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Mi na Nollag 2019



Focal Buiochais

Fad is a bhi mé ag obair ar an trachtas seo, thug daoine ar leith an-chdnamh agus an-
tacaiocht dom agus ba mhaith liom buiochas a ghabhail leo anseo.

| dtds baire, ba mhaith liom buiochas 6 chroi a ghabhail le mo phriomhstidrthoir, an
Dr Tracey Ni Mhaonaigh, le mo chomhstitrthéir, an Dr Moynagh Sullivan, agus leis
an gcéad stiarthdir a bhi agam i Roinn na Nua-Ghaeilge nuair a thosaigh mé ar an
dochtdireacht roinnt blianta 6 shin, an Dr Tadhg O Dushlaine. T4 seanaithne agam
anois ar an tridr acu agus beidh mé buioch diobh fad a mhairfidh mé mar gheall gur
thug siad comhairle fhitntach agus aiseolas luachmhar dom i rith an phréisis. Thug
siad misneach dom chomh maith, go hairithe nuair nach raibh mé in ann é a mhascailt
ionam féin. Rinne Tracey agus Tadhg beirt an spéis a bhi agam sa Ghaeilge agus sa
litriocht a chothu agus a neartt 6 bhi mé i m’inion Iéinn bunchéime agus ta a bhfoighne
agus a dtacaiocht uilig tar éis treo mo shaoil a athrd. Spreag Moynagh an tsuim a bhi
agam sa teoiric chriticitil agus go hairithe sa teoiric inscne ¢ bhi mé i m’inion 1¢éinn 1
Roinn an Bhéarla agus bhi si lansasta i gconai coincheapa teibi, casta a phlé go mion
agus go foighneach liom agus chun comhairle stuama a thabhairt dom. Ni fhéadfainn

an trachtas seo a chriochnd gan spreagadh agus tuiscint an triuir.

Gabhaim buiochas chomh maith le foireann na Nua-Ghaeilge: an Dr Aisling Ni
Dhonnchadha, an Dr Brian O Cathain, an Dr Lara Ni Mhaolain, an Dr Eoghan O
Raghallaigh, an tOllamh Fionntdn de Brun agus Mairéad Ui Fhlatharta. Thug an
thoireann tacaiocht iontach dom 6 bhi mé i m’inion léinn bunchéime agus chuir siad
failte i gconai roimh mo chuid ceisteanna. Ba mhaith liom buiochas a ghabhail chomh
maith leis an Ollamh Ruairi O hUiginn, a bhi ina cheann roinne nuair a bhi mé i mbun
na céime agus nuair a thosaigh mé ar an dochtuireacht, agus a thug cinamh as cuimse

dom.

Ta buiochas tuillte chomh maith ag scolairi a spreag an spéis a bhi agam i gcdrsai
litriochta, i gcursai critice agus i gcursai teoirice: An tOllamh Emerita Mairin Nic
Eoin, an tOllamh Maire Ni Annrachain, UCD, an tOllamh Brian O Conchubhair, an
tOllamh Briona Nic Dhiarmada agus an tOllamh Sarah McKibben, Notre Dame agus
an tOllamh Padraig O Siadhail, Ollscoil Mhuire Naofa, Albain Nua, a bhi ina



chombhairleoir agus ina chara dom fad is a bhi mé ag mdineadh na Gaeilge in Halifax.
Mar aon leis sin, gabhaim buiochas 6 chroi le Eugene Roche, Sainchnuasaigh, UCD,
a thug cabhair mhor dom nuair a bhi dialann an Riordénaigh a cioradh agam. Thug
Conor Wilkinson 6 Oifig na nlarchéimithe, Ollscoil Mh& Nuad, comhairle den chéad

scoth dom agus mé i mbun oibre agus tdim an-bhuioch de as sin.

Ta buiochas tuillte chomh maith ag foireann Lé&rionad na Gaeilge, Anna Ni
Ghallachair, Aisling Ni Bheachain agus Aoife Ni Ghloinn go héirithe. Ba mhaith liom
buiochas 6 chroi a ghabhéil le mo chomhscolairi san ollscoil. Smaoinim go hairithe ar
an Dr Sean Mac Risteaird (Johnny), ar Alma Byrne agus ar Teresa Cassin. Smaoinim
chomh maith ar mo chomhtheagascdiri agus go hairithe ar an Dr Grainne Ni
Bhreithiuin, ar Mhuireann Ni Bheaglaioch, Oisin Montanari, Helen Kelly, Katie
Whelan, Eilis Nic Eibhearaird agus ar lan O Faolain. Is mor liom bhur gcinamh agus

bhur gcairdeas.

Ar deireadh thiar, teastaionn uaim mo bhuiochas a ghabhail le mo mhuintir agus le mo
chairde. Smaoinim go hairithe ar Eilis, a bhionn ann dom i gcénai, ar Lauren, Katie
H., Fiona, Lisa agus Claire, a bhfuil aithne agam orthu leis na blianta agus a thugann
tacaiocht dom i gcénai, ar Aisling, Katie, Kelsey, Emma, Barry, Niamh agus Brian.
Smaoinim chomh maith ar mo chol ceathracha, go hairithe ar Gav agus Si, ar mo
sheanmhaithreacha, Kathleen agus Gertie, ar m’aintini agus ar m’uncaili. Ta buiochas
tuillte chomh maith ag Betty Hickey, muinteoir diograiseach agus bean lach, a spreag
speis sa Ghaeilge ionam an chéad 1a riamh agus ag an Dr Liam Mac Ambhlaigh, a chuir
go mor leis an tuiscint a bhi agam ar struchtuir agus ar litriocht na teanga. Taim an-
bhuioch de B., mar go mbionn muinin aige asam, fid nuair nach mbionn muinin agam

asam féin.

Nil na focail agam chun cur sios cruinn a dhéanamh ar gach rud atd déanta ag mo
thuismitheoiri, Audrey agus Frank, dom thar na blianta—an tacaiocht gan choinnioll,
an cunamh praiticiuil, an tuiscint thar cuimse. Ni bheidh mé in ann choiche iad a

chuiteamh. Murach iad, ni bheadh an 14 seo tagtha!



Do mo thuismitheoiri



Achoimre

Is minic a bhaintear Usaid as an dan ‘Banfhile’ le Sean O Riordain i gcuntais
fheimineacha, ina ndéantar plé ar an smacht fadtéarmach a bhi ag na scribhneoiri
fireanna ar chandin na Gaeilge agus ar dhearcadh dispeaguil na scribhneoiri fireanna
sin i leith scribhneoireacht na mban. Nil sé mar aidhm ag an udar seo tabhacht na
gcuntas sin a cheistit. Cruthaiodh spas do scribhneoiri baineanna sa chandin mar
gheall gur chuir na trachtairi feimineacha béim ar an michothromaiocht inscne a bhi
le brath sa traidisiun agus mar gheall gur spreag a gcuid saothar diospoireachtai
tabhachtacha faoin gcanoin. Tugtar le fios sna cuntais sin, afach, gur ghlac an
Riordanach pairt ghniomhach i dtraidisiun patrarcach na Gaeilge. Déanfar an tuiscint
seo ar scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh a cheistit sa trachtas seo.

Direofar ar an léirit a rinne an Riordanach ar an bhfeardlacht, ar an gcollaiocht, ar an
maithreachas agus ar an ‘siolra cultartha’ ina chuid scribhneoireachta, mar aon leis an
nasc idir an I€irit seo agus litriocht na hEireann, idir litriocht na Gaeilge agus litriocht
an Bhéarla, cultdr na hEireann agus sochai na hEireann. Tri mhionphlé a dhéanamh ar
fhiliocht agus, go héirithe, ar dhialann an Riordanaigh, ar choinniollacha a shaoil agus
ar noirm na sochai comhaimseartha, a raibh tionchar acu ar a phroiseas
smaointeoireachta, léireofar go raibh dearcadh an-chasta ag an Riordanach i leith a
choirp, i leith na collaiochta, i leith na mban, agus i leith an traidisiuin. Bhi tionchar
ag castacht a dhearcaidh i leith na n-abhar thuasluaite ar an tuiscint a bhi aige ar a
fheardlacht féin, agus bhi tionchar ag an tuiscint seo ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air fein
mar scribhneoir fireann, a bhi ag iarraidh ait a bhaint amach dé féin i dtraidisian ar a

raibh smacht ag na fir le fada an Ia.



Réamhra

[...] O Riordain’s work deserves to be read and re-read, interpreted and re-interpreted,

translated and re-translated by each new generation.

Frank Sewell (2014: xx).

Chun athléamh a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi a dtéann Séan O Riordain i ngleic le traidisidn
fireann na litriochta, is éard a chuireann an t-Udar seo roimpi sa tradchtas seo na
mionanailis chriticitil a dhéanamh ar an léiri a dhéanann an Riordanach ar an
bhfeartlacht' ina chuid scribhneoireachta, idir scribhneoireacht phoibli agus

scribhneoireacht phearsanta.

Léiritear i bhfiliocht agus i ndialann phearsanta an Riordanaigh gur dhuine
fiorchasta a bhi ann, duine a bhi “utterly divided’ (Sewell 2000: 12) agus a bhiodh ina
‘mhise’ néiméad amhain agus ina ‘fhrithmhise’ an chéad ndiméad eile (O Riordain

1971a:29, I. 19). Déanann Louis de Paor tracht ‘ar cheann de na gnéithe is riordantla

INi thuigtear coincheap na feartilachta mar choincheap ‘nadurtha’, buan a thuilleadh agus is minic a
bhaintear Usaid, mar sin, as an téarma fireannachtai chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar chastacht agus ar
luaineacht an choincheapa. Baineann Sorcha de Brdn Usaid as an téarma seo ina trachtas Ph.D. ar
shaothar Ui Chonghaile, Ui Chiobhain agus Ui Neachtain, mar aithnionn si go bhfuil ‘fireannachtai
iolracha ann, n6 lear mor fireannachtai’ (2015: 11). Glacann an scribhneoir seo leis go bhfuil an ceart
ag de Bran, agus ag na teoiricithe eile a bhaineann Usaid as an téarma masculinities, seachas masculinity,
agus plé & dhéanamh acu ar an gcoincheap casta seo. Glacann an scribhneoir seo leis go bhfuil
‘fireannachtai iolracha” ann agus nach féidir linn sainmhinit glan a thabhairt ar an gcoincheap. Baintear
Usaid as an téarma feartlacht sa trachtas seo toisc gurb é sin an focal a bhionn in Usaid ag an Riordanach
agus € ag tracht ar a thréithe agus ar a phearsantacht féin. Biodh is gur téarma seanfhaiseanta go leor é
an téarma feardlacht i gcomparaid le fireannacht(ai), ta sé mar aidhm ag an Gdar seo mionphlé a
dhéanamh ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach air féin mar fhear. Seans maith gur thuig sé nach
coincheap buan é coincheap na feartlachta mar go léiritear ina chuid scribhneoireachta, agus go hairithe
ina thrid cnuasach filiochta, Linte Liomb6 (1971a), nach coincheap buan i coincheap na féinidlachta
féin. Creideann an scribhneoir seo go bhfuil sé tAbhachtach féachaint ar na téarmai as ar bhain an
Riordanach féin Gséid agus é ag iarraidh machnamh a dhéanamh air féin mar fhear. Mar a mhaionn
Todd Reeser: ‘Because our understanding is entirely or largely mediated by language, masculinity itself
is linguistically driven, meaning that to study masculinity we have to examine how it is articulated. The
double sense of the term “manhood” [feartlacht na Gaeilge] (as male identity and as penis) suggests a
close relation between the two senses that is already an assumption about masculinity. Cultural norms
around language, and resistance to those norms, also dictate what we think masculinity is” (2010: 29;
liomsa an bhéim). Déanann Reeser nasc chomh maith idir maleness agus masculinity an Bhéarla:
‘Preexistent ideas about masculinity led to the creation of a creation narrative in which maleness is
made into what masculinity already thought it was’ (ibid.: 78). Ba mhaith leis an scribhneoir seo béim
a leagan, mar sin, ar an tuiscint a bhi ag O Riordain ar an téarma feartlacht.

2 Déantar tagairt anseo don chnuasach Linte Liombd. Bainfear Gsaid as an ngiorriichan LL chun tracht
a dhéanamh ar an gcnuasach céanna amach anseo.

Vi



ar fad i saothar an Riordanaigh: an claonadh atd ann a bheith guagach, idir dha
chomhairle, anonn is anall idir na contrarachtai a bhaineann lena nadur féin agus nadar
an tsaoil morthimpeall air’ (2018: 114). Ni raibh dearcadh seasmhach i leith
cheisteanna mora an tsaoil aige riamh, .i. an fhéinitlacht, an pholaitiocht, an
creideamh, an gra, an chruthaitheacht né an traidisiun liteartha. Dar leis an Udar seo
nach raibh dearcadh seasmhach aige i leith na hinscne ach an oiread. Bhi dldthnasc
idir an éiginnteacht a léirigh sé i leith na mban, i leith na collaiochta agus i leith
thraidisiun ‘fireann’, patrarcach na litriochta agus an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar
fhear mifheardil, mar fhear a bhi craite ag ‘easba feartlachta’ (Airciv D9 29.1.1951:
113). Deéanfar mionscagadh anseo istigh ar an tuiscint sin agus deanfar iarracht a
chrutht go ndearnadh, agus go ndéantar go faill, miléamh go minic ar an éiginnteacht

S€eo.

Cé go n-aithnionn Frank Sewell an inscne mar cheann de na mérthéamai ata le
brath i bhfiliocht an Riordanaigh (2014: xxiii), is ionduil go ndirionn na criticeoiri ar
IéiriC na banulachta ina chuid scribhneoireachta, rud a bhaineann, is cosuil, leis an
gcasadh feimineach a thainig chun cinn sa chritic 6 na 1980idi ar aghaidh. Is ionduil
chomh maith go ndiritear ar a chuid filiochta, agus go hairithe ar an dan ‘Banfhile’,
chun an leirit seo a mheas (Ni Annrachain 1982; Nic Dhiarmada 1992; Mac Giolla
Léith 1996; Nic Eoin 1998; Ni Dhomhnaill 2005). Maionn Sewell gur dan é ‘Banfhile’
a bhfuil ‘unfortunately long shadow’ fagtha ina dhiaidh aige (2014: xxvii) agus ta an
ceart aige. Dhirigh roinnt criticeoiri feimineacha ar ‘Banthile’ agus mionphlé &
dhéanamh acu ar an drochmheas a bhi, agus a bhionn, ag mérfhili fireanna na canéna
ar scribhneoiri baineanna. Glacann an t-udar seo leis, mar sin, nach raibh sé mar aidhm
acu in aon chor imscradu a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi a dtéann an Riordanach i ngleic leis
an inscne ina chuid scribhneoireachta i gcoitinne. Ma dhirimid ar a chuid filiochta
amhain, agus go hairithe ma dhirimid ar dhan amhain, n6 ar rogha chung déa chuid
danta, ni fhaighimid ach léargas teoranta ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach ni
hamhain i leith na bantlachta, ach ina leith féin mar fhear agus mar fhearfhile® agus i
leith thraidisian liteartha na Gaeilge agus an larthair, a raibh smacht ag na fir air leis

na céadta.

3 pl¢éifear coincheap an ‘fhearfhile’ i gcorp an trachtais, go hairithe sa dara agus sa cheathru caibidil.
Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.8., Igh 151-152; Caib. 4, Cuid 4.1., 281; Caib. 4, Cuid 4.11., Igh 366-367.
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Spreag na cuntais fheimineacha an scribhneoir seo, mar sin, chun
dianmhachnamh a dhéanamh ar cheist seo na hinscne i scribhneoireacht Ui Riordain
agus ar an nasc idir an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an inscne agus an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an
traidisiun liteartha. Shocraigh an t-udar seo ar mhionphlé a dhéanamh go priomha ar
an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach ar choincheap na feartlachta, ar a fheartlacht
phearsanta féin agus ar ‘fheartilacht’ an traidisitin liteartha, seachas diria ar an 1€irit
a dhéanann sé ar na mna né ar an mbanulacht, mar creideann si go raibh tionchar ag
an tuiscint chasta a bhi aige air féin mar fhear ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar

fhearfhile a bhi ag obair laistigh de thraidisiun fireann.

Luadh thuas gur thainig an casadh feimineach chun tosaigh i gcritic na Gaeilge
sna 1980idi, nuair a cuireadh tds leis an athléamh feimineach ar an gcandin.* Bhi
athléamh den chineél céanna ar siul go forleathan ar fud an larthair ag an am sin, mar
gheall, go priomha, ar ghluaiseacht(ai) an fheimineachais agus mar gheall ar an mbéim
a cuireadh i réimse na litriochta ar stadas—no easpa stadais—na mban sa traidisiin
agus ar an gcoincheap a dtugtar an écriture feminine air. Mar a mhaionn Jonathan
Richards ina thrachtas dochtuireachta ‘[i]arracht a bhi san écriture feminine an teanga
a iompu bunoscionn agus urlabhra bhaineann a dhéanamh as an teanga’ (2016: 93).°
Ni haon ionadh ¢é, mar sin, gur minic a bhionn an bhéim ar Iéirid na mban agus ar léirid

na banulachta i gcuntais ina ndéantar mionscradua ar 1éirid na hinscne sa litriocht.

Thainig an fheardlacht chun cinn mar abhar (casta) plé sa teoiric ¢ na 1980idi

agus na 1990idi ar aghaidh, nuair a thainig tuiscint ar an bhfeardlacht—mar aon leis

4Ni i réimse na litriochta amhain a thainig athléamh ar struchttir agus ar chérais phatrarcacha chun
tosaigh, ar nddigh. Bhi an cineal sin athléimh ar sitl go forleathan i ndioscursa(i) an fheimineachais,
inar diriodh ar charsai polaitiochta, ar chirsai eachamaiochta, agus ar chirsai soisialta i gcoitinne. Fiu
i réimse na diagachta, ceann de na réimsi is patrarcai ar domhan (smaoinigh ar an smacht at& ag na fir
ar na tri mhor-reiligiun aondiacha—an Chriostaiocht, an Gitdachas agus loslam—mar shampla),
théainig an cineal sin athléimh chun tosaigh. Sa leabhar Eunuchs for Heaven (1990), mar shampla,
caineann an diagaire Gearménach Uta Ranke Heinemann ‘[p]leasure-hating celibatarians’ na hEaglaise
Caitlici mar gheall ar an tuiscint cham (dar 1€i) a bhi acu ar an gcollaiocht agus ar an bpésadh. Déanann
si cur sios ar an tuiscint ‘antimarital, antiphysical” sin mar ‘nonsense’ (xii). Pléann si na ‘milestones in
a long historical process that has transformed Christianity as it once was or should have been—a religion
founded on personal experience of the universially accessible love of God, in which the body has its
natural and God-given place—into a regime imposed by an unmarried oligarchy on a subordinate and
largely married majority. This,” dar 1éi, ‘has perverted the work of him from whom the Christians take
their name’ (ibid.).

®Fch Ni Fhrighil (2008), ina ndéantar plé ar an straitéis seo.
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an inscne® agus an geollaiocht—mar chonstraid luaineach ata ceangailte go dldth leis
an gcumhacht, leis an tsochai (phatrarcach) agus le coinbhinsidin éagsula shoisialta
chun tosaigh. Is annamh a dhéantar mionphlé ar I€irid na fearulachta i litriocht na
Gaeilge, afach,” mar gheall, is cosUil, go gcuirtear béim chomh laidir sin ar 1éirit na
bandlachta sa chritic nua-aimseartha. Maidir leis an Riordanach, cé go luaitear an
fheardlacht anseo agus ansitd®i gcuid de na leabhair, de na hailt, de na haisti agus de
na léirmheasanna ata dirithe ar a shaothar agus ar a shaol—agus ta fuilleach foinsi ar
fail againn a bhaineann le beagnach gach gné den saothar agus den saol seo, gan aon
ag6—nil aon saothar mor cuimsitheach scriofa ar an éirit a dhéanann sé ina chuid
filiochta, agus go hairithe ina ‘ego documents’ (Breathnach 2014: 11),—.i. an
dialann—duinn ar an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an bhfeardlacht. Feictear don scribhneoir
seo go bhfuil bearna sa taighde, mar sin, agus ta sé mar aidhm aici an bhearna seo a

lionadh.

Dar leis an udar seo go gcuireann dialann an Riordanaigh go mor le tuiscint an
Iéitheora ar a chuid filiochta. Cuirtear béim laidir sa trachtas seo, mar sin, ar an dialann
mar go bhfuil ‘shocking levels of emotion, honesty and poignancy that were never
rendered to verse’, mar a chuireann Ciara Breathnach ¢ (2014: 12), le brath inti.
Faighimid léargas an-suimiuil sa dialann, ni hamhain ar a shaol laethdil, ach ar a
fhéiniomha, ar an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an bhfeartilacht agus ar a ‘casba fearulachta’
féin, agus ar an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith scriobh na filiochta agus i leith an traidisidin

liteartha.

Ma ghlacaimid leis go mbionn tionchar ag an tsochai agus ag coinbhinsidin

éagsula shoisialta ar an tuiscint a bhionn ag an ngnathdhuine ar an inscne, ni mor dainn

6 Maionn Sorcha de Brin, mar shampla ‘gur shiolraigh Léann na bhFireannachtai as Léann na mBan
go stairiuil’ (2015: 3).

" Dirionn Sarah McKibben ar dhomhan homashdisialta (homosocial) na bhfili clasaiceacha agus ar an
Iéargas a thugann an fhiliocht chlasaiceach duinn ar choinbhinsitin inscne shochai na linne sin sa
leabhar ceannrédaioch Endangered Masculinities (2010a). Maidir leis an nualitriocht, pléann Louis de
Paor, mar shampla, an 1&iriti a thugtar duinn ar ‘chrapadh na feartlachta’ i bhfiliocht Mhairtin Uf
Dhireéin (2014) agus pléann Frank Sewell an léargas a fhaighimid ar an bhfeartlacht i saothar an
Dirednaigh chomh maith (2018: 27-28). Déanann Sorcha de Brun plé cuimsitheach ar an ‘gcruinne
thireann’ agus ar ‘thireannachtai’ éagsula a 1éiritear dainn i scribhneoireacht Mhichil Ui Chonghaile,
Phadraig Ui Chiobhdin agus Joe Steve Ui Neachtain agus 0séid fhiorshuimitil a baint aici as an
gcoincheap ar a dtugtar hegemonic masculinity (2015).

8 Déanann Padraig O Liathain (2012) plé, mar shampla, ar leochaileacht na feardlachta mar a thagann
si chun tosaigh mar théama sa dan ‘Na Leamhain’.
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mionphlé a dhéanamh ar an tsochai agus ar na coinbhinsidin a mhunlaigh tuiscint an
duine sin. Ni féidir linn an Riordanach na a chuid filiochta a thuiscint gan tuiscint
mhaith a bheith againn ar a shochai chomhaimseartha, rud nach gcuirtear san ireamh
i gcdnai sna cuntais ina ndiritear ar an gcaoi a dtéann sé i ngleic leis an mbanulacht.
Mar gheall go bhfuil 1irit na hinscne ag croilar an trachtais seo, déantar mionphlé sa
chéad chaibidil ar an bpolaitiocht inscne agus chollai i sochai na hEireann san fhichid
haois agus go hairithe ar an iomha idéalach den fhear, den bhean agus go speisialta
den mhathair a thainig chun cinn ag an am sin. Diritear chomh maith ar an mbéim a
leagadh sa Stat agus i dteagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici ar an bpésadh, ar an nginidint
agus ar riald na collaiochta sa tréimshe chéanna. Ni féidir linn—agus nior choir
duinn—a shéanadh go raibh tionchar mor ag noirm chollai agus inscne na sochai
comhaimseartha ar an Riordanach agus gur mhdnlaigh na noirm sin an dearcadh a bhi
aige ina leith féin mar fhear agus an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith pholaitiocht inscne an

phroisis chruthaithigh.

Sa dara caibidil, ansin, diritear ar an gcaoi a dtéann an Riordanach i ngleic le
polaitiocht inscne an traidisitin ‘fhirinn’ tri mhionphlé a dhéanamh ar an tionchar a
bhi ag coincheap an mhaithreachais ar a fhealsinacht chruthaitheach agus tri
mhionphlé a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi a dtéann sé i ngleic leis an gcruthaitheacht mar
fhorsa baineann, maithridil. Déantar plé sa chéad chuid den chaibidil ar an gcaidreamh
a bhi ag an Riordanach lena mhathair féin agus ar an gcaoi a ndearna sé idéalu uirthi.
Diritear, ansin, ar mheafar na giniina mar a Usaidtear i sa litriocht chun tuiscint a léiriu
ar an scribhneoir mar thuismitheoir meafarach. Pléitear chomh maith an bhéim a
chuirtear 1 dtraidisitin liteartha an Iarthair ar ‘atharthacht’ an scribhneora agus ar an
déscaradh traidisiunta idir an scribhneoir fireann agus an bhé bhaineann. Déantar
athléambh ar pholaitiocht inscne an dain ‘Banthile’ sa chomhthéacs seo. Cé gur cinnte
go bhfuil ‘undemocratic credo’ (Sewell 2014: xxvi) le brath sa dan, feictear don
scribhneoir seo go Iéirionn an dan seo nach raibh an Riordanach iomlan compordach
le polaitiocht inscne an traidisitin na lena rol mar fhearfhile laistigh den traidisitn sin.
Déantar nasc, ansin, idir an t-idéalt a rinne sé ar a mhathair agus an chaoi a léirionn
sé an proéiseas cruthaitheach mar phroéiseas baineann, maithridil sa Réamhra in
Eireaball Spideoige agus i roinnt danta d& chuid. Baintear Gsaid as smaointe na
dteoiricithe siocanailise Julia Kristeva, Luce Irigaray agus Sigmund Freud chun solas

a chaitheamh ar an gcaoi a dtéann O Riordain i ngleic leis an gcoimhlint idir ‘réimse
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an athar’ agus ‘réimse na mathar’. Feictear don udar seo go mbionn teannas laidir le
brath idir forsa fireann na filiochta, mar a thuigtear € laistigh den traidisiun patrarcach,
agus taobh baineann na cruthaitheachta i scribhneoireacht Ui Riordain. Cé go raibh sé
ina fhearfhile agus cé go raibh sé ag iarraidh ait a bhaint amach do féin i dtraidisiun
‘fireann’, 1€iritear nach raibh sé compordach le ‘fearulacht’ na cruthaitheachta agus

nar thuig sé e féin mar fhearfhile traidisiunta.

Sa trid caibidil, déantar an smaoineamh seo a leathnu tri phlé a dhéanamh ar
an léirit a dhéanann an Riordanach air féin mar fhear lochtach, imeallach, neamh-
heigeamaineach (non-hegemonic). Ag tus na caibidile déantar achoimre ar an gcaoi ar
thainig coincheap na fearulachta chun tosaigh sa teoiric agus ar na priomhsmaointe a
bhaineann leis an bhfeardlacht sa teoiric seo. Diritear go hairithe ar an bhfeartlacht
heigeamaineach (hegemonic masculinity), coincheap a chuir R.W. Connell chun cinn
sna 1990idi, mar go bhfuil sé i gceist ag an Gdar seo a l€irit nar chloigh an Riordanach
leis an bpriomh-mhunla heigeamaineach den fhearGlacht a bhi chun tosaigh in Eirinn
san fhichiu haois. Déantar plé, ansin, ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach ar a chorp—
agus go hairithe an tuiscint a bhi aige ar a chorp ‘eitinneach’—ar mhn4, ar an bpdsadh,
ar an nginidint, ar an gcollaiocht agus ar choincheap an pheaca a bhain le teagasc na
hEaglaise Caitlici, tri mhionscrudi a dhéanamh ar shleachta dialainne agus ar roinnt
danta da chuid. Toisc nar chloigh sé le noirm inscne agus chollai na sochai
comhaimseartha—mnior phds sé, ni raibh paisti aige, ni raibh sé ina sholathrai maith
mar gheall ar an tinneas fadtéarmach, bhi sé in amhras faoi chumas collai a choirp
bhreoite—Dbhi tuiscint ag an Riordanach air féin mar fhear mifhearutil. Dar leis an
scribhneoir seo go raibh nasc idir an tuiscint sin agus an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar

fhearfhile agus an baineannu a rinne sé ar an bproiseas cruthaitheach.

Sa chaibidil dheireanach, diritear ar dhomhan homashdisialta an Riordanaigh,
.I. ar an ngaol a bhi aige, ar thaobh amhain, le fir a raibh aithne phearsanta aige orthu—
a athair, a dhearthdir, a chairde fireanna—agus, ar an taobh eile, le morscribhneoiri
fireanna ¢ thraidisian an larthair, idir scribhneoiri Gaeilge agus scribhneoiri Béarla, a
raibh sé togtha leo. Bhiodh sé de n6s ag an Riordanach comparaid a dhéanamh idir é
féin agus fir eile agus Usaid a bhaint as na comparaidi sin chun a chuid feartlachta féin
a mheas. Bhi tionchar mor ag fir eile ar an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an bhfeartlacht agus

ar rol an fhir sa tsochai, mar sin, agus ba mhinic a threisigh na comparaidi a rinne sé
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idir é féin agus fir eile ina shaol an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhear mifheardil.
Maidir leis na scribhneoiri fireanna, bhi air dul san iomaiocht le scribhneoiri laidre®
éagsula agus € ag iarraidh a ghuth liteartha féin a chur chun tosaigh agus ait a bhaint
amach do féin sa chandin (fhireann). Déantar plé sa chaibidil seo ar an tionchar a bhi
ag triar scribhneoiri laidre, James Joyce, Gerard Manley Hopkins agus Mairtin O
Diredin, ar an Riordanach chun léargas a thabhairt don léitheoir ar an gcaoi a
ndeachaigh sé i ngleic, ni hamhain le tionchar na mérscribhneoiri sin air, ach leis an
imni a masclaiodh ina intinn nuair a rinne sé comparaid idir a shaothar féin agus
saothar na mdrscribhneoiri seo. Pléitear chomh maith an tuiscint a bhi ag an
Riordanach ar Mhicheal O Gaoithin, mar chara agus mar fhile. Cé go n-aithnitear an
Riordanach go forleathan mar dhuine de mhorfhili na Nua-Ghaeilge, nior chreid sé
riamh go raibh a ghuth chomh laidir, chomh macanta, chomh tabhachtach leis na
‘major figures’ a luaitear sa chaibidil seo. Nior cheap sé, 1 bhfocail eile, go raibh ait
tuillte aige i dtraidisian fireann na litriochta mar gheall nach raibh sé, dar leis féin, ina

fhearfhile laidir, muinineach.

Ni Iéirionn na cuntais ata dirithe ar an IéiriG a dhéanann an Riordanach ar na
mna, ar an mbanulacht agus ar na banfhili an chastacht a bhain leis an tuiscint a bhi
aige ar chdrsai inscne sa saol réaduil agus i ndomhan na litriochta. Léiritear sa trachtas
seo go raibh tionchar ollmhor ag an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhear mifhearuil ar
an tuiscint a bhi aige air fein mar fhearfhile mifheardil agus ar ‘fhorsa fircann’ na

cruthaitheachta.

®Fch Bloom (1973: 5). Pléifear teoiric Bloom agus ‘the anxiety of influence’ i gcorp an trachtais, sa
cheathrd caibidil. Fch Caibidil 4, Cuid 4.1., Igh 279-280.
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Caibidil 1

‘gender pigeon-holing’: An Pholaitiocht Inscne in Eirinn san Fhichi(

hAois
1.1. Réamhra

San alt ‘Gender Roles in Ireland since 1740°, ina dtugann siad le fios gur tuigeadh an

(X33

maithreachas mar ‘“the ultimate calling of woman”, while the ideal man was to be a
conscientious breadwinner’ (Earner-Byrne agus Urquhart 2017: 317) sa chéad leath
den fhichiu haois, déanann Lindsey Earner-Byrne agus Diane Urquhart nasc idir roil

inscne agus an phatrarcacht, agus idir an phatrarcacht agus cursai eachamaiochta:

Patriarchy was seen as the organising principle of civilised capitalism: much
hinged on its success, transgressing its norms carried significant penalties for
either sex, but with little economic power women ultimately paid the social

price for non-conformance (ibid.: 313).

Cuirtear béim ar an michothromaiocht a chruthaionn an phatrarcacht idir fir agus mna
i ndioscursai an fheimineachais, toisc go dtuigtear an phatrarcacht mar choras ina
gcuirtear mna faoi chois (Firestone 1970; Hartmann gtd Sedgwick 1985: 3; Griffin
2017: ‘Patriarchy’; Buchanan 2018: ‘Patriarchy’) agus toisc go nglactar leis go bhfuil
an phatrarcacht i bhfeidhm i sochaithe éagsula timpeall an domhain le fada (Lerner
1986: 8-11). Nil aon amhras ach go raibh céras soisialta patrarcach i bhfeidhm in
Eirinn i rith an fichi haois. Déanann Arensberg agus Kimball plé ar struchtdr
patrarcach na sochai Eireannai sna 1930idi sa téacs Family and Community in Ireland
(1940). Léirionn téacsanna den chineal seo gur thainig iomhanna idéalacha den bhean,
den fhear, den teaghlach, den phésadh agus den mhaithreachas go mor chun cinn in
Eirinn sa naol haois déag agus san fhichi haois, agus go hairithe i ndiaidh bhint an
tSaorstait sa bhliain 1922, agus bhi baint mhoér ag na hiomhanna sin leis an

bpatrarcacht agus le réil ‘chui’ na mban agus na bhfear.

13



Glacadh go forleathan leis na réil a luadh ag tus an ailt thuas: ba é an fear an
saothrai agus bhi sé de dhualgas air solathar don teaghlach, agus ba i an bhean an
caomhndir agus an mhéthair agus bhi sé de dhualgas uirthi aonad an teaghlaigh a
chaomhnu, a chothd agus a chosaint. Minionn Earner-Byrne go raibh tionchar mor ag
teagasc an Chaitliceachais ar an tuiscint seo:

Catholic social teaching was unambiguous that the ‘duty of caring for the
physical welfare of the children falls primarily on the father in his capacity of
breadwinner’ [...] The father’s role was ‘measured in cash’ by contemporaries
and was coupled with a conviction that the mother ‘provides more for the
security and stability of the family’ [...] The view that the ‘upbringing of the
family’ was left to the mother was widespread and only began to be seriously
challenged in the 1960s [...] (2008: 367).

Bhi tionchar mor ag an déscaradh inscne sin ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine sa tir.

Rugadh Sean O Riordain, a bheidh faoi chaibidil sa trachtas seo, sa bhliain
1916, i rith tréimhse chorraitheach i stair na hEireann. Bhi Eiri Amach na Césca thart,
ach bhi tionchar na heachtra sin le brath go teann go féill. Thainig athruithe méra ar
shaol polaititil na tire i ndiaidh an Eiri Amach agus bhi ar mhuintir na tire déileéil leis
an bhforéigean agus leis an achrann a bhain, ni hamhain leis an Eiri Amach féin, ach
le Cogadh na Saoirse (1919-1921) agus leis an gCogadh Cathartha (1921-1923)
chomh maith, mar aon leis na hathruithe a thainig ar an tir agus ar an tsochai i ndiaidh
bhunu an tSaorstait. Bhi mishuaimhneas le brath go forleathan sa tir i rith na tréimhse
achrannai sin, ni nach ionadh, agus minionn Earner-Byrne go raibh sé de nos ag
muintir na tire an mishuaimhneas sin a cheangal le drochthionchar na nua-

aimsearthachta agus go hairithe le staid mhoralta na tire:

The Irish Free State was born of violence: the Anglo-Irish war from 21
January 1919 to July 1921 followed by a Civil War from June 1922 to May
1923. The resultant upheaval was frequently measured in terms of sexual
morality and increased crime rates, with a prevalent conviction that morality
had declined and crime had increased [...] Modernity was seen as an assault
not just on traditional morality but on Irish nationhood, as the two had been

consciously married in the emerging Free State identity [...] An apparently
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excessive concern regarding morality in the wake of conflict was not unique
to Ireland and was a symptom of an underlying suspicion that modernity was
a menacing force that brought with it immorality and war, which threatened
what contemporaries referred to as the ‘vitality’ of individual states [...] The
Irish civil war was interpreted by the Irish [Clatholic hierarchy as a sign of
moral erosion [...] Few nation-states embraced modernity without displaying
signs of mistrust and fear that the fruits of modernity could smother the seeds
of tradition (2008: 360-361).

Tugann Earner-Byrne le fios anseo go ndearnadh naisc chasta idir an tréimhse
chorraitheach, fhoréigneach idir 1916 agus 1922, iomha idéalach an naisidin agus an
fhéinilacht Eireannach, luachanna traidisiinta, an nua-aimsearthacht agus an
mhoraltacht. Cuireadh béim, mar sin, ar iompar priobhaideach an duine aonair, ar roil
na mban agus na bhfear sa tsochai, agus ar an gcollaiocht. Rinneadh idirdheald righin
idir iompar inghlactha agus iompar do-ghlactha.

In The History of Sexuality, pléann Michel Foucault an chaoi a ndearnadh
ceisteanna poibli de ghnéithe priobhaideacha de shaol an tsaoranaigh—an gnéas agus
an chollaiocht, mar shampla—san larthar 6n ochtd haois déag ar aghaidh (1998
[1976]: 25). Thainig saol priobhdideach an duine go mor chun cinn mar ‘thadhb’
phoibli in Eirinn san fhichit haois, ar chtiseanna éagstla. Bhi sé de nds ag polaiteoiri
agus ceannairi na hEireann—ceannairi na hEaglaise Caitlici san direamh—sa naot
haois déag agus san fhichiu haois iomha den tir mar ait mhoralta, ghlan, gheanmnai a

chur chun tosaigh, mar a mhinionn James Smith:

[...] these two institutions [an Eaglais agus an Stat] closed off internal
challenges and contradictions even as they represented society as pure and

untainted by external corruption (2007: 21).

Bhi sé de n6s acu comparaid a dhéanamh idir an tir mhoralta sin agus tiortha eile, an
Bhreatain go hairithe (Ferriter 2009: fch, m.sh., 259). Bhi nasc soiléir idir na
comparaidi sin agus gluaiseacht(ai) an naisiinachais chomh maith leis an reitric

iarchoilineach.
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1.2. ‘the manhood which rose up’: Reitric Inscneach an Naisiinachais Nua-

Aimseartha

Ba chuid larnach den reitric choilineach agus den fhrithreitric naisitnach é an friotal
inscneach. Mar a mhinionn Anthony Bradley and Maryann Gialanella Valiulis sa
leabhar Gender and Sexuality in Modern Ireland:

Ireland has, of course, been long gendered—»by the political nationalist
metanarrative and the cultural nationalism of traditional history and
literature—as a woman victimized by the colonizing English male. For an
equally long time, the lives of actual Irish women were arguably colonized by
Irish men, at the same time as both genders were colonial subjects of England
(2007: 6).

Maionn Sarah McKibben go raibh ‘preoccupation with masculinity’ 1 ngluaiseachtai
an naisiunachais in Eirinn (2003: 96). Bhi nasc idir an ‘preoccupation’ sin agus an
chaoi a ndearnadh bainneanu agus iospairt ar an tir sa reitric choilineach. Bhi sé de
nos ag na naisitnaithe Gsaid a bhaint as reitric na feardlachta gaiscidla chun dul i
gcoinne reitric an bhaineannaithe agus na hiospartha (McKibben 2003: 96-97;
McKibben 2010a: 2—-3; 7-8). Minionn McKibben go ndeachaigh reitric inscneach an
naisitnachais i bhfeidhm ar ‘the cultural ideology of the new state’ (2003: 96). Sa ré
iarchoilineach, mar a mhaionn Debbie Ging ‘remasculinsing the nation was arguably

the key driver in the reconstruction of Ireland’s postcolonial identity’ (2013: 20).

Cuireadh béim sa ‘tréimhse réabhléideach’, idir Eiri Amach na Casca agus
bun( an tSaorstéit, ar iomha den tir mar iospartach agus ar iomha de na reibilidnaigh

mar laochra:

Many of the revolutionary generation grew to adulthood on a diet of
propaganda and writing which had strongly emphasised Ireland’s exclusivity
in the annals of heroism and suffering; a tortured history that was merely a

prelude to a new chapter of independence (Ferriter 2005 [2004]: 191).
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Baineann McKibben Uséid as saothar Nancy Curtin chun plé a dhéanamh ar an mbéim

a cuireadh ar

naisilnachais:

an laochas feardil agus ar iomha den tir mar bhean i ndioscursai an

According to Nancy Curtin, ‘the ideal of masculine patriotic self-immolation
was relentlessly constructed in the 1790s’ by the United Irishmen, a radical,
interdenominational constitutional reformist organization that later embraced
separatist, physical force nationalism. The test of one’s republicanism lay in
one’s willingness to sacrifice oneself (or, if female, one’s husband or son) to
the cause [...] The ‘liberation’ of the imperiled female nation, often tellingly
named with one of her many Irish-language sobriquets, ‘was the test of her
sons’ manhood, marking their movement from “brutes” to “men’ [...]
‘Armed filial devotion to the mother-nation represented, then, a rite of passage
to full manhood’ [...] By contrast, to fail to live up to the demands of ‘Mother
Ireland’, was to be less than a man. Her violation by invaders—or that of the
women whose rapes by loyalist forces were broadcast by the republican
press—shamed the radicals [...] The only appropriate response was for
Irishmen to “assert their manhood’ through republican nationalism (2003: 96—
97).

Tugtar le fios anseo, ni hamhain go raibh tionchar ollmhor ag reitric inscneach an

choilineachais ar reitric fhrithghniomhach an naisiunachais, ach go raibh

iomhaineachas an mhaithreachais le brath go teann sa léirit a rinne na naisiunaithe ar

Eirinn .i. go ndearnadh cur sios ar an tir, ni hamhain mar bhean, ach mar mhathair a

raibh cabhair

phradinneach de dhith uirthi. Minionn McKibben go raibh friotal

inscneach le brath i reitric an ndisitnachais chultdrtha chomh maith le reitric an

naisiunachais mhileataigh:

A consonant vision of colonial masculine imperilment underwrites the
romantic cultural nationalism of Thomas Davis (1814-45) and the Young
Irelanders [...] Davis represents English colonialism as an emasculating
invasion [...] Davis’s righteous nationalism, elsewhere tellingly termed ‘the
manhood which rose up’ [...] that is, assertive, manly and safely
heteropatriarchal action by ‘sons’ whose ‘devotion’ will save the female

Ireland in ‘her present distraction and misery’ [...] Though manhood is
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critically endangered by loss and foreign penetration of native culture, it may
be reinstituted by a sanitized and safely purified form of domestic male
nationalist bonding (ibid.: 97-99).

Maionn McKibben go raibh tionchar ag an reitric sin ar an bPiarsach, nuair a chuir sé

a smaointe féin i leith na tire agus i leith an naisiinachais le chéile:

Patrick Pearse (1879-1916), radical republican, language revivalist, editor
and educationalist, next articulated a highly-gendered form of nationalist
ideology [...] He praised Wolfe Tone (leader of the United Irishmen), saying
that it was to him that ‘we owe it that there is any manhood left in Ireland,’
since Tone ‘put virility into the Catholic movement’ [...] He praised Davis,
reprinting all of the above-quoted material from Davis's ‘Our National
Language’ in his own essay ‘The Spiritual Nation’ (February 1916). Like
Davis, Pearse envisions the nation as a woman to whom citizens owe their
chivalric fealty [...] Again, like Davis, Pearse links cultural loss with loss of
manhood, and anglicization and political subordination with emasculation
[...] For Pearse, the loss of one’s native heritage strikes a blow at one’s very
manhood (where being Irish repeatedly equates to being an Irish man). By the
same token, the recovery of native cultural traditions recoups Irish manhood.
This male self-discovery leads in turn (in Pearse’s late political thought) to
violent self-sacrifice as the apotheosis of manhood, harking back to the
patriotic ideal of the United Irishmen (and the Fenians in the 1860s) (ibid.:
99-100).

Rinneadh nasc idir an naisitnachas agus an fheardlacht sa naisiunachas Irish-lreland
chomh maith, dar le McKibben:

The ultra-masculine, ultra-authentic Irishman was prominent in the rigid
version of Irish nationalism known as ‘Irish-Ireland.” This gospel was spread
by D. P. Moran (1869-1936), editor of The Leader, and by Arthur Griffith
(1871-1922), editor of The United Irishman and co-founder of Cumann na
nGaedheal, a nationalist society that subsequently became part of Sinn Fein
(ibid.: 101).
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Is 1éir 6n méid seo thuas go raibh tionchar mor ag reitric na hinscne ar reitric an
naisitinachais in Eirinn i rith na gcéadta agus go hairithe go déanach sa naol haois
déag agus san fhichil haois nuair a thainig idéil an naisidnachais, idir an naisidnachas
mileatach agus an ndisiunachas cultdrtha, chun buaicphointe roimh bhund an

tSaorstait.

1.3. “gile na gile’: Reitric an Naisitinachais—Fréamhacha sa Traidisiun

Nior naisc nua iad na naisc idir an coilineachas agus an baineannu agus idir an
naisiinachas agus an fhearGlacht i ndiosctrsai na hEireann, ar ndoigh. T4 na naisc seo
le brath i litriocht agus i reitric na Eireann, idir litriocht an Bhéarla agus litriocht na
Gaeilge, le fada an la. Minionn Sarah McKibben an chastacht a bhaineann le husaid
an fhriotail inscnigh i reitric choilineach an séu haois déag agus i ndanta

frithghniomhacha na bhfili gairmidla:

As Joan W. Scott remarks, ‘gender is a primary way of signifying
relationships of power’ and a ‘primary field within which or by means of
which power is articulated’. Thus it is not surprising that powerfully gendered
and sexualised imagery was central to early modern colonial rhetoric of
election, obligation, and destiny. Lands targeted by colonial desire were
feminised, as when Ireland (or America, or Guiana, for that matter) was
imagined as a virgin in need of penetration, a delicate young sister in need of
protection, or an abandoned woman in need of superior masculine control, in
each case thereby rendered (in the words of Ania Loomba) ‘available for
plunder, possession, discovery and conquest’. The native inhabitants of those
coveted lands were also sexually stigmatised [...] Such formulations granted
the colonial project legitimacy, familiarity, and a teleology founded in the
supposedly self-evident verities of gender, however shifting, unstable, and
internally riven colonial power dynamics turned out to be [...] The poem with
which I began this introduction [‘Fabun faibh, a shluagh Gaoidheal’]
demonstrates that native literati working in their own vernacular traditions—
at once European and distinctively Irish—challenged colonial authority with
gendered rhetoric no less potent, if far less familiar to anglocentric literary
history. In response to collective disempowerment, the traditional native

literary elite created a fraught, incendiary discourse that I am terming
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endangered masculinity with which they sought to witness, critique, and
intervene in ongoing sociopolitical change [...] Ireland’s bardic poets and
their literary inheritors renovated longstanding poetic tropes to evoke gender
norms going dangerously awry, casting political and cultural anglicisation as
both devastating and shameful and creating a long-lived and powerful
anticolonial trope. Colonial acculturation, they claimed, endangered elite
male character, prerogatives, patrimony, and even bodies, thus threatening the
very identity and cultural continuity of Ireland itself. Without heroic
intervention, proper noble manhood, like proper Irish culture, would be
relegated to the past (2010a: 2-3).

Cuireann si leis an méid seo:

These poets adamantly claim or vilify subject positions by means of a central
organising trope seen again and again in anticolonial rhetoric in Ireland and
elsewhere: the binary opposition between coloniser and colonised. This
structure underwrites both their celebration of resistance and demonization of
assimilation and collaboration, which their poetry constantly and strategically
conflates. In turn, the absolute demarcation they draw between resistance and
collusion is augmented by being superimposed on to an implicit gender
polarity. As | shall argue, this gendering of colonial identities does important
work. It produces a contrast between normative masculinity and
emasculation—between the manhood of heroic, unfeminine, autonomous
resistance and a failed, subservient manhood that has strayed away from its
opposition to the female and into a netherworld of indeterminancy that
parallels the cultural confusion and loss of identity it attempts to counter
(ibid.: 7).

Ba mhinic a rinne na baird cur sios ar Eirinn mar bhean a raibh fear céile & lorg aici
no de dhith uirthi, mar shampla. Rinneadh cur sios ar phatran an fhile féin mar fhear
céile cui, nds a thugann le fios go raibh dluthnasc idir na hiarlai aitidla, dlisteanacha
agus an talamh féin. Déanann Jonathan Richards plé ar an nasc seo ina thrachtas

dochtlireachta agus luann sé
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[...] an chaoi a raibh na fili gairmiula an-larnach in oirnit na rithe agus na
dtiarnai sa tréimhse sin. Ba le linn an oirnithe a phésadh an ri an talamh, agus
bhiodh na fili mar mhna céile na dtiarnai go siombalach sa tsochai (2016: 64).

Rinneadh dluthnasc chomh maith idir dlisteanacht an iarla agus dulra n6 talamh na
tire; da mbeadh an t-iarla micheart i réim, ni bheadh cuma na maitheasa ar an talamh
né ar dhalra na tire, ach da mbeadh an t-iarla ceart i réim, chuirfi rudai ina gceart agus

chuirfi an tir faoi bhlath toisc go mbeadh si sasta lena fear céile.

Sa dan ‘Do Mhac I Dhomhnuill” (Knott 2008: 1-9), mar shampla, déanann
Tadhg Dall O hUiginn cur sios ar Eirinn mar bhaintreach a bhfuil fear céile nua de
dhith uirthi agus tugann sé le fios gur chéir do Mhac | Dhomhnaill an teidil i a phésadh:

Togaibh eadrad is Eire,

fada ata ar ti aoinchéile;

ar gclodh aoibhneachta fear bhFail,
gan fear n-aoinleabtha d'faghail.
(ibid.: 1l. 1-4; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann O hUiginn le fios go bhfuil uaigneas Eireann le feicedil sa tirdhreach nuair a
luann sé go ndeachaigh si ‘as a cruth’ (1. 9) mar gheall nar phds si éinne eile tar €is
bhas a céadfhir agus go bhfuil ‘cruth na haontamha’ uirthi anois (1. 12). Cuirecann sé
leis an méid seo nuair a luann sé gur scriosadh tirdhreach agus struchtuir aititla na
tire—nuair a thainig na Sasanaigh, is costil—agus gur chdir do dhuine éigin—Conn,
mac Ui Dhomhnaill—rudai a chur ina gceart. Is Iéir go ndéantar nasc idir staid

pholaititil na tire agus staid an dulra anseo:

Do trochlaigheadh ceann i gceann
ardphuirt aireachuis Eireann;

earradh cldimh tiomchal gach tuir,
fionnchladh gach duain 'na dhioghuidh.

Do maoladh a cnuic corra,
do treabhadh a téranna;

Mur Té na gclaichfinnteagh gcuir

21



nach aithintear é ag e6lchuibh.

Ni mhair dhibh tr4 acht a dtaise,
tugsad maise ar mhiomhaise;
muir bhratsoilse Banbha Néill —
damhna attoirse iaidséin.

(1. 17-28).

larrann O hUiginn ar Chonn an tir a shabhail lena ghra agus lena dhilseacht agus

iarrann sé air a bheith ina leannan di:

Ata i ndan do go dtiocfa
fear fuaslaicthe a airmearta,
budh éigin tra a thocht asteagh

I4 éigin ar Ghort nGaoidheal.

Ribhse, a Choinnmheic an Chalbhaigh,
iomdha faidh rod-fiortharngair—
sibh ar ti a chéile is cubhaidh—

do bhi Eire ag anamhain.

Mairg nach tugann, a thaobh slim,
tallann éigin da hinntinn

don raith chuirr ghéigiobhraigh gloin,
céidiomdhaidh Chuinn is Chobhthoigh.

Sill go meinic a gruadh gheal,
claon do dhearc uirre os iseal;
tug th’aghaidh ar a slios slim,

labhair gan fios re hEirinn.

Dluthaigh ria, luigh 'na leaba,
a chneas aluinn oighreada;
téigh re cneas chéile Logha,

suil bheas Eire i n-aontomha.
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Druid an béal mar bhlath suibhe,
'san deéad solus sneachtuidhe,

le pbig go baintealaigh mBreagh,
go bhfailteadhaibh choig gcoigeadh.

Do-rad Niall mér mhac Eachach,
or fas tu, a ghruadh gheilleathach,
phoig uaidh a hionnamhla sin

dar fuaigh fionnadhbha nEibhir.

Tug phoig a haithghin oile

da dtarraidh Brian Boroimhe,
gan imriosain, a ghlac geal,

an finnliossoin Mhac Mileadh.

Mar mhna na n-ilgheas oile,
fuasgladh Bhanbha braonuighe
ata ar phéig d’foghbhdil aguibh,
a bhonnbhain dig abhraduibh.

Nés na mban bhios fa gheasaibh,
biaidh Eire an f6id bhailbheasaigh—
clar moireithreach na sriobh seang—
ag fior foireithneach Eireann.

(Il. 33-72; liomsa an bhéim).

Déantar cur sios, mar sin, ar laochra na tire—Niall mor mac Eachach, Brian
Bordimhe—mar leannain Eireann agus is léir go gceapann an file gur choir do Chonn
dea-shampla na laochra seo a leantint. Déanann O hUiginn cur sios ar an scéal faoi
mhac an cheannaithe, a raibh fonn air bean alainn chumhachtach, a chaith an chuid is
mo da cuid ama i riocht dragain, a phosadh agus a bheith ina ‘ri ar na hoiléanuibh’ (1.
119). Nuair a bhuail an fear leis an mbean sin den chéad uair, bhi si ina hogbhean
alainn, ach nuair a chonaic sé i mar dhragan, theith sé agus fuair sé bas (I. 143).
Déanann O hUiginn nasc cliste idir an bhean/an dragan agus Eire. Is i Eire an 6gbhean
alainn, dar leis, agus seasann an dragan d’fhorsai Shasana ata & cra (1. 157-160).

larrann an file aris ar Chonn an bhean alainn a shabhail 6n ‘dragan’. Creideann s¢ go
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mbeadh Conn in ann forsai Shasana a chloi agus saoirse a thabhairt d’Eirinn. D4
mbeadh Conn in ann é sin a dhéanamh, bheadh gach rud i gceart sa tir toisc gurb é
Conn fear céile dlisteanach na tire agus bheadh sé in ann i a shabhail 6na fear céile
‘neamhdhlisteanach’—fdrsai Shasana. Baineadh Usaid fhorleathan as friotal inscneach
chun reitric fhrithchoilineach a chur in idl sa dan seo, cleas a bhi coitianta i ré na

mbard.

Ta friotal inscneach le brath go teann sna haislingi polaitidla, a thainig go mor
chun cinn sa seachtu agus san ocht( haois déag. Ni raibh fili na n-aislingi in ann tagairti
direacha a dhéanamh da gcuid tuairimi polaititla ina gcuid danta agus ciallaionn sé
sin gur chuir siad béim laidir ar fhriotal meafarach iontu. Minionn Sarah McKibben,
mar shampla, go raibh an morfhile Aogan O Rathaille go moér i bhfabhar na
Seacaibiteach agus go raibh fonn air staid pholaititil na hEireann a phlé, ach nach
raibh s¢ in ann tuairimi mar sin a léiria go direach ina chuid dénta ‘because of the
omnipresent fear of oppression’ (2010a: 80). Déanann McKibben plé cuimsitheach ar

fhréamhacha na n-aislingi agus ar an gcomhthéacs as ar eascair an seanra seo:

After the colossal defeat of the Gaelic forces and their continental allies at
Kinsale in late 1601, the insurgents, ravaged by famine, submitted
unconditionally in 1602 and 1603, ending the Nine Years’ War. Ireland was
for the first time completely under colonial control, subject to forcible
assimilation and garrison government [...] Poets thus had to address and
advise patrons who had suffered defeat—a topic traditionally avoided for fear
of giving insult—or who faced subjugation, dispossession, and assimilation
despite having fought for the English. Poets also faced the challenge of
capturing Ireland’s new condition and recording the fate of their compatriots
and country as the native Irish position steadily eroded [...] Confronted by the
twin necessity and difficulty of representing the shame of defeat and ongoing
subordination, poets sought ways to mitigate it while still articulating
Ireland’s suffering and forging resistance. That collective shame helped spur
bardic poets to assimilate new unifying concepts and terms to pre-existing
gendered literary and political frameworks to produce a nascent oppositional
nationalist rhetoric [...] (ibid.: 38).
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Cuireann si leis an méid seo thuas, nuair a dhéanann si plé ar dhinimic inscne na

haislinge:

The poets’ nascent nationalism invoked the athartha (‘fatherland’) but was
eventually given poetic form in the reconstituted, early modern political
aisling (or ‘vision’ poem), in which a female figure of the nation took on and
intensified the shame, suffering and sin originally borne by Irishmen. This
move decentred Irishmen in favour of a pathetic romantic-national drama,

figuratively freeing them to be recast as heroic saviours (ibid.)

Luann McKibben fréamhacha frithbhanda na haislinge agus déanann si plé
cuimisitheach ar an gcaoi a ndearna na fili fireanna iarracht an millean a chur diobh
féin agus aird a tharraingt d& n-easpa fearulachta agus da ndimri tri usaid a bhaint as

fomha na mna aille, na mné laige né na mna fealltai:

[...] Irish bardic poets longed to write of male heroes of the polity, but around
them could see only suffering, incapacity, and forms of humiliating
subordination. This fundamentally challenged traditional poetic norms of
praise. Into this vacuum, gradually and unevenly, moved a gendered figure
that drew at once upon medieval lIrish literary tradition and the European
inheritance of misogyny, newly burnished by the Counter-Reformation, to
discover a prototypically vulnerable—and ultimately profoundly sinful—
female poetic object. This shift in poetic convention enabled the
exaggeratedly ‘unspeakable’ male shame and vulnerability that we have seen
troubling poetic representation after 1603 to be projected onto a female object
and victim [...] Men are decentred by the charged, romantic drama of the
female Ireland’s plight and repositioned as her much-longed-for saviours by
the pathos of her position, even as she is rendered more culpable by being

pictured as having drawn her fate upon herself (ibid.: 61).

Bhi tionchar mér ag polaitiocht inscne na filiochta Gaelai sa seacht( agus san ochtu
haois déag ar reitric an naisiunachais san fhichid haois agus pléifear anois roinnt

samplai den aisling, mar sin.
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Sa dan ar a dtugann sé ‘An Aisling’ (O Tuama agus Kinsella 2002 [1981]:
153-155), déanann O Rathaille (c. 1670-1729) cur sios ar Aoibhill, bean gheal a
labhraionn leis agus a insionn dea-scéal do faoin ‘ri dhiograis’ (1. 15) ata ag teacht
chun crsai a chur ina gceart in Eirinn, agus é ina chodladh (Il. 13—20). Seacaibiteach
a bhi sa Rathailleach, mar a luadh cheana (McKibben 2010a: 71). Minionn O Tuama
agus Kinsella go raibh ‘suil in airde gan sos leis an Stiobhartach, Mac Ri Séamas, ar
chosta an iarthair in Eirinn [i]dir na blianta 1709 agus c. 1715 (2002: 152). Bhi an
Rathailleach féin go mor i bhfabhar an Phrionsa Stiobhartaigh, is cosuil, agus léirionn
‘An Aisling’ go bhfuil stil aige go mbeadh an Prionsa in ann rudai a chur ina gceart
in Eirinn, tir a bhfuil drochbhail uirthi i ndiaidh bhua na nUilliamaiteach ag Cath na
Bdinne (1690), cé go dtugtar le fios ag deireadh an dain go dtuigeann sé nach bhfuil
sa dea-scéal a fuair sé 0 Aoibhill ach taibhreamh (1. 19-20).

Is minic a dhéanann O Rathaille cur sios ar Eirinn mar bhean ata ag fulaingt
mar gheall ar bhua na nUilliamaiteach agus mar gheall ar fheardlacht lagaithe na
bhfear Eireannach (McKibben 2010a: 72-76). Sa dan ‘Mac an Cheannai’ (O Tuama
agus Kinsella 2002: 156—161), mar shampla, déanann sé cur sios ar Eirinn mar bhean
lag, a bhfuil uaigneas mor uirthi toisc nach bhfuil a céile cui—Mac an Cheannai, né
Séamas 111, mar a mhinionn McKibben—in éineacht Iéi a thuilleadh (McKibben
2010a: 77). Déanann sé nasc soiléir sa chéad véarsa idir bean an dain agus an tir nuair
a luann sé gur thainig “ainnir shéimh darbh ainm Eire’ chuige agus é tinn ina leaba (Il.
1-3). Déanann sé cur sios ar Shéamas 111 mar leannan—-a diogras’ (1. 8)—Eireann.
Usaideann sé an frasa “mo bhean ghaoil’ (1. 14) chun cur sios a dhéanamh uirthi chomh
maith, rud a chuireann an nasc ata aige féin leis an tir in itl go soiléir. Maionn sé go
mbeidh Eire “’na spreas’ go dti go ‘bhfillfidh Mac an Cheannai’ (1l. 15-16) agus
luaitear chomh maith nach luifidh an bhean le fear ar bith go dti go bhfillfidh a céile
cui (Il. 39-40). Déantar athra ar an line chéanna nios déanai sa dan (ll. 55-56), teicnic

a chuireann béim ar mheafar an leannain. Ag deireadh an dain, nuair a insionn an

10 James Francis Edward Stuart (1688-1766), n6 ‘The Old Pretender’, mac le Ri (Caitliceach) na
Breataine, Séamas Il agus Prionsa na Breataine Bige. Cuireadh an ruaig ar Shéamas Il sa bhliain 1688,
nuair a ghlac a inion (Protastinach) Maire 1l agus a fear céile, Liam Ordiste, seilbh ar an Richathaoir.
Tégadh James Francis Edward ar an Mdr-Roinn. | ndiaidh bhés a athar, thug James Francis Edward
Séamas |11 na Breataine agus na hEireann agus Séamas VIII na hAlban air féin agus rinne sé iarracht
an Richathaoir a fhail ar ais. Nior éirigh leis, ach lean an teannas idir na Stiobhartaigh—agus a lucht
tacaiochta, na Seacabaitigh—agus na hUilliamaitigh i ndiaidh a bhais
(https://www.britannica.com/biography/James-Edward-the-Old-Pretender).
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cainteoir don bhean nach mbeidh Séamas ag teacht in aon chor, tagann dobhron an
chainteora agus na tire chun tosaigh agus faigheann an bhean/an tir bas os a chomhair
amach (Il. 57-64). Ta cosuUlachtai idir an priomhmheafar ata le brath sa dan seo agus
an priomhmheafar as ar baineadh Usaid i ndanta polaititla, frithchoilineacha na ré
clasaici, .i. gur bean i Eire ata ag fanacht ar a céile cui.

Minionn McKibben an chaoi a mbaineann O Rathaille Gsaid as seanteicnici

fileata ina chuid danta chun dul i ngleic lena shaol comhaimseartha:

O Rathaille’s central poetic conceit in his political poems, which draws a
parallel between poet and country, reworks the classic poetic conceit drawing
a parallel between poet and patron [...] Across his body of work, O Rathaille
crafts a sustained performance in which he becomes the one who feels sorrow,
regret, and sharp pain, and in so doing reinscribes his function and recalls his

audience to their proper stance (2010a: 77).

San aisling is cailitila, b’théidir, sa traidisiun Gaeilge, ‘Gile na Gile’ an Rathallaigh
(c. 1714 (O Tuama agus Kinsella 2002: 150-152), déanann an cainteoir pearsantt
ar Eirinn agus déanann sé cur sios ar an gcaoi ar inis si ‘[f]ios fiosach’ do (1.9). Ag tus

an dain, cuireann sé sios ar ailleacht na mna/na tire.

Gile na gile do chonnarc ar sli in uaigneas,
criostal an chriostail a gorimroisc rinn-uaine,
binneas an bhinnis a friotal nar chrionghruama,

deirge is finne do fionnadh ’na griosghruannaibh (11. 1-4).

Cuireann an aibhéil agus usaid an ghinidigh sna linte thuas—*gile na gile’, criostal
an chriostail’, ‘binneas an bhinnis’—béim aibhéileach ar dhea-thréithe na mna.
Cuireann an t-athrd a dhéanann an file ar an bhfocal ‘gile’ béim laidir, mar shampla,
ar gheanmnaiocht agus ar ionacht na mna. Cuirtear beim chomh maith ar mhistéir na
mna nuair a thugtar le fios gurb as an “tir vachtraigh’ i (I. 8, fch McKibben 2010a: 80).

Déanann McKibben plé ar an mistéir a bhaineann leis an mbean/leis an tir sa dan seo

1 Fch McKibben (2010a: 79).
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agus deanann si plé ar an tionchar a bhi ag an dan ar thraidisiun agus ar reitric an

naisitinachais Eireannaigh. Sa dan seo, dar Iéi, feicimid

[...] the inception of a godlike Ireland within an imagined poetic elsewhere
and the concomitant inscription of national feeling as a secular religion.
Indeed, the poem’s phrasing and imagery are so ornate as to rupture quotidian
representational and verbal conventions. This virtuoso performance, which
was extraordinarily popular, judging by its circulation in manuscript,
intimates the incapacity of language to capture either Ireland’s superlative
beauty or her (and his) profound suffering and shock, exceeding ordinary
nationalist passions. This indexical response to cultural trauma generates a
new imagined cultural space, gendered female, which would be a powerful
force in nationalist politics and cultural expression in Irish and in English for

the next two centuries (ibid.: 80).

Is ¢ an cainteoir féin leannan na tire in ‘Gile na Gile’ agus is fear craite ¢ (McKibben
2010a: 81). Nuair a ¢irionn le ‘buion ghruagach/is foireann de bhruinnealaibh
sioscaithe dlaoi-chuachach’ Eire agus an cainteoir a ghabhail (Il. 21-22), déanann sé
cur sios ar an gcaoi a mbeireann ‘broinnire/broinnstuacach’ (l. 24) greim ar
‘b[h]roinnibh’ a ‘[bhruinnille]’(ibid.), rud a léirionn ni hamhain go bhfuil easpa measa
ag an ‘[m]broinnire’ sin—ionroir eachtrannach, is décha—ar an mbean/ar an tir, ach
go bhfuil sé ag magadh faoin gcainteoir ag an am céanna agus ag iarraidh beag a
dhéanamh de agus da chuid feartlachta. Déanann McKibben achoimre chuimsitheach

ar an dan:

This, perhaps the most canonical aisling, centres on the awestruck and abased
speaker’s encounter with a stunningly beautiful, sadly bereft, vulnerable

female Ireland whose subsequent degradation torments him (2010a: 79).

Cuireann si béim ar 1€irit na feartlachta sa dan agus déanann si tagairt don ‘b[h]uion

ghruagach’ agus don rol atd ag an mbruion seo sa dan:

[...] the poet (and, by implication, the general population for whom he
implicitly claims to speak) is rendered effectively passive. Notwithstanding

the poem’s unusual emotional intensity, the poet presents himself as forced to
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await rescue by the Jacobite ‘filleadh’ [...] In the meantime, his inability to
act creates for the poet a sexualised torment that throws the status of his and
his country’s manhood into question. Ireland is represented in classic ‘courtly’
fashion as a superlative beauty [...] whose dire straits must be particularly
affecting to the speaker, who portrays himself as enthralled or ‘captivated’ by
her [...] This metaphorical subordination of the poet/admirer to the idealised
love object conventionally precludes any transgression or even contact with
the noblewoman: by the terms of the chivalric construct, desire cannot and
indeed must not be satisfied. O Rathaille may chase her, but he cannot catch
nor even defend her. Hence in this crucial and influential aisling O Rathaille
installs a paradoxical cross-gendered identification and absolute gender
divisions at the heart of what was to become the nationalist episteme [...] the
speaker is forced to watch while his beloved/nation is sexually molested, to
his and her horror and shame. The traumatic gendered scenario that was
implicit in the seventeenth-century poetry examined in the previous chapter—
the humiliation of Irish men through Ireland’s sexual subjugation or rape—is
here re-enacted with sado-masochistic explicitness. The speaker’s impotence
could not be more clear [...] (ibid.: 81-82).

