attested sequence an earlier version, no longer properly understooe 
with the negative copula followed by infixed pronoun. The cop 
suetudinal verb form would then have been added later as if to justi 
the construction. 

One wonders further whether the sequence Ni. . . dam in t 
surrounding clauses of this passage is not a transformation of 4 
earlier Ni-m.... / 

: 

13, dlith | 
O’Brien’s identification of this short-vowel variant of dl 

is now incorporated in Contribb. (1959) de-do- 168. His suggestia 
that dlith was extracted from final instances in compounds is 
a happy one. Such shortenings were legion in early Irish, and ¢ 
theoretical grounds we might look rather for the extension of the m 
“underlying”’ form. 

The short-vowel instances look more like the result of contami 

on the models of uiuos and Zvi. It is reasonable then to look 
the source of contamination for dlith ‘compact dense,’ in the vocalist 
of diwige ‘splitting, cleaving, sundering, dispersing’ (:dlongid). 
fact we read: in talam dluith do indluch Ml. 129°8 (indlach : in-dloi 
The alliterative initial of course reinforced the shared seman: 
feature [+ divide]. 

University of Chicago 






