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The use of the term Gall-Ghaidheil (in Early Gaelic/Old Irish orthography, Ga/l-

Goidil)' has become politically incorrect in certain scholarly circles in recent years,
at least when used in connection with Galloway. During the 1980s and 1990s, an
earlier consensus, which had viewed the Gall-Ghaidheil unproblematically as the
settlers of Galloway and as those who had given the region its name, broke down
and sapped confidence on several issues pertaining to the nature of Galloway in
the earlier part of the middle ages. However, this lack of confidence itself sprang
from problems of perception regarding the ethnic and linguistic nature of the

Gall-Ghaidheil.? T hope to address these problems here. I should note that, to a
certain extent, | am revisiting and building on some of the earlier, pre-1986, views
of scholars such as William J. Watson (1926, 172-74), John MacQueen (1973),
Alfred P Smyth (1984, 156-63) and, more specifically, the work done in the as-yet
unpublished 1994 PhD thesis of Andrew Jennings, completed in the University
of Edinburgh, some aspects of which have also appeared in recent years (Jennings
2001, Jennings 2004, Jennings and Kruse forthcoming). During the course of
the evolution of the article, important new contributions have been made by, for
instance, Downham (2007) and Woolf (2007) on this topic and on the overall
political and cultural context. That said, on certain important points of detail and
perspective I differ from all these scholars, and I hope that this paper may move the
argument on a stage and refine some of our understanding of the Gall-Ghaidheil,
early medieval Galloway and the south-western seaboard of Scotland generally.
In particular, I will argue that a proper understanding of the term demands

! Throughout this article, I have chosen to use a modernised spelling of the term except when
quoting sources, whether primary or secondary. My intention is to abstract the term for the
purposes of the article from its use or spelling in any one source, so as to examine it over the
lifetime of its use.

2 This article is a revised version of a paper originally given to a conference entitled ‘Gall-
Ghaidheil: The Western Isles in the Viking World’, held in Stornoway, 3—7 April, 2000. I am
grateful to Dr Mary MacLeod, the organiser of that conference, for the invitation to give the
paper, and to the participants in that conference for much stimulating discussion. I have reluc-
tantly decided the paper needed to be published outwith the forthcoming conference proceed-
ings, and I am grateful to Dr Colleen Batey, their editor, for allowing me to do so. The title of
that conference, in a sense, represented one result of the scholarly uncertainty described above,
regarding the nature and whereabouts of the people called Gall-Ghaidheil. If not belonging to
Galloway, they must have belonged somewhere (goes the unstated argument), and hence could
be appropriated — wrongly, as I will show — for the Western Isles as much as for anywhere.
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a quite rigorous approach to the chronology by which political, ethnic and
geographical terms were introduced and applied. In approaching the evidence
in this way, I believe we can gain a certain degree of clarity on the subject.

The mainattack on the connection between the Gall-Ghaidheil and Galloway
came from the 1986 Northern Studies conference in Gatehouse-of-Fleet, later
published in 1991 as Galloway: Land and Lordship (Oram and Stell 1991).
Here, two papers sought to sever the connection in two distinctly different
ways: Ted Cowan dismantled romantic myths about the Gall-Ghaidheil as
Vikings, and the late Daphne Brooke attacked both the evidence for their
settlement, mainly toponymic, and also the linguistic basis for believing that
the name Galloway derives from the Gaelic term Gall-Ghaidheil, substituting
instead a British etymology for the name (Cowan 1991; Brooke 1991). This
latter claim never had any linguistic possibility, and I will not treat it in what
follows. Brooke went on to take these views as established in her 1994 book on
Galloway (1, 57-76). The general tone of the 1986 conference had attendant
effects and has made people extremely cautious of speaking of Gall-Ghaidheil
in connection with Galloway, to the extent that various scholars, such as Peter
Hill and the late Bill Cormack, in their discussions respectively of Whithorn
and Barhobble, adopted the depressing and meaningless terms, Celto-Norse
or Celtic-Norse, for the residents of Galloway in the period c.900-1100
and some of their artefacts (Hill 1997, 51-52; Cormack 1995, 44-58).
The absence among some scholars working on early medieval Galloway of
a proper appreciation of the emerging historical framework for the Irish
Sea during this period also gave rise to some fairly odd statements, such as
Peter Hill’s perplexing comment concerning 11th-century Whithorn that
‘Gaelic influence is thus a predictable feature of this period, although it is
somewhat surprising that the archaeological evidence should be so markedly
Irish” (Hill 1997, 56; see, for example, Dufty 1992, Etchingham 2001 for why
this should not be surprising). The situation has been partially alleviated in
the most recent and thorough discussion of medieval Galloway, by Richard
Oram (2000). There, he accepted the connection between the Gall-Ghaidheil
and Galloway (though not without some attendant difficulties) and showed
a detailed understanding of Galloway’s Irish Sea context. Oram’s sea-change
on this issue was a welcome result of much friendly persuasion, especially by
Alex Woolf, to whom the present paper also owes a great debt (for his work
on these topics, see, for example, Woolf 2002, 2007; see Etchingham 2001 for
similar, but contrasting, views). Most recently, Fiona Edmonds” doctoral thesis
(2005) has given considerable refinement to our understanding of (inter alia)
Galloway’s place in the Irish Sea world and, when published, it will mark a
significant advance on our current knowledge.
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Although there is much work to be done on the medieval south-west of
Scotland generally, the current article seeks in particular to clarify thoughts
about names and terminology. Many of the problems appear to stem from a
confusion which has arisen — it is not clear where or when — as to the linguistic
background of the Gall-Ghaidheil, and this confusion is not sufficiently
clarified in Oram’s recent work (see, for example, his discussion of toponyms
on pp. 8-9). One argument, followed by several commentators (for example,
in a previous paradigm, Oram 1995), was that since the linguistic records
of Scandinavian settlement — largely Norse place-names — are sparse in
Galloway (though not unrepresented), the Gall-Ghaidheil cannot have been
as heavily involved in the process of creating Galloway as hitherto thought.
This assumes that the Gall-Ghaidheil were Norse speakers. This flies in the
face, however, of the logic of the name. As Ted Cowan put it in his 1986
talk, ‘a Gall-Gaidhil [sic], a foreign Gael was clearly a foreigner who spoke
Gaelic; no other explanation makes sense’, and the thrust of his paper was
indeed to try to point out that the Gall-Ghaidheil were not vikings, rather
than that they did not exist (Cowan 1991, 72).? Likewise, Gillian Fellows-
Jensen in her talk to the same conference noted that ‘the sparseness of the
place-name evidence for a Scandinavian presence in Galloway does not suggest
a high degree of scandinavianisation in the Gall-Ghaidhil who settled in
Galloway’ (1991, 80). To stress the basic logic of the case before proceeding,
then: the term Gall-Ghaidheal is one which should mean a ‘foreign-seeming
Gael; a scandinavianised Gaelic speaker, or a foreigner who speaks Gaelic'.
To that extent, the search for linguistically Scandinavian toponymic evidence
to bolster or refute the case for Gall-Ghaidheil settlement of Galloway has
always been always an illogical one: as Gaelic speakers by definition, the Gall-
Ghaidheil should have been sought in Gaelic toponymy. For Jennings (2001,
258), that is where they are to be found: ‘For the Gall Gaidheil settlement in
Galloway we need look no further than the thousands of Gaelic place-names.’
That said, Brooke’s seeming acknowledgement that Gaelic ought to have been

3 I would not, however, agree with his further analysis of the name that it could mean any
Gaelic speaker who was not Irish, viz.: “The first such persons probably appeared as a result of
the Irish migrations to Galloway in the fifth century at the same time as Fergus Mor led his
kindreds into Argyll. Thus, in the pre-Viking period the term would have embraced Brittonic-
Gaels and Anglo-Gaels.” This is an intriguing idea, but seems not to be supported by the
evidence to hand. The term was not used at all in the ‘pre-Viking’ period, nor is there any
evidence that the term Gal/l was ever applied in this period to people from Britain (originally
it meant someone from Gaul); during the ‘Viking’ period, Gal/l always means ‘Scandinavian’.
Cowan would appear here to be drawing on the implicit view of Watson (1926, 172-73) with
regard to the term, and also on the hypothesis of very early Gaelic settlement in Galloway
advanced by MacQueen and Nicolaisen (for a rejection of which see below).
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the language of the Gall-Ghaidheil (1991) led her, ironically, to reject them
as Galloway’s settlers. For her, the Gaelic toponymy of Galloway was that of
the peasant, and so could not have been brought by Gall-Ghaidheil rulers (see
Brooke 1994, 60-74, for a summary of her views), though she allowed for
the settlement of some Norse rulers, and for the presence of ‘Hiberno-Norse’
churchmen and others by the 11th century.

