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tatus islonel of thekey concepts for uinderstanding earlyl Irishl Society.
Status/is important because thel functioning of the societywas based
% onl contract like relationships betweenlindividuals and groups.Status
governed! their capacity’ tol enter intol contracts’ andl their rightsl and
obligations/ Jin/ Ithem.[IThel lvalue lof lal iman’s/ ltestimony! lin[ court
depended onl hisl status.” Compensations’ for injuries, killing or other crimes/ were
calculated laccording Ito_Ithel Istatus_lof Ithe[Jvictim land Jhis_kinsmen Jand llord.
Furthermore,[status/ defined thel properf conduct towards/ peoplel of different rank.
The relationship between statusland exchangelis an'intricate’one. The status
differences and the functioning of thelsocietyl becomel visiblelin Situations/involving
personal exchange.  Status' governs how! different’ groups’ interact withl each other,
what kindl of mutual rights_ and obligations are” expected from/ them. The bonds
created by reciprocal relationships’actually forml thelstructurel of the/Society.
Descent_and wealth are iisuallylmentioned_as. the main sources_of statuslin
early Ireland. The law texts themselves, however, refer to_otherl more immaterial
requirements| forf soliciting a highlstatus. Inthis paper Il searchl throughl somel of the
most important' law! texts onl status/ for different arguments by whichl status/ can/ be
claimed,and furthermore,lost. Thellatter part of the articleis’ devoted to drawing a
picturelof teciprocal telationships'inl earlyl Ireland, i.e."what kind of exchange, both
material | and | symbolic,]is ] involved, ] and | what( | part’| status’| plays' | in[ | these
relationships. I will argue’ that some forms of status arel actually contingent on
exchange.[ I 'will alsol lassess| ithel Igeneral rolel lof Ireciprocal relationships! inl tthe
functioning of éarly Irishisociety.

Sourcematerial

Thel text material used inl thel analysis' comprises| three. important general texts on
rank: Crith0Gablach®, Uraicecht Becc’, Miadslechta®, and twol texts_focusing on the

'Thelwriting/of this article hasbeen funded by thelAcademy of Finland project humber 1211006.
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status_of the[poets_and ecclesiastics, Uraicecht nalRiar and Bretha INemed.® Binchy
dates Crith Gablach to ¢/ ADI 700 and Uraicech[Becd to latel seventhl or earlyl eighth
century. Miadslechta isldated byl MacNeill to the eighth, BrethalNemed and Uraicecht
nal Ria7 by Breatnachlto thel second! part’ of thel eighthl centuryl (Binchy 1941, 1958;
MacNeill 11923; 1Breatnachl 11984, 11987)..1The Isources_lare lthen lroughly Icoeval,
presenting anl eral when Christianity already had a firm hold of Trish/society.

Recent research onl early Irishi law agrees. onl the role that the. Church had in
thel writing downl of lsecular’ law:[ thel process was much affected ‘and thel texts
indeed moulded by thel churchmen.” The  sevenfold ecclesiastical hierarchy also
influenced the’ systematisationl of earlyl Irish law. Thel statusl of the” Churchlinl the
secularisocietylis reflected byl the fact that thelchurchmen were given veryléxtensive
privilegeslinl thel laws.[ Legal principles, tules’ and precedents werel takenl from' the
Old 'Testament.[ I Thel Ifact Ithatl ithe Icanon lawyers/ ladopted llegal Iconcepts/ land
institutions from thel secularlaw tells of thel readiness/ of thel Churchitoladapt to the
existing social system. Thel legal practises’ of the vernacular law whichl werel not
contradictory tol the teachings lof the Christianityl werel authorized byl declaring
them tobe the hatural law, which was given to the Irish by God (O Corrain 1984,
1987; Breatnach1984;/OlCorrain, Breatnach'and Breen 1984, Moisl[1987).

Thel problems lof using learly Trish' lawftextsl las lsources for! ithel 'study lof
society larel well known. The ‘approach/lof the texts mayl bel lcalled prescriptive,
giving anlideal of how! thelthings should bel rather'than presenting the teality.[Large
parts_of the law! texts consist’ of glosses’ commentary,l which havel been gradually
added upl tol thel fifteenthl and sixteenthl century. Onel mayf aski how! well thel law( |
texts reflect reality’ and froml what period? It has been pointed out that' the general
legal principlesl of thel Trishl lawl seem tol havel remained the same!l for’ thel whole
historyl of Trish[1law schools.[This_conservatismlis_also_suggested by the absence of
Anglo Norman/legal ideas and terminology (Kelly(1992,18)..1 wouldl also suspect
that thelmainl structures_of thel society, suchlas social classes:swould bel the slowest
to change.[ The samel applies tol thel frealism’ of the law(texts:[ even/ thoughl there

*"Corpus Turis Hibernici,"henceforth CIH 777.6-783.38;563.1-570.32 [Edited by D.A [ Binchy in
Medievalland ModernIrish[Series, vol. X1(1941).. Henceforth CG.

' CIH1590-1618;634-655;2318-2335.[Henceforth UB.

CIH582.32-589.32 Henceforth MS.

" Edited by Liam Breatnach, Uraicecht ha Riar.[ The Poetic Grades in Early Trish Law. Dublin: DIAS
1987.[Henceforth UR.

S Edited inparts[(the ecclesiastical grades) and translated by Liam Breatnach,The first third of
BrethalNemed Toisech.” Eriui40/1989,1-40. Henceforth BN.

"The importance_of ecclesiastical scholars is_emphasised_especially in the texts_of the southern
Nemed school'of law, suchlas Uraicect Becdand Collectioanonumlhibernensis (OLCorrain’1981,331).
Another text, Senchas/Mar, has &l narrativel inl which' thel laws of thel Irishl are inspected byt St.
Patrick’and brought'tolconformity with' Christianity (O'Corrain, Breatnach'and Breen 1984, 385).
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may! bel misgivings about the prevalencel lof icertain  legal ipractises, it is hardly
conceivablel that thesocial Iclasses lor! ithel jprinciples igoverning their formation
would merely have been the constructions of the jurists.

Thel grading lof different hierarchies, arguments’ for statusl and lespecially
honouri prices’ vary froml text tol text. ' The ‘technical details las such — Jor their
harmonising H arel not thel focus of this paper. Myl aiml is to look’ at' thel principles
for claiming status”at’ al morel general level and tol give al picturel of what kind of
everyday  aspects’ of lifel were governed by status.. Thel material and professional
requirements [for Isome lof Ithel Thierarchies/ lare,l however, Itabulated byl iwayl lof
examplelinl thel Appendix tol provide a measurel for comparison betweenl different
hierarchies.

Status

Thel measure ofl a person’s’ status wasl called ‘value’ of thelface’ l6g nlénech,which
wasl thel pricel to bel paid/if a manl was humiliated, i.e. lost his face.[ Tol bel treated
with due dignityl was extraordinarilyl important tol the  early Irish. Whenl discussing
rights dueltol different ranks, MS says:

How! many arel theirf legal rights'according to their rankl in/ thel dignityl laws?
Answerl H Nine; 'That it imayl be knownl Itol lwhat lextent leachl lof them/lis
confirmed Jinl This rights,[ las’ regards’ Itheir! Ifull number, land 'theirf lsmallest
number, at Irefections, Jas_regards_Itheirl Ifeeding land Irefusal, Jas to Itheir
wounding and their being insulted, as tol their being treated with contempt
and theirf protection'violated, their'exemption beforeland during refections, as
to their honor price, and their blush fine_and their blister fine.®

Inl thel quoted passagel thel essencel of the legal rights seems’ to bel inl social values,
even/ more than material values: personal and material $ecurity was important, but
equally’ important’ seemed! tol bel thel guarding of al person froml the embarrassment
of insults/ or exclusion froml different’ gatherings.  Full honour pricel wasl paid for
satire,” refusal of hospitality, Violation onl a man’s protection as well as for murder,
serious! injury or theft. Wherel a man’s honour was/ not involved + for example
animall trespass/ orl minorl damagel tol propertyl + lesser fines' were duel (Kelly 1988,
8).[JAs Professor’ Charles'Edwards has shown, avoidance of personal dishonour

8 Cisliralndligediarimiadhaighecht ind eolaidisnaliniadlechtaib? Ini. hoi, ¢o festar cialmeit i hastaither cach
dibhliter 4l linl 7 al nuaite,liter 4linbiathad ¥V al nesain,[iter Glnguin 7 al ndiguin,liter al$ar M aSarugud,[iter a
Sfaesaml 7 al turrthugud,liter a neneclainnl 7 al henechruicel 7 bl nenechgris. (MS CIHI 583.1-4 [ translation
Ancient Laws of Treland1V[s.0345,11..11-19).
"Satire_was_thought to_have physical effects_on its_object._ Blushing was_the_mildest form, but
virulenti satire could éven ¢cause blisters onl thelface of the victim (McCone 1990,124).
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could drivel al personl tol extremel and. irrational actions, suchl as killing one’s_ own
children (1978).

The!l Irish social system lacknowledged several 'separatel status hierarchies
according to ithe functions the ' members lof ‘thesel hierarchies performed in" the
society. Thel onel byl whichl thel majority of the population wasl ranked wasl the
‘gradesl of thellay people’ grdd tuaithe| whichlincluded ordinaryflaityfi.e. thel ranks
of thelcommoners (tenant farmers), and the ranks of thellords/ all the wayluplto the
king. 'Thel lother hierarchies’ iconsisted lof I‘peoplel lof iskill’ithe des lddnal li.e.[ the
professionals, icraftsmen, lawyers, land Ithel lecclesiastical Ischolars; thel iranks lof
learned poets land lexperts/ lof vernacular tradition |(fi/id); andl the grades  lof the
Church.'® /One lof Ithel Icentral problems lof ithe learly Irish/ jurist 'was ‘thusl ithe
comparison of Idifferent hierarchies tol establish” theirl status iin relation to each
other.