Caineann an cainteoir an bhean/an tir sa dan seo chomh maith, afach. Tugann sé le
fios sa véarsa seo a leanas go bhfuil si ag meascadh leis an ‘[m]bruion ghruagach’ da

toil féin, cé go bhfuil a fhios aige nach bhfuil sé seo fior:

D’iniseas di-se, san bhfriotal dob fhior uaimse,
nar chuibhe di snaidhmeadh le slibire slimbhuartha
’s an duine ba ghile ar shliocht chine Scoit tri huaire

ag feitheamh a rise bheith aige mar chaoin-nuachar (ll. 25-28).

Minionn McKibben an chaoi a labhraionn an cainteoir leis an tir in scornful sibilants’,
ceé nach féidir—no6 b’fhéidir toisc nach féidir—Ieis i a shabhail agus toisc gur mhaith

leis an milleén a chur de féin.
Ta frustrachas agus easpa ddochais an chainteora le brath go soiléir ag deireadh

na haislinge mar go dtuigeann sé¢ go mbeidh ‘an soilseach muirneach miochairgheal

beoltais caoin’ leis an ‘adharach foireanndubh mioscaiseach céirneach bui’ (ll. 34—35)
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go dti go ‘bhfillid na leoin tar toinn’ (1. 36) .i. go dti go dtagann na Seacabaitigh chun
Eire a shabhail. Déantar bainneant ar chainteoir na haislinge seo, dar le McKibben:

Because both the speaker and the female figure are mocked and humiliated
captives awaiting rescue, this entire construct, which runs through O
Rathaille’s overtly political works, places the poet in a distinctly feminine
position, dramatizing his inability to access a conventionally authoritative,
and dominating masculinity or to ascribe it to his compatriots. The
vulnerability, victimisation, and increasing emotionalism of the speaker and
his community align them with stereotypical femininity in general and the
personification of Ireland in particular, in so doing reinforcing strict gender
divisions as normative even while transgressing them as a sign of a world
gone awry. To recover would be to access masculine control and chivalric
potential [...] (2010a: 82).

Léirionn danta frithchoilineacha na mbard, agus go hairithe na haislingi polaitidla, an
tionchar a bhi ag an gcoilineachas ar reitric an naisiunachais agus an chaoi ar
tarraingiodh iomha na banulachta idéalai agus iomha na tire le chéile sa reitric sin. Bhi
tionchar ag reitric an traidisitin ar an reitric inscneach a bhi le brath i ndioscursai an
naisilnachais ag deireadh an naol haois déag agus ag tas an fichil haois. Nios
tabhachtai fos, afach, bhi tionchar ag an reitric seo uilig ar an iomha den Stat a cuireadh
chun cinn 6 na 1920idi ar aghaidh agus, mar gheall air sin, bhi tionchar aici ar

pholasaithe an Stait agus ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine.

1.4. ‘a prominent symbolic place’: An Reitric Inscneach agus Saol na nDaoine

Ta deacrachtai ag roinnt trachtairi nua-aimseartha leis an bhfriotal inscneach agus na
hiomhanna inscneacha até le brath sa reitric fhileata thraidisiunta, ni nach ionadh.
Luann Katharina Walter go gceistionn fili feimineacha mar Eavan Boland, Medhbh
McGuckian, Eiléan Ni Chuileanain agus Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill an friotal seo agus na
hiomhanna seo go géar ina gcuid saothar agus go ndéanann siad iarracht eispéireas

réaduil agus corpartha, mar aon le guth na mban a chur chun tosaigh:

Contemporary women poets in Ireland have contested female allegories of the

nation for offering oversimplified conceptions both of femininity and Ireland.
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In voicing this criticism, these poets have followed two fundamentally
different, yet complementary, paths. Echoing Declan Kiberd’s emphasis in
Inventing Ireland on the vast and continuous impact of the simplification and
victimisation of ‘woman’ in the discourses of cultural nationalism, women
poets in Ireland have either re-inscribed these iconic figures with new
meanings or, alternatively, re-evaluated the silence and passivity that
characterises their conventional portrayal (2013: 313).

Maionn trachtairi an fheimineachais go raibh tionchar ag friotal inscneach an
naisitinachais agus friotal inscneach an traidisidin ar ghnathshaol na mban in Eirinn
mar gur cuireadh mnd ina dtost mar gheall gur tuigeadh iad mar idéal, seachas mar
dhaoine, agus mar gheall go raibh iomha an naisitin neamhspleach, mhorélta, ar
mhaith leis na ceannairi a chruthu, ag brath go tréan ar iomha idéalach agus idéalaithe

na mna.

Cuireann Walter béim, mar shampla, ar an gcaoi a ndearnadh torthulacht na
mban a rialt go géar in Eirinn mar gheall gur cuireadh béim chomh laidir sin ar aonad

an teaghlaigh agus ar rol na mna mar mhathair:

Since the late 1970s, poets and critics in Ireland have taken issue with the
woman-as-nation trope for reifying female corporeality and silencing
women’s voices, S0 that topics like reproductive technology and fertility
control continue to be highly politicised, as Kathryn Conrad argues: ‘In order
to ensure the uncomplicated perpetuation of the Irish nation-state, then,
women’s agency over their bodies must be contained both by perpetuating the
heterosexual family cell and by limiting women’s access to reproductive
choices: the narrative of women'’s lives and the future of the nation-state are
inextricably linked’ (2013: 314; liomsa an bhéim).

Déanann Moynagh Sullivan an argéint chéanna, a bheag n6 a mhor, san alt ‘The
Treachery of Wetness’ (2005), ina ndéanann si tracht ar an Reifreann ar an Ochtu

Leas( ar Bunreacht na hEireann (1983'?). Maionn Sullivan go bhfuil nasc ar leith idir

12 Fiafraiodh de thoghthdiri na hEireann ar an 7 Mean Fémhair 1983 ar mhaith leo an Leas( nua seo a
leanas a chur isteach sa Bhunreacht: ‘Admhajonn an Stat ceart na mbeo gan breith chun a mbeatha
agus, ag féachaint go cui do chomhcheart na méathar chun a beatha, rathaionn sé gan cur isteach lena
dhlithe ar an gceart sin agus rathaionn fés an ceart sin a chosaint is a shuiomh lena dhlithe sa mhéid gur
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iomha dhighnéasaithe na mna idéalai a thainig chun cinn i reitric an naisidinachais
agus i reitric an iarchoilineachais agus iomha an Stait né an Naisidin féin, nasc a raibh
tionchar mor aige ar mheon an phobail i leith mhianta—agus roghanna—na mban i

rith an fichid haois:

With the advent of a united nation increasingly unlikely, a conservative and
Catholic ‘Irish Ireland’ tried instead to guarantee the arrival of the unborn
child in the abortion referendum of 1983. The ‘undelivered future of the
nation’ found expression in the Irish state’s political hysteria and anxiety
about women’s reproductive bodies and the safety of the unborn child [...]
the pathologising of feminine reproduction is fundamental to the production
of the national body (2005: 451-452; liomsa an bhéim).

Luann Jennifer Redmond an dlathnasc idir an corp baineann agus coincheap an
Naisitin i stair na hEireann, nasc a bhaineann go laidir le reitric an naisiinachais agus
an fhrithchoilineachais, dar Iéi. Is leir 6n meid até le ra ag Redmond faoin nasc seo
san aiste ‘The Politics of Emigrant Bodies’ (2015) go raibh an nasc céanna le brath i

reitric an naisitinachais i dtiortha eile chomh maith:

[...] there is a connection between women’s bodies and the nation that is not
replicated for men. Nations being codified in rhetoric as female has a long

history, and in Ireland this can be seen through two lenses. As Ryan among

féidir ¢’ (Bunreacht na hEireann 40.3.3: 155). Is minic, mar sin, a thugtar ‘the Pro-Life Referendum’
ar an Reifreann seo. Glacadh go forleathan leis an Ochtl Least (Ta: 67% Nil: 33%) agus rinneadh an
Least a achtd mi i ndiaidh an Reifrinn ar an 7 Deireadh Fomhair 1983. Cuireadh roinnt ceisteanna eile
a bhaineann leis an nginmhilleadh agus le cearta na mban ar thoghthdiri na tire 6 1983 ar aghaidh. Bhi
tri Reifreann (ar an 1&4 céanna) sa tir i mi na Samhna 1992. Glacadh leis an TriG Least Déag ar an
mBunreacht: ‘Ni theoranndidh an fo-alt seo [40.3.3 thuas] saoirse chun taisteal idir an Stat agus stat
eile’ agus glacadh chomh maith leis an gCeathri Leasti Déag ar an mBunreacht: ‘Ni theorannéidh an
fo-alt seo [40.3.3. thuas] saoirse chun faisnéis a fhail n6 a chur ar fail sa Stat maidir le seirbhisi at& ar
fail go dleathach i stét eile ach sin faoi chuimsit cibé coinniollacha a fhéadfar a leagan sios le dli’
(Bunreacht na hEireann 40.3.3: 155). Bhi Reifreann sa tir sa bhliain 2002, a bhain leis an nginmhilleadh
agus baol an fhéinmharaithe. Nior glacadh leis an Leasu &irithe sin. Sa bhliain 2013, fuair Savita
Halappanavar bas in Ospidéal Choléiste na hOllscoile, Gaillimh, tar éis di breith anabai seipteach a
fhulaingt agus, mar gheall ar fhreagairt laidir phobal na hEireann agus ar fhreagairt laidir na mean agus
grupai gniomhaithe in Eirinn agus thar lear, cuireadh An tAcht Um Chosaint na Beatha le linn Toirchis
i bhfeidhm i dtithe an Oireachtais (Rialtas na hEireann 2014). De réir choinniollacha an Achta seo, ni
cion coiritil ata sa ghinmhilleadh ma t4 beatha na méathar i mbaol agus mé ta gnathamh ginmhillte ag
teastail chun i a shabhail. Ar an 25 Bealtaine 2018, fiafraiodh de thoghthoiri na hEireann ar mhaith leo
an tOchtd Least a bhaint den Bhunreacht ionas go mbeadh an tOireachtas in ann reachtaiocht a
bhaineann leis an nginmhilleadh a phlé agus a achtd amach anseo. Glacadh go forleathan le haisghairm
an Ochtl Least (Ta: 66% Nil: 34%).
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others have highlighted, women being used as emblems of the nation, while
not unique to Ireland, was certainly a feature of nationalist rhetoric. ‘The
female gendering of Ireland has led to a plethora of womanly
representations—Erin, Hibernia, Cathleen, Roisin Dubh. In the blurring of
boundaries between representation of the people and the country, these
allegorical women stood for both Ireland and Irishness’. In the pre-
independence era ‘feminine’ Ireland was often under threat of the physical
and political power of ‘John Bull’ or Britain, as was often represented in
publications such as Punch magazine, much like the masculine/feminine
dichotomy played out during the First World War of depictions of an

aggressive German Fatherland in the ‘rape’ of Belgium (76).

Is 1éir, mar sin, go raibh tionchar ag reitric inscneach an fhrithchoilineachais agus an
naisitinachais, a thainig chun cinn sa reitric liteartha agus sa reitric pholaititil in Eirinn
On sél haois déag ar aghaidh, ar choincheap agus ar iomha an Stait sa ré iarchoilineach.

Mar a mhinionn James Smith:

Recent feminist historiography has considered how the project of national
identity formation in the decades following independence mobilized Catholic
notions of sexual morality in ways that were particularly oppressive for Irish
women (2007: 21).

Sa reamhra a chuir siad leis an leabhar Sexual Politics in Modern Ireland (2015), ina
bhfuil an t-alt thuasluaite le Jennifer Redmond le fail, tugann Redmond agus na
heagarthdiri eile le fios gur cuireadh jomhé idéalach den bhean Eireannach chun
tosaigh san fhichit haois mar gheall ar an nasc idir coincheap na banulachta agus

coincheap an naisidin, coincheap na sochai, agus coincheap an Eireannachais:

While not wishing to conflate the categories of gender, sexual identity and
sexuality, in many ways in history these ontological classifications have been
collapsed, so that to be an Irish woman was to be a cis female, heterosexual,
married and a mother. The heteronormative, conservative social and political
environment of modern Ireland was shaped by contemporary attitudes to
sexuality, gender and sexual norms, a legacy we continue to grapple with in

the twentieth century as we examine and question the relationship between
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the state and the Catholic Church, religion and nationhood in areas of
women’s self-determination (2015: 4).

Cuireadh béim ar leith chomh maith ar jomha d’Eirinn mar mhéathairthir. Mar a
Iéiritear go soiléir duinn i saothar an starai Diarmaid Ferriter, thainig cuntais idéalacha
den tir go mor chun tosaigh sa tréimhse réabhléideach, ina ndearna trachtairi éagsula
(fireanna) cur sios ar an bhfonn laidir a bhi orthu ‘to wreak vengeance on her [Eire]
foes, or save that motherland from further humiliation’ (2009: 192). Rinneadh naisc
chasta, mar sin, idir mna, an tir/an talamh agus an maithreachas agus rinneadh idéalu,
ni hamhain ar an tir agus ar na mn4, ach ar an maithreachas agus rdél na mathar chomh

maith.

Thainig iomha den fhear Eireannach/Gaelach idéalach chun cinn chomh maith.
Cuireadh béim ar thréithe mar ionsaitheacht, machismo, smacht ar an nGaeilge—
fiortheanga na tire—gheanmnaiocht, dhilseacht, shuailce, mhortas cine, onoir agus
chraifeacht (McKibben 2003: 103) an fhir idéalaigh i reitric an naisitinachais. Dar I€éi
go gecuireann Breandan O Conaire leis an liosta seo in alt a scriobh sé faoi An Béal
Bocht:

The Gael's exhaustively reiterated qualities, according to O Conaire, include:
‘crogacht, aclaiocht, neart, dilseacht, beart de réir briathair, cothrom féinne,
trua don lag, déirceachas agus féile, gra don Iéann, gra tire agus martas cine,
clisteacht, géarchlis agus gaois, cumas féiniobartha, cneastacht,

geanm[nJaiocht agus craifeacht’ (ibid.).

Bhi tionchar mor ag gluaiseachtai agus reitric an naisiunachais ar an gcaoi ar léiriodh

an tir i ndiaidh bhunu an tSaorstait, mar a léirionn McKibben, nuair a mhaionn si:

Unsurprisingly, in the creation of the new Irish state, the nationalist ideology
that helped legitimate it was given a prominent symbolic place. Politicians
argued that Ireland could not be an independent state without cultural—and

especially linguistic—distinctiveness (2003: 104).

Toisc gur sheas an fear idéalach Gaelach mar mheafar don tir idéalach shaor,

iarchoilineach, d’fhéadfai a aiteamh gur tugadh le fios i reitric an naisitinachais go
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mbeadh na tréithe a luadh thuas ag an tir féin tar éis di neamhspleéachas a bhaint amach
di féin .i. gur tir mhoralta, gheanmnai, bhréduil, chréifeach, stuama, laidir, chneasta,
fheardil a bheadh sa tir iarchoilineach. Bhi an pholaitiocht inscne ag croilar an
naisiunachais agus ag croilér an tSaorstait, mar sin. Déanfar mionphlé sa chuid eile
den chaibidil seo ar an gcaoi a ndearnadh saol na nEireannach, agus go hairithe saol

na mban, a rial( go géar in Eirinn san fhichid haois.

1.5. ‘Admhaionn an Stat...’: Aonad an Teaghlaigh, an Pdsadh agus Bunreacht na

hEireann

Bhi tabhacht ar leith ag baint leis an bpdsadh agus leis an teaghlach, agus go hairithe
leis an rol a bhi ag an mbean laistigh den phosadh—mar bhean chéile—agus laistigh
den teaghlach—mar mhéthair agus mar chaomhnoir an teaghlaigh agus an ti—in
Eirinn le tamall maith roimh bhunt an tSaorstait. Minionn Maria Luddy an tabhacht
eacnamaioch agus shoisialta a bhain leis an bposadh idir an t-ochtd haois déag agus

an fichiu haois:

Marriage was of significance to women and men for social, emotional and
economic reasons. Society considered women’s natural place to be in the
home, tending to the needs of husband and children. Married women had
greater status than unmarried women, the most acceptable way to form
families was through marriage and, as in all time periods, both men and
women desired children. Economic stability, though not necessarily
guaranteed by marriage, was an inducement to marriage for many women,
especially in a society where paid employment opportunities for them were
limited (2017: 345; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann Luddy roinnt staitistici don Iéitheoir, a léirionn cé chomh hard is a bhi an rata

posta roimh an nGorta Mor:

Before the Great Famine only a small proportion of the population did not
marry, 8-12 per cent of men over fifty-five and 1215 per cent of women of

the same age (ibid.).®

13 Thdinig athrd mor ar an bpatrdn sin i ndiaidh an Ghorta agus thainig laghd( an-mhdr ar an rata pésta
sa tir. Fch Luddy (2017: 23-24).
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Bhi an cleamhnas faoi lanseol mar nos soisialta i lar an ochtl haois déag (ibid.) agus
bhi aird na bhfear dirithe ar chirsai eacnamaiochta, chomh maith le haird na mban:

In the post-famine period the need for a man to earn a reasonable wage or to
be in possession of a farm before he could marry would have inhibited his
marital opportunities, just as the lack of a dowry or ‘fortune’ would have

impeded women’s opportunity to marry (ibid.: 345-346).

Déanann Luddy cur sios ar an gcleamhnas mar ‘very formal, unromantic bargains’
(ibid.: 351). Pléann si cuid de na patrtin dhlithidla a bhain leis an bpésadh in Eirinn i

rith na gcéadta:

Marriage was and remains an important rite of passage in Ireland. The actual
legalities of marriage in Ireland over the past two hundred years or so have
changed considerably [...] the penal laws had been put in place from 1697 to
ensure that property in Ireland remained in Protestant hands. It was a capital
offence [go dti 1833] for a Catholic clergyman to officiate at the marriage of
a Catholic and a Protestant [...] A marriage performed by a Catholic priest
where either or both parties were Protestant was null and void until 1871 [...]
The marriage of two Catholics before a Catholic priest had always been
regarded as complying with the requirements of the common law; there was
little government interference with Catholic marriage practices in Ireland and
it was not until 1863 that Catholics were obliged to register their marriages
with the civil registrar. Up to the 1840s ‘irregular’ or clandestine marriages
were common amongst the poorer levels of Irish society [...] All of the
churches opposed these clandestine marriages but struggled to enforce their
regulations [...] (ibid. 346-347).

Léirionn an sliocht thuas go raibh tionchar mér, ni hamhain ag coinbhinisdin na sochai
agus cursai eacnamaiocha agus polaitiochta, ach ag an reiligitn eagraithe—agus go
hairithe an teannas idir an Eaglais Chaitliceach agus an Eaglais Phrotastinach agus an
imni a bhi ar an da Eaglais faoin iompuachan (proselytism)—ar noirm an phosta in

Eirinn san ochtd agus sa naou haois déag. | rith an naol haois déag, mar a mhinionn
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Luddy, d’¢irigh leis an Eaglais Chaitliceach smacht ni ba dhaingne a fhail ar
choinbhinsidin an phésta Chaitlicigh (ibid.: 347):

[...] the controversial papal decree of Ne Temere, in 1908, symbolised that
control. Under this decree all children of a mixed marriage had to be raised as
Catholics and the marriage had to be conducted by a priest, in front of two
witnesses (ibid.).

Toisc gur ghnathnds soisialta a bhi sa phosadh agus toisc go raibh fonn ar cheannairi
an Stéit nua idé-eolaiocht Chaitliceach, thraidisitnta, naisiunach a chur i bhfeidhm,
cuireadh béim ar leith ar an bpdsadh, ar an teaghlach agus ar r6l na mné sa phdsadh
agus sa teaghlach i ndiaidh bhunt an tSaorstéait in 1922. Ta an bhéim seo le feiceéil go
soiléir in Bunreacht na hEireann (1937).

Mar a luadh cheana, is minic a thagann iomha d’Eirinn mar mhéathairthir chun
tosaigh i reitric an naisitinachais.* Cuireadh béim ar leith ar Eirinn mar thir na
maithreacha chomh maith mar gur thainig iomhanna idéalacha den mhaithreachas,
den phdsadh agus den teaghlach go mor chun tosaigh sa naou haois déag agus san
fhichid haois. Bhi tionchar mér ag na hiomhanna sin ar dhlithe na tire, an tSaorstait
agus na Poblachta agus, mar sin, ar ghnathshaol na nEireannach. T4 an tionchar seo le
brath go soiléir san Airteagal in Bunreacht na hEireann a bhaineann leis an teaghlach
(Airteagal 41). Tugadh le fios sa Bhunreacht go bhfuil rél larnach agus rél speisialta

ag aonad an teaghlaigh sa tsochai Eireannach:

Admhaionn an Stat gurb é an Teaghlach is buion-aonad priomha bunaidh don
chomhdhaonnacht de réir naduir, agus gur foras moralta € ag a bhfuil cearta
doshannta dochloite is arsa agus is airde na aon reacht daonna. Os é an
Teaghlach is fotha riachtanach don ord chomhdhaonnach agus és éigeantach
é do leas an Naisilin agus an Stéit, rathaionn an Stat comhshuiomh agus

Udaras an Teaghlaigh a chaomhnu (Airteagal 41.1.1: 163).

999

Mar a mhaionn Linda Connolly san alt ‘Locating the “Irish Family’”’, tugann friotal

an Airteagail seo thuas ‘the central role of “the family” in Irish history, culture and

4 Fch Ich 34.
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society’ le fios go soiléir (2015: 38).1> Maionn Connolly go bhfuil tabhacht ar leith ag
baint le coincheap an teaghlaigh i ndiospdireachtai poibli ‘about the “common good”
and national identity formation in Ireland since the foundation of the State’ (ibid.).
Tugann si le fios, mar sin, go raibh baint ag ait larnach an teaghlaigh i sochai na
hEireann leis an mbéim a cuireadh ar mhoraltacht na tire agus leis an bhféinitlacht

Eireannach i ndiaidh bhun( an tSaorstait.

Cé go raibh ceannairi na tire ag iarraidh idirdhealt a dhéanamh idir sochai na
hEireann agus sochaithe eile, go hairithe sochai na Breataine, nior thainig athrd
romhor ar struchttir chumhachta na tire i ndiaidh bhund an tSaorstait, mar a mhinionn
Eugene O’Brien san alt ““Kicking Bishop Brennan up the Arse”” (2018). Thainig an
Eaglais Chaitliceach go mor chun cinn sa tsochai agus bhi tionchar an-mhor ag teagasc
na hEaglaise ar pholasaithe, dhlithe agus, ar ndoigh, ar Bhunreacht na tire:

Instead of a debate regarding the future direction of our society in terms of the
major issues of land ownership, legal and societal rights and social justice,
there ensued a process of adaptation of hierarchical British models of
government, judiciary, legislature and civil service, adding the additional
layer of the Roman Catholic Church. The fact that both of these institutions
were imperial in design, and therefore designed to restrict debate and enforce
compliance with the existing structures was not taken into consideration. The
Déil and the Seanad were a carbon copy of the structures of Westminster, and
despite the default position of republicanism, there was little or no effort to
emulate the ringing assertions of the American Bill of Rights, or the French
declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen 27 August 1789. Instead the
imprimatur of the Catholic Church was sought in the run up to the drafting of
the constitution in 1937. In a manner that has become a locus classicus of a
postcolonial state, British rule was replaced with home rule, but this was a
home rule that was unselfconfident and based on non-existent intellectual
foundations. All of the social and political thinking was based on Roman
Catholic doctrine, and significantly, Catholic political influence was also

pervasive in the country (2018: 137-138; liomsa an bhéim).

15 Déanann trachtairi eile plé ar thibhacht an teaghlaigh in Eirinn chomh maith. San alt ‘Family and
Family Change in Ireland: An Overview’, mar shampla, maionn John Canavan: ‘In Ireland, historically
and in the current era, family has been a central concern for society and the State’ (2012: 10).
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Luann Michael G. Cronin an ceangal céanna idir an Eaglais agus an Stat:

The drive to enshrine Catholic sexual morality in state policy has also been
conceptualised as a response to the historical legacy of colonialism [...] Lyons
argued that the new state’s willingness to legislatively underwrite Catholic
morality was the twin of the government’s Irish language policy and together
these formed the crucial nucleus of nationalist state formation in the Free State
(2012: 52).

Aontaionn Colin Barr agus Daithi O Corrain leis an measunt sin, nuair a mhaionn siad
‘Catholicism was a key component in the struggle for political independence and in
the subsequent state-building project’ (2017: 75).2 Tugann sé sin le fios go raibh an
ceangal idir an Stat, an Eaglais agus an Naisiunachas an-chasta ar fad. Ni hé gur chuir
an Eaglais iallach mor, leantinach ar an Stat glacadh lena teagasc agus lena polasaithe
i rith an fichiu haois,— ni hé sin le ra nar chuir an Eaglais iallach ar bith ar an Stat
glacadh leis an teagasc agus leis na polasaithe sin, ar ndéigh!’—nach raibh guth na
cumhacht ar bith ag an Stat sa chaidreamh, agus gur ghéill an Stat do gach éileamh a
chuir an Eaglais os a chomhair. Bhi an Stat lansasta glacadh le cumhacht agus tionchar
na hEaglaise agus an chumhacht sin a chaomhni mar gheall ar an bhfonn a bhi ar an
Stat idirdhealt a dhéanamh idir Eire agus tiortha eile agus mar gheall ar an &it larnach
a bhi ag an gCaitliceachas san fhéinitlacht Eireannach, mar a thuig an Stat i, ag an am.
Mar a mhaionn Barr agus O Corrain, ‘[t]he Catholic Church played an important role
in securing popular legitimacy for the fledgling Irish Free State’ (ibid.: 77). Bhi suim
ar leith ag an Eaglais i gcarsai oideachais agus slainte, mar shampla, agus bhi fonn
orthu smacht a choimead ar na réimsi seo. Cé gur €irigh an ceangal idir an Stat agus

an Eaglais ni ba chasta i rith an fichit haois,*® bhi smacht réastinta forleathan acu ar

16 Aontaionn James Smith leis seo chomh maith: ‘Catholic morality became at once a hallmark of Irish
identity, differentiating the national community from its near neighbors, and an emblem of the
uncontested political territory, enabling politicians to eschew party affiliation and seek unanimity
through religious conformity’ (2007: 22-23).

17 Mar a mhaionn Earner-Byrne: ‘During the early years of the Irish Free State there was considerable
pressure exterted by religious and other interested groups to have moral codes enshrined in legislation
that reflected the Roman Catholic ethos of the new state’ (2007: 39).

18D ¢irigh an dluthcheangal idir an Stat agus an Eaglais ni ba chasta i rith an fichiu haois, go hairithe
nuair a rinne an Stat iarracht polasaithe laraithe a chur i bhfeidhm maidir le leas an teaghlaigh, leis an
tslainte phoibli agus le seirbhisi slainte poibli. Minionn Lindsey Earner-Byrne (2007) an teannas a
cruthaiodh idir an Eaglais agus an Stat tar éis don Roinn Slainte nua teacht ar an bhfdd, mar shampla:
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réimse an oideachais agus réimse na sldinte ar feadh tamall maith agus bhi an Stat
sésta go leor an smacht sin a ghéilleadh ddibh den chuid ba mho, go dti thart ar lar an
fichil haois,*® toisc nach raibh na hacmhainni ag an Stat chun dul i ngleic leis na réimsi

sin:

[...] a financially bankrupt government was content to see the church
consolidate and extend its institutional presence in the realms of education,
health and welfare with minimal interference—a pattern which continued
until the 1960s (ibid.: 78).

D’eascair an dluthcheangal idir an Stat agus an Eaglais Chaitliceach, 1 ndairire, as
gluaiseacht an Naisitinachais agus as ‘[t]he identification of faith and nationalist
political identity’ (ibid.: 75). Déanann John Canavan nasc idir dearcadh na hEaglaise

Caitlici i leith an teaghlaigh agus an bhéim a leag an Rialtas ar aonad an teaghlaigh:

What family is, what family does, and how it does it are ongoing questions
for Irish society and its government. It is fair to say that in the first 50 years
of the modern Irish State, answers to these questions were provided by a State
that took its lead from the Catholic Church (2012: 10; liomsa an bhéim).

Cuireann Earner-Byrne leis an méid a bhi le ra ag Canavan, ag maiomh

After independence in 1922, the Irish Free State, various welfare and
charitable groups in concert with the Roman Catholic Church, promoted an
understanding of the family as central to a particular Irish way of life (2008:

360; liomsa an bhéim).

‘The new Department of Health, created in 1947, was designed not only to reorganise existing health
services but also to take a more official and legislative approach to health care. Essentially this involved
the central government taking control of an area of public welfare that had been left largely to private
practitoners, local authority initiative and charitable endeavour. The attempts to implement a mother-
and-child scheme in the early 1950s became entangled in a web of political, professional and religious
power struggles [...] The battle that ensued became known as the “mother-and-child controversy” and
was heralded as the first Church-State clash in the history of the state’ (120).

19 Fch Barr agus O Corrain (2017). Luann na hudair seo ‘the church’s longstanding interest, irrespective
of political jurisdiction after 1921, in the sensitive area of education and to a lesser extent health. Control
of education was regarded as essential if Catholic faith and values were to be transmitted to future
generations’ (75).
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Bhi ceannairi na tire agus na hEaglaise ag iarraidh iomhé d’Eirinn mar thir mhoralta a
chur chun cinn ag an am sin, mar a luadh cheana, agus bhi nasc laidir idir an iomha
idéalach sin agus aonad, n6 coincheap, an teaghlaigh mar gur ‘venerated institution’ a
bhi sa teaghlach Eireannach (Earner-Byrne 2008: 361). Is diol spéise é gur tugadh
stdas speisialta don Eaglais Chaitliceach sa Bhunreacht chomh maith (Airteagal
44.2.1).%° Bhi an Stat sasta glacadh le teagasc na hEaglaise maidir le haonad an

teaghlaigh.

Mar gheall ar an mbéim a cuireadh ar aonad an teaghlaigh in Eirinn san fhichid
haois, cuireadh béim an-mhor ar choincheap an phosta (heitrighnéasaigh) chomh

maith:

Os ar an bP6sadh ata an Teaghlach bunaithe gabhann an Stat air féin coimirce
faoi leith a dhéanamh ar ord an phosta agus é a chosaint ar ionsai (Airteagal
41.3.1: 163).2

Tugtar le fios go laidir anseo go bhfuil aonad ‘speisialta’ an teaghlaigh ag brath ar an
bpoésadh agus go dtugann an pdsadh udards d’aonad an teaghlaigh. Baineann an

smaoineamh seo leis an tuiscint a bhi ag ceannairi na tire, ag an Eaglais Chaitliceach—

20 Scriosadh na tagairti d’4it speisialta na hEaglaise Caitlici i ndiaidh Reifrinn in 1972 ‘with minimum
fuss” mar a mhaionn Barr agus O Corrdin (2018: 80) (Ta: 84%, Nil: 16%).

21 Sa naoll haois déag, bhi daoine a raibh an-chuid airgid acu in ann colscaradh a fhail. Mar a mhinionn
Luddy: ‘The process could cost between £200 and £5,000 (2017: 349). Bhi sé i bhfad ni ba dheacra do
bhean colscaradh a fhail 6na fear nd mar a bhi sé ag fear colscaradh a fhail 6na bhean: ‘The grounds for
divorce were strongly gendered: a wife’s proven adultery was sufficient for a husband to gain a divorce
[...] For a wife to gain a divorce proving adultery on the husband’s part was not enough; it had to be
combined with other failings, such as bigamy, rape or unnatural practices such as sodomy, incest or
considerable cruelty’ (ibid.: 350). Bhi an colscaradh midhleathach in Eirinn ¢ 1925 agus, faoi
choinniollacha an Bhunreachta ¢ 1937, go dti na 1990idi. Cuireadh An tAcht Um An gCuigil Leasu
Déag ar an mBunreacht, ina ndearnadh ‘socri maidir le poésadh a scaoileadh in imthosca sonraithe
airithe” (Bunreacht na hEireann 41.3.2:165; 167), i bhfeidhm i ndiaidh Reifrinn sa bhliain 1995 agus
cuireadh An tAcht Um An Dli Teaghlaigh (Colscaradh) i bhfeidhm an bhliain dar gcionn. | mi Bealtaine
2015, fiafraiodh de thoghthoiri na hEireann ar mhaith leo alt nua a bhaineann leis an bposadh
comhghnéis a chur isteach sa Bhunreacht agus glacadh go forleathan leis an alt nua seo (Té&: 62% Nil:
38%). Seo a leanas foclaiocht an ailt nua mar atd sé sa Bhunreacht faoi lathair: ‘Féadfaidh beirt, gan
beann ar a ngnéas, conradh pésta a dhéanamh de réir dli” (Airteagal 41.3.4: 167). Go dti 2015, ni raibh
sé de cheart ag lantin chomhghnéis posadh ‘de réir dli’ (bhi sé de cheart ag landin chomhghnéis
pairtnéireacht shibhialta a bheith acu). Ba ar an lanudin heitreaghnéasach a bhi coinniollacha an
Bhunreachta dirithe go dti sin, rud a léirionn cumhacht agus rian na heitreanormatachta
(heteronormativity). Majonn Maria Luddy: ‘While the strategies of the “yes” and “no” campaigners
will no doubt be analysed in coming years, the vote does reflect how Irish attitudes to marriage, family
and sexuality have changed over the past two centuries’ (2017: 345).
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agus na hEaglaisi Criostula eile chomh maith?> —agus ag an bpobal ar an difriocht
idir an gnéas dlisteanach agus an gnéas midhlisteanach. Creideadh go forleathan go
raibh an gnéas laistigh de chuing an phdsta dlisteanach ach go raibh gach cineél eile
gnéis mihdhlisteanach. Déanann Lindsey Earner-Byrne tracht ar an ‘strong cultural
conviction that sex outside wedlock demeaned the family and threatened the social
order’ a bhi le brath in Eirinn san fhichiti haois (2008: 363; liomsa an bhéim). Ba
chuid larnach den phdsadh é an gnéas dlisteanach .i. an cineal gnéis a raibh an
ghinitint mar phriomhaidhm aige. In The History of Sexuality, minionn Foucault an
chaoi a ndearnadh ‘[a] socialization of procreative behaviour’ san Iarthar 6n ochta

haois déag ar aghaidh:

[...] an economic socialization via all the incitements and restrictions, the
‘social’ and fiscal measures brought to bear on the fertility of couples; a
political socialization achieved through the ‘responsibilization’ of couples
with regard to the social body as a whole (which had to be limited or on the
contrary reinvigorated), and a medical socialization carried out by attributing
a pathogenic value—for the individual and the species—to birth-control
practices (1998: 104-105).

Sa leabhar Impure Thoughts, minionn Michael G. Cronin an t-idirdheal( righin a
rinneadh idir an gnéas dlisteanach agus an gnéas midhlisteanach in Eirinn san fhichit

haois:

The primary and dividing line between legitimate and illegitimate sexual
activity was whether or not it was directed at reproduction [...] the only
legitimate reason for sex was ‘the orderly propegation of the race’. All other

forms of sex were illegitimate and sinful (2012: 55).

Sa tuairisc The Commission on Emigration and Other Population Problems (1948—

1954), a foilsiodh sa bhliain 1955, déantar nasc soiléir idir an posadh agus an ghiniuint,

22 Cuirtear béim ar leith ar smaointe, theagasc agus iompar na hEaglaise Caitlici sa trachtas seo toisc go
raibh &it chomh larnach sin ag an Eaglais éirithe sin i sochai na hEireann san fhichid haois. Ni hé sin le
ra go mbaineann na smaointe, an teagasc nd an t-iompar ar a ndéantar plé sa trachtas seo leis an Eaglais
Chaitliceach amhain. A mhalairt ar fad ata fior. T4 baint ag cuid mhaith de na smaointe a chuir ceannairi
na hEaglaise Caitlici chun cinn san fhichit haois leis an reiligitn eagraithe i gcoitinne agus go hairithe
leis na priomhreiligitin aondiacha (an Chriostaiocht, an Gitidachas agus loslam).
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nuair a mhaitear gurb é ‘the birth and bringing up of children’ priomhaidhm an phosta
agus gur choir don lanuin Chriostail ‘as many children as they can reasonably hope to

bring up properly’ a bheith acu (qtd Daly 2006a: 124). Is tri mhedn na giniina

Ve

dlisteanai— .i. an ghinidint a eascraionn as an ngnéas laistigh de chuing an phésta—a
bhunaitear aonad speisialta dlisteanach an teaghlaigh .i. an 1anuin (heitreaghnéasach)
posta agus a cuid paisti. Rinneadh ceist phoibli, pholaititil, mar sin, as an nginidint

agus as iompar na landine pdsta.

Tuigeadh an pésadh—agus an teaghlach—mar rud dosharaithe sa tsochai
Eireannach agus luann Diarmaid Ferriter go raibh tionchar moér ag ‘Catholic social
theory and the Catholic sanctity of the marriage vows’ ar an dearcadh sin (2005: 327).
Déanann Mary Daly tracht ar thaighde a rinne David Fitzpatrick ar na tréadaigh
easpagoideacha a eisiodh sa bhliain 1931 chun an bhéim a leagadh ar an bpdsadh san
Eaglais Chaitliceach a chur in iul go soiléir:

Of the twenty-six episcopal pastorals, twelve reaffirmed the sanctity of

marriage or inadmissibility of divorce [...] (2006a: 89-90).

In Casti Connubii, imlitir a d’eisigh an Papa Pius XI sa bhliain 1931, déantar cur sios
ar an bposadh mar ‘the principle and foundation of domestic society and therefore of
all human intercourse’ agus cuirtear béim ar thabhacht an phosta, ni hamhain sa
tsochai, ach laistigh den Eaglais chomh maith. Déanann Michel Foucault tracht ar an
gcomhthéacs as ar eascair an tuiscint sin ar an bpdsadh mar rud dlisteanach,

doshéraithe:

Up to the end of the eighteenth century, three major explicit codes—apart
from the customary regularities and constraints of opinion—governed sexual
practices: canonical law, the Christian pastoral, and civil law. They
determined, each in its own way, the division between licit and illicit. They
were all centered on matrimonial relations: the marital obligation, the ability
to fulfill it, the manner in which one complied with it, the requirements and
violences that accompanied it, the useless or unwarranted caresses for which
it was a pretext, its fecundity or the way one went about making it sterile, the
moments when one demanded it (dangerous periods of pregnancy or breast-

feeding, forbidden times of Lent or abstinence), its frequency orinfrequency,
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and so on [...] The marriage relation was the most intense focus of constraints
[...] more than any other relation, it was required to give a detailed accounting
of itself. It was under constant surveillance (1998: 37).

Cuireadh béim mhdr, mar sin, ar choincheap an phdésta san larthair i rith na gcéadta
agus rinneadh amhlaidh sa Saorstét agus, ina dhiaidh sin, sa Phoblacht.

Nior glacadh in aon chor, mar shampla, leis an toircheas lasmuigh de chuing
an phosta in Eirinn san fhichit haois toisc nach raibh an cineél toirchis sin dlisteanach,
de réir choinniollacha na sochai agus de réir theagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici. Mar a
chuireann Linda Connolly €, bhi an cineal sin toirchis ‘utterly taboo for much of the
twentieth century’ agus caitheadh go han-dona le maithreacha neamhphosta sa tir i rith
an fichit haois (2015: 73).%2 Cuireann Luddy leis sin, ag maiomh ‘unmarried
motherhood carried a stigma that was almost impossible to shake’ (2017: 356). Bhi
difriocht, mar sin, ni hamhain idir an gneas dlisteanach agus an gnéas midhlisteanach,
ach idir an ghiniuint dhlisteanach—an ghiniuint laistigh de chuing an phdsta—agus an
ghinitint mhidhlisteanach—an ghinidint lasmuigh de chuing an phosta—chomh
maith. Ta an t-idirdhealu seo le brath go gear san fhoclaiocht as ar baineadh Gsaid chun
cur sios a dhéanambh ar phaisti na maithreacha neamhphdsta: ba mhinic a tugadh paisti
midhlisteanacha orthu,?* ni hamhain sa phobal ach i ndioscursai an dli agus an Rialtais
chomh maith.?® Tuigeadh a maithreacha mar mhaithreacha midhlisteanacha chomh
maith, cé nach raibh an téarma seo in Usaid go forleathan (Earner-Byrne 2007: 172—
173). Cuireadh staitistici faoi lion na mbreitheanna midhlisteanacha ar fail le linn an
chéid,®® rud a thugann le fios go soiléir gur tuigeadh lion na mbreitheanna
midhlisteanacha mar chatagoir iomlan difridil le lion na mbreitheanna dlisteanacha.
Mar a mhinionn Lindsey Earner-Byrne ‘a mother was only considered “legitimate” if

she was married’ (2007: 3) agus bhi an raiteas seo fior i gcas na bpaisti chomh maith:

23 Déantar plé nios doimhne ar an bpointe seo i gcuid 1.10. den chaibidil seo. Fch Igh 82-94.

24 Bhi tionchar ollmhér ag an midhlisteanacht ar shaol an phdiste. Mar a mhinionn Maria Luddy ‘[a]n
unmarried mother’s child was more likely than a legitimate child to die in infancy’ (2017: 356). Faoi
choinniollacha an Achta um Stadas Leanai (Rialtas na hEireann 1987), cuireadh deireadh le stadas
dlithidgil na midhlisteanachta, ach go dti sin, ba phaiste ‘midhlisteanach’ gach paiste nach raibh a
mhéthair agus a athair pdsta sular rugadh €, de réir an dli. Ba mhinic a rinne teaghlaigh iarracht
midhlisteanacht an phaiste a cheilt. Ba mhinic, mar shampla, a dibriodh an péiste agus a tugadh do bhall
eile teaghlaigh n6 do thuismitheoiri altrama é (Smith 2007: 71).

%5 Fch Earner-Byrne (2008: 363).

%6 Fch Ferriter (2009: 22; 437); Earner-Byrne (2007: 173); Luddy (2017: 353).
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ba phaisti dlisteanacha iad nuair ba chuid d’aonad an teaghlaigh iad agus nuair a bhi a
dtuismitheoiri posta. Bhi naisc laidre, mar sin, idir aonad an teaghlaigh, an p6sadh
agus an gnéas dlisteanach. T4 an nasc idir an pdsadh agus aonad an teaghlaigh le brath
go soiléir in Airteagal 41 den Bhunreacht. Déantar tagairt ann don ghinidint chomh
maith, no, chun a bheith nios cruinne, déantar tagairt ann do r6l na mna laistigh

d’aonad an teaghlaigh agus laistigh den phésadh.

Cuireadh béim airithe in Airteagal 41 ar an rdl cui a bhi ag an mbean mar

mhéthair agus mar chaomhndir an teaghlaigh agus an ti:

Go sonrach, admhaionn an Stét go dtugann an bhean don Stat, trina saol sa
teaghlach, cinamh nach bhféadfai leas an phobail a ghnétht da éagmais.
Uime sin, féachfaidh an Stat lena chur in airithe nach mbeidh ar mhaithreacha
clainne, de dheasca uireasa, dul le saothar agus failli a thabhairt da chionn sin

ina ndualgais sa teaghlach (Airteagal 41.2: 163; liomsa an bhéim).*’

Is leir 6n gcuid seo den Airteagal gur creideadh go raibh rol idéalach ar leith ag an
mbean sa teaghlach agus sa tsochai. Nior thuiscint nua é seo ar an idirdheald idir rol—
no réimse (sphere) —na mban agus rél, né réimse, na bhfear, ar ndoigh. Pléann Luddy
an chaoi a ndeachaigh an t-idirdheald sin i bhfeidhm ar thuiscint na sochai—agus an
dli—ar an bpdsadh agus ar thuiscint na sochai ar rél an fhir agus rél na mna sa

phésadh:

Marriage had a significant legal effect on women; it was also the institution
that most shaped women’s adult lives. In the words of the eminent eighteenth-
century jurist Sir William Blackstone, ‘by marriage, the husband and wife are
one person in law: that is, the very being or legal existence of the woman is
suspended during the marriage, or at least incorporated and consolidated into
that of the husband: under whose wing, protection and cover she performs

everything’. This was a state that made the wife completely subordinate to the

27 T4 an tAirteagal seo sa Bhunreacht go fdill, ach ta diospdireachtai faoi lanseol faoi i dtithe an
Oireachtais agus sna medin. Bhi sé i gceist ag an Rialtas ceist a chur ar thoghthdiri na tire faoi aisghairm
na tagartha do rol na mné sa teaghlach agus sa teach ar an 26 Deireadh Fomhair 2018 (an la céanna a
raibh an Reifreann ar Airteagal 40.6.1. den Bhunreacht, ina ndéantar cur sios ar an mblaisféim mar
chion cairitil, agus Toghchan na hUachtardnachta, ar sidl), ach rinneadh cinneadh i rith an tsamhraidh
in 2018 an Reifreann a chur siar. Fch https://www.irishtimes.com/news/politics/referendum-on-sexist-
reference-to-women-s-place-in-the-home-postponed-1.3619116
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husband. The legal assumption that the husband and wife were one person and
that that one person was the husband informed social beliefs and values for
centuries [...] the incremental granting of rights relating to property did not
change how society viewed the marriage relationship, where men were seen
as the family breadwinners and where their authority was deemed absolute. It
was not until the mid-twentieth century that legal changes had a significant

impact on women’s legal rights in marriage in the Republic (2017: 352).

Bhain an t-idirdhealt idir réimse na mban agus réimse na bhfear, mar sin, le
coinbhinsitin na sochai patrarcai, agus leis an tuiscint a bhi ag an bpobal ar na
difriochtai idir r6l na mban agus rél na bhfear sa tsochai. Le himeacht na mblianta,
scriobhadh na prionsabail a bhain leis na coinbhinsitin sin isteach i leabhair na
reachtaiochta. Is léir go raibh fonn ar cheannairi na tire béim a chur ar rol idéalach na
mna tri mhean an dli. Bhi tionchar aige sin ar shaol na maithreacha Eireannacha, ar
ndoigh, mar go ndearnadh idéalt ar an mathair Eireannach agus mar gheall gur
cuireadh iallach ar mhna cloi agus glacadh leis an idéal sin. Mar a mhinionn Maria
Luddy:

Both the state and the church emphatically presented women’s place as being
in the home and the ideal role of the Irish woman was as mother. The
idealisation of motherhood was a significant feature of the rhetoric of the
politicians in the new Irish state; the female body and the maternal body,
particularly in its unmarried condition, became a central focus of concern to
the state and the Catholic Church (2017: 360).

Mar a thugann Lindsey Earner-Byrne le fios nuair a mhaionn si ‘[m]otherhood is a
complex issue [...] both the social realities and the cultural perceptions of motherhood
are essential to the experience of motherhood’ (2007: 1), bionn tionchar ag an tuiscint
a bhionn ag daoine— agus ag an bpobal—ar an maithreachas agus ag na coinbhinsitin

a bhaineann leis an maithreachas sa tsochai ar shaol laethdil na maithreacha.

1.6. ‘the slow failure’ agus ‘moral panic’: Comhthéacs Soisialta an Bhunreachta

D’eascair an chéad leagan de Bunreacht na hEireann (1937) as sochai na hEireann

sna 1930idi agus tugtar Iéargas duinn ann, mar sin, ar phriomhdhioscursai agus ar
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abhair imni na sochai airithe sin. Tugann an bhéim mhor a leagadh ar an bpdsadh agus
ar an teaghlach ann le fios go raibh fonn ar an Rialtas na ‘hinstitiaidi’ sin, agus an t-
ord agus an mhoraltacht a bhain leo, a chaomhnu, mar shampla. Ar an gcaoi chéanna,
tugann an bhéim a leagadh ar an méithreachas agus ar an nginitint (laistigh de chuing
an phosta, ar ndoigh) le fios go raibh aird an Rialtais—agus na sochai—dirithe ar
chdrsai daonra. Cuireann an chaoi ar cruthaiodh alt ar leith sa Bhunreacht direach chun
plé a dhéanamh ar rdl cui na mban sa teaghlach ‘gendered state’, mar a dhéanann
Diarmaid Ferriter cur sios air, agus polaitiocht inscne na sochai Eireannai in idl (2005:
327). Ni raibh na dioscursai sin faoi chirsai daonra agus faoi shaol priobhaideach, faoi
shaol gnéis agus faoi rél inscne cui an duine le brath in Eirinn amhain go luath san
fhichid haois. Bhi cursai daonra agus an mhoraltacht ina n-abhair imni ar fud an

larthair.

In The History of Sexuality, maionn Michel Foucault gur thainig coincheap an
daonra mar ‘an economic and political problem’ go mor chun tosaigh 6én ochta haois
déag ar aghaidh (1998: 25). Minionn sé an tuiscint nua a bhi ag ceannairi an larthair

ar choincheap an daonra on tréimhse sin ar aghaidh:

One of the great innovations in the techniques of power in the eighteenth
century was the emergence of ‘population as an economic and political
problem: population as wealth, population as manpower or labor capacity,
population balanced between its own growth and the resources it commanded.
Governments perceived that they were not dealing simply with subjects, or
even with a ‘people,” but with a “population,” with its specific phenomena and

its peculiar variables [...] (ibid.)

Mar a thuigeann Foucault an scéal, bhi fonn ar cheannairi an larthair staitistici a bhain
leis an daonra—réatai breithe (breitheanna dlisteanacha agus midhlisteanacha san
aireamh), bais agus pésta, agus staitistici faoin ionchas saoil agus faoi charsai slainte,
mar shampla—agus le hiompar priobhaideach na ndaoine a raibh tionchar aige ar na
staitistici sin—saol gnéis na ndaoine, an torthulacht, an aimride, an aontumha agus
modhanna frithghiniina, mar shampla —a bhailid ionas go mbeidis in ann
monatoireacht a dhéanamh ar iompar na ndaoine agus an t-iompar sin a riala tri

choinbhinsidin, pholasaithe agus, fia, dhlithe éagsula a chur i bhfeidhm (1998: 25—
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26). Cuireann Lauren Berlant agus Michael Warner leis an smaoineamh sin san alt
‘Sex In Public’ (1998), ina maionn siad go mbraitheann ‘official national culture’ ar
‘a notion of privacy to cloak its sexualization of national membership’ (547). Déanann
Foucault cur sios ar an tuiscint nua sin ar choincheap an daonra mar ‘[o]ne of the great
innovations in the techniques of power’ (1998: 25), rud a thugann le fios gur chuir an
tuiscint nua sin ar chdrsai daonra leis an tuiscint a bhi ag ceannairi an larthair ar na
gnathdhaoine agus go raibh tionchar ag an tuiscint nua sin ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine

chomh maith.

Tuigeadh go mbeadh tionchar ag iompar dhaoine na linne ar na gllinte a
thiocfadh ina ndiaidh agus rinneadh dioscursai poibli, mar sin, d’iompar priobhaideach

an tsaoranaigh:

[...] this was the first time that a society had affirmed, in a constant way, that
its future and its fortune were tied not only to the number and the uprightness
of its citizens, to their marriage rules and family organization, but to the
manner in which each individual made use of his sex [...] the sexual conduct
of the population was taken both as an object of analysis and as a target of
intervention [...] There also appeared those systematic campaigns which,
going beyond the traditional means—moral and religious exhortations, fiscal
measures—tried to transform the sexual conduct of couples into concerted
economic and political behavior [...] It was essential that the state know what
was happening with its citizens’ sex, and the use they made of it, but also that
each individual be capable of controlling the use he made of it. Between the
state and the individual, sex became an issue, and a public issue no less [...]

(ibid.: 25-26).

Cruthaiodh naisc chasta idir an Naisiun, an fhéinidlacht naisitnta, riald an daonra agus
iompar priobhaideach na saordnach. Déanann Debbie Ging plé ar na naisc chasta seo,

i gcomhthéacs na hEireann, sa leabhar Men and Masculinities in Irish Cinema:

How individuals perform their private gendered identities and relationships is
also a crucial part of how the nation organises and defines itself: the norms

and values which govern sexual preferences and behaviour, reproduction and
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fertility, family structure and the division of labour are essential for the moral

and political governance of populations (2013: 22; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann an méid ata le ra aici le fios go mbionn iomha no féiniulacht (idéalach) an
Naisitin ag brath go mér ar iompar inscneach na ndaoine. Mar a mhaionn Linda

Connolly:

The arenas of family, sexuality and gender have been highly regulated by the
Irish State since its inception (2015: 77).

Bhi fonn ar cheannairi na hEireann jomha den NaisiGin neamhspleach agus de thir
mhoréalta —tir a raibh luachanna moralta ni ba laidre le brath inti n& mar a bhi le brath,
mar shampla, sa Bhreatain—a chrutht agus a chaomhnu. Thainig cursai daonra agus
iompar priobhaideach na nEireannach go mér chun cinn mar abhair imni go luath san

fhichid haois da bharr.

Sa leabhar The Slow Failure, déanann Mary Daly achoimre ar phatruin daonra

na hEireann sa naol haois déag agus san fhichit haois:

Between 1851 and 1961, every census recorded a fall in the population in the
area that constitutes the Republic of Ireland (with the exception of the years
1946-51, when the population rose by 5,000). By 1961 the population was 10
percent below the 1911 figure, and probably lower than in 1800. The long-
term decline in population ended in the 1960s, and since then every census
with the exception of 1986 has shown a rise in population (2006a: 4; liomsa

an bhéim).

Cuireann Daly leis na staitistici thuas, nuair a chuireann si sios ar phatrain an phosta,

an teaghlaigh agus na himirce agus ar an tionchar a bhi acu ar an laghd( daonra:

The distinctive features of Ireland’s population history include not only the
long-term population decline but also emigration persisting over many
decades [go hairithe i ndiaidh an Ghorta], a low rate of marriage and late age
of marriage, high marital fertility, and a very late transition to smaller

families. Large families, few job opportunities for teenagers and women, and
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the high rate of emigration among young adults resulted in a high dependency
ratio that reduced Irish living standards (ibid.).?®

Luann si chomh maith go raibh ardrata aontumha sa tir (ibid.) agus tugann si le fios
gur baineadh Usaid as an aontumha ‘to control fertility’ (ibid.: 5). Ar an mbealach
céanna, déanann Linda Connolly plé ar an tionchar tromchuiseach a bhi ag an imirce,

agus ag roinnt cuinsi eile, ar phatrdin daonra na tire:

[...] a long-term process of emigration was set in motion. Emigration peaked
during and after the Famine, but continued thereafter. Coinciding with this, a
distinctive pattern of late age of marriage, a low marriage rate, a high marital
fertility rate and high levels of non-marriage combined with higher levels of
female emigration became established [...] These factors collectively
contributed to a decline in the total number of families and households, and
the general population, which at the time deviated from the overall growth of
the population in Europe (2015: 49).

Chuir na patrain sin isteach go mor ar cheannairi na tire agus ar cheannairi na

hEaglaise Caitlici.

Roimh bhunu an tSaorstait, mar a mhaionn Daly, ‘nationalist Ireland placed
the responsibility for Ireland’s population decline firmly at Britain’s door’ (ibid.: 7)
agus ba mhinic a tuigeadh an laghda daonra ‘as part of the long-standing British
conspiracy against the Irish race’ (ibid.). I ndiaidh bhunt an tSaorstait, &fach, cuireadh
iallach ar cheannairi na tire dul i ngleic leis an laghdi daonra agus leis na patrdin

dhidltacha eile a bhi le brath sa daonra, agus iarracht a dhéanamh iad a chur ina gceart:

Once Ireland became independent, it became more difficult to blame Britain
for the failure to reverse the decline in the population. If responsibility rested
with politicians, the responsible politicians were now Irish politicians.
Moreover, given the widespread nationalist belief in Britain’s responsibility
for economic and population decline, there was a major onus on Irish

governments to reverse these trends. The Catholic church and Catholic social

28 Pléann Earner-Byrne na patrdin chéanna (2008: 361-362).
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teaching exercised a major influence on Irish opinion and government
policies after independence—and they were especially important in matters
relating to the family, marriage and fertility, emigration, and the relative
merits of urban and rural society. After independence the Irish state aspired
not simply to reversing the fall in population but also to reversing the fall in
the rural population and the decline in the numbers living on the land. The
state also wished for more and earlier marriages, but without any diminution
in the large size of Irish families. By the late 1950s the continuing, indeed
escalating, rate of population decline seemed tantamount to terminal decline,
the ‘slow failure’ of the independent Irish state (ibid.: 18).

Tugann an sliocht thuas le fios go raibh imni mhor ar cheannairi an tSaorstait agus ar
cheannairi na hEaglaise Caitlici faoi iompar na nEireannach agus go raibh fonn orthu
an t-iompar sin a smachtu agus a athra .i. bhi fonn orthu iallach a chur ar dhaoine
fanacht sa bhaile, iallach a chur orthu posadh agus iad 6g agus clann bhrea mhoér a
bheith acu, agus iallach a chur ar dhaoine cloi le saol na tuaithe seachas a bheith ag
bogadh go dti na bailte agus na cathracha. Cuireann sé sin an chaoi ar thainig cursai
daonra chun tosaigh mar ‘a political and economic problem’ (Foucault 1998: 25) in

Eirinn san fhichit haois in iul go soiléir.

Aithnitear cursai daonra mar ‘thadhb’ i dteideal na tuairisce The Commission
on Emigration and Other Population Problems (1948-1954). Is cosuil gur cuireadh
béim mhor ar thabhacht an phosta mar gur chuir an rata iseal pdsta, an t-ardrata
aontumha i measc fir agus mna torthala agus an t-ardd a bhi tar éis teacht ar an aois ar
phos daoine go mar leis an laghdu ginearalta sa daonra. Bhi an rata pdsta in Eirinn ni
b’isle na an rata posta i ngach tir eile san Eoraip (Daly 2006b: 572) agus, b’fhéidir, nd
an rata i ngach tir eile ar domhan (Earner-Byrne 2007: 2) go luath san fhichil haois.
Mhaigh K.H. Connell san alt ‘Peasant Marriage in Ireland’, a foilsiodh in 1962, go
raibh ‘an apparent aversion to marriage’ le brath sa tir le tamall maith (502).2° I ndiaidh
bhunt an tSaorstait, rinneadh iarracht meon na nEireannach i leith an phosta a athru,

cé go raibh sé an-deacair an t-athra sin a chur i bhfeidhm mar gheall, ni hamhain ar

29 Déantar nasc idir an drogall seo agus cuinsi éagsiila, mar a mhinionn Connolly (2015): ‘A so-called
historical reluctance to marry among Irish people has been connected to various factors by researchers
in the field. Finola Kennedy [...] suggests that the catastrophe of the Famine had a major impact on the
psyche of the Irish people. Because marriage in Ireland brought large numbers of children, it could also
bring starvation’ (61-62).
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chdrsai eacnamaiocha—ardrata na himirce i measc daoine dga toisc nach raibh obair
le fail d6ibh sa bhaile, mar shampla—ach mar gheall ar struchtur an teaghlaigh—agus
go hairithe an céras a bhain leis an aistrit talin*>—sa tir (fch Daly 2006a: 13, 18, 75—
77). Tugann na firici sin Iéargas suimiuil duinn ar an alt sa Bhunreacht ina leagtar
béim ollmhor ar &it larnach an phdsta sa tsochai Eireannach, mar sin, mar is léir go

raibh an Stat ag iarraidh tdbhacht an phdsta a bhri ar mhuintir na tire.

Déanann Daly plé ar chuid de na difriochtai idir na patrdin daonra in Eirinn
agus na patrdin a bhi le brath i dtiortha eile san larthar san fhichiu haois. Cé gur thainig
cursai daonra chun cinn mar ‘a politicial and economic problem’ (Foucault 1998: 25)
in aiteanna eile chomh maith, maionn Daly go raibh aird—agus imni—na gceannairi
sna tiortha eile sin dirithe den chuid ba mhé ar an laghdu sa rata breithe, seachas ar an
laghdu sa rata posta (Daly 2006a: 83). In Eirinn bhi ardrata torthGlachta ann sa chuid
den daonra a bhi posta (ibid.: 4).3! Niorbh é an rata breithe a bhi ag titim go géar—cé
go raibh sé ag titim—ach an rata pésta. | dtiortha eile san Eoraip, afach, bhi an rata

breithe ag titim go sciobtha, rud a d’ardaigh ceisteanna faoin todhchai:

In Ireland [sha 1930idi] the crude birth-rate and the birth-rate per 1,000
women aged fifteen to forty-four had fallen by approximately one-quarter
since 1871, a rate of decline much lower than in other countries in western
Europe, and Ireland was unique because most of the reduction was attributed
to a fall in the marriage rate, not in family size. Only France had a lower birth-
rate than Ireland in the decade 1900-1909, but by the mid-1930s the Irish
birth-rate was higher than Germany, England and Wales, and most northern
European states, and Irish marital fertility was one of the highest, if not the

highest, in Europe (ibid.: 84; liomsa an bhéim).

30 Bhi nasc laidir idir an posadh agus an gabhaltas in Eirinn. Maionn Connolly, mar shampla, ‘During
the nineteenth century land ownership largely determined whether marriages took place in Ireland or
not’ (2015: 49). Maionn Diarmaid Ferriter (2009), agus trdcht & dhéanamh aige ar an staidéar
antraipeolaioch a rinne Arsenberg agus Kimball ar struchtdr na sochai i gContae an Chlair, ‘marriage
was primarily about the transfer of economic control, land ownership and advance in status’ in Eirinn
sna 1930idi (103). Maionn Luddy (2017) ‘Parents decided when to give up the farm and sometimes the
wait to inherit could be a long one. Late marriage patterns in farming families may be explained to some
extent by the hold that fathers, and widows, had on a farm’ (346).

31 Fch chomh maith Connolly (1997: 162).
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Mar gheall ar an laghdi sna ratai breithe i dtiortha eile, thainig ‘international
preoccupation with state power and population development’ chun tosaigh (Earner-
Byrne 2007: 2) agus thainig ‘pronatalist anxieties’ (Earner-Byrne 2008: 366) agus
‘pro-natalist discourse’ (Ferriter 2009: 191) chun cinn chomh maith. Cuireadh béim,
da bharr, ar r6l na mathar sa tsochai agus a rél mar chaomhndir an Naisiuin, mar a

mhinionn Lindsey Earner-Byrne sa leabhar Mother and Child:

[...] the international preoccupation with state power and population
development led to an increased emphasis on motherhood as a determining
influence on national vitality and public health. In countries as different as
France, Germany, Italy and Norway, feminists were declaring ‘motherhood
as a social function’. In most Western European countries the main impetus
behind the interest in maternal welfare was an international concern about the
declining birth rate, which had reached a low point in many countries by 1933
(2007: 2-3; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann forbairt na himni, agus forbairt an dioscursa ‘pro-natalist’ a bhain 1¢i, le fios
gur tuigeadh an laghdd daonra—ni hamhain in Eirinn ach ar fud an larthair—mar

chomhartha go raibh rud éigin as riocht sa Naisiun.

Cuireadh an locht ar an gcoincheap ar a dtugann Earner-Byrne ‘moral
criminality’ (2008: 364) .i. an tuiscint go raibh caighdean moralta na hEireann ag
laghdd agus méid na gcionta moralta ag méadd, agus gur choir béim a chur ar an
moraltacht—agus go hairithe ar iompar na ngnathdhaoine—chun an caighdean sin a
ardua aris, chun na drochrudai a bhain leis an tsochai a chur ina gceart agus chun aird
na ndaoine a dhirid ar na rudai ba mhé tabhacht sa tsochai: an pdsadh, an teaghlach,
an ghiniuint agus teagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici. Thainig braistint ar leith chun tosaigh
i sochai na hEireann, agus i sochaithe eile ar fud an larthair, ag tds an fichit haois, mar
sin, agus tugtar an scaoll moréalta (moral panic) uirthi. Sa leabhar Occasions of Sin,
minfonn Diarmaid Ferriter gur thainig méadu suntasach ar an scaoll moralta in Eirinn

i ndiaidh bhunt an tSaorstait:

During the decade after the creation of the Irish Free State in 1922, it was

frequently maintained that sexual morality was in decline and that perceived
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moral failings needed to be tackled by a joint alliance of state, Catholic
Church and voluntary lay Catholic groups in an effort to recover a historic (or
mythical) Irish chasteness. Sexuality was something that was discussed quite
regularly in private, but there was also no shortage of public preaching on the
subject [...] in 1926 a sermon by Dr Gilmartin, the Archbishop of Tuam,
referred to the fashion in women’s immodest dress and suggested ‘the future
of the country is bound up with the dignity and purity of the women of
Ireland.” This was another indication, in the words of Maria Luddy, that the
‘redemption of chaste reproductive sexuality is prescribed as the antidote to

moral bankruptcy; women must return to the home; to the domestic sphere’
(2009: 100).

Is diol spéise é go gcuireann Ferriter—agus Luddy—~béim ar an nasc a rinneadh idir
an scaoll moralta agus iompar na mban mar tugann an dearcadh seo le fios gur tuigeadh
na mna, ni hamhain mar chaomhnoiri an teaghlaigh, ach mar chaomhnoiri na
moraltachta chomh maith. Is diol spéise € chomh maith go luann Ferriter an chaoi a
ndearnadh diosctrsa poibli d’iompar priobhdideach agus de chollaiocht na ndaoine sa
Stéat, argdint a thagann le hargointi Foucault faoin tuiscint go raibh an Stat ag brath ar
iompar priobhaideach na saoranach, a thainig chun cinn 6n ochtd haois déag ar
aghaidh (1998: 25-26).

Déanann Michael G. Cronin plé ar chuid de na heagraiochtai ‘moralta’ a
bunaiodh sa naol haois déag agus san fhichiu haois agus ar roinnt eagraiochtai ar
thainig borradh orthu i rith na tréimhse céanna. Luann sé The Irish Vigilance Society,
The Catholic Truth Society, The St. Vincent de Paul Society, feachtas na réadoiri, The
Legion of Mary agus The Mary Immaculate Modest Dress and Deportment Crusade.
Bhi sé mar aidhm ag na heagraiochtai sin mionphlé a dhéanamh ar an easpa
mhoraltachta sa tir agus, ar ndoigh, feabhas a chur ar staid mhoralta na tire agus
‘peacaigh’—striapacha, mar shampla, agus maithreacha singile—a ‘shabhail’ (Cronin
2012: 48-49).32 Léirionn an borradh sin go raibh imni ar dhaoine faoi staid mhoralta

na tire. Tuigeadh an mhathair shingil, mar shampla, mar bhagairt:

32 Dar le Cronin, bhi tionchar ag ctrsai aicme ar dhearcadh na ngripai sin i leith na ‘bpeacach’: ‘Concern
about changes in sexual behaviour were inextricably linked with concern about maintaining social
order, and, more particularly, with middle-class worries about the social threat represented by the urban
poor and militant workers—the spectres that haunted the imagination of the Victorian middle class.
This explains the strong overlap between the ranks of social purity activists and philanthropists (2012:
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[...] the unmarried mother had become, by the foundation of the Free State in
1922, a symbol of unacceptable sexual activity and a problem that had the
potential to blight the reputation not only of the family but of the nation
(Luddy 2017: 365).