On the other hand, there are dangers, as we shall see, in applying the base
definition of the term too widely. In his important 1996 Whithorn Lecture,
David Dumville notes, anent the definition of Gall-Ghaidheil, ‘Gallgoidil were
therefore in principle either people of mixed race or Gaels who behaved like
foreigners (and that was nota compliment)’, going on to observe that “Wherever
Scandinavians settled in the Gaelic world, Gallgoidil were likely to be the result
... No doubt, however, there were more Gallgoidil in northwestern Scotland,
given the circumstances of settlement’ (Dumville 1997, 26-28; similar views
are advanced in Dumville 2002 = 2007, 94). Others have likewise been
tempted to conflate the definition (people of mixed Gaelic and Norse culture;
Gaelic-speaking Scandinavians etc.) with the actual use of the term. Although
the Irish Sea region was during the period 850-1200 and beyond awash with
people potentially fitting the definition of Gall-Ghaidheil, we endanger clarity
if we apply the term to all those people, if there is no evidence that anyone else
did. As we shall see, it looks as if the term was used in a much more limited
and politically constrained way, and we need to account for this.

In order to provide a more coherent argument, it is necessary to examine
when the term Gall-Ghaidheil was first used and what it came to mean in
more detail. What I would stress in anticipation is that, with the exception
of one important text, it is only in the 12th century that the evidence gives
definite geographical co-ordinates, and only gradually during that century do
those co-ordinates seem to include what we now consider to be Galloway. The
one pre-12th-century text situates the Gall-Ghaidheil on the Firth of Clyde,
with potentially radical implications for our understanding. Above everything,
however, I would stress that there is no certainty that there is continuity of
meaning among the scattered pieces of evidence from the first use of the term in
ninth-century references through to the more fulsome 11th and 12th-century
material. Equally, we should resist the temptation to allow Gall-Ghaidheil to
have been used for all regions ruled or occupied by those showing a mixed
Gaelic and Norse culture. That we might find this name appropriate for such
peoples is no sure guide to whether the term was at the time applied to them.
If we wish to achieve clarity, we must look not at who might or ought to have
been termed Gall-Ghaidheil, but who or where was.
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EARLIEST USAGE

It has been amply shown by the likes of Alfred Smyth (1984, 156-63) and
Andrew Jennings (1994), and, for Ireland, Donnchadh O Corriin (1998, 2001),
that by the middle of the ninth century there had already begun a process of
inter-marriage and cultural assimilation between Gaels and Norse, and that the
most likely early venue for this process was the Hebrides, probably the southern
Hebrides rather than the Western Isles, judging from linguistic and toponymic
evidence.* Icelandic tradition linking early settlers with the Hebrides, as well
as Gaelic names and by-names among Norsemen of this period, demonstrate
this well (see Jennings and Kruse (forthcoming); but see O Corrdin’s views on
a Scottish location for Lochlainn, 1998a). It is also around the middle of the
ninth century that the main Irish annalistic usage referring to the Norse shifts
from Geinti ‘heathens’ to Guill meaning foreigners’ generally, but from this
period until the late 12th century, meaning almost exclusively ‘Scandinavians’
(see, however, Etchingham 2001, 176 note 95; Dumville 1997, 37 note 111
on lingering use of geinti and its Latin equivalents). Equally, during this period
we have the first appearance of the term Gall-Ghaidheil, here representing a
group who are found fighting in support of Mael Sechnaill mac Maile Ruanaid,
the first king who, in the annals and in inscriptions, was termed with some
seriousness 77 Eirenn ‘king of Ireland’ (see Downham 2007, 17-23 for overall
context). In the contemporary annals, the Gall-Ghaidheil are carefully set off
from the other Scandinavians in Ireland. The Annals of Ulster [AU] 856.3
makes the distinction between the geinti, Mael Sechnaill’s enemies, and the
Gall-Ghaidheil who are his allies, while AU 857.1 describes the Dublin kings,
[mar and Amlaib (Ivarr and Olafy), defeating Caittil Find cona Gallgaedhelaibh.
This putatively Norse-named character with his Gaelic epithet has been
identified, plausibly but uncertainly, with Ketill Flatnefr, ancestor of Hebridean
settlers in Iceland (Jennings 1994, 83—84; Smyth 1984, 116-26; but for critical
scepticism, Downham 2007, 18 note 44; for critical rejection see, most recently,
Woolf 2007, 295-97).

Be that as it may, this testifies to the emergence of a new group in Irish
politics, who would appear to be Gaelic speakers with some characteristics
that distinguished them as also Norse; they were perhaps partly assimilated
Scandinavians. The Gaelic-speaking element here is extremely important. As
I have already noted, it has been further argued that this group must have
come from the Hebrides — an origin in Ireland has been thought unlikely at

4 This view may need to be refined, however, if the conclusions of Alan Macniven’s recent thesis
(20006) should be accepted. He argues that, despite appearances, Islay was subject to a nearly
wholesale Norse settlement, and that nearly no Gaelic names on Islay are pre-Norse. See also

Woolf’s critical discussion of this issue (2007, 295-98).
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this stage of Norse involvement in Ireland, only brief years after the first semi-
permanent bases on the island had been established. Andrew Jennings (1994)
divided Norse settlement areas on the western seaboard of Scotland into three
distinct zones on the basis of Norse vs Gaelic toponymy and the survival of
institutions and major centres, seeing Zones ii and iii as being, essentially, those
which gave birth to the Gall-Ghaidheil, since these zones see Norse settlement
at a certain level, but show much greater continuity of Gaelic into the middle
ages. Jennings and Kruse (forthcoming) simplify this system to two zones, A
and B, but the point remains the same.

I would stress at this point, however, that a Hebridean origin for these
ninth-century Gall-Ghaidheil is based on a logical deduction, and not on
firm evidence deriving from the relevant texts (see Woolf 2007, 295-97, for
further comment in this vein). We should, moreover, not dismiss the possibility
of these ninth-century Gall-Ghaidheil having originated in Ireland. Clare
Downham (2007, 17 note 40) notes that ‘Vikings who settled in Ireland by
841 could have fathered a new generation of warriors by the 850s’, a point
put more colourfully by Dumville (1997, 27-28): ‘Dublin and Annagassan
were established in 841 and in 856 Gallgoidil were militarily active: the timing
is absolutely perfect for the emergence of testosterone-filled fourteen-year-
olds!” Most of them, we might suggest, would have been born to Irish women,
and would almost certainly be bilingual. The main point is that these Gall-
Ghaidheil, who have a very short ‘lifespan’ in the annals (856-57), seem to be a
discrete and coherent political/ethnic group, and are situated entirely in Ireland
(see also MacQueen 2002, 56). The political precision of the annals does not
suggest that the chronicler is here thinking in general terms. The importance of
this will emerge below.

Most discussions of these Gall-Ghaidheil have taken into account also
the testimony of the later Fragmentary Annals of Ireland [FA], a set of annals
preserved in a 17th-century form, but largely representing a 12th-century, or
more probably 11th-century chronicle. Two entries there associate the Gall-
Ghaidheil with apostasy and brigandry. Importantly, they purport to define the
Gall-Ghaidheil, and these definitions have therefore been exported by scholars
and applied to the term at later periods. FA says, for 856 [§247]: ‘they are Gaels
[Scuit] and foster-children of the Norse [Normainnigh], and sometimes they are
even called Norsemen’, while for 858 [§260], it notes, ‘they were men who had
forsaken their baptism, and they used to be called Norsemen, for they had the
customs of the Norse, and had been fostered by them, and though the original
Norsemen were evil to the churches, these were much worse, these people,
wherever in Ireland they were’ (Radner 1978, 98-99, 104-05). It should be
stressed both that these entries are not contemporary and that the chronicle
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they derive from is one with a clear literary agenda, one devoted to building
up a picture of Christian kingship. Part of its methodology is to contrast Irish
kings with their heathen opponents, or opponents who by virtue of their evil
behaviour might as well be heathen. Andrew Jennings has also suggested, very
plausibly, that in the second of these definitions the 11th-century chronicler
has confused or conflated the Gall-Ghaidheil in question with other groups
of people around the same period in the Annals of Ulster who are noted (as
the Gall-Ghaidheil are not) for destroying churches and the like (see Jennings
1994, 82-83; Jennings and Kruse forthcoming; for the relevant entry see AU
847.3). These are not reliable definitions, and there is much good evidence to
suggest that Norse settlers in the Hebrides and elsewhere, were, by the late ninth
century and early 10th, already becoming Christian (on these issues, see most
recently Abrams 2007). Here, the ability of the contemporary Annals of Ulster
to distinguish between geinti (‘pagans’) and Gall-Ghaidheil seems important.
Certainly by the second half of the 10th century, the king of the Gaill (the
foreigners, the Scandinavians), Amlaib Cuardn, was a Christian and a patron
and putative founder of several churches, as well as penitent at his death on
Iona. He was also Gaelic-speaking, as witness one and maybe two Gaelic poems
in his praise, and the Gaelic names of some of his children as well as his own
by-name (see Woolf 2002; Doherty 1998 295-305; Downham 2007, 48-53).

It is worth dwelling on past interpretations of the Gall-Ghaidheil as Gaelic-
speaking Norsemen, hostile to the church, because this view has severely
affected the debate regarding their presence in Galloway. John MacQueen’s view
is representative: ‘It is also important that the hostility of the Gall-Ghaidhil to
the Christian church was a byword. The commemorations [of Irish saints in
Galloway and Carrick], in other words, might have survived the settlement
of the Gall-Ghaidhil, but the times must surely have been unfavourable for
the foundation of religious establishments on a scale such as the names imply
(MacQueen 1973, 26).” Thus the syllogism has proceeded: the Gall-Ghaidheil
were violent pagans in the mid-ninth century (according to an 11th-century
chronicler); therefore they were always hostile to Christianity; therefore they
can never have been the founders of churches. At most points, this argument
is unsustainable.