Outsidel the ranks of the freel were theluinfree (doer), tenants, hereditarylserfs
and slaves, who! did not havel an honour pricel of theirf own. Theyllacked land or
skills  ithat would Igivel theml lan independent leconomicl Jposition. 'Lords  usually
owned thel unfree; it wasl thel groupl that actuallyl performed the/ mainl agricultural
worki on’ a lord’s land.[If aslavel was/ assaulted and wounded, the. compensation
waslduel tol lthel lord 'whol lowned him, not itol the victim himself. ISlaves were
recruited by’ forcel inl raids, by birth but also by penaltyf for  serious’ crimes. Also
thosel who! incurred debt often lost their free statusl asl a’ consequence. Among the
unfree orf dependantsiwere also’ counted women and minors, swhose  honour price
wasl al fraction_of their malel guardian’s, father’s, fosterer’s_or husbands honour
pricel (Charles' Edwards 2000, 68—71; McLeod 1987,58-59).

Whilel thel different hierarchies of status Wwerel distinguished byl the respective
functions Itheir iImembers Iperformed forl Ithe Jsociety, Iwithin Ithese Thierarchies
members tanked according tolhowiwell they discharged their function.' [Thestatus
of the filid| for example, varied inl ‘accordancel with their metrical skill andl the
number of compositions/ of traditional lorel they master.[ Thel grades of farmers on
their part were distinguished by the humber of cattle’ theyl owned and/thosel of the
lords by thelnumber of clients they’ contracted.

"Thelclasses of the poets and the lords were the most ancient, originating in pre_Christian times.
Theyl lwere Inoted lalready’ byl |Caesar Iduring hisl Idealings/ Iwith Ithe 1Celticl Itribes lof 1Gallia
(Commentarii Bellir Gallici, V1.13.[15.). Ecclesiastical grades were introduced by’ Christianityf in
the fifth century.

" Professor  Charles' Edwards. ¢alls thislincremental status (1986,55).
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Sourcesfor(status:wealth

Inl thellaw! texts' the qualifications/ forl different’ ranks/ with! regard! tol theirl material
property’ (folud) arel quitel detailed.” Somel texts' includel thel size  of thel house and
outhouse,. number of cattle_and other livestock, acreage of land, shared resources
suchlas kiln,[mill,/barnletc.; éven standards forrhousehold iitensilsimayi bel setlin the
texts. Al certain’ amount of wealth wasl hecessary' tol qualify’ as a freeman,[i.e. to be
considered as'a’ self ruling person capablel of independent legal action and’ eligible
to_attend thel lassemblies_of the tuath. Nonl hoblel freemen, lor icommoners, had
enoughl material assets/to be farmers onl theirr ownl account: they had inherited (or
wouldin timelinherit) land, theylowned a house,[somel agricultural équipment,’and
a sharelinl a ploughl team.[ Livestock, especiallyf cattle,[Wwas indispensable, not only
aslal sourcel of hourishment, but alsolto work the/land.[Theyfalso produced dung, a
fertiliser necessary. to_makel the  land_arable. Relatively few farmers were_entirely
self sufficient; the majorityl lentered intol lal Iclientship_ ‘withl iwealthierl farmers! to
acquirelmorel cattle.

Somelwriters'havel claimed that a freemanl farmer could live off his'land and
other stockl suchl as swine and sheep, without actuallyl needing the  cattlel froml a
lord for survival.'? Butl sincel cattle Wasl sol important! 1) for mixed farming; 2) as a
depot of wealth/ to makel al manl eligible for legal action and tol sustainl thel duties/ of
hisl grade; B) as a means of exchange, e.g.[ in a bridelpricel and other economic
transactions; ‘and 4) simply as a status/ symbol, not lowning anyl would render
credible/business tather difficult."’ If anyonelwanted tol actf as a surety tola partylin
a contract, he needed cattlel tol managel the obligations,[ inl casel thatl partyl backed
outl onlthe contract.

The main categories of commoners. Wwere bdaire, beaire and fer midboth.”* Fer
midboth was the lowest_gradel of freeman. He had not yet reached full_adulthood
(20years) and was/ just establishing a household of his’own. Histhonouri price was
measured ati 2 sérs.An dcaird owned 7 cumals worth of land, which amount was
supposed tol sustainl seven cows! forf al year, and whichl rendered him/ an honour !

25 a[Gerriets'1981;1983.[Gerriets_maintains_that the_exchange of cattlelbetween a lord_and his
client was purely symbolic in' meaning (see infra).

“[Archaeological record also_shows the_dominance of cattleas_domestic_animal:"bovine bones
constitutel over’ 70%![ of all"animal remains’ at’ al majority of excavated settlement sites (Patterson
1994,73).

" The terminology of status_divisionsin the Irishllawi tracts-isVery heterogeneous. Neil McLeod
has/calculated 24/ different grade/ names forf commoners/in'11lawftracts, which heused asasource
forfanalysing the early Irishistatus hierarchies. Of these bdaire 0ccurredin hine texts, dcaire in eight
and ferlimidboth inl seven. Ofl thel rest, 16 terms werel ised in onel text' onlyl and fivel were used two
texts.. McLeod ¢considers most of thelterms to be sub divisions’ of thelthree (1987,57). When ising
the hames of the’ grades, Ilmay! refer’ éither tol thel status, tol a ¢class of persons, orftola singlel person
holding that rank.
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price of 3 séts.""[A béaird owned 14 cumals of land, 12 cows and two horses (CG, 11.
91-3[&[11..119-20). Al free[ man’s basic_imaterial_assets, his_house and land, were
valued at'5 sérs.[ For each higher' grade, the house wasl estimated at that/ price, and
further lwealthl Jin cattlel Jand Iclients lincreased Ithel Istatus I(CG_1..1354—6).1The
qualifications of lcommoner’ grades’ focused very much onl the amount of land,
buildings, ‘and ldomestic lanimals! they werel lsupposed to lown, whereas  for ithe
higher grades'thesel were oftenleft unspecified (see Table 1).

Clientele

Advancing tolthelranks' of thellords/ required morel than Wwealth froml a’ commoner.
Certain economic tesources, in  the forml of land, buildings, equipment and’ cattle,
werel necessary, but a merel amassing of wealthl did not take al person over the
threshold tol nobility. CG explicitlyl states| that' while the boairel owed hisl status/to
his'wealth, evenl thellowest tank  of thellords, aire désa derives his from déis:

Whytis thelaireldésalsolcalled? Because histhonour price’is paid in virtuel of his
déis. Not so the béaire: his honour price/ispaid in virtue of his cows. '

What ennobles them? Their déis, their! rights, eachl of them, both small and
great.[ Therelare four kinds_ of déis for lords: the[long standing submissionlof a
people (tuath), hisl office’ among a people, including thel officel of leader or
secondlin command, ‘whichever_ lofficel it be; his_basel Iclients; Jand |hisl free
clients;his'hereditarytserfs. '’

This déis consisted of high tanking officersl (kings andl a few! others/ eéxplored below)
and of thellord’s clients.[ Thel sizel of the clientela determined the rank of the noble.
The lowest gradel of thel lords, aire désa had bl base clients' and advancing to each
superior grade tequired 5 more basel ¢lients.'®

5 Cumal and séf are thelmost commonly uised units of value, the-worth'of 1 cumalis measured at
three milkingl cows and a cumal equals 6 séts (McLeod 1987,[79).[ Bovinel stock/Wwasl thel principal
unitl of value,[inf'whichl obligations suchl as' compensationl for breaches of law and bridel price,[were
measured (Gerriets 1983, 56). Their size, however, impeded their usel as ‘money’, and payments
werelmade inbarter orlinsilveriinstead (Patterson1994,(73).

16 Aire désa, cid araln eperr? Arindius dia déis direnar. Nimthd boaire: s dia biiaib direnar side. { CG §24:
11.0328-9, translation by Charles' Edwards 1986, 65).

7 Cid hodasdera? Alhdéis b ndliged cachlde, ¢id bec tidindr. Caircaitidéis flatha, dégliligid tomditen ddna?
Dicoissin_tetheoral déisi Hol flaithib. senchomditiul thuaithe, 4l danli tuaith,[iml danl toisig ndlthdnaisi, Sechib
dan dififb,l 4l &éli giallnai; 4l soerchélilalsenchléithe (CG §23:111.319-24  translation by Charlesr Edwards
1986,758).

'8 Theldifferent lay gradeswith theirrhonour price, wealth'and ¢client tequirements are tabulated’in
Table 1lin/thel Appendix.
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Marilynl Gerriets/ defined thelhucleusl of early Irishi ¢clientshipl as/ follows: “Clientship
1s al voluntary' tiel of personal dependencel in whichl the social superior provides
militaryl protection, legal support,land productivel goods/in return for attendance in
his[ retinueor war bandl and al flowl of goods_or labour services from! thel inferior’
(1983,/43f.).[ Basel clientship, aicillne, was!the form of clientshipl most suited to the
common freeman. In aicillnel a land owning farmer got a supplement to hisl cattle
(or_sometimes landlor tools) as al grant (rath) froml his lord. The grant consisted of
twol parts, taurchrecd (pre payment) and séoit taurchluideo (‘chattels of submission’),
bothl of whichl werelin proportion to the client’s honour price, the séoif equalling it
(Jaski 2000, 105; Patterson 1994,162). Thel offspring of the granted cattlelbelonged
to thel client. In_exchangel for cattle, thel client gave his lord annually_ one cow and
somel foodstuffs. Moreover, during the ‘timel of coshering’l (aimser thue) H between
Newi Year’s day and Shrovetide H thellord and his! retinuel could enjoy obligatory
hospitality' from his ¢lient,[in[the form of alfeast'and éntertainment. Thel client'was
alsol expected tol providel labour i.e.[ to harvest hisl lord’s crops/ or help in major
building projects (Jaski 2000, 105).

The telationship of basel clientship.camelto an énd when thelord died." The
rath of cattle/ givenlat thel outset' of the clientship remained (if any Wwerel alive) in/the
client’sl Jposition.[ 'Thel lord’s/ Theirl Thad Ito Iform/ Inew Ibonds lwith Iclients, Isince
clientshipllwasl lnot Jla hereditaryl lpossession but’ Ibased lon Jlindividual Ichoicel lof
partners.”t To breaki thel contracti of basel clientship, however, Wwas veryl ¢costly to the
partyl'who wanted to opt out.

Inl thel other forml of clientship,[ freel clientship (sderchéilsine), thel Client was
not Isol ldependent 'uponl |his/ lord, lapparentlyl because ‘he Thad ladequatel Isocial
resources. withl whichl to ldefend his status/ in. normal ‘confrontations’ (Patterson
1994,156), suchl as_a middleltanking farmer, bdaire, would have.*' The grant did
not linvolvel lthel lpayment |of IthelIclient’sl Thonour pricel |(séoit | taurchluideo) land

¥According tolsomelwriters, the_contract éxpired after 7. years, andlif thel¢liensthip-was tenewed,
the lord gavel out a hew rath Wwithl the hew  tontract (Jaski 2000, 106; CharlesrEdwards 1993, 357—
9).