Maionn Ferriter go raibh an scaoll moralta le brath in &iteanna eile san Eoraip snha
fichidi chomh maith:

This was the sort of language which echoed that being used in other parts of
Europe after the First World War. Angus McLaren’s history of twentieth-
century sexuality suggests the ‘purveyors of sexual panic’, in constructing ‘a
sexual other’, were keen to alert the public to the ‘social rather than the strictly
sexual threat posed by the deviant’, and that the war did not simply create new
sexual worries but ‘gave greater credibility to moralists who had argued for
some time that sexual misdemeanours imperiled national well-being’.
Internationally during this period, social crises were ‘read’ by the middle class
as sexual crises [...] Discussions of sexuality were also coloured by the

notions that conventional gender roles were under assault [...] (2009: 101).

Léirionn an méid seo gur tuigeadh cionta gnéis mar chionta a raibh drochthionchar
tromchuiseach acu ar an ord sdisialta agus, mar sin, ar an Stat n6 ar an Naisiun féin.
Tuigeadh géarchéimeanna sdisialta mar ghéarchéimeanna collai agus vice versa.
Thainig tuiscint chun cinn, mar sin, ar iompar collai na ndaoine mar bhunchuis an

laghdaithe a bhi tar éis teacht ar chaighdean na moraltachta.

D’théadfai an scaoll moralta a thuiscint mar mheon a thdinig chun cinn i
gcoinne na nua-aimsearthachta agus i gcoinne an Chaipitleachais (radacaigh) san
larthar, ar nddigh. Chuir an fealsamh Francach Jean-Francois Lyotard sios ar an iar-
nua-aoiseachas mar ‘a process whereby the grand narratives of culture become broken

down’ (O’Brien 2018: 138). Ta fréamhacha an iar-nua-aoiseachais chomhaimseartha

60). Minionn Earner-Byrne an tionchar a bhi ag cirsai aicme ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an tsochai i leith
‘the poor female’: ‘A “deadweight” in welfare terms, she was capable of blackmail, marrying an eldery
man with a view to a widow’s pension and having children with impunity for benefit. A combination
of financial concerns, class prejudice and gender pigeon-holing made welfare a powerful tool of social
manipulation and control’ (2008: 362).
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le brath sna hathruithe ollmhora a thainig ar struchtdr an larthair sa naou haois déag
agus i rith an fichid haois. Thainig an Caipitleachas nua-aimseartha chun cinn mar
phriomh-mhodh eacanamiochta an larthair i rith na tréimhse sin, mar shampla. Maionn
Eugene O’Brien go bhfuil coimhlint ollmhér le brath idir bunphrionsabail an
Chaipitleachais agus na bunphrionsabail thraidisitnta, go hairithe bunphrionsabail na
hEaglaise Caitlici. Minionn sé priomhait na duile agus an indibhididlachais sa
Chaipitleachas:

The capitalist, or post-capitalist, cultures of Western Europe and the
developed world are in many ways, the enactment of desire: capitalism is the
political system which accedes to the importance of desire in the human
psyche. One need only recall the fall of the Berlin Wall—there was never any
great rush of people from West Germany into East Germany; the traffic was
all one-way, another index of the primacy of desire. Despite the radical
uncertainty of moving to a capitalist system, the desire for possessions, for a
better life, for personal freedom, was the motive force in determining the
direction of traffic across the ruins of that forbidding wall. Indeed, commodity
fetishism, the engine which drives capitalist economies, is the practical
embodiment of desire—I need a new smartphone, a bigger PC, or tablet, with
more RAM and an Intel core i7 processor. Secular Western society is really
structured by this form of reified desire [...] (2018: 140).

Minionn sé tuiscint na hEaglaise Caitlici ar choincheap na duile chomh maith:

Catholicism has generally seen desire, especially sexual desire, as a negative
human quality in need of repression. The equation of desire with sin has long
been part of the Irish psyche: the corollary of this ethico-moral equation
(desire + sin = quilt), has led to serious consequences for individual

development in Ireland (ibid.)

Is 1éir, mar a chuireann O’Brien ¢, go bhfuil bunphrionsabail an Chaitliceachais ‘out
of step’ le bunphrionsabail an Chaipitleachais (ibid.). Déanann Earner-Byrne plé ar an
dearcadh amhrasach a bhi ag daoine i leith na nua-aimsearthachta sna 1920idi in

Eirinn;

56



Modernity was seen as an assault not just on traditional morality but on Irish
nationhood, as the two had been consciously married in the emerging Free
State identity [...] An apparently excessive concern regarding morality in the
wake of conflict was not unique to Ireland and was a symptom of an
underlying suspicion that modernity was a menacing force that brought with
it immorality and war, which threatened what contemporaries referred to as
the “vitality’ of nation states (2008: 361).

| ndiaidh bhun( an tSaorstait, bhi an Eaglais Chaitliceach, agus an Stat Eireannach, ag

iarraidh a gcumhacht a dhaingnid. Mar a chuireann James Smith é:

The historically powerful Catholic Church and the fledgling Irish Free State
cooperated increasingly throughout the 1920s as the self-appointed guardians

of the nation’s moral climate (2007: 21).

Rinne siad iarracht, mar sin, srian a choimead ar scaipeadh luachanna na nua-
aimsearthachta agus ar an gCaipitleachas radacach, tri iarracht a dhéanamh luachanna

traidisiunta moralta agus collai a chur chun cinn.

Bhi tionchar mér ag an aighneas, ag an bhforéigean, ag an mbas agus ag scrios
na taln a bhi le brath go forleathan san larthar ag tus an fichiu haois ar an tuiscint a
bhi ag muintir an larthair ar a sochaithe mar shochaithe briste, gortaithe, truaillithe.
Mar a mhinionn Diarmaid Ferriter, bhi tionchar mor ag an gCéad Chogadh Domhanda
ar an dearcadh a bhi ag muintir an larthair, agus muintir na hEorpa go hairithe, toisc
gur san Eoraip a bhi an chuid ba mho den chomhrac ar sidl idir 1914 agus 1918, i leith
an tsaoil agus i leith na sochai. Bhi ar mhuintir na hEireann dul i ngleic, ni hamhain le
tionchar an Chéad Chogaidh Dhomhanda, ach le tionchar an chomhraic inmheanaigh

chomh maith:

The lIrish authorities were not unique in their preoccupation with sexual
morality. Senia PaSeta has pointed out that the ‘almost hysterical
denunciations in the 1920s and 1930s ... reflected broader European and
North American panic about the supposed erosion of moral codes’ in the
aftermath of the First World War (and, in Ireland’s case, the War of
Independence and the civil war) (Ferriter 2009: 105-106).
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Cuireann Earner-Byrne leis seo nuair a dhéanann si plé ar an gcaoi a ndearnadh
iarracht smacht a chur ar iompar priobhéideach, collai na ndaoine i dtiortha éagsula ar

fud an larthair go luath san fhichid haois:

Few nation-states embraced modernity without displaying signs of mistrust
and fear that the fruits of modernity could smother the seeds of tradition.
Censorship, protective gender-based legislation, the suppression of sexual
behaviour and propaganda were all tools used by various states, for example
Spain, Italy, Germany and France, in order to control the impact of modernity

according to their own national agenda (2008: 361).

Tugtar le fios sa sliocht thuas gur thug an comhrac forleathan léargas do mhuintir an
larthair ar dhrochstaid a ndomhain chomhaimseartha agus gur thainig fonn orthu an
drochstaid sin a athrda.

Bhi tionchar ag an laghdu daonra, agus an imni a bhain leis, agus ag an scaoll
morélta ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine in Eirinn—agus san larthar i gcoitinne, ar ndéigh—
agus bhain forsai na cumhachta, i. an Stat agus an Eaglais Chaitliceach,*® tséid as na
staitistici agus as an imni chun a gcuid stadais a dhaingniu, chun iarracht a dhéanamh
smacht a fhail ar iompar (collai) na ndaoine agus chun iarracht a dhéanamh iomha den
tir idéalach, mhoralta, gheanmnai a bhri ar mhuintir na tire. Déanfar mionphlé sa
chéad chuid eile den chaibidil seo ar an tionchar a bhi ag an scaoll moralta, ag
polasaithe an Rialtais agus ag dlithe na tire ar ghnathshaol na ngnathdhaoine. In Eirinn
san fhichil haois, mar a chuireann Earner-Byrne ¢, ‘[t]here was [...] little confidence
in the moral sobriety of the general populace’ (2008: 364) agus thog an Stat air féin,
mar sin, iompar na ndaoine a rial. Ba ar na mna, mar a thugann Ferriter le fios sa
sliocht a luadh cheana, ina ndéanann sé tracht ar an gcaoi ar cheap Ardeaspag Thuama

(X33

go raibh ““the future of the country [...] bound up with the dignity and purity of the

women of Ireland”” (qtd Ferriter 2009: 100), a bhi moraltacht na tire ag brath, dar leis

33 Chuir an mhimhoraltacht a bhraith siad sa tsochai mérthimpeall orthu isteach go mor ar
phriomhchléirigh na hEaglaise Caitlici, fii nios déanai san fhichid haois. Mar a mhinionn Ranke-
Heinemann: ‘In 1975 Pope Paul VI lamented “the growing spread of moral decay, one of its gravest
symptoms being the inordinate glorification of sex™” (1990: 304).
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na ceannairi. Cuireann Michael G. Cronin leis sin, ag baint usaid as arg6inti Maryann

Valiulis chun tacu lena chuid pointi féin:

[...] Valiulis argues that the notion of Irish moral superiority was central to
‘the ideological justification for independence’ and thus women, and in
particular mothers, were ‘critical to the Free State’s definition of itself as a

pure and virtuous nation’ (2012: 51).

Bhi an-chuid de na polasaithe agus na dlithe a luadh thuas dirithe ar shaol agus ar
chearta na mban in Eirinn, mar sin, mar gheall ar an dearcadh sin i leith na mban mar

chaomhnairi na moréltachta agus mar chaomhnoiri na tire.

Ni hé sin le rd nach raibh tionchar ag an scaoll morélta, ag polasaithe agus ag
dlithe na tire ar shaol na bhfear. Bhi, cinnte. Bhi an chuid ba mho de na polasaithe
agus na dlithe a thainig chun cinn in Eirinn mar gheall ar an scaoll moralta agus an
imni a bhi ar mhuintir an larthair faoin laghdd daonra dirithe ar shaol priobhaideach
agus ar shaol collai na ndaoine, idir fhir agus mhna. Ni dhearnadh idéalt ar na fir sa
chaoi chéanna is a rinneadh idéalu ar na mna, afach. Cé gur cuireadh iomha de mhna
na hEireann mar mhna moralta, geanmnai chun tosaigh, is léir nach raibh maréan
muinine ag ceannairi na tire na ag ceannairi na nEaglaisi Criostula as mna na tire agus
gur cheap siad go raibh dlithe agus pionois shoisialta agus reiligiinacha ag teastail
chun smacht a chur ar a n-iompar. Nior dhearcadh nua a bhi sa dearcadh sin, ar nddigh.
Scriobh an dochtuir Eireannach, Michael Ryan, an trachtas Philosophy of Marriage sa
bhliain 1837, nuair a bhi sé ag obair i Londain. Is léir 6n trachtas seo gur cheap sé gur

dhaoine lagintinneacha a bhi sna mna:

None can deny that, if young women in general are absolved from the fear of
consequences, the great majority of them, unless the comparatively few who
are strictly moral and highly educated, would rarely preserve their chastity:
illicit amours would be common and seldom detected—seduction would be
facilitated, and prostitution become almost universal, unless among the

virtuous and small class already excepted (qtd McAvoy 2014: 7).
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Léirionn an sliocht thuas gur cheap Ryan go raibh piondis shoisialta agus
reiligilnacha— ‘consequences’—ag teastdil chun smacht a choimead ar mhna na
Breataine agus na hEireann toisc gur forsa fiain i collaiocht na mban. Chreid sé go
raibh na pionéis sin i bhfeidhm in Eirinn cheana. Chuir ‘severe denunciations of the
Catholic clergy, the personal danger to women from their brothers and their relations
for such offences, and the utter ruin of the woman for having disgraced her family’®*
smacht ar mhianta na mban in Eirinn, dar leis (qtd McAvoy 2014: 10). T4 an tuiscint
chéanna ar mhna le brath go soiléir sa dearcadh a bhi ag baill éagsula den Rialtas i
leith na maithreacha singile. Nuair a chuir an tAire DIi, James Fitzgerald-Kenney, bille
a bhain le horduithe atharthachta os comhair Dail Eireann sa bhliain 1929, chuir sé
iomhé den mhathair neamhphosta ‘as temptress and blackmailer’ chun tosaigh, dar le
Lindsey Earner-Byrne, mar ghlac sé leis an ‘simplistic dichotomy of duped
man/temptress woman’ (2008: 363).%® Minionn Earner-Byrne go raibh imni ar dhaoine
faoi ‘malicious women destroying men’s reputations’ (ibid.: 364). Tugann an méid
seo le fios gur tuigeadh an bhean idéalach mar chaomhnoir mhoraltacht an teaghlaigh
agus na tire, ach, ag an am céanna, nach raibh muinin ag ceannairi na tire as na
gnathmhna agus gur cheap siad gur chdir déibh saol na mban sin a rialG ionas nach
scriosfaidis iomha mhaith agus dea-chail an teaghlaigh agus na tire. foronta go leor,
leirionn sé seo gur thainig an iomha den bhean idéalach a cuireadh chun tosaigh,
chomh maith le réadu na mathar idéalai, agus an tuiscint a bhi ag ceannairi na tire ar

na gnathmhna Eireannacha salach ar a chéile.
1.7. Breaking Bad: An Choir Chollai sa Stat Moralta

Tugann an méadu a thainig ar an scaoll morélta i ndiaidh bhunu an tSaorstait le fios
go raibh neamhréir idir an iomha idéalach den Stat moralta a bhi & cur chun cinn ag na
ceannairi agus an gnathshaol laethuil sa tir. Bhi imni ar roinnt daoine agus ar roinnt
eagraiochtai agus grapai faoi dhrochstaid mhoréalta na tire, rud a Iéirionn gur bhraith

siad go raibh gniomhartha mimhoralta ar sial moérthimpeall orthu. Bhi an ceart acu, go

3 Mar a mhinionn Earner-Byrne bhi tabhacht ar leith ag baint le dea-chail an duine in Eirinn agus bhi
dlithnasc idir dea-chail an duine agus an teaghlach: ‘if one member disgraced themselves the rest of
the family was tarnished by association [...] There was little room for sexual individualism in a society
that considered the family guilty by association with very real consequences’ (2008: 363).

% “The object of that bill was “to make the father of an illegitimate child responsible for the maintenance
of that child”” (Earner-Byrne 2008: 363).

36 Admhaionn Earner-Byrne nar ghlac gach duine leis an tuiscint sin (2008: 363).
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pointe airithe. Léirionn cuntais na staraithe go raibh iompar a sharaigh coinbhinsitin
na moraltachta agus rialacha na sochai le brath go forleathan in Eirinn san fhichid
haois, agus roimh bhun( an tSaorstait chomh maith.

Sa leabhar Occasions of Sin (2009), cuireann Diarmaid Ferriter roimhe
mionphlé a dhéanamh ar an iomhd a chruthaionn an fhianaise ata & plé aige—déanann
sé scagadh ar réimse an-leathan foinsi agus dioscursai a bhaineann leis an gcollaiocht,
taifid chairte, coimisidin agus tuairisci oifigitla de chuid an Stait, tuairisci a chuir
eagraiochtai éagsula le chéile agus comhfhreagras idir an Eaglais agus an Stat san
aireamh—d’Eirinn san fhichit haois. In The History of Sexuality déanann Foucault plé
ar an gcoincheap ar a dtugann sé ‘the repressive hypothesis’ (1998: 10-11). Cé gur
tharla ‘a veritable discursive explosion’ (ibid.: 17) 1 réimse na collaiochta daonna idir
an t-ochtu haois déag agus an fichil haois, dar leis, agus cé gur cuireadh iallach ar
dhaoine a n-aird a dhirit ar an gcollaiocht agus gach gné den chollaiocht a phlé agus
a cheistit (ibid.: 19-20) agus cé go raibh sé mar aidhm ag forsai na cumhachta an
chollaiocht a thuiscint ina hiomlaine agus a rangnd—tri mhean an dioscursa— ionas
go mbeidis in ann smacht a chur uirthi agus ar an daonra (ibid.: 69; 78), ta sé de nds
ag trachtairi éagsula an chollaiocht a thuiscint mar fhorsa nadurtha ar ar cuireadh srian
daingean agus mar fhérsa a bhi braite faoi chois i rith na gcéadta (ibid.: fch 35; 49;
64-65; 72; 73; 77; 81; 107; 148; 158; 159). Is minic a thuigtear an nasc idir an
chumhacht agus an chollaiocht mar nasc ditltach, nasc a bhaineann le ‘rejection,
exclusion, refusal, blockage, concealment, or mask’ (ibid.: 83) agus is minic a
chreidtear ‘that sex is placed by power in a binary system: licit and illicit’ agus go
gcruthaionn an chumhacht “‘an “order” for sex that operates at the same time as a form
of intelligibility’ (ibid.), agus ‘that power acts by laying down the law’ (ibid.).
Creidtear chomh maith gurb é ‘prohibition’ foirm an dli thuasluaite (ibid.: 84), go
mbaineann an chumhacht seo leis an gcinsireacht (ibid.), agus go dtéann an chumhacht
i bhfeidhm ar an gcollaiocht ‘in a uniform and comprehensive manner’ (ibid.). Maionn
Foucault gur thainig an ‘discursive explosion’ agus an ‘repressive hypothesis’ chun
tosaigh ag an am céanna mar ‘power is tolerable only on the condition that it mask a
substantial part of itself” (ibid.: 86). Tuigeann sé an ‘repressive hypothesis’ mar chur

1 gcéill, a chludaionn na cleasa cumhachta ata taobh thiar den ‘discursive explosion’.
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Sa leabhar Moral Monopoly (1998), déanann Tom Inglis plé ar an gcaoi a
bhfuair an Eaglais Chaitliceach greim ar shochai na hEireann trid an smacht a fuair
siad ar réimse an teaghlaigh, ar réimse an phdsta agus ar réimse na collaiochta daonna.
Is 1éir go gcreideann sé gur chumhacht dhidltach a bhi sa chumhacht a bhi ag an
Eaglais i sochai na hEireann, cumhacht a bhain le ‘rejection, exclusion, refusal,
blockage, concealment, or mask’, mar a chuireann Foucault ¢ (1998: 83). Déanann
Inglis cur sios ar an gcumhacht a bhi ag an Eaglais i sochai na hEireann mar chumhacht

eagraithe, uileghabhalach:

Religious tradition is not simply a set of beliefs and values which are held
within the mind and passed on from generation to generation. It involves a
physical and political control of social structures. The power of the Catholic
Church in Ireland was not just ideological. Its ability to limit what people did
and said; to imbue the Irish habitus with its moral ethos and sensibilities; and
to form good Catholic personalities, was founded on an ownership and control
of physical resources which were operated by a well-trained, disciplined and
devoted team of priests, nuns, and brothers [...] the Catholic Church in Ireland
is a diffused, pluralist organisation of power in which those at the centre,
especially the bishops, are able to limit what those at the periphery, and even
those outside the institution, do and say. It is also to argue that the way in
which the teachings, beliefs, and values of the Church have been maintained
among the Irish has not depended simply on historical loyalty or some innate
spirituality, but rather on a systematic process of socialisation exercised in

churches, schools, hospitals, and homes (1998: 64; liomsa an bhéim).

Cuireann seé leis seo nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ar chumhacht na hEaglaise Caitlici

mar chumhacht smachtil:

The power of the Catholic Church in Irish society, its monopoly over morality,
was founded on its influence in Irish social, political and economic life. Such
was the dominance of the Church in other social fields, besides the religious,
that it was able to limit and control what people did and said when they met
socially, engaged in politics and dealt in the marketplace (ibid.: 65; liomsa an
bhéim).
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Tugann argdinti Inglis le fios go raibh cumhacht chomh laidir sin—‘monopoly’— ag
an Eaglais Chaitliceach i réimse na moraltachta in Eirinn, réimse na collaiochta san
aireamh, go mbiodh sé de nds ag gach éinne cloi lena teagasc, lena coinbhinsidin agus
lena héilimh mar go raibh an tir—agus moréaltacht agus collaiocht na tire go hairithe—
faoi chois aici. Tuigeann sé an chollaiocht Eireannach mar fhdrsa a bhi bruite faoi

chois ag an Eaglais Chaitliceach.

Ni chreideann Ferriter go raibh an scéal chomh simpli sin. Ni shéanann sé go
raibh an ceart ag Inglis nuair a mhaigh sé go raibh smacht forleathan ag an Eaglais
Chaitliceach ar shaol sdisialta na ndaoine in Eirinn, ach maionn sé nach gcuireann

Inglis na gluaiseachtai agus na gniomhartha frithbheartaiochta san aireamh i gceart:

Irish sociologist, Tom Inglis, who has published extensively on aspects of
Irish sexuality, has suggested that Foucault’s theories about sex being ‘the
most subtle, most penetrative form of discipline and control’ have a limited
application to Ireland. He has acknowledged that there is much that Foucault
wrote about sexuality that is relevant to Ireland, including a discourse of
sexuality centred on the policing of bodies in marriage, family and property
relations, the extent to which sex becomes an issue between the state and the
individual, and a public issue ‘articulated within a whole web of discourses’.
But in Ireland, according to Inglis, ‘alternative or resistant discourses were
relatively absent’ and ‘transgressions were limited’. In Ireland, the
deployment of sexuality remained, until the end of the twentieth century,
within what Foucault terms the ‘thematic of sin’. Inglis further suggests that
when Foucault writes of sex being ‘taken charge of, tracked down as it were,
by a discourse that aimed to allow it no obscurity, no respite’, this process
cannot be applied to Ireland to the same extent as elsewhere because there
was not ‘the same quantity of discourses concerned with sex’ which Foucault
argues was characteristic of the West, and that he failed to map out the
relationship between the religious and sexual spheres of a country’s social
life. The archival material on which this book is based suggests that Inglis
exaggerates Irish exceptionalism in this regard. While acknowledging the
influence of Catholicism and the ‘thematic of sin’, this book uncovers
numerous discourses that were independent of, or in opposition to, the
Church, and shows that the state in its reports was not always just framing its

observations or comments in the context of religious sensibilities. Issues such
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as the appropriateness of state intervention, civil rights, public health and
living conditions also played their part. Neither was there a shortage of
transgressions, both illegal behaviours—sexual crime and abuse-and legal but
perceived as socially transgressive, such as unmarried motherhood. Inglis has
also maintained that ‘the absence of physical affection, an obsession with sex
and an emphasis on self-denial have been central to what makes the Irish
different’. The notion of sex being the greatest sin was ‘inculcated deeper and
lasted longer in the bodies and souls of the Irish than among the rest of the
West’ [...] But there were also dissent, different opinions, double standards
and a more complex sexual identity and practice than Inglis allows for. None
the less, Inglis has raised interesting questions and challenges for historians
and sociologists, particularly with his suggestion that ‘what is missing in a
Foucauldian analysis is an understanding of the Irish sensibility about sex; the
particular way “the game of sexuality” was played in Ireland’ (2009: 2-3;

liomsa an bhéim).

Ta sé mar aidhm ag Ferriter sa leabhar Occasions of Sin an chastacht a bhain le
diosctrsai na collajochta in Eirinn san fhichiG haois a phlé agus Iéirionn sé don
Iéitheoir nar chloigh gach duine i sochai na hEireann leis na dioscursai oifigitla a chuir
an Eaglais, an Stat agus an tsochai chun cinn, gur chain daoine agus grapai éagsula na
dioscdrsai sin agus polasaithe an Stait. Aontaionn Michael G. Cronin le tuairimi
Ferriter, a bheag n6 a mhor. Aithnionn sé go raibh tionchar mér ag saothar Inglis ar a
leabhar féin, Impure Thoughts (2012: 2-3), agus déanann sé tracht ar an ‘pioneering
theoretical framework’ at in usaid ag Inglis in Moral Monopoly (ibid.). E sin raite

aige, déanann sé cur sios ar na lochtanna a bhraitheann sé féin i saothar Inglis:

However, while analysing sexuality as productive and regulatory in
nineteenth-century Ireland, Inglis effectively returns to a repressive
hypothesis to explain Irish sexuality in the twentieth century. In nineteenth-
century Catholic Ireland, in Inglis’s account, sexuality was being actively
produced within a post-Famine project of shaping modern bourgeois bodies
and minds; sexuality was a function of power. However, in the twentieth
century, until the 1960s, sexuality was repressed as part of a drive to restrict
the formation of modern subjects; sexuality was the victim of power. In the
first era, Catholicism actively moved to generate new discourses of sexuality

and new locations of sexual knowledge. The distinguishing feature of
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Catholicism in the second era is its creation of a deafeaning silence on
sexuality. In the earlier era, Catholicism is viewed as one of the primary agents
for creating modern Irish sexual subjects whereas in the later one it functions
only to repress sexual discourses and subjects and thus to impede Irish
modernity [...] But Impure Thoughts demonstrates that even in the first two-
thirds of the twentieth century, sexuality was not regulated through silence in
Ireland but through a complex, polyvalent field of discourses and contesting
epistemologies of sexuality [...] Inglis’s history of sexuality in modern
Ireland generally follows the contours of a model of Irish modernisation, in
which the comparatively smooth trajectory of the Anglophone metropole is
contrasted with Ireland’s jerky pattern of periods of stagnation interrupted by
bouts of accelerated change. In this account, Irish Catholicism was an agent
of bourgeois development and modernisation in the mid-nineteenth century.
However, in the twentieth century almost precisely the same ideological
formation effectively acted as a stubborn brake on modernisation [...]
However, as Impure Thoughts demonstrates, ‘Catholic’ Ireland prior to the
1960s was as much shaped by the currents and crises of international
capitalism and modernity as ‘globalised’ Ireland has been shaped by late

capitalism and postmodernity (ibid.: 3-4).

Is 1éir, mar sin, go séanann Cronin an ‘repressive hypothesis’ mar mhunla réshimpli.

Cuireann Maria Luddy béim ar an easaontas a bhi le brath sa tir agus go hairithe

in iompar collai na ndaoine, san alt ‘Marriage, Sexuality and the Law in Ireland’:

Reading through the historical records available in numerous archives around
Ireland it is clear that many Irish people enjoyed pre-marital sex, engaged in
adultery, and did not always much care what their neighbours or priests
thought of their actions. Levels of infanticide, the appearance of men and
women before their local church sessions to account for their extra-marital
affairs or pre-martial fornication, prostitution, the comments of clerics on the
sexual habits of their flocks, the numbers of desertions, bigamy cases, breach
of promise to marry cases and seduction cases attest to a society where the
expression of sexuality was less inhibited than historians believed (2017:
359).
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Tugann cuntas Luddy le fios, ni hamhain gur sharaigh a lan daoine coinbhinsidin,
rialacha agus fit dlithe na sochai, ach go raibh roinnt daoine lansasta na coinbhinsiuin,

na rialacha agus na dlithe sin a shard.

Léirigh roinnt tuairisci agus imscruduithe oifigidla,®” mar The Inquiry
Regarding Venereal Disease (1926) agus an Report of the Interdepartmental
Committee of Inquiry Regarding Venereal Disease (1926; neamhfhoilsithe), The
Report of the Committee on Evil Literature (1927), The Report of the Commission on
the Relief of the Sick and Desitute Poor (1927), The Report of the Ad-Hoc Committee
on the Suppression of Prostitution (1947-1948) agus go hairithe an Report of the
Committee on the Criminal Law Amendment Acts (1880-1885) and Juvenile
Prostitution (1931), né The Carrigan Report,® gur fhadhb fhorleathan agus
thromchuiseach a bhi sa choir chollai in Eirinn sna 1920idi agus sna 1930idi agus go
raibh an scaoll moralta bunaithe ar abhair imni a raibh Gdar leo go pointe airithe.
Minionn Earner-Byrne gur bhraith daoine agus gur bhraith an Rialtas go raibh aonad

an teaghlaigh faoi bhagairt mar gheall go raibh luachanna moralta na tire ag meathld:

In Ireland, as elsewhere, the family (its definition, rights, responsibilities and
protection) was seen as central to maintaining civil order and control. In the
1920s the emphasis on the function of the family was heightened by a
pervading fear that this core unit of society was imploding. Some of the
principal commissions of inquiry into welfare and crime, for example, the
Report of the commission on the relief of the sick and destitute poor, including
the insane poor, 1927 and the Report on the criminal law amendment acts
(1880-85) and juvenile prostitution of 1931 shared a concern that parental
control had been eroded by the years of civil unrest and the invasion of
modernity via the cinema. Welfare officials in the Department of Local
Government and Public Health agreed [to] filing annual reports that charted
social breakdown and family impotence in the face of modernity. The moral,
social and demographic fears combined for contemporaries to present a
picture of decay: ‘If our social and economic disorder continues, it is obvious

that the steady elimination of young people by emigration, the decline in the

37 Luann Luddy (2017: 359), Earner-Byrne (2008: 361) agus Smith (2007: 21) iad chomh maith.
38 Déanann James Smith cur sios an-chuimsitheach ar an bprdiseas a lean Coiste Carrigan agus iad ag
iarraidh an tuairisc a chur le chéile (2007: 24-37).

66



numbers born, the deterioration in the quality of children born due to the too
late marriage age of mothers, and the decline in general health due to
malnutrition can only lead to a complete sapping of the physical and mental
vitality of the nation... The economic obstacles to marriage at a normal age
here have produced a most abnormal and unnatural condition of life which is
finding outlet in promiscuous intercourse with resultant illegitimacy,

increasing of venereal disease [...]" (2008: 361).

Is I€ir, mar sin, gur chuir na tuairisci sin go mor le dearcadh an phobail i leith

dhrochstaid mhoralta na hEireann.

Maionn Maria Luddy go raibh an striapachas le brath go forleathan i mBaile
Atha Cliath go déanach san ocht haois déag (2017: 357—358). Déanann si plé ar an
gcaoi ar thainig an striapachas go mor chun cinn sna haiteanna ina raibh saighdidiri

lonnaithe agus ar an imni a bhi ar dhaoine faoi:

Prostitutes were evident in the streets of Irish towns, especially those where
soldiers were stationed. They were feared because it was believed that not
only did they carry contagious diseases which might infect the entire
population but also that their very presence might induce young women to
follow in their footsteps (ibid.: 358).

Bhi iarracht déanta roimh bhunu an tSaorstait, fil, chun an striapachas a riald. Faoi
choinniollacha na Contagious Diseases Acts (1864-1886) bhi cead ag na hudarais
scrada dochttra a dhéanamh ar “women suspected to be prostitutes’ (Connolly 1997:
83), go héirithe in aiteanna mar An Currach i gContae Chill Dara agus an Cdbh
(Queenstown) i gContae Chorcai (ibid.: 113). Bhi na scraduithe sin riachtanach (ibid.).
Téa fréamhacha na Magdalen Laundries le fail sna heagraiochtai carthanacha a raibh
sé mar aidhm acu na striapacha a tharrthail (ibid.). Ba striapacha iad an chuid ba mho
de na mné a chuaigh isteach sna Laundries go dti deireadh an naou haois déag (ibid.).
Is Iéir, mar sin, go ndearnadh dluthnasc idir galair véinéireacha thdgalacha agus moral
contagion (Cronin 2012: 66). Minionn Cronin an nasc idir moral contagion agus an t-

ord séisialta:
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[...] the metaphor of moral contagion also served as a figure for the
relationship between individual moral conduct and the social order. Through
the imagery of contagion, sexual mishehaviour was conceived of as a virus

that could spread out from the individual to infect the whole society (ibid.).

Tuigeadh an striapachas mar chleachtadh a chuir an t-ord soisialta i mbaol.

Rinneadh scradd cuimsitheach ar na dlithe a bhain leis na fadhbanna gnéis—
no6 fadhbanna moralta—ba mhé a bhi le brath i sochai na tire ag an am—an striapachas,

na maithreacha singile, an ginmhilleadh, an naimhar(,® an choireacht ghnéis, an

Ve

foréigean teaghlaigh, agus mi-usaid na bpaisti—sa tuairisc a chuir Coiste Carrigan le
chéile sa bhliain 1931. Déanann Earner-Byrne achoimre ar thorthai an Carrigan

Report:

The Carrigan Report, guided by the conviction that the ‘moral condition’ in
Ireland was challenged by modernity and only legislation could rectify the
situation, sought to raise the age of sexual consent from sixteen to eighteen
years of age and reform the laws relating to prostitution [...] The Carrigan
Report painted a picture of an lIreland in moral decline with rising
illegitimacy, the widespread use of birth control and increased prostitution.
Significantly, this report was never published, revealing, as both Kennedy and
Finnane argue the tendency to suppress controversial information regarding
sexual morality in Ireland. Perhaps, as Finnane speculates, independent
Ireland did not wish publicly to acknowledge that it was following a trend in

morality not dissimilar to that across the border and the Irish Sea (2007: 177).

Tuigeadh iompar collai a sharaigh noirm an teaghlaigh agus na giniina mar iompar a
chuir an t-ord soisialta i mbaol agus bhi fonn ar cheannairi na tire dul i ngleic le

fadhbanna mordlta na tire agus iarracht a dhéanamh iompar collai na ndaoine a rialu.

39 Chomh maith leis an striapachas, an midhlisteanacht agus an mbreithrial(i, b’fhadhb an-mhér é an
naimhart in Eirinn san fhichit haois (Connolly 2015: 73). Bhi ‘disproportionately high illegitimate
death rate’ le brath sa tir (Earner-Byrne 2007: 178). Léirionn Ferriter ddinn in Occasions of Sin (2009)
gurbh fhadhb mhdr a bhi sa choiritlacht chollai chomh maith: ‘The circuit court cases during the 1920s
and 1930s suggest a high degree of sexual frustration, violence and abuse’ (112).
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1.8. De réir an dli: moral legislation sa Saorstat

Léirionn na Contagious Diseases Acts (1864—-1866) go raibh fonn ar cheannairi na
tire—bhi Eire faoi smacht na Breataine ag an am, ar ndéigh—Usaid a bhaint as an
gcoras dli chun iompar collai na ndaoine a riali agus chun an scaoll morélta a bhain
leis an striapachas, mar shampla, agus go hairithe le galair véinéireacha, a mhaolu.
Coinniodh leis an gcleachtas céanna i ndiaidh bhund an tSaorstait. Mar a mhinionn
James Smith:

Already by 1925 this partnership [idir an Eaglais Chaitliceach agus an Stat]
has provoked legislation establishing censorship of films and proscribing
divorce, characteristic hallmarks of the socially repressive Free State Society
(2007: 21).

Rinneadh cur sios ar Acht Leasuithe an DIli Choiritla (ALDC), a thainig i bhfeidhm
sa bhliain 1935 mar gheall ar mholtai an Carrigan Report*® agus ar mholtai an Report
of the Commission on the Relief of the Sick and Destitute Poor, including the Insane

Poor, mar seo a leanas:

An Act to make Further and Better Provision for the Protection of Young Girls
and the Suppression of Brothels and Prostitution, and for Those and Other
Purposes to Amend the Law relating to Sexual Offences (Rialtas na hEireann:
ALDC 1935).

Téa codanna san ALDC a théann i ngleic, mar shampla, leis an éigniu, leis an ionsai
gnéasach, leis an bhfios collai neamhdhleathach agus leis an aois toiltithe, leis an
striapachas agus leis na drdthlanna agus leis an migheanas (poibli) (ALDC 1935). Is i
an chuid den Acht a bhaineann le modhanna frithghinitna an chuid is cailidla, afach,
mar gheall go raibh tionchar chomh tromchuiseach agus chomh fadtéarmach aici ar an

bpleanail clainne agus, da bharr sin, ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine (ALDC 1935: Cuid

40 Maionn James Smith go raibh tionchar ollmhér ag an Carrigan Report ar dhearcadh an Stait i leith
an naisc idir an chollaiocht agus an dli: “The Carrigan Report, I propose, was a formative moment in
establishing an official state attitude toward “sexual immorality” and the subsequent legislation in
authorizing the nation’s containment culture’ (2007: 21).
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17). Déanann James Smith plé ar an tionchar a bhi ag an Carrigan Report agus ag an

ALDC ar ‘the nation’s containment culture’:

In arriving at a hegemonic discourse that perceived sexual immorality, the
Carrigan Report and the Criminal Law Amendment Act sanitized state policy
with respect to institutional provision. They disembodied sexual practice by
obscuring social realities, especially illegitimacy, in discursive abstractions.
And they concealed sexual crime, especially rape, infanticide, and abuse,
while simultaneously sexualizing the women and children unfortunate enough

to fall victim to society’s moral proscriptions (2007: 21).

Déanann sé plé chomh maith ar an gcaoi a ndearnadh neamhaird de na coinniollacha

éagsula a chuir le (droch)staid mhoréalta na tire agus leis an gcoir chollai:

[...] the Carrigan Report’s political reception—first the suppression of the
report,** then the legislative response—established a precedent for church-
state  management of sociosexual controversies, proscribing visible
manifestations of ‘sexual immorality’ while failing to address, or choosing to
ignore, the social realities attending them. This political response reveals how
the discourse of sexual immorality marginalized the real-life sexual practice
that resulted in single motherhood and illegitimacy while it simultaneously

elided the pervasive reality of rape, incest, and pedophilia (ibid.: 4).

Tugann an sliocht thuas le fios go raibh aird an Stait—agus na hEaglaise—dirithe ar

an bpionds, seachas ar an leasu soisialta.

Té an ceart ar fad ag Maria Luddy nuair a dhéanann si cur sios ar an ALDC
mar ‘moral legislation’ (2017: 361) agus bhi reachtaiocht den chineal céanna le brath
chomh maith, mar shampla, san Acht um Scradoireacht Scannan (1923), san Acht um
Scrudoireacht Fhoillseachan (1929)*2 agus san Acht um Hallai Rinnce Puibli (1935).

Nior reachtaiocht theibi a bhi i gceist ach an oiread. Bhi tionchar mér ag na hAchtanna

1 Nior foilsiodh an Carrigan Report. ‘Significantly, this report was never published, revealing, as both
Kennedy and Finnane argue the tendency to suppress controversial information regarding sexual
morality in Ireland’ (Earner-Byrne 2007: 177).

42 Bhi baint ag an Acht seo leis an bhfrithghinidint chomh maith.
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seo ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine in Eirinn agus ar shaol priobhaideach agus ar shaol
gneis na ndaoine go hairithe:

Much of the moral legislation imposed, such as the Criminal Law Amendment
Act of 1935, reveals an attempt by the state and church to curtail sexual
autonomy, particularly that of women. Clear also is an attempt to curtail any
expression of sexuality, and to curb, for instance through censorship and the
regulation of dance halls, the consumption of sexuality (Luddy 2017: 361).

Cé go raibh tionchar ag an reachtaiocht mhoralta ar fhir na tire chomh maith, is diol
speise é go ndearnadh iarracht ni ba mhé smacht a choinneail ar iompar na mban, rud

a thugann le fios go raibh iomha an Stait ag brath ar mhoraltacht na mban.

1.9. ‘even if you didn’t want to, you had to’: An Fhrithghiniiint in Eirinn

Bhi na Priomheaglaisi Criostula uilig go mor i gcoinne Usaid na bhfrithghiniinach

agus, mar a luadh cheana, bhi tionchar mor ag teagasc na nEaglaisi sin—agus go

Ve

hairithe ag teagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici—ar mhuintir, agus ar Rialtas, na hEireann san

fhichid haois. Bhain an tuiscint ar an bhfrithghinidint mar chleachtadh minaduartha, a
bhi le brath i dteagasc na nEaglaisi Criostula, leis an tuiscint a bhi ag na hEaglaisi sin

ar Dhli Dé, mar a mhinionn Sandra McAvoy:

[...] limiting fertility was, from the outset, condemned by the main Christian
churches and medical organisations as contrary to divine and natural law, as
subversive, obscene or likely to deprave [...] Why was birth control perceived
in this way? [...] It was regarded as a violation of divine law because it ran
counter to biblical guidance, such as ‘bring forth abundantly in the earth, and
multiply therein’ (Genesis 9:7) or Psalm 127’s declaration that ‘children are

an heritage of the Lord: and the fruit of the womb is his reward’ (2014: 4-5).

Cuireann si leis an méid thuas, nuair a mhaionn si gur braitheadh go raibh contdirt

pholaititil ag baint le dioscursa na frithghiniGna sa Bhreatain:

Birth control may also, from the outset, have been perceived as politically

subversive because the earliest texts were produced by secular, free-thinking,
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working-class English political radicals, such as Francis Place (1771-1854)
and Richard Carlisle (1790-1843) [...] such writers challenged not only
contemporary religious and moral understandings that sexual relations must
always be open to the possibility of conception but also gendered assumptions
about women’s subordination within marriage and the inevitability of

intensive motherhood (ibid.: 5; liomsa an bhéim).

Tuigeadh cleachtadh na frithghiniina mar bhagairt don teaghlach ‘nédtrtha’ agus do
chumhacht na nEaglaisi Criostila. Cé gur thainig maol( ar an dearcadh a bhi ag
Eaglais Shasana i leith na frithghiniuna, go héirithe i ndiaidh Chomhdhail Lambeth in
1930, nior thainig an maoll céanna ar dhearcadh na hEaglaise Caitlici ina leith. San
imlitir Casti Connubii (1931), ar tagraiodh cheana di, leagadh béim ar an dearcadh sin.
Tugtar ‘frustrating the marriage act’ ar an bhfrithghinitint agus déantar cur sios uirthi
mar ‘criminal abuse’ (Casti Connubii 53). Déantar soiléiriu ar sheasamh na hEaglaise

ina leith agus i leith na ndaoine a bhain Gsaid as modhanna frithghinidna:

[...] no reason, however grave, may be put forward by which anything
intrinsically against nature may become conformable to nature and morally
good. Since, therefore, the conjugal act is destined primarily by nature for the
begetting of children, those who in exercising it deliberately frustrate its
natural power and purpose sin against nature and commit a deed which is

shameful and intrinsically vicious (Casti Connubii 54).

Is raiteas laidir € seo agus is leir gur rabhadh géar i gcoinne Usaid na bhfrithghinitinach

a bhi ann.

Luann McAvoy an téacs The Murdress of the Unseen: A Tract on Race Suicide,
a scriobh an t-oirmhinneach agus an scolaire, Samuel Hemphill, agus a foilsiodh sa
bhliain 1908 (McAvoy 2014: 4, 18-21). Sa téacs seo, cadineann Hemphill na modhanna
éagsula frithghinidna agus déanann sé nasc idir na modhanna seo agus roinnt galar

agus roinnt deacrachtai fisicidla, rud a léirionn an imni a bhi air faoi Gsaid na

#3Fch Daly: ‘in 1930 the Lambeth Conference—the official assembly of the Church of England—
reversed its previous opposition and endorsed birth control in limited circumstances and “in the light of
... Christian principles,” a decision that left the Catholic church as the most prominent opponent of birth
control’ (2006a: 86).
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frithghinidna. Luann sé chomh maith go raibh an daonra ag laghdu sa Fhrainc, san
Astrail, i Meiriced agus i Sasana ag tus an fichil haois, agus go raibh sé de dhualgas
ar dhaoine (posta), dar leis, na frithghiniinaigh a sheachaint mar ‘“coition is one of
the ordinary laws of nature”” (qtd McAvoy 2014: 19). Thainig an téarma race suicide,
as ar bhain Hemphill usaid i dteideal a thrachtais, go moér chun cinn san Eoraip go
luath san fhichiu haois, agus go hdirithe sa tréimhse idir na Cogai Domhanda, mar a

mhinionn Diarmaid Ferriter:

Discussion about birth control and the use of the term ‘race suicide’ in Ireland
was a reflection of a European pro-natalist discourse [...] it was asserted that
Ireland was going to learn from the mistakes of other European countries [...]
In Italy [...] In 1927, Mussolini launched his pro-natalist campaign [...] His
declarations fell on deaf ears [...] There was ambivalence about debating the
issue of contraception in Italy [...] Nor was the Irish interrelation of religon
and politics unique. In the Netherlands, for example, both Catholic and
Orthodox Calvinist groups wielded significant power [...] control of sexuality
‘through intervention in the nuclear family ... was considered crucial’ [...] In
France, the left-wing governments of the Popular Front attempted to stamp
out the French neo-Mathusian birth control movement. In Germany and
Austria, war and inflation intensified socioeconomic pressures to control
fertility [...] (2009: 191-192).

Is léir go raibh nasc idir an imni a bhi ar cheannairi an larthair faoin bhfrithghinidint

agus an imni a bhi orthu faoin laghdd daonra.

Bhi daoine in ann teacht ar neart eolais faoi na modhanna éagsula frithghinitna
go luath san fhichiu haois, sa tréimhse ad idir na Cogai Domhanda go hairithe, mar a

mhinionn Mary Daly:

Information on birth control and access to contraceptive devices became much
more widely available in the years immediately following the end of the
1914-18 war, mainly due to the publication of Marie Stopes’s book Married
Love in 1918. Stopes was an outstanding publicist, who campaigned to make
contraceptives respectable, especially for married couples. Although

contraceptives had been available for some time, they were primarily regarded
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as a means of avoiding venereal disease, and their use was associated with
prostitutes, not the marriage bed. During the 1920s many respectable
newspapers and magazines began to carry advertisements offering advice
manuals or mail-order sales of contraceptive devices (2006a: 85-86).

Bhiodh sé de nos ag trachtairi a bhi in éadan an chleachtaidh nasc a dhéanamh idir
fluirse an eolais agus an laghdu daonra. Déanann Mary Daly tracht ar Sir Alexander

Carr-Saunders, bitheolai agus socheolai Briotanach, mar shampla:

In common with others who were writing about population trends during the
1930s, Carr-Saunders believed that the falling birth-rate was a direct
consequence of readier access to information on birth control. According to
Carr-Saunders’s analysis: (1) There is a correspondence between the date
when birth-control propaganda became intensive and the date when the birth-
rate began to decline in most countries. It is reasonable to assume that birth-
control practices were stimulated by the consumption of birth-control
literature (ibid.: 85).

Léirionn tuairimi Carr-Saunders gur chuir an laghdu daonra go mor leis an imni a bhi
ar dhaoine faoin bhfrithghinitint agus faoi mhoraltacht—no easpa moréaltachta—an

chleachtaidh seo.

Ni raibh sé chomh héasca do ghnathmhuintir na hEireann teacht ar eolas faoi
na modhanna éagsula frithghinitna is a bhi sé do dhaoine eile san larthar sna 1920idi
agus sna 1930idi. San alt ““Its effect on the public morality is vicious in the extreme™’
(2012), déanann Sandra McAvoy plé ar an gcaoi a ndearna brughrupai éagsula
mimhoraltacht na frithghiniina a chur chun cinn i ndiaidh bhun( an tSaorstait agus
brd a chur ar an Rialtas dlithe a chur i bhfeidhm chun srian a chur ar eolas faoin

bhfrithghinidint agus srian a chur ar na frithghiniunaigh féin. Pléann si, mar shampla

[...] the targeting of the 1926 Committee on Evil Literature by Catholic social
movement activists determined to strengthen definitions of birth control
information as ‘obscene’, and to show that access to such material in Ireland

was widespread enough to constitute a threat to the social order (2012: 35).
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Dirionn si chomh maith ar

steps taken within the Pharmaceutical Society of Ireland, in 1931, to have the
sale of contraceptives declared unethical, a development that presented the
Roman Catholic hierarchy with an opportunity to recommence lobbying on
this matter in 1932 (ibid.).

Maionn McAvoy go raibh tionchar mor ag brdghrapai mar sin ar An Acht um
Scrudoéireacht Fhoillseachan (1929) agus ar Acht Leasuithe an DIi Choiritla (1935).
Faoi choinniollacha an Achta um Scradoireacht Fhoillseachan (Rialtas na hEireann
1929), cuireadh cosc iomlan ar fhoilseachain ina raibh eolas faoi mhodhanna

frithghinidna le fail:

It shall not be lawful for any person, otherwise than under and in accordance

with a permit in writing granted to him under this section

(a) to print or publish or cause or procure to be printed or published, or
(b) to sell or expose, offer, or keep for sale, or

(c) to distribute, offer or keep for distribution,

any book or periodical publication (whether appearing on the register of
prohibited publications or not) which advocates or which might reasonably
be supposed to advocate the unnatural prevention of conception or the
procurement of abortion or miscarriage or any method, treatment, or
appliance to be used for the purpose of such prevention or such procurement
(ASF 1929: 16:1; liomsa an bhéim).

Maionn Mary Daly ‘contraception was at the heart of this legislation, because it was
widely believed that modern literature which extolled sexuality, or less restrictive
lifestyles for women and men, created a market for contraceptive advice’ (2006b:
574). Baineadh Usaid as an Acht go rialta chun srian a choinnedil ar an eolas a bhi le
fail do mhuintir na hEireann faoin bhfrithghinidint (ibid.: 574-575). Faoi
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choinniollacha Acht Leasuithe an DIi Choiridla, cuireadh cosc iomlan ar dhiol agus ar

iomportail na bhfrithghinitnach:

It shall not be lawful for any person to sell, or expose, offer, advertise, or keep
for sale or to import or attempt to import into Saorstat Eireann for sale, any
contraceptive (ALDC 1935: 17:1).

Déanann Mary Daly cur sios ar an gcuid seo thuas den ALDC mar ‘cordon sanitaire
against contraception’ (2006a: 92). I ndiaidh 1935,* mar sin, bhi sé deacair ar mhuintir
na hEireann teacht, ni hamhain ar eolas faoi mhodhanna frithghinina, ach ar na
frithghinitnaigh féin.

Bhi tionchar mor ag an ASF agus ag an ALDC ar ghnathshaol na ndaoine in
Eirinn. Bhi drogall ar cheannairi na hEireann, ni hamhain eolas faoin bhfrithghinitint
a chur ar fail do mhuintir na tire, ach gneasoideachas a chur ar fail doibh chomh maith.
Nuair a bhi Coiste Carrigan ag obair ar a thuairisc don Rialtas, idir 1930 agus 1931,
chuir cuid de na finnéithe béim ar an easpa eolais a bhi ag muintir na tire ar an
gcollaiocht agus ar an ngnéas agus is léir gur cheap siad gur chuir an t-aineolas sin

agus an easpa oideachais go mor le fadhbanna moralta na tire:

The women’s organisations that gave evidence emphasised prevention, care
and welfare rather than punishment. They also highlighted the failure to
educate women about their bodies, as did Judge F. Gleeson of Ennis district
court, who criticised a lack in ‘knowledge in physical facts’. The women
suggested that Irish girls were more immature and less knowledgeable than
their English counterparts [...] (Ferriter 2009: 140).

Déanann Ferriter cur sios gonta ar an drogall a bhi ar an gcoiste agus ar an Rialtas dul

i ngleic leis an gcineal argona sin nuair a mhaionn sé ‘but, all their recommendations

44 Bhi an deacracht chéanna ag muintir na hEireann suas go dti 1979, nuair a thainig athruithe sa dli
mar gheall ar de thoradh An Bille Sléinte (Beartd Muirine), a chuir Charles Haughey faoi bhraid an
Rialtais (fch Ferriter 2009: 423-425). Bhain coinniollacha dochta leis an reachtaiocht nua chomh
maith-bhi ar lantdineacha posta oideas a fhail 6 dhochtlir chun frithghinidnaigh a fhail. Thainig An
tAcht Slainte (Bearti Muirine) (Least) i bhfeidhm in 1985. Faoi choinniollacha an Achta seo, bhi cead
ag daoine os cionn ocht mbliana déag d’aois coiscini agus speirmicid a cheannach gan oideas dochtura.
Théinig An tAcht Slainte (Beartd Muirine) (Least) i bhfeidhm in 1992. Cuireadh deireadh leis an gcosc
ar iomportail agus ar dhiol na bhfrithghinitnach satir.
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were ignored, as were calls for sex education’ (ibid.). Bhi baint ag an drogall sin le
dearcadh na hEaglaise Caitlici i leith an ghnéasoideachais, go pointe airithe. Ni raibh
fonn ar an Eaglais an smacht a bhi acu ar chollaiocht na ndaoine a ghéilleadh don

Rialtas n6 d’eagraiochtai nach raibh baint acu leis an Eaglais:

Education in this regard was something the Church was loathe to cede to civil
or state authorities. Prayer was deemed to be the solution to any doubt about
physical contact between the sexes (ibid.: 235).

Ta brod de chinedl éigin le brath sa litir a scriobh Henry Gray, runai an Catholic Social
Welfare Bureau, chuig Ardeaspag Bhaile Atha Cliath, John Charles McQuaid, faoi na
mna 6ga Eireannacha a chuaigh thar lear—agus go hairithe na mna a chuaigh go
Sasana—in 1943. Maionn sé sé go raibh ‘practically no knowledge of sex matters’ ag
na mna oga sin nuair a chuaigh siad go Sasana, agus deanann sé comparaid idir na
mné Eireannacha agus na mna Sasanacha nuair a luann sé go raibh ‘unwholesome
knowledge’ ag ‘England’s non-Catholic youth’ ar chursai collaiochta (qtd Ferriter
2009: 260). Bhi imni mhor ar bhaill d’eagraiochtai mar The Catholic Social Welfare
Bureau, ar an Eaglais Chaitliceach agus ar an Stat faoin imirce, agus go hairithe faoi
na mna 6ga a chuaigh ar imirce, mar a mhinionn Jennifer Redmond san alt ““Sinful

299

Singleness™” (2008). Luann Redmond an plé a rinneadh ar chtrsai moraltachta i

gcomhthéacs na himirce:

For women, moral behaviours associated with sexual activity were of
paramount concern whereas for men, where such discourses existed, they
tended to focus on the suitability of accommodation, their drinking habits and
their tendency to work on Sundays. Furthermore, ‘moral danger’ was almost
a code for ‘sexual danger’ [...] ‘moral danger’ in this context can be equated
with ‘sexual danger’ or ‘exploration’. Indeed, the difference between ‘failed’
and ‘successful”’ female emigrants appeared to hinge on their sexual behaviour
— failed emigrants were to be found in maternity homes; successful emigrants
sent money home to their mothers (2008: 466-467).

Léirionn dearcthai mar seo go ndearnadh nasc idir an méid eolais a bhi ag daoine ar
charsai collaiochtai agus a moraltacht agus gur tuigeadh imirce na mna 6ige mar

bhagairt d4 moraltacht, gur tuigeadh ‘that something bad may happen to one abroad,
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particularly a Catholic girl’ (ibid.: 467). Dar le Redmond gur cuireadh béim ar na
casanna ba mheasa sna nuachtain,* .i. ar mhaithreacha neamhphosta, agus gur chuir
sé sin leis an scaoll moralta mar ‘[t]he fact that these were a minority of cases is
forgotten’ (ibid.: 468). Mar gheall ar an easpa oideachais agus eolais a bhi ar fail do
dhaoine 6ga san fhichid haois, nior thuig siad cursai collaiochta i gceart agus, mar
thoradh air sin, bhi an Stat agus an Eaglais in ann feidhm a bhaint as an éiginnteacht
seo chun dearcadh airithe i leith na collaiochta a chruthu agus a choth( sa tir.

Chruthaigh an easpa eolais agus an easpa oideachais deacrachtai praiticitla do
mhuintir na tire agus go hairithe do na mna. Chuir Maire Leane agus a cuid
comhghleacaithe agallaimh ar mhné Eireannacha go déanach sna 1990idi, chun eolas
a bhailiu faoin taithi a bhi ag na mna sin ar charsai collaiochta, mar aon le tuairimi na
mban i leith na collaiochta agus i leith na giniina. Déanann Leane féin cur sios ar an

tionschamh:

It is based on the qualitative data generated as part of an oral history project
on Irish women’s experiences of sexuality and reproduction during the period
1920-1970. The interviews, which were conducted with 21 Irish women born
between 1914 and 1955, illustrate that social and cultural discourses of
sexuality as secretive, dangerous, dutiful and sinful were central to these
women’s interpretative repertoires around sexuality and gender. However, the
data also contains accounts of behaviours, experiences and feelings that
challenged or resisted prevailing scripts of sexuality and gender [...] What
emerges clearly from the data is the confusion, anxiety and pain occasioned
by the negotiation of external demands and internal desires and the contested,
unstable nature of both cultural power and female resistance (2014: 25-26;

liomsa an bhéim).

Bhi s¢ mar aidhm ag Leane agus a comhghleacaithe scrudii a dhéanamh ar ‘how they
experienced and negotiated their material, biological bodies in the context of
prevailing discursive/social constructions of female sexuality’ (ibid.: 27) agus ar ‘what

the women’s accounts reveal about the shared knowledge of sexuality that prevailed

%5 L_uann si sraith alt a scriobh Gertrude Gaffney faoi mhaithreacha singile Eireannacha i Sasana in 1936
(2008: 467-468).
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in their youth’ (ibid.: 28). Tugann na hagallaimh le fios nach raibh moran eolais ag na
mna sin ar charsai collaiochta agus iad ina ndéagoiri agus ina mna 6ga; ni raibh moran
eolais acu, mar shampla, ar an miostrd, ar an ngnéas, ar an nginitint na ar an toircheas
(ibid.: 28). Ni raibh daoine eile—tuismitheoiri, mar shampla—sésta an t-eolas a roinnt

leo ach an oiread (ibid.):

Alice, a working class woman born in the early 1930s, commented that ‘there
wasn’t even a word for sex,” while Hannah, a woman of similar age to Alice,
noted that ‘you couldn’t mention sex’ and that ‘there was a big mystery about
all of it” (ibid.: 29).

Rinne bean eile, Nuala, cur sios ar an drogall a bhi ar dhaoine eile—fiu a mathair

féin— labhairt 1éi faoi chudrsai collaiochta:

My mother was a very direct woman but one of the things my mother was not
very good at, was talking about sexuality...I was never really told anything,
nothing from the nuns, nothing, occasional inferences that were actually more

confusing than anything (ibid.)

Mhaigh Nuala go raibh dearcadh ditltach aici i leith na collaiochta da bharr:

[...]what I learnt, I learnt from a negative perspective, rather than a positive
one, in the sense that | pieced together from people, not talking about what
actually happened but talking about the implications or the dangers of

whatever it was, you know (ibid.).

Ba mhinic a thug tuismitheoiri—maithreacha go hairithe—rabhaidh do na mna éga,
ach ba rabhaidh theibi iad agus ba mhinic nar thuig na mna 6ga cad go direach a bhi a
ra ag na daoine sin (ibid. 29-30). Bhi cuid mhaith de na fir aineolach ar chdrsai an
tsaoil chomh maith. Déanann Ferriter tagairt, mar shampla, don easpa eolais a bhi ag

an scribhneoir Sean O Faolain ar charsai collaiochta:

Sean O Faolain was twenty years old and midway through his studies at
University College, Cork before he learned how childbirth happened, later

bemoaning the fact that pious elders ‘sent us naked to the wolf of life. I think
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chiefly it was over-protectiveness; as if they wanted to believe that if nobody

mentioned sex organs we would not notice that we had them’ (2009: 195).

Is Iéir, mar sin, go ndearnadh iarracht abhar na collaiochta a choimead faoi cheilt san
fhichid haois in Eirinn, ach go raibh ceannairi agus cléir na tire sasta Gsaid a bhaint as

an imni a bhi ar dhaoine faoin &bhar seo chun smacht a choimead ar a n-iompar.

Fil nuair a phés daoine, bhi imni orthu faoi chdrsai collaiochta agus ni raibh
saoirse acu a rogha rud a dhéanamh. Ba mhinic nér thuig daoine 6ga na tire aon rud
faoin ngnéas na faoin nginidint sular phds siad, ach thuig siad gur chéir déibh clann a
bheith acu, toisc gur chuir an Stat, an Eaglais agus an tsochai béim chomh mor sin ar
rol na mna mar bhean cheile agus mar mhéathair. Bhi eagla an domhain ar Joan nuair

a d’éirigh si torrach, mar shampla, toisc nar thuig si cad a bhi ag tarlu di:

Joan’s level knowledge about reproduction was so limited that when she
became pregnant at the age of 28 and experienced morning sickness, she did

not realise she was pregnant:

‘When I got married and when I got pregnant, I was three months pregnant
and | said to this woman, “it must have been the turnips I ate” and I didn’t
know, she knew, | never knew what was going to happen at 28 years [of age].
You had terrible concepts about going into hospital and the fear of the
unknown.’ (Leane 2014: 33).

Chruthaigh dearcadh na nEaglaisi agus an Stait i leith na bhfrithghinitnach
deacrachtai praiticidla do landineacha pdosta chomh maith. Cé nach raibh clann mhor
ag teastail 6 gach lanuin, bhi drogall orthu modhanna frithghiniana a Usaid, mar gheall
gur thuig siad dearcadh na hEaglaise Caitlici ina leith agus toisc nach raibh fonn orthu

rialacha na hEaglaise a sharu:

Sheila, who married in the early 1930s at the age of eighteen, highlighted how
for herself and her contemporaries, religious, legal and patriarchal forces

combined to limit the control they had over their sexual lives:
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‘..it was a mortal sin if you avoided a family, you were condemned
absolutely...they [women of her generation] knew nothing about
contraception, what to do or what not to do, they just had them [children], you
had to have them, if you avoided, you were nearly excommunicated from the
Church at that time, you just had to, there was no two ways about it, even if
you didn’t want to, you had to [...]” (ibid.: 38).

Léirionn raiteas Sheila an easpa saoirse agus an easpa roghanna a bhi aici agus ag mna

eile ag an am.

Is Iéir, mar a chuireann Ferriter é, ‘that Irish women were determined to find a
way of reconciling their Catholicism with their desire for contraception and
information’, afach (2009: 366). Chuir dearcadh righin na hEaglaise agus na sochai i
leith na ginidna agus i leith na frithghinitna isteach ar na mna agus ar a gcaidrimh
agus, toisc nach raibh smacht iomlan acu ar a gcorp féin, ba mhinic nach raibh siad in
ann pléisiar a bhaint as an gcollaiocht na an gnéas, fiu nuair a bhi siad i ngra lena

leannan:

Anne had similar memories of the fear occasioned by the unreliability of the
safe period method* she was using: ‘when I was a young married woman,
you would be waiting to know if you were pregnant, the fear of it was with
you the whole time [...]. Anne’s description of how reliance on the ‘safe
period’ method hampered sexual pleasure for herself and her husband is
underpinned by a discourse of sexual desire: ‘it was very hard on everyone, it
was very hard for ourselves, you couldn’t be together, we were young and in

love and wanted to be together and couldn’t.” (Leane 2014: 40).

Ni raibh rogha ag roinnt mhaith ban ach clann mhor a thogail agus bhi cuid acu ag
streachailt go géar da bharr; ni raibh go leor airgid na go leor spais acu ina dtithe (ibid.:
41). Is docha gur chuir casanna mar sin le fadhb an bhochtanais sa tir. Déanann Ferriter

tagairt, mar shampla, don phlddi sna tiondntain i mBaile Atha Cliath go luath san

46 Bunaithe ar thimthriall miosta na mnd agus ar ‘the findings of two medical scientists, Ogino and
Knaus (one Japanese, the other Austrian), that it was possible to prevent conception by abstaining from
sex during part of a woman’s menstrual cycle. This discovery attracted widespread publicity in the
United States during 1932 and sparked a major debate among Catholic moral theologians over the
morality of this method of birth control. The Catholic church gave the Ogino-Knaus method, or the
“safe period,” very qualified approval [...]" (Daly 2006a: 92).
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fhichiG haois agus maionn sé gur chuir easpa na bhfrithghinidnach go mér leis an
bhfadhb seo:

Giving evidence to the commission on the relief of unemployment in the
1920s, E.P. McCarron, the secretary of the Department of Local Government
and Public Health, highlighted the fact that in 1913 there were 5,322
tenements in Dublin occupied by 87,305 people, with 20,108 families
occupying one-roomed tenements; even in the mid 1920s there were 78,934
people living in one-roomed tenements, meaning ‘nearly a quarter of the total
population of Dublin city consists of families housed in one-roomed
tenements.” [...] One Irish doctor involved in maternity and child welfare
work wrote to the contraception pioneer Dr Marie Stopes in February 1919
outlining his fears about overburdened mothers, and wondering whether there
was any possibility of her sending him a leaflet he could distribute among the
labouring classes about limiting the size of their families: ‘T am one of a great
many others who have tried in all the first-class chemists in Dublin for the
appliances you recommend and have been met with an indignant denial of
stocking any such things.” (2009: 76-77).

Léirionn an sliocht thuas go raibh imni ar dhaoine faoi na coinniollacha sin agus go
raibh siad ag iarraidh cabhair a thabhairt do na gnathdhaoine a raibh conai orthu sna
tionontain. Cé gur tuigeadh an fhrithghinitint mar bhagairt do mhoréaltacht na tire, mar
sin, agus mar rud a chruthodh fadhbanna daonra, chruthaigh an easpa eolais a bhi ag
daoine ar na modhanna frithghinitna agus an cosc iomlan ar dhiol agus ar iomportail
na bhfrithghiniinach deacrachtai praiticitla do mhuintir na hEireann, agus go hairithe

do na mna.

1.10. ‘As a society, for many years we failed you’: An Mhathair Neamhphosta in

Eirinn

Sa bhliain 2013, dhéa bhliain déag i ndiaidh dhdnadh an Magdalen Laundry deiridh in

Eirinn*” in 1996, ghabh Enda Kenny, a bhi ina Thaoiseach ag an am, leithscéal thar

47 Ar Shréaid Sheain Mhic Dhiarmada, Baile Atha Cliath. T4 fréamhacha na Magdalen Laundries
Eireannacha le fail sna 1700idi, ach bhi deich gcinn acu & reachtail in Eirinn idir 1922-1996 (Smith
2007: 14). Bhi Laundries le fail i dtiortha eile sa naol haois déag agus san fhichi haois: i Sasana, in
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ceann an Stéit leis na mnd a chaith tréimhsi sna hinstitididi michltiteacha sin, tar éis
fhoilsit an McAleese Report,*® ina ndearnadh mionphlé ar an mbaint a bhi ag an Stat

leis na Laundries:

Let me conclude by again speaking directly to the women whose experiences
in Magdalen laundries have negatively affected their subsequent lives. As a
society, for many years we failed you. We forgot you or, if we thought of you
at all, we did so in untrue and offensive stereotypes. This is a national shame
for which | again say, | am deeply sorry and offer my full and heartfelt
apologies (Oireachtas Eireann 19 Feabhra 2013).%

Bhi an ceart ar fad ag Kenny nuair a mhaigh sé ‘[t]he Magdalen laundries have cast a
long shadow over Irish life and over our sense of who we are’ (ibid.). Maionn Maria
Luddy ‘Magdalen asylums have emerged as a key cultural construct within Ireland’
(2017: 359). Déanann James Smith cur sios ar na Laundries mar chuid de ‘architecture

of containment’ na hEireann (2007: 13). Minionn sé an téarma Seo:

In its concrete form, Ireland’s architecture of containment encompassed an
assortment of interconnected institutions, including mother and baby homes,
industrial and reformatory schools, mental asylums, adoption agencies, and
Magdalen Laundries. These institutions concealed citizens already
marginalized by a number of interrelated social phenomena: poverty,
illegitimacy, sexual abuse, and infanticide. In its more abstract form, the
nation’s architecture of containment also comprised the legislation that
inscribed these issues, as well as the numerous official and public discourses
that denied the existence and function of their affiliated institutions. Those
incarcerated included unmarried mothers, illegitimate and abandoned
children, orphans, the sexually promiscuous, the socially transgressive, and
often, those merely guilty of ‘being in the way’. This bureaucratic apparatus
operated as a bulwark to the state’s emerging national identity. In a still-

decolonizing society those citizens guilty of such ‘crimes’ contradicted the

Albain, sa Fhrainc agus in aiteanna eile ar Mhor-Roinn na hEorpa, san Astrail agus sna Stait Aontaithe
(ibid.).

48 Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee to establish the facts of State involvement with the
Magdalen Laundries. Rinne an Seanaddir Martin McAleese cathaoirleacht ar an gcoiste agus is minic,
mar sin, a thugtar an McAleese Report ar an tuairisc seo.