GALL-GHAIDHEIL, GAILL AND INNSE GALL

Moreover, it has not been sufficiently stressed in the scholarship to date that,
after 857, we do not meet the term Gall-Ghaidheil again in contemporary
annals until AU 1034.10, when Suibne mac Cinaeda, »/ Gallgaidhel, died. It
is difficult, therefore, to assess precisely the meaning of the term in 1034, or
to be certain that it was in use in the intervening two centuries, but certainly
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we should not presume that its signification in 85657 and that in 1034 was
the same. This is especially so given the temporally and geographically limited
appearance of Gall-Ghaidheil in AU 856-57, confined to a few entries, over
a few years, all pertaining to Ireland. It may be that the term re-emerges in
1034 to serve a different function. Alex Woolf’s recent view on terminology is
perceptive: ‘By the middle of the 11th century, Gaelic chroniclers had begun to
experiment with new or resurrected terms such as Lochlann (and its derivatives)
and Gall-Gaidel (ve/ sim.) in order to distinguish the more fully Scandinavian
peoples from the more Gaelicized” (2002, 34-35). Moreover, there is a clear
difference between the ninth-century references to a perhaps relatively small
group of warriors operating within Ireland and the later references to territories
and peoples outwith Ireland. To properly understand Gall-Ghaidheil as a term,
then, we will need to turn to the later, fuller, 11th and 12th-century evidence.

But, first, itis worthwhile setting the re-emergence of the term Gall-Ghaidheil
in the annals in 1034 in the context of the emergence of another new term,
Innsi Gall ‘the islands of the Norsemen’. Here again, late, non-contemporary
annals, have muddied the picture, specifically the description by the Annals of
the Four Masters for 859 of a character called Gofraidh mac Fergusa as rofseach
Innse Gall. Long thought to be anachronistic in terminology (Dumville 1997,
17 note 40), this entry itself has been shown by Alex Woolf to be a much later
interpolation (Woolf 2005, see also the summary in 2007, 299). Leaving aside
this very early and anachronistic appearance, then, it is the very end of the 10th
century that sees the first use of /nnsi Gall in contemporary Irish annals. Here,
the growing need to distinguish amongst the Gaill and the growing complexity
and, indeed, the ‘building block’ nature of the kingships of the Gaill in the
Irish Sea zone may have begun to make such distinctions necessary (on these
‘building blocks’, see, for example, Etchingham 2001). Although the 17th-
century English translation of the Annals of Clonmacnoise refers to a ‘king of
the Islands’ dying in the battle of Brunanburh in 937 (see Etchingham 2001,
167), the first certain use of na hlnnsi ‘the isles” as part of the Norse hegemony
may be seen in AU 980.1, in the description of the Battle of Tara, ‘won by Mael
Sechnaill son of Domnall against the Foreigners of Dublin and of the Isles” (for
Gallaibh Atho Cliath 7 na nlndsedh). It is shortly after this that we have the first
appearance of the term /nnsi Gall, and here it is apparent that different parts of
the hegemony of the Gaill were being ruled by different individuals:

AU 989.3: Glan Iarn [son of Amlaib Cuardn], king of the Foreigners (»/
Gall) was killed when drunk by his own slave.

AU 989.4: Gothfrith son of Aralt, king of Innse Gall (7 Innsi Gall) was
killed in D4l Riata.
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This Gofraid mac Arailt is a member of a dynasty which would appear to have
dominated ‘the Isles’ (probably including the Isle of Man and the Western Isles)
as rulers during the end of the 10th and the beginning of the 11th centuries,
and whose rise has been explored in detail by Etchingham (2001, 171-83; see
also Downham 2007, 190-07).

It is worth noting that in the mid-10th century, the Hebrides would appear
to have been termed either just ‘the Isles’, or /nnse Alban ‘the islands of Britain/
Alba, in the Irish annals, thus strengthening the idea of Innse Gall as a late
10th-century innovation. In 963, ARC describes Fothud mac Brain as episcopus
Innsi Alban, and Chronicum Scotorum in 941 has a raid by Muirchertach mac
Néill where he takes plunder a hinnsib Alban “from the islands of Scotland’
— notable here is that the Four Masters supply instead the later term, a hlnsibh
Gall (see Etchingham 1999, 185-86, who also treats a potential linguistic
ambiguity in the term; Dumville 1997, 22n61 on the other hand, worries that
the use of Insi Alban may indicate that the annals are not contemporary).

Against all this is the use of /nnsi Gall in a literary text, Cath Maige Tuired,
putatively dated on linguistic grounds to the ninth century (Gray 1983; Carey
1989/90, 59; see O Corrdin 1998a, 310 note 66 for a review of opinions — he
discusses the passage in question pp. 312-13). Here Innsi Gall is mentioned
twice in a fictional, prehistoric, setting as a place whence the Fomoiri (mythical
overseas enemies) brought troops to battle against the Tuatha Dé Danann.
Carey found no reason to think the passage in which these references occur to
be intrusive, or to change notions of the date of the text. I am less convinced,
but for the present, it should suffice to note that, even if earlier, the appearance
of Innse Gall in this literary text does not negate the evidence for a change in
annalistic perceptions of the ‘Insular Viking Zone’ in the late 10th century.

Two possibilities exist to explain the rise of all this new terminology. One is
that it arises out of the uncertainty attendant on the death of Amlaib Cuarin,
king of the Gaill, who as ruler of Dublin may be seen to participate very
fully in Irish affairs, but whose death in Iona in 981 as a pilgrim testifies to
what is probably a much longer-term, Hebridean, involvement (on Amlaib
generally, see Woolf 2002, Downham 2007, for example, 43—54). Amlaib, it
is likely, ruled over much of the Isles, but internal war for the hegemony of
the Gaill between rival branches of his descendants and relatives may have led
to fragmentation of what had been, for a time, a more unified kingdom. A
second possibility is that it was during Amlaib’s reign itself that his dominion
underwent a structural subdivision. It is of interest in this context that the
Annals of Roscrea for the year 980, just before Amlaib’s death, noting the
death of Mugrén, abbot of lona and comarba (successor) of Colum Cille,
describe him as:
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Mugron abb lae, scriba optimus atque sui-epscop na Tri Rand

‘Mugrén, abbot of Tona, excellent scribe and learned/pre-eminent bishop of
the Three Parts’

Colman Etchingham (1999, 185-86) has suggested that the three parts here are
‘Ireland, Scotland and Man’, but that seems to me unlikely and anachronistic
in its geographical perspective. More likely, I would suggest, is that na 777 Raind
are three distinct parts of Amlaib Cuardn’s dominion: these would probably
be Fine Gall (Dublin and its extensive hinterland, which extended as far as
the Boyne valley during Amlaib’s reign); na hlnnsi ‘the isles’, including Man;
and a third region which we have not yet discussed, na Renna, ‘the Rhinns’,
corresponding to modern Wigtownshire. All these correspond to terms and
regions which make their appearances or reappearances in sources in the 10th
and 11th centuries.

That Galloway — here speaking of the modern region itself (essentially the
former counties of Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire; for discussion see
Oram 2000, xxi—xxiv) — was part of the hegemony of the Gaill may be seen
most clearly in the 11th century, in the career of one Gall overlord, Echmarcach
mac Ragnaill, whose career has been much explored in recent years, by Ben
Hudson (1992), Sedn Dufty (1992, 96-102), Richard Oram (2000, 16-17),
Colmdn Etchingham (2001, especially 181-83), and Alex Woolf (2007, 244—
48). Echmarcach, whose tautological Gaelic name means ‘horse cavalier’, has
been thought by some to have been the great-grandson of Amlaib Cuarén,
and a member of one rival branch of descendants who vied for power over the
Gaill, with the backing of Brian Béruma’s son Donnchad (who Duffy (1992,
97) argues married into this family in 1032). Echmarcach replaced Sitriuc son
of Amlaib (Sihtric Silkybeard) in Dublin as king of the Gaill in 1036, was then
himself briefly displaced in 1038 and then returned to the kingship of Dublin
again in 1046. In 1052, he was expelled by Diarmait mac Mael na mBé, king
of Leinster, and fled zar muir ‘overseas’. Etchingham argues that he contributed
to the expedition to Britain of Magnuis Haraldsson in 1058 (Etchingham 2001,
154). In 1061, he was defeated in a battle after which tribute was taken in the
Isle of Man — it has usually been proposed that he was ousted from Man at this
point, but the evidence is not so clear.