2 The practice_differed in the south in_Munster, where base clientship_could be hereditary. The
status’ difference between a lord and! a client’ determined the length” of relationship:[if the lord’s
status was twol ot threel ranks higher{ than that' of the' client, thel contract wouldl expirel only'in'the
second o1 third generation (Charles' Edwards 1993,359-360).

?I'Nerys[Patterson maintains that the_.commentaries_on the tract on freeclientship, CdinlSoerraith,
implied ‘nonl aristocratic haturel of freel clientship’(1994,155). CG, however, Whenl discussing the
aire ard inllines 373—4, suggests/that'both' commoners'and nobles' may have been free ¢lients: ‘each
gradel that(is lowerl than him, they (can) bel in tlientshipl tol him’ cachl ngrad asid nlisliul biid dols
céilsini (translation McNeill 1923,298§110).[CGlalsol defines the grant received byl eachl gradel of a
lord froml a higheri onel (see Table 1).[ The'king isl described as having thel seven grades of Féni (the
Trishi freemen) in clientshipl(CG 11.1449-50).
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accordingly thelord did not'havel any' claim(tollegal compensations teceived by the
free client! (Ibid, 156).[ Thel grant wasl threel cows, of which! thel client paid backi a
cow! perl year inl threel years. After that the valuel of one’ cow! was paid annuallylin
dairy'products, calves or' dung until thel seventh yearl When nol payments were due.
Thel loriginal ‘grant’ was/ thenl returned, whichl brought 'the lcontract Itol lits[ lend.
However, contrary to thel basel clientship, bothl parties' could terminatel the contract
at' willl andwithout penalty, thel client byl returning thel original grant and the lord
byl ¢laiming it'back.

Thel relativel Ibenefits lof the Iclientshipl Isystem! tol leachl lparty’ |have 'been
commented ipon, claiming that'it was tool advantageous/to thellord, but Patterson
points/ out that it seemed! to be anl acceptable and honourable! relationshipl for the
free client. Shel also holds  that provision of political security, nhot profit,l wasl the
reasonlfor thelexchangel[(1994,158).[ Thellord could demand!services froml his[ free
clientslin labour,”[Jbut Jalso_Jin_ militarylIservices. ] The Jlord’s Icattlellwould be
dispersedaround the tzarh and thereforelsafel from mass/raids'and disease. Further
benefit would arisel froml the fact that thel lord’sl wealthl was/ concealed from/ his
competitors! (Ibid, 160). Thel freel client’s allegiance might bel harder tol keep:[ for
himlthe bargainheld onlylthe relativelsecurityl from changes/in/local lordship, such
aslexpropriation of thel ¢lient’s[land byfintrusive lords/ (Ibid).

Becausel of the imperativelin[ Irish kinshiplthat ho land should ' bel alienated
froml the possession’ of the kindred, it was thought preferable that thellord waslthe
client’s kinsman. In that’ case, evenlif thel client ran/intol financial  difficulties the
kindred would not facelthe riski of losing itslassets. Charles. Edwards alsolmaintains
that clientshiplwithin the[kindred promoted ¢ohesion within thekin (1993,/362).
Although thel main/function of thel clientele_ obviously was/ to_free the nobility from
agricultural worki against a loan of capital, therel were other kindsl of exchange
involvedin'the/ llord ¢lient ]-relationship.[] Apart | from Imaterial Jexchangel Ithe
relationshipl Irequired llegal land larmed Iprotection |from! 'thel llord land Ipolitical
support onl the client’s part,i.e. the client would partake in his/lord’s  retinue and
military’ expeditions. It canl bel thusl claimed! that onel of the primaryl basis for high
status’in early Ireland wasl engaging inl relationships of exchange’ in thel form of
clientshiplcontracts.

The normall routel to lordship would entail contracting a certain number of
clients,[but as can/ bel seen froml thel excerpt' above, earlyi Irish law! tracts/ givel other
options as'well [such as ‘public’ officeland militarylleadership.

*Charles’ Edwards maintains that free client performed only ‘thechonourable task of attendance
onl his lordi.e.l lappearing lin[ his retinuel ((1993,1345) Tbut Iproduces’ 'somewhat contradictory
evidence to support his claim/ (Ibid, 345f).
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Officeland militaryleadership

The lawltexts implyl that at least somel ranks Jof lords did not owel their status
entirely! tol their clientele, but to duties’ on/behalf of their kinland fuath. Theylacted
asl spokesmen! forl theirl kindred and some’ evenl for the fuath in theirt dealings with
the king thel Churchl orl otherf territories. Somel also_acted as sureties. guaranteeing
thel fulfilling of public obligations| onl behalf of their family. Among these higher
grades of lords/were airetuise and airelard. CG forfinstancelstates of the aireltuise:

The aireltuise, for what reason helis [so] called? For the fact/that helis a leader
of people...[ [helis of] full assistance inl the kingdom! for representations, for
oaths,/ forf a pledge, for a hostage, for treaty on behalf of al people across the
border andlin/ the housel of the Lord. *

Also MS claims that aire tuise representsl kindreds and pleads their icases to the
king.** Tt also states that the tank called airelard or aireforgaill whichlis second only
to theking [tepresents thelterritory. Airelard Wwasl elected by thel freelmenl of the tuath
and waslinvolved_ in thelmaking of cdinlland cairde laws Which concerned the tuath
anditsineighbours. High'status/lordslalso hadspecial powers of protection: airelard,
for'instancel could provide a sanctuary! (ardneimed) for thel people of his tiath.”> Aire
coisring alsol performed! services on/behalf of his'kin according to CG:

Whyllis coisring |.i.e. .Inoble lof lcontract, Isol called? Because he lenters linto
contracts with! taath,[king and church’ on behalf of his family,[ without being
indemnity’ from theml lonI(his) Icontracts, but ithey acknowledge him/ lasl Ja
leader and advocatel before them. Hel isl head of kin,[ who! givesl a pledgel to
king, ¢churchland poets on behalf of his'kin tol compel their obedience.*

Airelléchta Iwasl Iresponsiblel [for jsome imilitary loperations/ loutside lof Ithe tuath,
commanding lan larmed Igroup.[References linl law texts Isuggest Ithatl Thel 'was/ a
medieval ‘hitman’, a universal avenger lof 'wrongs_ lon_his tuzath, committed by
peoplel from! thel outside. In intercommunal feuding hel seems to have acted on
behalf of any kin, nhot just his.cown kindred (McLeod 1987, 46-7).[None_of the texts
designates/ clients as/al criterionl of airel échta’s status. McLeod’s interpretation/is'that

2 Airetuise, [ tid aral i eper? Arindi asltoisech alceniulll . .. ldnchongna, i tiaith do aidbdenaib, Ho noillechaib,
do gifullim ol giall, | dolcahirdiutar tennl eniul tar crichl Vi tech flatha [(CG 1. 3867 [411-3  translation
McLeod 1987,42).

2 Aairituisi[Ho fet fine comcinel dolco ki Tarrollabrathar (MS, CIH 677-8).

2 Cetharslicht Athgabdlaé mentions that aire forgill may provide sanctuary for impounded property
(McLeod 1987,44).

% Airekoisring, cid ara uleperr? Arindi cosrenga tiiath ViV Senod tar cennlal chenéoil, [nd[d] dligl alsldn doib
Sfortburul bél, L acht! atndaimet! dolthoisiuchl 7 aurlabraid vemib. Is & airel fine insin tobeir gell tar tennl bl fine do
rigl YV Senud\ 7 bes cherdd dial limorggainldol#éir (CG §20, translation from Henry( 1977, 61).
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aire echta is notl a distinctl gradel onlits'own, but  al special case of aireldéso (Ibid, 50—
51).[8omel Old Irishl legal tracts  refer to aire echta inl derogatory’ terms putting his
actions/ onl a par withlthosel of dibergach (marauders) and demoting him/tolthel status
of lcommoners. This implies that somel parties, suchl asl the IChurch wanted to
suppress! thel practice of inter territorial feuding already’ inl the Oldl Irish period
(Ibid,[48-9).

Evenl though! thel highest grades of lords derived part of their status from
their offices,  onel hasl to assume, as' McLeod pointsl out, that succeeding tol those
offices/ Jalso required Imaterial 'wealthl land Jauthority lensuing froml thel jpolitical
support ofl clients. Thosel chosenl as representatives of a kindred or several kindreds
certainlyl werelamong thelstrongest individuals'in every respect (McLeod 1987, 54).
Mostl likely the Tholdersl lof theselloffices_ lwerel lchosen from/ Jamong thel highest
ranking individuals, already nobles, and not elevated to_the ranki because_of their
offices.

Religious/status

Ecclesiastics/ ranki verylhighlin the law! texts, somel being eéqual or éven superior to
thel kings. [UB[ gives’ the 'samel honouri price tol the archbishopland lan ollani of
ecclesiasticalllawl as tol the king of tizath (CIH 2334.34-5,[translation AL/V,[113)..In
CG the bishop isldeemed nobler thanl thel king becausel ‘the kingf rises tol salute him
because of Ireligion’l lalthough! the! /bishopl lalsol lacknowledges Ithel 'king.>” I The
evidencelof a sui, a bishop and a’hermit (deorad dé) cannot bel overturned éven by a
king (Kelly 1988, 41). BN also claims that fan ecclesiastic isl morel powerful than
any other hoble onel of privilege.’*®

Thel statusl of ecclesiastics/Wwas not based onl wealthl but onl theirf function of
supplying Ithel llay 'society lwithl religious! Iservices.[ Al ichurch/ 'was/ lennobled by
possessing the shrine’ andl relics of a’ saint, but  abovel all by attaining/ tol Christian
ideals, having alsinless superior, devout monksland practising believers (BN Toisech
§3).[Failing tol lperforml ithe Iduel Irites! land 'the functions lof ‘thel Ichurchl lorders,
neglecting devotions and accepting/lay practices debased thel church:

being without baptism,[ without' communion,[ Wwithout mass,[ without praying
for Ithel /dead, Iwithout |preaching, Iwithout Ipenitents, Iwithout lactivel Ilife,
without! the” contemplative!l life; water throughl it/ tol the altar, driving guests
away! fromlit, disobedience, misappropriation, privatel property, complaining,
providing for ¢lients; anlex/layman/tending it a'young boy! in its/ stewardship,

1 Is{[s]ruithiulepscop, htiarel arneraiglvi(g) fo bith treitme. tuarga(i)bepscoplano a glinkialrig (CG11.604—
6, franslationfMacNeill[1923,306).
8 Birulis tresaleclais cachneimthiusindr (BN Toisechi§24 translationby Liam Breatnach).
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a_nunl announcing its’ canonical hours; reddening it withl blood, putting it
under Jal llord, Igoing Itol it lafter! Iplundering [ lits' being Idiminished 'through
supporting women, increasing debts onlit,[Wearing it away with' sin,[giving it
aspaymenti to a lord or a kin.?