49 Fch https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/debate/dail/2013-02-19/29/ An Taoiseach’ (2.11.2018).
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prescribed national narrative that emphasised conformity, valued community
over the individual, and esteemed conservative Catholic moral values. At
precisely the moment the fledgling state was authoring a new story of Irish
identity, institutional provision became the favored response to perceived
social and moral deviancy [...] postindependence Ireland contained what it
perceived as sexual immorality by locking it away—out of sight and out of
mind (ibid.).

Nuair a mhinionn Maria Luddy stair na Laundries, luann si go raibh nasc ni ba dhldithe
idir na hinstitididi sin agus striapacha, n& mar a bhi idir na hinstituidi agus maithreacha
neamhphosta. Ta fréamhacha na Laundries™ le fail, dar Iéi, sna tithe tarrthala a
cuireadh ar fail do striapacha san ochtl agus sa naou haois déeag:

Prostitutes were considered sinners and rescue workers attempted to persuade
them to leave their occupation. They did this through opening rescue homes,
or Magdalen asylums. The first Magdalen asylum was founded in Dublin in
1765 by Lady Arabella Denny. By the twentieth century the majority of
Magdalen asylums were run by nuns. In the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries these asylums were flexible institutions where women made a
choice to enter, or leave or remain in the institution. Life was difficult for the
women and work done, mostly laundry work, was hard labour. By the late
nineteenth century women who were not prostitutes were also making their
way into the Magdalen asylums; some were destitute, some were unable to
secure employment having had illegitimate children, some were sent to the

asylums by the court systems (2017: 358).

Thainig athra ar nadar na Laundries san fhichiu haois, afach:

The perception of Magdalen asylums in twentieth-century Ireland is
extremely negative. Undoubtedly, women were institutionalised and harshly
treated. While they might have been places of welfare in the nineteenth
century this may not have been the case in the twentieth century. From some
of the documentary evidence of government files, and the oral testimonies of

women who were in these institutions, women were held against their will,

50 Déanann Smith cur sios an-chuimsitheach ar stair na Laundries sa naol haois déag (2007: 41-60)
agus san fhichiu haois (ibid.: 61-96).
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engaged in unpaid labour and lost whatever rights both the law and the
constitution granted to them as Irish citizens. From the late nineteenth century
it is evident that the asylums were beginning to be used by Catholic parents
to hide the ‘shame’ visited on their families by wayward or pregnant daughters
(ibid.: 359).

Tagann an cur sios a dhéanann Ferriter ar na Laundries leis an méid a scriobh Luddy,
ach cuireann sé béim nios laidre ar an gcaoi ar athraiodh naddr na Laundries idir an
naou haois déag agus an fichit haois; sa naot haois déag, b’instititiidi leasaithe a bhi

sna Laundries ach san fhichiu haois, instititidi piondsacha a bhi iontu:

Established in the eighteenth century, these institutions housed ‘penitents’
(usually prostitutes) who were urged to stay until their characters were
reformed. More restrictive and difficult to leave by the end of the nineteenth
century, by the twentieth century they had largely become homes for
unmarried mothers (2009: 16).

Cé narbh mhaithreacha neamhphdsta amhain a chuaigh isteach sna Laundries, ta siad

ceangailte leis na maithreacha singile i gcomhchuimhne mhuintir na tire.

Bhi an gnéas lasmuigh de chuing an phosta “utterly taboo’ (Connolly 2015: 73)
in Eirinn san fhichit haois, mar a luadh cheana. Tuigeadh an mhéthair neamhphdsta
mar ‘fhadhb’ (Luddy 2017: 365). Ba mhinic a rinneadh tracht ar na Magdalen
Laundries n6 na harais maithreacha agus naionan, agus ar chinnidint na maithreacha
singile, nuair a bhi daoine—tuismitheoiri go hairithe—ag iarraidh rabhadh a thabhairt
do chailini faoin ngnéas lasmuigh de chuing an phdsta. Thuig na mna uilig a chuir
Maire Leane agus a comhghleacaithe faoi agallamh go raibh institiGidi do
mhaithreacha neamhphdsta ina gceantair aitidla (2014: 37). Thuig siad nach raibh na
maithreacha neamhphosta ‘ceadaithe’ sa tsochai agus is 1éir go raibh trua ag cuid acu

do na mn4 sin:

Dolores recalled, with sorrow, the consequences of extra-marital pregnancy
for a woman who was on her midwifery course in Dublin in the early 1950s:

‘That was the end of her course...She defied everything, you know. She was
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always defying the rules...yeah, that was her. So what happened to her after, |
don’t know’ (ibid.).

Is Iéir go raibh suil ag na mna dga sin nach raibh saol mar sin i ndan déibh féin agus
go raibh eagla orthu roimh na hinstitididi do mhaithreacha singile. Is décha gur bhain
tuismitheoiri, an chléir agus muintir an phobail Usaid as iomha na n-aiteanna sin mar

bhagairt chun smacht a choimead ar iompar na mban 6g.

Déanann Earner-Byrne cur sios ar an tabhacht a bhain le hiomha na mathar

idéalai in Eirinn san fhichi( haois:

The Irish mother [...] was not targeted by pronatalist policies [toisc go raibh
an rata breithe ard in Eirinn i gcomparaid leis na rétai a bhi le brath i dtiortha
eile] as in other European countries; instead she was the focus of debates and
policies relating to the development of public health and the preservation of
the social and the moral order (2007: 3).

Cé gur mhaithreacha a bhi sna maithreacha singile, afach, ni dhearnadh idealt orthu
sa chaoi is arinneadh idéald ar an mathair phosta, mar gheall nar mhaithreacha ‘cearta’
né ‘dlisteanacha’® a bhi iontu. Ba dhuine ‘socially transgressive’ i an mhathair
neamhphdsta (Ferriter 2009: 3). Mar a chuireann Earner-Byrne €, ‘[tJhe unmarried
mother was [...] in a particularly invidious position’ (ibid.). Ni raibh an Stat sasta dul
i ngleic le taobh praiticitil na ‘faidhbe’ sin agus cuireadh an bhéim, mar sin, ar thaobh
morélta an scéil, rud a chiallaionn nach raibh a lan tacaiochta ar fail don mhéthair
neamhphdsta den chuid ba mhd den fhichil haois agus go raibh sé de nés ag an Stét,
agus, da bharr sin, ag gnathmhuintir na tire iarracht a dhéanamh a n-inionacha agus a

ndeirfidracha torracha a cheilt:

The fate of both the mothers and the children was an indication of the social

price that society was willing to pay for moral and cultural peace of mind.

51 “In the Irish “social order”, the concept of illegitimacy extended in practice, if not in name, to the
unmarried mother: she was an illegitimate mother. The status of the mother was legitimated by
marriage, reflecting a cultural understanding of the family as patriarchal and only bona fide when
headed by a male obligated to the role of fatherhood by marriage. This underlying assumption informed
much of the care and support that Irish mothers received during this period and was essentially based
on “religious ideas” of morality’ (Earner-Byrne 2007: 172-173).
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Frequently, these women faced detention in an institution, and their children
died at between two and five times the rate of legitimate infants. Many of the
mothers fled to Britain rather than face the haphazard fate that awaited them
and their children in Ireland. While the unmarried mother benefited from the
mother-and-child scheme of 1953, she was virtually ignored by the Irish state,
which operated a policy of stressing the moral aspect of the “unmarried
mother problem”, thereby passing responsibility to the religious authorities.
Neither Church nor State considered the single mother in terms of her
citizenship; both institutions were concerned with the protection of her infant
and the national disgrace caused by her propensity to emigrate, pregnant, to
Britain (ibid.: 3-4).

Cuireann Earner-Byrne leis seo nuair a phléann si an easpa seirbhisi a bhi ar fail don

mhathair neamhphosta i rith na tréimhse sin:

The lens of morality limited social vision and inhibited any serious
consideration of the economic and social costs of pregnancy outside wedlock.
The initial discussions regarding the topic focused on the reasons for this
moral deterioration, parental responsibility, legal measures for the curtailment
of sexual activity and the need for the separate moral rehabilitation of
unmarried mothers [...] There is little doubt that the moral aspect of pre- or
extra-marital sex hampered the development of social services for the mothers
of illegitimate infants and seriously affected the shape and tenor of any

services available (ibid.: 176; liomsa an bhéim).

Nior cuireadh cunamh sasuil airgid ar fail don mhéathair neamhphdsta, mar shampla,

go dti 1973, nuair a cuireadh liintas mathar gan phosadh ar fail (Ferriter 2009: 437):

Irish society was distinctly reluctant to allow social policy to bend to the
dictates of what was culturally considered moral transgression. In reality, this
meant that, despite the rhetoric, Irish society was not willing to facilitate
illegitimate motherhood by offering such mothers the assistance it offered
institutions and foster parents. This reluctance was in keeping with Catholic

moral teaching (Earner-Byrne 2007: 178).
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Is diol spéise é go luann Earner-Byrne nach raibh a lan tacaiochta le fail do

mhaithreacha ‘dleathacha’ ach an oiread:

As long as the role of women in Irish society was defined as subsiding to the
institution of the family, maternity could only be discussed and understood in
terms of its impact on the distribution of family power [...] this understanding
of maternity had a fundamental affect on legislation for all mothers (ibid.:
179).

Tugtar le fios ansin go ndearnadh neamhaird de ghnathshaol laethtil na maithreacha,
in ainneoin go ndearnadh idéal ar an mathair. Cuireann Diarmaid Ferriter an dearcadh
ait, casta a bhi ag an Stat i leith na mban in iul nuair a dhéanann sé plé ar an bhforeigean
baile, mar shampla. Cé gur gheall an rialtas go gcosndfai maithreacha agus mna céile
na tire, luann Ferriter go raibh an foréigean baile fiorchoitianta in Eirinn, sna fichidi
agus sna triochaidi go hairithe, agus, anuas air sin, go ndearnadh beagchiram den
chineal seo foréigin toisc gur tharla sé laistigh den phosadh n6 den teaghlach; aonaid
speisialta i sochai na hEireann (2005: 325-327). Cé go ndearnadh idéalt ar an mbean
agus ar an mathair in Eirinn, mar sin, nior cuireadh tacaiocht shésuil ar fail do mhna

na do mhaithreacha na tire.

Bhi tionchar ag an tuiscint a bhi ag an Stat ar an mathair neamhphosta agus ar
an gcaoi ar ceapadh nach raibh leas soisialta ‘tuillte’ aici (Earner-Byrne 2008: 362) ar

na roghanna a bhi aici agus i ag iarraidh solathar di féin agus da clann:

Branded by the public as simultaneously a mother and a criminal, a family
member and an outcast, the unmarried mother faced shame, betrayal, and
exile. With little or no social welfare system to fall back on, her choices were
limited to entering the county home, begging on the streets, or possibly
prostitution (Smith 2007: 21).

Chuir an-chuid maithreacha singile lamh ina mbaés féin agus rinne cuid eile acu iarracht

a dtoircheas a cheilt nd a bpaisti a mhar( (Ferriter 2009: 57-58; 59; 120; 184). Mar a

mhinionn Linda Connolly ‘[i]nfanticide rates were historically also very high in
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Ireland [...] despite the criminalization of infanticide in 1949’52 (2015: 73) agus bhi
nasc idir dearcadh na sochai i leith na méaithreacha singile agus an rata sin. Chuaigh a
lan maithreacha neamhphosta ar imirce chun €alt 6n stiogma agus 6n ‘hostile moral

climate’ in Eirinn (Ferriter 2009: 22):

Paul Michael Garrett refers to the fact that by the 1950s and 60s ‘PFI’ or
Pregnant From Ireland had become ‘part of the everyday vocabulary of the
social workers who dealt with unmarried mothers arriving from Ireland’.
Migration due to pregnancy has been outlined elsewhere as part of the ‘hidden
history’ of Irish migration (2008: 468).

Ni raibh rogha ag roinnt maéithreacha neamhphosta ach dul isteach sna hérais
maithreacha agus naionan né sna Magdalen Laundries. Caitheadh mar choirpigh iad

sna hinstitidgidi sin:

The Local Government Act in the—in 1923 criminalises women who give
birth outside of marriage. And what do you do with a criminalised
reproductive body? You incarcerate it (McAuliffe, RTE 2018).5

Ta dearcadh na sochai ina leith le brath go teann sa fhriotal as ar baineadh usaid chun
cur sios a dhéanamh ar a n-iompar. Déanann Catherine Corless, an starai aitidil a rinne
taighde ar an aras maithreacha agus naionan i dTuaim agus a dhirigh aird an phobail
agus an Rialtais ar lathair adhlachta ar fhearann an érais,** cur sios ar an bhfriotal seo,

nuair a mhaionn si ‘they [an Rialtas] actually used the words “committed an offence”

52 Faoi choinniollacha an Achta um Naionmhar( (Rialtas na hEireann 1949).

%3 Tras-scriobh ar agallamh a rinne McAuliffe 6 bhéal sa chlar.

54 Rinneadh tochailt ar an lathair adhlachta sin (sean-dabhach chamrais a bhi i gceist), mar chuid d’obair
an Mother and Baby Homes Commission of Investigation, idir mi Feabhra 2016 agus mi an Mhérta
2017 agus thangthas ar ‘[hJuman remains of a significant number of babies and infants up to three years
of age’ (Irish Times 3 Marta 2017). | mi Dheireadh Fomhair 2018, d’fhégair an Rialtas go geuirfi
reachtaiocht i bhfeidhm agus go gcuirfi airgead ar fail chun na coirp a dhi-adhlacadh agus chun tastail
DNA agus tastalacha foiréinseacha eile a dhéanamh orthu (fch, mar shampla, Irish Times 23 Deireadh
Fomhair 2018). Bronnadh céim oinigh ar Catherine Corless in Ollscoil na hEireann, Gaillimh, i mi
Dheireadh Fémhair 2018 (https://www.nuigalway.ie/about-us/news-and-events/news-
archive/2018/september2018/nui-galway-announce-2018-honorary-degrees-recipients.html). | mi
Aibreéin 2019, cuireadh tuairisc an Choimisitin ar fail. Ardaitear ceisteanna mora sa tuairisc faoin
mortlaiocht agus faoi ndsanna adhlactha in rais eile: Bessborough i gCorcaigh; Bethany agus
Pelletstown i mBaile Atha Cliath; Castlepollard i gContae na hlarmhi agus Sean Ross i gContae
Thiobraid Arann (fch https://www.irishtimes.com/news/ireland/irish-news/mother-and-baby-homes-
commission-s-findings-on-five-sites-1.3863898).
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for getting pregnant out of wedlock’ (RTE 2018). Ni hamhain go ndearnadh idirdheal(i
idir mna a bhi torrach laistigh agus lasmuigh de chuing an phosta, ach rinneadh
idirdheald, chomh maith, idir mna a bhi torrach lasmuigh de chuing an phosta den
chéad uair agus iad sitd a bhi sna hinstitidi cheana:

The Irish Free State, from its earliest days, worked with the Catholic hierarchy
to establish a bifurcated, two-tiered, institutional response to the ‘problem’” of
the unmarried mother and her illegitimate child. This institutional system was
conceived so as to effect an absolute segregation between two classes of fallen
women—those deemed ‘first offenders’ and thus open to spiritual reclamation
and those deemed ‘hopeless cases’ and perceived as sources of moral
contagion. The first tier of the infrastructure effecting this segregation would
consist primarily of the newly established mother and baby homes operated
by Catholic sisterhoods, funded by state and local authorities, and providing
assistance to the first class of unmarried mother. The Magdalen asylums,
always presumed to be appropriate institutions for the second class of women
[...] constituted the second tier (Smith 2007: 63).

Ni ga don scribhneoir seo mionphlé a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi ar caitheadh leis na mna
0ga sna hinstititidi sin, mar go bhfuil an t-abhar seo go mor i mbéal an phobail in
Eirinn le neart blianta anuas. Déanann Luddy achoimre chuimsitheach ar an dearcadh

ata ag an bpobal i leith na n-institididi sin:

Magdalen asylums entered Irish public consciousness suddenly in September
1993. At that time about a hundred bodies buried within the grounds of the
Convent of Our Lady of Charity of Refuge at High Park in Drumcondra
Dublin were exhumed and later reburied, having been cremated, in Glasnevin
Cemetery. Further, programmes such as the 1993 BBC documentary entitled
‘Washing away the stain’ engaged public opinion. Through interviews with
women who had been inmates, this told the history of the asylums in Scotland
and Ireland from the mid-twentieth century. The public’s interest in Magdalen
asylums again surfaced in 1998 with the broadcast of a Channel Four
documentary entitled ‘Sex in a cold climate’ which relied on the evidence of
a number of women who had been incarcerated in the Magdalen asylums in
Ireland in the 1940s and 1950s [...] Undoubtedly, women were [...] harshly

treated [...] women were held against their will, engaged in unpaid labour and
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lost whatever rights both the law and the constitution granted them as Irish
citizens (2017: 358-359).

Déanann Lindsey Earner-Byrne cur sios ar an gcaoi ar cuireadh na mna sin ar charcru

mar iompar mibhunreachtuil:

So, if a woman does not marry, enter a convent, or remain single and help her
family, or emigrate, and becomes pregnant outside marriage, she loses the
protection of citizenship, because putting her in a mother and baby home, for

anywhere between two years and life, is not constitutional (RTE 2018).

Is 1éir, mar sin, nach raibh na cearta a bhi tuillte acu ag na maithreacha neamhphosta

in Eirinn, toisc nar chloigh siad le rialacha dochta moralta na tire.

Cé nach raibh an gnéas lasmuigh de chuing an phosta ‘ceadaithe’ sa tsochai,
thainig méadu seasmhach ar lion na mbreitheanna midhlisteanacha in Eirinn i rith an

fichil haois:

The trend of a slightly declining birth rate and increased illegitimacy persisted
(to the dismay of many) after Irish independence: the annual average for the
decade 1920 to 1930 was 58,700 legitimate and 1,706 illegitimate live births;
for the decade 1930 to 1940 it was 55,212 and 1,893 respectively [...] What
was remarkable, in fact, was the relative stability of the relationship between
legitimate and illegitimate birth rates until the 1970s. lllegitimate births still
accounted for only 2.7 per cent of births in 1971 by 1979 that percentage had
increased to 4.5 (2007: 173).

Tugann na staitistici seo le fios nar leor na srianta soisialta a cuireadh ar mhaithreacha
neamhphosta chun stop a chur leis an iompar ‘mimhorélta’. Nil aon amhras ach go
raibh na srianta sin an-€éifeachtach, ach is Iéir gur chuir roinnt cuinsi éagsula, seachas
an mhoraltacht, le lion na dtoircheas midhlisteanach. Tugadh neamhaird, mar shampla,
ar an €igniu, ar an gciorrd coil, ar an drochusaid ghnéasach agus fid ar na coinniollacha
soOisialta ginearalta—an bhochtaineacht, an easpa oideachais, clinsi maireachtala na
ndaoine agus dlithe na tire, mar shampla na dlithe a bhain leis an aois toiltithe—a chuir
leis an midhlisteanacht (Smith 2007: 24; 31; 36). Is léir chomh maith go raibh
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caighdean dubailte morélta le brath sa tir. Cé gur chreid roinnt mhaith polaiteoiri gur
choir don Stat pionos éigin a chur ar athair an phaiste mhidhlisteanaigh (Earner-Byrne
2008: 364; 365), cuireadh an chuid ba mhé den locht ar an mbean:

[...] the state’s reliance on a discourse of sexual immorality narrowly focused
on illegitimacy stigmatised young women even as it exculpated their male
partners (Smith 2007: 24).

Bhain an caighdean dubailte sin, ni hamhain leis an ngnéas lasmuigh de chuing an
phosta, ach le hiompar collai na nEireannach i gcoitinne.

Sna hagallaimh ad a rinne Maire Leane le mna Eireannacha, tagann téama na
freagrachta chun cinn go minic. Ceapadh go forleathan gur chéir do na mna smacht a
chur, ni hamhain ar a gcuid mianta féin ach ar mhianta na bhfear chomh maith.
Ciallaionn sé sin gur cuireadh an ‘milledn’ ar an mbean nuair a ghlac beirt pairt i
ngniomh gnéis, fid nuair a bhi coir ghnéis i gceist agus nuair a bhi an bhean ina
hiosparatach. Chreid cuid mhaith de na mna go raibh an bhean freagrach as iompar na

bhfear chomh maith:

This ignorance made her [Deirdre] very wary of engaging in relationships and
when she did so, her keen sense that ‘zhe girl was the one who had to the draw
the line’ hindered her engagement in and enjoyment of sexual practices. Ellie,
who was born almost thirty years later, acknowledged that she too was keenly
conscious of the responsibility of women to resist male sexual advances. She
pointed out that the discourses around sexuality to which she was exposed in
her youth resulted in her perceiving that ‘..women were the sex object’ and
had to take responsibility for rebuffing male sexual advances (ibid.; liomsa an
bhéim).

Mar a mhaionn Diarmaid Ferriter sa chlar faisnéise No Country For Women, ‘Irish
men want to have sex before marriage, but Irish men want to marry virgins’ (RTE
2018).

Bhi an caighdean dubailte céanna agus an mhichothromaiocht inscne chéanna
le brath go soiléir i ndlithe na tire chomh maith. Sa leabhar Occasions of Sin, déanann

Ferriter scradu cuimsitheach ar thuairisci cdirte na tire chun léargas a fhail ar an gcoir
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ghnéis in Eirinn i rith an fichit haois. Ba mhinic a cuireadh an ‘locht’ ar na mna i rith

na gcasanna cuirte agus bhi sé fiordheacair déibh ciontd a fhail:

The circuit court cases during the 1920s and 1930s suggest a high degree of
sexual frustration, violence and abuse, but the verdicts delivered and the
number of prosecutions abandoned also suggest that it was difficult for many
victims to get justice. This is underlined by the high number of acquittals in
relation to rape and carnal knowledge cases in particular [...] In the 1930s, if
anything, it became even more difficult to prosecute men for sexual offences.
The Dublin city state files for the circuit court commencing 14 January 1938
list seven cases of attempted carnal knowledge with young girls, for which
only one defendant was found guilty. This underlines the extent to which the
odds were stacked against women when it came to prosecutions for unlawful
carnal knowledge, and may be an indication that the evidence of children was

not taken seriously enough (112-113; liomsa an bhéim).

Bhi sé deacair do mhné a gcasanna a dhearbhd, fit nuair a bhi siad torrach mar gheall

ar éigniu agus ba mhinic a rinneadh iarracht dea-chail na mban a scriosadh:

A number of factors seem to have recurred in these cases; not guilty verdicts,
despite the pregnancies; the characters of the barely literate girls being called
into question; and the frequency of the alleged victims knowing their alleged

perpetrators very well (ibid.: 132).

Ciontaiodh daoine, ceart go leor, ach ba mhinic a fuair siad pianbhreitheanna gearra,
trocaireacha (ibid.: 289; 358). Cuireadh ceisteanna ar mhna faoin teagmhail a bhi acu
le fir eile roimh an eachtra go minic, rud a léirionn gur cuireadh béim ar iompar an

iospartaigh, seachas ar iompar an chuisi sna cdsanna seo:

It was also common for the defendants to present these young women [na mna
torracha] as promiscuous and responsible for their pregnancies. A case heard
by Judge E.J. McElligot in Tralee, County Kerry in 1939, related to a 16 year-
old girl from Castleisland who had given birth to twin babies in November
1938. It was alleged that the husband of the woman who employed her was
the father; the man was, according to his wife, a violent drunkard. When he

was confronted ‘he said it was not his, that there were others besides
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themselves...that’s a nice thing [an toircheas] that’s wrong with you.” [...]

The defendant was found not guilty on all charges (ibid.: 131-132).

Léirionn an méid sin gur tuigeadh go forleathan go raibh na mné freagrach as a gcuid
mianta féin agus go raibh siad freagrach, chomh maith, as mianta na bhfear in Eirinn
san fhichil haois.> Chuir an dearcadh sin go mor leis an tuiscint a bhi ag an tsochai i
leith maithreacha neamhphdsta.

1.11. Conclaid

Thainig dearcadh ni ba liobralai i leith na collaiochta agus dearcadh ni ba bhoige i leith
na moraltachta chun cinn in Eirinn 6 dheireadh an fichi( haois ar aghaidh. Is ball
oifigitil den Aontas Eorpach i Eire 6 1973 agus maionn Connolly go raibh tionchar
mor ag an mballraiocht sin ar na hathruithe dlithidla a thainig i bhfeidhm ¢ na
seachtdidi ar aghaidh:

Many changes in Irish legislation prohibiting women’s employment outside

the home resulted from EU membership in 1972 (2015: 78).

Bhi tionchar an-mhoér ag gluaiseacht an fheimineachais ar na hathruithe sin chomh
maith, ar nddigh (ibid.). T4 an colscaradh, an pdsadh comhghnéis agus an
fhrithghinidint dleathach anois. Ta na harais maithreacha agus naionan agus na
Magdalen Laundries dunta, agus taobh dorcha an scéil ar eolas ag gach éinne, agus ni
bhaintear usaid as an aidiacht ‘midhlisteanach’ a thuilleadh chun cur sios a dhéanamh
ar phaisti nach raibh a dtuismitheoiri pésta nuair a rugadh iad. T4 cearta ag na

maithreacha neamhphdsta agus ta tacaiocht airgidis ar fail déibh. Ta an ‘marriage

%5 Cé gur thainig feabhas ar an scéal, go hairithe ¢ thaobh an dli de, i rith na mblianta, ta na fadhbanna
céanna le brath i sochai an lae inniu san larthar. Bunaiodh an Dublin Rape Crisis Centre (DRCC) sa
bhliain 1979, mar shampla, ach bhi dearcadh didltach no sceiptitil i leith na n-iospartach le brath sa tir
go f6ill ag an am sin: “‘When Gemma Hussey demanded in the Senate that the law on rape be changed,
one senator said that many women “upset the biological balance of a man and then claim they were
raped”” (Ferriter 2009: 444). Thainig athruithe mdra sa dli 6 na seacht6idi ar aghaidh; is coir anois é an
t-éignid laistigh den phdsadh, mar shampla, faigheann cuisithe dianbhreitheanna nios troime go
gineardlta, agus ni féidir leis an bhfoireann chosanta ceisteanna a chur ar an iospartach faoin taithi a bhi
aige no aici ar charsai collaiochta roimh an eachtra (ibid.). In ainneoin na n-athruithe seo, afach, bionn
drogall ar dhaoine an t-€igniu nd an choir ghnéis a thuairisciu go faill: “In the early twenty-first century
up to 70% of victims of sexual crimes were still not reporting them to the Gardai and between 1998 and
2001, Ireland had the lowest conviction rate for sexual crime of twenty-one EU countries, at just 1 per
cent’ (ibid.).
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ban’®® imithe agus ta reachtaiocht a bhaineann leis an gcomhionnanas inscne i
bhfeidhm.% T4 dul chun cinn suntasach déanta ar chearta atairgthe na mban.*® T4
tionchar na hEaglaise Caitlici ar pholasaithe an Rialtais agus ar ghnathshaol na
ndaoine laghdaithe go mér chomh maith. Déanann Colin Barr agus Daithi O Corrain
plé ar an laghdu seo san alt ‘Catholic Ireland, 1740-2016’:

[...] the church in contemporary Ireland has little influence over public
opinion, the state and the media. Indeed, the last has become the chief supplier
of alternative value systems. The media has also provided an intense critique
of religious institutions which were once above public scrutiny [...] the
divergence between the church and the general population on social and moral

matters has continued to increase (2017: 85).%

Dirionn siad aird chomh maith ar an tionchar a bhi ag na scannail a bhain leis an

Eaglais ar dhearcadh an phobail Eireannaigh ina leith:

Since the 1990s scandal has besieged the Irish Catholic Church. The
emotional, physical and sexual abuse of children by a minority of clergy and
religious was revealed in a cascade of harrowing inquiry reports: Ferns
(2005), Ryan (2009), Murhpy (2009) and Cloyne (2011) among others. They
revealed a failure of leadership, hypocrisy, and dysfunctional authoritarian
institutional culture more concerned with avoiding scandal and secrecy than

with protecting the vulnerable. The betrayal of trust has undermined the

56 9 1933 go 1973, ni raibh cead ag mné a bhi ag obair mar statseirbhisigh, mar mhainteoiri né sna
bainc a bpost a choimeéad tar éis déibh pésadh (fch Connolly 2015: 77-79).

57Fch An tAcht in aghaidh Idirdhealt (P4) (Rialtas na hEireann 1974), An tAcht um Chomhionannas
Fostaiochta (Rialtas na hEireann1977); An tAcht um Chomhionannas Fostaiochta (Rialtas na hEireann
1998); An tAcht um Stadas Comhionann (Rialtas na hEireann 2002).

8 Fch fn 12.

%9 Déanann Ranke-Heinemann cur sios géar ar an gcaoi ar theip ar an Eagalis Chaitliceach freastal ar
na gnath-Chaitlicigh sa ré nua-aimseartha, dar 1éi: ‘Catholic moral theology has lost much of its
reputation in very recent times, and its elaborate antisexual edifice lies in ruins. Many a human
conscience has been warped by its insane demands, with their claims to religious validity and divine
authority. It has burdened people with idiotic sophistries and sought to turn them into moral acrobats
instead of making them more human and philanthropic. Operating on behalf of a “supernature”

remote from and hostile to humanity, it has supressed human nature and human instincts so rigorously
that the overstretched bow was bound to break in the end. Its theology is no theology and its morality
is no morality. It has foundered on its own foolish, presumptuous belief that it could deprive the
individual of personal experience of God’s will and replace the discovery of that will with a
proliferating casuistic system. It has failed because of its lack of compassion—because it sought to
subject human beings to its own binding laws instead of allowing them to obey God’s

commandments, which are a summons to freedom” (1990: 302).
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credibility and moral authority of the institutional church [...] The
institutional church does not stand indicted alone. The Irish state also colluded
by their failure to safeguard the marginalised (ibid.: 85-86).

Mar a chuireann Eugene O’Brien ¢ ‘religious interdiction of sexual practices such as
sex outside marriage and same-sex marriage [...] has been almost completely
desconstructed by a contemporary secular society’ (2018: 142). Cé go bhfuil cumhacht
ag an Eaglais i réimse na slainte agus i réimse an oideachais go foill, t& an chumhacht
seo ‘coming under increased critique and scrutiny’ (ibid.: 142-143). Is Iéir, mar sin,

gur sochai nios uileghabhalai, nios oscailte, nios tuisceanai i sochai na hEireann inniu.

Faoi mar a léiriodh sa chaibidil seo, bhi smacht righin ag an Eaglais
Chaitliceach agus ag an Rialtas ar iompar priobhaideach na ndaoine in Eirinn i rith an
fichid haois, go hairithe ar a n-iompar collai. Ni feidir a shéanadh go raibh tionchar
mor ag an smacht sin ar dhearcadh na nEireannach i leith a gcollaiochta, i leith an
ghnéis, i leith a gcorp agus i leith na sochai. Cé go raibh easaontd le brath sa tir,
chuaigh teagasc moralta na hEaglaise agus reachtaiocht mhoréalta an Stait go mor i
bhfeidhm ar fhormhér na ndaoine agus mhunlaigh an teagasc agus an reachtaiocht sin
a n-iompar. Nil aon dabht ach go ndeachaigh an teagasc agus an reachtaiocht sin i
bhfeidhm ar Shean O Riordain agus gur mhanlaigh siad an tuiscint a bhi aige ar mhna,
ar an gcollaiocht, ar a chorp agus ar an tsochai chomhaimseartha. Tharlodh go gceapfai
go bhfuil plé réchuimsitheach déanta ar mheon mhuintir na hEireann agus ar na
hinstititidi Stait agus Eaglaise a rinne iarracht saol na ndaoine a rialG agus iomha
idéalach, neamhréalaioch, a chur chun cinn agus a chosaint, ach creideann an
scribhneoir seo go dteastaionn tuiscint dhomhain ar staid na sochai le linn do Shean O
Riordain a bheith beo chun Iéamh ceart a dhéanamh ar a mheon agus chun na

ceisteanna a bhi de shior & chra a thuiscint.
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Caibidil 2

‘broinn mo shamhlaiochta’®’; Coincheap an Mhéithreachais agus

Scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh

2.1. Réamhra

Leéirigh an fhianaise ar a ndearnadh mionphlé sa chéad chaibidil gur thainig iomha
ideéalach, agus idéalaithe, den mhathair agus den mhaithreachas go mor chun tosaigh
in Eirinn i ndiaidh bhunt an tSaorstait sa bhliain 1922; ba é rél na mathar priomhrol
na mna, dar, ni hamhain le coinbhinsitin shdisialta na tire, ach le Bunreacht na
hEireann (1937: Airteagal 41.2) chomh maith. Déanfar plé sa chaibidil seo ar an
tionchar a bhi ag an iomhé sin ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith an tsaoil agus i leith

na scribhneoireachta.

Direofar sa chéad chuid den chaibidil ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach i
leith a mhathar féin, Mairéad Ui Riordain (Ni Luineachain), tri phlé a dhéanamh ar an
leirit a thugann an dialann agus na paipéir phearsanta ata ar fail in Airciv Sheain Ui
Riordain,%! ddinn ar an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an ngaol idir é féin agus a mhathair, agus
tri mhionanailis a dhéanamh ar an dan ‘Adhlacadh Mo Mhéathar’ (1986 [1952]: 56—
58°2), ina ndéanann an file iarracht dul i ngleic lena bas. Ta sé i gceist ag Gdar an
trachtais seo mionanailis a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi a ndearna an Riordanach idealt ar a
mhathair agus na deacrachtai a bhi aige nuair a bhi air dul i ngleic lena taobh daonna
agus corpartha, rud a thugann le fios go raibh tionchar ag an idéald a rinneadh ar an
mathair agus ar an maithreachas ina shochai chomhaimseartha ar an tuiscint a bhi aige

ar a mhathair féin.

60 <A Sheanthili, Mtiinidh Dom Glao’ (1. 10).

8% Ajrciv Sheain Ui Riordain (1940-1977), Sainchnuasaigh, An Colaiste Ollscoile, Baile Atha Cliath.
Taim an-bhuioch de Eugene Roche as an gcabhair uilig a thug sé dom nuair a bhi an cnuasach seo &
chioradh agam.

62 Déantar tagairt anseo do chéadchnuasach filiochta an Riordanaigh, Eireaball Spideoige. Bainfear
Usaid as an ngiorrichan ES (seachas an data) chun tagairt a dhéanamh don chnuasach céanna amach
anseo.
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Sa dara cuid den chaibidil, direofar ar an tionchar a bhi ag coincheap an
mhaithreachais ar fhealstinacht fhileata agus ar dhanta an Riordanaigh. Bhi O Riordain
ag iarraidh ait a bhaint amach do féin i gcandin liteartha ar a raibh smacht ag na
scribhneoiri fireanna leis na céadta bliain. Ta scribhneoiri agus criticeoiri feimineacha,
mar Mhaire Ni Annrachain (1982), Bhriona Nic Dhiarmada (1992; 1998; 2005),
Mhairin Nic Eoin (1998), Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill (1992; 2005) agus Riona Ni Fhrighil
(2008) ag iarraidh béim a chur ar an michothromaiocht inscne ata le brath i gcandin
na Gaeilge agus ag iarraidh spas cruthaitheach a oscailt inti do scribhneoiri baineanna,
6 na hochtdidi ar aghaidh. T4 creiditint mhor tuillte ag an saothar seo mar gheall go
ndéantar iarracht an-stuama ann dul i ngleic le lochtanna na candna agus an traidisidin
agus mar gheall go bhfuil feabhas mor tagtha ar chuinsi na scribhneoiri baineanna da
bharr. Is diol spéise, mar a luadh i Réamhra an trachtais seo, go ndéanann cuid de na
criticeoiri thuasluaite tracht ar an teachtaireacht fhrithbhanda a bhraitheann siad i ndan
airithe de chuid an Riordanaigh; ‘Banfhile’ (1978%%: 45-46), an dan ina a bhfuil na
linte michluiteacha, conspdideacha [i]s ait liom bean a bheith ina file’ (I. 1) agus ‘[n]i
file ach filiocht an bhean’ (1. 12, . 15, I. 18, I. 21) le fail. Tugtar le fios, mar sin, go
raibh comhphéirt ag O Riordain i michothromaiocht inscne na canéna, né, ar a laghad,

gur ghlac sé leis an michothromaiocht sin.

Déanann Caoimhin Mac Giolla Léith cur sios ar ‘Banthile’ mar ‘probably the
most misogynistic poem in modern Irish literature’ (1996: 51). Déanfar mionphlé ar
an smaoineamh seo .i. go bhfuil néta frithbhanda le brath i bhfiliocht an Riordanaigh,
tri staidéar a dhéanamh ar an Usaid a bhaineann sé as meafar na hatharthachta sa dan
‘Banthile’ agus tri chompardid a dhéanamh idir an meafar seo agus meafar an
mhaithreachais, ata in Usaid aige i ndanta agus sleachta eile da chuid, ina ndéanann sé
a mhachnamh ar cad is file agus cad is filiocht ann. Direofar ar na danta ‘A Sheanfhili,
Muinidh Dom Glao’ (ES: 36), ‘Seo Libh’ (ES: 26), ‘Dan’ (ES: 113-114), agus ar an
Réamhra ina chéadchnuasach filiochta, Eireaball Spideoige (ES: 9-25), ina ndéanann
sé iarracht a fhealsinacht fhileata a leagan amach. Cé go gcuireann sé béim ar an
atharthacht in ‘Banfhile’, faoi mar a léireofar, is minic a chuireann an Riordanach an

file os ar gcomhair mar mhathair mheafarach, mar mhathairfhile. Ba mhian le hudar

83 Déantar tagairt anseo don chnuasach Tar Eis Mo Bhais agus Danta Eile. Bainfear Gséid as an
ngiorrichan TEB chun tagairt a dhéanamh don chnuasach céanna amach anseo.
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an trachtais seo scagadh a dhéanamh ar an ngné seo da chuid scribhneoireachta mar
go dtabharfaidh si Iéargas duinn ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach, ni hamhain i
leith cheird na filiochta, ach i leith pholaitiocht inscne an traidisidin agus na canona, i
leith an mhaithreachais agus i leith na feardlachta chomh maith.

2.2. ‘mental telepathy’: An Fear agus a Mhathair

Maionn Sean O Riordain i gceann dé shleachta dialainne go mbraitheann sé go bhfuil
‘mental telepathy’ ar sitl idir € féin agus a mhathair, Mairéad Ui Riordain (Ni
Luineachain) (Airciv D1 15.1.1940: 46). Aithnionn Sean O Coileain, a scriobh
beathaisnéis an Riordanaigh, Sean O Riordain: Beatha agus Saothar (1982), an
dluthghaol idir an bheirt acu:

An mhéthair an t-aon duine amhain a raibh cead sitil aici idir an da shaol, saol
an tseomra [chaith sé a |[&n ama ina aonar n6 i gcomhluadar a mhéathar i seomra

ag cul an ti agus é an-bhreoite leis an eitinn] agus an saol lasmuigh de (129).

Bhi tionchar mor aici ar a shaol agus ar a shaothar, gan amhras. Thug si aire dé nuair
a bhi sé breoite agus rinne si sariarracht € a chosaint agus misneach a thabhairt do

nuair a bhi sé in isle bri:

Is € mo bharambhail gur déigh lem’ mhéthair gur saghas sélais domh-sa im’
bhredidhteacht féin ain-riocht mo chomharsan a innsint dom. Is baoghalach
gur dheineas éag6ir ar mo mhathair ansan. Déarfaidh me mar seo é. Is doigh
liom gur doigh [...] lem’ mhathair nuair a innsean si dhom chomh h-olc [is]
ata Sean O Murchadha [an comharsan] i gcomortas liom-sa go gceapfainn na
fuilim go h-olc in aon chor. Agus ni deirim n& go bhfuil an ceart aici (Airciv
D1 11.1.1940: 36-37).

Scriobh si litreacha agus sheol si earrai chuige nuair a bhi sé san ospidéal agus is léir,

6 litir amhain ata le fail i measc a chuid paipéar, gur bhraith si uaithi é nuair nach raibh

sé sa bhaile agus go raibh imni uirthi faoi.
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Chuaigh cuid den sanatéir in Heatherside® tri thine sa bhliain 1944 agus Iéigh
maéthair an Riordanaigh faoin eachtra sin sa nuachtdn. Bhi a mac ag fanacht san

ospidéal sin ag an am, ach ni bhfuair si litir uaidh i ndiaidh na tine:

My dear Jackie,®

I am very disappointed and very troubled indeed at not hearing from you since
The Fire there [...] | hope you are all right if you are not able to write would
you get someone to write to me to ease my mind as you know this old [world]
is not a bed of roses + not knowing how you are drives me nearly crazy [...] |
hope and trust you are all right [...] T wrote to you the day I saw the Fire on
the [Examiner] + you never answered—I hope you are all right [...] (Airciv
L5/1 4.3.1944; liomsa an cl6 iodalach).

Is Ieir on bhfriotal, agus 6n athra—‘I hope you are all right’—sa sliocht thuas go raibh
imni ar mhathair an Riordanaigh nuair a scriobh si an litir seo, ach go raibh dioméa
uirthi chomh maith toisc nar scriobh seisean chuici. Is léir chomh maith go raibh cion
aici air agus ta sé seo le brath go soiléir sna frasai ‘[m]y dear Jackie’ agus ‘not knowing
how you are drives me nearly crazy’. Thug si le fios gur bhraith si uaithi é agus is léir

go raibh uaigneas uirthi:

You know the house is so lonely now that sometimes | get so down [and] out
[...] I wrote to your [aunt/auntie?] [...] last week + told her you were gone,

but she never answered some how anyone don’t want to write to me [Sic]

(ibid.).

Sa litir chéanna, rinne si liosta de na hearrai a sheol si chuige leis an litir dheireanach—

geansali, toitini, tobac, cdipeanna den Irish Press—agus de na hearrai a bhi & seoladh

64 Ospidéal Heatherside, Cill na Mullach, Co. Chorcai, ¢. 50km 6 Inis Cara, it chonaithe an
Riordanaigh. Danadh an t-ospidéal seo in 2011 (fch
https://www.independent.ie/regionals/corkman/news/heatherside-hospital-closes-down-in-buttevant-
27084266.html). O this go lar an fichit haois, bhi Heatherside in Gséaid go priomha mar shanat6ir
eitinne: ‘Hospital complex, formerly tubercolosis sanatorium, comprising main hospital building built
1909 and ancillary buildings built mid-1930s [...]” (fch
http://www.buildingsofireland.ie/niah/search.jsp?type=record&county=CO&regno=20901743).

% Thug na daoine a raibh aithne aige orthu, ach nach raibh an Ghaeilge ar a dtoil acu, Jackie Riordan
ar an Riordanach. Thug a nianna agus a neachtanna ‘Uncle Jackie’ air.
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aici an uair sin—pitsedmai, briste, seaicead, ciarsuir, c6ip den iris Comhar agus

cupoéin—agus chuir si an cheist seo a leanas air:

When writing next tell me do you get enough ‘Butter, Tea & Sugar’ if it would
be any good to you I could send you some of each at any time (ibid).

Is Iéir go raibh si ag iarraidh aire mhaith a thabhairt d& mac, go hairithe nuair a bhi sé
breoite.

Cheap an Riordanach, ag an am céanna, afach, gur choir désan aire a thabhairt
da mhéthair, ach ba chonstaic mhér i an eitinn toisc nach raibh sé in ann obair rialta a
dhéanamh agus airgead a chur i dtaisce. Nuair a bhain se triail as an leigheas luibhe

Umckaloabo den chéad uair sa bhliain 1940, scriobh sé an méid seo a leanas:

Ni fios dom fos cad ta sa bhuidéal san. B’fhéidir na fuil ann ach lacht dearg.
B’fhéidir go bhfuil saoghal agus slainte agus meas an phobail agus gach rud
a leanann an t-airgead ann. B’fhéidir go bhfuil bean ann. B’fhéidir go bhfuil

comp6rd dom’ mhathair ann ina sean-aois (Airciv D1 20.1.1940: 64).

Tugann an sliocht seo tuilleadh léargais ddinn ar an gcaidreamh idir an Riordanach
agus a mhathair. Ba mhaith leis fail reidh leis an eitinn chun a shlainte a fhail ar ais,
chun ‘meas an phobail’ a thuilleamh, airgead a chur i dtaisce, bean a fhail dé féin agus,
ar ndoigh, chun aire a thabhairt dd mhathair ‘ina sean-aois’. Ni féidir leis na nithe sin
a dhéanamh fad is ata an eitinn air. Ba mhinic a chain an Riordanach é féin go géar
toisc nach raibh sé in ann aire a thabhairt da mhathair, toisc nach raibh se ina mhac na

ina fhear na ina sholathrai ‘ceart’:

Is minic a mheasaim go mba mhaith an plean dom me féin a mharbhughadh.
Cad chuige na marbh6chainn me féin? Nil aon chreideamh agam a chuirfeadh
srian liom. Nil aon mhaith ionam a thuilleadh. Is amhlaidh ataim sa tslighe ar
mo mhuintir. Bhi mo mhathair ag brath orm bail chompoérdach a chur uirthi
nuair a eiredchainn suas chuici ach mo chreach laidir do bheadh sé chomh
maith di bheith ag brath ar an gcat [...] Taim ag ithe agus ag 0l agus nilim ag

solathar. Ni ceart na ni céir dom leogaint do dhaoinibh eile an solathar a
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dhéanamh nuair n& fuil an té go bhfuilid ag solathar do torthamhail na aon
deallramh air go mbeidh go deo airis (Airciv D1 6.2.1940: 136-137).

Is I€ir go raibh sé go mor in isle bri nuair a scriobh sé an sliocht thuas agus is Iéir
chomh maith gur cheap sé go raibh sé féin freagrach as follaine a mhathar—‘ag brath
orm’—ce go raibh dearthdir agus deirfidr aige. Léiritear, mar sin, go raibh fonn laidir
ar an Riordanach aire a thabhairt d4 mhéathair. Is décha go raibh an fonn seo air toisc
gur thug sise aire mhaith désan nuair a bhi sé 6g agus nuair a bhi sé breoite, agus toisc
go raibh fonn air i a chuiteamh agus i ina sean-aois. Déanann Barry McCrea cur sios
ar an ngaol a bhi ag an Riordanach lena mhathair mar ‘g[hJaol paiseanta agus diochra’
(McCrea agus Ni Urdail 2012: 23) agus is cur sios oiritinach € seo.

Cé gur leir go raibh dluthchaidreamh ag an Riordanach lena mhathair, nior
thuig siad a chéile i gconai. Ba chainteoir dlchais é Sean O Riordain, athair an
Riordanaigh, ach ni raibh Gaeilge ag a mhathair agus ni raibh suim mhor aici sa
litriocht ach an oiread (O Coiledin 1982: 26-27; 132). Bhi spéis ar leith, mar is eol
duinn, ag an Riordanach féin sa Ghaeilge agus sa litriocht araon. Nior thuig a mhathair
abhar na dialainne agus nior thuig si an bhéim a leag sé ar an gcineal sin

scribhneoireachta in aon chor:

Nil aon mheas ag mo mhathair ar an sgriobhnoéireacht so ata ar siubhal agam.
‘Yourself and that fairy of a book should be burned’ ar sise liom anois. Ni
deirim na go bhfuil an ceart aici (Airciv D1 28.1.40: 98).

Is léir gur thuig si an dialann mar leabhar mistéireach—‘fairy of a book’—a raibh a
mac rothogtha leis. Tugann an tagairt don lucht si le fios go mb’théidir gur cheap si
go raibh drochthionchar de chineal éigin ag scriobh na ndialann ar phearsantacht, ar
mheon agus fil ar shaol a mic. Is minic a dhéantar tagairt do mhealltacht agus do
chontuirt na siog sna siscéalta. Mar a mhinitear in A Dictionary of Celtic Mythology,
rinneadh léirid dearfach no léiriu didltach ar na sidga, ag brath ar theachtaireacht an
scéil, ach bhi mistéir ag baint leo i gconai (MacKilop 2004: ‘fairy, fairies, faery’).
D’fhag na siscéalta a rian ar bhéaloideas na tire, agus ar stair na tire chomh maith, rian
ata le brath, mar shampla, i scéal Bhrid Ni Chléirigh. Ciontaiodh Michael, fear Bhrid,

i ndanorgain sa bhliain 1895 toisc gur mharaigh sé a bhean agus mhaigh sé gur chreid
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sé gur iarlais a bhi inti agus gur thuadaigh na sidga a ‘fhiorbhean’.®® Seans gur chreid
méthair an Riordanaigh gur shdigh an dialann rud éigin—beocht éigin—as a mac agus
is Iéir nach raibh si compordach leis an duil a bhi aige sa chinedl sin scribhneoireachta.

Chruthaigh si nasc diultach idir an céipleabhar agus an draiocht agus cuireann
a raiteas géarleantint agus loscadh na ‘gcailleach’ in diteanna mar Salem®’ i gcuimhne
ddinn, chomh maith le loscadh na leabhar, a bhain, mar shampla, le scaipeadh na
Criostaiochta,%® leis an monarcacht agus leis na hEaglaisi i Sasana®® agus le ré na
Naitsithe sa Ghearmain.” Cuireann sé an cdras docht cinsireachta’ a bhi i bhfeidhm
in Eirinn faoi choinniollacha an Achta Um Scradoireacht Scannan (1923) agus go
hairithe faoi choinniollacha an Achta um Scrudéireacht Fhoillseachan (1929),7% i
gcuimhne duinn chomh maith. Is léir, mar sin, go raibh mathair an Riordanaigh go
mor in amhras faoin dialann. Aris agus aris eile sa dialann, tagann tuairimi an
Riordanaigh le tuairim a mhathar nuair a mhaionn se gur choir do na coipleabhair a

dho toisc gur scribhneoireacht gan mhaitheas ata iontu.

Cé nar thuig a mhathair é i gconai, bhiodh si ann chun nuachtain, leabhair agus
abhair léitheoireachta eile a fhail dé 6 na siopai agus on leabharlann, nuair a bhi siad

de dhith air agus nuair nach raibh sé féin in ann dul agus iad a fhail:

[...]is i a chaitheadh an paipéar (Scéala Eireann) isteach trid an bhfuinneog
oscailte chuige ar maidin; is i a thugadh Comhar agus an Dublin Opinion agus
John O’London’s Weekly chuige on gcathair, agus an leabhar le Chesterton,
no6 Belloc, n6 Yeats, nd Shaw, nd lbsen, né Hardy 6n leabharlann (O Coiledin
1982: 132).

8 Fch Bourke (1999); Hoff agus Yeates (2000); O’Connell agus Doyle (2006).

57 Fch Karlsen (1989); Hall (1991); Adams (2008); Pavlac (2009).

% Fch Rohmann (2016: 5-6).

89 Fch Cressy (2005).

"0 Fch Confino (2012).

"L Fch Caib. 1, 1.8., Igh 70-71, 1.9., Igh 75-76; Carlson (1990); Boyle (1993); Ryan (1995); O Drisecoil
(1996); Novick (1999); Dean (2004); Rocklett (2004); Corcoran agus O’Brien (2005); Martin (2006);
Keating (2014); Keating (2015).

2 Agus plé 4 dhéanamh aici ar roinnt diagairi moraltachta a bhi ag scriobh san fhichit haois, luann
Uta Ranke-Heinemann an nasc a rinneadh idir an ‘drochlitriocht’ agus an chinsireacht: ‘Héring [...]
subdivides “sins of immodesty” into (a) looks, (b) physical contacts (“our modern overcrowded
means of transportation are also the occasion of anyonmous flirtations”), (c) conversations, and (d)
reading (“How serious our attention and concern must be in this area is evident from the motherly
solicitude of the Church in forbidding evil books™)” (298).
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Bhi tionchar mor ag cuid mhaith de na hailt a 1éigh sé sna nuachtain agus ag cuid mhor
de na leabhair agus de na hirisleabhair a léigh sé ar a dhearcadh i leith an tsaoil agus
ar a dhearcadh i leith cheird na scribhneoireachta. Is Iéir go raibh a mhéthair sasta
abhar léitheoireachta a aimsit dd, cé nar thuig si féin an bhéim a chuir a mac ar an
Iéitheoireacht na ar an scribhneoireacht riamh. Thuig si, afach, go raibh tdbhacht ar

leith ag baint leis an Iéitheoireacht agus leis an scribhneoireacht in intinn a mic.

Chaith an Riord&nach agus a mhéthair an-chuid ama le chéile, go héirithe nuair
a bhi sé breoite agus sainnithe ina sheomra ag cul an ti. T4 réitis le brath sa dialann a
thugann le fios nar rud slaintidil é sin i gconai agus go raibh fonn ar an Riordanach
teitheadh uaithi anois agus aris. I mi an Mhéarta 1942, rinne sé cur sios ar a thinneas
féin agus luaigh sé go raibh a mhathair ag fanacht sa seomra leis toisc go raibh sé
chomh breoite sin (Airciv D3 14.3.1942: 30-31). Seachtain ina dhiaidh sin, bhi an

méid seo a leanas le ra aige faoin socru:

Do chuireas an ruaig ar mo mhathair aréir—as an seomra so. Is fearr di bheith
istigh (Airciv D3 20.3.1942: 34).

Is Ieir go raibh fonn air a bheith ina aonar agus go raibh spas agus sos 6na mhathair ag
teastail uaidh. D’théadfai a rd, mar sin, go raibh caidreamh diocasach ag an
Riordanach lena mhathair agus gur chaith siad an iomarca ama le chéile uaireanta, mar
gheall ar thinneas an mhic. Bhi dearcadh fiorchasta ag an Riordanach i leith a mhathar
mar gheall ar an dianchaidreamh seo a bhi acu lena chéile; bhi gra aige di agus meas
aige uirthi, mothachain ata soiléir sna sleachta dialainne, agus is Iéir gur chreid sé go
raibh si ina méathair mhaith, ach bhi sé deacair air dul i ngleic le daonnacht agus le
bandacht a mhathar. Is décha go raibh tionchar ag iomha idéalach na mathar Eireannai
ar an dearcadh sin. Bainfear Usaid as tagairti 6n dialann agus 6 na danta chun scradd
nios doimhne a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi ar chuir an Riordanach a mhathair féin in ial ina

chuid scribhneoireachta sa chéad chuid eile den chaibidil seo.

104



2.3. ‘Thainig ndire orm-sa ar dtiis’: Corp na Miathar agus Coincheap na

Tairisleachta

Scriobh an Riord&nach sliocht aisteach ina dhialann go luath sa bhliain 1940, ina
ndéanann sé cur sios ar chuairt a thug comharsa leo, Morgan, air féin agus ar a

mhéthair 14 amhain:

Do sheas mo mhéathair suas ar chathaoir agus bhi a drom linn-ne—Morgan ,
mé féin. Bhi stoca lei stracuighthe ach is ar éigin a bhi croiceann a coise le
feiscint leis an salachar. Do chonac Morgan ag feéachaint go neamh-
corrabhuaiseach ar an gcroiceann salach. Thainig néire orm-sa ar dtuis. Ansan
thainig tocht feirge orm le lucht maoine, agus leis an saoghal go léir agus leis
an gcinneamhaint, mo mhéthair a bheith islighthe le suarachas. Ach is
amhlaidh a uaisligheadh i im” aigne-se. Agus do mhéaduigh an gradh agam
di, agus do thainig truagh agam di agus do tuigeadh dom go ndeinim féin
fallighe im”’ dhualgas na cabhruighim lei nios mo. Do thug an salachar a bhi
ar chois mo mhathar an salachar atd ar mo choinsias féin i gcuimhne dhom
(Airciv D1 3.1.1940: 14-15).™

Déanann an Riordanach nasc suimidil, casta idir an salachar agus an ndire sa sliocht
seo agus baineann an salachar seo le corp a mhathar. Seans gur bhraith sé an néire sin
mar gheall go raibh corp a mhathar os a chomhair amach agus os comhair an fhir eile.
Ni raibh fonn air féin féachaint ar chorp, ar ‘c[h]roiceann salach’ a mhathar, agus
thainig ‘ndire’ agus ansin ‘taom feirge’ air nuair a thug sé faoi deara go raibh Morgan
ag féachaint ar an gcorp, ar an gcraiceann céanna ‘go neamh-corrabhuaiseach’. Cé go
dtugann sé le fios gurbh é an salachar féin—seachas an corp, né an craiceann—a chuir
as do agus cé go ndéanann sé nasc soiléir idir an salachar agus an bhochtaineacht agus

idir an salachar agus an saol crua a bhi ag a mhathair,’* 1éirionn an sliocht thuas, dar

73 Cuireann an sliocht seo sliocht as An tOileanach ina ndéanann an Criomhthaineach cur sios ar a
mhéathair agus i i mbun oibre ar an tr4, agus a ndéanann Padraig O Fiannachta tagairt do ina alt
‘Litriocht Chorca Dhuibhne’ (1982), i gcuimhne duinn: ‘Niorbh thada go bhfaca mo mhéthair ag
cruinnedil a cuid éadaigh lena chéile agus & tharraingt aniar idir a dhé cois. Ni raibh naire ormsa cosa
agus colpai mo mhéathar a bheith le feiscint ag an saol mar nar chearndg na alpachan i ach fainge
fionn gléigeal 6 bhaitheas go s4il’ (qtd 32; liomsa an bhéim). Is 1éir nach raibh an imni chéanna ar O
Criomhthain faoi chorp a mhéthar is a bhi ar an Riordanach.

74 Fuair athair an Riordanaigh bas nuair nach raibh an file, an duine ba shine sa chlann, ach naoi mbliana
d’aois, ar an 3 Marta 1926. Ni raibh Sean, an t-athair, ach ceithre bliana is daichead nuair a d’éag sé (O
Coiledin 1982: 33). Bhi tritr paisti ag Mairéad agus Sean ag an am—Seén, Tadhg agus Brid—agus iad
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le hudar an trachtais seo, gur thainig michompord ar an Riordanach nuair a bhi air

glacadh le taobh corpartha a mhathar.

Ta nasc idir an sliocht dialainne thuasluaite agus coincheap na tairisleachta
(abjection), mar a thuigeann an teoirici liteartha agus feimineach, agus an siocanailisi,
Julia Kristeva, é. Sa téacs Powers of Horror (1982), déanann Kristeva, mionphlé ar
choincheap na tairisleachta agus ar an tairislit (the abject). Déanann an duine, dar I€i,
idirdhealu idir é féin agus nithe tairisle—an salachar, an cac, sreabhain an choirp agus
an bas, mar shampla—chun a fhéinidlacht féin a chosaint. Is féidir le duine, mar
shampla, a fhéinidlacht féin a chur i gcomparaid leis na nithe tairisle sin agus a
fhéinidlacht féin a thuiscint tri mhean na compardide—*ni corpan mé; ta mé beo’ no
‘is duine beo mé toisc nach bhfuil mé marbh’. Baineann an tairisleacht agus an
tairisliu, mar sin, le hord atd lasmuigh den ord aitheanta, lasmuigh den chultur
aitheanta, lasmuigh den ord a dtugann Kristeva an tOrd Siombalach (the Symbolic
Order)”™ air. Ag an am céanna, afach, bagraionn an tairisleacht an teorainn
(shiceolaioch) ata ann idir an Symbolic sin agus an tOrd Séimeolaioch (the Semiotic
Order), an t-ord mistéireach, dainséarach, dothuigthe eile; faigheann daoine bas gach

14, mar shampla, agus ni féidir linn é sin a sheachaint:

A massive and sudden emergence of uncanniness, which, familiar as it might
have been in an opaque and forgotten life, now harries me as radically
separate, loathsome. Not me. Not that. But not nothing, either. A ‘something’
that I do not recognize as a thing [...] On the edge of non-existence and
hallucination, of a reality that, if |1 acknowledge it, annihilates me. There,

abject and abjection are my safeguards. The primers of my culture [...] These

uilig faoi bhun naoi mbliana d’aois. Bhi ar Mhairéad, mar sin, na paisti a thogail agus solathar doibh,
gan cabhair 6na fear. Déanann an Riordanach féin tracht ar shaol crua a mhathar sa dialann: ‘Is mé go
mor an t-airgead ati agamsa anois na mar a bhi aici-sin. Ni raibh faic aici. Baintreach ab ea i gan aon
teacht isteach aici, ach ba fhlaithitla , ba fhlGirsi , ba ghile a bord sid n4 mo bhord-sa trathnona inniu’
(Airciv D23 3.7.1961: 56).

S Tarraingionn Kristeva ar shaothar Jacques Lacan—fch, mar shampla, Lacan (1968; 1979; 1980),
Gallop (1986)—agus i ag iarraidh a smaointe féin a chur chun tosaigh toisc go raibh tionchar chomh
mor sin ag Lacan, ni hamhéin ar Kristeva féin, ach ar réimse na siocanailise i gcoitinne. Bunaithe ar
smaointe Saussure faoin nasc aondeonach idir the signifier (m.sh. an focal ‘gluaistean’) agus the
signified (m.sh. an gluaistean féin) agus ar smaointe Lévi-Strauss faoi ‘the symbolic system that gives
all phenomena their specific meanings’ majonn Lacan ‘that the unconscious must be structured like a
language for it to have produced such a system and to be able to exist within it” agus ‘that the subject is
born into the symbolic system which they have to learn to use’ agus minionn sé go dtéann an ego in
aois ‘when the child is inducted into the symbolic order’ (Buchanan 2018: ‘Symbolic (symbolique)’).
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body fluids, this defilement, this shit are what life withstands, hardly, and with
difficulty, on the part of death. There, | am at the border of my condition as a
living being. My body extricates itself, as being alive, from that border. Such
wastes drop so that I might live, until, from loss to loss, nothing remains in
me and my entire body falls beyond the limit—cadere, cadaver [...] Itis [...]
not lack of cleanliness or health that causes abjection but what disturbs
identity, system, order. What does not respect borders, positions, rules. The
in-between, the ambiguous, the composite (Kristeva 1982: 3-4).

Maionn si chomh maith nach féidir linn an tairisleacht a sheachaint agus go
mbagraionn an tairisleacht féinidlacht an duine da bharr:

We may call it a border; abjection is above all ambiguity. Because, while
releasing a hold, it does not radically cut off the subject from what threatens
it—on the contrary, abjection acknowledges it to be in perpetual danger (ibid.:
9).

Tagann déistin ar an duine nuair a théann sé i ngleic le rudai tairisle—an béas, mar
shampla, agus an salachar a chruthaionn daoine—toisc gur bagairti iad don saol mar a
thuigeann sé é, ach, ag an am céanna, toisc go dtuigeann sé nach féidir leis iad a
sheachaint. Déanann Kristeva nasc idir an tairislid agus an mhathair, go héirithe corp
na mathar, toisc go gcreideann si go ndéantar nasc i ndioscursai an larthair idir an corp
baineann agus forsai bagracha nach dtuigimid ina n-iomlaine. Is léir sa sliocht
dialainne thuas nach raibh an Riordanach compordach nuair a thug sé an salachar ar
chos a mhathar faoi deara. D’fhéadfai a mhaiomh, mar sin, gur rud téiriseal ¢ an
salachar seo agus go mb’théidir gur rud tairiseal ¢ corp a mhathar chomh maith, toisc

nach féidir leis dul i ngleic leis.

Ba chdir don scribhneoir seo plé nios doimhne a dhéanamh ar oird Kristeva
chun an t-idirdheall idir an tOrd Siombalach agus an tOrd Séimeolaioch, mar a
thuigeann si é, a mhinid. Is é an tOrd Siombalach an t-ord sdisialta, a bhaineann le
cursai teanga, le ‘family and social structures’ (Kristeva 1986a: 93), leis an dli, le

clrsai polaitiochta agus eacnamaiochta, le cumhacht—n6 DIli—an athar (ibid.: 89—

136, fch Ich 113, Ich 119) agus, mar a I¢irionn Kristeva sa téacs ‘About Chinese

Women’, leis an aondiachas san larthar:
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[...] establishing itself as the principle of a symbolic, paternal community in
the grip of the superego, beyond all ethnic considerations, beliefs or social
loyalties, montheism represses, along with paganism, the greater part of
agrarian civilizations and their ideologies, women and mothers [...] For
without this gap between the sexes, without this localization of the
polymorphic, orgasmic body, desiring and laughing, in the other sex, it would
have been impossible, in the symbolic realm, to isolate the principle of One
Law—the One, Sublimating, Transcendent Guarantor of the ideal interests of
the community’ (1986b: 141).

Chun ait a bhaint amach di féin san Ord Siombalach, ni mor don tsuibiacht scaoileadh
leis an Ord Séimeolaioch, an t-ord réamh-theangeolaioch a bhaineann le rithim an
tsaoil, le trealltis Fhreudacha na suibiachta nach bhfuil caint aige né aici, le heaspa
teorainneacha idir an Duine agus an Eile, leis an gcorp, agus go hairithe le corp na
mathar, mar a mhinionn Kristeva san aiste ‘Revolution in Poetic Language’ (1986a:
93-98; 100-102; 118; 120). Ni mor don tsuibiacht scaoileadh, i bhfocail eile, le corp

na mathar chun ord an athar a bhaint amach.

Ni hi Kristeva an t-aon teoirici siocanailise a aithnionn an deighilt sin idir ord
‘an athar’ agus ord ‘na mathar’. Déantar plé fairsing uirthi i réimse na siocanailise,

mar a mhinionn Moynagh Sullivan:

Richard Kearney points out in Postnationalist Ireland: Politics, Culture,
Philosophy, that as ‘pyschoanalyis reminds us, the mother has always been a

powerful unconscious symbol for forfeited or forbidden origins’ (2008: 15).

San aiste ‘The Bodily Encounter with the Mother’ [‘Le Corps-a-corps avec la mére’],
déanann Luce Irigaray plé ar dhearcadh casta na bhfear i leith na mathar i ndioscursai

an larthair:

The relationship with the mother is a mad desire, because it is the ‘dark

continent’ par excellence.” It remains in the shadows of our culture; it is its

6 T4 costlachtai idir an cur sios seo agus an cur sios a dhéanann Irigaray ar ord na mathar in aiste eile
da cuid, ‘Volume Without Contours’: ‘The mother may signify only a silent ground, a scarcely
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night and its hell. But men can no more, or rather no less, do without it than
can women [...] what of the imaginary and symbolic relationship with the
mother, with the woman-mother? What of that woman outside her social and
material role as reproducer of children, as nurse, as reproducer of labour
power? [...] Where desire is concerned, especially in its religious dimension,
the role of the maternal-feminine power is often nullified in the satisfying of
individual and collective needs. Desire for her, her desire, that is what is
forbidden by the law of the father, of all fathers: fathers of families, fathers of
nations, religious fathers, professor-fathers, doctor-fathers, lover-fathers, etc.
Moral or immoral, they always intervene to censor, to repress, the desire of/for
the mother. For them, that corresponds to good sense and good health, when
it’s not virtue and sainthood! (1995a: 35-36).

Tugann cuntas Irigaray le fios go bhfuil smacht ag na fir ar na mna—ar iomha na
mban—mar gheall ar ‘[t]he murder of the mother’ agus ar ‘the burial of the mother in
madness’ a dhéantar san larthar chun an nasc idir an mhathair agus an tsuibiacht—
agus na rithimi, na gluaiseachtai agus na mianta a bhaineann leis an nasc seo—a
choimeéad faoi smacht (ibid.: 36). Séanann an tsuibiacht an forsa maithridil chun ait a
bhaint amach di féin sa ‘social order’;’” san ord seo ‘the mother must remain
forbidden’ (ibid.: 39). E sin raite, déanann Irigaray cur sios ar an bhforsa maithriuil

mar fhorsa a chuireann isteach ar an ord soéisialta an athar:

In the absence of any representation of it [an nasc idir corp na mathar agus an
duine], there is always the danger of going back to the primal womb, seeking
refuge in any open body, constantly living and nesting in the bodies of other
women. And so, the openness of the mother [ouverture de la mére], the

opening on to the mother [ouverture a la mére], appear to be threats of

representable mystery, but at least she is on a plenum. Of course you encounter opacity and resistance
in her, as well as the repellence of matter, the horror of blood, the ambivalence of milk, menacing traces
of the father’s phallus, and even the hole we left behind us when we came into the world. But she—at
least—is not nothing. She is not that vacuum (of) woman. That void of representation, that negation of
all representation, that limit to all current (self)representations’ (1995b: 54).