When Echmarcach died on pilgrimage to Rome in 1065, however, whither
he went in the company of his probable brother-in-law, Donnchad mac
Briain, Marianus Scottus the chronicler described him as rex inna renn ‘king
of the Rhinns’, fairly certainly meaning the Rhinns of Galloway (Duffy 1992,
99; Gaelic renna, anglicised in toponymy as ‘rhinns’, means ‘points’, hence
‘peninsulas’). Two 12th-century texts build ‘the Rhinns’ into the hegemony of
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the Gaill in this way, both describing the situation in the 11th century. The Welsh
text of the Historia Gruffudd ap Cynan (Evans 1990, 24) describes one of the
hero’s Scandinavian ancestors as having ruled over Renneu ‘the Rhinns’ as well as
Galweia, amongst many other Irish Sea territories. It should be cautioned that this
appears in the recently identified Latin original as ‘rex ... Gallovidiae, Arennae,
Monae ..." (Russell 2005, 54). Russell’s solution to this variant was to translate
‘Arennac’ as Arran’ (ibid., 55), but I do not find this convincing. Although I cannot
offer a good explanation, it seems to me that the Welsh must better represent the
original in this instance, and that the Latin form as we have it is a result of some
confusion as to what was being described. We may parallel the list with ones from
elsewhere, for example a 12th-century account of the Battle of Clontarf found in
the Annals of Loch Cé sees Sigurd’s army as having comprised, amongst others,
sloigh dimhora a h-Innsibh Gall 7 a Manuinn, 7 as na Rennoib ‘great hosts from
Innse Gall, and from Man, and from the Rhinns’ (ALC 1014). That na Renna
also included the region now known as the Machars — in other words, comprised
all of modern Wigtownshire — is demonstrated by an 11th or 12th-century note
locating Whithorn in #a Renna (Futerna isna Rannaib, Stokes 1905, 212).

Ben Hudson has argued persuasively that Echmarcach’s career began in the
Rhinns, where it ultimately ended (Hudson 1992, 355-56). He notes that in
1031 when Cnut, the Danish king of England, journeyed north to Scotland to
take the submission of various kings there, one of them was le/marh, undoubtedly
our Echmarcach. This suggests that in 1031 he already ruled over territory in
northern Britain — either the Rhinns, the Isles or both. Hudson furthermore
argued (1992, 355; also 1994, 118-19) that Echmarcach was not the son of
Ragnall, descendant of Amlaib — Sedn Dufly’s suggestion — but rather that he
was the son of that Ragnall who died as 77 na nlnnsi in 1005, himself the son of
that Gofraid mac Arailt we have already met, who died as king of Innse Gall in
989. Colman Etchingham has given vigorous support to this (2001, 181-82). At
any rate, Echmarcach’s career suggests that the Rhinns and Man went together,
at least during part of his career, and that during the 11th century there was for a
time a Rhinns-Man-Dublin axis. If Echmarcach was son and grandson of kings
of the Isles, this makes a more certain linkage between the Isles as a whole and the

Rhinns.

GALL-GHAIDHEIL IN THE MARTYROLOGY OF TALLAGHT

The previous section has situated the term Gall-Ghaidheil amongst a series of
terms emerging in the 10th and 11th centuries for distinct parts of the Norse
hegemony in the Irish Sea, and reflects chiefly the witness of the annals and other
chronicle texts. There is, however, one Irish text, dating from sometime between
the earliest usage of the term and the 1034 entry in AU, that gives the Gall-
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Ghaidheil a firm geographical location. This is the reference to St Blddn (St
Blane) of Kingarth, Bute, in the main text of the Martyrology of Tallaght. In
that text, on the 10 August, Blddn is entered as Blaani episcopi Cind Garad i
nGallgaedelaib “(feast of) Blddn, bishop of Kingarth in Gall-Ghaidheil’ (LL,
1.49852; MT, 62; Dumville 1997, 28 noted this entry in his discussion of Gall-
Ghaidheil). The Martyrology of Tallaght is found in manuscripts of the 12th
century and later and, like other martyrology texts, has a considerable amount
of accreted notes and marginalia. Blddn’s is, however, the head reference in the
list for 10 August in the Book of Leinster. It precedes that of Mael Ruain of
Tallaght, arguably the monastery of the martyrology’s origin. The core text of
MT has been contentiously dated to the late 820s or early 830s (see O Riain
1990, 2000-01), against which Dumville (2002 = 2007, item IV, see especially
91-94) has argued that certain entries make it impossible to be certain of a
date before ¢.900 (for a judicious review of the arguments, see Follett 20006,
128-32, also 117-21). Although it is clear that there are occasionally additions
as late as the early 10th century, there is no likelihood that the entry on Bldin
is any later than that.”

There is quite profound significance to this entry then. At the most
conservative interpretation, taking its appearance in a 12th-century manuscript
as indicative of a 12th-century standpoint, it confirms some of the outline
that will emerge below, i.e. that Bute in the 12th century could be described
as being in Gall-Ghaidheil. This is too extreme an approach to the evidence,
however, and we should rather take the reference as belonging to at the latest
the early 10th century. This would place the reference in an intermediate place
between the mid-ninth-century references to mercenary warbands called Gall-
Ghaidheil fighting for Irish kings, and the 1034 death of Suibne mac Cinaeda
as king of Gall-Ghaidheil. At the very least, then, this text assures us that Bute
was considered as Gall-Ghaidheil territory by not much later than 900.°

> Distractingly, one text of the Martyrology of Tallaght describes Blddn’s location as in
Gallghaelaigh Udnochtan (Anderson 1922, 1.177), but work by Gilbert Mdrkus (pers. comm.)
has shown that Udnochtdn is another saint’s name, one who appears elsewhere in other
martyrologies.

¢ From a textual point of view, we may observe, there is no reason at all why this reference could
not belong to the core of the text. If we follow O Riain in dating that to the 820s or 830, this
would be a few decades before the first annalistic reference to the Gall-Ghaidheil, and place them
in the Firth of Clyde region in the early ninth century. Whilst this would more or less square
with Jennings’ argument of a genesis of the Gall-Ghaidheil in Kintyre and the inner Hebrides
(we might wish instead to transpose them to Kintyre and Cowal — for which see further below),
it is harder to square with some of the annalistic references to internecine warfare amongst Gael
and Pict in Kintyre in the first half of the ninth century (see Dumville 2007, 94 for discussion of
this issue, and rejection — on different grounds — of an early date for this entry).
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If Gall-Ghaidheil established their presence in the Firth of Clyde area,

sufficient to give their name to the region as a territorial term, Jennings may
well be right (in the context of discussing Norse presence in Kintyre) in seeing
this as a process belonging to the late ninth century (2004, 119). He places this
in the context of the rise of Cinaed mac Ailpin. We may wish as well or instead
to point to the destruction of Dumbarton in 870 as opening up the Firth of
Clyde littoral to conquest; Dumbarton has not sufficiently been understood in
its relation to the lower Clyde in the historiography to date, but one visit to
the site will make this relationship obvious (see Fraser 2005 for relationships
between Dumbarton and Kingarth in the earlier period).

For this reason, it would seem safest to take the MT reference as one
belonging to the early 10th century, and therefore relevant to that period — this
is how Dumville (1997, 28) took the reference, but his discussion of the term
(26-29), its meaning and usage was uncharacteristically incautious in some of
its generalisations; his discussion in Dumville 2002, now 2007, 94, is more
precise. This gives us an early and important fixed point in which chronology
and geography coincide: at sometime around 900, let us say then, Bute and the
Firth of Clyde area were in Gall-Ghaidheil hands, or could be described as ‘in
Gall-Ghaidheil’.

Bute is perhaps not where people have generally sought the Gall-Ghaidheil,
but it has a lot to commend it. It makes some sense of the Firth of Clyde’s
distinct sculptural series (Fisher 2001, 70-84)" and, in particular, helps to
contextualise the recently excavated material from Inchmarnock (Lowe 2008;
see also Fisher 2001, 77-79). In political terms, it fits well into a picture of the
eastward and southward shift of the power and attention of the kingdom of
Strathclyde following the sacking of Dumbarton in 870 (on which see Clancy
2006). We may well wish to see the Gall-Ghaidheil inhabiting the internal
fringes of the borderlands of the Britons and the Gaels in this period. A district
well worth examining in this context would be Cowal, which must certainly
have been Gaelic-speaking in the ninth century, and could provide the context
of Norse hegemony over Gaelic speakers necessary for the creation of the Gall-
Ghaidheil. Jennings’ recent work on Kintyre shows, against the run of previous
scholarship, the extent to which the Norse settlement there involved permanent
central sites, and not just a fleeting encounter. In Ormidale (NS003817), at
the mouth of Glendaruel and the head of Loch Riddon, which faces the north
end of Bute, Cowal provides a nice toponymic parallel with the -dal/r names

7 The presence on Inchmarnock of a Christian inscription in Norse runes for a man with a
Norse name (see Fisher 2001, 79) seems to lay to rest Dumville’s misapprehensions in respect

of the Gall-Ghaidheil ¢.900 in his 1997 pamphlet (29), that “They may or may not have been
christians, but such little evidence as we have does not encourage us to think that they were.’
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discussed by Jennings for Kintyre. Further parallels may be found on Arran,
as catalogued by Fraser (2002), though the paradigm of ‘onomastic grafhiti’ as
a explanation for Norse place-names found there has been explicitly rejected in
terms of Kintyre and more generally (Jennings 2004).?