Asseen froml the passage,losing economic independencelthrough’ debts, clientship
etc.[alsoldiminished thelstatus of a church.

Al¢hurchman’advanced inthel écclesiastical orders according tolseniority: he
was_al novicel from boyhood to_adulthood, whichwasl attained at 20[ years_of age.
Hellcould ladvance! tol thel lorder lof lal ldoorkeepert ot lexorcist lat 22, lector land
subdeaconl at 24, and deacon byl 29. He might receivel thel order of priest at' 30, but
thelofficel of bishopl could only'belachieved afterf 40 years of studies in/ Scripture (BN
Toisech §24). BN lays_.downla cumal for_every_ecclesiastical_grade, but losing one’s
innocence H e.g. breaching thel vow! of celibacylH diminished thelhonour pricel (BN
Toisechi §14).

Inl fitting thel Churchi tolthe native law, Brethal Nemed Toisech constantlyftefers
to nativel jpractices and ttakes lal 'stancel towards them. For linstance, I ttakel ‘the
churchl idoes_not_accept_theliprice_of linnocent blood’*’ to meanl that thel native
custom! of paying a'wergeld for killing a person was/not accepted.” Almember of the
Church had to tepent, atonel and do penancel for his sin.’' Also, uinlike the kin, the
Churchl as an institution/ did notl accept collective! liability over its' members: ‘It
doesnot take tesponsibility forranyone’serime’*(OlCorrain 1981,7332).

Learningand(skill

Thelprofessionalsl earned! theirl respect [Tland living H by their art. Nol imaterial
requirements werel demanded of themlin/the[law! texts. Of layf professionals, the full
nemed status was granted only' to thel poet.[ Thel statusl of a filid depended onl the

¥ buith cenlbathais, cen_chomnai, cen oifrend, cen immon_nlanmae, cen_phrecept, cen_thes nlhithrige, cen
achtail | tenl teoir; uiscel treel for ultdir, esdinl biged Yiaidi; nac, dichmairc,[ sainchron, fodord, fitihairlel théile;
athlaechl innahairitiu | gillad innal ferthigsiud,| taillechl do focrul al trath,a fodergad tolfuil Cal corf ol flaith, a
tascnaml iar fogail, al fothlae fomndib, mérad faichl fuiri, al fochnaml kol peccad,al fochraid tdo flaith nol fini
(BN Toisech §6, translation byl Liam/ Breatnach).
* nddlairfoimleclais 16gifolo.énnge (§12 [translation by Liam Breatnach).
1 CG_describes_how onelatones for_ misdeeds:f Any(filth that stains_a person’s_honour, there be
three that washl il away, soapl and waterl and towel.[ This,[ first, isl the soap, confession of the
misdeed beforel men land promise notl tol returnl thereto lagain.” Thel water, next,l payment for
whatever perishes/ through/ his'misdeeds. Theltowel, penancel for the misdeed, by thejudgment of
thelbooks. Nach3allaslén(n)albinech duini biit 4l triocdldiunuchlli3lid Vivisce Vanart.Us ed as slid tétamus
Sfoisitiulinlmidénmal fia(d) Hoinib Mingell wa[d] Soifea friul aithirriuchlinf yiisce immurgu,licd neichl atbaill tria
mignim(i)u.lalnlanart, pennait inl midénmalvé[i]t Vebort (CG 11..808-13), translation’ MacNeill 1923,
296).
32 Nibeir tinaid neid (BN Toisech §4, translation by Liam Breatnach).
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amount of his learning and metrical skill. Thel fluency of a master poet’s reasoning
and knowledgel and of his praisel poetry wasl likened to al stream (MS, CIHI 586.16—
21;1587.6). According tol al fragment from BN thel privileges! of poets result from
threel $pecial prophetical techniques:

Olwealthyl Imighty |Morand, Itell imel Thow! Ithel Ipower | of leveryl llawfully
established nemed is estimated, for it is onl thel basis’ of privileges! that every
upright' | lawful | skilled ] person’ | is' | chosen | (?).[] ‘Great| | knowledgel | which
illuminates’ [ extempore chanting, the singing of anamain of four varieties/ are
what confer dignity_ on a sage.”

Thel poet’s istatusl wasl Iclosely lconnected with thel 'society’s preoccupation with
honour, as'his/main function wasltol praise’ and tolsatirize.

UR llists isevenigrades lof poets: ollam,\anruth,[\cli,[icano, dos,imacfhuirmid,
fochloc,_and three subgrades taman, drisiuc,[oblaire. An ollam3was knowledgeable in
historical science and jurisprudencel of Trish law. Thel text defines nath and laid as
thelmeters that'an o/lani mustimaster, (UR§2); roscad was_.considered of lesser_ merit
(UR§18)..The ollam should_always bel able to deliver al satisfying answer (UR §3).
Alsolthelmoral qualities tequired froml poetslarellisted, most notably' monogamous
marriage (UR(§6). The humber of compositions’ eachl poeticl grade was/ supposed to
master is_ lenumerated, las arel ‘theirt honour prices Jand number Jof lcompany! in
different situations.[ Thesel arel listed in/ Tablel 2(in thel Appendix.

Inl order to ' bel & poet proper, to havel a right tol all the privileges brought by
thelstatus, alman’s father and grandfather had to be of the[samel status (CG,1..335;
Charles'Edwardsl| 2000, 1 129-136;(1 Jaski | 2000, 1 40)."1 This[| threel generation
requirement was éemphasised in UR:inless a poet' comes from al family of poets’in
whichl'his  father andl grandfather are both poets, they have smaller’ honour prices
or éven belong tola lower order of bards (§3,(84, 87,811).

Other professionals,[ suchl as jurists, physicians, wrights, land blacksmiths
werelalso counted to thel privileged classes,/but below thel freel#emeds. UB also gives
thelreason forl this:[practitioners/ of arts and crafts werel subject becauselthey served
the higher nemith (UB, CIH 637.1-3;12330.3-6).. Thel lower nemed received much
scantier’ treatment inl the law. [Only UB imentions them in/ detail, paying some
attention to skill requirements in’addition/tol defining honour prices, protection and
refection.[JAl jurist 'who  'wasl lproficient! lin[ 'the 'threel languages lor Irules ' Ithe
traditional Irish lawlfenechus, thelore of the filid and the Latin learning legend 3 was

3 AlMoraind & imaine dlimochta, abuir friumlco miter nertcach haosad hemedh, arislanemtesaib dolecclamar
cachl direchl Hanal Wligid.[Imusl for osnam, dicedul ol tenduib,| tedul nlanomuinl tethirriachl tatol cachl suad.
(BN CIHI2219.16-20, printed in Breatnach’sledition of UR, p. 36, translation by Breatnach).
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ranked as highl as airel tuise of thel lords and wasl given an honour pricel of 20 séts
(UB, CIH 2329.3-10).*" Al jurist specialised in the justice of arts and crafts,(i.e.[in
estimating 'the lworth lof Ithel lworki land Jproducts/ lof Iprofessionals, Ireceived lan
honour pricel of 17 séts. Craftsmen werel evaluated according tol their products: a
wright whol could makel oaken houses, or ships'and other Vessels, or mills, orfis’an
expert inl yew carving received the samel honour pricel as an aire déso, butl al maker
of chariots hadl equal status with' a’commoner (UB, CIH 2332.018-23;2333.03-8).
Again,[lif lal Iperson imastered 'many Icrafts, he earned Thigher Istatus |(UB, |CIH
2332.25-39).. Most ofl the professionals ledl itinerant lives® [ butl ati least a harpist
whol managed tol get” al morel permanent position inl a lord’s housel wasl accorded
free status (UB, CIH 2333.017-19). Other musicians’ and performers owed! their
honour price to their lords (UB, CIH 2333.36-2334.8).

Hospitality
Thelmost effectivelwayl tol riselin  the earlyl Irishi status'hierarchywas the inlimited
or Iprofessional Ipractising lof Thospitality. IThe briugu/1‘hospitaller’, lengaged lin
providing hospitality! for all visitors to his'house. Al personl wholuindertooki running
a guest'houseladvanced to the tanks of nobilityl without delay,whereas an ordinary
farmerf trying to attain nobility throughl clientelel had to wait for three generations.
Whilelall ranks werel obliged to’ Show! hospitality to their lords'and otherslaccording
to_entitlementslof their(status®, UBstatesthat'a briugu ‘excludesnolrank, heltefuses
nol lcompany, he ldoes not lcount it lagainst lanybody though! hel icome!loften.’’
Further Ispecifications! lincludel Ithe briugul Thaving thisl Thousel lon/a lroad lor lat
crossroads, and thel commentaryl even mentions’special iishers, swhol show! people
tolthe guest house.

Thel status of a briugu waried laccording tol the ‘wealthl hel possessed las a
premise forf providing hospitalitylservices.[According to Uraicecht! Becc:“the briugu(is

*Elsewherelin UB aireltiiise’schonour pricelissetat 15 séts.

¥ Infact intineracy was_imperative forl reaching the clients. The_commoners_were not_able to
movel safely outsidel the borders of their tiath, sincel except forf the nemed classes, legal status only
appliediwithin' one's ownl territory (Kelly(1988,223).