T4 sé mar aidhm ag Irigaray san aiste seo, agus in aisti eile da cuid, an t-ord soisialta seo a cheisti:
‘As for us [mn4], it is a matter of urgency not to submit to a desubjectivized social role, that of the
mother, governed by an order subordinated to a division of labour—man produces/woman
reproduces—which confines us to a mere function’ (1995a: 42).
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contagion, contamination, engulfment in illness, madness and death (ibid.:
40)."

Pléann si an déistin a thagann ar an tsuibiacht nuair a chaithfidh si dul i ngleic le
silteacht an choirp san aiste ‘Volume Without Contours’ [‘L’Incontournable volume’]
(1995b):

Fluid must remain that secret, sacred, remainder of the one. Blood, but also
milk, sperm, lymph, spittle, saliva, tears, humours, gases, waves, airs, fire ...
light which threaten him with distortion, propagation, evaporation, burning
up [consumation], flowing away, in an other difficult to grasp. The ‘subject’
identifies himself with/in an almost material consistency which is repelled by
all fluence (64).

Luann Todd Reeser an iarracht a dhéanann fir idirdhealt a dhéanambh idir a gcoirp féin
agus ‘the female body’s assumed fluid or unbound nature’ (2010: 107). Maionn s¢,
mar shampla, ‘[t]he ability to carry another human being inside the body during
pregnancy may [...] be perceived as the ultimate border-buster’ (ibid.), rud a chuireann
imni ar thir go minic mar ‘the male body may fear the female body’s corrupting
influence, or fear that her unbound nature will also incorporate his body into hers, that
his body will symbolically return to its womb-like state inside the female body’ (ibid.:
107-108).”° In agallamh a rinne si le Thérése Dumouchel agus Marie-Madeleine
Raoult, a foilsiodh mar ‘Women-Mothers, the Silent Substratum of the Social Order’
[‘Les Femmes-meéres, ce sous-sol muet de 1’ordre social’] (1995c¢c: 47-52), pléann
Irigaray na coincheapa céanna agus maionn si ‘the whole of our western culture is
based upon the murder of the mother’ (ibid.: 47) ach tugann si le fios aris go bhfuil
cumhacht de chineal €igin ag na mna toisc go mbagraionn siad an t-ord soisialta: ‘And
if we [mna] make the foundations of the social order shift, then everything will shift’

(ibid.). Ta a lan cosulachtai, mar sin, idir cuntas Kristeva agus cuntas Irigaray.

8 Fch Irigaray (1995b: 49): ‘And once the man-god-father kills the mother so as to take power, he is
assailed by ghosts and anxieties. He will always feel a panic fear of she who is the substitute for what
he has killed.’

79 Cuireann sé leis sin nuair a mhinionn sé go bhfuil an imni seo le feiceail ni hamhain ag leibhéal an
duine aonair, ach ag leibhéal an chultiir chomh maith: ‘Misogynist fears of women taking over the
male body are frequently found in cultural and individual representation, as for example in Nazi
propaganda’ (2010: 108).
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In Powers of Horror, maionn Kristeva go ndéantar tairislit ar chorp na méathar

nuair a scaoiltear léi:

The abject confronts us, on the other hand, and this time within our personal
archaeology, with our earliest attempts to release the hold of maternal entity
even before ex-isting outside of her, thanks to the autonomy of language. It is
a violent, clumsy breaking away, with the constant risk of falling back under
the sway of a power as securing as it is stifling. The difficulty a mother has in
acknowledging (or being acknowledged by) the symbolic realm—in other
words, the problem she has with the phallus that her father or her husband
stands for—is not such as to help the future subject leave the natural mansion.
The child can serve its mother as token of her authentication; there is,
however, hardly any reason for her to serve as go-between for it to become
autonomous and authentic in its turn. In such close combat, the symbolic light
that a third party, eventually the father, can contribute helps the future subject,
the more so if it happens to be endowed with a robust supply of drive energy,
in pursuing a reluctant struggle against what, having been the mother, will
turn into an abject (1982: 13).

Maionn Irigaray go ndéantar feitis den bhroinn—agus de chollaiocht na mna—agus

gur abhar mor imni i an bhroinn i ndioscdrsai an larthair:

The womb, unthought of in its place of the first sojourn in which we become
bodies, is fantasized by many men to be a devouring mouth, a cloaca or anal
and urethral outfall, a phallic threat, at best reproductive. And in the absence
of valid representations of female sexuality, this womb merges with woman’s
sex [sexe] as a whole. There are no words to talk about it, except filthy,
mutilating words. The corresponding affects will therefore be anxiety, phobia,

disgust, a haunting fear of castration (1995a: 41).

Cé go mbionn déistin agus naire ar dhaoine nuair a théann siad i ngleic le nithe tairisle,
bionn suim acu iontu ag an am céanna, de réir an chur sios a dhéanann Kristeva ar an

scéal:
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The repugnance, the retching that thrusts me to the side and turns me away
from defilement, sewage, and muck. The shame of compromise, of being in
the middle of treachery. That fascinated start that leads me toward and
separates me from them (1982: 13).

Is docha nach raibh suim mhér ag an gcomharsa, Morgan, sa salachar ar chos mhéathair
an Riordénaigh, mar gur théach s¢ ar a cos ‘go neamh-corrabhuaiseach’ mar a
chuireann an file ¢, ach is léir go raibh suim ag an Riordanach féin ann agus is Iéir,

chomh maith, go raibh néire air mar gheall ar an salachar céanna.

D’fhéadfai a mhaiomh, mar sin, go dtéann sé i ngleic leis an tairisleacht—corp
salach a mhathar—anseo. Déanann sé iarracht an salachar tairiseal a fheiceann sé ar
chos a mhathar a sheachaint, a&fach. Cuireann sé an locht ar an tsochai—‘lucht
maoine’, ‘an saoghal go 1éir’—ar an gcinniuint agus air féin—‘tuigeadh dom go
ndeinim féin fallighe im’ dhualgas’. Cuireann sé¢ béim, ag deireadh an tsleachta, ar
shalachar na haigne—a aigne féin®—seachas ar shalachar an choirp—corp a mhéthar.
Is féidir linn a rd go dtuigeann sé go bhfuil corp a mhathar ann os a chomhair agus go
dtuigeann se, ar bhealach neamh-chomhfhiosach, gur rud tairiseal ata i gceist—
‘[t]hainig naire orm-sa ar dtis’. Agus ¢ ag smaoineamh ar an salachar agus ar na
cuinsi a bhain leis, maionn s¢ go bhfuil a mhéathair ‘islighthe le suarachas’.
Seachnaionn seé fisicitlacht a mhathar, afach, agus cuireann sé an bhéim agus an locht
ar chursai an tsaoil agus ar a mheon féin agus maionn sé gur ‘uaisligheadh i im’ aigne-
se’ agus gur ‘mhéaduigh an gradh agam di’ de bharr nach raibh an locht uirthise.
D’théadfai a ré, mar sin, go raibh caidreamh deacair ag an Riordanach lena mhéathair
nuair a smaoinigh sé uirthi mar dhuine fisicitil, mar bhean fhisicitil, mar mhéathair
fhisiciuil. Bhi tionchar mor, dar le hadar an trachtais seo, ag an iomha idéalach den
mhéthair a bhi go mér chun tosaigh i sochai agus i gcultdr na hEireann i rith an fichid
haois, ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith chorp a mhathar féin; ni raibh fonn air dul i
ngleic lena fisicitlacht agus rinne sé idéala uirthi da bharr. Déanfar scradu ar an idéalt

seo sa chéad chuid eile den chaibidil seo.

80 Tagairt, is docha, don druis agus don mhimhoraltacht a bhraith sé ann féin. Tugann sé le fios i sliocht
dialainne, mar shampla, nach bhfuil smacht cui aige ar a ‘dhroch-chlaonta’ féin agus gur choéir do
smacht a chur orthu mar gheall gur ‘[1]Jaguigheas mo thoil le creimeadh na drtise’ (Airciv D1 8.3.1940:
223). Déanfar plé nios doimhne ar an dearcadh casta a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith na drdise agus i leith
choincheap an pheaca i gcuid 3.7. de Chaibidil 3, Igh 245-273.
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2.4. ‘mar bhalsam is tu tinn’: Léiria an Mhaithreachais in ‘Adhlacadh Mo

Mhathar’

Is caoineadh go priomha é an dan ‘ Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’ (ES: 56-58), ina ndéanann
O Riordain plé ar la sochraide a mhathar agus ina ndéanann sé iarracht dul i ngleic
lena bas agus leis an tionchar a bhi ag a bas air mar mhac, mar fhear agus mar fhile.
Bhi tionchar ollmhor ag bas a mhathar air, mar a thugann Sean O Coiledin le fios sa

sliocht seo a leanas:

Na tri ni ba thdbhachtai a bhain do ina shaol ab ea Baile Bhuirne a fhagail, an

eitinn a theacht air, agus bas a mhathar (1982: 4).

Cailleadh Mairéad Ni Luineachain ar an 21 Eanair 1945. Bhi an nidmdine tar €is i a
bhualadh agus chlis ar a croi da bharr (ibid.:131). Ni dhearna an Riordanach mdran
plé ar bhas a mhathar sa dialann sna laethanta na fid sna mionna i ndiaidh a bais. Is

ddcha go raibh sé an-deacair air dul i ngleic leis an eachtra thromchuiseach sin.

Luann sé i anois agus aris sna cuntais a scriobh sé ni ba dhéanai ina shaol,
afach. Cothrom la a bais sa bhliain 1963, scriobh sé an sliocht ait seo a leanas, a bhfuil

ton mithrocaireach le brath ann:

Do cailleadh mo mhéthair sa leabaidh seo ina bhfuilim anois ocht mbliana
deag 6 shoin inniu. Beannacht Dé Iéi. Ni mhothaim uaim a thuille i forior. T4
si marbh ar fad im aigne. Is fada gur dheineas machnambh uirthi. Ni chorraionn
sé me a thuille cuimhneamh uirthi (Airciv D26 21.1.1963: 105-106).

In ainneoin go maionn sé nach mbionn sé ag smaoineamh ar a mhathair go minic, is
I€ir go raibh sé ag smaoineamh uirthi an 1a airithe sin, cothrom 1 a bais. Maionn sé ar
La Nollag 1958 nach ‘[m]baineann si liom a thuilleadh’ toisc go bhfuil si marbh
(Airciv D20 25.12.1958: 41) agus i sliocht eile 6n mbliain 1963, maionn sé nach bhfuil
‘aithne’ aige ar a mhathair a thuilleadh (Airciv D26 11.1.1963: 99-100). | sleachta
dialainne eile, ta ton i bhfad nios corraithi le brath agus é ag iarriadh plé a dhéanamh
ar a mhathair. Is 1éir 6n agall truamhéileach seo a leanas, mar shampla, gur bhraith sé

uaidh i:
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Ba mhaith liom mo mhathair do bheith (Airciv D8 26.4.1949: 3).%

Luann sé sa sliocht céanna go bhfuil ‘eagla na bredidhteachta’ air agus go bhfuil s¢
sinte sa leaba ag scriobh chun an eagla seo a choinneail ¢ dhoras (ibid.). Tugtar le fios,
mar sin, go bhfuil comhluadar a mhathar uaidh toisc go mbeadh sise in ann s6lés,
compord agus faoiseamh éigin a thabhairt do. Léirionn an sliocht seo dobrén an mhic;

td a mhathair uaidh.

Maionn sé i sliocht eile nach ‘féidir le h-aoinne inead do mhéthar a dhéanamh’
(Airciv D31 13.11.1966: 126). Maionn sé i mi Aibredin 1961 nach bhfuil ina mhéathair
‘anois ach scéal’ (Airciv D21 21.4.1961: 197). I sliocht eile aris, tugann sé le fios go
bhfuil sé deacair air iomha chruinn da mhathair a chruthd ina intinn a thuilleadh agus

go ngoilleann sé sin air mar gur mhaith leis a bheith in ann a hiomha a chaomhnu:

Ta mo mhéathair mharbh ag teitheadh uaim san doircheacht. T4 ceo [na]
smaointe ag teacht eadrainn—smaointe a saoghluigheadh iar n’eagadh di. Ba
mhaith liom na smaointe sin do ghlanadh da h-aghaidh ;i d’fheiscint sa t-
solas airis (Airciv D7 28.10.1947: 11).

Cé go ndéanann se a dhicheall iomha chruinn da mhathair a choinneéil ina aigne,
milleann imeacht na mblianta an iomha seo agus milleann sé, chomh maith, an
dluthcheangal a bhi eatarthu. Cuireann sé leis an smaoineamh seo—an smaoineamh

go raibh iomhéa agus cuimhne a mhéathar ag imeacht as a intinn—sa sliocht seo a leanas:

Nuair a bhios ar mo ghldnaibh os cionn uaigh mo mhathar inniu do dheineas
iarracht ar i do shamhld. Agus an bhfuil fhios agat cad a thainig isteach im
aigne? Cad é an taos a bhi aici nuair a phés si. Ansan do thosnaios ag iarraidh
feachaint trid an chré isteach ins na huaigheanna feachaint an raibh na corpain
go leir sinte an treo ceadna [...] Ach bhi an t-éad6chas mér os mo chionn an
t-am go 1éir [...] (Airciv D9 22.1.1951: 88).

81 Nior criochnaiodh an abairt seo sa dialann. Nil lanstad na poncaiocht na focal ar bith ina dhiaidh.
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Cuireann an tagairt aisteach do na corpain ata ‘sinte’ faoin gcré Cré na Cille an
Chadhnaigh (1949) i gcuimhne ddinn. Déanann an Riordanach iarracht smaoineamh
ar a mhéthair mar dhuine beo—‘do dheineas iarracht ar i do shamhla’—ach teipeann
air agus tosaionn sé ag smaoineamh ar na daoine marbha, ar na corpain, ar nithe tairisle
agus tagann ‘éadochas’ air da bharr. Is 1€ir go ndeachaigh bas a mhathar go mor i
bhfeidhm ar an Riordanach. Bhi si ann d6 nuair nach nach raibh éinne eile ann dé.
Nior thréig si riamh é agus nior lig si don stiogma a bhain leis an eitinn in Eirinn san

fhichit haois® teacht idir i féin agus a mac.

Bhi tionchar mér ag a bas ar a chuid scribhneoireachta chomh maith. Cuireann
Sean O Tuama béim ar leith ar an dan *Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’, dan a bhfuil ‘gniomh
ceart cruthaitheach’ le brath ann (1984 [1978]: 5), dar leis, nuair a mholann sé an
Riordanach mar fhile Gaelach agus mar fhile Eorpach® sa leabhar Fili Faoi Sceimhle.
Luann sé an tionchar a bhi ag bas a mhéathar ar a shaothar:

Timpeall na bliana 1945 is tlisce a bhraitheann ta cl6 dearfa na nuafhiliochta
ar a shaothar. An bhliain sin is ea a d’thoilsigh Adhlacadh Mo Mhéthar [den
chéad uair]; agus is ¢ ocaid an dain seo, a déarfainn, a d’fhuascail an fhéith
ann, a leag cibé bacanna teanga né siceolaiochta a bhi & chosc, a thug neart do
scaoileadh le samhailteacha as iochtar a aigne; a chuir air cumasc a dhéanambh,
faoi strus, idir na gnéithe iasachta agus na gnéithe ddchais atd ina chuid
filiochta [...] Ni féidir [...] gan bas a mhéthar a lua i leith a fhorbairt fhileata.
Is fiorbheag an tracht ina shaothar tri chéile ar dhaoine eile na ar a gcruachas.
Lasmuigh de féin, d’fhéadfa a ra gurb i a mhathair an t-aon phearsa eile a
bhfuil gradam tébhachtach aici ina chuid filiochta [...] ‘Frisson’ nua a
mheastar a chuir Baudelaire i bhfiliocht a linne féin. ‘Geit’ nua a bhain

Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar [...] as friotal liteartha na Gaeilge (ibid.: 4-5).

8 Fch O Riordain (1971b: 10); Deeny (1989: 127); Sontag (2005: 5, 7); Ferriter (2005: 501); Breathnach
(2016: 93-94).

8 plgann Riona Ni Churtain agus Triona Ni Shiochain an tionchar a bhi ag smaointeoireacht na hEorpa
ar an Riordanach, ach dar leo go raibh ‘peirspictiocht shainiuil ag an Riordanach a d’fthag nar mhar a
chéile agus a mhacasamhail ar an Mor-Roinn: fear Gaeltachta, intleachtoir cathrach, mérsmaointeoir 6
thir bheag iarchoilineach ar imeall na hEorpa. Agus do shdigh sé isteach gaois liteartha agus saibhreas
casta fealsiinachta na hEorpa—n6 mar a déarfadh sé féin, tharla “cuimilt” idir traidisiin na Gaelainne
agus traidisiun na hEorpa, agus uaidh sin a d’eascair an gheit a dhéanfadh filiocht na Gaelainne agus
smaointeoireacht larthar na hEorpa araon a athmhuscailt” (2019: vii-viii). Tugann an argoint seo le fios
go soiléir gur scribhneoir Eireannach, Gaelach agus scribhneoir Eorpach a bhi ann ag an am céanna.
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M4 ta an ceart ag O Tuama anseo, agus creideann an scribhneoir seo go bhfuil,

d’fhéadfai a ra gur oscail bas mhathair an Riordanaigh geatai tuile a shamhlaiochta.

Luann Barry McCrea an nasc a dhéanann an Riordanach idir bas a mhathar
agus ‘beatha a cheirde’ (McCrea agus Ni Urdail 2012: 23) ina léirmheas ar an dan
céanna, ag ra go bhfuil an Riordanach ag iarraidh scaoileadh lena mhathair sa dan seo,
ach go bhfuil sé ag iarraidh scaoileadh lena theanga mhathartha ag an am céanna mar

go bhfuil fonn air cloi leis an nGaeilge mar mhean liteartha:

Mar is ionann i gcdsanna eile—Joyce ina measc—ta bas siombalach na
mathar ceangailte, in aigne an scribhneora, le beatha a cheirde. | gcas an
Riordanaigh, afach, ta ceist ar leith ag baint leis seo, toisc go n-éilionn beatha
na filiochta ar an bhfile teanga a mhathar a thréigean agus teanga a athar—an
té a bhi marbh le fada—a ghlacadh. Cé nach luaitear Béarla na Gaeilge, na
aon teanga eile in ‘Adhlacadh mo Mhathar’, téann an dan i ngleic leis an
iobairt phianmhar a d’éiligh fis fhileata Ui Riordain. Agus a mhéthair a cur
sa talamh aige sa dan, ta an Béarla a adhlacadh aige Iéi; agus, toisc gurb é
an Béarla a theanga dhuchais, agus é ag scaruint go deo le suaimhneas agus
s0las an ghrd mhéathartha, td an éascaiocht, an tsaoirse, an sécul a bhaineann

leis an mathairtheanga a dtréigean aige freisin (ibid.; liomsa an bhéim).

Is argoint fhiorshuimiuil i seo agus ta an ceart ar fad ag McCrea nuair a luann sé go
ndéanann an Riordanach nasc idir bads a mhathar agus an scribhneoireacht in
‘Adhlacadh’. Ag deireadh an ddin, mar shampla, luann s¢ na ‘[r]anna beaga bacacha’
ata & scriobh aige (I. 45) agus € ag iarraidh ‘[a]n t-adhlacadh a bhlaiseadh go hiomlan’

(1. 22) agus an ‘blas’ sin a chur os comhair an |éitheora.

Bhi an Riordanach go mor in isle bri nuair a fuair a mhathair bas. Nuair a bhi
sé ina aonar, nuair a bhi sé uaigneach, agus nuair a bhi eagla air, ach nuair nach raibh
éinne eile leis sa teach chun sélas a thabhairt d, bhiodh sé de nds aige a aird a dhiriu
ar a chuid scribhneoireachta. Nuair nach raibh sé in ann brath ar a mhathair chun sélas
a thabhairt do6 a thuilleadh, bhraith sé ar a dhialann agus ar a scribhneoireacht

chruthaitheach. Rinne sé forbairt mhor, mar sin, ar a fhealsinacht fhileata tar éis da
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mhéthair bas a fhail. Bhi ait larnach ag iomha a mhéathar féin ina fhealstnacht fhileata,

cé nach luaitear i go direach san fhealstnacht seo.®*

Is dan cumbhachtach, corraitheach é ‘Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’ a 1éirionn an
tionchar a bhi ag a mhathair, ni hamhain ar a shaol, ach ar a chuid filiochta. Ma
chuireann sé in iul go bhfuil a mhathair ag teastail uaidh sa dialann, léirionn
‘Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’ go bhfuil ‘[rJud dofhdla [...] & lorg aige: caidreamh a
mhéthar’ (O Tuama 1984: 7) chomh maith. Déanann sé plé priobhaideach ar an
tionchar a bhi ag bas a mhathar air sa dialann, mar sin, agus plé poibli ar an tionchar

céanna sa dan.

| rith an dain, déanann an cainteoir cur sios caidreamhach, min ar lamha beo a
mhathar, ar chorp beo a mhathar. Cé gur dan faoi shochraid agus faoin mbas ata ann,
1s ‘cur sios ar a mhathair [...] ar a neamhurchoid, a beannaitheacht, a maithrialacht’
ata ann chomh maith, mar a mhinionn © Tuama (ibid.: 6). Uséaideann an file a chuid
friotail agus tagairti don chreideamh chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar chorp beo a mhathar

mar chorp glan, mar chorp naofa, mar chorp craifeach.

Do chuimhnios an laimh a dhein an scribhinn,
Lamh a bhi inaitheanta mar aghaidh,

Lamh a thal riamh cneastacht seana-Bhiobla,
Lamh a bhi mar bhalsam is ta tinn.

(1. 9-12)

Leagann an t-athra a dhéanann an cainteoir ar an bhfocal ‘ldmh’ sna linte thuas béim
ar an solas a fuair sé én teagmhail fhisiciuil a bhi aige lena mhathair, agus go hairithe
ar an solas a fuair sé uaithi nuair a bhi sé breoite. Is cosuil gur thug an t-athra seo agus
na cuimhni seo solas don fhile nuair a bhi sé ag iarraidh dul i ngleic lena bas. B’fhéidir
go raibh tionchar ag pearsantacht agus tuairimi a mhathar ar fhriotal agus ar iomhanna
na linte thuasluaite. Ba bhean chraifeach i mar gheall ar thionchar a méathar féin, de
réir an chuir sios a rinne Sean O Coileéin ar an scéal tar éis d6 agallaimh a dhéanamh

le muintir na haite faoi mhuintir Luineachdin:

84 Déanfar plé ar an gcaoi a ndeachaigh coincheap an mhaithreachais i bhfeidhm ar a fhealstinacht
fhileata i gcuid 2.9. den chaibidil seo: Igh 156-168.
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Bhi sé mar ainm ar Eibhlis, an mhéathair [seanmhéathair an Riordanaigh], gur
bhean dhiaganta dhiscréideach i [...] Cailini mine macanta craifeacha an
cuigear inion aici nuair a d’fthasadar suas: Mairéad, Eibhlis (Lily), Maire
(Mollie), Gobnait agus Caitlin. Bhi de chail na mathar agus da gcail féin gurbh
¢ a ghlaotai ar an teach ‘the nunnery’ (sa chiall is uaisle den bhfocal); bhi sé
raite fil amhain nach ndiolfadh an mhathair na toitini sa siopa ar eagla na
mbligeardaithe a tharraingt air. Bhi Tadhg [uncail an Riordanaigh], duine de
na buachailli a cailleadh, meéite ar dhul le sagartoireacht (1982: 25-26).

Luann O Riordain féin an chodarsnacht idir pearsantacht a mhathar agus pearsantacht
a athar—fear cantalach a bhi togtha leis an 6l sular phos sé, de réir an Choileanaigh

(ibid.: 27—29)—sa sliocht seo a leanas:

De réir an ghiumair a bhionn orm braithim babhtai gur Riordanach mé agus
babhtai gur Luineachanach [mé]. Nuair a bhim créite guairnednach diomhaoin
feargach, bim im Riordanach. Nuair a bhim tionscalach pidratanach, titim
chun Luineachanachais (qtd O Coileain 1982: 28-29).

Is Iéir, mar sin, gur chuir mathair an Riordanaigh i féin in il mar bhean chraifeach,
gheanmnaioch—iomha a thagann le hiomha na mna agus na mathar a d’éiligh na

hinstititidi Stait agus Eaglaise, faoi mar a pléadh sa chéad chaibidil.

Is cosuil, faoi mar a diradh cheana,®® go raibh tionchar ag an iomha idéalach
seo den mhéathair a bhi go mér chun cinn sa tsochai Eireannach i rith an fichit haois
ar dhearcadh an fhile i leith a mhathar. Déanann sé cur sios ar a mhathair sa dan seo
mar a dhéantar cur sios ar an Maighdean Bheannaithe i ndioscdrsai an larthair; is minic
a chuirtear an bhéim ar a geanmnaiocht, ar a naofacht agus ar a r6l mar mhathair agus
seachnaitear iomha de Mhuire mar bhean réaduil, mar bhean a raibh a corp agus a
mianta agus a collaiocht féin aici, tri phlé a dhéanamh, mar shampla, ar Ghinidint

Mhuire gan Smal,® mar a mhinionn Marina Warner sa leabhar Alone of All Her Sex

8 Fch Ich 98.

8 Fch Kristeva (1985): ‘The story of Mary’s miraculous or “immaculate” conception by Anne and
Joachim after a long childless marriage, as well as the depiction of her [Muire] as a pious young woman,
first appears in apocryphal sources at the end of the first century. It may be found in its entirety in the
Book of James as well as the Gospel according to pseudo-Matthew (which became the inspiration of
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(1976) agus Julia Kristeva san aiste ‘Stabat Mater’ (1985). Faoi mar a mhaionn
Kristeva:

Christianity is no doubt the most sophisticated symbolic construct in which
femininity, to the extent that it figures therein—and it does so constantly—is
confined within the limits of the Maternal. By ‘maternal’ I mean the
ambivalent principle that derives on the one hand from the species and on the
other hand from a catastrophe of identity which plunges the proper Name into
that “‘unname-able’ that somehow involves our imaginary representations of
femininity, non-language, or the body. Thus, Christ, the Son of man, is in the
end ‘human’ only through his mother: as if Christic or Christian humanism
could not help being a form of maternalism (which is precisely the claim that
has been made repeatedly, in a characteristically esoteric fashion, by certain
secularizing tendencies within Christian humanism). Yet the humanity of the
Virgin mother is not always evident, and we shall see later just how Mary is
distinguished from the human race, for example by her freedom from sin [...]
Many civilizations have subsumed femininity under the Maternal, but
Christianity in its own way developed this tendency to the full (ibid.: 133—
135).

Giotto's frescoes). The “facts” were cited by Clement of Alexandria and Origen but not officially
recognised, and although the Eastern Orthodox church tolerated the stories without difficulty, they were
not translated into Latin until the sixteenth century. The West was not slow, however, to glorify the life
of Mary using methods of its own, albeit still of Orthodox inspiration. The first Latin poem on Mary's
birth, entitled “Maria,” was the work of Hroswitha of Gandersheim (d. before 1002), a poet and
playwright as well as a nun. In the fourth century the notion of an immaculate conception was further
developed and rationalized by grafting the Church Fathers’ arguments for asceticism onto the spirit of
the apocrypha. The logic of the case was simple: sexuality implies death and vice versa, so that it is
impossible to escape the latter without shunning the former [...] The Orthodox church, which was
doubtless the heir to a more violent matriarchy prevalent in the East, was bolder in emphasizing Mary’s
virginity. A contrast was drawn between Mary and Eve, life and death [...] There were even some rather
torturous debates about whether Mary remained a virgin after giving birth: thus in A.D. 381 the Second
Council of Constantinople, under the influence of Arianism, placed greater stress on Mary’s role than
did official dogma and proclaimed her Aeiparthenos, forever virgin. Once this position was established,
it became possible to proclaim that Mary was not merely the Mother of man or Christ but the Mother
of God, Theotokos, as the patriarch Nestor did, deifying her once and for all [...] Pitting Jesuits against
Dominicans, the battle that raged around the Virgin intensified on both sides, for and against, dogma
versus clever logic, until finally, as is well known, the Counter Reformation overcame all resistance:
from then on Catholics have venerated Mary in her own person [...] the Catholic Church, in 1854, gave
the Immaculate Conception the status of dogma [...] That entity compounded of woman and God and
given the name Mary was made complete by the avoidance of death. The fate of the Virgin Mary is
more radiant even than that of her son: not having been crucified, she has no tomb and does not die,
and therefore she has no need of resurrection. Mary does not die but rather—echoing Taoist and other
oriental beliefs in which human bodies pass from one place to another in a never-ending cycle which is
in itself an imitation of the process of childbirth—she passes over [...] Not only is Mary her son’s
mother and his daughter, she is also his wife [dar le creidimh an Oirthir]. Thus she passes through all
three women'’s stages in the most restricted of all possible kinship systems’ (137-139).
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Déanann an Riorddnach dighnéasu ar a mhathair in ‘Adhlacadh’. Cuireann sé an-
bhéim ar a geanmnaiocht, agus ar a rél mar mhathair; an r6l cui a bhi aici sa tsochai

ag an am:

Gile gearrachaile 14 a céad chomaoine,

Gile abhlainne Dé Domhnaigh ar altdir,

Gile bainne ag sreangtheitheadh as na ciochaibh,
Nuair a chuireadar mo mhathair, gile an fhaid.
(1. 17-20)*

Cuireann an t-athra a dhéanann sé ar an bhfocal ‘gile’ sa véarsa seo—b’fhéidir go
dtéann sé thar foir leis an athra seo—geanmnaiocht a mhathar, mar a thuigeann se i,
in idal ddinn go soiléir. Is docha go raibh faoiseamh de chinedl éigin le fail don
Riordanach san athra sin, go hairithe agus € ag iarraidh dul i ngleic le heachtra a raibh
tionchar chomh mor sin aici ar a shaol agus ar a mheon, toisc gur thug sé deis do diriu
ar dhea-thréithe a mhathar agus béim a chur orthu. Seans chomh maith go raibh ‘Gile
na Gile’® an Rathallaigh (O Tuama agus Kinsella 2002: 150-152), agus go hairithe
an t-athra a dhéanann O Rathaille ar an bhfocal ‘gile’ ag tis an dain sin chun béim a
leagan ar dhea-thréithe na mna a thainig chuige mar aisling, ar intinn ag an Riordanach

nuair a chum sé ‘Adhlacadh’.

Cuireann an tagairt don ‘b[h]ainne ag sreangtheitheadh as na ciochaibh’ rol na
mathar mar dhuine a thugann cothd don leanbh agus don teaghlach in idl go soiléir.
Fil nuair a dhéanann sé tagairt do chorp—do bhroinn—a mhathar, usaideann sé a
chuid focal chun na trealltis shéimeolaiocha a bhaineann leis an gcorp seo agus leis

an nginiuint a choimead faoi smacht:

Le cumhracht bréin do folcadh m’anam druiseach,

Thit sneachta geanmnaiochta ar mo chroi,

87 Déanann O Coiledin comparaid idir an sliocht sa dialann ina ndéanann an Riordanach tagairt don
salachar ar chos a mhathar agus an iomha gheal den mhéthair a chuirtear os ar gcomhair sa dan
‘Adhlacadh na Mathar’ chomh maith agus maionn sé go n-Uséideann an Riordanach an dan agus iomha
a mhathar chun a choinsias agus a chroi féin a ghlanadh (1982: 127-128).

8 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.3, Igh 27-30.
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Anois adhlacfad sa chroi a deineadh ionraic

Cuimhne na mna d’iompair mé tri raithe ina broinn.

(Il. 33-36)

Déanann sé nasc idir corp a mhathar agus an ghinidint agus cuireann sé collaiocht agus
corparthacht a mhéthar in ial, mar sin, mar chollaiocht agus mar chorparthacht
inghlactha, dhlisteanach, shabhailte. Ba mhaith leis an gcainteoir broinn mheafarach a
dhéanamh dé chroi féin chun cuimhne a mhéathar a iompar. Is Iéir nach rud tairiseal é
an maithreachas sa dan seo, mar sin, toisc go gceapann sé go ndéanfadh an proiseas
meafarach seo maitheas do.

Mar gheall gur marbhna € an dan seo, agus mar gheall go mbaintear usaid as
marbhnai chun saol an duine mhairbh a cheilidradh, ni théann an cainteoir i ngleic le
taobh ‘tairiseal’, le taobh sé¢imeolaioch an mhaithreachais—trealldis agus rithim an
choirp, briseadh na dteorainneacha, dothuarthacht na mianta agus na collaiochta—sa
dan seo; déanann sé plé ar thaobh ‘aitheanta’, ar thaobh ‘ceadaithe’ an
mhaithreachais—an cinealtas, an gheanmnaiocht, an cothi—agus Usaideann sé a

chuid friotail chun an taobh tairiseal a sheachaint.

Ta sé deacair ar an bhfile dul i ngleic le bas a mhathar—rud tairiseal eile—sa
déan seo. Luann O Tuama gur bhain an dén geit’ as “friotal liteartha na Gaeilge’ (1984:
5), go bhfuil ‘mianach neamhchoitianta’ ann (ibid.) agus go gcuireann ‘gnéithe airithe’
den dén ‘michompord’ ar an I¢éitheoir a bhfuil Gaeilge aige (ibid.: 9). Baineann an
Riordanach usaid as focail aisteacha i rith an dain, agus cuireann sé sin go mor leis an
téama; léirionn na focail aisteacha cé chomh dothuighte is ata an bas agus cé chomh
deacair is atd sé ar an duine Usaid a bhaint as focail chun cur sios a dhéanamh air.
Usaideann an cainteoir roinnt comhfhocal® aduaine i rith an dain, mar shampla;
‘screadstracadh’ (l. 4), ‘focaldeoch’ (l. 6), ‘balbh-bhaine’ (I. 15), ‘ag sreangtheitheadh’
(1. 19), ‘diamhairghn¢’ (1. 31) agus ‘borbthobann’ (1. 37). Cuireann na focail sin béim
ar mhothdchain, ar mhianta agus ar chéadfai an chainteora agus, ar ndoigh, ar aduaine
an bhais. Cuireann aiteacht fhriotal an dain aiteacht an bhais in ial go soiléir agus go

héifeachtach.

8 Déanann Sedn O Briain plé ar na comhfhocail i saothar an Riordénaigh san aiste ‘Riordanti na
Gaeilge aghus Forbairt na Teibiochta: Céim Bheag i bProiseas an Heilléanaithe?’ (2019).
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Luann Louis de Paor (2009) sa léirmheas cuimsitheach, caolchuliseach a
scriobh sé ar ‘Adhlacadh’ san Irish University Review, gur chain an Riordanach féin
an dan toisc nér chloigh sé leis an bhfealstnacht fhileata a leag sé amach in Eireaball

Spideoige:

At the core of his poetics, there is the conviction that a poem should derive
from, and contain, the shock or ‘geit’ of a momentary revelation that allows
the imagination to discover the miraculous otherness of the world outside the
self [...] ‘Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’ is flawed, in O Riordain’s judgement,
because it lacks the immediacy of the moment [...] (de Paor 2009: 173-174).

Ta an ceart ag de Paor anseo, dar leis an Gdar seo, mar admhaionn cainteoir an dain go
raibh sé ‘ag iarraidh/[a]n t-adhlacadh a bhlaiseadh go hiomlan’ ar an Ia, ach nach raibh
sé inann é sin a dhéanamh (ll. 21-22). Ta sé deacair ar an bhfile dul i ngleic go hiomlan
le bas a mhéathar sa dan seo, de réir de Paor, agus scriobh sé é sé mhi i ndiaidh Ia na
sochraide. Ni raibh sé in ann, mar sin, dul i ngleic le bas a mhathar laithreach agus

chain sé é féin da bharr:

Contemplation of his mother’s virtues has deflected his attention from the
black hole of the grave to the more comforting image of the snow-covered
ground, as though the mother’s purity were reflected by the white earth. In
focusing on the comforting connotations of the snow, he has behaved
inauthentically by his own exacting standards, avoiding the black hole of her
death (ibid.: 176).

Maionn an cainteoir go bhfuil ‘ranna beaga bacacha 4 scriobh’ aige ag deireadh an
dain (l. 45), cur sios a thugann le fios nach bhfuil maitheas ar bith sa dan agus nér

éirigh leis dul i ngleic go macanta le bas a mhathar.
Seachnaionn sé bas a mhéathar den chuid is mo sa dan toisc gur rud tairiseal €,

cé go ndéanann sé iarracht dul i ngleic leis nuair a dhéanann sé broinn mheafarach da

chroi chun a hiomha a choimead slan:
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Having surrendered himself belatedly to the moment of her internment, he has
discovered a capacity for grief appropriate to his loss. He can now recover his
own separateness, deepened by the self-knowledge achieved in accepting his
final separation from his mother (ibid.: 177).

Tuigeann an cainteoir, &fach, go bhfuil deighilt idir é féin agus a mhathair mar gheall
ar an mbas agus baineann sé Usaid chliste as iomha na spideoige chun an tuiscint sin a
chur in iul. Bhi tuiscint nios fearr ag an spideog ar a mhathair mharbh na mar a bhi

aige féin 1a na sochraide, dar leis, agus ghoill an tuiscint sin go mér air:

Nuair a d’eitil trid an gcitnas ban go mionla

Spideog a bhi gan mhearbhall gan scath:

Agus d’than os cionn na huaighe fé mar go mb’eol di
Go raibh an toisc a thug i ceilte ar chach
Ach an té a bhi ag feitheamh ins an gcomhrainn,

Is do rinneas éad fén gcaidreamh neamhghnach (ll. 23-28).

Is Iéir go bhfuil sé deacair ar an gcainteoir—agus go mbionn sé deacair ar dhaoine i
gcoitinne—glacadh leis an mbas toisc gur rud tairiseal é, a bhaineann leis an ord
mistéireach, dainséarach, dothuigthe, .i. leis an Ord Séimeolaioch. Is Iéir chomh maith
gur spreag an easpa tuisceana a bhi aige ar a mhathair tar éis di bas a fhail uaigneas in
intinn an chainteora mar deir sé go raibh sé¢ ‘deighilte amach 6n diamhairghné im
thuata/[i]s an uaigh sin os mo chomhair in imigéin’ (11. 31-32). Ag deireadh an dain
admhaionn sé gur mhaith leis ‘breith ar eireaball spideoige’,?° rud a thugann an
deighilt idir é féin agus a mhathair, mar aon leis an bhfonn ata air an deighilt seo a
dhdnadh, le fios aris (. 46). Caineann sé é féin agus a dhan toisc go raibh sé
fiordheacair air dul i ngleic go hiomlan le bas a mhathar agus toisc go gcreideann sé
nach fiordhan ata in ‘Adhlacadh’ da bharr.

% Déanann Liam O Dochartaigh plé ar ‘Adhlacadh’ agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag an mbéaloideas a
bhaineann le spideoga ar an dan. Déanann sé an Iéamh seo a leanas ar an line thuasluaite: ‘Maidir leis
an line “Ba mhaith liom breith ar eireaball spideoige” sa véarsa deiridh, nil le tuiscint 6n méid a chualas-
sa 0 Pheaidi Luinse ar an Sliabh Riabhach ach gur mhaith leis an bhfile, sé mhi tar éis na hocaide, greim
€igin a bhreith ar an éan mar gheall, is docha, ar “chaidreamh” na spideoige lena mhéathair. D'fhéadfadh
sé mar sin gur ag iarraidh greim éigin a choimead ar a mhathair a bhi sé freisin tri mhean na spideoige’
(1987: 22).
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Faoi mar at& pléite go dti seo, is léir go raibh gra moér ag an Riordanach da
mhéthair agus go raibh meas aige uirthi agus is Iéir go raibh dluthchaidreamh acu lena
chéile. Bhi tionchar ag an dluthchaidreamh seo ar dhearcadh an fhile i leith a mhathar
agus ar an léiriu a rinne seé uirthi ina chuid scribhneoireachta. Bhi tionchar ag iomha
idéalach na mathar, a bhi go mor chun tosaigh in Eirinn agus san larthar san fhichid
haois, ar an dearcadh agus ar an Iéirit sin chomh maith. Cé gur thuig an Riord&nach
go raibh a mhathair ina bean agus go raibh a corp, a mianta agus a collaiocht féin aici,
bhi sé deacair air dul i ngleic leis na gnéithe sin da saol agus rinne sé iarracht iomha
idéalach agus idéalaithe d& mhathair mar bhean gheanmnaioch, chraifeach, mhaithridil
a chur chun cinn ina chuid filiochta. Tugadh faoi deara go luann an cainteoir in
‘Adhlacadh’ gur iompair a mhathair ¢ ina broinn agus gur mhaith leis anois iomha a
mhathar a iompar i mbroinn mheafarach a chroi (ll. 35-36). Is line an-suimidil i sin
mar léirionn si, dar leis an Gdar seo, go raibh tionchar suntasach ag coincheap an
mhaithreachais ar fhealsinacht fhileata an Riordanaigh. Deanfar mionscrudu ar an
gcaoi a dtéann an Riordanach i ngleic le coincheap an mhaithreachais ina fhealstinacht

fhileata agus ina chuid filiochta sa dara leath den chaibidil seo.

2.5. ‘a chlann véarsai’: Meafar na Ginitina i dTraidisiin an larthair

Do cumadh sibh, a chlann véarsai,
Is sinne ar easpa gramadai,

Gan Institiuid gan eagnai,

Gan ach comhairle eaglach ar gcroi

| Iar na hoiche diamhaire.
Sean O Riordain, ‘Seo Libh’ 11. 5-9 (ES: 26).*

Is minic a bhaineann Sean O Riordain Usaid as meafar na giniGina ina chuid filiochta
agus chun a fhealstinacht fhileata féin a chur in iul. Nuair a luaitear meafar na ginitna
is € an cur sios meafarach a dhéanann file ar fhili mar thuismitheoiri—aithreacha no

maithreacha—ar an bproiseas cruthaitheach mar ghinidint, agus ar an bpiosa filiochta

91 T4 costilachtai idir an dan ‘Seo Libh’ agus an ‘Do Mo Dhanta’ le Mairtin O Direain, ina labhraionn
an file lena chuid danta agus ina maionn sé go bhfuil siad ‘gléasta agam/Go feadh m’acmhainne féin’
(1. 3-4). Sa déan airithe seo, cuireann an Dirednach béim ar atharthacht an fhile nuair a dhéanann sé
cur sios air féin mar ‘bhur n-athair go 1éir’ (1l. 14-15).
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mar phaiste né mar ghin an fhile at i gceist go priomha. T4 miniu sa bhreis—ach
minit gaolmhar—ag baint leis an téarma chomh maith: is minic a dhéanann fili,
ealaiontdiri, criticeoiri agus fealsuna cur sios ar a gcuid sinsear liteartha no
fealstnachta mar aithreacha n6 mar mhaithreacha. Baintear usaid fhorleathan as friotal
na giniuna agus friotal an ghinealaigh chun cur sios a dhéanambh ar réimse na litriochta
agus ar réimse na fealsnachta san larthar, mar aon le saothar na bhfili agus na

bhfealsuna.

Sa dan ‘Seo Libh’, labhraionn an Riordanach go direach lena chuid danta féin,
lena ‘chlann véarsai’. Is tuismitheoir meafarach é an file sa dan seo agus ta sé ag
labhairt go direach lena phaisti meafaracha chun comhairle a thabhairt déibh faoin rol
ata acu sa saol. Ni cleas nua é se0.%? T4 sé le fail, mar shampla, i litriocht agus i
bhfealstnacht chlasaiceach an larthair. In Symposium Plato, déanann an fealsamh an
cur sios seo a leanas ar thréithe na bhfili agus ar thréithe na ndaoine cruthaitheacha i
gcoitinne tri bhéal an bhansagairt Diotima:

‘But pregnancy of soul—for there are persons,” she [Diotima] declared, ‘who
in their souls still more than in their bodies conceive those things which are
proper for soul to conceive and bring forth; and what are those things?
Prudence, and virtue in general; and of these the begetters are all the poets
and those craftsmen who are styled “inventors”” (qtd Lamb 1946 [1925]: 199:

liomsa an bhéim).

Ta cumhacht ar leith ag na fili agus ag na daoine cruthaitheacha—fealsina ina
measc—de réir mar a thuig Plato an scéal agus bhain sé Usaid as friotal na ginitna

chun an chumhacht seo a 1éirit; is cruthaitheoiri iad, tuismitheoiri, ‘begetters’.

Cuireann an focal sin ‘begetters’ friotal an Bhiobla i gcuimhne duinn; is

‘begetter’, cruthaitheoir agus tuismitheoir € Dia, de réir mar a léiritear ¢ sa Bhiobla

92 Fch Sullivan: ‘The metaphorical use of pregnancy and motherhood has a long history in rhetoric and
poetry, from Plato’s cave through the Renaissance, the romantics to the present day. In Ventriloquised
Voices: Feminist Theory and English Renaissance Texts Elizabeth Harvey argues that “voice as a
construct coheres in a particular constellation of metaphors that is frequently found in Renaissance
poetry: the image of the pregnant male poet giving birth to voice, being impregnated or impregnating
his muse, or serving as a midwife to poetic birth” [...] The self-birthing poet creates his own origin in
such paradigms, becomes self-present while mother, and woman, by extension in a matrigynist culture,
comes to signify loss’ (2008: 14-15).
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(fch, m.sh. An Biobla Naofa, Eoin 3:16).°® Ag an am céanna, chruthaigh Sé—nd ghin
Sé—an domhan agus bhain Sé Usaid as a chuid focal chun sin a dhéanamh, de réir na
Scribhinne Diaga:

| dtds béaire chruthaigh Dia neamh agus talamh. Fasach folamh a ba ea an
talamh agus bhi dorchadas ar aghaidh an duibheagéin, agus bhi gaoth Dé ag
séideadh os cionn na n-uisci. Duirt Dia: ‘Biodh solas ann,” agus bhi an solas
ann. Chonaic Dia gur mhaith é an solas, agus scar Dia an solas 6n dorchadas.
Thug Dia ‘14’ ar an solas agus ‘oiche’ ar an dorchadas. Ba shin an chéad 14,
an noin agus an mhaidin (An Biobla Naofa, Geineasas 1: 1-5; liomsa an
bhéim).

Déantar nasc suimiuil sa Symposium agus sa Bhiobla, mar sin, idir an chruthaitheacht
agus an ghniomhaiocht agus idir an chruthaitheacht agus an ghinidint. Ba chéir go
geuirfi béim ar leith ar ‘[p]rudence, and virtue in general’ i saol an duine, de réir an
Symposium (gqtd Lamb 1946: 199). Ta na fili in ann na tréithe sin, agus an tabhacht a
bhaineann leo, a léirit do dhaoine eile. Chreid Plato go raibh ait larnach ag na fili sa
tsochai. ‘Coimpritear’ na tréithe dearfacha a luadh thuas in anam an duine agus is
tréithe iad ‘which are proper for the soul to conceive and bring forth’. Is 1éir go bhfuil
meafar na ginidna in Usaid ag Plato anseo chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar thréithe agus
ar choincheapa teibi. Léirionn Diotima nach giniuint fhisicitil atd i gceist sa line
‘persons [...] who in their souls still more than in their bodies conceive those things’.
Is ‘gineadoiri’ iad na fili, de réir mar a thuig Plato an scéal, agus is 1€ir gur chreid sé

go mbionn dea-thionchar ag gin an fhile—an fhiliocht—ar an tsochai.

Téa samplai nios soiléire fos de mheafar na giniuna le fail sa Symposium. Nuair
a dhéanann Diotima cur sios ar oidhreacht na bhfili, na bhfealsina agus na bhfear
Iéinn, déanann si cur sios ar shaothair na ndaoine sin mar phaisti meafaracha agus
molann si na paisti meafaracha nuair a chuireann si i gcomparaid le paisti réadula,

daonna iad:

9 <Oir ghraigh Dia an domhan chomh moér sin gur thug sé a Aonghin Mic uaidh i dtreo gach duine a
chreideann ann, nach gcaillfi ¢ ach go mbeadh an bheatha shiorai aige’.
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‘Every one would choose to have got children such as these rather than the
human sort—merely from turning a glance upon Homer and Hesiod and all
the other good poets, and envying the fine offspring they leave behind to
procure them a glory immortally renewed in the memory of men. Or only
look,” she said, ‘at the fine children whom Lycurgus left behind him in
Lacedaemon to deliver his country and—I may almost say—the whole of
Greece; while Solon is highly esteemed among you for begetting his laws;
and so are diverse men in diverse other regions, whether among the Greeks or
among foreign peoples, for the number of goodly deeds shown forth in them,
the manifold virtues they begot. In their name has many a shrine been reared
because of their fine children; whereas for the human sort never any man
obtained this honor’ (qtd Lamb 1946: 201 liomsa an bhéim).

Ta clu agus cail ar fhili agus ar fhealsina mar Homer agus Hesiod, ar an Spartach
Lycurgus— fear a bhfuil cail air mar gheall ar na dlithe agus ar na nésanna a chuir sé
i bhfeidhm—agus ar an bhfile, reachtoir, agus stataire Aithneach, Solon, de bharr a
geuid paisti meafaracha .i. a gcuid saothar. Baineann oidhreacht nios laidre le paisti
meafaracha—Ile danta agus téiseanna, le dlithe agus nésanna—na mar a bhaineann le

paisti daonna de ghnath, de réir mar a chuireann Plato sios ar an scéal.

Ba cheist thabhachtach i ceist seo an bhuanaithe san fhiliocht arsa, de réir E.R.

Curtius:

Homer’s heroes already know that poetry bestows eternal fame upon those
whom it sings (lliad, VI, 359). Poetry perpetuates [...] To be distinguished
from this, is the assurance that the poet himself gains undying fame by his
singing—the Horatian: ‘Exegi monumentum aere perennius [chruthaigh mé
leacht cuimhneachdin ata nios buaine na dealbh umha nuair a scriobh mé an
dan seo] (1979 [1953]: 476).

Baineann an file cail amach do féin agus da phatrin—no don duine ar a bhfuil an dan
dirithe—nuair a scriobhann sé, mar sin. Déanann Curtius tagairt chomh maith do

Pharsalia le hOvid ina ndéanann an cainteoir, Lucan, cur sios ar oidhreacht na bhfili:

O sacer et magnus vatum labor! omnia fato
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Eripis et populis donas mortalibus aevum.
Invidia sacrae, Caesar, ne tangere famae;

Nam, si quid Latiis fas est promittere Musis,
Quantam Zmyrnaei durabunt vatis honores,
Venturi me teque legent; Pharsalia nostra

Vivet, et a nullo tenebris damnabimur aevo
(Pharsalia 9: 980-986, qtd Curtius 1979: 476).%

Is [éir 6n dan seo go gceapann Lucan go maireann oidhreacht an fhile agus céil an

phéatrdin go deo ina chuid danta.

Déanann Shakespeare cur sios ar an dan Venus and Adonis mar ‘the first heir
of my invention’ sa ‘Dedication’ (1602). Tugann s¢ sin le fios gur paiste meafarach ¢
an dan agus gur athair meafarach é an file. Ba mhorthéama é téama na ginitina i soinéid
Shakespeare chomh maith, go hairithe sna soinéid a scriobh sé in omds don fhear &g.
Deir sé aris agus aris cile sna ‘procreation sonnets’ ag tus na sraithe gur choéir don
fhear 0g seo paisti a bheith aige chun a oidhreacht féin a chaomhnt agus maionn sé
go gcuirfeadh an fear 6g a shaol amd mura nginfeadh sé paisti. Caineann sé, mar

shampla, leithleachas an fhir 6ig agus deir sé nar chéir do a chuid mianta a chur amu:

Unthrifty loveliness, why dost thou spend
Upon thy self beauty’s legacy? [...]

[...] beautous niggard, why dost thou abuse
The bounteous largess given thee to give?

For having traffic with thy self alone,

Thou of thy sweet self dost deceive;

Then how when nature calls thee to be gone,
What acceptable audit canst thou leave?

Thy unused beauty must be tombed with thee,

Which, used, lives th’executor be.

9 <O sacred and mighty labor of the poets! you steal everything away from Fate/and give eternity to
mortal men/Caesar, do not be touched by envy of sacrosanct renown!/For if the Latin Muses may
properly promise anything/As long as the fame of the Smyrnean bard shall endure, future ages shall
read me—and you/

Our Pharsalia shall live, and no age will condemn us to oblivion.” (Tesoriero 2010: 151; liomsa an
bhéim).
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(Shakespeare Soinéad 4: Il. 1-2; 5-14).

Is Iéir gur rabhadh i gcoinne an fhéintruallaithe é an soinéad seo—*[f]or having traffic
with thy self alone/[t]hou of thy sweet self dost deceive’—ach nil sé chomh simpli sin
ach an oiread. D4 gcaillfi an fear 6g, chaillfi a chuid ailleachta leis agus ni bheadh rian
ar bith den ailleacht sin na rian d’thuinneamh an fhir 6ig fagtha sa saol—*[t]hy unused
beauty must be tombed with thee’. D4 mbeadh paisti aige, afach, bheadh rian den fhear
6g le fail sa saol tar €is a bhais. Cuirtear béim ar an bpointe seo aris i Soinéad 6, agus

Shakespeare ag diriu ar an bhfear 6g go faill:

[...] That’s for thy self to breed another thee,

Or ten times happier, be it ten for one;

Ten times thy self were happier than thou art,

If ten of thine ten times refigured thee:

Then what could death do if thou shouldst depart,
Leaving thee living in posterity?

(Shakespeare, Soinéad 6: Il. 7-12).

Ta teama na hoidhreachta go moér chun tosaigh sna soinéid thuasluaite.

Tugtar le fios i Soinéad 15 gur féidir leis an bhfile, an cruthaitheoir, iomhéa an
fhir 6ig a chaomhnu sna linte a scriobhann sé in dmds doé. Is Iéir, 6 na tagairti don
namhaid, ‘Time’, agus do mheafair an lae agus na hoiche, go bhfuil an fear 6g ag dul
in aois:

Where wasteful Time debateth with decay

To change your day of youth to sullied night [...]
(Shakespeare Soinéad 15, Il. 11-12).

De réir an chur sios a dhéanann an cainteoir ar an scéal, is féidir leis an bhfile an fear

6g a ‘shdbhdil’ 6n namhaid sin, afach:

And all in war with Time for love of you,
As he takes from you, | engraft you new.
(ibid.: Il. 13-14; liomsa an bhéim).
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Is minic a bhionn nasc idir an focal ‘engraft’ agus an siolrti, go hairithe i réimse na
gairneoireachta. Luann Friedrich Stolborg, mar shampla, ‘[t]rees, which by engrafting
bear two kinds of fruits’ sa leabhar Travels through Germany, Switzerland, Italy, and
Sicily (1797 11. Ix. 367, qtd OED). Is minic a dhéantar cur sios ar gharraiodoiri agus ar
ghairneoiri mar thuismitheoiri meafaracha, mar gheall go gcuireann siad plandai agus
crainn agus mar gheall go ndéanann siad iad a choth(. Déanann Shakespeare cur sios
ar an bhfile mar chruthaitheoir agus mar ghineaddir cumhachtach sa soinéad seo nuair
a bhaineann sé Usaid as an bhfréasa ‘I engraft you new’, mar sin. Tugtar le fios go bhfuil
an file ag streachailt leis an namhaid, ‘Time’, ach go bhfuil sé nios cumhachtai n4 an

namhaid sin mar gheall ar chumhacht agus mar gheall ar bhuaine a chuid focal.

I Soinéad 18, an soinéad is céilitla de chuid Shakespeare, b’théidir—‘Shall 1
compare thee to a summer’s day?/Thou art more lovely and more temperate’ (1. 1—
2)—deanann an cainteoir plé ar chumhacht an fhile aris. T4 fonn ar an bhfile ailleacht
agus oidhreacht an fhir 6ig a chaomhnu tri mhean na filiochta, mar a fheiceann an

leitheoir go soiléir sna linte seo a leanas:

Nor shall death brag thou wander’st in his shade,
When in eternal lines to time thou grow’st,

So long as men can breathe, or eyes can see,

So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.
(Shakespeare Soinéad 18: Il. 11-14; liomsa an bhéim).

Mairfidh na linte thuas, de réir an chainteora, go ceann i bhfad i ndiaidh bhéas an fhir
0ig. Déanann sé cur sios ar an soinéad—-‘this’—mar rud beo—‘so long lives this’—
agus, nios tabhachtai fos, déanann sé tagairt do chumhacht an fhile mar ghineaddir—
‘this [.i. saothar an thile] gives life to thee’. T4 an dearcadh ceannann céanna le brath
i Soinéad 60, ina ndéanann an cainteoir plé ar an mbas—*[so] do our minutes hasten
to their end’ (1.2)—agus ar chumhacht na filiochta. Luann sé ‘Time’ aris (1. 5) agus
tugann s¢é le fios, sna linte deireanacha, gur féidir leis an bhfile dul i ngleic le ‘Time’
agus leis an mbas agus an lamh in uachtar a fhail orthu, ar bhealach, tri fhiliocht a

chumadh, a mhairfidh go deo:
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Time doth transfix the flourish set on youth

And delves the parallels in beauty's brow,

Feeds on the rarities of nature's truth,

And nothing stands but for his scythe to mow:

And yet to times in hope, my verse shall stand
Praising thy worth, despite his cruel hand
(Shakespeare Soinéad 60: Il. 9-14; liomsa an bhéim).

Ta lorg na smaointe thuasluaite le brath in ‘Ode on a Grecian Urn’ le John
Keats. Déanann an cainteoir cur sios ar phroca an teidil mar rud a bhfuil buaine ag
baint leis, nuair a mhaionn sé¢ ‘[w]hen old age shall this generation waste/Thou shalt
remain, in midst of other woe’ (1. 46-47). Ar an mbealach céanna, ta coincheap na
buaine go moér chun tosaigh sa dan ‘For The Fallen’ (1917) le Laurence Binyon, ata

dirithe ar na fir a fuair bas sa Chéad Chogadh Domhanda:

They shall grow not old, as we that are left grow old:
Age shall not weary them, nor the years condemn.
At the going down of the sun and in the morning

We will remember them (1. 13-16).

Bhain Binyon Usaid as an bhfiliocht chun ar ndualgas i leith na bhfear ata faoi
chaibidil—i. nior choir duinn dearmad a dhéanamh ar an meéid a thug na fir sin suas ar
son a gcuise—a chur i gcuimhne ddinn toisc gur thuig sé, is décha, go mairfeadh an
dan, cé go raibh na fir a luaigh sé imithe ar shli na firinne. Is diol spéise &, mar sin, go
ndéantar aithris ar na linte thuasluaite aris agus aris eile ag seirbhisi comdrtha bliain i
ndiaidh bliana, go hairithe sa Bhreatain agus sa Chomhlathas. Is tri mhean na linte sin
a dhéantar cuimhne na bhfear sin a choinnedil beo, rud a chuireann cumhacht na

filiochta in iul go soiléir.

Luann Andrew Parker an nos a bhi, agus ata fos, ag fealsiina agus teoiricithe
cur sios a dhéanamh ar a gcuid saothar mar phaisti meafaracha agus an usaid a bhain,
agus a bhaineann, siad as friotal na giniuna agus as meafar na ginitna, cé nach raibh,

agus nach bhfuil, ait ag maithreacha sa traidisiun fealsinachta, dar leis:
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That mothers work to make it possible for their philosopher-children to think
never seems to affect what philosophers think, even if the language of
philosophy leans heavily on maternity’s imagery. We speak regularly of the
birth of tragedy, say, or of the clinic, despite knowing that tragedies and
clinics are neither born nor give birth [...] While women may now be
philosophers, mothers qua mothers may not. And yet we theorists persist in
describing our books as our children, perhaps the only time we do not derogate

procreation as inferior to thought (2012: xi; liomsa an bhéim).

Luann Margaret Whitford an fonn a bhi ar Luce Irigaray, teoirici a rinne cur sios uirthi
féin mar fhealstna, agus a bhfuil tagairt déanta go minic sa trachtas seo di, easpa

stadais na mban i réimse na fealsinachta a cheistiu:

If, as Michéle Le Doeuff argues, philosophy is constructed by exclusion and
in particular the exclusion of women, how can women enter it without
contradiction? lIrigaray addresses this problem directly. Although she is
profoundly critical of a certain kind of philosophy, she situates herself as a
philosopher [...] She is preoccupied by questions of phenomenology and
ethics, subjectivity and identity, death and desire, rationality and the
unconscious. The point of philosophy in our time is to rethink these questions
in the light of sexual difference [...] (1995: 9).

Tugann sé sin le fios nach meafar clasaiceach, arsa, fileata amhain é meafar na giniuna,
ach gur minic a bhaintear usaid as i ndioscursa fealsiinachta agus i dteoiric critice an
lae inniu chomh maith. Is léir, mar sin, go raibh tionchar ag meafar na ginidna ar chéras
smaointeoireachta an larthair le fada an 1a agus go bhfuil an tionchar seo le brath go
foill.

2.6. ‘a kind of male gift’®®: Ginidint na Filiochta agus an Pholaitiocht Inscne i

Litriocht an larthair

Nil aon dabht ach gur thraidisitn patrarcach a bhi i dtraidisitn liteartha an larthair leis

na céadta bliain. Déantar nasc sa traidisian sin idir fili agus fir agus is minic, mar sin,

% Gerard Manley Hopkins ag tracht ar scriobh na filiochta (qtd Gilbert agus Gubar 2000: 3).
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a thagann meafar na hatharthachta—.i. is athair meafarach é an file—chun tosaigh i
bhfiliocht an larthair. Nuair a dhéanann sé plé ar choincheap traidisiunta an Gdair i
réimse na litriochta, mar shampla, luann Roland Barthes gur minic a cheaptar go
mbionn an t-Gdar ‘in the same relation of antecedence to his work as a father to his
child’ (1977 [1967]: 145). Ina leabhar ceannrdédaioch The Madwoman in the Attic
(2000 [1979]), déanann Sandra Gilbert agus Susan Gubar plé ar an bpatrarcacht a bhi
i bhfeidhm i dtraidisiun liteartha an Bhéarla sa naou haois déag. Luann siad litir a
scriobh an file Gerard Manley Hopkins chuig a chara R.W. Dixon sa bhliain 1886, ina
maionn sé€ gurb ¢ ‘masterly execution’ priomhthréith an scribhneora agus gur ‘a kind
of male gift’ é sin mar, de réir Hopkins, is proiseas fireann ¢ ‘the begetting of one’s
thoughts on paper, on verse, or whatever the matter is’ (qtd Gilbert agus Gubar 2000:
3; liomsa an bhéim). Leirionn na hudair go ndearnadh dluthnasc idir bod an fhile agus
a pheann agus, mar sin, idir feardlacht an fhile agus cumadh na filiochta (ibid.: 4).
Anuas air sin, maionn siad gur coincheapa larnacha iad an atharthacht agus cumhacht
na bhfear i dtraidisiun litriochta agus fealstnachta an larthair (ibid.). Déanann siad
forbairt ar an argoint seo nuair a phléann siad an sainmhiniu a thugann Edward Said

duinn ar an bhfocal author:

[...] that is, a person who originates or gives existence to something, a
begetter, beginner, father, or ancestor, a person also who sets forth written
statements (Said qgtd Gilbert agus Gubar 2000: 4).

Ta nasc meafarach, de réir Said, idir an scribhneoireacht n6 an litriocht agus an
ghiniutint i dtraidisiun an larthair agus ta smacht ag na fir ar an traidisitn toisc go bhfuil

smacht acu ar thraidisitin na bhfocal.

Déanann Gilbert agus Gubar forbairt ar an nasc a bhraitheann siad idir an

scribhneoir fireann agus Dia an aondiachais:

Defining poetry as a mirror held up to nature, the mimetic aesthetic that begins
with Aristotle and descends through Sidney, Shakespeare, and Johnson,
implies that the poet, like a lesser God, has made or engendered an alternative
mirror-universe in which he actually seems to enclose or trap shadows of

reality. Similarly, Coleridge’s Romantic concept of the human ‘imagination’
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or ‘esemplastic power’ is of a virile, generative force which echoes ‘the
eternal act of creation in the infinite I AM,” while Ruskin’s phallic-sounding
‘Penetrative Imagination’ is a ‘possession-taking faculty’ and a ‘piercing
...mind’s tongue’ that seizes, cuts down, and gets at the root of experience in
order ‘to throw up what new shoots it will.” In all these aesthetics the poet,
like God the Father, is a paternalistic ruler of the fictive world he has created
[...] In patriarchal Western culture, therefore, the text’s author is a father, a
progenitor, a procreator, an aesthetic patriarch whose pen is an instrument of
generative power like his penis. More, his pen’s power, like his penis’s, is not
just the ability to generate life but the power to create a posterity to which he
lays claim [...] (ibid.: 5-6).

Is iad na fir na cruthaitheoiri, mar sin, toisc go bhfuil smacht acu ar thraidisiin na
bhfocal. Mar a daradh cheana, is cruthaitheoir € Dia mar gheall ar chumhacht a chuid
focal. Is leir go bhfuil nasc laidir san larthar idir coincheap na cumhachta agus cursai
teanga; ma ta smacht ag duine—ag fear go hairithe—ar an teanga, ta smacht aige ar

an domhan marthimpeall air.

Pleann Gilbert agus Gubar an tionchar a bhionn ag fili ar an tsochai agus ar
scribhneoiri eile. Baineann siad Usaid as na smaointe a leagann Harold Bloom amach
sa leabhar The Anxiety of Influence (1973) chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an réimse

liteartha mar réimse patrarcach, athairlineach né Oedipal:

[...] poets have traditionally used a vocabulary derived from the patriarchal
‘family romance’ to describe their relations with each other. As Harold Bloom
has pointed out, ‘from the sons of Homer to the sons of Ben Jonson, poetic
influence [has] been described as a filial relationship,” a relationship of
‘sonship.” The fierce struggle at the heart of literary history, says Bloom, is a
‘battle between strong equals, father and son as mighty opposites, Laius and

Oedipus at the crossroads’ (Gilbert agus Gubar 2000: 6).

Tugann na naisc agus na cuntais uilig ar a ndearnadh plé thuas le fios nach raibh it
larnach ag na mna i dtraidisiun liteartha an larthair. Is diol spéise €, mar sin, go
ndéanann Gilbert agus Gubar cur sios ar réimse an fheimineachais mar réimse

mathairlineach.
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Sa réamhra a chuir siad le heagran nua de The Madwoman in the Attic, a
foilsiodh sa bhliain 2000, bliain is fiche tar éis ddibh an chéad eagran a chur amach,
déanann siad mionphlé ar na hathruithe a thainig ar an saol acaduil agus ar chursai
teoirice idir na seacht6idi deanacha agus tGs na milaocise nua, ar an gcineél
Iéirmheastoireachta a rinne criticeoiri éagsula ar an téacs, idir léirmheastéireacht
dhearfach agus léirmheastdireacht dhidltach, agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag an téacs ar a
saol pearsanta agus ar réimse an fheimineachais liteartha (2000: xv—xlvi). Luaitear,
mar shampla, an tabhacht a bhi ag coincheap an mhaithreachais sa mhodheolaiocht a

bhi in (said acu:

Mothering, motherhood, and mothers: as | look back on the years when we
were researching and writing The Madwoman, | realize that maternity was
always somehow central to our project. Resisiting ‘patriarchal poetry’ and
poetics, we struggled, like all feminist critics of our generation, to find
alternative tropes for creativity. If a pen wasn’t even metaphorically speaking
a penis (and a penis certainly wasn’t a pen!), then what was a womb, and
whose aesthetic was nurtured by its Wordsworthian ‘wise passiveness’ or for

that matter by its seething and bloody energies? (ibid.: xxii).