GALLOWAY AND THE GALL-(GHAIDHEIL

So far, this article has demonstrated that part of what is now Galloway (i.e.
Wigtownshire) was, by the mid-11th century at the latest, a detachable building
block within the hegemony of various Gall overlords. These rulers of the Gaill
were, from the very late 10th century, increasingly joined by Irish ones, as
Dufty and Etchingham have demonstrated. That said, Wigtownshire was not
at this stage termed Gall-Ghaidheil. Rather, the evidence of MT suggests that
Gall-Ghaidheil was geographically situated in the Firth of Clyde around 900.
One could perhaps argue that the region intended by MT was much wider than
the Firth of Clyde, and might encompass modern Galloway. Against this we
may set the evidence for Wigtownshire being known (in Gaelic) as na Renna.
As noted, Echmarcach was arguably king of na Renna (Wigtownshire) between
1031-1065 and, if this is the case then the territory of the Gall-Ghaidheil ruled
by Suibne before his death in 1034 must not have included Wigtownshire, the
core of what is traditionally thought of as Galloway: Suibne and Echmarcach
must have been ruling different territories. A Firth of Clyde location for Suibne’s
kingdom would partly resolve this problem. This idea is supported by the
evidence of Historia Gruffudd ap Cynan, mentioned above. There Renneu and
Galwei are listed as separate territories within the overlordship of Gruffudd’s
ancestor Avloed’ (= Olafr). Dufty (1995) has argued for the historicity of the
Historia’s witness to 11th-century affairs, and Etchingham (2001, 158-60) has
recently championed the historicity of this passage in particular. If this is the
case, its message is striking: for a period in the early 11th century, Renneu/na
Renna, Wigtownshire, the heart of modern Galloway, was a separate region from
Galwei/Gall-Ghiidheil ‘Galloway’. Thus, it is important to try to understand
just what Gall-Ghaidheil meant at the latter end of our period, from 1050—
1200, and how it came to be applied to the region now termed Galloway.

For that, we need to turn to 12th-century evidence of varied types: a mixture
of Irish annals and other sources in Gaelic, and Scottish charters in Latin and

8 In light of the arguments I have been presenting here, it would be worthwhile to pursue
an integrated study of the toponymic, archaeological and art-historical evidence for Norse
presence in the Firth of Clyde littoral (i.e. Kintyre, Carrick, Kyle, Cunningham, Cowal) and its
islands (Arran, the Cumbraes, Bute). Grant (2005) makes some useful preliminary comments
on Ayrshire in this context; Fraser’s discussion of the Norse place-names of Arran (2002) is,
despite the paradigm of interpretation, immensely illuminating.
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the Latin Manx Chronicle. During this period, the term Gall-Ghaidheil is
employed more frequently than before and with somewhat greater geographical
specification. During this same period, two Latin terms come into use which
are arguably etymologically connected and which certainly seem to apply to the
same people and region: these are Galwedienses (with variants) for the people,
and Galwedia/Galweia (with variants) for their territory (see Brooke 1991, 113—
14, for a full listing of the variants, though she argues that the Gaelic and Latin
terms are not connected). The evidence of these different sources shows that,
for most of the 12th century, the term Gall-Ghaidheil and its Latin equivalents,
while occasionally capable of interpretation as applying to parts of what is now
Galloway (i.e. Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire), more usually applied to
a much broader area of the south-western seaboard, potentially ranging from
the Firth of Clyde to Annandale.

In light of Jennings’ (and Kruse’s) contention that the origin of the Gall-
Ghaidheil is to be sought in the Hebrides in the ninth century, it is as well
to test the northern limits of these references. As noted above, the case for a
Hebridean origin for the people known as Gall-Ghaidheil is one based on the
logic of the name, the linguistic admixture of the Hebrides as represented in
place-name evidence and some less certain connections derived from Norse
sagas. 'There is, however, only one text which explicitly uses the term Gall-
Ghaidheil for a location in the Hebrides. A concoction of 11th or 12th-century
notes to the ninth-century Martyrology of Oengus includes an anecdote
describing the martyrdom of Donndn of Eigg (Stokes 1905, 114-17). There,
he is described as going with his community into his dwelling — presumably
that of Eigg — in Gallgaedelu. This note has been highlighted by Jennings (1994,
86; Jennings and Kruse, forthcoming) and Dumville (1997, 28), and forms a
lynch-pin in any argument localising the Gall-Ghaidheil to the Hebrides. But
the uncertainty of these notes fails to inspire confidence in the knowledge of
these glossators concerning the actual whereabouts of Eigg. In the notes, Eigg
is variously identified as a well, a river and an island; located, in marginalia,
hi Cattaib i tuaiscurt Alban ‘in Sutherland in the north of Scotland’, or in A//
Saxainib (perhaps for All or Allr Shaxain, otherwise Aldasain, ‘Ailsa Craig’ — see
below — perhaps with a mistaken dat. pl. ending). There is nothing in these
notes to suggest that the glossators were thinking here of the Hebrides. Another
confused 12th-century entry concerning Eigg identifies it with a fountain on
Aldasain, which appears to be Ailsa Craig, described first as being in Sutherland,
and then in a gloss as carrac etir Gallgaedelu ocus Cend Tiri ina camair amach
a rock between Gall-Ghaidheil and Kintyre, facing them out to sea’ (O Riain
1985, §717; Watson 1926, 173; see also Dumville 1997, 28 note 80). Here
again, we should note that Ailsa Craig lies opposite Carrick (and Kyle), rather
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than Wigtownshire, and thus, at the very best, Gall-Ghaidheil here includes
the southern reaches of modern Ayrshire. It should be noted that the same
notes to the Martyrology of Oengus repeat the information from MT that
Bldin was ‘bishop of Kingarth hi nGallgaidelaib’ (Stokes 1905, 184).

It may be, then, that the reference to Gall-Ghaidheil in these entries on
Donndn derives from some conflation of Eigg with Ailsa Craig, rather than
a real sense that the Hebridean island of Eigg was in the territory of the
Gall-Ghaidheil. In support of this, perhaps, we may note the number of
dedications to Donndn that flank the greater Firth of Clyde (on Kintyre, in
Arran, Carrick, Wigtownshire — including a Chapel Donnan on the Carrick
shore opposite Ailsa Craig). The result of this is that we should hesitate before
placing the Gall-Ghaidheil too firmly in the Inner Hebrides. The textual
evidence, such as it is, does not support this conclusion.

An ambiguous entry in AFM 1154 adds detail, but leaves the boundaries
of Gall-Ghaidheil unclear:

People were sent from Cenél Eoghain and from Muirchertach son of
Niall, across the sea and they purchased, i.e. bought the fleet of ‘Gall-
Ghaidheil’, of Arran, of Kintyre, of Man and of the territory of Alba
moreover (longas Gallghaoidhel, Arann, Cinntire, Manann, ocus Centair
Alban archena), and Mac Scelling was in command over them. (The
translation, following Anderson 1922 ii, 227, is my own.)

The passage has usually been understood as above, and several linguistic
arguments have been put forward for taking it this way (see, for example,
Jennings 1994, 145, following Anderson 1922 ii, 227). Dumville (1997, 29),
however, noted the fundamental ambiguity in the wording and, arguably, we

should read:

longas Gallghaoidhel Arann, Cinntire, Manann ocus Centair Alban archena
‘the fleet of the Gall-Ghaidheil of Arran, Kintyre, Man and of the (nearer?)
territory of Alba moreover’

However, even if we read with the first interpretation, pace Jennings and
Dumville, it does not narrow the extent of Gall-Ghaidheil to ‘Galloway’,
as the region in question could still, arguably, include Kyle, Carrick and/or
Bute.

Finally, in this discussion of general descriptions of Gall-Ghaidheil in
Gaelic texts, we may note one of a series of literary texts from the 12th century,
which set their prehistoric narratives within a political geography which must

be based on the contemporary Irish Sea world (Herbert 1999, 95-97). In the
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round up of the Fianna in the late 12th-century text Acallam na Sendrach
(Stokes 1900, 1l. 4544-62), several of the champions are listed as:

Mdine and Art and Aralt, three sons of the king of Alba (7 Alban) yonder,
Eobhran and Aed and Eogan, three sons of the king of Britons (77 Bretan),
Uai king of Islay (77 /le) and his two sons, Cerda and Cernabrocc, two kings
of Innsi Gall in the north, Diure and Barrae and Idae, three sons of the king
of northern Lochlann, ... Samaisc and Artr and Iubhei, three sons of the

king of the Gall-Ghaidheil (v/ Gallghaeidhel) yonder.

The text is set in a fictional pre-history, yet its geography arguably corresponds
here to its contemporary setting. This is once again somewhat ambiguous:
while unlikely to include the southern Hebrides in this author’s conception,
given that he lists Islay separately, the Gall-Ghaidheil here may still include
much of the south-western seaboard, those areas which are suggested as being
in Gall-Ghaidheil by some of the entries already mentioned.’

When we turn to 12th-century Latin sources and the terms Galwedienses
and Galwedia, the geographical range of reference becomes considerably
extended. We have more information for the inland extent of Galwedia than
Gall-Ghaidheil. Geoffrey Barrow (1960, 38) summarised the situation well in
an often quoted, but not I think fully appreciated, statement:

In its widest sense, Galloway denoted the whole of Scotland south and
west of Clydesdale and Teviotdale. Accordingly, at various dates between
1138 and 1249, the Irvine valley ..., lands in mid-Kyle and in the
valley of the Doon, and even Annandale, could all be described as ‘in
Galloway’.

Most intriguing in this regard is the reference in a charter of Malcolm IV to
Kelso abbey, confirming his grandfather’s gift of a tenth of the yearly tribute
(cain) of cattle, swine and cheeses from the four kadrez of that Galloway (de illa

Galweia, i.e. of that part of Galloway) which David possessed in the lifetime
of Alexander.