" Inadequatehospitality was_one of the_most_common_qualities_to provoke satire. Lords were
entitled tol refections’ froml their clients” annually, but they werel alsol expected tol arrangel feasts.
Whilel poets werel invited to provide entertainment,[they might, uinlessl satisfied withl the/ banquet
and theirf ownl reward, turn their tonguel against’ the lord. The mythical first satire, incited by
niggardliness’ destroyed king Bres mac Elathan in thel days of thel Tuatha De  Danaan (Simms
1978,776).

37 Niconlurrscair friiachlricht,lnicon etig nachlnaim, lnicon airmi i hechltiabalimenicthi [CIH 1608.19-21;
654.8-10;(2324,27-9. Translation by Mac Eoin 1997 488).
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of equal statuswith/ hoble/if he has twice theland and property of any grade.’** The
same lawi tract also refers to briuguléétach, whol has athundredfold wealthland briugu
leitech, wholis évenl twice ticher.” Several passages in/lawi texts suggesti that a briugu
could attain’ a status' comparablel tol that of a king or al chief poet (Kelly 1988, 37;
MacEoin1997,485).

Briugu/mayihavel also'had other public duties; hel appearsin Tdin Bl Cuailgne
in thel meaning biattachl fsutlervi or campl cook’ [ translated in DIL[ asl 'supplieri of
food, victualler, farmer:[a landholder or tenant whose dutylit was/ to use his land to
provide!l for thel refectionl of allord and his’ attendants' when! travelling throughl the
countryland to supply thelarmyf of their territory’l (Mac Eoin[1999,171)./ Bearing of
weapons orl taking part’ in military’ expeditions. was, however, not assumed of a
briugu (Ibid 1997,487).

Personalqualities

MS proposes seven arguments| forl attaining/ status:

There arel seven things outl of whichl a personlis estimated + form, and trace,
land, and tillage,profession,land property, and worthiness.*

Land, tillage,l propertyl and profession havel been covered above; form, race and
worthiness/ could bel called ‘personal qualities’.[Racelor birth/ right tol alstatus wasl a
practical sinelqua nonl for the higher echelonsl of earlyf Irish social hierarchy. Irish
lawltexts Istipulated a ‘threel generation’ irule, 'which/Japplied ito Jall ‘privileged Jor
nemed ranks. As mentioned above, inl order tol havel al right to all the privileges
brought by the status, a man’s father and  grandfather had to bel of the samel status
(CG,1335; Charles' Edwards 2000, 129-136; Jaski 2000, 40).

Forml and worthiness might bel interpreted tol cover al person’s. social values
and skillsl as well as physicallappearance. With/ tegard to headships of kin,/Church
or tuath, proper descent alone/ was/ hot enough tol secure succession. Thel candidate
had tolbel fit' andWworthyl tol rule.[ The law! texts refer to febas: (‘excellence’) dignity,
personal standing orl worth,” which  qualified thel heir apparent (Jaski 2000, 334).

¥ comgraid birugu i flaithUdiamble diablad lais \gachgraid de(\tin] 7trebad.\(CIHI12273.33f.;176.1.

Translation'by Mac Eoin 1997, 484).

¥ CGdoesnot'mention the gradelof briugu atall. Ittdoes, however, give an éxtensive treatment of
al commoner gradel called mruigfher,| whichl unlikel withl other grades, dwells on the household

utensils' needed for cooking and making ale and the rules/for éntertaining guests. It' mentions’ that

a mruigfer should havel anl everlighted fire  (CG 11.1171-248).[1Gear6id Mac Eoin suggests| that' the
mruigfher of CGislthelbriugulof UB(1997).

40 Sicaacht {(sic) asalmidithar Guine: cruth W ocus, kenel, tir 7 trebadh, dan 7 indbus 7 innrucus (MS CIH,

585.32—4 translation/ Ancientl Laws of Treland TV 355,11.118-19).
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Basically febas meant behaviour whichl suited one’s position,[ suchl asl al lord being
righteous towards_his_clients_and fulfilling his obligations_ towards them, but/in the
case lof 1kings, Iwisdom!texts land Isaga literaturel |givel llonger Ilists lof Irequired
qualities.[ Kings and king aspirants werel expected tol display' froyal’l qualities + in
additionl to possessing them! H i.e. valour, leadershipl and generosity! (Jaski 2000,
337). Physical labour was_ considered_ demeaning: if a king was found holding an
axe, spadel orl mallet, his’ honour pricel was| reduced tol thatl of a commoner. The
samel happened. if hel went about without al retinue, or fleed froml thel battlefield
(CG,11.1530-41).Inllikeness Ito lal Jking, 1a llord’s Istatus_thad Jtol Jshow(Jin[ his
demeanour: he was not allowed! tol toleratel satirel orl refuse hospitality (Kelly 1988,
27).Inthel samel vein, foludor status qualifications, which Wwerel énumerated in the
lawftexts! | forl | different | grades, | embody( | social | qualities, | not | only | material
possessions.[ /Besides lproperty! lqualifications, folud i'means |‘conduct, |duty’[1(CG,
vocabulary p.[54)."!

Thel moral qualities! of the noblesl especially arel al constant’ concernl inl the
early Irish' laws. The material or skill requirements were/not/in themselves énough:
status had to bel earned byl nobilityl of spirit - noblesse bblige. Thisl is explicated in
MS:

How! many' arel thel things that’ give dignity. and honour price  to every’ one?
Answer +Three: merit,. and worthiness and innocence. Therel are threel things
too, that derogate from his proper honor tol everyone,i.e. misdeeds,/and low
profession, and'hon/innocence.**

UB echoes the same attitudelin’ answer' to thel question: what gives dired tola person?
—merit and integrity. and purity*’| which MacNeill takes  to meanl fpossession’ and
worthy uisel of qualifying wealth’, thel potential and actual fulfilment of functions
and dutiesTand ‘being guiltlessiof misdeeds’, respectively' (MacNeill 1936, 278[f).
Physical appearancel was extremely important inearly! Irishl society. While
thellaw! texts' mayf describel proper attireland ornaments! forl somel status/ groups, the
narrative_literatureabounds with_ evocations_of the glamour and elegance of the
royaltyl and evenl the heroes. Tdin Bdl Cuailnge alone, inl depicting thel mustering of
Ulstermen, devotes| pages tol thel clothing and hair style of the  different warrior

“'’Kim McConelexplains folud as ‘anlindividual’s_social worth...whichl¢can tefer to whole or part
of al spectruml covering due property rating,[ behaviour! appropriate” tol one’sl position and! rights,
fulfilment of legal obligations, honesty, teligious observance and solon.’[(1990,(122).

42 Cislir doberad miadhlbcus eneclann dol tach? INi, 4l tri airilliudh 7 indcrucus 7 endce. Al tri 46, atlendai
miadhl tontfe ar tachlli.Lanfoladh V docerd M anendge. (MS, CIH 583.5-6, translation Ancient' Laws of
Ireland 1V(344,11.20-4).

3 Cid dobeir dirido neoch..Ni arilliud, inrucus 7 idna (UB.CIH 2329.37-8 translation'MacNeill 1923,
278).
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groups. (TBCI11..8589-3858). Heroes! are alsol depicted as’ being notoriously vain:
Conchobaris not the only’ one tolosel his lifel after falling for thel flattery’ of women
(Aided 1Conchobair p.[ 6, §5). Being without deformity’ was most important tol the
king,whose body and moral qualities reflected thel rulers truth, fir flathemon, and
welllbeing of his'kingdom:[a blind or' blemished person could hot qualify’ as'a king
(Jaski2000,.72-5;McCone 1990,127-31).

Change/of(status

Inl principle, then, thel Trishl laws/ lallowed thel climbing upl thel ladder of status
hierarchy. This_was_most_commonly’ done. through increasing iwealth by igood
housekeeping orf possibly byl inheritancel from! far kin. Evenl those withl semi freel or
unfreel status’ could reachl freedom! with' the helpl of their kin (CharlesrEdwards
2000, 135).. The professionals and ecclesiasticsl improved their status by seniority
and bylincreasing skills. UB states that the free.maylbecomel unfree/ by losing their
wealthland the[uinfreel may! rise/tol freedom/ byl acquiring wealthl or skills:

‘Thel Ifreel inl thel Iseat lof thel lunfree,’ the Iman/ 'who! isells his land, Jor his
authority, or his bodytin  service.{The iinfreelin thel seat of thel free, the.man
who buys/land or franchise/ byl his_husbandry_orl by his talent thatl God gives
him. Hence there(is[a saying],[‘almanlis better than his'birth’.**

However, thel other direction, social mobility downwards, wasl farr more_ common.
Divisionl of the familyf estatel in inheritancel easily led tol impoverishment and loss
of status:

What is[it Whichl deprivesl this'man of the status'of boaire? Because therelmay
belfour orl fivelmen Wwholare the heirs_of a bdéaire solthat it is notl easyl for éach
of them(to'bela boaire.”

Thel diminishing shares’ of land hit thelordlyl grades especially, sincel their children
due'to better nourishmentuisually teached adulthood. Alsol seriousl crimes/ brought
downl thel status of thel lculprit. Thel statusl of the otherl members of thel family,
however, was hot affected byl the crimel (Kelly(1988,12).

Whenl reading thel law! texts_onel is_strucki byl thel relatively_ harshl fines for
breaching economic obligations. Especiallylif interest started tol run,this incurred

* Saerilsuigiud ndair, fear renas foralthir, o a deis, [ torp i fognadh. Daer i suidi Suir tetamus. Fear trenes
tir,[nol dlighed,holsuiridia dan,(holdialtrebhadhl) dialtallaind tidnaid dial dol)i.lis fearrinl fear sinlTnas inti or
genestar[ (UB, CIH 638.9-26; translation MacNeill 1923, 27311.117-21)

* Cidhodmbrisi inlfer solalboaireachas 7 Ar béslbid betharnd chicer bitelhi tomarbus.con[n]dchlassafe[ boaire
dotachl e (CG§1211.0145-148 [translation Charles' Edwards[1972,9).
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debts’and later economic dependence’ inl thel form of clientship  or even semil free
status./ At'the lower tungs/ of thel hierarchy, basel clientship, for one, Wasl al position
hard to get rid of. The cattle element in  thel food renders, compulsory hospitality
and thelclient’s' ownl consumption eroded thel grant' given by thellord and hampered
thel ichances! lof lacquiring lone’s lownl Icattle.[ Thisl lensured! thel lcontinuity’ lof ‘the
system:[ the heirs of al client werel usuallyl forced to accept a grant and become
clients themselves (Charles. Edwards 1993,(460).