Tuigeann Gilbert, a scriobh an chuid seo den réamhra, go measann criticeoiri eile go
bhfuil eisintitlachas le brath sa téacs, agus sna saothair eile a chuir si féin agus Gubar
ar fail i rith na tréimhse sin nuair a bhi siad ag obair ar Madwoman—paipéir
chomhdhala, leabhair eile agus mar sin de—agus tuigeann si go gcaineann na
criticeoiri sin an téacs, agus na hudair, d4 bharr: ‘we were accused of essentialism’
(ibid.: xxiii). Maionn si, afach, go raibh ait larnach ag coincheap an mhaithreachais
ina haigne féin agus in aigne Gubar i rith na tréimhse sin; bhi gaol laidir ag an mbeirt
acu lena bpaisti agus lena maithreacha féin agus bhi tionchar mér ag coincheap an
mhaithreachais ar a gcuid saothair da bharr (ibid.: xxiii—xxiv). Baineann Gilbert Gsaid
as friotal an mhaithreachais agus friotal na ginitna i rith an réamhra. In Madwoman,
mar a luadh cheana, diritear ar litriocht an naol haois déag agus seo mar a deir Si i
dtaobh an chinnidh:
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Beyond our personal backgrounds, though, there were clearly reasons why,
like so many of feminist criticism’s other newly born women, we focused our
earliest intellectual energies on the nineteenth century (ibid.: xxvii; liomsa an
bhéim).

Is diol spéise é go bhfuil meafar na ginitna in Uséid aici go soiléir sa sliocht thuas.
Déanann si cur sios ar réimse an fheimineachais féin mar thuismitheoir meafarach
agus ar chriticeoiri an fheimineachais—go hairithe na mna—mar phaisti an réimse sin.
Déanann si cur sios chomh maith ar an bhforbairt a thainig ar réimse an fheimineachais

6 ghldin go gldin idir na seachtoidi agus na nochaidi mar fhorbairt mhathairlineach:

And partly because as an early venture it [Madwoman] just couldn’t be as
theoretically sophisticated and specialized as some of its granddaughters, it
seems to have communicated its political aspirations to a number of readers

outside our field (ibid.: xlii; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugtar le fios anseo go ndeachaigh an mhathair mheafarach, .i. téacs feimineach 6 na
seachtdidi déanacha, i bhfeidhm ar na hinionacha meafaracha a bhi aici, .i. téacsanna
feimineacha ¢ na hochtoidi, mar shampla, agus go raibh a n-inionacha meafaracha féin
ag na hinionacha sin agus go ndeachaigh siad i bhfeidhm orthusan, .i. téacsanna
feimineacha 6 na ndchaidi. Baineann Gilbert Usaid as friotal na giniuna agus an

ghinealaigh chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar réimse an fheimineachais.

Cuireann Gubar béim, afach, ar iomha na ndeirfidracha nuair a dhéanann si plé

ar an ngaol idir feimineacha na seachtoidi agus feimineacha na milaoise nua:

Neither our progeny nor our replicants but very much our confederates,
younger feminists face daunting professional and scholarly tasks, which those
of us who made our mark in the 1970s can undertake along with them (ibid.:

xlv; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann sé sin le fios nach maithreacha agus inionacha ata i gceist, ach deirfitracha.
Cuireann Gilbert agus Gubar béim ar leith ar na gaoil mheafaracha idir maithreacha,
inionacha agus deirfidracha chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar réimse an fheimineachais;

teaghlach baineann ata i gceist.
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Agus i ag tracht ar thraidisitn liteartha na hEireann, déanann Moynagh
Sullivan plé ar ‘how metaphors of self creation so powerfully invoked in the critical
lexicon function ideologically to preserve a masculinist canon’ (2008: 14). Molann si
Imleabhar IV (Bourke et. al.: 2002a) agus Imleabhar V (Bourke et. al.: 2002b) de The
Field Day Anthology, ina ndiritear ar scribhneoireacht na mban, idir shean-
scribhneoireacht agus nuascribhneoireacht agus ina ndéantar iarracht candin ‘oifigiuil’
na hEireann a cheistiu. Dar le Sullivan go gcuireann na himleabhair seo ‘a feminist
hermeneutics that exceeds the aesthetic formalisms that structure poetry traditions
assembled by men’ in itl (2008: 16). D4 bharr sin, ba chéir dainn, dar 1éi, na téacsanna
sin a thuiscint ‘as part of an unravelling of historically gendered relations to texts, to
culture and to public life’ (ibid.: 17). Mar gheall ar an déscaradh inscne ata le brath sa
traidisian liteartha ‘women writers are always at right or wrong angles to it” (ibid.:
29), mar a chuireann Sullivan é. Cuirtear claontacht inscne an traidisitin liteartha in
iul go soiléir aris in alt Sullivan: an chlaontacht ata le brath go soiléir i gcanén na
hEireann. Tugtar le fios chomh maith go bhfuil na criticeoiri feimineacha—eagarthoiri

Field Day, mar shampla—ag iarraidh an mhichothromaiocht seo a cheistid.

2.7.: ‘léargas fireann ar an saol’®®: Traidisitin na Gaeilge agus Criticeoiri an

Fheimineachais

Thosaigh criticeoiri feimineacha na Gaeilge ag cur béim ar easpa stadais na mban sa
traidisiun liteartha 6 na 1980idi ar aghaidh. Bhi cumhacht ar leith ag na fir i dtraidisian
liteartha na Gaeilge. Bhi baint laidir ag an traidisitn seo leis an saol poibli agus leis
an bhfeartlacht, le clrsai polaitiochta agus le stddas an duine. B’thili gairmitla,
oidhreachtla® iad na baird, mar shampla; scriobh siad a gcuid filiochta faoi
phatrinacht tiarnai éagsula, bhi ait larnach acu ar choisti comhairleacha, agus bhi meas
mor ag an bpobal orthu (Carney 1973: 234-237; McKibben 2010a: 4-6%).%° Bhi

% Mairin Nic Eoin ag tracht ar thraidisitin patrarcach na litriochta Gaelai (1982: 26).

97 <Just as the kings in Ireland came from certain kin-groups so did the poets. Poetry was a family craft’
(Carney 1973: 234).

9% Fch Carney (1985); O’Riordan (1998; 2007); McKibben (2010b); Woolf (2013).

9 Plgann Carney stadas an fhile ghairmitil: ‘In the immediate post-Christian period Ireland would have
had about a hundred petty states, each ruled by a king. The king would normally retain an ollav or poet
of highest rank, and in the statelet the ollav would act as a functionary of importance. Similarly the
great kings would have ollavs whose importance and dignity would be directly related to that of the
king who appointed them. The ollav was not a subservient figure. He claimed a dignity and honour-
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dluthnasc, mar sin, idir an fhiliocht agus an chumhacht. B’thir iad formhoér na bhfili
gairmitla, cé go gcreidtear gur tugadh cead do mhnéd an ghairm a chleachtadh ‘in
exceptional circumstances’, mar shampla ‘in the case of a poetic family where there
was no male heir’ (Carney 1973: 238).1%

Is minic a mhaitear—agus is minic a mhaionn na criticeoiri feimineacha go
hairithe—go ndearnadh failli ar scribhneoiri baineanna na Gaeilge sa chandin i rith na
mblianta. Déanann John Ellis Caerwyn Williams agus Mairin Ni Mhuiriosa achoimre
ar an traidisiun liteartha suas go dti an fichi( haois sa leabhar Traidisiun Liteartha na
nGael (2001 [1979]). De réir na gcriticeoiri sin, ‘[i]s beag rian a d’thag na mna ar
litriocht na Gaeilge’ (ibid.: 301).2°X Ni maiomh michruinn é seo, ar nddigh, toisc gur
cuireadh béim ollmhor, mhichothrom ar na scribhneoiri fireanna sa chandin go dti

deireadh an fichiu haois.

Nior cuireadh tus ceart leis an athléamh feimineach ar an traidisiin Gaelach go
dti gur chuir Maire Ni Annrachain a paipéar ceannrdédaioch, ‘Ait Liom Bean A Bheith
Ina File’ (1982), i lathair ag Léachtai Cholm Cille go luath sna 1980idi. Pléann
Jonathan Richards an chaoi ar thainig teoiric an fheimineachais chun cinn i réimse na
Gaeilge agus an tionchar a bhi ag smaointeoireacht an fheimineachais i dtraidisitn na

Fraincise agus i dtraidisiun an Bhéarla ar an teoiric seo:

[...] ba iad na criticeoiri feimineacha a bhi taobh thiar d’ionsai mér ar
chonstraid na candna liteartha (Nic Dhiarmada 1998: 153). Thainig an chritic
fheimineach chun cinn sa Ghaeilge go direach ar an gcuma chéanna le bunu
scoil chritice Mha Nuad: 6 theoirici liteartha na Fraincise agus an Bhéarla (Ni
Annrachéain 1982: 144). Cuireadh tus leis an bhfeimineachas mar ghluaiseacht
pholaitidil ach de réir a chéile thainig deireadh leis an nasc sin agus bhi aidhm
ealaionta agus scolartha ag an gcritic seachas aidhm pholaititil (ibid., 153).

Bhi an écriture feminine ar cheann de na rudai ba thabhachtai don chineal

price equal to that of a king; in fact, in Christian times, king, bishop and ollav had the same honour-
price, and the equation with a bishop gives us the best idea of the dignity and influence of this highest
poetic functionary’ (1973: 234).

190 San aiste ‘An Bhanfhile Sa Traidisitin’, luann Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill go raibh banfhili ann sa ré
chlasaiceach chomh maith (2005: fch Ich 45).

101 Déanann Sorcha de Brin plé ar an easpa stadais a bhi ag na scribhneoiri baineanna i réimse an phrois
ina trichtas docthireachta agus maionn si ‘gur dhearbhaigh, agus go ndearbhaionn, an-chuid
[éirmheastoiri go bhfuil ganntannas ban ag saothrd phros-scribhneoireacht na Gaeilge’ (2015: 39).
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critice seo, beart de réir briathair a bhi i gceist leis sin. larracht a bhi san
écriture feminine an teanga a iompu0 bunoscionn agus urlabhra bhaineann a
dhéanamh as an teanga (2016: 92-93).

In ‘Ait Leo Bean’, dirionn Ni Annrachdin aird an léitheora ar chanoin ‘oifigitil’ na
Gaeilge agus déanann si an chandin seo a cheistit go gear. Molann si don Iéitheoir
imscrida a dhéanamh ar an michothromaiocht inscne até le brath sa chandin, mar aon

le traidisitn scribhneoireachta na mban:

Go deimhin is beag ainm bantdair ata le sonru in aon stair liteartha na catalog
lamhscribhninni ach ni gé go gciallaionn sé sin nach gcumaidis tada fidntach.
Ni concluidi ach ceisteanna a spreagann an easpa fhianaise—ceisteanna ar nés
‘an amhlaidh nar mhian leis na mn4, n6 nar éirigh leo, n6 nar ceadaiodh ddibh
dul i mbun an so6rt cumadoireachta a nglactai leis mar ard-litriocht de réir
chaighdean an ghrapa cheannais, agus ina dhiaidh sin, an bhfuil traidisiun eile
litriochta, munar ‘liteartha’ féin, a bhfuil cailiochtai agus slatanna tomhais da

chuid féin aige ar ar thagadar a rian go soiléir?” (Ni Annrachain 1982: 145).

Is léir go gcreideann si go gear go raibh suim ag mna sa scribhneoireacht agus sa
litriocht, ach nar glacadh lena gcuid iarrachtai mar litriocht ‘oifigiuil’. Cuireann Ni
Annrachain béim, mar sin, ar scribhneoireacht na mban, nuair a mhaionn si ‘[n]i hi an
bhean & cruthu tri pheann fir is abhar dom ach an bhean i mbun an ghnimh chruthaithi
i féin’ (ibid.: 145). Cuireadh tus, leis, le diospdireacht mhor, thdbhachtach faoi

mhichothromaiocht inscne an traidisidin.

Lean Mairin Nic Eoin sampla Ni Annrachain nuair a rinne si cur sios ar ord na
litriochta mar ord fireann san alt ‘Dialann Dha Aigne’ (1982). Dar 1¢i go lagaitear an

chandin mar gheall nach dtugtar déthain airde ar scribhneoireacht na mban inti:

Anois is fior gur ghnd fireann le fada an Ia ba ea an litriocht agus go bhfuarthas
inti léargas fireann ar an saol, léargas fireann ar mhnéa agus cur sios ar
cheisteanna agus ar thadhbanna a bhain go traidisiunta le saol na bhfear [...]
fagadh an prionsabal baineann ar cul n6 ar lar ar fad agus ba bhoichte an
litriocht i da bharr (ibid.: 26).
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Is Ieir go gcreideann Nic Eoin go gcuirfeadh litriocht ‘neamhoifigiuil’ na mban go mor

leis an traidisiun ‘oifigitil’.

Sa leabhar B'ait Leo Bean (1998), cuireann si leis an argdint sin nuair a

dhéanann si cur sios ar an gcanoin liteartha mar chonstraid shochpholaitiuil:

Is ionduil gur mar fhiric lom a bhfuil forsa stairitil Iéi a thagraionn udair
d'easnamh n¢ d'ionad imeallach na mban i dtraidisiun liteartha na Gaeilge. “Is
beag rian a d'thdg na mna ar litriocht na Gaeilge”, mar shampla, n6 “Is
suntasach an ni nach bhfuil rian againn d'oiread agus bean amhain i measc na
bhfili liteartha i dtraidisiun na Gaeilge le mile bliain anuas” [...] Is i an
phriomhthéis ata & cur chun cinn ann n& nach bhfuil rud ar bith “nadurtha”
faoin tuiscint gur “eisceacht 6n ngnathriail is ea an file mna”. Ni hamhain go
Iéireofar gur cruthdntais shoisialta iad na rialacha a mhinionn is a mhudnlaionn
gniomhaiochtai cultartha ach léireofar freisin gur cruthintais iad ar gha don
aicme liteartha, agus do na hinstititidi cultdrtha a mhanlaigh iad, athdhearbh
agus athdhaingnit a dhéanamh orthu aris is aris eile le cinntit go nglacfai leo

mar noirm (ibid.: xiii).

Is 1 an aidhm a leagann si amach di féin sa leabhar na ‘mionstaidéar’ a dhéanamh ‘ar
an ide-eolaiocht inscne i dtraidisitn liteartha na Gaeilge’ (1998: xxii) agus maionn si

gur fil go moér mionstaidéar den chineél seo a dhéanamh:

Cén tadbhacht a bhaineann le mionstaidéar ar an idé-eolaiocht inscne i
dtraidisiun liteartha na Gaeilge mura bhfuil ann sa deireadh ach léiriu eile ar
an bhfeiniméan domhanda sin a dtugtar an coras patrarcach air? [...] Is € mo
thuairim féin go bhfuil cliseanna iomadula gur fil agus gur mithid tabhairt

faoina leithéid d’anailis i gcomhthéacs culturtha na Gaeilge (ibid.).

Is 1éir On sliocht thuas go gcreideann Nic Eoin gur choéir do chriticeoiri na Gaeilge
patrarcacht agus michothromaiocht inscne an traidisitin agus na canéna a cheistit mar
go bhfuil tAbhacht ar leith ag baint leis an gcinedl sin athmheasunaithe, .i. ni thiocfaidh
athra ar bith ar an gcandin sheanbhunaithe muna ndéantar i, agus na coinbhinsidin

shdisialta agus pholaititla as ar eascair si, a cheistiu.
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Ta céil ar Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill mar fhile a bhaineann Gséid as a cuid filiochta
chun athléamh, agus athscriobh, a dhéanamh ar an traidisitn agus a chuireann béim ar
an mbantlacht agus ar ghnathshaol na mban ina cuid danta.'® San Oxford Companion
to English Literature, déantar cur sios ar ghuth fileata Ni Dhomhnaill mar ghuth ata
‘stubbornly contemporary in its feminist awareness’ (Birch 2009). Déanann Molly
Ferguson plé cuimsitheach san alt “The Subversion of Supernatural Lament in the
Poetry of Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill” ar an gcaoi a dtéann an file i ngleic le polaitiocht

inscne an traidisidin liteartha:

[...] Ni Dhomhnaill situates the female poet in terms of the supernatural in
her essay, ‘“What Foremothers?’ when she describes a common superstition
from bardic tradition that she heard as a girl in Ireland. It was the belief that a
woman poet was such a destructive force that if one turned up in a family, the
family was cursed against having future poets for seven generations [...] In
this myth a woman poet is an oxymoron, whose mere existence cancels out
poetry. The origins of this sexist curse foreground the difficulty women poets
in Ireland have had in creating a poetics that reflects the way they see the
world, offering a case of how canon formation haunts contemporary female
artists. If women, as Eavan Boland has argued in Object Lessons, have
traditionally been the objects of Irish poetry rather than the authors of it, then
a critical transformation must occur when a woman attempts to cross one set
of boundaries from woman to poet [...] Ni Dhomhnaill’s poetic voice
universalizes a specifically female experience of exclusion and silencing
(2013: 643-644).

Is 1éir 6n méid seo thuas go mbaineann Ni Dhomhnaill Usaid as a cuid filiochta chun

dul i ngleic leis an easpa stadais ata ag scribhneoiri baineanna sa chandin.

102 Déanann Donna Potts cur sios ar Ni Dhomhnaill mar fhile iarchoilineach agus mar fhile feimineach,
mar shampla, nuair a phléann si an chaoi a gcuireann Ni Dhomhnaill béim ar an saol Ceilteach ina cuid
filiochta: ‘By returning to ancient Celtic traditions—which portray a close relation between woman and
land, embodied in the figure of the all-powerful earth mother—Ni Dhomhnaill simultaneously reclaims
power for women; just as postcolonial writers invite their readers to look beneath the surface of the
power structure, Ni Dhomhnaill continually reminds us that there is more to the feminine than meets
the eye’ (2011: 140). Molann Potts an chaoi a geeistionn Ni Dhomhnaill réastnachas an Iarthair agus
minionn si go gcasann an file dénarthachtai traidisidnta an larthair bunoscionn chun seo a dhéanamh
(ibid.: 141).
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Is minic a dhéanann Ni Dhomhnaill plé ar an easpa stadais, agus ar
mhichothromaiocht inscne an traidisitin liteartha—traidisin na Gaeilge agus
traidisiin an Bhéarla—ina cuid aisti agus agallamh chomh maith. San aiste ‘What
Foremothers?’, a luadh thuas, cdineann an file an dearcadh sotalach, morchliseach a

bhi ag caomhndiri na canéna i leith na scribhneoiri baineanna:

Eavan Boland'®® has produced an essay that addresses [...] how the two
concepts of ‘woman’ and ‘poet’ were seen as incapable of being entertained
simultaneously by the tiny little minds of the literati of this island, how a
diagrammatic and dehumanised image of woman has been used by Irish male
poets as a kind of literary shorthand long after it was necessary and how the
image of woman in the national tradition is a very real dragon that every Irish
woman poet has to fight every time she opens her literary door (1992: 31:

liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann si le fios anseo go gcruthaionn michothromaiocht inscne an traidisidin
deacrachtai ollmhora praiticitla do na scribhneoiri baineanna agus nach féidir leo na

deacrachtai seo a sheachaint na a shéanadh.

Is teideal suntasach é ‘What Foremothers?’ i gcomhthéacs na caibidile seo. Ta
eiseamlair, né mathair mheafarach, & lorg ag Ni Dhomhnaill, ach maionn si nach
bhfuil go leor méithreacha le fail i gcanoin na Gaeilge. Baineann si Usaid as meafar
an ghinealaigh chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar pholaitiocht inscne an traidisitin i dteideal
na haiste. Tugann si le fios go soiléir go bhfuil aithreacha no forefathers ag na
scribhneoiri fireanna, ach nach bhfuil foremothers ag na scribhneoiri baineanna. Dar
Iéi, mar sin, go gcuirtear béim sa traidisiun agus sa chanoin ar chumhacht na bhfear
agus ar mheafar na hatharthachta; is traidisiun athairlineach é agus ta sé an-deacair ar

na scribhneoiri baineanna it a bhaint amach déibh féin sa chandin da bharr.

103 |s riléir go raibh tionchar mér ag smaointe Eavan Boland ar Ni Dhombhnaill, go héirithe na smaointe
a leag Boland amach sa leabhar Object Lessons (1996), ina gcuireann si béim ar eispéireas agus ar
ghnéthshaol na mban, mar aon leis an gcaoi a gcaithfidh mnéa Eireannacha dul i ngleic le sochai
phatrarcach agus leis an gcaoi a gcaithfidh scribhneoiri baineanna, cosuil 1éi féin, dul i ngleic le
traidisiun patrarcach.
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Cé go maionn si in “What Foremothers?’ nach raibh foremothers aici nuair a
bhi si ina bean agus ina file 6g, tugann si le fios sa chomhra a rinne si le Medhb
McGuckian agus Laura O’Connor go raibh eiseamlairi éagsula ar fail sa traidisiun di;
luann si Eibhlin Dhubh Ni Chonaill (McGuckian agus Ni Dhomhnaill 1995: 390),
Caitlin Maude agus Méire Mhac an tSaoi (ibid.: 592). Anuas air sin, dar léi nach
ndearnadh failli uirthi mar fhile san ‘Irish-language scene’, nuair a bhi si ag obair, mar
shampla, leis na fili INNTI eile i gColaiste na hOllscoile, Corcaigh (ibid.: 593). Is léir
go gceapann si go bhfuil traidisiun na Gaeilge nios oscailte agus nios tuisceanai na

traidisitin an Bhéarla toisc gur traidisitn imeallach, imeallaithe ata ann.

Is diol spéise é go luann si an tionchar a bhi ag a mathair féin ar an spéis ata
aici san fhiliocht. Déanann si plé sa chomhra ar an gcaidreamh casta a bhi aici lena
mathair, ag maiomh ‘at some level a situation arose whereby we mutually rejected
each other’ (ibid.: 586). Luann si chomh maith nach raibh suim ag a mathair sa
Ghaeilge, cé gur cainteoir duchais a bhi inti, agus maionn si ‘she [a mathair] sees the
sides of her personality that she repressed writ large in me, and that is a real source of
chagrin to her’ (ibid.: 587). Is cosuil gur chuir an caidreamh casta a bhi ag Ni
Dhomhnaill lena mathair leis an bhfonn a bhi uirthi filiocht a scriobh tri mhean na
Gaeilge toisc go raibh fonn uirthi, b’théidir, olc a chur ar a mathair tri mhean ‘the sides
of personality that she repressed’, traidisiin an Ghaeilge san direamh, a chur chun
tosaigh ina cuid scribhneoireachta. Is diol spéise é go raibh caidreamh casta ag Ni
Dhomhnaill lena méathair agus go raibh caidreamh casta ag Sean O Riordain lena
mhathair siid chomh maith. Cé gur léir 6n méid ata le ra ag Ni Dhomhnaill sa chomhra
go raibh an caidreamh idir i féin agus a mathair i bhfad ni ba chasta na mar a bhi an
caidreamh idir an Riordanach agus a mhathair, ta sé fiorshuimiuil go raibh tionchar
mor ag maithreacha na beirte ar dhearcadh a bpaisti i leith an tsaoil, i leith na Gaeilge

agus i leith scriobh na filiochta.

Déanann Ni Dhomhnaill agus McGuckian plé ar na difriochtai idir préiseas
cruthaitheach na mban agus proiseas cruthaitheach na bhfear, cé go dtugann siad le
fios go bhfuil sé deacair idirdheall righin a dhéanamh eatarthu i ndairire (ibid.: fch
596-599). Tdgann siad beirt neart 6n taithi ata acu ar an maithreachas agus is léir go
gceapann siad go raibh tionchar ag an maithreachas ar a gcuid stile agus gur choir

doibh an scribhneoireacht ‘bhaineann’—an écriture feminine—no scribhneoireacht na
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mban a chur chun tosaigh sa traidisian, gur chéir déibh an traidisitn fireann a cheistiu
agus a athru (ibid.: 594-596; 599-602).

Cé go dtdgann siad neart 6n méithreachas, tuigeann siad go maith go bhfuil
buntéisti agus mibhuntaisti ag baint leis. Pléann siad an toircheas go fireannach agus
go hoscailte, mar shampla (ibid.). Déanann Ni Dhomhnaill plé ar na deacrachtai a
bhionn aici agus i ag iarraidh an toircheas a 1€iriil tri mhean na filiochta mar ‘being
pregnant is acutally unspeakable’, dar 1éi (ibid.: 600). Tugann raiteas Ni Dhomhnaill
le fios go bhfuil s¢ deacair ar dhaoine dul 1 ngleic le ‘firinne’ an toirchis agus na
ginitna toisc go mbaineann na proisis sin le corp na mban agus leis an Ord
Séimeolaioch. Tugann an réaiteas le fios chomh maith go bhfuil sé deacair ar dhaoine
labhairt no scriobh faoin toircheas agus faoin nginidint toisc nach bhfuil fail againn ar
an bhfriotal cui chun é sin a dhéanamh. Ta costlachtai, mar sin, idir tuairimi Ni
Dhomhnaill agus smaointe Kristeva'® agus Irigaray faoin gcorp maithritil agus faoin
gcorp baineann. Is 1éir go bhfuil dearcadh casta ag an mbeirt fhili i leith na ginidna, i
leith an mhaithreachais agus i leith na filiochta agus is léir chomh maith go bhfuil
naisc laidre, shuimiula le brath idir an maithreachas, an ghinitint—taobh dearfach
agus taobh diultach na bproiseas seo—agus an fhiliocht i scribhneoireacht agus i

bhfealstinacht fhileata na beirte.

Luann Ni Dhomhnaill agus McGuckian an nds atd ag fir an traidisidin

lartharaigh deighilt a dhéanambh idir scribhneoiri fireanna agus scribhneoiri baineanna:

NNiD: They want to corral us off as “women poets,’ as if that were a form of
inferior being [...] we are not taken seriously. We are still put away in the
women's quarters [...] For real liberation our input has to change what logos
actually is and the Western ego structure that is based on it. Medbh, you say
that you're called a wallpaper poet, and I'm called an anti-rationalist. I'm not.
But | am for a marrying of the logical with the non-rational. The sovereignty-
myth story | have as a framing metaphor to my book Feis is basically it. The
king is the ego energy. A lot of feminists would say why a man, but this is an
energy that in me images itself as male [...] there is a certain type of energy

that dreams itself [...] as male. And that energy, part of the dominant

1041_uann Ni Dhomhnaill sa Chomhra go bhfuil Kristeva & léamh aici (1995: 596).
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European energy, marries the cailleach, the despised, left-out, repressed
female energy. And in the marriage she is transformed into the speirbhean,
which is what happens when a genuine marriage of these two energies occurs

in the personality at a deep level (ibid.: 598).1%

Déantar iarracht idirdheal( a dhéanambh idir scribhneoireacht chéilli agus ‘shuntasach’
na bhfear agus scribhneoireacht ainghiallta shuarach na mban, idirdheal( a chuireann
smaointe Julia Kristeva faoin Ord Siombalach agus faoin Ord Séimeolaioch i
gcuimhne duinn aris. Is 1éir nach n-aontaionn Ni Dhomhnaill leis an idirdheal( sin
agus go gceapann sé go bhfuil fuinneamh fireann agus fuinneamh baineann le brath i
ngach duine. Molann si, mar sin, comhoibriu idir fuinneamh na bhfear—fuinneamh
na n-aithreacha—agus fuinneamh na mban—fuinneamh na maithreacha. Ba choir go
mbeadh ait ar fail, de réir mar a thuigeann si an scéal, do na haithreacha agus do na
maithreacha sa traidisitn toisc nach féidir linn idirdheald righin a dhéanamh idir na

forsai fireanna agus na forsai baineanna ata le brath sa duine.

Ta saothar na gcriticeoiri feimineacha uilig a luadh thuas fiorthabhachtach mar
gur spreag se criticeoiri, lucht Iéinn agus léitheoiri na Gaeilge chun dianmhachnamh
a dhéanambh ar pholaitiocht agus ar mhichothromaiocht inscne an traidisidin agus chun
athléamh a dhéanambh ar an gcandin. Is diol spéise € go ndéanann Ni Annrachain, Nic
Eoin agus Ni Dhomhnaill uilig tagairt do shaothar an Riordanaigh agus plé &
dheéanamh acu ar dhearcadh na scribhneoiri fireanna i leith na scribhneoiri baineanna.
Tagann teideal phaipéar Mhaire Ni Annrachdin ‘Ait Liom Bean’ (1982) direach 6n
gcéad line de ‘Banfhile’ an Riordanaigh, dan a foilsiodh in 1978, bliain i ndiaidh bhas
an fhile (TEB: 45-46). Déanann Nic Eoin tagairt don line chéanna i dteideal a leabhair
B’ait Leo Bean (1998). In ‘An Bhanfhile Sa Traidisiun’, pléann Ni Dhomhnaill an dan
‘Banthile’ agus an t-athr4 a dhéanann an cainteoir ar an line iomraiteach ‘[n]i file ach
filiocht an bhean’ (1. 12, I. 15, I. 18, I. 21) ann (2005: 23-24). San aiste seo, caineann
si dearcadh diultach na scribhneoiri fireanna i leith na scribhneoiri baineanna aris.
Luann Briona Nic Dhiarmada ‘Banfhile’ san aiste ‘Ceist na Teanga: Diosclrsa na

Gaeilge, an Fhiliocht, agus Diosctirsa na mBan’, ina bpléann si impleachtai na line

19515 diol spéise é go maionn Frank Sewell go dtagann ‘the female or feminine presence in the within
the male psyche’ chun cinn mar abhar plé i bhfiliocht Mhairtin Ui Dhiredin agus go ndéanann an
Direanach an téama seo a thiosra ‘with acute anxiety typical of the period in which he was writing’
(2018: 26-27).
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‘[n]i file ach filiocht an bhean’ do scribhneoiri baineanna (1992: 163). Ni hiad na mna
amhain a phléann an Iéirii conspodideach a thugann cainteoir an dain ‘Banfhile’ ddinn
ar scribhneoiri baineanna agus ar mhnéa i gcoitinne. Déanann Caoimhin Mac Giolla
Léith, faoi mar a luadh ag ts na caibidle seo, cur sios ar an dan mar ‘probably the
most misogynistic poem in modern Irish literature’ (1996: 51). Tugtar le fios go
ndéanann an Riorddnach michothromaiocht inscne an traidisidin liteartha a chur chun
cinn mar rud nadurtha, ceart sa dan agus go bhfuil baint laidir aige, mar sin, le
patrarcacht an traidisiin. Ta sé i gceist ag Udar an trachtais seo an tuairim seo a phlé
agus a cheistit sa chéad chuid eile den chaibidil seo, tri mhionphlé a dhéanamh ar an

dan.

2.8.: ‘gairm staile’: Polaitiocht Inscne an Dain ‘Banfhile’

Tosaionn ‘Banfhile’ leis na linte conspdideacha seo a leanas:

Is ait liom bean a bheith ina file,
Tuigtear dom gur gairm staile,

Curam fireann, duthracht raide,

Is ea filiocht a bhaint as teanga (Il. 1-4).

Mar a mhaionn Riona Ni Fhrighil ‘[i]s i dtéarmai foréigneacha macho a chuirtear sios
ar bhua an fhile’ (2008: 42). Tugtar le fios sna linte seo gur gniomh fireann é cumadh
na filiochta agus tagann siad leis an gcur sios a rinne Gerard Manley Hopkins—file a
raibh meas mor ag an Riordanach air'®— ar chumadh na filiochta mar ‘a kind of male
gift’ (qtd Gilbert agus Gubar 2000: 3).1%7 Cuireann an cainteoir béim ar rél an fhile
mar athair meafarach nuair a mhaionn s¢ gur ‘[l]e férsa fireann, éigean buile’ a
‘t[h]ugtar slan an ghin chun beatha’ (1. 5-6). Ni féidir le bean rol an athar a
chomhlionadh, de réir an chainteora, agus ba choir di a bheith ina bé, mar sin. Cuireann
sé béim ar an smaoineamh seo nuair a dhéanann sé athra aris agus aris eile ar an line
‘[n]i file ach filiocht an bhean’ (1. 12, 1. 15, 1. 18, 1. 21). Mar a mhinionn Moynagh
Sullivan, i dtraidisitin liteartha an Iarthair ‘[tlhe mother/woman is the past that must

be radically dissociated from and remade in order that the male poet may re-make

16 Fch Caibidil 4, Cuid 4.9., Igh 343-352.
W7Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.6., Ich 133.
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himself in the image of his fathers, in the image of other men’ (2008: 19). Ag tis an
dain, mar sin, tugann an cainteoir le fios go laidir gur duine fireann € an file a bhfuil
smacht aige ar cheird na filiochta. Is furasta cdis imni na gcriticeoiri feimineacha a
aithint agus a thuiscint anseo mar go bhfuil an chuma ar an scéal go ndéanann an
cainteoir réil agus coinbhinsiuin inscne thraidisiunta na canona a chur chun cinn i linte
tosaigh an dain. Ta an ceart ar fad ag Frank Sewell nuair a mhaionn sé go mbraithfeadh
an l¢éitheoir ‘undemocratic credo’ in ‘Banthile’ (2014: xxvi) mar td an chuma ar an

scéal go ndéanann an cainteoir na banfhili a imealld.

Ta baint ag coincheap na bé baininne le coincheap eile ar a dtugtar féachaint
an fhir (the male gaze), coincheap a léirionn an bhéim a cuireadh ar dhearcadh na
bhfear sa traidisiun liteartha. Dar le Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill go bhfuil sé fiordheacair ar
mhna ‘a look in’ a fhail i dtraidisiun patrarcach na Gaeilge (2005: 51; liomsa an
bhéim). I dtraidisiun liteartha an larthair, bhi an file fireann ina shuibiacht ghniomhach
agus ‘d’fhéach’—agus bhraith—sé ar an oibiacht bhaineann, né ar an mbé, chun
spreagadh a fhail agus € i mbun pinn. Déanann Laura Mulvey cur sios beacht ar

fhéachaint an fhir i gcomhthéacs na scannanaiochta sa sliocht seo a leanas:

In a world ordered by sexual imbalance, pleasure in looking has been split
between active/male and passive/female. The determining male gaze projects
its fantasy onto the female figure, which is styled accordingly (Mulvey 1975
gtd Tanke agus McQuillan 2012: 584).

Tugtar le fios go bhfuil an chumhacht uilig ag na fir sa déscaradh airithe seo. Ina
leabhar ceannrédaioch Gender Trouble (1999 [1990]), afach, déanann Judith Butler
plé ar an gcaoi a bhféachtar ar an mbean mar ‘Other’ an thir san larthar agus maionn
si gur coincheapa idirspleacha iad an fheartlacht agus an bhanulacht .i. is féidir le fear
cur sios a dhéanamh air féin mar fhear toisc nach bean é agus a mhalairt. Dar le Butler,
mar shampla, ‘[t]he radical dependency of the masculine subject on the female “Other”

suddenly exposes his autonomy as illusionary”’ (ibid.: xxviii),'% raiteas a thugann le

198 Fch an plé a dhéanann Butler ar shaothar Lacan, go hdirithe ar choincheap an Fhallais agus ar an
gcaoi a léirionn an Bhean ‘lack’ an Fhir agus ar an gcaoi a bhfuil si ina ‘Other’ a mbionn an Fear ag
brath go géar uirthi chun é féin a thuscint toisc go léirionn si cumhacht an Fhallais dé (1999: 56-58).
Déanann Butler achoimre ar thuairimi Lacan faoin déscaradh inscne: ‘In a strong sense, Lacan
disputes the notion that men signify the meaning of women or that women signify the meaning of men.
The division and exchange between this “being” and “having” the Phallus is established by the
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fios go manlaionn an déscaradh idir an Fear agus an Bhean na mné agus na fir araon.
Anuas air sin, creideann si gur féidir linn Gsaid a bhaint as coincheap na Mné chun an
déscaradh, agus an cdras patrarcach as ar eascair se, a cheistit. Cuireann si mar seo a
leanas é, agus i ag tagairt do shaothar Simone de Beauvoir agus do shaothar Luce
Irigaray:

In opposition to Beauvoir, for whom women are designated as the Other,
Irigaray argues that both the subject and the Other are masculine mainstays of
a closed phallogocentric signifying economy that achieves its totalizing goal
through the exclusion of the feminine altogether. For Beauvoir, women are
the negative of men, the lack against which masculine identity differentiates
itself; for Irigaray, that particular dialectic constitutes a system that excludes
an entirely different economy of signification. Women are not only
represented falsely within the Sartrian frame of signifying-subject and
signified-Other, but the falsity of the signification points out the entire
structure of representation as inadequate. The sex which is not one, then,
provides a point of departure for a criticism of hegemonic Western
representation and of the metaphysics of substance that structures the very
notion of the subject (ibid.: 14).

Cé go dtugtar le fios go mbionn michothromaiocht le brath sa déscaradh inscne, mar
sin, tugtar le fios, ag an am céanna, gur féidir linn—agus gur choéir diinn—¢ a cheistiu.
Cuirtear an-bhéim ar an idirspleachas agus ar na naisc dhidltacha idir téarmai agus
coincheapa i dteoiric an iarstruchturachais (poststructuralism). Dirionn teoiricithe mar
Jacques Derrida (2016 [1967]), Gilles Deleuze agus Félix Guattari (2013a [1972];
2013b [1980]), Michel Foucault (1990a[1984] 1990b [1984]; 1991 [1975]; 1998
[1976]; 2001 [1966]; 2018'%) agus Julia Kristeva (fch Moi 1986) ar an tionchar a
bhionn ag cursai teanga ar chruthi an chéimlathais sa tsochai, ar chruthl agus
athchruth( na claontachta agus na daorsmachta, agus ar ghaol stadais go ginearalta. Is
sa chinedl seo teoirice a chuirtear béim ar nadur coibhneasta na teanga agus ar

chumacht an déscartha. Déanann Todd Reeser plé ar an nasc coibhneasta idir na

Symbolic, the paternal law. Part of the comedic dimension of this failed model of reciprocity, of
course, is that both masculine and feminine positions are signified, the signifier belonging to the
Symbolic that can never be assumed in more than token form by either position” (ibid.: 58). Tugtar le
fios, mar sin, gur déscaradh casta, ach lochtach é an déscaradh inscne.

109 Foilsitichan iarbhais.
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téarmai ‘fear’ agus ‘bean’ agus idir na téarmai ‘bantlacht’ agus ‘fearulacht’, mar

shampla:

Because meaning is made through opposition (e.g. the word ‘man’ and the
concept behind it make sense because they are assumed to be not ‘woman’),
theorists often consider ‘masculinity’ as one element of a binary opposition
with ‘femininity’. In the opposition of two elements, one element can be
considered unmarked—more frequent or less noticed than its marked
counterpoint. Heterosexuality is unmarked because we tend not to think about
it while homosexuality is marked, and whiteness is unmarked while blackness
is marked. If masculinity is unmarked because it is taken to be the norm and
not thought about unless in opposition to something else, femininity is the
marked category because people tend to think about it more often when they
see it. Traditionally in Western culture, women are considered to have a

gender, while men are more often considered genderless (2010: 8-9).

I réimse an iarstruchtirachais, mar a mhinionn Reeser, ‘[m]asculinity is [...]
dependent on the very others that are defined as different from it’ (ibid.: 11). Is féidir
linn a ra go bhfuil déscaradh le brath sa traidisiun liteartha idir an file fireann agus an
bhé bhaineann, mar sin. Nuair a bhaineann file fireann Gsaid as bé bhaineann, déanann
sé a fheiniulacht mar fhile fireann agus mar fhear a dheimhnit mar gheall go ndéanann
sé comparaid dhitltach idir é féin agus an bhé: ‘is file fireann mé toisc nach bhfuil mé

i mo bhé bhaineann’.

Téa an lamh uachtair ag na fir sa traidisiun fileata; is iad na fir scribhneoiri na
filiochta go traidisitnta agus is iad na mna béithe na bhfear sin. Mar a mhinionn Todd
Reeser ta dluthnasc traidisitnta ann idir coincheap na feartlachta agus coincheap na

féachana:

[...] there is a close relationship between looking and masculinity [...] Man’s
love of the gaze, his scopophilia, means that he cannot imagine woman as
subject of the gaze or man as object of the gaze. The male gaze is often thought
to be a kind of metaphor for—or extension of—the penis. The male eye
penetrates the outside world and especially the erotic female body (2010:
109-110).
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Bhi sé deacair ar na fili baineanna ait a bhaint amach déibh féin sa traidisiun da bharr.
Ina théacs The White Goddess, maionn Robert Graves go duthrachtach gur féidir le
bean a bheith ina bé ach nach féidir 1éi filiocht a chumadh (1948). Tugtar le fios in
‘Banfhile’ go n-aontaionn an Riordanach leis an tuairim seo .i. go mbraitheann file
fireann ar bhé bhaineann chun a stadas féin a dheimhniu. T4 meafar na ginitna in Usaid
aige ag tis an dain nuair a dhéanann sé comparaid idir dan agus ‘leanbh’ (I. 8).
Cuireann sé béim ar mheafar na hatharthachta agus ar atharthacht an fhile, go hairithe
nuair a mhaionn sé gur ‘[a]s an mnaoi a baintear leanbh’ (ibid.) agus gur ‘[d]eacair di
a bheith ina hathair’ (1. 9) da bharr. Tugtar le fios go laidir ansin gurb é an file, gurb é
an fear ‘athair’ an dain agus go bhfuil rol géilliil ag an mbean sa phroiseas
cruthaitheach. Cuireann Gséid an tsaorbhriathair—‘as an mnaoi a baintear leanbh’—
béim ar easpa gniomhaireachta na mna mar go dtugtar le fios nach saolaionn an bhean
an leanbh—an dan—ach go mbaineann an file—an fear—an fhiliocht aisti le ‘forsa
fireann, éigean buile’ (1. 5). Usaideann an file an bhé bhaineann chun filiocht a chrutht

agus nil rogha aici ach géilleadh do.

Is maiomh achrannach é an maiomh go nglacann an Riordanach le
michothromaiocht inscne an traidisitin go dilis in ‘Banfhile’, afach, mar go bhfuil
castacht ar leith ag baint leis an dan. Leiritear an chastacht seo go beacht san imeartas
focal agus san aibhéil ata le brath ann. Luann Declan Kiberd (1996) agus Frank Sewell
(2014: xxvi) an nos atd ag an Riordanach Usaid spraitil a bhaint as friotal inscneach.
Cuireann an cainteoir ceist aibhéalach, spraiuil orainn sna linte seo a leanas: ‘An € go
n-iompaionn baineann fireann/Nuair a iompaionn bean ina file?” (1. 10-11). Tugann
aibhéil na ceiste seo le fios nach bhfuil sé cinnte faoin idirdhealu idir scribhneoireacht
na bhfear agus scribhneoireacht na mban agus go bhfuil sé ag iarraidh an deighilt seo
a léirit mar dheighilt sheaféideach. Ta fianaise ann a thugann le fios gur chreid an
Riordanach go raibh difriochtai soiléire idir an scribhneoireacht ‘fthireann’ agus an
scribhneoireacht ‘bhaineann’. Scriobh sé an Iéirmheas seo a leanas ar fhiliocht Mhaire

Mhac an tSaoi san Irish Times, mar shampla:

An chéad rud até le ra mar gheall ar Mhaire Mhac an tSaoi dar liom is ea gur
file i [...] An tarna rud is ea gur banfhile i [...] Nior mheasfadh aoinne gur

fearfhile i. Dob fhit duanaire de bhanfhili a chnuasach. Dob fhil staidéar fé
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leith a dhéanamh ar a gciliochtai mura bhfuil sé déanta cheana. Ar chuma na
scribhneoiri raibiléiseacha braithim go mbid mar a chéile i ngach teanga (lIrish
Times 13.11.1975: 8; liomsa an bhéim).

Déanann sé idirdhealu anseo idir banfhili agus fearfhili agus tugann sé le fios go bhfuil
treéithe ar leith le brath i scribhneoireacht na mban go gineardlta—ni hamhain sa
Ghaeilge, ach ‘i ngach teanga’—nach bhfuil le brath i scribhneoireacht na bhfear. Ni
chiallaionn sé sin, afach, gur cheap sé nar choir do bhean a bheith ina file.

Tugann an comhra a bhi aige le dluthchara d4 chuid, Micheal ‘An File’ O
Gaoithin,*° faoi Mhaire Mhac an tSaoi, agus ar thug an file cuntas air ina dhialann,
leargas duinn, ni hamhain ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith fhiliocht na mban, ach
ar thaobh maguil an dain ‘Banthile’ chomh maith:

Do luadh Maire Mhac an tSaoi. ‘Ni file i sin,” arsan File. ‘File isea i,” arsa
mise. ‘Ni hea,” ar seisean, ‘mar ni raibh bean riamh ina file 7 ni fhéadfadh a
bheith. Is chun an blath a chruthaigh Dia a mholadh, file. An blath an bhean.
Alilleacht mna abhar an fhile. Conus is féidir le bean bean eile a mholadh? Do
thagadh Eire i bhfoirm mna chuig fili. Chum Mairi Bhui ceann des na h-
aislingi ud ach bhi sé mi-nadurtha toisc gur bean a bhi inti....... > (Airciv D23:
14.6.1961: 48).

Déanann Sean O Coiledin nasc idir an sliocht dialainne thuas agus ‘Banthile’ nuair a

mhaionn sé gur chuir smaointe Ui Ghaoithin an Riordanach ag machnamh:

A nduirt an File mar gheall ar gan an fhiliocht a bheith ar chumas na mn4, is
¢ atd mar bhonn leis an dan ‘Banfhile’ [...] Agus ni baol gurb i an bhean

chéanna ata i gceist ann (1982: 204).

Sa sliocht dialainne a luadh thuas, tugann an Riordanach le fios nach raibh an File
iomlan dairire nuair a mhaigh sé nach féidir le bean a bheith ina file toisc go gcaithfidh

si glacadh le rol na bé:

10 Fch Caibidil 4, Cuid 4.9., Igh 322-329.
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D& mbuailfa leis an bhFile amaireach bheadh a mhalairt de phort aige (Airciv
D23 14.6.1961: 48).

Tugtar le tuiscint, mar sin, nar chuir an Riordanach moréan stéir sa mhéid a duirt an

Gaoithineach.

Nior foilsiodh ‘Banfhile’ sula bhfuair an Riordénach bas in 1977 (O Coileain
1982: 204), rud a thugann le fios go mb’fhéidir gur thuig sé go raibh conspoéid ag baint
le teachtaireacht an dain (Sewell 2014: xxvi). Seans maith gur thuig sé nuair a scriobh
sé an dan go gcainfi ‘Banfhile’, agus dearcadh an fhile i leith scribhneoireacht na
mban, d& gcuirfeadh sé i gclé é mar gheall go dtuigfi teachtaireacht an dain mar
theachtaireacht dhiultach, choimeadach, shotalach. Cé nar chuir sé féin an dan i gclo,
bhi sé sasta é a Iéamh go poibli ag Damhscoil Mhuscrai in 1971 (O Coileain 1982:
204). De réir an chuntais a thugann Sean O Coileain ar an 6caid sin bhi an Riordanach
‘in ard-ghitimar’ nuair a rinne sé aithris ar an dan (O Coileain 2011: 23). Tugann sé

sin le fios gur thuig sé féin ‘Banfhile’ mar dhan spraiuil.

Ta tén maguil, spraitil le brath sa dan in aiteanna, gan dabht. Tagann an
Ieamh a dhéanann Riona Ni Fhrighil ar an dan leis an Iéamh a dhéanann an
scribhneoir seo air, sa chaoi is go gcreideann si chomh maith go bhfuil machismo an
dain ‘chomh haibhéalach sin gur deacair géilleadh don 1éamh litritil frithbhaineann a
dhéantar ar an dan seo go minic’ (2008: 42). Maionn si go bhfeictear di go bhfuil
‘blas laidir den aoir’ le brath in ‘Banfhile’ (ibid.). Mar a luadh cheana, ta aibhéil le
brath go soiléir sa cheist ‘An é go n-iompaionn baineann fireann/Nuair a iompaionn
bean ina file?’ (1. 10-11). Cé go dtugann an cheist seo le fios go ndéanann banfhili
iarracht aithris ghlan a dhéanamh ar na fili fireanna—°go n-iompaionn baineann
fireann’—rud a chaineann Graves go géar in The White Goddess (1948), is ceist i,
seachas raiteas, agus cuireann sé seo éiginnteacht an chainteora in idl. Déanann Ni

Fhrighil tracht ar an gceist a thagann chun cinn:

i rann a tri agus aris i rann a clig faoi nadur inscneach an bhanfhile, an fear
baineann no6 bean thireann i, ceist a thugann le fios nach ann d’aon deighilt
shimpli 6 thaobh inscne de. M4 t4 an file andraigineach faoi mar a thugtar le

fios sna linte: ‘Fireannach baineann n6 baineannach fireann/Deacair a ra cé
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acu banfthile’, is beag tabhacht mar sin a bhaineann le gnéas an thile (2008:
42).

Ta ciall ag baint leis an argéint seo, dar leis an Gdar seo. Ni dhéanann an Riordanach
an smaoineamh traidisitnta sin a chur chun cinn sa dan. Déanann sé é a cheistiu agus

spreagann sé an Iéitheoir chun € a cheistil chomh maith.

Leanann an cainteoir leis an tén spraitil nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ar an
mbanthile mar heirmeafraiditeach; bionn an banthile ‘ag lui 1é1 féin’ (1. 13) ‘trom léi
féin’ (1. 14) agus ‘4 lionadh féin’ (1. 17). De ghnath, bionn forsa fireann ag teastail 1
bproiseas na coimpeartha agus sa phrdiseas cruthaitheach, mar a thuigeann cainteoir
an dain é, ach séanann an banfhile forsa fireann na cruthaitheachta nuair a dhéanann
si ‘coilleadh’ (1. 16) uirthi féin. Imrionn an cainteoir leis na focail fireann agus
baineann trid an dan. Tugann se le fios, mar shampla, go bhfuil sé deacair cur sios a

dhéanamh ar thréithe inscne an fhile bhaininn:

Fireannach baineann né baineannach fireann—

Deacair a ra ciacu i an banfhile (ll. 19-20).

Baineann sé sarusaid as an imeartas focal agus as an urtheilgean chun an déscaradh
idir an file fireann agus an bhé bhaineann a léirit mar dhéscaradh neamhsheasmhach,

seafoideach.

Sa véarsa deireanach, tugtar le fios go bhfuil imni ar chainteoir an dain faoi

stddas na bhfear sa traidisiun liteartha:

Ma théann na béithe le filiocht
Is gearr go nginfidh siad leanai

Gan cabhair 6n bhfireannach ina mbroinn,

Is ni file ach neamhni an fear (Il. 22-25).

Tugann na linte seo le fios go dtuigeann an cainteoir go bhfuil lochtanna méra le brath

i bpolaitiocht inscne an traidisitin mar go mbraitheann na fili fireanna ar na béithe
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baineanna chun filiocht a chumadh agus chun féinitulacht na bhfili fireanna a
dheimhnid agus go mbionn imni ar na fili fireanna go mbainfeadh na fili baineanna an
bonn da gcuid fearulachta agus da gcuid féinidlachta—‘neamhni’. Maionn Ni Fhrighil
‘gurb i eagla an fhile fhirinn agus na straitéisi cosanta a mbaineann sé Usaid astu le
teacht slan, is téama don dan’ (2008: 42). Aontaionn an scribhneoir seo 1¢i. Cuireann
na linte thuas neamdhiongbhdilteacht na bhfili fireanna in iul go soiléir agus cuireann
an bhearna idir an line leathdheireanach agus an line dheireanach go mor leis an ton

faiteach.

Ni 1€ir nuair a léitear den chéad uair ¢ gur dén treascrach ¢ ‘Banfhile’ agus
chum an Riordanach danta i bhfad nios treascrai na €, gan aon ag6. Téann se i ngleic
leis an nasc idir an file fireann agus an bhé bhaineann aris sa dan ‘Suile Donna’, mar
shampla. Ma ta imeartas focal le brath go flairseach in ‘Banfhile’, ta imeartas den
chinedl céanna le brath in ‘Suile Donna’ (LL: 10, 13). Ta féachaint an fhir chun tosaigh
mar abhar sa dan seo. Déanann John Berger cur sios ar an gcoincheap sin mar seo a

leanas:

[...] men act and women appear. Men look at women. Women watch
themselves being looked at. This determines not only most relations between
men and women but also the relation of women to themselves (1978 [1972]:
47).

Ag tus an dain ‘Suile Donna’ cheapfadh an Iéitheoir go bhfuil an cainteoir ag féachaint
ar a bhé agus ag iarraidh i a mholadh. Molann sé a suile, mar shampla, teicnic a

fheictear go fiormhinic sna danta gra:

Ba theangmbhail phribhléideach é,
Lena meabhair is lena corp,

Is mile bliain ba ghearr leat &,

Is iad ag féachaint ort (Il. 5-8).

Is féachaint ghniomhach i féachaint an fhile sna linte seo agus is i an bhean a bhé. Ni

dan bé traidisitnta é seo, afach.
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Tugann an Riordanach nios mé eolais duinn faoi scéal agus faoi chilra an dain

sa dialann:

[...] trathnéna inné bhuaileas le buachaill scoile, sé¢ né seacht mbliana déag.
Cuireadh in aithne dhom é. Duradh liom cé hi a mhéthair. Ta aithne agam
uirthi. Lil Ni Shdilleabhain ab ainm di trath. Ansan thugas a suile siud fé
ndeara ina cheann so. Thitfeadh aon fhear i ngré 1éi mar mhaithe lena suile
amhain. Thdgas ceann dé suile riamh 6 bhi si ina leanbh. Suile donna Aille ag
[éimrigh ina ceann. Shamhlainn a pearsantacht leis na suile sin. B’i féin a
suile. Siad na suile ceanann céanna ata aige seo. Ni leis a shuile. Is I€i sin iad.
B’ait liom inné iad a bheith i gcorp eile (Airciv D34 10.9.1967: 74-75).

Faighimid léargas sa dan seo ar mheon an fhile nuair a chuireann stile an mhic—suile
fireanna—suile na mathar i gcuimhne do. Nuair a fheiceann sé na suile sin ‘i bplaosc

a mic’ (I. 2), tagann mearbhall air agus tagann ndire air chomh maith toisc gur fear ¢
a bhé:

Is néir liom aghaidh a thabhairt uirthi,
O tharla si i bhfear (II. 11-12).

In The White Goddess maionn Robert Graves nach minic a bhaineann file tsaid as bé
fhireann; tugann sé le fios nach mbaineann béithe fireanna ach le ‘poems written by
homosexuals and belong to morbid pathology’ (1948: 446). Tugann an nasc sin idir
an homaighnéasacht agus an phaiteolaiocht le fios nach coincheap ‘ceart’ no
‘nadartha’ coincheap na béithe firinne. Tagann imni agus mearbhall ar chainteoir an
dain ‘Stile Donna’ toisc go bhfuil coinbhinsitiin an traidisitin faoi bhrt. Is ‘adar

mearbhaill’ (1. 17) € an chaoi a ‘bhfireannddh na stile sin’ (1. 15), dar leis.

Roghnaigh an Riordanach an mac mar bhé, seachas an mhathair, nuair a bhi an
dan a scriobh aige, afach. Creideann an scribhneoir seo go raibh sé ag iarraidh béim a
chur ar an déscaradh idir an file fireann agus an bhé bhaineann agus go raibh sé ag
iarraidh an déscaradh seo a cheistia. Mar a dhéanann sé in ‘Banfhile’, imrionn an
Riordanach leis na focail ‘baineann’ agus ‘fireann’ trid an dén seo. Baineann sé Gsaid

astu mar aidiachtai, mar ainmfhocail, agus mar ainmneacha briathartha agus cuireann

155



sé bra, mar sin, ar theorainneacha na bhfocal féin. Dar le hudar an trachtais seo go
bhfuil an Riordanach ag magadh faoin traidisian liteartha agus faoi pholaitiocht inscne
an traidisitin in ‘Suile Donna’ agus cuireann an t-imeartas focal uilig go mér leis an

magadh sin.

Cheapfadh an I¢itheoir go bhfuil dearcadh coimeadach le brath in ‘Banthile’.
Luann Ni Dhomhnaill an t-athrd a dhéanann an Riordanach ar an line ‘[n]i file ach
filiocht an bhean’ agus maionn si go bhfuil ‘ever-increasing hysteria’ le brath sa dan
de bharr an athra seo (2005: 47). Ta rialtacht shoiléir ag baint le husaid na line seo,
afach, rud nach luann Ni Dhomhnaill ina cuntas. Déantar athra uirthi i line 12, line 15,
line 18 agus line 21, patrun a thugann le fios go raibh smacht ag an bhfile ar an line,
seachas é a bheith ag éiri taomach agus ¢ & scriobh. Baintear Usaid as an line ag pointi
airithe sa dan, nuair até an file ag iarraidh polaitiocht inscne an traidisidin a cheistid
agus ag iarraidh bra a chur ar theorainneacha an traidisidin chomh maith. Sa dara line
déag, mar shampla, Gsaideann sé an line tar éis do an cheist ‘[a]n é go n-iompaionn
baineann fireann/Nuair a iompaionn bean ina file?” a chur. Ni cheapann udar an
trachtais seo go bhfuil an file ag iarraidh déscaradh an traidisidin a dheimhniu, na gurb
é priomhphointe an dain go mbionn imni ar na fili fireanna nuair a bhaintear an bonn
de choinbhinsidin an traidisitin. Baineann an Riordanach usaid as an dan seo, a bhfuil
an deighilt idir an file agus an bhé mar abhar ann, chun an deighilt sin a cheistit go
géar. Cuireann an aibhéil, an t-imeartas focal, agus an greann a bhaineann leo,

lochtanna na deighilte in ial don léitheoir go soiléir.

2.9. Aigne Athar, Aigne Linbh: Fealsunacht Fhileata an Riordanaigh

Leagann O Riordain a fhealsinacht fhileata amach go cuimsitheach sa Réamhré a
chuir sé lena chéadchnuasach filiochta Eireaball Spideoige. Déanann sé iarracht a
fhreagra féin ar an gceist ‘[c]ad is filiocht ann?’ (ES: 9) a thabhairt don Iéitheoir. Is
1éir go gceapann sé go bhfuil nasc laidir, tabhachtach, idir an thiliocht agus ‘[a]igne
linbh’ (ibid.). Déanann sé cur sios ar na smaointe agus ar na mothtichdin chontrartha
a mhusclaionn capall i bhfear fasta agus ina mhac chun mionléirit a dhéanamh ar an

nasc sin. Is freagairt chéilli, shimpli i freagairt an athar:
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Féachann an t-athair amach [nuair atd an capall ‘ag gabhdil na sraide
lasmuigh’] agus adeir: ‘Sin capall Mhaire ag dul thar braid.” Sin insint. De
réir dealraimh cailleann an t-athair an capall toisc go bhfanann sé lasmuigh
dhe. Abair gur galar capall. Ni thogann an t-athair an galar sin. Ni shaibhrionn
an capall beatha an athar (ibid.; liomsa an bhéim).

Tuigeann an t-athair go maith go bhfuil deighilt idir é féin agus an capall. Ni cuid
d’fhéiniulacht an athar ¢ an capall; is Eile ¢ agus fanann an t-athair ‘lasmuigh dhe’.
Déanann an t-athair idirdheald idir é féin agus an capall tri mhean na teanga—*‘agus a
adeir “[s]in capall Mhaire ag dul thar braid”’—rud a thugann le fios duinn go bhfuil
smacht aige ar an domhan moérthimpeall air. Cruthaionn agus atreisionn sé an deighilt
idir é fein agus an capall tri mheén na bhfocal sin.

Is freagairt iomlan dhifridil i freagairt an mhic, afach. Ba mhaith leis taithi a
fhail ar rithimi, ar fhuaimeanna agus ar ghluaiseachtai an chapaill agus ba mhian leis

dluthbhaint a chruth agus a chothu idir é féin agus an t-ainmhi:

Ach an leanbh—airionn sé fuaim an chapaill. Blaiseann sé fuaim an chapaill
ar son na fuaime féin. Agus éisteann leis an bhfuaim ag dul i laghad agus i
laghad agus ag titim siar isteach sa tost. Agus breithnionn sé cosa deiridh an
chapaill agus déanann ionadh da n-Gdarasacht agus da seandacht. Agus liontar
an saol de chapall-alltacht agus de shodardhraiocht. Sin bheith—bheith fé
ghné eile. Agus sin, dar liom, filiocht (ibid.).

Té codarsnacht shoiléir le brath idir friotal an tsleachta seo agus friotal an tsleachta ina
ndéantar tagairt don athair. T& baint laidir ag friotal an tsleachta seo le céadfai an
duine—*[b]laiseann [...] éisteann [...] sa tost [...] fuaim an chapaill’—agus leis an
gcorp—-‘breithnionn sé cosa deiridh an chapaill agus déanann sé ionadh d& n-
udaréasacht agus da seandacht’. Roghnaionn an Riordanach friotal aisteach, aduain
chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar threagairt an mhic, an dd chomhfhocal ‘chapall-alltacht’
agus ‘s[o]dardhraiocht’, mar shampla. Ba mhaith leis an mac a fhéinitlacht féin a bha
i bhféiniulacht an chapaill agus cuireann na comhfhocail an mhian sin in ial go laidir
mar go mbann sé focal i bhfocal eile chun iad a chruth(. De réir an Riordanaigh, ba
chaoir don fhile é féin a bha san Eile—duine n6 ainmhi, rud neamhbheo n6 coincheap

teibi atd lasmuigh den tsuibiacht féin atd i gceist leis an Eile i bhfealsinacht an
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Riordanaigh—agus ba chdir do iarracht a dhéanamh taithi a fhail ar an Eile seo. Da
ndéanfadh sé sin, gheobhadh sé tuiscint nios fearr, ni hamhain ar an Eile, ach air féin!
chomh maith, agus bheadh sé in ann ‘dan ionraic’ a chumadh toisc go ‘ngineann
cuimilt—idir an chuid is ingheite dinne agus an chuid is ingheite de rud eile’—geit
agus is i an ‘bheo-gheit’!!?sin a spreagann an proiseas cruthaitheach (ibid.: 11). Sa
chaoi sin, minionn an Riordanach gur choir don fhile a bheith oscailte do dhaoine agus
do rudai eile lasmuigh de féin.

Is focal suntasach é an focal ‘gineann’—‘[g]ineann cuimilt geit’—Ii
gcomhthéacs na caibidile seo toisc go gcruthaionn sé nasc meafarach idir cumadh na
filiochta agus an ghinidint. Usaideann an Riordanach friotal na ginitina agus an ghnéis
chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar chumadh na filiochta i rith an Réamhra. Dar leis, mar
shampla, nach ‘saolaitear dan gan beo-gheit’ (ibid.: 13; liomsa an bhéim). Déanann
sé cur sios ar an dan a eascraionn as an mbeo-gheit mar ‘ghin nua’ (ibid.: 15). T4 friotal
gnéasaithe le feicedil sa sliocht seo a leanas, ina ndéanann sé cur sios ar phroiseas na

beo-gheite:

[...] nil aon bhlas ag duine ar a bhlas féin. Agus ni féidir le duine cuimilt leis
féin agus € féin a gheiteadh. Is amhlaidh a gheiteann sé rud eile (rud teibi go
minic, mar ghréasaiocht no ailtireacht n6 banaltracht). Geiteann siad a chéile.
Ni hamhain go nduisitear a phaidir féin ach ddisitear paidir an ruda eile chomh
maith. Eirionn an duine agus an rud gniomhach agus comhghniomhajonn siad
n6 comhphaidrionn siad. Tarlaionn cuimilt idir an chuid is ingheite diobh
araon .i. idir an d& ghniomh, an da phaidir. Ansin tagann an gheit agus as an
ngeit a ghintear an rud nua mar dhan n6 eaglais n6 brég n6 fuaim ag a mbionn
a mhanla agus a phaidir féin. Ach sa ghin nua seo beidh paidreacha a sinsir

le fail chomh maith lena paidir féin (ibid.; liomsa an bhéim).

111 Déanann Colm Breathnach cur sios ar an bproiseas cruthaitheach mar ‘mhe4n trina ndeineann an
file & féin n6 1 féin a chur i1 bhfios d6 féin n6 di féin [...] Ag iarraidh ¢ féin n6 i féin a theiscint no6 a
shuiomh sa tsaol a bhionn an file. larracht is ea an fhiliocht, chomh maith, ar chuid éigin den tsaol a
chuimsiu i bhfocail n6 ar bhlaiseadh beag den iontas, n6 den alltacht b’fhéidir, a chuireann an chuid
sin den tsaol ar an bhfile a athchrutht i bhfriotal” (2019: 5). ‘B’in mar a bhiodh,” dar leis, ‘ag Sedn O
Riordain go minic’ (ibid.).

112 Déantar plé nios cuimsithi ar bheo-gheit an Riordanaigh i gCaibidil 4. Fch Cuid 4.8., Igh 339-340;
Cuid 4.9. Ich 348-351.
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Cuireann an sliocht seo, agus usdid na mbriathra ‘cuimil’, ‘comhghniomhaigh’, ‘tar’
agus ‘gin’ go hairithe, an gnéas agus an ghinitint i gcuimhne dainn. Is Iéir gur cur sios
ar choincheapa teibi é sin, ach is minic a thagraionn an Riordanach do phrdiseas na
giniina chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an bproéiseas cruthaitheach. Ta cosulachtai idir
cumadh na filiochta, de réir an Riordanaigh, agus coimpeart agus breith linbh.

Cuireann na difriochtai idir na smaointe agus na mothdchain a mhadsclaionn an
capall san athair agus sa mhac an t-idirdhealt a rinne Julia Kristeva idir an tOrd
Siombalach agus an tOrd Séimeolaioch i gcuimhne duinn. D’fhéadfai a diteamh go
seasann an t-athair don Ord Siombalach; is fear é, is athair é agus déanann sé
idirdhealu idir é féin agus an capall tri mhean na teanga. Is speaking subject é. Ta an-
chuid cosulachtai idir aigne an athar, de réir mar a léirionn an Riordanach &, agus an
cur sios a dhéanann Kristeva ar an Ord Siombalach. Caineann Kristeva réimse na
teangeolaiochta, agus an fhealstnacht a bhaineann leis, mar gheall ar an easpa airde a
thugann teangeolaithe agus fealsuna airithe ar an bproiseas teangeolaioch agus
siceolaioch casta as a bhfasann an tsuibiacht a bhfuil caint aici. Tugann si ‘the

signifying process’ ar an bproiseas sin (1986a: 90):

But language [langage]—modern linguistics’ self-assighed object—Ilacks a
subject or tolerates one only as a transcendental ego (in Husserl’s sense or in
Benveniste’s more specifically linguistic sense) and defers any interrogation

of its (already dialectical because translinguistic) ‘externality’ (ibid.).