? As an aside, it is worth noting another of these texts, probably one of the first to give Lewis
a solid place in this sort of re-creation of the 12th-century geopolitical world in the fictional
prehistory of the Gaels. In the text, Cath Ruis na Rig, the Ulster hero Conall Cernach is
described as having power to levy tribute from the Hebrides, Scandinavia, and far off into
Europe as well. In one sequence in the later version of the tale in the Book of Leinster, he
gathers a huge fleet in Lewis; elsewhere he is described as gathering taxes and tribute in Lewis,
Shetland and Orkney (LL, 1l. 22738-40; 22757-581F; see Mac Gearailt 1991 for discussion).
This text is, if anything, notable in 7oz including the term Gall-Ghaidheil.
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There has been much speculation about the meaning of the term kadrez
here, and attempts have been made to link the term with the Welsh cantref, but
this seems unnecessary; two possible Gaelic words suggest themselves: Gaelic
ceathramb ‘quarter’ supplies the meaning very well, especially as there are four
of them; but cathraig ‘centres’, used elsewhere for districts, is another option.
The four kadrez in question would appear to be Strathgryfe, Cunningham, Kyle
and Carrick, though Richard Oram has expressed caution on this point (Barrow
1960, 38; Oram 2000, xxiii). The main point, surely, is that David at no point
possessed what we would currently view as Galloway. The charter’s conception of
‘Galloway’, therefore, is quite distinct from the modern one.

What all this means is that we are certainly not at liberty to translate Gall-
Ghaidheil in the 1034.10 AU entry as ‘Galloway’, as some have done (for
example, Jennings 2001, 258; MacQueen 2002, 57). Rather, throughout the
12th century, Gall-Ghaidheil in both Gaelic and Latin usage could apply to
places in the south-west from Annandale to Bute, but cannot be shown to have
applied to Wigtownshire in the sources we have considered. Given this, Suibne
may have ruled over much of the south-west of Scotland, but not what we now
see as Galloway.

There are instances in Latin where Galwedienses and Galwedia/Galweia
could be made to apply to what we would now recognise as Galloway. The Manx
Chronicle refers to Galwedienses on several occasions, once in terms of Magnus
Barelegs' dominance over them (CRMI, 34v), and later in 1152 in reference to an
attempt by three sons of a Norse Dublin overlord to make conquest of Galwedia,
and their being expelled by a united force of the Galwedienses (CRMI, 36v). The
significance of the fact that these Dubliners ruled in Man for a time, and indeed
put to death or expelled all the Galwedienses within Man, has been remarked
on by Sedn Dufly (1992, 99). Neither of these references, however, delimit the
territory, and it is easy to imagine Magnus dominating the Firth of Clyde zone, or
Carrick and Kyle, say, as well as, or instead of Wigtownshire. In any case, by the
mid-12th century, political developments meant that these terms had a new focus
in the person of Fergus of Galloway, rex Galwitensium, two of whose descendants
would be commemorated in Irish annals as 7/ Gall-Ghaidbeal.

GALL-GHAIDHEIL AND GALLOWAY: KINGDOM AND LORDSHIP

Against the backdrop of these terms, we can thus see, albeit fragmentarily, the
emergence of a political and territorial entity called ‘Gall-Ghaidheil’, the first
representation of which is the 1034 entry in AU noting the death of Suibne mac
Cinaeda, 7/ Gall Gaidel. As we have seen, this might be localised in the Firth of
Clyde, but equally the 11th and 12th-century evidence considered to date shows
either that the MT mention of Bute as ‘in Gall-Ghaidheil’ cloaks a term which
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could include a much wider area of the south-western seaboard, or that at some
point the territory considered Gall-Ghaidheil had considerably expanded.
Given the evidence of the strong presence of the kingdom of Strathclyde as
a political force in the south-west up to the early 11th century and, as we
have seen, the implicit exclusion of Wigtownshire from Gall-Ghaidheil in
11th-century sources, I would argue that the best reading of the evidence is
to see the 11th century as the period of a major expansion of Gall-Ghaidheil
power in the south-west. This has already been proposed for the 1030s by
Dauvit Broun (2004, 136-38), following a suggestion of Alex Woolf (which
he has since become more muted about — Woolf 2007, 254). This expansion
should be related to various other developments of the period, such as the
apparent collapse of the kingdom of Strathclyde (see Broun 2004, 136-38)
and the destabilisation of the Irish Sea kingdom ruled by Echmarcach owing
to its ‘gradual conquest’ by the king of Leinster (Woolf 2007, 248). Whether
we should see the expansion of Gall-Ghaidheal territory as cause or effect is
less clear. It is also very unclear to what extent the kingdom of Strathclyde
ever ruled over western territories such as Cunningham, Kyle and Carrick, or
whether these had been part of Gall-Ghaidheil territory since Strathclyde’s
inception in the wake of 870.

Regarding Suibne mac Cinaeda, there are some slight possibilities of
establishing identity. It is worth at least noting here Hudson’s observation
concerning Mael Coluim mac Cinaeda, king of Alba 1005-1034. He is
described in the prophetic verses attributed to Berchdn as loingsech Ile ocus
Arann, translated by Hudson as ‘exile of Islay and Arran’, who interpreted this
as meaning that Mael Coluim was made to flee Alba by his rival and cousin
Cinaed mac Duib (Hudson 1994, 1006). Loingsech can, however, mean ‘sea-
bandit, pirate, maritime adventurer’ as well as ‘exile’ (pace Woolf 2007, 253,
it does not readily mean ‘skipper’). More probable in the context of the poem
— Méel Coluim has just been praised for his aggression against neighbours
such as the Britons and Norse — is Anderson’s translation as ‘voyager of Islay
and Arran’ and his interpretation that ‘this seems to imply that he extracted
tribute from the Inner Hebrides’ (Anderson 1922 i, 574 — though Arran is
surely not in the Inner Hebrides!). The possibility which Hudson notes (1994,
158), that Suibne mac Cinaeda might have been a brother of Mael Coluim
is nonetheless worth resurrecting, even for the purposes of examining and
rejecting it (see Woolf 2007, 253—54 for a tentative discussion). In connection
with Mael Coluim’s adventuring against ‘Islay and Arran’, it is possible to
imagine him placing his brother over the territory called Gall-Ghaidheal. But
there were many people called Cinaed in this period and the historical value
of the Berchdn material is generally not capable of being tested.
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Ultimately, what appears to have constricted the meaning of Gall-
Ghaidheil and Latin Galwedienses/ Galwedia to modern Galloway was the
kingship of Fergus and his descendants as kings and lords of Galloway (on this,
see Oram 2000, especially 51-86 and xxiii—xxiv). Fergus is usually described as
de Galweia and other variants, though in his earliest act of which we have record
he is described as rex Galwitensium (c. 1140 x 1160, Stringer 2000, 212). This
title is found again in Gaelic in the Annals of Ulster for 1200, at the death of
Rolant (Lachlann) mac Uchtraigh, 77 Gall-Ghaidheil, and then later of his son
Alan in 1234. Alan is, however, described in his charters both as ‘de Galweia’
and also ‘dominus Galuuath’ (Stringer 2000, 222-34; Stringer 1993, 104).
Although Fergus may have begun with ambitions to be ruler of the whole of
what had been known as Gall-Ghaidheil, the control of David before and after
his assumption of kingship kept portions of it in the hands of the Scottish kings
and their close retainers. Clearly, then, during the course of the 12th century,
it was the core region of their own personal power which came to be associated
with the rulers employing the term ‘de Galweia’ and others like it. This personal
and dynastic usage, by a family of increasing political importance, thus came
gradually to narrow the definition of Galweia and Gall-Ghaidheil largely to
modern Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire. This narrower meaning only
became consistent during the 13th century.

Some indication of the processes involved is given by the known division
in the 1190s of those lands ruled by Fergus and his son Uchtred between their
heirs in the third generation: Lachlann mac Uchtraig taking Wigtownshire and
points east, and his cousin, Donnchad mac Gille-Brigte, retaining the lordship
of Carrick, later to become an earldom. This late segmenting off of Carrick from
Galloway reflects, but does not replicate, the earlier, albeit temporary, division
of territory between Uchtred (who got Kirkcudbrightshire and points east) and
his brother Gille-Brigte (who got Wigtownshire and Carrick). It may be thought
that all this territory had itself been acquired by the dynasty in building-block
fashion and, thus, was capable of being segmented in a variety of ways. All
these fragmentations, in turn, may be a reflection of similar processes elsewhere
in ‘greater Galloway’ which saw, from David’s time onwards, regions like
Cunningham and Kyle coming into the control of the king and his magnates.
A political geography of this sort, based on building blocks of lordships, may
provide a clearer context for the emergence of the otherwise mysterious Fergus
(see, generally, Oram 2000, especially 87-111).