Exchange

Thel purpose. of exchange! inl early Ireland was hoti thel merel swapping of goods.*
Most of the exchangel happened to createl bonds betweenl individuals. As' Charles
Dohertyf points  out:[ fMenl were bound tol eachl other in’ al variety’ of relationships,
thel outward  expression of whichl was/ reciprocal agreements/ by whichl goods and
services| circulated according to therelativel statusl of thel partieslinvolved’[(Doherty
1980,67).

Inlhis study_on_exchangel Marcel Mauss._describes. thel mechanism/ of gift |
giving:[byi giving, onel shows oneself as generous, and thusl asl deserving of respect,
byl receiving thel gift, onel shows respect to thel giver, and byf returning thel gift one
demonstrates! that one's honour lis lequivalent tol that lof ‘thel loriginal giver. By
giving,[teceiving and returning gifts aimoral’bond between the persons/exchanging
gifts’] is'! created.”| The'! process'| of | gift | giving | strengthens | coloperation,
competitiveness, and antagonisml (1969).

Exchangel was thus a imeans of creating and upholding bonds. In giving a
gift tol 'someonel @ person stated his superiority, whilel itheacceptancel lof a igift
demonstrated submission.[/This wasl the_ ‘wayl lover kings! tied Isubject_kingdoms
under theirf Irule, ‘and lords! Icontracted Iclients.[ 'Thel Isubject people land Iclients
reciprocated byl |paying Itributel | orf Irenders, whichl lconsummated Ithe lalliance
(Doherty 1980, 73).[The functioning and unitylof anl early Irish fuath was based on
a webl of reciprocal personal relationships,/ wherel thel king ‘held thel heads of the

“Trade wasundeveloped in the absence of money and irban market centres. Market exchange
occurred atl seasonal gatherings (denach) held at territorial borders. Thel mainl purposel of these
gatherings wasl tol lconsolidatel peaceful relations between the tuéatha by ceremonial gift giving
between their kings. Froml thel eighthl or hinthl centuries onwards, monastic/ centresl developed into
locallmarketplaces'where fairs were held onl écclesiastical feast days (Doherty 1980, 81-3). Wealth
consisted almost entirelyl of land [ people’ and animals. Only the highestl echelons of thelsociety had
access to specialised manufactured orlimported goods,[such as winel(Gerriets[ 1981, 171; Patterson
1994,63). Animals and farm products froml food! tol implements and clothing were’ the imost
commonl objectsl of exchange.[ Kings could afford tol givel prestigel objects, such as horses, arms,
femaleslaves,and jewellery((Doherty 1980, 72).
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mainl JnoblelJfamilies Jin | clientshipl/wholJon[ Itheir Iturn Theld Jminor /lords 'and
commonerslin’ clientship’(Jaski 2000, 89).

Alsolaw enforcement and redress. of wrongs happened byl wayl of exchange
in learlyl Treland. Lawl enforcement’ was ldone’ throughl lal lsysteml lof 'suretyships,
pledging and! distraint, which alsoinvolved a person’s/lord or legal guardian and
his_kindred. Breaching ithe terms_of Icontracts_lor neglecting mutual lobligations
involved material restitution and fines. Inl principle any crime, from' trespass! to
murder, could bel atoned by paying the' finel fixed forf it in thel lawitexts. Physical
punishment by mutilation or death [ u1sed as'a norm/in many other early law’ codes,
waslthe last resort in early Ireland (Kelly' 1988, 214).[Besides thelseverity. of crimes,
payment depended onl thel status of thel victim, orl his legal guardian. Redress of
illegal injury’ also’ demanded that the victim/ be brought' away' onl $ickl maintenance
and cared for, usually byl a third party.*’ If the  culprit could hot afford tolpay, he
might bel givenl as| al slavel tol thel victim. 'Alsol hisl kin  would bel involved in the
payment of the fine. Lords sometimes obtained servants and slaves byl paying off
thelfines of ¢riminals(Kelly[1988,217).

Inl the absencel of a central authorityl which would have guaranteed peace
and obedience to thel law [ thel Trishl honourfbased system, whichl used personal
sureties, Ifunctioned Irather 'well. ]It lwasl Istrengthened by Ithe leconomy, 'which
required a lot of col operation and multiplel loyalties  outside of one’s agnatic kin.*
That, forinstance,[teduced thel threat of large scale feuding if Someone was killed.

Lanamain(relationships

Early ITrishl llaw! lillustrates |partnerships/ lof lunequals by al Iprototypical Iset lof
relationships, called lanamna ‘couples’ [ Listed among ldnamnd arelthe relationships
betweenl parents and their childrenl (al father” and his daughter, a mother and her
son), al_sisterl Jland_brother, Church ‘and the manach (monkJor_monasticIclient),
fosterson and fostermother, a lord and his unfree client, al teacher and hisl pupil,
husband and wifel (Cdinl Lanamna §2).

“TTherelare/indications that sick'maintenance as.concrete hursing’becamelobsolete_quite éarly’and
that'it waslreplaced by payment of fines (CG 47-51).

*"Charles'Edwards has described the Trish_ network of relationships_as follows: *A_man might
indeed owe al debt tol his agnatic kinsman, but he wasl also related to his'mother’s lineage and to
that of his sister’s’ son;lin addition tol these two $pecial cognatic links, helhad more general circle
of ‘cognatic kin; he had foster brothers; an Irishman might havel dependants who, tthoughl not
kinsmenl by blood, werel nevertheless partl of his fine; and Trishman orr Welshman might have
formed!ties’ of heighbourhood with hon kinsmen; members of more than' onellineage might form
partl of thel clientelel of a singlel lordl or bel linked tol a $inglel churchl throughl commonl Wworshipland
throughl burial'in the/ samelcemetery’[(1993,1470).
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Lanamainl telationship works onl thel principal of reciprocity, frithfolud, where two
closelyl lbound! lparties’ 'withinJa long terml relationshipl havel lcertain rights/ land
duties.[ The relationship wasl biased towards! thel benefit of thel subordinatel party,
who Wwasl deemed tolbe inl thel protectionl of the superior one.* The superior could
punishl thel subordinate, but’ also himself bel disqualified if he was negligent. The
superiort acted as automatic’ suretyf for! thel subordinatel i.e. enforced ‘claims that
were ‘madel lagainst' him. IThat Jlalso involved familiarity 'with/ ithel lsubordinate’s
transactions’ land Jprotection lof This linterests/ I(Jaski 12000,[196). Normally, Ifor la
contract to belvalid, it'had(to be[Wwitnessed_and bound byl sureties, but that did not
apply! tol the ldnamain/telationships, e.g.[ a lcontract of clientship. would bel valid
even when made in drunkenness(Kelly 1988,159).

Althoughl somel of thesel relationships’ arel familial [ evenl intimatel inf modern
eyes, the responsibilities lof thel parties were, nevertheless, 'defined by thel law.
Marriages " werel classified_according to-which family donated more wealth to the
pair. Whenlland camel froml the bridegroom’s side, but both/ families contributed
movablelwealth, the. marriagel wasl called ‘pairing of joint input’ [ If all thel property
camel from[ thel bridegroom’slIside, lor_froml thel bride’s side, theImarriage was
considered of lower! status. In' CGl almarriagel of ‘joint input’ with' a Wwoman whose
familyl lwasl lof lequal Istatus/ Itol ‘thel lmanl lwasl igivenl Jas ithe lnorml 'forl iwealthier
commoners.andlords (Charles' Edwards 1993,/466)..Women whol were substantial
or Ichief Icontributors! /tol Imarriagel lexceptionally enjoyed lal Icapacity Itol imake
contracts_ of their own_and also_veto_thoselof theirl husbands[ (Etchingham/( 1999,
374).[Thelinheritancel rights of children varied according to the haturel of the[uinion
(Charles Edwards313-6).

Thel relationshipl betweenl al father and thel sonl was governed by statutory
rights' and duties. Thel sonl was under thel authority’ of his father even when he had
setiuplhis'ownlhousehold, as/ thel contracts'made by the son were nhot legal without
thel consent of thel father. To qualifylas an heir tol his father, the son ' had tolagree(to
maintainl his parents in/ their lold lage. 'The father might lalso losel his right to
maintenancelif hel burdened his heir with innecessaryl debts_or left_ him without
land (Jaski2000,92-5).

“ Forinstance, restitution but nol fine_was_due, when property_whichproperly belonged to the
other party,[was consumed by thel other (Etchingham(1999,1367).

Tt must be hoted that the hotion of formalised marriagelwas introduced by thelChurchand the
Irishl societyl counted! as/ I‘pairing for conception’ al heterogeneous’ collection bof sexual unions,
ranging froml organised public arrangement between twol families' to’ concubinagel and even rape.
Irish law alsol accepted polygyny, althoughl thel Churchl fought against'it (Charles Edwards 1993,
462-3).
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The!l Trishl kinshipl system worked lon multiplel bondsl of rreciprocity. betweenl the
members of thel family. These were tuned to protect thel interest of thelkin,i.e.[the
familyf assets, most importantly’ the kin'land. The kin/ wasl collectively responsible
for thel contracts, debts,[ crimes and other obligations_of its_individual members. It
alsolinherited its_members_and collected the wergeld if al member was killed. If the
kinl regarded al contract. thatl itsimember hadl engaged inl as disadvantageous_they
could dissolve_it. Contracts_that imight lalienate the familyl inheritance, suchlas
clientshiptol al monastery, were consideredillegal inless they werel made with/ the
kin’s consent (Jaski 2000, 89-94). Thel head of the kin represented it in  dealings
with external parties’ and usuallyl acted as surety to guaranteel thel contractsl of the
kin‘members. Helmade surelthat the termslof thel contracts/werel carried out’and(in
caselhe failed he'had to carry the financial’burden himself.

Thel relationship /between Imother Jand Ison Jand Isisterl Jand 'brother Iwas
important froml the point’ of view of thelrights'and duties of the[maternal kin. The
mother’s kin provided important allies tol thel children. The mother’s brother held
specificl laffection Jtol This Isister’s Ison/Jas Jhe 'was lexpected Jtol ltakel Ipart in[ his
upbringing.[ Thel unclel was lalso entitled to compensation for thel killing of his
nephew (Charles Edwards 1993, 36).. Children of alien men,i.e. those.who tame
outsidelof thelmother’s tuath,[were' adopted tolthelmother’skinl (Ibid, 312).