T4 s¢ mar aidhm ag Kristeva san aiste ‘Revolution in Poetic Language’ (1986a)
mionscridi a dhéanamh ar ‘the signifying process’ agus ar thorbairt na suibiachta a
bhfuil caint aici. Baineann si Usaid as teoiric na siocanailise—Freud, Lacan, Klein—
teoiric na teangeolaiochta agus teoiric na fealsinachta—Husserl, Frege, Benveniste,

Culioli—chun an aidhm seo a bhaint amach.
Ta ‘two modalities’ ag baint leis an ‘signifying process’, de réir mar a chuirtear

os ar gcomhair é in ‘Revolution in Poetic Language’: an tOrd Séimeolaioch—ord an

choirp, na mianta agus na mathar—agus an tOrd Siombalach—ord na teanga, na

159



ndlithe agus an Athar (1986a: 92-93).113 Ni chreideann Kristeva go bhfuil deighilt
iomlan le brath idir an tOrd Siombalach agus an tOrd Seimeolaioch. Nil caint ag

suibiacht an Oird Shéimeolaioch agus, mar sin, ni suibiacht ‘cheart’ i:

Discrete quantities of energy [na trealldis Fhreudacha] move through the body
of the subject who is not yet constituted as such [...]” (1986a: 93; liomsa an
bhéim).

Ni cheapann Kristeva gur treallGis éaguimseacha iad trealltis an Oird Sheéimeolaioch,

afach:

[...] in the course of his development, they [luchtanna an fhuinnimh] are
arranged according to the various constraints imposed on this body—always
already involved in a semiotic process—by family and social structures. In
this way the drives, which are ‘energy’ charges as well as ‘psychical” marks
articulate what we call a chora: a non-expressive totality formed by the drives
and their stases in a motility that is as full of movement as it is regulated (ibid.;

liomsa an bhéim).

Tugtar le fios go dtéann nosanna, rialacha agus struchtdr an Oird Shiombalaigh go

mor i bhfeidhm ar shuibiacht an Oird Shéimeolaioch.

Chun ait a bhaint amach di féin san Ord Siombalach, ni mor don tsuibiacht ‘on
trial/in process’ an ‘thetic stage’ a bhaint amach (ibid: 98—100). Ni mor di, i bhfocail
eile, dul i ngleic le fadhbanna siceolaiocha airithe—céim an scathain (the mirror
stage), de réir mar a chuireann Jacques Lacan sios uirthi, an Coimpléacs Eideapuis
(the Oedipus Complex) agus follasi an choillte (castration anxiety)—agus iad a
réiteach (ibid.: 100-105). I rith an ‘thetic stage’, déanann an tsuibiacht idirdhealu idir
i féin mar shuibiacht agus oibiachtai eile, daoine eile san aireamh. Is féidir leis an
tsuibiacht usaid a bhaint as an teanga chun cur sios a dhéanamh uirthi féin agus is
féidir 1¢é1 breithitinais a thabhairt ar rudai agus ar dhaoine eile agus ‘identification’ a
dhéanamh leo: tugann Kristeva ‘signification’ ar an bproiseas sin (ibid.: 98). | rith

chéim an scathain, de réir Lacan, déanann an tsuibiacht idirdhealt idir a féinitlacht

13 Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.3, Igh 107-108.
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spruanach shéimeolaioch agus a féiniomh& iomlan de réir mar a fheiceann si sa scathan

i, tri mheéan na teanga:

From that point on, in order to capture his image unified in a mirror, the child
must remain separate from it, his body agitated by the semiotic motility we
discussed above, which fragments him more than it unifies him in a
representation [...] Captation of the image and the drive investment in this
image, which institute primary narcissism, permit the constitution of objects
detached from the semiotic chora. Lacan maintains [...] that the specular

image is the ‘prototype’ for the ‘world of objects’ (ibid.: 100).

San Ord Séimeolaioch, braitheann an tsuibiacht ‘in process/on trial” go moér ar chorp
na mathar. Cuireann an Coimpléacs Eideapis, agus follasu an choillte a bhaineann

leis, deireadh leis sin, dar le Kristeva agus Lacan araon:

The discovery of castration [...] detaches the subject from his dependence on
the mother, and the perception of this lack [...] makes the phallic function a
symbolic function—the symbolic function [...] the subject, finding his
identity in the symbolic, separates from his fusion with the mother, confines
his jouissance to the genital and transfers semiotic motility on the symbolic
order (ibid.: 101).

Rinne Kristeva—agus Lacan roimpi—athléamh ar Freud chun coincheap an

Choimpléics Eideapuis, agus coincheap fhollast an choillte a leathnu.

Luann Kristeva tuairimi Frege ar choincheap na firinne ina cuid saothair agus
tugann na smaointe sin le fios go mbraitheann an tOrd Siombalach go mor ar an Ord
Séimeolaioch agus an chaoi a ngluaiseann—ta gluaiseacht shiceolaioch i gceist

anseo—an tsuibiacht én Ord Séimeolaioch go dti an tOrd Siombalach:

[...] denotation would be understood as the subject’s ability to separate
himself from the ecosystem into which he was fixed, so that, as a result of this
separation he may designate it [...] Frege’s Bedeutung, in our view,

designates, precisely, the break that simultaneously sets up the symbolic thesis
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and an object: as an externality within judgement, it has a truth value only by
virtue of this scission (ibid.: 105-106).

Tugtar le fios gur féidir leis an tsuibiacht ‘an fhirinne’ a chur chun tosaigh san Ord
Siombalach, tri mhean na teanga. Is Iéir, mar sin, gur férsa cumhachtach i an teanga i

bhfealsiinacht Kristeva.

Cé go gceapfai go bhfuil dhéd ord ar leith i gceist leis an Ord Séimeolaioch agus
an Ord Siombalach agus go bhfagann an tsuibiacht an chéad ord ina diaidh chun an
dara ceann a bhaint amach, ni mar sin ata sé. Mar a mhinionn Kristeva é, is codanna
den phréiseas céanna iad agus ta imspleachas le brath eatarthu. Ni féidir linn an tOrd
Séimeolaioch a thuiscint gan tuiscint a bheith againn ar an Ord Siombalach .i. gan an
teanga agus an teoiric a bhaineann leis. Ar an lamh eile, ni féidir linn an tOrd
Siombalach a thuiscint gan tuiscint a bheith againn ar an Ord Séimeolaioch ach an
oiread. Is € an tOrd Séimeolaioch ‘Eile’ an Oird Shiombalaigh agus ni féidir linn cur
sios a dhéanamh ar an Ord Siombalach gan cur sios a dhéanamh ar an Ord
Séimeolaioch: braitheann an t-idirdhealt go hiomlan ar na difriochtai ata le brath idir

na hoird.

Cuireann Kristeva béim ar leith ar an imspleachas seo in ‘Revolution in Poetic

Language’:

Our discourse—all discourse—moves with and against the [semiotic] chora
in the sense that it simultaneously depends upon and refuses it [...] The chora
is neither signifier nor sign, but is, however, generated in order to attain this
signifying position (ibid.: 93-94).

Tugann sé sin le fios nach féidir leis an tsuibiacht an tOrd Siombalach a shroicheadh

agus an teanga a fhoghlaim gan tracht ar an Ord Séimeolaioch.

Luadh cheana go gceapann Kristeva go mbionn tionchar ag ndsanna agus
‘rialacha’ an Oird Shiombalaigh ar an Ord Séimeolaioch. Is 1éir, 6n sliocht seo a
leanas, go gceapann si go mbionn tionchar ag an Ord Séimeolaioch ar an Ord

Siombalach, ar chursai teanga agus ar chaint na suibiachta chomh maith:
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Language-learning can therefore be thought of as an acute and dramatic
confrontation between positing—separating—identifying and the motility of
the semiotic chora. Separation from the mother’s body, the fort-da game,
anality and orality, all act as a permanent negativity that destroys the image
and the isolated object even as it facilitates the articulation of the semiotic
network, which will afterwards be necessary in the system of language where
it will be more or less integrated as a signifier [...] Signification exists
precisely because there is no subject in signification. The gap between the
imaged ego and the drive motility, between the mother and the demand made
on her, is precisely why the break that establishes what Lacan calls the place
of the Other as the place of the ‘signifier’ [...] Dependence on the mother is
severed, and transformed into a symbolic relation to an other, the constitution
of the Other is indispensable for communicating with an other [...] the
signifier/signified break is synonymous with social sanction [...] (ibid.: 100—

102).

Déanann si cur sios ar an ‘thetic stage’ mar mhodulacht ina ndéantar targhabhéil 6n

Ord Séimeolaioch go dti an tOrd Siombalach:

[...] we view the thetic phase—the positing of the imago, castration and the
positing of semiotic motility—as the place of the Other, as the precondition
for signification, i.e., the precondition for the positing of language. The thetic
phase marks a threshold between heterogeneous realms: the semiotic and the
symbolic. The second includes part of the first and their scission is thereafter
marked by the break between signifier and signified. Symbolic would seem an
appropriate term for this always split unifaction that is produced by a rupture
and is impossible without it (ibid.: 102).

Ni teorainn neamhscagach i an teorainn idir an da ord, &fach. Is féidir leis an Ord
Séimeolaioch agus na trealltis a bhaineann leis—go hairithe treallds an bhais (the
death drive)—cur isteach ar an Ord Siombalach. Ceapann Kristeva go mbaineann
friotal na filiochta leis an Ord Séimeolaioch agus go gcuireann sé isteach ar an Ord
Siombalach agus creideann si nach féidir le rialacha an Oird Shiombalaigh smacht

iomlan a chur ar threallts an Oird Shéimeolaioch:
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All poetic ‘distortions’ of the signifying chain and the structure of
signification may be considered in this light: they yield under the attack of the
‘residues of first symbolizations’ (Lacan), in other words, those drives that
the thetic phase was not able to sublate [...] by linking them into signifier and
signified. As a consequence, any disturbance of the ‘social censorship’—that
of the signifier/signified—attests, perhaps, first and foremost, to the influx of
the death drive, which no signifier, no mirror, no other and no mother could
ever contain (ibid.: 103'*).

Is cuid den duine an tOrd Séimeolaioch agus is cuid den duine an tOrd Siombalach.
De ghnath, faigheann rialacha, teanga agus dlithe an Oird Shiombalaigh an lamh in
uachtar ar threalluis an Oird Shéimeolaioch, ach, cé gur féidir linn smacht a chur ar na

trealldis sin, ni féidir linn iad a sheachaint na a shéanadh i gconai.

D’fhéadfai comparaid a dhéanambh idir cuntas Kristeva agus an t-idirdhealt a
dhéanann an Riordanach idir aigne an athar agus aigne an linbh sa Réamhra in
Eireaball Spideoige. Déanann sé dlithnasc idir aigne an phaiste agus cumadh na
filiochta: ba chdir don fhile iontas, fiosracht agus oscailteacht an phaiste a chothd ann
féin chun filiocht ‘ionraic’ a chruthd. Tugann sé sin le fios go bhfuil baint ag friotal na
filiochta leis an Ord Séimeolaioch, leis an gcorp—go héirithe corp na méathar—agus
le mianta agus trealldis an duine. Baineann an Riordanach Gsaid as friotal na ginitna

agus friotal gnéasaithe chun béim a leagan ar an nasc sin. Cuireann sé an-bhéim, mar

14 Fch Kristeva (1986a: 103): ‘In “artistic” practices the semiotic—the precondition of the symbolic—
is revealed as that which also destroys the symbolic, and this revelation allows us to presume something
about its functioning’. Déanann si forbairt ar an argdint seo nuair a dhéanann si mionscrddd ar an
miméis mar theicnic litriochta agus ar an nasc casta idir an mhiméis agus an tOrd Siombalach: [...]
mimesis partakes of the symbolic order [...] only to re-produce some of its constitutive rules [...] it
must posit an object, but this “object” is merely a result of the drive economy of enunciation [...] What
is more when poetic language—especially modern poetic language—transgresses grammatical rules,
the positing of the symbolic (which mimesis has always explored) finds itself subverted, not only in its
possibilities of Bedeutung or denotation (which mimesis has always contested), but also as a possessor
of meaning (which is always grammatical, indeed, more precisely, syntactic). In imitating the
constitution of the symbolic as meaning, poetic mimesis is led to dissolve not only the denotative
function but also the specifically thetic function of positing the subject. In this respect modern poetic
language goes further than any classical mimesis [...] because it attacks not only denotation (the
positing of the object) but meaning (the positing of the enunciating subject) as well” (ibid.: 109). Is
teicnic nd proiseas ‘transgressive’ i an mhiméis, de réir mar a chuireann Kristeva sios uirthi, agus ni
chuireann si an tOrd Séimeolaioch faoi cheilt. Creideann Kristeva gur friotal réabhldideach é friotal na
filiochta. Creideann Irigaray go bhfuil ‘revolutionary potential in hysteria’ [luaitear an nasc idir an
histéire agus mnéa san agallamh] (1995b: 47).
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shampla, ar na céadfai nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ar na mothuchain agus na mianta
a mhusclaionn an capall sa mhac agus leagann sé an bhéim ar an mblaiseadh ach go
hairithe: ‘blaiseann’ an pdiste ‘fuaim an chapaill’ agus ‘slogtar ¢ [...] isteach in
atmaisféar an chapaill’ (ES 9; 10). T4 difriocht idir friotal na filiochta agus friotal an
Athar .i. friotal na réastntachta, friotal an Oird Shiombalaigh. Creideann Kristeva go
bhfuil nasc idir an fhiliocht agus an tOrd Séimeolaioch chomh maith agus is Iéir, mar
sin, go bhfuil cosulachtai le feiceail idir cuntas Kristeva agus an cuntas a thugann an
Riordanach dudinn ar an bproiseas fileata sa Réamhra.

D’fhéadfai a aiteamh go seasann an capall don mhathair—ni mathair an
Riordanaigh ata i gceist anseo, ach iomha theibi na mathar—in Eireaball Spideoige.
Ta “adarasacht’ agus ‘seandacht’ ag baint le corp an chapaill (ibid.: 9). T4 gaol
idirspleach le brath idir an paiste agus an capall; cothaionn an capall an paiste—
‘blaiseann’ (ibid.) sé an capall—agus, ag an am céanna, cothaionn an paiste an
capall—‘slogtar ¢ [...] isteach in atmaisféar an chapaill’ (ibid.: 10). Cuireann an t-
idirspleachas seo, agus an friotal corpartha as a mbaineann an Riordanach Gsaid chun
¢ a chur in 1ul, ‘the bodily encounter with the mother’ i gcuimhne don I¢€itheoir
(Irigaray 1995a). Déanann an Riordanach cur sios ar fhuaimeanna, ar thostanna, ar
ghluaiseachtai agus ar chorp an chapaill, ag cur béim ar na céadfai agus ar rithimi an
tsaoil, a bhaineann, dar le teoiricithe na siocanailise mar Lacan, Kristeva agus Irigaray,
leis an Ord Seimeolaioch agus le corp na mathar. Chaill an paiste—an file—an
dluthnasc a bhi aige lena mhathair agus le corp a mhathar nuair a bhain sé an tOrd
Siombalach amach agus ba mhian leis an nasc sin a athchruthu tri nasc a dhéanamh

idir € féin agus an Eile .i. an capall.

Is 1éir nach suibiacht shéimeolaioch amhain ata i bpaiste an Réamhra, cé nach
mbaineann sé Usaid as an teanga chun an nasc idir é féin agus an capall a mhinit do6
féin, da athair n6 don léitheoir. Tugtar le fios dainn nach féidir leis an bpaiste a
fhéinidlacht féin a bha go hiomlan i bhféinitlacht an chapaill toisc go dtuigeann sé

nach capall é féin, ach duine:

Téann an leanbh anonn go dti an capall. Ach is leanbh a théann anonn agus ni
capall. Déanann an leanbh iarracht, &mh, ar bheith ina chapall, ar phaidir an

chapaill a ra, le méid a uaignis. Bionn uaigneas ar an leanbh toisc na raibh sé
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riamh ina chapall, mar a bhionn orainn go Iéir nuair a machnaimid le baidh ar
threo nar ghabhamar (ES: 10).

Is cuid thdbhachtach agus riachtanach den phrdiseas cruthaitheach é an t-uaigneas seo,

de réir mar a thuigeann an Riordanach é:

Ni décha gur thréig an leanbh a mhanla féin. Ni bheadh sin ar a chumas. Ach
nior ghaibh sé chomh saor 6n gcapall is a ghaibh a athair—duine nér bhlais.
Déa gcumfadh an leanbh dan in am seo a bhaidhe agus a uaignis an mbeadh
paidir an chapaill le fail sa dan chomh maith le paidir an linbh féin? Measaim
go mbeadh d& n-éireodh leis an leanbh dan ionraic a chumadh (bheadh an trit
paidir le fail ann leis .i. paidir an dain féin, mar ta paidir i ngach rud dar liom,
rud a mhineod ar ball). Agus ni tagairt don chapall a bheith sa dan ata i gceist
agam, na insint fé. B fhéidir na luafai capall ann in aon chor ach go mbraithfi
meanma capaill a bheith ann fé mar a bhraithfi meanma linbh agus meanma

na filiochta ann mar ni insint dan ach bheith (ibid.: 11; liomsa an bhéim).

Nuair a dhéanann an Riordanach tracht ar mhanla agus ar phaidir an duine no6 an ruda,
is léir go gcreideann sé go bhfuil eisint—anam ndé ‘munla’—ag gach duine agus ag
gach rud agus gur féidir leis an eisint seo teagmhail a dhéanamh le heisinti rudai eile
tri mhean na ‘paidre’. Creideann sé ar an abhar sin go gcaithfidh file iarracht a
dhéanamh an teagmhail sin a dhéanamh le rudai eile toisc gurb i an teagmhail sin a

spreagann an proiseas cruthaitheach.

| bhfealsinacht fhileata an Riordanaigh ta dldthnasc idir an fhiliocht agus an
bheatha— ‘ni insint dan ach bheith’—agus dar leis nach féidir le duine n6 le rud

maireachtail i bhfolis:

Ach is ar scath a chéile a mhaireann na daoine agus na paidreacha. De réir
dealraimh, ni féidir le duine paidir a ghiniGint gan machnamh ar rud nach é
féin—ar threo nar ghaibh sé, mar a dhein an leanbh. Mas mian le duine é féin
d’ardt mar thiis i lathair D¢, is thar lear a gheobhaidh sé an tais—thar lear i
nduine nd i rud eile (ibid.: 14-15).
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Roghnaionn an Riordanach focal suimiuil chun cur sios a dhéanambh ar Iéirit na paidre.
Cuireann an focal ‘g[i]nitiint’ meafar na ginitina in iul duinn aris; ‘gineann’ an duine
no an rud a phaidir féin. Ni féidir leis an bhfile, &fach, é féin a bha go hiomlan in eisint
duine no ruda eile agus, mar sin, nil rogha aige ach an deighilt idir é féin agus an Eile
sin a aithint. Spreagann sé sin uaigneas san fhile agus spreagann an t-uaigneas sin an
préiseas cruthaitheach toisc go ndéanann an file iarracht an t-uaigneas a sheachaint
agus a chloi nuair a dhéanann se iarracht dul i dteagmhail le heisint duine n6 ruda eile:

De réir dealraimh is ionann an caidreamh idirphaidre seo agus an bheatha féin
né an gra. Agus bionn sé ar sidl de shior mar fasann sé as an mian agus as an
uaigneas ata ionainn go léir, idir dhaoine agus ainmhithe agus coillte agus
oraisti agus ealaiona agus gach rud teibi agus neamhtheibi san mbith, ionas

go dtéimid uile ag cuairteoireacht i dteampaill a chéile (ibid.: 16-17).

Creideann sé go mbeidh ‘deireadh leis an gcuairteoireacht idirphaidre’ sa tsioraiocht
toisc go mbeidh ‘foirm iomlan na firinne os ar gcomhair’, ‘ach go dti sin,” dar leis,
‘beimid ag paidreoireacht’ toisc go bhfuilimid scartha amach 6n bhfirinne agus 6
aontacht na sioraiochta (ibid.: 17). Usaideann an Riordanach friotal agus meafar na
ginitna sa Réamhra chun iarracht an fhile—agus an duine—¢ fein a bha sa Rud Eile
a cheilitradh. Is 1éir gur proiseas dearfach é sin i bhfealsinacht an Riordanaigh toisc
go dtugtar le fios gur proiseas torthdil € agus go mbaineann an duine ait amach do féin

sa tsioraiocht tri mhean an phraisis sin.

Cad a tharlaionn nuair nach ngéilleann duine don phrdiseas seo, nuair nach
ndéanann sé iarracht € féin a bha i bhféinialacht an Eile? Is duine damanta €, de réir

mar a chuireann an Riordanach sios air:

Ach an té a dhamnaitear cad a tharla d6? Measaim gur shéan sé an fhirinne
agus gur lean air ag siorchruthl a chuid bréagfhoirmeacha féin mar fhrith-
Chruthaitheoir ionas gur fhan sé istigh ann féin de shior mar a bheadh broc
(ibid.: 18-19).

Ta friotal an-didltach le feicedil sa sliocht sin—‘damnaitear’, ‘shéan’

‘bréagthoirmeacha’, ‘f[r]ith-Chruthaitheoir’—agus is léir nach proiseas slaintiuil é
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sin. Is diol spéise é go mbaineann an Riordanach usaid as friotal na ginitna aris chun
cur sios a dhéanamh ar fhile damanta, ar thile a dhéanann iarracht dan ‘réastnta’ a

chumadh gan taithi a bheith aige ar an mbeo-gheit:

[...] ma dheinimid iarracht réastinta ar dhan a scriobh [...] is amhlaidh a
théimid isteach i bhfuartheampall agus sinn féin inar bhfuartheampall. Bimid
seal fada aimrid, michéatach, uaigneach (ibid.: 21-22; liomsa an bhéim).

Is filiocht ‘aimrid’ i an fhiliocht réasunta, intleachtail ach is filiocht thorthdil i an
fhiliocht ‘ionraic’. Is suibiacht an Oird Shiombalaigh ¢ an file—t4 teanga aige agus
baineann sé Usaid as an teanga sin chun é féin agus chun a dhomhan féin a chur in iul.
Tuigeann sé rialacha na sochai agus coinbhinsidin an traidisitin fhileata agus
aithnionn sé an deighilt idir é féin agus an Eile. Ba mhian leis, afach, filleadh ar an
Ord Séimeolaioch tri mhean na filiochta; ba mhian leis filleadh ar aontacht an oird sin
agus an deighilt idir é féin agus an Eile a scriosadh. Anuas air sin, creideann an

Riordanach gur chéir dé é sin a dhéanamh chun filiocht chumasach a ‘ghiniuint’.

2.10. iomh4a an Chapaill: ‘Réamhra’ an Riordanaigh agus ‘Little Hans’ Freud

Cuireann an capall a luann O Riordain in Eireaball Spideoige an cés-staidéar Little
Hans’!° le Sigmund Freud (1909), ina ndéantar plé ar bhuachaill 6g a bhfuil eagla an
dombhain air roimh chapaill—roimh chapaill mhora agus chapaill chairte go hairithe—
i gcuimhne duinn. Aimsionn Freud agus athair Hans, a choimeadann cuntas ar iompar
a mhic don siocanailisi, forbairt ghnéasach an phaiste mar fhoinse an fhoibe. T4 ait
larnach ag an gCoimpléacs Eideapuis agus ag coincheap choimpléacs an choillte (the

castration complex) sa chuntas, mar sin.

Ta tri bliana slanaithe ag Hans nuair a chuirtear tds leis an gcuntas agus ta sé
fiosrach faoina chorp agus faoi choirp eile. Toisc go bhfuil bod aige, creideann sé go
bhfuil ceann ag gach duine eile agus ag rudai, fid. Ta fonn air coirp eile a fheiceail
ionas gur féidir leis comparaid a dhéanambh idir na coirp sin agus a chorp féin (ibid.:

9-10; 107-108). Is cosuil go gcreideann sé go mbionn boid mhora ag daoine agus ag

115 Teideal iomlén: ‘Analysis of a Phobia in a Five Year-Old Boy’.
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rudai méra agus go mbionn boid bheaga ag daoine agus ag rudai beaga agus déanann
sé nasc ina intinn idir baill ghinidna an duine mhoir—agus go héirithe baill ghiniuna
a mhathar—agus baill ghinitina na gcapall até feicthe aige (ibid.: 10; 107). Cuireann
sé a lan ceisteanna ar a thuismitheoiri agus tugann siad méid airithe eolais d6 faoi
chorp an duine, faoin toircheas agus faoi na difriochtai idir anatamaiocht na bhfear
agus anatamaiocht na mban. Tugtar le fios, mar sin, go bhfuil caidreamh dearfach,
oscailte ag Hans lena thuismitheoiri. Ina ainneoin sin, cuireann an Coimpléacs

Eideapuis agus coimpléacs an choillte'® isteach ar Hans, de réir an chuntais.

Ta an-ghré aige da mhathair agus, de réir Freud, spreagann an gra seo mianta
anghrécha ann (ibid.: 39-40). Tagann imni ar Hans toisc go gceapann sé go gcaillfeadh
sé a mhathair agus nil fonn air an teach a fhagail da bharr (ibid.: 23-25). Deir sé Iéi go
bhfuil eagla air roimh chapaill ionas go mbeadh sé in ann an domhan lasmuigh den
teach a sheachaint agus, de réir a cheéile, tagann fioreagla air roimh chapaill (ibid.: 24;
114 -115). T4 gra mor ag Hans da athair chomh maith, ach is iomaitheoiri iad ag an
am céanna.''’ Déanann an t-athair agus Freud nasc idir an iomaiocht idir mac agus a

athair agus an Coimpléacs Eideapuis (fch ibid.: 38-40).*® De bharr an Choimpléics,

16 Dyirt a mhathair leis uair amhain, mar shampla, go dtallfadh an dochttir a bhod mar go raibh sé de
nos aige a bheith ag atamail leis (Freud 1909: 7-8). Ni raibh tionchar laithreach ag an mbagairt sin air
ach, nuair a thuig Hans nach bhfuil boid ag mn4, thainig diand ar choimpléacs an choillte: ‘The piece
of enlightenment which Hans had been given a short time before to the effect that women really do not
possess a widdler was bound to have a shattering effect upon his self-confidence and to have aroused
his castration complex [...] could it be that living beings really did exist which did not possess widdlers?
If so, it would no longer be so incredible that they could take his own widdler away, and, as it were,
make him into a woman’ (ibid.: 36).

117 Cuireann athair Hans sfos ar bhriongldid a bhi ag Hans, mar shampla. Bhi searaf mor agus searaf
beag sa bhriongléid. Lig an searaf mor béic as nuair a thdg Hans an searaf beag uaidh agus, nuair a thit
an searaf mar ina thost, shuigh Hans ar an searaf beag (Freud 1909.: 37-38). Déanann an t-athair an
anailis seo a leanas ar an mbriongloid: ‘““The big giraffe is myself, or rather my big penis (the long
neck), and the crumpled giraffe is my wife, or rather her genital organ. It is therefore the result of the
enlightenment he has had [.i. nach bhfuil boid ag mn4] [...] The whole thing is a reproduction of a scene
which has been gone through almost every morning for the last few days. Hans always comes in to us
in the early morning, and my wife cannot resist taking him into bed with her for a few minutes.
Thereupon | always begin to warn her not to take him into bed with her (“the big one called out because
I’d taken the crumpled one away from it”); and she answers now and then, rather irritated, no doubt,
that it’s all nonsense, that after all one minute is of no importance, and so on. Then Hans stays with her
a little while. (“Then the big giraffe stopped calling out; and then I sat down on top of the crumpled
one.”) Thus the solution of this matrimonial scene transposed into giraffe life is this: he was seized in
the night with a longing for his mother, for her caresses, for her genital organ, and came into our
bedroom for that reason. The whole thing is a continuation of his fear of horses™” (ibid.: 39).

18 Fch an comhrd idir Hans agus a athair in Freud (1909: 92): ““I [an t-athair]: “[...] you’d like to be
Daddy.” Hans: “Yes ... How does it work?” I: “How does what work?”” Hans: “You say Daddies don’t
have babies: so how does it work, my wanting to be Daddy?” I: “You’d like to be Daddy and married
to Mummy; you’d like to be as big as me and have a moustache; and you’d like Mummy to have a
baby.” Hans: “And Daddy, when I’'m married I’ll only have one if I want to, when I’m married to
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bionn fonn ar an mbuachaill 6g fail réidh lena phriomhiomaitheoir, an t-athair, chun
seilbh a fhail ar a mhathair, de réir Freud. Musclaionn an fonn sin ciontacht agus eagla
in intinn Hans. Tugann Freud le fios gur réitiodh an Coimpléacs i mbealach dearfach
i gcas Hans (ibid.: 97). Is léir, &fach, go bhfuil caidrimh chasta ag Hans lena
thuismitheoiri agus go bhfuil nasc idir an chastacht sin agus an eagla até air roimh

chapaill.

Déantar nasc idir iomha na gcapall agus an toircheas sa chuntas chomh maith.
Cé go dtugann Hans le fios go gceapann sé gur thug an storc a dheirfiar, Hanna, don
teaghlach (ibid.: 71), is Iéir do na daoine fasta gur thug sé na hathruithe a thainig ar
chorp a mhathar le linn an toirchis faoi deara (ibid.: 70-71). Déanann Freud nasc idir
an bosca a luann Hans agus é ag tracht ar bhreith Hanna (ibid.: 69—-70)*'° agus broinn
na mathar (ibid.: 70). Déanann athair Hans agus Freud nasc idir an imni ata ar Hans
roimh na capaill, go hairithe na capaill chairte, agus an toircheas. Ta eagla ar Hans
roimh na capaill chairte nuair ata ualach trom a tharraingt acu. Déanann an t-athair
nasc idir cart trom agus broinn na mna torrai (ibid.: 66).'?° Creideann Freud gur tri
shiombalachas na gcapall a léiritear imni Hans. Seasann capaill an chas-staidéir seo

do na mianta casta ata aige da thuismitheoiri, agus go hairithe da mhathair.

In ainneoin nach gcreideann an t-Udar seo gur cuntas iomlan iontaofa ata i

geuntas Freud ar scéal Hans,'?! d’fthéadfai naisc shuimitila a dhéanamh idir

Mummy, and if [ don’t want a baby, God won’t want it either, when [’'m married.” I: “Would you like
to be married to Mummy?”” Hans: “Oh yes.””’

18 Fch ““I: “But last year Hanna travelled with us in the railway carriage.” Hans: “But before that she
always travelled with us in the box™” (Freud 1909: 69).

120Fch Freud (1909: 81): ““In the street Hans explained to me [an t-athair] that buses, furniture-vans,
and coal-carts were stork-box carts.” [Freud] That is to say, pregnant women. Hans’s excess of sadism
[duirt sé gur mhaith leis a mhathair a leadradh le ‘carpet-beater’] immediately before cannot be
unconnected with the present theme’.

121 s iad suibiachttlacht agus claontacht an chuntais na fadhbanna is mo ata le feiceail ann. Aithnionn
Freud féin cuid de na lochtanna seo (ibid.: 101-106). Admhaionn sé, mar shampla, go bhfuil meas ar
leith ag tuismitheoiri Hans ar a chuid teoirici agus go gciallaionn sé sin nach cuntas oibiachtdil é (ibid.:
101-102). Céineann Freud athair Hans i rith an chuntais toisc go gceapann sé gur chuir an t-athair an
iomarca ceisteanna agus an iomarca brd ar amhac ag pointi airithe agus toisc go gcreideann sé go raibh
drochthionchar ag an iompar sin ar an gcuntas (fch ibid.: 64). Faighimid léargas ar chds Hans tri chuntas
a athar agus faighimid léargas ar chuntas an athar tri chuntas Freud. Is I€ir, mar sin, gur chéir duinn a
bheith ar ar bhfaichill agus an cuntas & 1éamh againn. B’fhéidir gur bhain Freud uséid as an gcas seo
chun a theoirici féin a chur chun cinn. Tugann cas Hans I¢iriu ‘foirfe’ duinn ar an gCoimpléacs
Eideapiiis, dar leis: “In his attitude towards his father and mother Hans confirms in the most concrete
and uncompromising manner what | have said in my Interpretation of Dreams [...] and in my Three
Essays [...] with regard to the sexual relations of a child to his parents. Hans really was a little Oedipus
who wanted to have his father “out of the way”, to get rid of him, so that he might be alone with his
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siombalachas an chuntais agus an siombalachas as a mbaineann an Riordanach Gsaid
sa Réamhra. Nior mhaith le Hans a mhathair a chailleadh. D’fhéadfai a r4, mar a luadh
cheana, gur mhaith leis an bpéiste sa Réamhr4 filleadh ar an Ord Séimeolaioch, ord na
maéthar. Baineann siombalachas an chapaill i gcas-staidéar Freud leis na mothichain
chasta a bhraitheann Hans i leith a mhathar, i leith a athar agus i leith a dheirféar, mar
aon leis an gCoimpléacs Eideapuis agus le forbairt shiceolaioch Hans. Cuirtear an-
bhéim sa chés-staidéar ar an gcaidreamh casta idir Hans agus a mhathair. Ta nasc laidir
idir an capall agus an méithreachas sa Réamhra chomh maith. Baineann an Riordanach
Uséid as iomha an chapaill, agus as an gcaidreamh idir an capall agus an paiste &g,
chun an gaol idéalach idir fili agus an domhan a léirit duinn; gaol oscailte, idirspleéach,
séimeolaioch. Baineann seé an-usaid as friotal na ginitna chun nasc a dhéanamh idir
an gaol sin agus an maithreachas chomh maith; is gineadoir é an file agus ba choir do
na teorainneacha idir é féin agus daoine no rudai eile a bhriseadh ionas gur féidir leis
a chuid paisti—a dhéanta ionraice—a thabhairt chun beatha. D’fhéadfai a ra, mar sin,
go seasann capall an Réamhréd don Ord Séimeolaioch, d’ord na mathar. Cuireann

friotal na ginidna go mor leis an nasc siombalach sin.

Ta ait larnach ag rithimi an tsaoil, briseadh na dteorainneacha, an corp, an
maithreachas agus an ghinidint i bhfealsunacht fhileata an Riordanaigh. Aris agus aris
eile sa Réamhrda, deanann sé nasc idir an proiseas cruthaitheach filiochta agus proiseas
na giniuna agus cuireann sé béim ar na céadfai agus ar mhianta séimeolaiocha an fhile
na teorainneacha idir € féin agus oibiachtai eile a shéanadh. Anuas air sin, caineann sé
an fhiliocht intleachtuil, réasunta toisc go gcreideann sé gur filiocht leamh i seo.
Cuireann sé dashlan, mar sin, faoin nasc traidisitnta idir scriobh na filiochta agus
réimse réasunta intleachtdil na bhfear agus cuireann sé an nasc idir an fhiliocht agus

an maithreachas go mar chun tosaigh.

beautiful mother and sleep with her’ (ibid.: 111). D’fthéadfai a r& gur chuir athair Hans focail i mbeéal a
mhic go minic i rith an chuntais; chreid an t-athair go raibh tionchar an Choimpléics Eideapuiis le brath
in iompar a mhic agus chuir sé bru air na mianta a bhi aige d& mhathair a admhail do. Anuas air sin, is
iad Freud agus an t-athair a mhinionn siombalachas na gcapall duinn agus d’fhéadfai a ra go n-oireann
an minid sin déibh toisc go dtugann sé Gdaras da gcuid smaointe féin. Déanann Freud iarracht, &fach, é
féin, athair Hans agus proiseas na siocanailise a chosaint, ag r4 nach bhfuil ‘impartial scientific
investigation’ i gceist i réimse na siocanailise (ibid.: 104).
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2.11. An Mathairfhile: The Primal Womb'?? agus ‘A Sheanfhili, Miinidh Dom
Glao’

Cé go ndirionn an Riordanach ar mheafar na hatharthachta sa dan ‘Banfhile’, cuireann
sé béim ar mheafar an mhaithreachais i roinnt danta eile. Ta teannas le brath ina chuid
filiochta idir forsai fireanna agus fdrsai baineanna na filiochta, mar sin. Déantar

mionscrudu ar an teannas seo sa dan ‘A Sheanfhili, Mainidh Dom Glao’ (ES: 36).

Ag tGs an dain, ta an cainteoir ag iarraidh teacht ar na ‘focail” (I. 1) chui chun
dan a chumadh toisc go bhfuil siad ‘[f]olaithe i gceo na haimsire’ (l. 2). Is Iéir go bhfuil
nasc idir na focail ata a lorg aige agus an traidisiun liteartha mar deir sé go bhfuil siad
‘scaipithe i leabhraibh 1éinn/Is fos i gcuimhne seandiri’ (11. 5-6). Cuireann an cur sios
seo traidisitn oifigitil, fireann na litriochta in iul don léitheoir. Ta an-chuid focal
firinscneach le fail sa chéad véarsa—*focal’, ‘ceo’, ‘leabhar’, ‘seandir’—a bhaineann
go direach leis an traidisiun liteartha. Is Iéir go dtuigeann an cainteoir tdbhacht agus
arsaiocht an traidisidin toisc go dtagann frustrachas air nuair nach féidir leis teacht ar
na focail chui chun dan a scriobh. Léiritear frustrachas an chainteora go soiléir san
agall seo a leanas: ‘Och, buailim leo is ni aithnim iad’ (1. 8). Tugtar le fios anseo go
mbraitheann an cainteoir go bhfuil deighilt idir é féin—n0 a chuid scribhneoireachta
féin—agus an traidisitn agus go bhfuil focail an traidisitin seo ceilte air. Is léir go
gcuireann an deighilt seo isteach go moér air. D’théadfai a r4 go mbraitheann an

cainteoir fireann seo go bhfuil sé ar imeall an traidisitin fhirinn.

Ta nasc idir na smaointe sin agus dearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith an traidisidin
liteartha.'®® Mar a mhaionn Louis de Paor, is cuid larnach den scribhneoireacht tuiscint

an scribhneora ar choincheap an traidisidin:

122 Irigaray (1995a: 40).

123 Niorbh é an Riordanach an t-aon file a rinne dianmhachnamh ar an ngaol idir an file agus an
traidisiun, ar ndoéigh. Sa leabhar Ag Caint leis an Simné? (2018), mar shampla, cuireann Louis de
Paor an ‘gaol is ceart, n6 is féidir, a bheith idir an scribhneoir aonair is an traidisitin a thainig roimhe’
chun tosaigh mar cheist ‘phrainneac[h]’ (8). Cuireann s¢ leis sin, ag ra go bhfuil ‘mishuaimhneas
gigin ag baint le ceist an traidisitin 6 tosnaiodh ar litriocht na Gaeilge a athchdirit aimsir na
hathbheochana agus freagrai éagsula tabhartha ag scribhneoiri ar an ddshlan a bhaineann le teanga
mhionlaithe agus cultlr coilinithe a chur in oiritint doibh féin agus da gcuid 1€itheoiri’ (ibid.).
Dirionn sé ar an léirit a thugann roinnt scribhneoiri ddinn ar choincheap agus ar thionchar an
traidisitin: Eochaidh O hEoghusa, Brian O Nuall4in/Flann O’Brien/Myles na gCopaleen, Liam S.
Grogan, Mairtin O Direéin, an Cadhanach agus, ar ndéigh, an Riordanach.
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Bionn a mhinid féin mar sin ag gach aon scribhneoir ar ‘traidisiun na Gaeilge’.
Leis sin, dirionn sé ar ghné éigin den traidisiun ddchais a bhfuil an iomarca
Udaréis aige i measc léitheoiri agus léirmheastoiri, dar leis, chun aird a
tharraingt ar ghnéithe da shaothar féin nach bhfuil ag teacht leis an munla sin
(2018: 10).

Pl¢ann s¢ an ‘drochamhras a bhi ag scribhneoiri Gaeilge ar an traidisitin duchais’, ag
maiomh go bhfuil nasc idir an drochamhras seo agus ‘an [chJumacht idé-eolaiochtuil
a chuaigh le coincheap an traidisitin Ghaelaigh i reitric pholaitidil agus chultirtha a
linne féin’ (ibid.). Thuig an Riordanach an tabhacht a bhaineann le traidisiin liteartha
na Gaeilge—agus, ar ndoigh, thuig sé tabhacht na teanga féin—bhi meas mér aige ar
an traidisiin agus bhi tionchar mor ag an traidisitn ar a chuid scribhneoireachta. Sa
dialann, mar shampla, molann sé saothar Pheadair Ui Laoghaire, Thomais Ui
Chriomhthain agus an Chéitinnigh agus luann sé go spreagann litriocht an tridir go

mor é:

Is deise liom stil an Athar Peadar na stil aon scribhneora eile dar bhuail umam
sa Ghaeilge fés. Ni mér dom leabhar né dhé leis a I[éamh aris mas mian liom
slacht a bheith ar an rdiméis seo. Léifidh mé An tOileanach chomh maith.
Thaitin glan-Ghaeilge Ui Chriomhthain liom. T4 bearna idir sin agus an
Céitinneach, ach t& cion agam ar a chaint. Cuirfidh macalla meascaithe an
tridir sin mo pheann ag rince & leathanach go leathanach (Airiciv D1:
1.1.1940: 10-11).

Is minic a luann sé scribhneoiri na Gaeilge sa dialann. Luann sé¢, mar shampla, Piaras
Béaslai, Michael Davitt, Piaras Feirtéir, Padraigin Haicéad, Séamas agus Seosamh
Mac Grianna, Micheal Mac Liammoir, Caitlin Maude, Maire Mhac an tSaoi, Eibhlin
Dubh Ni Chonaill, Eiléan Ni Chuilleanain, Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill, Mairéad Ni Ghrada,
Brian O Nuallain, Daibhi O Bruadair, Mairtin O Cadhain, Mairtin O Direéin, Liam O
Flaithearta, Eochaidh O hEoghusa, Tadhg Dall O hUiginn agus Liam O Muirthile, gan
ach beagan a lua. Cuireann sé sin an tionchar a bhi ag seanscribhneoiri agus ag

scribhneoiri nua-aimseartha na Gaeilge ar a chuid smaointeoireachta in ial go soiléir.
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Ag an am céanna, afach, nil aon dabht ach go bhfuil an ‘drochamhras’ a luann
de Paor le brath i scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh. Ni raibh fonn air cloi go hiomlan
le traidisiun ar leith agus leis na ndsanna a bhain leis, toisc go raibh sé mar aidhm aige
Usaid a bhaint as a chuid filiochta chun rudai nua a ra. Chreid sé gur choir don fhile

Gaeilge imirt leis an teanga agus leis an bhfriotal fileata chun sin a dhéanambh:

[...] Agus ba mhaith liom leis sp6rt a bheith agam le teanga, stgradh le teanga,
agus laistigh den Ghaeilge mo rogha rud do dhéanamh [sa phrds ach go
hairithe]. Nithe aiféiseacha, nithe scanrdla a dhéanamh d& mba mhaith leat. Is
minic is docha a scriobhas rudai a chuir olc ar dhaoine. [...] Ba mhaith liom i
gconai leis, cé gur mustarach an chaint i, ach ba mhaith liom réim nateangan
a leathnu agus ina theannta san da fheabhas i an Ghaeilge [...] ba mhaith liom
i fheiscint—n’fheadar conas € ra, tdim ar ti rud a ra nach teastaionn uaim a
r&—i d’fheiscint nios nua-aimsiri (qtd in © Mordha 1978: 175-176).

Is léir, mar sin, go raibh saoirse chruthaitheach uaidh. Cé go molann sé do féin agus
don 1éitheoir ‘[s]rathar shibhialtacht an Bhéarla’ a chur de sa dan ‘Fill Aris’, dan ina
ndéanann sé ceiliuradh ar chultdr, ar thraidisiin agus ar theanga na Gaeilge (1976

[1964]'%*: 41, 1. 7), nior éirigh leisean sin a dhéanamh riamh.

Bhi cion aige, leis, ar scribhneoiri an Bhéarla; bhi tionchar mor ag Eliot,
Hopkins, Keats, Shelley, Blake, Dickinson, Ibsen, Yeats, Joyce agus Beckett air, mar
shampla. Déanann Eibhlin Nic Ghearailt scradd ar an tionchar a bhi ag Yeats,
Hopkins, Ibsen, Blake agus Beckett ar shaothar an Riordanaigh sa leabhar Sean O
Riorddin agus ‘An Striapach Allurach’ (1988). Déanann Declan Kiberd cur sios ar an
Riordanach mar ‘f[h]ile Angla-Eireannach’ agus maionn sé gur féidir linn a dhearbht
go bhfuil idir rithim, samhlaoidi, comhréir agus mothtichain an Bhéarla le brath’ ina
chuid scribhneoireachta (1980: 93; 111). Aithnionn Kiberd (1980) agus Frank Sewell
(2000) araon go raibh tionchar mor ag Joyce ar an Riordanach agus gur féidir linn
cosulachtai a aimsiu i saothar na beirte. Cé go raibh an-mheas aige ar thraidisiun
liteartha na Gaeilge, ta rian an Bhéarla le brath go soiléir ar a chuid saothar. Thug sé

féin an choimhlint theangeolaioch seo faoi deara, ar ndéigh. Rinne sé cur sios air féin

124 Déantar tagairt anseo don chnuasach Brosna. Bainfear (said as an ngiorrichan B chun tagairt a
dhéanamh don chnuasach céanna amach anseo.
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mar ‘[dh]uine gan ratai & stracadh idir dha theanga’ (Airciv D28 8.9.1964: 179) sa
dialann trath, mar shampla, agus ta an choimhlint idir an Béarla agus an Ghaeilge le
brath mar mhoérthéama ina dhara cnuasach, Brosna, ina ‘[dtjugann sé aghaidh ar

thadhb an d4 theanga agus a gcaidreamh mishocair le chéile’ (de Paor 2018: 114).

Chruthaigh an dearcadh casta a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith an traidisidin—an
meascan suimiuil de mheas agus easurraim spraitil—teannas in intinn an fhile agus

ba mhinic a chuir sé ceisteanna mar seo a leanas air féin:

Ni fheadar an fearr cloi leis na seanchora cainte né focail nach bhfeicti i
gcomhluadar in aon chor roimhe seo a cheangal i gcuing an phosta (Airciv
D1: 14.1.1940: 43).

Déanann Kiberd cur sios ar an teannas céanna:

Ta an bhunchoimhlint chéanna taobh thiar de shaothar Ui Riordain—dan
amhain ag cloi leis an saol Gaelach, ceann eile leis an saol eachtrannach, agus
an t-uafas freisin bunaithe ar an teannas idir an da thraidisidn agus an sior-
rogha ata le déanamh eatarthu (1980: 97).

In Eireaball Spideoige, déanann an Riordanach iarracht rudai nua a dhéanambh leis an
teanga chun smaointe nua a chur in il agus, mar a deir O Tuama, bhain sé ‘geit’ as
lucht an traidisiuin da bharr (1984: 5). Léiritear imeartas teangeolaioch an Riordanaigh
go soiléir sna comhfhocail aisteacha as ar bhain sé Gsaid, mar shampla. Is minic a
bhionn cruth ciotach ar na focail seo agus seasann siad amach don léitheoir a bhfuil
taithi aige ar struchtur na Gaeilge. Sa dan ‘Adhlacadh Mo Mhathar’ (ES: 56-58), mar
shampla, déanann sé cur sios ar dhord na beiche sa reilig mar ‘screadstracadh ar an
ndinbhrat’ (1. 4). T4 cainteoir an ddin seo ag iarraidh dul i ngleic le bas a mhathar tri
mhean na healaine, mar a luadh cheana!? agus cuireann an comhfhocal aisteach
‘screadstracadh’ aduaine an bhais agus an dobrdin in i01.1%° Ni focal traidisitnta é in
aon chor, &fach (O Tuama 1984: 5). Bhi—agus t&—an-chuid criticeoiri sasta an tréith

sin a mholadh.

125Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.4., Igh 113-124.
126 Fch ibid., Ich 121.
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Chomh maith le O Tuama (1973; 1975; 1977; 1984), mhol criticeoiri eile mar
Fhlann Mac an tSaoir (1953), Mhairtin O Direain (1953), Eoghan O hAnluain (1973
[1929]), Thadhg O Dushlaine (1978; 1993), Frank Sewell (2000; 2014), Louis de Paor
(2009) agus Mhaire Ni Annrachain (2012) nuélaiocht a chuid filiochta. Luann Kiberd
an tionchar a bhi ag an mBéarla ar a chuid filiochta i gcomhthéacs dearfach, nuair a
mhaionn sé gur €irigh leis ‘an teanga dhuchais a shaothrii agus a least le smaointe
casta comhaimseartha, le teibiocht a bhi le sonru le fada an 14 ar nualitriocht an Bhéarla
ach a bhi imithe as an nGaeilge 6n seachtl haois déag i leith’ (1980: 93). Ni raibh gach
duine sasta glacadh le stil thrialach an Riordanaigh, afach.

Spreag foilsit Eireaball Spideoige diospoireacht bheoga sna hirisi liteartha
agus sna nuachtain. Bhi tionchar olimhér ag léirmheas géar Mhaire Mhac an tSaoi ar
an Riordanach. San iris Feasta, chain si meadaracht a chuid filiochta agus an Gsaid a

bhain sé as an nGaeilge,*?’

ag ra go dtéann Eireaball Spideoige i gcoinne an traidisiuin
(17-19). D’aontaigh roinnt criticeoiri eile 1éi. Chain an taidhleoir agus an colunai
Thomas Woods (1953a), a bhain usaid as an ainm cleite ‘Thersites’ san Irish Times,
Gaeilge an Riordanaigh, toisc nach raibh an file ina chainteoir dichais, mhaigh sé go
raibh an file rothogtha leis an gcleasaiocht agus go raibh an fhiliocht in Eireaball
Spideoige gan substaint da bharr. Nuair a chain Sean O hEigeartaigh, foilsitheoir Ui
Riordain, (qtd O Coiledin 1982: 247) an tuairim sin, sheas Woods a fhod, ag ra in alt
eile san Irish Times nach raibh i bhfiliocht an Riordanaigh ach ‘pseudo-Irish poetry’
(1953b). Chreid Ciaran O Nuallain go raibh filiocht an chnuasaigh rétheibi (fch O
Coileéin, 1982: 249-251). Mhaigh Mhac an tSaoi narbh fhéidir le duine filiocht an
Riordanaigh a thuiscint gan tuiscint mhaith a bheith aige ar an nBéarla agus chuir si
béim ar roinnt botun teanga a bhraith si ina chuid danta (fch Kiberd 1980: 106-107).
Rinne roinnt criticeoiri—O hEigeartaigh, O Dire4in, O Tuama, an scribhneoir
Breandan O Beachain agus Kiberd ina measc (fch O Coileain 1982: 247-248; Kiberd

127 Déanann Louis de Paor tracht ar an gcaoi ar diriodh den chuid ba mho ar Gsaid na teanga féin sa
diospdireacht sin agus nar glacadh leis gur choir don fhile Gsaid ar leith a bhaint as an teanga ina
chuid saothair: ‘[...] glacadh leis den gcuid is mé ar an d& thaobh den argoint go raibh a leithéid de rud
ann agus ceart na Gaeilge is gur cheart glacadh leis sin. Ma bhi easpa maistreachta ar an teanga agus
pseudo-Ghaeilge & chasadh leis 6 thaobh amhain, bhi a lucht leantina ar an taobh eile & diteamh
chomh daingean céanna nach raibh ceart na Gaeilge saraithe dirire aige ach i gcipla mionrud nar
dheacair a cheartu ar ball. Ba bheag duine a bhi sasta a ra go raibh sé de cheart ag an bhfile a bheith
micheart ma bhi a chandint dhana ag freastal ar a riachtanas samhlaiochta féin’ (2018: 114).
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1980: 107)—iarracht saothar agus cail an Riordanaigh a chosaint. Rinne an file
iarracht é féin a chosaint chomh maith. Chain sé na scribhneoiri a chuir béim ollmhér
ar chursai stile agus teanga ina gcuid danta, seachas an bhéim a chur ar &bhar na
filiochta, ag ra nach raibh filiocht ionraic i gceist sna danta sin (qtd O Coilein 1982:
243). Ghoill céineadh na gcriticeoiri air, afach, agus tuairimi Mhac an tSaoi go

hairithe.

Foilsiodh Eireaball Spideoige in 1952 agus nior foilsiodh Brosna go dti an
bhliain 1964. Déanann an Riordanach iarracht mionscradd cuimsitheach a dhéanamh
ar cheist na teanga agus ar cheist an datheangachais sa chnuasach seo (fch Kiberd
1980: 106; Sewell 2000). Is léir go raibh tionchar ag na cuntais dhiultacha thuasluaite
a scriobh criticeoiri ar Eireaball Spideoige air, mar sin. Sa dan ‘Fill Aris’ (B: 41), mar
a luadh cheana, maionn sé gur choir d’fhili Gaelacha traidisian an Bhéarla a sheachaint
chun dirit go hiomlan ar thraidisiin na Gaeilge (fch 1l. 1-9). Ta aibhéil le brath sa dan
seo, go hairithe nuair a thuigimid go raibh tionchar mor ag fili agus scribhneoiri an
Bhéarla ar an Riordénach. In ‘A Ghaeilge Im Pheannsa’ (ibid.: 9-10), tugann sé ‘an
striapach allarach’ ar an mBéarla (1. 28), ach admhaionn sé go bhfuil tionchar ag an
mBéarla agus ag smaointe an Bhéarla ar a chuid scribhneoireachta sna linte seo a

leanas:

Is sinim chughat smaointe

A ghoideas-sa uaithi [6n ‘striapach alltirach’],
Do dhealramhsa a chimse,

Is do mhalairt im shuilibh (ll. 29-32).

In ‘A Theanga Seo Leath-Liom’ (ibid.: 25) caineann sé é féin aris toisc nach bhfuil sé
tumtha sa Ghaeilge, ach aithnionn sé go mbeadh sé deacair air € féin a thumadh go

hiomlan inti:

Ni mheileann riamh leath-aigne,
Caithfeam dul ionat;

Cé nach bog féd chuid a bhraithim td,
A theanga seo leath-liom (ll. 13-16).
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In ainneoin na dtuairimi ata le brath sa chnuasach Brosna, ni raibh an Riordanach in
ann traidisitin an Bhéarla a sheachaint riamh. Ta dan in omds do Joyce!?® le fail sa
chnuasach Tar Eis Mo Bhais (21-22), mar shampla, ina maionn sé go bhfuil Joyce
‘ina chuid diom chomh dearfa/Le soiscéal Chriost n6 an aibitir’ (1. 4-5) agus ina
molann sé meon Joyce agus an fonn a bhi air teorainneacha an traidisitin liteartha a
cheistia (I. 29-32). Is léir go raibh teannas mor le brath idir meon Ui Riordain agus

meon na dtraidisiUnaithe.

Creideann an scribhneoir seo go raibh tionchar ag an teannas sin ar a dhearcadh
i leith thraidisiun liteartha na Gaeilge, ach go raibh an dearcadh casta sin le brath sular
foilsiodh cuntais na gcriticeoiri chomh maith. Sa dan ‘Seo Libh’ (ES: 26), mar
shampla, maionn sé nach mbaineann an dan le ‘fear 1é¢inn’ ar bith (I. 10). D’fhéadfai a
ra gur cheap se go raibh caineadh i ndan don chnuasach. Cé go raibh meas aige ar
thraidisiun liteartha na Gaeilge, bhi sé mar aidhm aige bru a chur ar theorainneacha an
traidisiuin sin. Cuireann na tagairti don ‘c[h]eo’ sa chéad vearsa den dan ‘A Sheanfhili
Muinidh Dom Glao’ na deacrachtai atd ag an gcainteoir leis an traidisitn in 1al dainn

go soiléir.

Tagann athrd mor ar iomhanna agus ar fhriotal an dain sa dara véarsa. Cuirtear

béim ar an mbandlacht agus ar an maithreachas sna linte seo a leanas:

Té aisling ann, is is eol dom i,

Ag fiuchadh i mbroinn mo shamhlaiochta,

Lasair gheal gan chorp mar ghaoith,

Is corp oiridnach & impi aici,

Abhar linbh i ag santu saoil,

Bean mé nach maighdean is nach mathair (1. 9-14).

Cuireann na hiomhanna seo taobh baineann na filiochta in iul go soiléir. Seasann an
b[h]roinn don tsamhlaiocht fhileata agus seasann an [t]-abhar linbh don dan
neamhiomlan. Cuireann an focal ‘broinn’ an nasc, an aontacht sin idir an duine agus

corp na mathar, an ‘first sojourn in which we become bodies’ i gcuimhne duinn go

128 Dganfar plé nios doimhne ar an nasc idir saothar an Riordanaigh agus saothar Joyce i gCaibidil 4,
Cuid 4.8., Igh 332-343.
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laidir (Irigaray 1995a: 41). Is focail bhaininscneacha iad ‘aisling’, ‘broinn’,
‘samhlaiocht’, ‘lasair’, ‘gaoth’, ‘bean’, ‘maighdean’ agus ‘mathair’. T4 codarsnacht
mhor idir an friotal firinscneach ag tus an dain agus an friotal bainisnceach sa véarsa
seo. Is diol spéise é go ndéanann an cainteoir baineannu air féin sa line dheireanach
thuas.'? Is aircitiopai baineanna fiorchoitianta iad an mhaighdean agus an mhathair i
ndioscursai an larthair, mar a luann teoirici mar Marina Warner (1976) agus Julia
Kristeva (1985) agus cuireann na focail seo an Mhaighdean Bheannaithe i gcuimhne
dainn. D’théadfai a r4 go ndéanann cainteoir an dain seo mathair mheafarach de féin,

go bhfuil sé ina mhathairfhile.

Sa chomhra ud a bhi acu le Laura O’Connor, pléann Nuala Ni Dhomhnaill agus
Medhbh McGuckian an file Seamus Heaney, fearfhile eile a chuir béim ar thaobh
baineann na filiochta. Luann McGuckian gur thug Heaney an-tacaiocht di nuair a bhi
si ina file 0g sa Tuaisceart agus déanann si féin agus Ni Dhomhnaill cur sios air mar

mhathair mheafarach:

MMCcG: [...] when I went to Queens and Heaney was teaching there—in my
final year, 72, 1 had him in a seminar, and he was just a wonderful
mediatrix.**

NNiD: Yes sometimes | think about Seamus that his greatest strength is that
he is actually a woman—a great, big, benevolent mountain, standing
protectively behind you, like your mother should do (1995: 592; liomsa an
bhéim).

San alt ‘The Treachery of Wetness’ (2005) déanann Moynagh Sullivan cur sios
suimidil ar Heaney mar mhéthair mheafarach na filiochta Eireannai agus ar a chuid
filiochta mar fhiliocht bhaineann. Maionn si go mbaineann sé Usaid as an-chuid
iomhéanna a bhaineann leis an gcorp—go hairithe le corp na mathar—ina chuid danta.
Pléann si na cuntais a scriobh criticeoiri éagstla, mar Terence Brown, ar shaothar
Heaney sa chnuasach Modern Critical Views, a foilsiodh sna hochtoidi, agus luann si
gur chain cuid acu stil ‘bhaineann’ Heaney ann (ibid.: 452). Tuigeadh Heaney mar

‘fhile naisiunta’—cé go raibh drogall air féin glacadh leis an gcur sios sin (ibid.)—

129 |_uann Sullivan (2008) ‘the andocentrism encoded in aesthetics’ (17). Seans gur aithin an Riordanach
an ‘andocentrism’ sin agus go raibh sé i gceist ¢ a cheistil.
130 |s minic a bhaintear Gsaid as an téarma seo chun cur sios a dnéanamh ar an Maighdean Bheannaithe.
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agus rinne na criticeoiri nasc idir an fhiliocht naisiinta agus an fheardlacht. Chreid
siad nach mbeadh Heaney in ann dul chun cinn a dhéanamh mar fhile de bharr a chuid
stile. Maionn Browne, mar shampla, go bhfuil filiocht Heaney “governed by feminine
sexual principles™ (ibid.: 452) agus gur chéir do na criticeoiri béim a chur ar
““government of his gestation and birth by masculine forces™” (ibid.: 453). Creideann
Sullivan go raibh sé mar aidhm ag criticeoiri mar Brown feartlacht Heaney a chur
chun tosaigh san anailis a rinne siad ar a chuid saothair. D’usaid na criticeoiri, Brown
ina measc, friotal na giniuna chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an bproiseas fileata agus
rinne siad tagairti do ‘shaolt’ Heaney mar fhile naisiunta 1 rith an téacs sin (ibid.).
Luann Sullivan, é&fach, gur chreid na criticeoiri sin nach raibh Heaney—an file

naisiinta—*saolaithe’ i gceart go foill.

Cheap Brown, mar shampla, nach raibh aibiocht iomlan le brath i bhfiliocht
Heaney go foill toisc go raibh an-chuid iomhanna baineanna—iomhéanna a bhaineann
leis an nginitint agus le silteacht an choirp mar shampla—Ie fail ina chuid
scribhneoireachta (ibid.). Déanann Sullivan cur sios ar shaold an fhile mar ‘an Oedipal
rebirth’ (ibid.) ina bhfagann an file ‘the mater/matter’ ina dhiaidh chun béim a chur ar
‘the textual father/son [...] as the locus of meaning’ (ibid.). Cuireann an cur sios seo
saothar Irigaray agus Kristeva i gcuimhne duinn aris. Usaideann an file meéan na
filiochta chun aibiocht a bhaint amach agus, de réir Sullivan, déantar baineannu ar an
bhfiliocht (an préiseas cruthaitheach) agus ar scriobh na filiochta d& bharr. Samhlaitear
an dan mar ‘the feminised matter, the matrix out of which the poet heroically struggles
into his own maturity’, dar 1éi (ibid.). Ni raibh criticeoiri Heaney sésta leis na gnéithe

‘baineanna’ a bhraith siad ina chuid filiochta.

Minionn Sullivan gur athraigh stil Heaney i rith na mblianta agus gur chuir sé
béim ar leith ar an gcruacht agus ar iomhanna fallacha ina chuid filiochta déanai, ach
nar thréig sé na hiomhanna a bhaineann leis an nginidint agus le silteacht an choirp
riamh. Déanann si comparaid idir an cur sios a rinne Yeats agus Heaney ar an tar
céanna, mar shampla. Chuir Yeats béim ar thréithe fallacha an tair ach, de réir
Sullivan, ‘Heaney subtly redefines the tower to form a womb for the creation of a
national poetry’: cuireann sé an bhéim, mar sin, ar an maithreachas (ibid.: 454).
Cuireann si béim ar ‘fluid oeuvre’ Heaney (ibid.: 455) agus ar an drogall a bhi air dul

i ngleic leis an ‘hard intellectual labor’ a bhi idir lamha ag Yeats (ibid.). Déanann si
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cur sios ar Heaney mar mhéathair n6 mar mhéathairfhile aris agus aris eile san alt seo.
Déanann si tracht, mar shampla, ar a ‘cultural transvestism’ (ibid.) agus luann si go
gcuireann sé¢ béim ar ‘the maternal phallus’ agus ar an ‘originary wholeness’ a

bhaineann leis chun an iomh& den naisiin neamhroinnte a chur chun tosaigh (ibid.).

Pléann si an bhéim a chuireann Heaney ar an Ord Séimeolaioch agus ar
iomhénna a bhaineann leis an bhfliche ina chuid scribhneoireachta (ibid.: 456-457).
Cé go raibh fonn ar chriticeoiri Heaney béim a chur ar fheartlacht agus ar réastntacht
a chuid filiochta, seachas ar na gnéithe ‘baineanna’ a bhraith siad inti (ibid.: 457-458),

maionn Sullivan nér thréig Heaney iomhanna na broinne agus na ginitna riamh:

[...] by metonymically borrowing female physiology to create the illusion of
originary wholeness, Heaney’s work, although it resists naming the mother’s
body, as itself, through the redress as the maternal body of the maternal
phallus, brings the mother powerfully into representation [...] Heaney’s work

[...] keeps the desired dry paternity of the pen treacherously wet (ibid.: 458).

Tugann sé sin le fios nar ghéill s¢é go hiomlan don traidisiun patrarcach toisc gur
dhirigh sé ar chorp na mathar agus ar an ngaol séimeolaioch idir an mhathair agus an
paiste (ibid.). Maionn Sullivan go bhfuil rian den ‘disgust and fear of women’s bodies’
até le brath i sochai na hEireann agus i sochai an larthair, le feiceail chomh maith san
anailis a dhéanann criticeoiri éagsula ar fhiliocht Heaney (ibid.: 460). Déanann si
tagairt don mhéid ata le ra ag Irigaray faoi chontuirt na broinne chun an déistin agus
an faitios sin a mhiniu (ibid.: 461-462). Tugtar le fios san alt seo gur minic a bhain
Heaney usaid as friotal agus as iomhanna an mhaithreachais agus na ginitna ina chuid
filiochta. Is féidir linn nasc a dhéanamh, mar sin, idir teicnici Heaney agus na teicnici
ata in usaid ag O Riordain in ‘A Sheanfhili, Muinidh Dom Glao’.

Cuireann an rol maithridil a aimsionn sé do féin imni mhér ar an gcainteoir in
‘Seanfhili’ agus iarrann sé ar na seanfhili cabhair a thabhairt d6 aris ag deireadh an
dain de bharr gur mhaith leis smacht a chur ar a ‘shamhailtgharlach’ (1. 16). Cuireann
an comhfhocal aisteach seo aduaine an fhorsa fhileata agus michompord an chainteora
in iul go héifeachtach. Sileann an cainteoir go mbeadh sé in ann smacht a chur ar an

bhférsa fileata da dtiocfadh sé ar na focail chui, thraidisiinta chun dan a chumadh.
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Tugann an déan le fios ddinn go gcoimeadann férsa fireann an traidisidin smacht ar

fhorsa baineann na filiochta féin.

Tugtar le fios go dtéann ‘abhar linbh” an dain i gcoinne struchtar an traidisidin
fhirinn toisc go bhfuil an forsa cruthaitheach nios cumhachtai na traidisiun liteartha ar
bith. Cé go dtugann an cainteoir aghaidh ar na ‘seanfhili’—ar an traidisiun—sna linte
deireanacha, ni reéititear aincheist an dain. Is diol spéise é an chaoi a ndéanann an
cainteoir nasc idir friotaiocht an fhorsa fhileata, proiseas na ginilna agus an
maithreachas. Mar a luadh cheana, creideann Kristeva (1986a) gur friotal
réabhldideach é friotal na filiochta toisc go gcuirtear béim ar leith inti ar smaointe agus
ar mhianta dosmachtaithe baineanna agus toisc go gcuireann se isteach ar
choinbhinsidin an oird—mnd an traidisiGin—thirinn. Tugtar le fios in ‘Seanfhili’ go
bhfuil an Riordanach ag iarraidh smacht iomlan a fhail ar a dhdn neamhiomlan. Tugtar
le fios go dtuigeann sé cumhacht threascrach an fhorsa fthileata, afach, cé go gcuireann

an chumbhacht seo eagla air.

D’fhéadfai a ra, mar sin, go I¢irionn ‘Seanthili’ go raibh deacrachtai mora ag
an Riordanach, mar fhile fireann, leis an traidisiun fireann ar bhain sé leis. Tuigeann
cainteoir an dain scriobh na filiochta mar ghniomh baineann agus maithriuil, rud a
chuireann imni air toisc gur fear é. Baineann sé sarusaid as friotal inscneach agus
meafar na giniina chun a mhishocracht a chur in ial agus ceistionn sé na teorainneacha
idir an fhearulacht agus an bhanulacht. D’aithin an Riordanach go raibh baint éigin
aige le traidisiun fireann patrarcach, ach d’aithin sé chomh maith go raibh an traidisiun
seo teoranta agus go raibh it larnach ag gnéithe a raibh baint thraidisiunta acu leis an

mbanulacht i gceird na filiochta.