The evidence presented here may lead us to question Oram’s reconstruction
of the territorial roots of the Lordship of Galloway. For Oram, its core was
Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire, and some rather fragmentary evidence
suggested to him that Fergus’ own roots may have been in Kirkcudbrightshire,



The Gall-Ghaidheil and Galloway 39

and that this territory was therefore Fergus and his sons’ ‘patrimony’ (Oram 2000,
56-57). He envisages Fergus’ rise, therefore, as involving a western expansion of
power and domain. This may still be the case with Fergus’ own personal power-
base, but it may be less informative in understanding the roots of the kingdom
and lordship he ruled. The evidence so far has suggested that Gall-Ghaidheil was
carliest applied to the Firth of Clyde area and, given that Carrick was a major
component of Fergus and his descendants’ domain, it may be that it was through
their involvement in Carrick that their claim to rule ‘Gall-Ghaidheil’ initially
came. After all, in the original division of Fergus' kingdom, the elder brother
took Carrick and Wigtownshire, with the younger (but the preferred heir) taking
Kirkcudbrightshire and other eastern territories. Oram (2000, 57-58) engages in
some convoluted arguments to explain this discrepancy; if Carrick were in fact the
original ‘core territory’ for the kingdom Fergus claimed, this discrepancy would
no longer exist. Moreover, the division between Fergus” sons might represent the
moment at which the term Gall-Ghaidheil and its Latin derivatives became more
firmly assigned to the southern part of the region, as the title ‘Lord of Galloway’
seems to have been retained by Uchtred, even though he was in possession of
Kirkcudbrightshire. Certainly it was his son and grandson who emerged later
with the titles 7/ Gall-Ghaidheal and Lord of Galloway.

In any case, the main result of the foregoing discussion is that we can recognise
that Gall-Ghaidheil and thus Galloway were, in a sense, transferred names in the
12th century. During the massive political upheavals following on from David’s
rule in the south-west and the rise of Fergus and his descendants, the term, whilst
still capable of being applied across a wide swathe, became associated most closely
with the south-westernmost portion, what had become the core component of
Fergus and his descendants’ power-base. ‘Galloway’, then, derives certainly from
the term Gall-Ghaidheil, but its application to where it now lies was late (12th-
century) and oblique.

GAELIC, NORSE AND (GALL-(GHAIDHEIL SETTLEMENT IN (FALLOWAY?

So far, this article has been concerned to trace cautiously and accurately the
trajectory of the term ‘Gall-Ghaidheil’ up to the end of the 12th century.
But there are two attendant trajectories that I was initially concerned with
as well. One was the evolution of political institutions employing the name
‘Gall-Ghaidheil’. As we have seen, the relationship among groups called Gall-
Ghaidheil, the kingship of Gall-Ghaidheil and the region later called Galloway
was by no means a straightforward or even continuous one. But a third concern,
which I have left to one side until now, was linguistic and cultural. To what
extent did the Gall-Ghaidheil leave their linguistic and cultural imprint on the
south-west of Scotland and on what we would now term Galloway in particular?
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Debates about the term Gall-Ghaidheil have, to date, fundamentally been about
the linguistic and cultural components of Galloway prior to the 12th century. It
remains for us to treat this issue. Despite the preceding discussion pointing to
the Firth of Clyde region as of central importance to the term Gall-Ghaidheil, in
what follows I will mainly be focusing on the region of modern Galloway (with
some attention paid also to Carrick and Dumfriesshire), since that is where the
core of previous discussion has lain.

The findings of this article so far would suggest that we should cautiously
separate out a number of factors in the linguistic and cultural evolution of
the south-west and not use the term Gall-Ghaidheil too generally as having
explanatory power. As we have seen, the way in which modern Galloway attained
a name derived from the term Gall-Ghaidheil in the 12th century may not allow
us to interrogate its language and culture in the 10th and 11th centuries merely
by a consideration of the meaning of the term. For Wigtownshire, especially, we
can trace, instead, a political evolution by which it was incorporated, as 7a Renna
‘the Rhinns’, into a Norse-dominated Irish Sea kingdom centring on Dublin and
Man. All the evidence suggests however, that, despite the term Gall-Ghaidheil
not being used to describe it, this was nonetheless a politically Norse kingdom,
with Gaelic a major linguistic component, if not the dominant one. Equally,
the Firth of Clyde area, which was termed Gall-Ghaidheil in our sources, whilst
showing clear signs of Scandinavian settlement, looks to have been predominantly
Gaelic in speech (and parts of it such as Kintyre and Cowal had certainly been
Gaelic-speaking since at least the sixth century). The extension of the term Gall-
Ghaidheil across most of the south-west, and the later domination of some of that
area by rulers whose power-base lay in Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire,
may be seen as providing two overlapping contexts into which we need to place
the expansion of Gaelic into the south-west of Scotland.

As we have seen, there has been considerable uncertainty among scholars,
distracted by the name Gall-Ghaidheil, about what evidence we should be
looking for in order to confirm their presence, particularly when it comes to
toponymic evidence: should we be in pursuit of Scandinavian or Gaelic place-
names, or of names which show a combination of the two? This has produced
some largely circular arguments. Scholars have long stressed that the evidence
for Scandinavian place-names per se is thin or problematic in Galloway and the
south-western seaboard generally and limited to a handful in coastal zones in
Wigtownshire and Kirkcudbrightshire, with a few outliers in Cunningham as well
(on which see Taylor 2004; Grant 2005)." It is of interest that Gillian Fellows-

19 Of course, if we add places like Arran, Bute and Cowal into the equation, the picture may
alter somewhat.
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Jensen confirms John MacQueen’s suspicions when she notes that Scandinavian
place-names in Galloway can be seen to be associated with principal centres of
lordship or secular control (Fellows-Jensen 1991, 92-93). This indicates that
at least in some areas, Scandinavian speakers were at some point in positions
of power. The main areas of Scandinavian incursion or intrusion into secular
lordships would seem to be based around the coastal zones. Daphne Brooke
has demonstrated that some of these centres have their origins in the period of
Northumbrian rule (Brooke 1991a).

But, of course, as various scholars have stressed, we should not be looking
for the Gall-Ghaidheil to have brought exclusively Norse speech and place-
names with them (whatever we might imagine by such a process), but rather
Gaelic speech and place-names, albeit arguably Gaelic which had perhaps been
at some level influenced by Norse (see, for instance, Grant 2002). Daphne
Brooke seemed to acknowledge this in 1991, but drew some odd conclusions
from the nature of the Gaelic place-name record in Galloway, views which she
continued to support in modified form in subsequent work. Essentially, her
views on this had two prongs: one, importantly, was that Gaelic was a relatively
late arrival on the linguistic map of Galloway. In this, she was almost certainly
correct, and I will return to this issue shortly, though she seems to have pegged
Gaelic’s period of strength perhaps later than the evidence would warrant. The
second prong in her argument was that, because the bulk of Gaelic place-names
refer to landscape features, rather than to ecclesiastical or secular centres, Gaelic
was initially and generally a language low on the social scale: ‘the character and
meaning of the Gaelic names ... argue, surely, that they were the product of the
peasantry’ (Brooke 1991, 106).

The Gaelic place-names of Galloway demand a much more intensive review
than they have so far received, and more extensive than the present article
warrants. For the moment, I would make three observations. First, the earliest
charters of the lords of Galloway in the 12th century reveal an extensive and,
on occasion, almost exclusive Gaelic nomenclature (see, for example, Stringer
2000, 217-18). Certainly, this indicates Gaelic’s ascendancy by the 12th
century, but also implies a pervasiveness in parts of the south-west which may
suggest a naming-process of more than just a century. Second, we need not
presume that the linguistic change brought by the expansion of Gall-Ghaidheil
over the south-west must be of only one variety. For instance, as Alex Woolf
has suggested to me, it is entirely possible for the rulers of the ‘Insular Viking
Zone to have been more proficient in Norse than many of the peoples they
ruled over. Here, we may imagine a restricted Norse nomenclature, perhaps
applied particularly to main centres of lordship of various types — one thinks
here of the curiously stranded place-name Tynwald in Dumfriesshire. The bulk
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of linguistic change may have occurred one step further down the social
scale, at the level of higher nobles and land-holders, who may have exerted
gradually greater influence on the naming of the landscape during the
centuries between 900-1100. This is the level at which Gaelic may initially
have made itself most strongly felt in Galloway.

This leads to my final point: the fact that Gaelic did not displace already
existing place-names for units of secular or ecclesiastical lordship does not
imply that Gaelic was only the language of the peasantry. Throughout
early medieval Scotland, just this sort of continuity of nomenclature for
major sites may be observed — as witness the preservation of the names of
key secular and ecclesiastical centres like Perth, Abernethy, Glasgow and
Whithorn — despite successive linguistic changes in their surrounding
environments. What it does imply is a fair amount of continuity, especially
between Northumbrian Galloway and what succeeded it in the period
after ¢.900. What Brooke’s evidence points to most strongly, indeed, is
the durability of the Northumbrian infrastructure (itself built on earlier
British foundations), which provided the basis for incoming rulers (arguably
employing a Scandinavian toponymy) and their nobility and landholders
(arguably employing a Gaelic toponymy).