Fosterage, rearing lof 'childrenl by lanother couple,l was/ lan important and
legallyl lprotected linstitution Jin learlyl Ireland, 'whichl Icreated |artificial Ikinship.
Foster parents assumed thel responsibility’ for the care and education of the child
and in teturnl teceived. al fosteragel feel from/ thel hatural parents.’'" Al suitablel agel for
fosteragel lextended froml 17 lyears/ to 114/ ot ito pubertyl (Kelly 11988, 188-9). 'The
emotional bond between! fosterl parentsand foster child wasl often/ warmer than/ the
one betweenl tthel child land the matural parents, which is  reflected inl thel imore
informal andaffectionatelwords daddy! (aite,[data,[daitiucin) and - mummyl (muimme,
datnaf) used for foster parents! (CharlesrEdwards 1993, 80; Kelly 1988, 87). The
samel | applies’ | to’] the I relationshipl | between | child ] and | her/his[ foster $iblings.
Heartbreak caused by thel lossl of a foster brother is a’ well known' themelinl early
Irishinarrativelliterature.

Multiple fosterage wasl Iconcomitant withl Thigh! status. Noblel boys/ might
havel several setsl of foster parents (Charles Edwards 1993, 79). Thel child would be
typically fostered by her/hisimother’s family’ and oftenl foster parents'belonged to a
slightlyl lower' class/ (Kelly1988,90).[ Thel terms’ of fosterage were carefullyl spelled
out in/lawftracts/in/telation/tolwhat'kind of food was/provided and what skills' were

*I"TAnotherkind of fosteragelalsoexisted: fosterage for affection, forrwhich ho fee-was paid (Kelly
1988,87).
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taught! tol the children.[ Thel termsl werel specified according tol the status/ of the
child’s family (Kellyl 1988,[87). Narrativel literaturel and hagiography  often/include
druids orf monasterieslamong thel fosterers of aristocratic children,whichlhighlights
thelJleducational function_of fosterage (Charles_ Edwards 11993,[179-90).lAlliance’ !
building,/however, was atleast as_ crucial to the future of the child and thel fortunes
ofher/his’kin/(Ibid, 79-82).

Although! thel skills typically taught tol childrenl inl fosteragel werel limited to
board games/ and outdoor sports! for aristocratics, and farm work forr commoner
boys, some boys werel sent as apprentices to masters. to learn poetry. or al craft™.
Those |dedicated tolan/]ecclesiastic Icareer, 'boys_]or]girls_alike, lwerel Jsent /to
monasteries. The relationship betweenl a teacher and his/ pupil was/ governed byl the
samel rules as’ in[ fosterage. [While thel pupil wasl lenjoying linstruction from’ the
teacher, he could hot make a validlegal ¢contract (Kelly 1988, 91).

Exchangelin/clientships

Material exchange andl relativel gains/ for’ the parties involved in clientship have
beenl discussed byl several writers. Gerriets (1981)_argued that_ exchange was not
economically rational, as according to her calculations_the lord did not earn_any
net increase’ tol hisl stocki and the client could havel survived on grain ‘and pigs
instead.[IShel Iconcluded Ithat Ithel lpurpose lof Iclientship relations’ 'was/ Ito /build
political Jalliances’ land! lits| 'significancel Iwas /mainly’ 'symbolic.”/Charles Edwards
originallyl held that' the terms of free clientship in/ jparticular’ werel economically
incomprehensible from/thel client’s point of viewland inferred that(the tract onl free
clientship CainlSoerraith had confused freel clientship with! basel clientshipl((cited in
Patterson 1981, 53). Patterson,. however, hasl suggested that| clientship’ exchange
was Ifeasible, leven Ifrom! the imaterial point  lof lview. IThe Icattlel igrant lin/ base
clientshiplwasla hecessary part of mixed farm/ production, even thoughl thel grazing
of the lord’s  cattlel may’ havel impeded thel client from' increasing his’ ownl stock
(1981, 58). She assumed! that' thel lord may havel replenished thel client’s’ stock by
cattlel raids and,if thel stock suffered froml somel serious misfortune (1981, 57), the
client wouldlalso_gain économicand social security (Ibid,[58).[ Withl free clients the
lord wasl ablel tol maintain more! cattle with| greater’ security than onl his' own/land
andlabour(Ibid, 59).

According 1to |Charles Edwards,[ lin[ Iclientshipl Irelations/ | ‘thel Ithing /most
prominent tol contemporaries was exchange of movable wealthlin bothl directions,
from lord tol dependant and from dependant tol lord’ (1993, 339). Although  the

I Aristocratic girls werefaught sewing, ¢cloth cutting’and émbroidery,.commoner girlsThow tolise
the quern,kneading throughl and thelsieve (Kelly(1988,87).
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mainl function’ of thel clientele was obviously' to freel thel nobilityl from’ agricultural
worki against’a loanl of capital,[there[werel other kinds/ of exchange involved in/the
lord ¢lient relationship. Apart from material_exchangel thel relationshipl required
legal and armed! protection from! thel lordl and political support’ onl the  client’s part
1.e[the client would partake in his'lord’slretinue’and militaryféxpeditions.

Thel building of political alliances seems to be onel of thel most important
aspects| of thel clientshipl system.[ It provided al way! tol form[loyalties betweenl the
king landIthel llords/ land Ithe  llords 'and Ithel lcommoners.[ I Thus it Iformed Ithe
foundation | of ] thel] Irish/] political | structure.[] Nerys'] Thomas'| Patterson| has
summarised’ thel political  meaning of clientshipl in earlyf Trishl society: fClientage
relationships provided the network of political alliances and jural obligations  that
served,linl the absencel of states institutions, to integratel communities beyond! the
purelylocallevel of organisation’[(1981,53)>°.

Neighbourhood(Comaithches)

Coloperation | between I neighbours | was | anotheri | form | of | exchangel I that Iwas
necessary! for’ thel mode” of production, mixed farming.” Even substantial farmers
couldnot afford all the’ implements and buildings heeded in farming. Onlyi thelvery
wealthy would ownl a ploughl with! its_ team>* alonel and most of thel water tills
werel |a |product]of jjoint |effort’ |(Doherty[ 11980,[172).[1Joint lindustryl I between
neighbours  would also bel required! to build bigger buildings/ suchl as kilns, barns
and especially. mills' (Charles’ Edwards 1993, 416—430). Thel less well off farmer,
suchl as dcaird would hotl even managel ploughing without thel helpl of neighbours.
Labouri saving,[ in particular, was thel arrangement, where thel livestock of several
farmers werel looked after byl al singlel shepherd (Kellyl 1998,[445—6). Joint herding
and ljointl | ploughing | werel | regulated | by | several | lawi | tracts,[|suchllas Bretha
Coimaithchesa, Bechbretha and Coibnes Uisci Thairidné (CharlesrEdwards 1993,/413).
According to ICharles’Edwards suchl col operation’ betweenl neighbours! briginally
assumed! that' thel neighbouring lands were owned byl kinsmen, for_ instancel as_a
consequencel of a farm/ being divided upl betweenl several heirs. Thel shallowing of
the kindred group, from derbfine (4 generations) to geilfine (3 generations), reduced
thel lpossibility! lof Jadjacent /lands’ Ibelonging Itol kinsmen. 'Within[ lthel Igroup of

> AsOvelhave seen Patterson thinks that onlylcommoners_were tlients to the[lords. I think that'a
reading of CG already makesit clear that'the clientshipl$ystem covered all free tanks.[Patterson for
herf part does hot present anyl other éxplanation of What the political allegiance betweenl thel lordly
grades' might have been based on,if not clientship.

¥ Thelsize  of the early Irish ox team varied, from/ four tolsix bxen[in legal material and two to
evenl eight/in/ other sources.[ According to CG an dcaire should havel one ox or Vil of alplough team
(Patterson 1994, 77)..When the total_lamount of his_cattle_-was. 8, and the standard renders’ivere
paidin‘heifers [it'is understandable that nol morel draft animals couldbe bred.

88



Latvioil Statusand Exchange in Early Irish Laws

neighbours/theltights'and obligations werel equal regardless of the statusl differences
of'thelmembers (Charles. Edwards[1993,416—430).

Church/andthe Taity

Thel Church had to  assimilate to thel Irishl societyl and adapt tolits' mechanismsl of
exchangel from! thel Very beginning. St.[ Patrickl fbought’This[wayl to the Trishelite by
giving gifts/ tol thel kings'and brehons! (judges), but had to refusel accepting any, in
orderl not tol place  himself inl their' debt (Doherty 1980, 75). Althoughl thel Church
settledlin[its'own/ monastic énclosures, it was dependant onl thellayl community' for
material maintenance. In Brethal Nemed toisech thel relationship between thel Church
and thellay society! isl seenl in terms’ of reciprocal exchange. The same contractual
approachlis_echoed in RiaguillPhdtraic (O_Corrain 11981, 334) andCérusBéscna,
whichl states that ‘the fuath has an entitlement inl thel church and thel churchlin/the
tiath’ > Services. | duel | to | thelllay( | society | from!] thel | Church | were. | baptism,
communion, mass, tequieml for the dead étc. Thellaityl owed counterf obligations to
the] Church in'] thel] form of | offerings, ] tithes, ! first fruits_| etc.>’’] However, ] a
considerablel part of thel wealth of thel Church was built byl the donationsl of the
rich.[In[addition tol that the/ Churchl setuplal system, modelled on the/lay! ¢clientship,
wherel religious/laity' bounditself to thel Churchl and worked onlits/ land tol produce
food and other necessities.

A manach, (pl, manaig; earlier’ monk, laterl monastic tenant) wasl a client,
servant or tenant of lal church, whol jpaid food renders! as tithes, first fruits’ and
firstlings tol the churchl inl exchange for religious_services_and sometimes_alsol for
land.[A manachwvas legallyldependant onl the churchlas'helwashot ableto contract
independently_of his abbot (Ol Corrain 1981, 333).”” Manaig had some collective
legal competence, somewhatl like/the secular kingroup: manaiglas a'body had a say
inl thel appointment of their superiorf as' did kinsmenl in the selection of their head

SSCIH528.17-529.5  translation by O Corrain, Breatnach'and Breen 1984, 386.