Muddying the waters for many scholars, however, has been the belief
that Gaelic was present already in Galloway at an early date. This belief
was based, first of all on Nicolaisen’s analysis of s/izbh names, building on
an earlier argument of John MacQueen’s, which saw them as evidence of
very early Gaelic colonisation and, second, on the analysis of south-western
cill names, which in Carrick and Galloway exist alongside names of similar
construction but which include, at least in their earliest recorded forms, the
element kirk, of Norse, or possibly Northern English, origin (Nicolaisen
1976, 39-46). Both of these are red herrings. The massive presence of sliabh
names in the Rhinns of Galloway may be accounted for in several other
ways, and the extant names are probably not early. Simon Taylor (2007),
in the first volume of this journal, has dismantled the s/iabh argument for
early Gaelic settlement and, without the argument derived from the sliabh
names, there is really no reason to believe in an early settlement — recent
counter-arguments by Nicolaisen (2007) have not substantially altered the
situation. There is no supplementary evidence for it, and no archaeological
or inscriptional evidence to back up the idea of an early Gaelic colony here.

As far as cill names go, it has been thought that these pre-date c. 800
on two counts: firstly, Nicolaisen gave a terminus ante quem for cill names
in eastern Scotland of c.800; secondly, this was applied to other parts of
Scotland for which the original rationale does not hold good. There is no
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reason to assume that ¢7// names cannot have been coined after 800 in a
region of Scotland which either continued to speak Gaelic or had recently
acquired Gaelic. Indeed, we can point to several ¢7// place-names in the south-
west which must have been coined later (Watson 1926, 170). Secondly, it
has been held that ¢i// names must precede Norse influence on the area,
because of a view that 477k names arise from the (supposed) Norse speech of
the Gall-Ghaidheil, and that the largely Gaelic saints’ names which form the
specifics of the kirk compounds must (for some reason never specified) have
preceded the introduction of the putatively Norse element kirk. None of this
stands up to prolonged scrutiny. The kirk names are a problematic area and
one which I shall explore elsewhere in the near future. Suffice it to say that
there are several other equally plausible explanations for this phenomenon
(see, for instance, Grant 2004 for a recent discussion), and that the previous
explanation depends on a view of the Gall-Ghaidheil as Norse, rather than
Gaelic speakers — an erroneous view, as we have seen.

There is really no substantial evidence of Gaelic settlement in Galloway
prior to 800, and there is, indeed, no historical or archaeological framework
which would make such settlement necessary. Galloway, and other parts
of the south-west generally, seem to move from British to Northumbrian
lordship directly in the seventh or eighth century, and the Northumbrian
impact on Galloway, as Brooke (especially 1991a) has shown, is much more
than surface level. It is relevant here to note what Gaelic speakers called
Galloway in the ninth century. Several Irish texts of this date refer to Port
Patrick, then Port Rig, and one or two of these texts make clear that it was
in the territory of the Saxons. The ninth or 10th-century Scéla Cano meic
Gartndin, in a poem surveying the kingships of Ireland and Britain, speaks of
the Saxons im Inber in Rig (Binchy 1975, 1. 482—83). Another ninth or early
10th-century Irish text, Cath Maige Mucrama, refers to a fleet gathering at
Port Rig, comprised of ‘what there was there of ships and boats and barques
in the coastland of the Saxons and of the Britons (i n-airiur Saxan 7 Bretan)’
(O’Daly 1975, 1l. 157-58). Galloway was still, in the ninth century, airer
Saxan ‘the coastland of the Saxon’, a term equivalent to airer Gaidbeal,
Argyll, and perhaps contemporary with it in coinage. Finally in this vein,
the odd name which occurs for Ailsa Craig in the source already mentioned,
Aldasan, may well be derived from allt Shasann ‘the cliff of the Saxons’.

This analysis of eighth and ninth-century Galloway as airer Saxan means
we probably have, in fact, a first reference to the presence of Scandinavian
forces in Galloway. In AU 913.5, the defeat of a ‘new fleet’ of the Ulaid is
recorded as happening i nairur Saxan: they were defeated by geinti. Airer
Saxan has usually been translated as ‘England’ here. However the context,
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involving the son of the ruler of a kingdom in southern Co. Down dying in
the battle, seems best to imply Galloway (a point made, via a different line
of argument, by Alex Woolf, 2007, 140). The very next year (AU 914.4)
sees the earliest clear annalistic evidence that the Isle of Man had become
a contested piece of the hegemony of the Gaill. All this is part of a series
of developments which sees a reflux of Viking activity in the Irish Sea area
leading up to the recapture of Dublin in 917 (AU 917.3, 4; cf. O Corréin
2001, 22). Regardless of what we think about the Gall-Ghaidheil, then, the
Norse presence on Galloway’s coasts, still perceptible in the toponymy, may
have begun in this early 10th-century context.

Andrew Jennings (1994, 2001), developing the work of earlier scholars
such as MacQueen (1973), has argued forcefully that the Gaelic of Galloway
arrived from the southern Hebrides and Argyll and came to Galloway in
the 10th century. As we have seen, a focused investigation of the term Gall-
Ghaidheil suggests we should hesitate to invoke the southern Hebrides as
an area of origin, but that southern Argyll has much to commend it in this
context. This fits well with what we know of political developments inland,
with the late ninth/ early 10th-century collapse of Bernicia and the rise of
the inland kingdom of Cumbria or Strathclyde, which comprised portions
of western Bernicia (see Clancy 20006). The time was ripe for movement
into what looks like a political, and perhaps also a demographic vacuum
on the western seaboard. We might further note MacQueen’s analysis of
the dedications of Gaelic churches in Galloway and Carrick, which shows
many of the dedications to be closely related to those in Kintyre, Knapdale
and Cowal, a point which has also been made in passing by Watson (1926,
173; cf. MacQueen 1973). In Carrick, this seems particularly to be the case,
with several churches in both Kintyre and Carrick providing a mirror image
of saints’ dedications: for instance in Kintyre, Kilcolmanell, Kildonnan,
Kirkmichael, Kilchenzie and Kilkerran abut each other, as do Colmonell,
Kirkmichael, Kilkerran, Kildonnan and Kilchenzie in Carrick. It is also
worth noting the coincidence of Kilcolmanell and Kilchousland — the saint
of which is Constantine — in Kintyre, and Colmanell and Kirkconstintin
in Urr parish in Kirkcudbrightshire. These seem further to confirm Kintyre
and southern Argyll as the place of origin for at least some of the saints’ cults
of the Gaelic settlers of the south-west, and probably there is more that lies
behind this.

On the other hand, Fiona Edmonds’ recent thesis has demonstrated the
degree to which saints’ cults, at least in what is now Galloway, reflect those
of Dublin and its Leinster hinterland. This can be understood in terms of,
for instance, the Viking diaspora from Dublin after 902, or the Irish Sea
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kingdom of individuals like Echmarcach, incorporating as it did Dublin,
Man and the Rhinns. This provides an important corrective on several levels.
The Gall-Ghaidheil were not the only Norse-dominated Gaelic-speaking
group to have been colonising the south-west. The expansion of Gaelic
into the region may thus have occurred from a variety of different points of
origin, and we may expect to see Irish, as well as Kintyre/ Argyll, influence
on the region and its toponymy.

CONCLUSIONS

Overall, then, this re-examination of the term Gall-Ghaidheil has shown that
it was a flexible and evolving term over the period 850-1200, and that only
by the very end of that period had it come specifically to mean Galloway,
those territories ruled by Fergus of Galloway and his descendants. Initially,
it was used for an unlocalisable group or series of groups, presumably
Gaelic-speaking, but of Norse or mixed Norse and Gaelic descent, who
briefly participated in dynastic struggles in Ireland. By c. 900, Bute could be
described as within a territory called ‘Gall-Ghaidheil’, a territory which by the
12th century seems to have meant the south-western seaboard of Scotland,
particularly the lower Firth of Clyde and its coastlines. It is partly, though
perhaps not exclusively, through the take-over of the south-western seaboard
of Scotland by Gall-Gaidheil, arguably in the 10th century, certainly by the
11th, that Gaelic entered the south-west and became its dominant language.
Because throughout the 11th century, parts of the south-west were part of the
Gaill hegemony, with its main caput in Dublin, we should not be surprised
that in material terms Galloway partakes of this ‘Norse’ world while being,
like the rulers of the Gaill such as Amlaib Cuardn, Glun lairn, his son, or
Echmarcach mac Ragnaill, Gaelic-speaking, rather than, or in addition to,
Norse-speaking. It is this very Gaelic-speaking, but materially Norse, world
to which the 11th-century remains at Whithorn and Barhobble belong (see
above, p. 20).

Unexpectedly, though, what this study of the term Gall-Ghaidheil shows
with some certainty is that the term is unlikely ever to have been applied at
the time to the Western Isles, and the same may hold good for the southern
Hebrides too. There is no evidence to suggest the concept of Gall-Ghaidheil
stretched this far. Furthermore, it seems likely that the term Innse Gall was
the one applied to the Western Isles increasingly from the late 10th century
on, and probably to the other Hebrides as well. The implications of this,
which may be combined with the toponymic evidence presented by Jennings
and Kruse (forthcoming), are that the Western Isles were exclusively or
predominantly Scandinavian in speech from first Scandinavian settlement
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up to the 12th century. As is the case with Galloway, conviction that they
had been Gaelic-speaking prior to the Scandinavian settlement is receding:
Gaelic speech may have been as new an element in the Western Isles after
1100 as it was in Galloway after 900. Given this, we should be the more

vigilant in resisting applying the term Gall-Ghaidheil to them.'!
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