Y Itlis hot certain that the’Church depictedlin early Irish law texts was able tolextent its-~dominion
over the[Wwholel of thellaity. Thel opinion of many' $cholars seemsl tol bel that thel provisions inl the
laws Japplied tol 'the manaigllandl that thel rest Jof Ithel llaity Iprofited from[ ipastoral carel lonly
haphazardly (O Corrain 1981, 334; Etchingham 1991,99)." Argumentslin favour of wider pastoral
duties arel presented by Charlesl Edwards (1992) and Sharpel (1984;11992). 1t is interesting that the
language!l of thel sacral kingshipl wasl used tol advocate the church’s’ claiml for thel tithes Whilel it
usedtolbelthe firl flathemon, the tuler’s truth[that brought harmony and kept the forces of haturel at
bay, nowi according to CorusBescnal it wasl thel paying tithes, firstl fruits' and alms/ that fprevented
onset! of a plague’[(Etchingham 1991 ,102).

SO0 Corrain/Isuggests. Ithat the Isecular Jinstitutions ] presented ' models Ifor Ithe Jecclesiastical
organisation, theltelationship/between abbot and his' ¢hurch'and his manaig being modelled onlthe
relationshipsibetween lord-and client and amanwith'hiswife, tespectively (OlCorrain 1981 ,(333).
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(Etchingham( 11999,1390-1). 1They formed Ja kind lof Icorporation, with imutual
obligations.and entitlements(Ibid, 392).

Thel'secularl land Jecclesiasticl Jelites thad Jal lspecial Irelationship:[the /Irish
dynasties/ supplied manyi holdersl of thel higher church offices from’ their stock.
According to-OCCorrain *great hereditary clerical families_were usually discard
segmentsl of toyal lineages, pushed out of the political struggle’and forced toltreprise
themselves_in[_the lchurch’/(1981,1328)...Sometimes, however, kings might Jalso
become!l labbots, o1l Ibishops Itakel Ithe Ikingshipll(Davies 11982, 182).[10ften Ithe
relationship-was further strengthened by marriage alliances (OCorrain 1981,.329).
Thus thel dynasties_ and churches shared al mutual interest using in imanyl cases
propagandatol further the aspirations/ of éachl other (Ibid, 327-31,Moisl 1987).[ The
seventh and leight Icenturyl lover kings lof jprovinces lalso held churches iinl itheir
protection, avenging attacks onthem (O Corrain1981,/332)..Many small churches
werelactually.owned byllocal aristocratic families (Ibid, 337).

Bishops/of majori monasteries' seeml to have kept a ‘court’ comparable to that
of a king, wherel they had professionals working asl assistants to them.* Although
thel | Churchl Iwasl Iruled |by(lits'lown |canonical |legislation, ' knowledge lof 'lay
jurisdictionlwould havelbeen necessarytin dealings with[lay heighbours.

Exchangebetween kinglandpeople

Charles'Edwards[ (1994) has proposed that CG presents thel relationship/ between a
king land( This people las al lcontract. I The Iduties lof Ja_ king ‘towardsl This[ people
compriseslan obligation to  defend his'people inl dealings/ withl external powers, and
to providel his people withl a just judge (CG, 11.494-501). The king, onl thel other
hand,[had(thel tight tol expect hisl people tol succumbl to a hosting, anl edict (cdnal or
rechtgae’”) and an alliance! treaty with other peoplel at his'tequest (CG,11.502-8).

Gerriets |has largued ithat 'the relationships/ between lover kings 'and( ttheir
subordinates were represented in terms” of clientship, most often basel clientship,
bothlin law!texts_ and sagal literature (1987)..Shellalsol found evidencel from/ the
Canonl Laws that/ churchesl orl an éntire peoplel could bel directy dependant to kings,
in aposition comparable to fuidir (semi freeman) (Ibid, 54-55).

Herel lagain/ Iwel Iseel Ithel lideal lof Jauthority! Ibeing Ibased lonl Jal lreciprocal
agreement between’ the twol parties. [Whether it was/ thel fancy lof thel medieval

% UR states_of albishop that this_man of ecclesiastical learning and his_¢chief judgeand poet have
the same honour price’ as him. [[comeneclainnlrisldal alfer legend 17 a bllaml brethemanl 7 filed (CTH
2102.3-5translation byl Breatnach 1987,91).

*I'These are treaties’binding several tzatha, Wwhich Wwere promulgated by kings and tepresentatives
of Churchlalike.
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jurists or al social reality, thel early’ Irishl discoursel was penetrated byl contractual
thinking and language.

Conclusions

Status'in earlyf Ireland was/ mainly’ achieved by wealth,[ clients, and profession.[ A
short cut to high/ tank was'engaging inunlimited hospitality towards/ guests. Limits
to ladvancement in/ lrank’ 'werel Iset Iby( lthel Ifact ithat  status iwas hereditary land
movement | upwards | was | governed | by | al | threel generation | requirement. | This
concerned especially’ theladvancement to the tanks/ of the nemed froml the statusl of
a commoner tol that of allord orl tol thel status’ of al poetl of other highl professional.
Maintaining highl status, however, required personal worthiness: behaviour that
suited one’s rank, moral impeccability, and evenl presentable appearance. Duel to
economicl]constraints_Isocial Imobility_/downwards_was,[ Inevertheless, Ifarl i more
general.

Somel of thel highest ranking positions inl earlyl Ireland werel achieved by
engaging in_extensivel exchange with_ other members of thel society.[ In[virtue of
unlimited gift giving in éxhangel for prestige’ a commoner could advanceltol a status
comparable to that' of a king in/ the  office  of briugu. Thelhormal route tol elevated
status as a lord wasl tol distributel one’sl cattlel tol clients/ inl exchangel fori loyalty’and
services. Thel clientshiprelationships formed thelbackbone of early Ireland’s social
structure.

Myl suggestion! is’ that thel status relationships inl early’ Ireland were largely
based lon[ two Ireciprocal i modelsl /between superior Jand Jinferior Iparties.] The
relationships'among thel free men were modelled onl clientship” and those between
thel freel and the unfreel orl dependants on ldnamain telationships. The reciprocal
agreements/ offered relativel securityl evenl for' thel inferior’ party’ in a honour based
society, as the status of the superior Wwas bound to his fairness and thel fulfilling of
his[ obligations! towards ithel inferior. Both 'models/ involved legal and leconomic
protection froml thel superior party’ in exchangel forf loyalty andl services froml the
inferior one.

Thel functioning and unityl of anl early! Irish tzath was based onla webl_of
reciprocal personal relationships, whichl generated social cohesion crucial to the
observancel of contractsl and the law. Earlyf Ireland lacked a central authority’ and
compliance’ tol norms/ lwasl |guaranteed by lone’sl kindred land ipersonal sureties.
Political structure alsol rested onl personal chainsl of alliances/ from/ the king to the
commoner created by the system/ Jof clientship. Thel idea ‘of clientshipl is found
already lamong thel lcontinental Celts.[ |According to Caesar’ having /dependants,
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servants! etc.[ wasl the only forml lof ipolitical jpower that’ ithe iGallic tribes’ knew
(Commentarii Belli Gallici VI.15).%°

The extent to whichl clientship/ permeated thelsocietylis’ eévident froml thel fact
that' thel relationshiplof thel early Irishl to thel Christian” god Wwasl also modelled on
the telations between lord and a client (O Riain 1989, 363). Thislidea is_ expressed
directlyl in an’earlyl [rishl poem by Blathmac, where hel compares God to a lord
whoselclients are the Jewish people (O Cathasaigh 1986,1130-31). It is also attested
in[ thel early Christianl vernacular vocabularyl wherel somel of the key terms were
borrowed froml Irishl legal terminology. The Christian idea of grace, gratia, was
translated tolOld Irishlas rath, thelstock, isually in the forml of cattle, provided by a
lord to his client (O Riain1989,7363).°'[Céiler D& (God’s client)*? s therhame of a
member of a well knownl_eight! century reform_movement_inl early’ Irish_ Church.
Besides/ lori leven linstead lof Ithel [familial limagery( Ithat 'was Imorel Icommon/ lin
Christianl | discourse, |thel | Irish Iborrowed | froml[ Ithe Ivernacular lcosmology and
pictured themselves| as bonded tol al mighty andl truthful lord, who! granted them
well'being.
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Appendix(1.

Table 1.1  Status'of layl grades according tol Crith Gablach. (n/s = hot specified)
FénilLaw anourﬂ, ggfnnﬂll‘ord, gggtoa;free \I':irc?{tﬂﬁzz%n., Guestl Land, House, Fa.rmlﬂ
price,lséts oS clients nolofimen company cumals  feet buildings
King 7Ticumalsl  12icumalsl n/s n/sifi10 n/s n/s n/s n/s
Airelforgill 15 9lcumalsl  200/120 n/slfin/s n/s n/s 30 n/s
Aireltuisea 20 8lcumalsl 150012 81118 60 n/s 29 n/s
Airelardd 15 7icumalsl 100110 n/slfin/s 40 n/s n/s n/s
Aireldésa 10 Blcumalsl 5015 n/sliin/s 20 n/s 27 n/s
Airelcoisringl 9 Blcumalsl  n/s n/slfin/s 5 n/s 30 n/s
twicelthat
Fertfothlai 8 4icumals  offaireldésal n/slfi4 4 n/s 27 n/s
shares
hislequallin mills,lowns
Mruigfher 6 2lcumals] [ gradel/in/s 3 21 27 others
shares
mills,lowns
Boairelfebsal 5 12 0 n/sifi3 3 14 27 others
Aithech 4 10 0 n/siii2 2 n/s 20 n/s
Ocaire 3 8 I 1001 2 7 19 shareslall
Table 2.l Poetic grades according tolUraicecht na Riar
Grade Honouriprice,lséts Compositions Company*
ollam 40 350 2412,18
anruth 20 175 12,0704
cli 10 87 8,04,03
cano 7 60 6,03,02
dos 5 50 413,12
macfhuirmid 4 40 3,12,m
fochloc 10% 30 1,10,0
taman Ya(?Yiscruple 20
drisiuc 1iscruple 10
oblaire Yalscruple 5

*[Thelfiguresidesignatelalpoets’sicompanioniwheniioni1)lofficiallbusiness,i2)lpursuinglalclaimiandi3)lontalcircuitiwith

alking.
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