2.12. ‘Cneas le cneas’: An Proéiseas Cruthaitheach agus an Ghiniuint in ‘Dan’

Tagann meafar na ginitina chun tosaigh aris in ‘Dan’ (ES: 113-114) ina luann an file
an tionchar a bhi ag daoine mar a sheanathair—fear a raibh tuiscint sharmhaith aige ar
an nGaeilge agus ar an dulra—ar a chuid scribhneoireachta. Maionn an cainteoir gur

mhaith leis an dan neamhiomlan a iompar ina bhroinn mheafarach:

Mar thoircheas i mbroinn
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Biodh an véarsa seo a chim,
Ni iarraim ach a iompar
Idir an da linn [...] (Il. 6-9).

Admbhaionn s¢ sa chéad véarsa eile nach ‘liomsa féin a bhrii/Na ni liomsa féin a bhri’
(1. 12-13). Is cosuil go gciallaionn na linte sin go raibh tionchar ag daoine eile ar an
dan—go bhfuil traidisitn éigin taobh thiar de—agus go mbeidh l€éitheoiri in ann a
mbri féin a thogail as an dan amach anseo. D’fhéadfai nasc a dhéanamh idir na
smaointe seo agus an toircheas. Tuigeann mna torracha, mar shampla, nach ‘leosan’
amhain an leanbh agus go raibh tionchar ag daoine eile—ag a dtuismitheoiri, ag a

Ve

bhfir, ag an tsocha

ar choimpeart agus ar ghinidint an linbh. Tuigeann siad chomh
maith go mbeidh a s(h)aol féin ag an leanbh tar éis d6 né di an bhroinn a fhagail.

Maionn sé sa chéad line eile go raibh ‘lamh ag mo sheanathair’ sa dan (1. 14).
Cé go dtugann sé le fios nach raibh baint ag a sheanathair leis an traidisitn liteartha
toisc nar ‘chleacht s¢ riamh filiocht’ (l. 15), déanann s¢ dluthnasc idir ceird na
feirmeoireachta agus scriobh na filiochta. Deir sé go raibh ‘duanaire b6 bainne’ (I. 16)
ag a sheanathair i gCiarrai, mar shampla, agus déanann sé comparaid idir an iomha da
sheanathair agus € i mbun bhledn na mbo agus file agus € i mbun pinn sna linte seo a

leanas:

Ni neamhionann cru na bhfocal san
Is sniogadh na sini (1. 28-29).

Déantar nasc sa dan seo idir scriobh na filiochta, an maithreachas agus an corp
baineann—an bhroinn—agus ta neart tagairti do na ‘sini’ réadala a ‘chuimil’ a
sheanathair (1. 21) agus do ‘sniogadh na sini’ (1. 29) meafaracha a dhéanann an file
agus é i mbun pinn. Léirionn Warner (1976) agus Kristeva (1986a) gur iomhanna
coitianta a bhaineann leis an maithreachas iad iomhanna den bhainne agus de chiocha

na mathar i ndioscursai an larthair.

T4 friotal corpartha le brath in ‘Dan’. Déanann an cainteoir cur sios

caidreamhach ar a sheanathair agus é i mbun bhledn na mbé agus tugann sé le fios go
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raibh tuiscint laidir ag an bhfear sin ar na hainmhithe agus go mb’théidir go raibh an-

tuiscint ag a sheanathair ar an gcollaiocht chomh maith:

Is do thuig sé cad ba chrq,
Is do thuig sé cad ba chioch,
Is do bheirimse mo bhuiochas do6

Gur chuimil sé sini.

Do bhlais a Iamh an tsine sin,
Is do thuig a bra 6 chroi [...] (II. 18-23).

Ta an iomha is caidreamhai sa dan le brath sna linte ‘[c]neas le cneas do tuigeadh
¢/Mar fhear ag lui na mnaoi’ (11. 24-25). Is léir go ndéanann an file nasc meafarach
idir blean na mbo agus scriobh na filiochta sa dan seo agus, mar sin, tugann na linte
seo le fios gur gniomh & scriobh na filiochta atd chomh caidreamhach agus chomh

corpartha leis an ngnéas agus leis an nginidint fhisiciuil.

2.13. Concluid

Déantar eagoir ar an Riordanach, dar leis an scribhneoir seo, nuair a chuirtear ina leith
gur aontaigh sé le michothromaiocht inscne an traidisitin liteartha né go ndearna sé
iarracht an mhichothromaiocht seo a chur chun cinn ina chuid danta. Bhi dearcadh an-
chasta aige i leith an mhaithreachais, dearcadh a bhain ni hamhain leis an ngaol a bhi
aige lena mhathair féin, ach leis an idéald a rinneadh ar an méathair i sochai na hEireann
san fhichiu haois agus leis na tuairimi casta a bhi aige i leith thraidisiun liteartha na

Gaeilge chomh maith.

Bhi tionchar mor ag a mhathair féin—agus go hairithe ag bas a mhathar—ar a
dhearcadh i leith an mhaithreachais (idéalaigh) agus bhi tionchar doshéanta ag
coincheap an mhaithreachais ar a fhealsiinacht fhileata chomh maith. Rinne sé idéald
ar a mhathair, gan dabht, agus d’fhag coincheap an mhaithreachais rian laidir ar a
chuid scribhneoireachta. Is 1éir 6n Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige agus i ndanta
airithe da chuid, cuid acu ata pléite anseo, go raibh fonn air iniGchadh a dhéanamh ar

thaobh baineann, ar thaobh maithriuil na filiochta.
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Nior ghlac sé go dilis le michothromaiocht inscne an traidisiuin liteartha—
traidisiin na Gaeilge agus traidisiun an larthair i gcoitinne ata i gceist anseo—toisc
nar ghlac sé go dilis le coinbhinsidin an traidisidin seo. Cé go raibh meas aige ar
thraidisiun na Gaeilge, thuig sé chomh maith gur féidir le laincisi an traidisitin bac a
chur ar ghuth an scribhneora, mar a léirigh sé san alt nuachtéin seo a leanas ina bpléann

sé an chomhairle a thug Domhnall O Corcora do trath:

Duirt [Domhnall] O Corcora liom uair gan aon line a scriobh na beadh
bunaithe ar line as an seanfhiliocht. Ach cad ta le déanambh [...] nuair a bhionn
an duine nios fairsinge na an traidisiun [...] T4 sé ceart go leor fanuint laistigh
de thuiscint na Gaeilge ach rud eile is ea cuid diot féin a fhagaint as an
aireamh. Ni folair an dtichas d’fhairsingit (Irish Times 12.8.1972: 12).

Ni raibh fonn air cuid de féin ‘a fhagaint as an aireamh’ agus a shaoirse chruthaitheach
a laghdd chun cloi go docht le coinbhinsitin an traidisitin.*®! Is l1éir chomh maith go
raibh tuiscint aige ar an traidisitn, uaireanta, mar ‘laimh mharbh ar a shamhlaiocht’,
mar a chuireann Louis de Paor é (2018: 12). Dar leis an scribhneoir seo gur bhain O
Riordain Gsaid as a chuid filiochta chun na coinbhinsiuin sin a cheistit. Cé gur minic
a léitear an Riordanach mar fhile an-dairire, ta imeartas focal le brath go fldirseach i
ndanta mar ‘Banfhile’ agus ‘Stile Donna’. I ndanta eile, mar ‘A Sheanfhili, Muinidh
Dom Glao’ agus ‘Dan’, cuireann sé¢ an bhéim ar thaobh baineann agus maithriail an

phraoisis chruthaithigh.

D’aithin an Riordanach taobh baineann na filiochta. Ni hé sin le ra nar chuir
an taobh seo imni air, mar fhile fireann. Ta imni an fhile fhirinn le brath go soiléir in
‘Banfhile’ agus in ‘Seanthili’ araon, mar shampla. Ni raibh sé mar aidhm ag an
scribhneoir seo an chaoi ar ghlac an Riordanach go hiomlan le taobh baineann na
filiochta a I€iri sa chaibidil seo. Ni dhearna sé sin. Bhi sé mar aidhm ag an udar seo

béim a chur ar an teannas idir forsa fireann agus forsa baineann na filiochta i

131 Dar le Louis de Paor gur comhartha de scribhneoir ‘cumasach’ an chaoi a n-éirfonn leis ‘teannas
cruthaitheach a chothd idir na coinbhinsidin chumaddireachta a fuair sé roimis agus mianach fé leith a
shamhlaiochta féin’ (2018: 12). Cuireann s¢ leis sin, nuair a mhaionn sé nach ‘ag scaruint leis an
traidisitin a bhiodar [‘scribhneoiri cumasacha’ na Gaeilge] ach ag cur leis, 4 chlaochli mar a
dheineann scribhneoiri cumasacha i ngach teanga’ (ibid.). Dar leis gur gné larnach den litriocht
chumasach ¢ an ‘teannas [...] idir éileamh an traidisiuin agus brt na samhlaiochta’ (ibid.: 14).
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bhfealsinacht agus i nd&nta an Riordanaigh. Anuas air sin, bhi sé mar aidhm ag an
scribhneoir seo na cuntais ina léiritear an Riordanach mar fhile fireann nua-aimseartha
a ghlac le coinbhinsiuin inscne na candna go dilis a cheistid. Ta polaitiocht inscne
fhiliocht an Riordanaigh an-chasta. Cé gur file fireann a bhi ann agus cé gur thuig sé
go maith go raibh baint aige le traidisiun a raibh smacht ag na fir air leis na céadta
bliain, ghlac sé leis in amanna go raibh forsa €igin baineann taobh thiar den phroiseas
cruthaitheach, rud a chiallaionn go raibh air iniGchadh a dhéanamh ar a fhéinitlacht

féin mar fhile fireann, mar fhear.
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Caibidil 3

‘Fothram na Feola’: Léiriu an Choirp agus na Collaiochta i

Scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh

3.1. Réamhra

Bhi dearcadh an-chasta ag Sean O Riordain i leith a choirp agus i leith a chollaiochta
féin, ar chuiseanna ar leith: (1) an drochthionchar a bhi ag an eitinn ar a chorp agus ar
a dhearcadh ina leith féin; (2) a dhearcadh i leith na collaiochta agus i leith a mhianta
collai, ar a raibh tionchar, ni hamhain ag a chuinsi saoil, ach ag teagasc na hEaglaise
Caitlici—coincheap na collaiochta dlisteanai, coincheap an pheaca—agus dearcadh na
sochai comhaimseartha i leith na clirtéireachta, an phosta agus na giniuna; (3) a thaithi

phearsanta féin ar an ngra romansuil.

Ni hionadh ar bith é go raibh tionchar mor ag na tuairimi casta a bhi ag an
Riordanach i leith a choirp agus i leith a chollaiochta ar an dearcadh a bhi aige ina leith
féin mar fhear. Ba mhinic a thuig sé a shaol mar shaol ‘mi-rialta’ (Airciv D19
28.4.1958: 31) agus bhraith sé ‘easba feartilachta’ ann féin chomh maith (Airciv D9
29.1.1951: 113). Bhi tuiscint aige air féin mar fhear ait toisc nar chloigh sé le noirm
na sochai comhaimseartha, go hairithe noirm na feartlachta. Bhiodh sé de nos aige
comparaid a dhéanambh idir é féin agus daoine eile, go hairithe fir eile, chun tuiscint a
fhail ar a phearsantacht agus ar a stadas soisialta. Baineann an cineal sin comparaide

go pointe leis an iomaiocht idir fir a bhionn ar sidl i gcdras sdisialta patrarcach.t®

Cuirtear béim ar an michothromaiocht a chruthaionn an phatrarcacht idir fir

agus mna i ndioscursai an fheimineachais, toisc go dtuigtear an phatrarcacht mar

132 Déanann Arensberg agus Kimball (1940) plé ar strucht(r patrarcach na sochai Eireannai sna 1930idi.
Maidir leis an téarma patrarcacht féin, déanann Sorcha de Brun nasc idir coincheap na hinscne agus
coincheap na patrarcachta nuair a mhaionn si ‘an chéad chéim (inscne) is ea an chéim a chuireann sios
ar an togan soisialta; an dara céim (an phatrarcacht) is ea an chéim a chuireann sios ar theoiric stait a
gascraionn as an togan soisialta agus a mhaionn gur uirlis neamh-chomhionnanais inscne ata sa stat
féin’ (2015: 9).
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choras ina gcuirtear mna faoi chois (Firestone 1970; Hartmann gtd Sedgwick 1985: 3;
Griffin 2017 ‘Patriarchy’; Buchanan 2018: ‘Patriarchy’) agus toisc go nglactar leis go
bhfuil an phatrarcacht i bhfeidhm i sochaithe éagsula timpeall an domhain le fada
(Lerner 1986: 8-11). Déanann Sorcha de Brin nasc idir an phatrarcacht agus
gluaiseacht an fheimineachais da bharr:

[...] d’fhéadfai a ra go bhfuil an phatrarcacht go mér faoi chomaoin an
fheimineachais radacaigh a mhaionn gurb i bunchloch an stéit na riail an athar,

agus riail fhireann a dhéanann leatrom ar mhné (2015: 10).

Is ar an drochthionchar a bhionn ag céras na patrarcachta ar shaol, ar choirp agus ar
mheon na mban a dhiritear i gcuid mhaith den teoiric a bhaineann leis an gcoras seo,

mar sin.

Aithnitear, afach, go mbionn tionchar ag an bpatrarcacht ar shaol na bhfear
chomh maith. Déanann Richards cur sios ar an bpatrarcacht mar ‘an injustice that is
as harmful to men as it is to women’ toisc go gcruthaionn si ‘unreal divisions [...]
rationalized by the gender binary’ (2013: 143). Baineann Fintan Walsh an-0said as
saothar an tsiocanailisi Fhrancaigh Jacques Lacan chun tracht ar an mbra a chuirtear
ar an tsuibiacht fhireann glacadh le rialacha patrarcacha an Oird Shiombalaigh**®
(2010: 20-22). Maionn Walsh go gcaithfidh an tsuibiacht fhireann cloi le ‘specific,
normative codes of masculinity’ (ibid.: 22) chun ‘a privileging “masculine” position’
a bhaint amach san Ord seo (ibid.: 21). Ni bhionn an stadas céanna ag gach fear i
sochaithe patrarcacha toisc gur coras ‘hierarchical’ (Hartmann qtd Sedgwick 1985: 3)
ata i gceist agus mar gheall go gcuirtear béim ar na gaoil chasta homashdisialta
(homosocial) idir fir (Sedgwick 1985: 1-5) agus ar ‘male-male competition for status

and power’ (Kruger et al. 2014: 313%). Tugtar le fios gur féidir le *highly powerful men’

133 Bunaithe ar smaointe Saussure faoin nasc aondeonach idir “the signifier’ agus ‘the signified’ agus ar
smaointe Lévi-Strauss faoi ‘the symbolic system that gives all phenomena their specific meanings’
maionn Lacan ‘that the unconscious must be structured like a language for it to have produced such a
system and to be able to exist within it” agus ‘that the subject is born into the symbolic system which
they have to learn to use” agus minionn sé go dtéann an ego in aois ‘when the child is inducted into the
symbolic order’ (Buchanan 2018: ‘Symbolic (symbolique)’).

133 Fch Reeser (2010): ‘Relations between two men can be defined by a hidden or less explicit
competition or rivalry in which one man views another as his rival. This kind of masculine rivalry,
however, is not simply based on a desire to emulate, to identify with, or to be like him. The rival is a
rival precisely because he displays certain traits that his rival wants to imitate’ (57).
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an lamh in uachtar a fthail ar ‘both women and other men’ mar gheall ar struchtar an

chorais (ibid.: 5).

Ni raibh an Riordanach ina fhear ‘idéalach’ agus ta s¢ mar aidhm ag an
scribhneoir seo iniuchadh a dhéanamh ar an gcaoi a ndeachaigh sé i ngleic leis an
bhfiric seo agus ar an tionchar a bhi aici ar a fhéiniomhé sa chaibidil seo.

3.2. Gender Trouble: An Fhearulacht agus an Teoiric

Ni thuigtear coincheap na fearulachta mar choincheap ‘nadurtha’, buan a thuilleadh
agus is minic a bhaintear Gsaid, mar sin, as an téarma fireannachtai**® chun cur sios a
dhéanamh ar chastacht agus ar luaineacht an choincheapa. Tugann Usaid an iolra le
fios gur féidir le duine amhain a thuiscint féin a bheith aige ar an gcoincheap agus gur
féidir le duine eile tuiscint iomlan difritil a bheith aige ar an gcoincheap céanna, né
go n-athraitear an tuiscint ata ag duine amhain ar an gcoincheap, ag brath ar chdinsi
éagsula—an aois, mar shampla, n6 an suiomh soisialta lena bhfuil sé ag dul i ngleic

fIL'J 136

Ta dluthnasc idir an tuiscint seo ar choincheap na feartlachta mar choincheap
achrannach agus an chaoi a ndearnadh ceist achrannach pholaititil den inscne agus
den chollaiocht san thichii haois. Thainig an inscne chun tosaigh mar ‘an scoilteadh
polaitiuil is m6 da bhfuil sa tsochai’ (de Bran 2015: 6), go hairithe sa dara leath den
fhichid haois. Thainig tuiscint ar an inscne, ar an gcollaiocht agus ar mhianta an duine
mar choincheapa achrannacha, luaineacha, polaitiila go mér chun cinn i saothar na
dteoiricithe inscne agus i saothar theoiricithe na haiteachta (queer theorists**”) um an

dtaca sin, a leithéidi Michel Foucault,3 Eve Sedgwick,*® Judith Butler,*4°J. Jack

135 Fch Réamhra, Ich vi, fn 1, ina ndéantar plé nios doimhne ar na téarmai ‘feartlacht’ agus
‘fireannacht(ai)’.

138 Fch Reeser (2010): ‘Masculinity does not have any single meaning, even for a given individual, but
its definition changes through relations to various external factors that arise [...] masculinity itself is
composed of the relation between the perceiver and the perceived’ (42).

137 Déanann Jonathan Richards plé cuimsitheach ar fhorbairt theoiric na haiteachta ina thrachtas Ph.D.
(2016: fch 10-44).

138 Fch Foucault (1990a [1984]; 1990b [1984]; 1991 [1975]; 1998 [1976]; 2001 [1966]; 2018).

139 Fch Sedgwick (1985).

140 Fch Butler (1988; 1993;1996 [1990]; 1999; 2004).
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Halberstam,**! Lauren Berlant,**2 Michael Warner,** Michael Kimmel,*** agus R.W.
Connell.}* Sa chineéal seo teoirice, tuigtear an fhearGlacht, an bhantlacht, an
chollaiocht agus féinitlacht iomlan an duine mar chonstraidi soisialta, né mar
gniomhartha (performances). Ta an cinedl seo teoirice faoi scath theoiric an
iarstruchtdrachais, ina maitear nach bhfuil féinialacht ‘nadartha’ ag éinne, ach go
gcaithfidh an duine a f(h)éiniulacht a thogail de reir a chéile, ag baint ‘leas as tuiscinti
soisialta agus staire’ (Richards 2016: 28). I dteoiric an iarstruchtirachais, ceistitear
bunls na teanga agus coincheap an choincheapa féin chomh maith, .i. déantar
diancheistit ar an tuiscint a fhaighimid ar an saol tri mhean na teanga agus ar an gcaoi
a minimid an saol tri mhedn na teanga. Maionn Reeser go gcuireann teoiric an
iarstruchtirachais ‘a language that can be of great use in gender studies’ ar fail agus
‘many of its concerns and premises (e.g. discourse, power, instability, representation)
have direct application to gender studies’ (2010: 10). Sin an fath a raibh—agus a
mbionn—tionchar chomh mor sin ag teoiric, agus ag friotal, an iarstruchtdrachais ar

theoiric na hinscne agus na haiteachta.

In Gender Trouble (1999), pléann Butler nadar gniomhuil (performative) na
hinscne agus an chaoi a dtéann noirm na sochai i bhfeidhm ar an duine agus € ag
iarraidh an inscne a dhéanamh. Agus i ag tarraingt ar chuid den teoiric faoi chonstraid
shdisialta na hinscne a cumadh sular scriobh si Gender Trouble, go hairithe The
Second Sex (2011 [1949]) le Simone de Beauvoir, déanann Butler cur sios ar an inscne
mar rud ‘performative’ atd ‘manufactured through a sustained set of acts, posited
through the gendered stylization of the body’ (1999: xv), seachas mar rud ‘ndduartha’
a bhaineann le corp nd le heisint an duine. Aontaionn roinnt teoricithe eile 1éi. Déanann
R.W. Connell agus James Messerschmidt tracht ar chonstraid shaoisialta na hinscne
nuair a chuireann siad sios ar ghniomhartha na hinscne—gniomhartha na feartlachta
agus gniomhartha na banulachta—mar ‘configurations of practice’ (Connell agus
Messerschmidt 2005: 840). Tugann Butler le fios gur féidir linn an inscne a fhoghlaim

go pointe. Tugann si le fios chomh maith, afach, gur féidir linn an inscne a bhriseadh

141 Jsaideann an teoirici seo ‘Judith’ agus/né ‘Jack” mar chéadainm agus glacann sé/si leis an bhforainm
‘s¢’ n6 ‘si’. Fch Halberstam (1998; 2011; 2012).

142Ech Berlant (1998; 2008; 2011; 2014).

143 Fch Warner (1993; 2002), fch Berlant (1995; 1998).

144 Fch Kimmel (1989; 1996; 2005).

145Fch Connell (2005 [1995]).
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sios**®agus gur chéir ddinn gniomhartha traidisitinta na hinscne a cheistiti. Baineann
si Usaid as cleachtas an drag mar shampla amhain den chineél seo ceistitchain (1999:
174-175).

Ta Butler den tuairim gur constraid shoisialta i an chollaiocht chomh maith
agus go gcruthaitear déscaradh idir, mar shampla, an heitrighnéasacht agus an
homaighnéasacht san Iarthar chun ‘naddrthacht’ an choincheapa neamh-mharcailte

(unmarked!*")—an heitrighnéasacht sa chas seo—a chur in itl agus a dheimhnid:

[...] gender is a kind of imitation for which there is no original [...] the
naturalistic effects of heterosexualized genders are produced through
imitative strategies; what they imitate is a phantasmatic ideal of heterosexual
identity, one that is produced by the imitation as its effect [...] Reconsider
then the homophobic charge that queens and butches and femmes are
imitations of the heterosexual real. Here ‘imitating’ carries the meaning of
‘derivative’ or ‘secondary’, a copy of an origin which is itself the ground of
all copies, but which is itself a copy of nothing [...] if it were not for the notion
of the homosexual as copy, there would be no construct of heterosexuality as
origin (1993b: 313).

Tugann Butler le fios nach bhfuil collaiocht ‘nadartha’ ann ach go mbionn tionchar ag
coinbhinsitin agus noirm na sochai ar an gcaoi a dtuigeann daoine an chollaiocht.
Aontaionn Kimmel agus Fracher (2005) 1¢i nuair a mhaionn siad ‘[s]exuality is less
the product of biological drives than of a socialization process’ (141). T4 Eve
Sedgwick ar aon intinn leo nuair a deir si ‘the ways in which the shapes of sexuality,
and what counts as sexuality, both depend on and affect historical power relationships’
(1985: 2). Baineann na teoiricithe seo an-leas as saothar an fhealsaimh Michel
Foucault. Ni thuigeann Foucault an chollaiocht mar ‘a kind of natural given which
power tries to hold in check, or as an obscure domain which knowledge tries gradually

to uncover’ (1978: 105), ach mar

148 Mar a thugann sf le fios go soiléir i dteideal a leabhair Undoing Gender (2004).

147Fch Reeser (2010): ‘In the opposition of two elements, one element can be considered unmarked—
more frequent or less noticed than its marked counterpoint’ (8). Fch Caibidil 2, Cuid 2.8., Igh 147-149,
ar a ndéantar plé ar choincheap an déscartha.
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a historical construct [...] a great surface network in which the stimulation of
bodies, the intensification of pleasures, the incitement of discourse, the
formation of special knowledges, the strengthening of controls and
resistances, are linked to one another, in accordance with a few major

strategies of knowledge and power’ (ibid.: 105-106).

Ta tuiscint aige, mar sin, ar chorp agus ar chollaiocht an duine mar ‘the direct locus of
social control’ agus creideann sé go bhfuil an corp ‘directly targeted and formed by
historically variable regimes of bio-power’ (Armstrong: Internet Enyclopedia of
Philosophy). Déanann Jonathan Richards achoimre ar choincheap na bithchumhachta,

mar a thugann sé féin air, ina thrachtas dochtuireachta:

Tugann Foucault [an] bhithchumhacht (biopower) ar an gcaoi a gcuireann an
tsochai srian leis an duine i gcomhthéacs iompair (iompar collai, siceolaioch,
inscneach nd eile) agus ta seo bainteach go dluth leis an bpionés. Is uirlis
shoisialta i an pionds le srian a chur ar choirp (a bhfisicitlacht) agus ar bhaill
(a n-aigne) na sochai (Lynch 2011: 13) (2016: 100).

Dar le Foucault gur chdir duinn an chollaiocht a thuiscint ‘as constructed through the
exercise of power relations’ (Armstrong: |EP), seachas mar thorsa ‘naduartha’.
Minionn Armstrong an tionchar a bhi ag Foucault ar theoricithe eile, go hairithe ar
Butler:

Drawing on Foucault's account of the historical construction of sexuality and
the part played by the category of sex in this construction, feminists have been
able to rethink gender, not as the cultural meanings that are attached to a
pregiven sex, but, in Judith Butler's formulation, ‘as the ... cultural means by
which “sexed nature” or “a natural sex” is produced and established as...prior
to culture” (Butler 1990: 7). Following Foucault, Butler argues that the notion
of a “natural” sex that is prior to culture and socialization is implicated in the
production and maintenance of gendered power relations because it
naturalizes the regulatory idea of a supposedly natural heterosexuality and,

thus, reinforces the reproductive constraints on sexuality (ibid.).
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| saothar den chineal seo, feicimid go gceistitear ni hamhdin coincheap na hinscne
agus na collaiochta, ach go ndéantar iarracht an tuiscint ata againn ar na naisc idir an

inscne, an corp agus an chollaiocht a bhriseadh sios.

Ta sé mar aidhm ag roinnnt teoiricithe i réimse na haiteachta an
heitreanormatacht (heteronormativity)**®a cheistit. Ta an aidhm seo ag Butler, mar a
luadh thuas, mar go ndéanann si iarracht leantnach ina cuid saothair an tuiscint a
bhionn ag daoine ar ‘nddarthacht’ na heitrighnéasachta agus na heitreanormatachta a
Iéirid mar mhithuiscint. Déanann Eve Sedgwick coincheap na heitrighnéasachta
éigeantai (obligatory heterosexuality) a chaineadh mar go spreagann si sochai ata
‘brutally homophobic’, dar 1¢i (1985: 3). Nuair a dhéanann Berlant agus Warner plé
ar a n-aidhmeanna san alt ‘Sex In Public’, luann siad an fonn ata orthu an

heitrighnéasacht heigeamaineach (hegemonic heterosexuality) a cheistiu:

The aim of this paper is to describe what we want to promote as radical
aspirations of queer culture building: not just a safe zone for queer sex but the
changed possibilities of identity, intelligibility, publics, culture, and sex that
appear when the heterosexual couple is no longer the referent or the privileged
example of sexual culture. Queer social practices like sex and theory try to
unsettle the garbled but powerful norms supporting that privilege—including
the project of normalization that has made heterosexuality hegemonic—as
well as those material practices that, though not explicitly sexual, are
implicated in the hierarchies of property and propriety that we will describe

as heteronormative (1998: 348; liomsa an bhéim).

Ta sé mar aidhm acu, mar sin, an heitreanormatacht—agus an heitrighnéasacht—a

Ieirid mar chonstraid agus mar norm sdisialta, seachas mar staid nadurtha.

Pléann Debbie Ging an tionchar a bhi ag teoiric na hinscne, ag teoiric an
fheimineachais agus ag teoiric na haiteachta ar staidéar na bhfear agus ar staidéar na

fearulachta:

148 Céras ina dtuigtear an heitreaghnéasacht mar ghnéthstaid nadurtha i gcomparaid le ‘Eile’ minadurtha
na homaighnéasachta.
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Over the past three decades, feminism, gender studies and queer studies have
served to unravel and thus make visible the artificiality of the relationship
between sex, gender and sexuality, with the result that men and masculinity
have come increasingly under the spotlight. Culture, politics and history are
no longer viewed as gender-neutral, and masculine identities are increasingly

understood as socially constructed (Ging 2013: 9).

Glactar leis go forleathan nach coincheap simpli é coincheap na feartlachta, mar sin,
agus glactar leis go mbionn tionchar ollmhér ag coinbhinsidin agus ag noirm na sochai
mar aon leis an diosclrsa agus struchtt(i)r na cumhachta ar an gcaoi a dtuigtear an

coincheap in aiteanna agus i suiomhanna éagsula.

Is i an tuiscint go bhfuil dlathnasc idir an fhearulacht—an fhiorfheardlacht—
agus corp an fhir ceann de na smaointe a chuireann leis an tuiscint ar an bhfeardlacht
mar rud nadurtha, a bhaineann le fisicitlacht an duine. Mar a mhaionn Connell agus
Messerschmidt ‘the interplay between bodies and social processes has been one of the
central themes of masculinity research from its beginning’ (2005: 837). Pléann
Connell an tuiscint ata againn ar an nasc idir an corp fireann agus an fheardlacht ina

leabhar ceannrddaioch Masculinities (2005):

True masculinity is almost always thought to proceed from men’s bodies—t0
be inherent in a male body or to express something about a male body. Either
the body drives and directs action (e.g., men are naturally more aggressive
than women; rape results from uncontrollable lust or an innate urge to
violence), or the body sets limits to action (e.g., men naturally do not take care
of infants; homosexuality is unnatural and therefore confined to a perverse
minority). These beliefs are a strategic part of modern gender ideology, in the

English-speaking world at least (45).

Is féidir linn an nasc seo idir an fheartlacht mar fhéinidlacht né mar aithint
(identification) agus an corp fireann a cheistit, &fach. In Female Masculinity (1998),%4°

déanann Halberstam cur sios ar an bhfeartlacht mar chonstraid shoisialta agus ta si

149 Déantar plé ar an bhfearGlacht bhaineann i roinnt comhthéacsanna éagstla, m.sh. i gcomhthéacs na
hoibre: fch Dozier (2017); i gcomhthéacs an oideachais: fch Francis (2010); i gcomhthéacs na litriochta:
fch Noble (2004) Bjorklund (2016); Donaldson (2018); i gcomhthéacs an chultlir pobail: fch Berggren
(2014); Ozery (2016).
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den tuairim go bhfuil fireannachtai éagsula ann. Minionn si, mar shampla, go mbionn
cinealacha éagsula feartlachta ann atd ceannasach agus go ndéantar iarracht
cinealacha eile a chur faoi chois. Déanann si an nasc idir coincheap na fearulachta
agus an corp fireann a aitiu nuair a dhirionn si ar na slite a léiritear an fheardlacht i
gcoirp bhaineanna, agus go hairithe in iompar an tomboy. Minionn Reeser impleachtai

na straitéise seo:

Masculinity appears even less stable once what is perhaps the most basic
assumption about masculinity is stripped away, namely that masculinity
belongs to men. What does masculinity look like when we do not assume that
masculinity and men are directly related? What happens when masculinity is
disassociated from the male body altogether and the possibility of female
masculinity is considered? Masculinity might suddenly become very visible
because it is seen to reside somewhere it is not normally or naturally housed

or somewhere it should not be (2010: 3).

Ni hé sin le ra nach bhfuil nasc ar bith idir an fheartlacht agus corp an fhir. Aithnionn
Resser an méid seo nuair a mhaionn sé ‘it is not the case that there is no biological
relation to masculinity, that testosterone or genetics or the male body do not influence
masculinity’ (ibid.: 12). Aontaionn Connell leis agus caineann sé cuid de na cuntais

ina ndéantar neamhshuim den chorp:

This approach [an cur chuige ina ndéantar cur sios ar an bhfeartlacht mar
chonstraid shdisialta amhain] also—though it has been wonderfully
productive—runs into difficulty. With so much emphasis on the signifier, the
signified tends to vanish. The problem is particularly striking for that
unavoidably bodily activity, sex [...] social constructionist discussions had
the odd effect of disembodying sex [...] Gender is hardly in better case, when
it becomes just a subject-position in discourse, the place from which one
speaks; when gender is seen as, above all, a performance [...] The surface on
which cultural meanings are inscribed is not featureless, and it does not stay
still (2005: 50-51).

Is cosuil go bhfuil cuntais le teoiricithe mar Butler i gceist ag Connell anseo. Mar a

mhinfonn Richards:
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Faoi mar a mhaionn Butler (1989) in ‘Foucault and the Paradox of Bodily
Inscriptions’ is suiomh € corp an duine, ait a gcuirtear an chumhacht i
bhfeidhm (ibid., 601). Dar Iéi go dtogtar an corp féin go cultdrtha (ibid.). Ach
ni chuireann Butler san aireamh na slite a dtagann an réigitn agus an corp le
chéile go cultartha chun aghaidh a thabhairt ar cheisteanna ar leith collai
(2016: 155).

Déanann Butler cur sios ar an gcorp mar ‘a field of interpretive possibilities’ (1986:

45). Déanann si abhar polaititil den chorp, mar sin:

Is ‘the body’ or ‘the sexed body’ the firm foundation on which gender and
systems of compulsory sexuality operate? Or is ‘the body’ itself shaped by
political forces with strategic interests in keeping that body bounded and
constituted by markers of sex (1999: 164).

Cé go n-aithnionn Reeser réadulacht an choirp, leanann sé sampla Butler nuair a

dhéanann se plé domhain ar an gcorp fireann:

The male body has a particularly close connection to culture and to discourse
and is one of the main avenues through which culture attempts to construct
masculinity [...] The male body functions as a kind of tabula rasa or
inscriptive surface for masculinity and for culture, and discourse is inscribed
on that matter, asserting its power through inscription and reinscription. My
approach to the male body is also predicated on the idea that individual
perception of masculinity determines what it is, and that we can never move

outside the constraints of gendered perception (2010: 91%),

Cé gur chuir Foucault béim ar ‘the corporeal reality of bodies’ (Armstrong: IEP),
tugann s¢ le fios go bhfuil an corp ‘unknowable outside of its cultural significations’

(ibid.). Nil aon dabht ach go bhfuil sé tdbhachtach scridu a dhéanamh ar an tionchar

150 Ajthnionn sé an corp, ach, dar leis go bhfuil sé tdbhachtach an bhéim a chur ar an gcaoi a dtuigimid
an corp fireann: ‘But how in fact can one separate the biological from the cultural? For there may be
natural aspects to the male body: what do we do with drives? Testosterone? It is what we make of these
that is important, especially through the language that we employ, but it is also the difficulty of
ultimately separating the biological from the cultural that should be recognized” (2010: 97-98).

196



a bhionn ag an gcultdr ar chorp an duine, ach ta sé éasca dearmad a dhéanamh ar an
gcorp fisiciGil i gcuntas den chineal seo.® Mar a mhinionn Connell agus
Messerschmidt:

The common social scientific reading of bodies as objects of a process of
social construction is now widely considered to be inadequate. Bodies are
involved more actively, more intimately, and more intricately in social
processes than theory has usually allowed. Bodies participate in social action
by delineating courses of social conduct—the body is a participant in
generating social practice. It is important not only that masculinities be
understood as embodied but also that the interweaving of embodiment and
social context be addressed (2005: 851).

Ba choir duinn inidchadh a dhéanamh ar an tionchar a bhionn ag an gcultdr ar an gcorp
agus, vice versa, ar an tionchar a bhionn ag an gcorp ar an gcultdr, mar go gcaithfidh
fir dul i ngleic leis an gcultdr ach le fisiciulacht an choirp chomh maith. Cuireann
Connell ‘theoretical position, where bodies are seen as sharing in social agency, in
generating and shaping courses of social conduct’ chun tosaigh sa leabhar

Masculinities, mar sin (2005: 60).

Cé go bhfuil sé éasca go leor coincheap na feartlachta a cheistil agus na
tuiscinti traidisiunta a bhaineann leis a chur as riocht, cuirtear iomha den fhearulacht
mar ‘hard, solid, stable, or reliable’ os ar gcomhair de ghnath (Reeser 2010: 5).
Déantar iarracht an fheartlacht—agus go hairithe an éiginnteacht a bhaineann léi—a
cheilt mar ‘[h]iding can allow masculinity to function without challenge or question’

(ibid.: 7). Toisc go bhfuil castacht agus luaineacht na feartlachta ceilte uaidh, is minic

151 Fch Reeser (2010): ‘One of the common critiques of these kind of theoretical or representational
approaches to the study of masculinity is that they have a tendency to ignore what some consider real
aspects of masculinity, that masculinity cannot be reduced to simple games of language, and that post-
structuralist approaches to gender have tended to efface issues of rights, oppression, and the concrete
[...] One way to approach this question would be to take a middle approach to masculinity, to find a
compromise between the two positions, and to locate the experience of masculinity somewhere between
essentialism and non-essentialism’ (49-50). Cé go gcéineann Connell an tuiscint ar an bhfeartlacht mar
chonstraid shdisialta amhain, caineann sé na cuntais ina ndiritear ar an mbitheolaiocht amhain mar
chuntais ata ‘almost entirely fictional” chomh maith (2005: 47). Maionn sé ‘we cannot ignore either the
radically cultural character of gender or the bodily presence’ (ibid.: 52) agus ta sé den tuairim gur chdir
duinn athmhachnamh a dhéanamh ar an bhfeartlacht ‘by acknowledging that, in our culture at least,

the physical sense of maleness and femaleness is central to the cultural interpretation of gender’ (ibid.:
52).
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a cheapann an fear go gcaithfidh sé dul i ngleic Iéi—n6 le manla éigin di, ar a laghad—
mar gheall gur cuid d& fhéinidlacht i, dar leis. Minionn Debbie Ging an bhéim a
chuirtear ar roil inscne i sochaithe éagsula, mar shampla, agus an brd a chuirtear ar

bhaill na sochaithe sin clof leo:

In spite of the apparent ‘constructedness’ of gender identity, however, most
societies maintain a vested interest in ascribing fairly limited sets of gender
traits to each sex. Change is slow and oftentimes highly contentious, since
these processes almost always threaten to illuminate and thus undermine
certain powers and privileges within the ‘genderscape’. When masculine
norms are challenged, for example, by the dual threats of feminisation and
objectification inherent in recent trends such as New Mannism and
metrosexuality, there is often a concerted effort both at the cultural and the
political level to reaffirm a more traditional or robust concept of manhood
(2013:9).

In ainneoin go gceaptar gur coincheap seasmhach i an fhearulacht, ta ‘innumerable
variations’ den fheartlacht le brath ‘in time and space’ (Reeser 2010.: 2). T4 sé an-
deacair ar thir, mar sin, cloi le hideal na feartlachta toisc go mbionn an t-idéal seo ag

athra i gconai.

Is minic a dhéanann teoiricithe na feartlachta tracht ar na tuiscinti éagsuala ar
an gcoincheap a bhionn ag baill de shochaithe agus de ghrdpai éagstla.’>? Dar le
Reeser go gcuireann na tuiscinti éagsula cultirtha seo go mér le castacht an

choincheapa:

There is such wide cultural variation in masculinity that considering various
cases leads to the inevitable conclusion that it is something that is very
difficult to ascertain [...] The range of masculinities comes into particular

relief when someone used to one definition goes somewhere else [...] Such

152 Luann Connell agus Messerschmidt an taighde a rinne Matthew Gutmann ar choincheap an
machismo i Meicsiceo, mar shampla: ‘Gutmann shows how the imagery of machismo developed
historically and was interwoven with the development of Mexican nationalism, masking enormous
complexity in the actual lives of Mexican men. Gutmann teases out four patterns of masculinity in the
working-class urban settlement he studies, insisting that even these four are crosscut by other social
divisions and are constantly renegotiated in everyday life’ (2005: 835).
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cross-cultural or cross-temporal differences make us aware of masculinity as

particularly relative [...] (2010: 2).

Mar gheall go mbraitheann an tuiscint ata ag daoine ar an bhfeardlacht ar an ré agus
ar an ait a bhfuil baint acu 1€i, bionn na tréithe a bhaineann le fear ‘idéalach’ ag
siorathra. Fiu laistigh de ré agus d’ait amhdin, mar a mhinionn Reeser, ‘ideas about
masculinity are far from stable and fixed’ (2010: 3). Ta Connell (2005) den tuairim go
bhfaigheann munla amhdain den fheardlacht an 1dmh uachtair ar gach minla de ghnath:
tugann sé fearulacht heigeamaineach (hegemonic masculinity) ar an mdnla ceannasach
seo. Dar le Debbie Ging go dtagann an fheartlacht heigeamaineach chun cinn ‘to
legitimate male power and privilege’ (2013: 4), .i. chun dul i gcoinne na héagsulachta
agus na luaineachta a bhaineann le coincheap na fearulachta, chun iomha den
fhearulacht mar rud ‘hard, solid, stable, or reliable’ a dheimhnit (Reeser 2010: 5) agus
chun an chumhacht a bhionn ag na fir i sochai phatrarcach a dhearbhu.

Déanann Connell agus Messerschmidt anailis chriticitil ar choincheap na
feartlachta heigeamaini agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag an gcoincheap seo ar réimsi
éagsula acadula—reimse an oideachais, réimse na coireolaiochta, réimse na mean,
réimse na slainte agus staidéar an eagruchain ina measc (2005: 833-834)—san alt

‘Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking The Concept’:

The concept of hegemonic masculinity, formulated two decades ago, has
considerably influenced recent thinking about men, gender, and social
hierarchy. It has provided a link between the growing research field of men’s
studies (also known as masculinity studies and critical studies of men),
popular anxieties about men and boys, feminist accounts of patriarchy, and
sociological models of gender. It has found uses in applied fields ranging from

education and antiviolence work to health and counseling (ibid.: 829-830).

Cé nach maionn Connell agus Messerschmidt gur coincheap ‘foirfe” é—aithnionn siad
gur ‘contested concept’ (ibid.: 830) ata i gceist—is léir go gcreideann siad go raibh
éifeacht ar leith ag baint leis. Minionn na hadair gur bhraith coincheap na feartlachta
heigeamaini ar smaointe a thainig chun cinn i dteoiric na siceolaiochta sdisialta agus

na socheolaiochta, mar shampla, ina ndiritear ar ‘“the male sex role”’ agus ar
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luaineacht an rail seo (ibid.), ar shaothair éagstla a bhain le saoradh na n-aerach ina
ndiritear ar ‘[pJower and difference’ agus ina ndéantar ‘a sophisticated analysis of the
oppression of men as well as oppression by men’ (ibid.), ar thaighde soisialta ina
ndiritear ar ‘local gender hierarchies and local cultures of masculinity in schools [...]
in male-dominated workplaces [...] and in village communities’ (ibid.: 832) agus ar
theoiric na siocanailise (ibid.). Bhraith s¢ chomh maith ar smaointe an fhealsaimh

Antonio Gramsci faoi choincheap an cheannais (hegemony) (ibid.: 831).

Déanann Connell agus Messerschmidt achoimre an-Gséideach ar choincheap

na feardlachta heigeamaini:

Hegemonic masculinity was understood as the pattern of practice (i.e., things
done, not just a set of role expectations or an identity) that allowed men’s
dominance over women to continue. Hegemonic masculinity was
distinguished from other masculinities, especially subordinated masculinities.
Hegemonic masculinity was not assumed to be normal in the statistical sense;
only a minority of men might enact it. But it was certainly normative. It
embodied the currently most honoured way of being a man, it required all
other men to position themselves in relation to it, and it ideologically

legitimated the global subordination of women to men [...] (ibid.: 832).

Léiritear anseo tuiscint ar an bhfeartlacht mar idé-eolaiocht, mar ‘a series of beliefs
that a group of people buy into and that influences how they go about their lives’
(Reeser 2010: 20). Dar le Connell agus Messerschmidt go bhfuil sé tabhachtach
‘ambiguity in gender processes’ a aithint—chain roinnt criticeoiri coincheap na
feartlachta heigeamaini mar choincheap a bhi ré-éiginnte—mar ‘a mechanism of

hegemony’ (2005: 838). Cuireann siad leis sin:

Consider how an idealized definition of masculinity is constituted in social
process. At a society-wide level (which we will call ‘regional’ in the
framework below), there is a circulation of models of admired masculine
conduct, which may be exalted by churches, narrated by mass media, or
celebrated by the state. Such models refer to, but also in various ways distort,
the everyday realities of social practice [...] hegemonic masculinities can be

constructed that do not correspond closely to the lives of any actual men. Yet

200



these models do, in various ways, express widespread ideals, fantasies, and
desires (ibid.).

Ni chreideann siad go bhfuil eisintitlachas ag baint le coincheap na feartlachta
heigeamaini toisc go bhfuil an coincheap féin chomh luaineach sin agus ta siad séasta
glacadh leis an éiginnteacht mar chuid den choincheap. Pléann siad, mar shampla, an
chaoi ar féidir le fear aonair dul i ngleic leis an bhfearalacht heigeamaineach:

Men can dodge among multiple meanings according to their interactional
needs. Men can adopt hegemonic masculinity when it is desirable; but the
same men can distance themselves strategically from hegemonic masculinity
at other moments. Consequently, ‘masculinity’ represents not a certain type
of man but, rather, a way that men position themselves through discursive
practices (ibid.: 841).

Braitheann an fheartlacht heigeamaineach ar uirislid  mhdnlai neamh-
heigeamaineacha na feartlachta (non-hegemonic masculinities) (ibid.: 846). Ni
chiallaionn sé sin, afach, nach féidir leis na munlai neamh-heigeamaineacha dul i
bhfeidhm ar an munla heigeamaineach né nach féidir leo an munla heigeamaineach a
cheistiu (ibid.: 846):

The original formulations laid some emphasis on the possibility of change in
gender relations, on the idea that a dominant pattern of masculinity was open
to challenge—from women’s resistance to patriarchy, and from men as
bearers of alternative masculinities. Research has very fully confirmed the
idea of the historical construction and reconstruction of hegemonic
masculinities. Both at a local and a broad societal level, the situations in which

masculinities were formed change over time (ibid.).

Cuireann siad leis sin nuair a admhaionn siad ‘hegemonic masculine patterns may

change by incorporating elements from the others’ (ibid.: 847). Tugtar le fios, mar sin,

Ve

go mbionn teannas ar leith le brath idir an bhandlacht—né banulachtai—, manlai

neamh-heigeamaineacha na feartlachta agus an fheartlacht heigeamaineach agus go
mbionn an munla heigeamaineach ag brath ar na manlai ailtéarnacha chun a stadas

mar mhunla heigeamaineach a dheimhnid.
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Rinneadh plé sa chéad chaibidil den trachtas seo'® ar an iomha idéalach den
fhear Eireannach a thainig chun cinn sa tir san fhichit haois, iomha a bhi fréamhaithe
i dtraidisiin agus i ngluaiseacht(ai) an naisiGnachais agus i dtraidisiun an
Chaitliceachais agus na moraltachta. Pléadh an bhéim a cuireadh sa Saorstat ar an
bposadh, ar an teaghlach agus ar theagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici.®®* B’fhear
heitrighnéasach, laidir (go fisiciuil agus go siceolaioch), aclai, moralta, stuama é an
fear idéalach Eireannach, fear teaghlaigh agus solathrai, a thug aire da mhuintir, da
bhean, da chlann, da chuid talin agus da thir. Bhain tréithe mar heitrighnéasacht,
laidreacht, aclaiocht, mhoraltacht agus atharthacht le priomh-mhunla heigeamaineach
na feardlachta in Eirinn san fhichi haois. Mar a mhinionn Reeser, ba choir ddinn a
bheith ar an eolas faoi ‘how the nation constructs its men to have or to propagate a
certain style’ agus an chaoi ‘national discourse may implicitly or explicitly teach its
men how to be masculine’ (2010: 180). Cuirtear bra ar fhir cloi le hidéal na fearulachta

mar a thuigtear € san ait ina bhfuil siad.

Cuireann Sorcha de Brun béim ar thabhacht na feartlachta heigeamaini ina

trachtas dochtuireachta ar phrés-scribhneoireacht na Gaeilge:

Ta munlai éagstla d’fthireannachtai ann, ach is € an coincheap is tdbhachtai
agus is mo da bhfuil ann né an rud ar a dtugann Connell agus Messerschmidt
(2005) an fhireannacht heigeamaineach, n6 an fhireannacht cheannais (2015:
10).

Dar 1¢i go bhfuil ‘léargais éagsula ar na fireannachtai sin [heigeamaineacha agus
neamh-heigeamaineacha] le feiceail i saothar Ui Chonghaile, Ui Chiobhain agus Ui
Neachtain’, na scribhneoiri ata idir lJamha aici sa trachtas (ibid.: 12). T4 coincheap na
feartlachta heigeamaini tdbhachtach i gcomhthéacs an Riordanaigh chomh maith, cé
nach ndéanann s¢ mionscagadh ar an ‘gcruinne thireann’, mar a thugann de Bran air
(ibid.: vii), ina chuid filiochta sa chaoi chéanna is a ndéanann na pros-scribhneoiri. Ni
thagann an fhearulacht, per se, chun tosaigh mar mhorthéama i bhfiliocht Ui Riordain,

ach bhiodh sé de néds aige Usaid a bhaint as an bhfiliocht chun iarracht a dhéanamh

138 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.4., Igh 34-35.
134 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.5, Igh 35-46.
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tuiscint a fhail air féin, ni hamhain mar fhile, ach mar dhuine chomh maith, go hairithe
mar dhuine imeallach.® Léirionn teoiric na hinscne, teoiric na haiteachta agus teoiric
na fearulachta féin gur coincheap an-chasta i an fheartlacht agus go mbionn sé an-
deacair ar fhir tuiscint a fhail uirthi agus ar an tionchar a bhionn aici ar a saol agus ar
a n-iompar. Bhraith an Riordanach go raibh sé ina fhear lochtach, ar na cuiseanna
éagsula a luadh sa chéad chuid den chaibidil seo, agus chuir an tuiscint seo go mor leis
an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar dhuine imeallach. Nior chloigh sé leis an mdnla

heigeamaineach den fheartlacht a bhi chun tosaigh in Eirinn san fhichid haois.

Ta sé mar aidhm ag an scribhneoir seo mionphlé a dhéanamh sa chuid eile den
chaibidil seo ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach ar a ‘easba feartlachta’ (Airciv
D9 29.1.1951: 113) agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag an dearcadh seo ar a fhéiniomha, mar
a léiritear ina fhiliocht agus ina scribhneoireacht phearsanta i. Direofar, mar sin, ar an
gcaoi a dtéann an Riordanach i ngleic lena chorp agus lena chollaiocht féin agus an
gcaoi a gcuireann sé tréithe a choirp agus a phearsantachta i gcomparaid le

priomhthreithe na feartlachta heigeamaini.

3.3. ‘Rud galrach imeasc sldinti na nadaire me’*®®: An Corp Eitinneach i

Scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh

Sa chaibidil ‘What It Means To Be A Man: The Body, Masculinities, Disability’,
maionn Gill Valentine go mbionn dluthnasc idir munlai heigeamaineacha na
feartlachta agus ‘particular sets of bodily performances’ (1999: 165) agus tarraingionn

si 6 shaothar Morris chun cur leis an bpointe seo:

As Morris (1991: 93) argues ‘[hegemonic masculinity] is inextricably bound

with a celebration of strength, of perfect bodies. At the same time, to be

155 Bhi an tuiscint seo ag an Riordanach air féin ar chliseanna éagsula: (1) an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an
ngaol casta idir an file agus an pobal, ata le brath mar mhérthéama, mar shampla, sa dan ‘Saoirse’ (ES:
100-102) ina ndéanann an cainteoir cur sios ar an deighilt idir an t-ealaiont6ir agus ‘na [d]aoine’ (I. 1),
ach ina gcuireann sé sios chomh maith ar shaoirse an ealaiontéra mar ‘b[h]inibshaoirse’ (1. 5) agus ina
bpléann sé an fonn ata air a bheith ina ghnéthbhall den phobal (fch O Tuama 1984; O Dushlaine 1993;
Sewell 2014); (2) a dhearcadh soinicitil féin i leith an chomhluadair agus na sochai; (3) tionchar na
heitinne ar a chorp agus ar a aigne; (4) an stiogma a bhain leis an eitinn i sochai na hEireann ag an am;

(5) an tuiscint a bhi aige ar an nGaeilge, a phriomh-mhean scribhneoireachta, mar mhionteanga. Is diol
spéise é go ndéanann sé cur sios ar an mBéarla mar ‘eitinn na Gaedhilge’ sa dialann agus go maionn sé
go bhfuil fonn air ‘an Ghaedhilge do shlanu airis’ (Airciv D1 3.4.1940: 287), mar shampla.

156 @ Riordain (Airciv D9 12.5.1950: 20).
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masculine is not to be vulnerable. It is also linked to a celebration of youth

and of taking bodily functions for granted’ (ibid.).

Ni raibh corp foirfe ag an Riordanach, na baol air. Bhuail an eitinn é nuair a bhi sé ina
fhear 6g. Bhi taithi mhaith aige ar an eitinn faoin am sin chomh maith. Ba i an eitinn
a mharaigh a athair in 1926, nuair nach raibh ach naoi mbliana slanaithe ag an mac (O
Coiledin 1982: 33). Cailleadh beirt uncaili leis—ar thaobh a mhathar—Ieis an eitinn
chomh maith (ibid.: 25).>" Bhi bliain is tri scor slanaithe ag an bhfile nuair a d’éag sé,
rud a chiallaionn go raibh air dul i ngleic leis an eitinn go fadtéarmach. Agus i ag
tarraingt 6n mbeathaisnéis a scriobh Sean O Coileain ar an Riordanach, tugann Ciara
Breathnach ‘professional patient” air de bharr thad a thinnis (2016: 93). Nil aon dabht
ach go raibh drochthionchar ag an eitinn ar an gcaoi ar thuig an Riordanach a chorp, a
shaol agus a phearsantacht.

Maidir leis an tionchar a bhi ag an eitinn ar a chorp, is minic a dhéanann sé
tagairti sa dialann do shioptéim na heitinne—fiabhras, gearrandil, casachtach, pian,
fuil ag teacht anios 6na scdmhdga—agus don dochar a bhi & dhéanamh aici da chorp.
Déanann sé gearan faoi na ‘spotai fola’ a fheiceann sé tar éis do a bheith ag casachtach
(Airciv D10 17.2.1951: 37). Luann sé a ‘scamhoga eitinneacha’ (Airciv D10
18.2.1951: 39). I sliocht eile, maionn sé go bhfuil sé¢ ‘go suarach cromtha gan anal’
(Airciv D10 5.4.1951: 90). Luann sé i sliocht 6n mbliain 1942, gur ‘ghaibh
haemorrhage’ ¢ agus gur chaill sé¢ ‘méran fola’ da bharr (Airciv D3: 3.3.1942: 23). |

mi Feabhra 1969, chuir sé sios ar an tionchar a bhi ag na piollai ar a chorp:

Ta an piolla ag oibrid. Diaidh ar ndiaidh cuireann sé mo chorp ar neamhni. Is
geall le piosa paipéir mo dha laimh. Téann an fdrsa seo triom ar fad, faoi mar
b’aibhléis é. Mothaim i mo liopai agus i mo mhéara é. Mothaim mo chorp &
chur ar ceal. Faigheann an férsa glan seo seilbh orm ionas go leann an chuid
diom is corp—an rud mall, modartha is corp. Dealraionn sé gurb ionann mise
agus an férsa seo—an aibhléis seo. Ni mér na gur spiorad glan mé. Ba dhoigh
leat go rabhas san spas amuigh gan aon mheachaint ionam. Is aoibhinn an
moth( é. Sért meisce is ea é. Ni mheann rud ar bith brobh. Ta an uile rud agus

mé féin éadrom. Conas nach n-éirim den dtalamh mar a dheineadh naomh

157 Cailleadh a uncail, Con—dearthair a athar—leis an eitinn sa bhliain 1957 (O Coileéin 1982: 24).

204



Treasa Avila? Da bhféadfainn sroisint go dti an éadromacht seo gan phiolla
ach de bharr machnaimh ar Chriost is docha go bhfaighinn sciathain. Taim ag
dichorpd. Is gearr n& beidh ionam ach mothd gan téagar. Is gearr go dtitfead i
mo chodladh ar fad .i. go raghad ar neamhni. Mér an trua, mar nil aon ni
neamhriachtanach ag baint liom faoi mar atdim. Ta gach ribe gruaige ar mo
cheann leictrithe ar meisce. Taim ag éalt as mo chorp. Mothaim mo smig agus
mo fhiacla agus m ‘aghaidh ag folamh( — ag led. Nil eagla n4 amhras na imni
orm. Taim dirithe. Codladh grifin ar fad is ea mé — is muintir Dhuinnin ag gol.
Nar bhrea bas a fhail mar seo — neamhspleéach ar an gcorp — i d’aingeal. Ba
cheart toradh a thabhairt orm — ar gach focal da ndeirim, mar taim ar leaba mo
bhais. Ta an greim a bhi ag an gcinnidint orm scaoilte. T4 mo radharc ag éiri
scaipithe. Taim beag beann. Ni raibh éinne riamh ni ba 14 beann. Braithim go
bhfuil an Ghaeilge leachta chomh maith le mo chorp ionas gur féidir i a
athmhunla de réir mo thoile. Ni rud ar bith ceilte orm. Tathar do mo shlogadh.
Is gearr uaim. Nil aon deabhadh orm. Sea, t4 sé in am ligean dom féin
muchadh (D36 15.2.1969: 161; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann friotal an tsleachta seo le fios nach raibh smacht aige ar a chorp nuair a bhi sé
faoi thionchar na bpiollai, ach gur chuma leis mar go dtugtar le fios gur bhain sé
taitneamh no faoiseamh as an ‘dichorpt’” mar nior gha dé a bheith buartha faoin tinneas
né faoi staid a choirp mar go raibh sé ‘neamhspleach ar an gcorp’. E sin raite, is 1éir
gur bhraith sé bagairt an bhais go géar chomh maith mar luann sé go bhfuil sé “ar leaba
mo bhais’ agus go bhfuil s¢ in am ‘ligean dom féin muchadh’. Tugann sé 1€irit ar a
chorp mar chorp nach raibh smacht aige air sa dialann mar gheall ar an tinneas, mar
sin. Is minic a mhaionn sé go bhfuil fonn air ‘buadhachtaint ar an eitinn’ (D1 3.4.1940:
287). Minionn sé an ‘troid’ 1 gcoinne an ghalair mar streachailt idir an neart agus an
laige, rud a thugann le fios gur choir ‘d’thear maith’ a dhicheall a dhéanamh a bheith

laidir nuair a théann an saol ina aghaidh:

[...] fairior gear, is mo fear maith a claoidheadh leis an eitinn. Mar sin féin,
troidfead go teann ionas na beidh sé le radh im’ thaobh gur ghéilleas go bog

(Airciv D1 6.4.1940: 293).

Cé gur sa dialann is m6 a fhaighimid ‘shocking levels of emotion, honesty and

poignancy that were never rendered to verse’ (Breathnach 2014: 12), athugann léargas
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duinn ar shaol laethuil an othair, ni hé nér phléigh sé a bhreoiteacht ina chuid danta.
Mar a mhaionn Ciara Breathnach san alt ‘““Heavier the interval than the

consummation’: Bronchial Disease in Sean O Riordain’s Diaries’:

In his poetry, he was open about being ill, with titles like Siollabadh/Syllable
(pulse), An Leigheas/The medicine/cure, Fiabhras/Fever and Claustrophobia,
conveying the symptoms, treatment and the ‘weight’ of pulmonary disease

(2014: 12).

Cuireann teideal an dain ‘Fiabhras’ (B: 26) breoiteacht an chainteora in ial go soiléir.

Pléann Frank Sewell (2000) an nasc idir an dan seo agus an eitinn:

‘Fiabhras’ [...] brings the reader right into the ‘ceantar brailin’ [...] of the
long-suffering patient, O Riordain, where the landscape and climatic
conditions denote a region of illness, miles and miles from health. The poet-
speaker’s foothold on life diminishes as his fever burns and senses melt but

the poem ends with a possible, though uncertain, sign of recovery (36).

Cuireann cainteoir an dain an mearbhall a bhaineann leis an mbreoiteacht in iul go
soiléir sa chéad vearsa nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ait ar thoisi an tseomra ina bhfuil
sé; tugann Caitriona Ni Chléirichin ‘tirecolaiocht an fhiabhrais’ (2012: 93) ar an gcur
sios seo, ag tarraingt, is cosuil, On bhfrasa ‘geografaiocht fiabhrais’ as ar bhain Sean

O Tuama Uséaid sa léirmheas a scriobh sé ar an dan (qtd Mac Giolla Léith 2012: 49):

Ta sléibhte na leapa mds ard,
T4 breoiteacht ’na brothall ’na lar,
Is fada an t-aistear urlar,

Is na milte is na milte i gcéin

Ta sui agus seasamh sa saol (ll. 1-5).

Léirionn leagan amach ciotach an véarsa go bhfuil céadfai an chainteora go hiomlan
as riocht agus nach féidir leis an fiabhras a chur faoi smacht. Minionn Ni Chléirichin

mar seo é:
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Taan fiabhras seo ag cur achan ghnathrud ata sa seomra in anchuma do (2012:
93).

Sa dara véarsa, cuimhnionn an cainteoir ar an tslainte a bhi aige trath, nuair a luann sé
‘trath sar ba mhachaire sinn/In aimsir choisiochta fado’ (1. 8-9). Cuirtear béim aris sa

trit véarsa ar aduaine na breoiteachta:

T4 pictitir ar an bhfalla ag at,
Té& frama imithe ina lacht,
Ceal creidimh ni féidir é bhac,
Ta nithe ag druidim fém dhéin,

Is braithim ag titim an saol (Il. 11-15).

Déanann Ni Chléirichin comparaid éifeachtach idir iomhanna an véarsa seo agus
‘tromlui, meart suile n6 bréagchéadfa’ agus maionn si gur 1€ir ‘go raibh an file faoi
thionchar drugai nuair a bhi an fiabhras seo air’ (2012: 94). Is docha go bhfuil an ceart
aici. Ta4 iomhanna aisteacha, sicideileacha go mér chun tosaigh sa dan. Ta domhan an

chainteora go hiomlan as riocht, rud a thugann Ni Chléirichin faoi deara chomh maith:

Domhan osréalach, ina bhfuil achan rud as riocht, a chuirtear os ar gcomhair
anseo. Radharc 6n fho-chomhfhios ar dhomhan atd ag coscairt is ag lea os
combhair a shdl. Ta buntomhais an spais agus an ama ag dul i l1éig. T4 sé faoi

mar a bheadh an t-am stoptha ar fad (ibid.).

Ta struchtur an dain féin beagainin as riocht chomh maith, rud a chuireann go mér le
haduaine an ddin. Tugann ‘Fiabhras’ 1éargas suimitil duinn ar an domhan de réir mar
a thuigeann othar na heitinne é—is léir go bhfuil sé scanraithe agus go mbraitheann sé
bagairti morthimpeall air—agus léirionn sé an mearbhall agus an easpa
gniomhaireachta a bhaineann leis an tinneas go soiléir agus go héifeachtach: ta an saol

‘ag titim’ timpeall air agus ni féidir leis aon rud a dhéanamh faoi seo.

Sa dén ‘Na Fathaigh’ (ES: 59), déanann an cainteoir cur sios ar ‘na pianta’ (1.

1)—pianta fisicitla agus siceolaiocha—ata a ‘chiapadh’ (1. 3). Is 1éir go bhfuil sé i
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bponc ceart; t& sé céasta agus ta eagla air. Sa cheathru véarsa, baintear Uséid as friotal

corpartha chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar na pianta seo:

lad am ithe, iad am 0l,

lad am chru,

Mé go béasach cneasta leo,
Mé go humbhal.

(1. 13-16).

Tugann na linte seo tionchar fisicitil na bpianta le fios go soiléir, chomh maith leis an
idiu coirp a bhaineann leis an eitinn. Déanann Caoimhin Mac Giolla Leith mionscradi

suimitil ar tsaid an thocail ‘pian’ in ‘Na Fathaigh’:

Ag tUs an dain td mar a bheadh toisi na péine a dtomhas ag an bhfile. An focal
féin ‘pian’ 4 dhiochlaonadh aige, nach moér: ainmneach iolra, ainmneach
uatha, tabharthach uatha. Ta sé faoi mar a bheadh laige & lorg aige i gcéile
combhraic, san ait nach bhfuil le fail, afach, ach ionsai leandnach an athra[...]
Ach leanann briatharchath na bpianta ar aghaidh agus is € an file féin abhar a
sioragallaimh: ‘Mise an t-abhar’. Ta smacht caillte anois ag an bhfile, ba
dhoigh leat, ar fhriotal na hargéna sa mhéid is nach ¢ féin suibiacht a dhain
féin nios mo ach a chuspdir .i. oibiacht [...] Cleas reitrice coitianta go leor i
saothar Ui Riordéin, ar nddigh, a leithéid seo d’inbheart, ach is fit ceann a

thabhairt da éifeacht i gcomhthéacs an dain airithe seo (2012: 51).

Tugann an meéid seo le fios go ndearna an Riordanach mionscrudd cdramach agus

cuimsitheach ar shaol na péine agus an ghalair i gcuid da dhéanta.

In ‘Claustrophobia’ (B: 13), dan ina mbaineann an cainteoir Usaid as iomha na
coinnle agus iomhé an tsolais chun a dhochas in aghaidh an éaddchais agus an bhais a
chur in iual, cuirtear bagairt an ghalair in ial go soiléir nuair a dhéanann sé tagairt da
scdmhdg. Ma mhdchtar a choinneal—coinneal a dhochais, coinneal a bheatha—dar
leis go ‘[1]éimfidh an oiche/Isteach im scamhog’ (1. 11-12) agus bheadh sé ina
‘dhoircheacht bheo’ (1. 16) ansin. Cuireann an iomhé den scamhog dhorcha eagla an

Riordanaigh i leith an tinnis agus i leith an bhais in ial ddinn go soiléir. Déantar tagairt
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dhireach don eitinn sa dan ‘Ualach na Beatha’ (ES: 33), nuair a luann an cainteoir bas

a athar:

Is deacair an t-ualach seo d’iompar

A thiomnaigh m’athair don chré,

Tréath ni raibh ann ach sciath ghliondair,
Té&im aga im chruiteachan fé (Il. 1-4).

Is diol spéise é go ndéanann sé cur sios air féin mar ‘chruiteachan’ sna linte thuas, rud
a chuireann ‘ualach’ na heitinne agus a chorp neamhghnach, dichumtha in ial ag an
am céanna. Is minic a bhaineann sé Usaid as friotal ditltach—*galarach’, ‘salach’ agus
a leithéid—chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar a chorp agus is léir go mbaineann na focail
dhidltacha sin leis an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach ar a chorp mar chorp breoite agus
mar rud tairiseal (abject) mar a mhinionn Julia Kristeva an coincheap seo (1982: 3—
4).%%8 | giritear tairisleacht an choirp i litir a scriobh sé chuig cara leis, Con Prior, in
1949:

I have come to a contempt, no a horror, of flesh. I feel utterly hostile to the
palms of my hands. My arse fills me with an undying hatred. When in black
moments | remember that | am enclosed in the filthy stuff | would fain bray
with disgust (12.8.1949 qgtd O Coileain 1982: 105).

Cé¢ go bhfuil ton maguil le brath sa litir seo, tugann frasai mar ‘a horror [...] of flesh’

agus ‘enclosed in the filthy stuff’ le fios gur chuir a chorp féin déistin air.

Ni haon iontas é go ndeachaigh an bhreoiteacht go moér i bhfeidhm ar an
tuiscint a bhi aige air féin, .i. bhi tuiscint aige air féin mar dhuine breoite. Cuirtear an
tuiscint seo in iul sa sliocht dialainne ina maionn sé go searbhasach go mbionn sé
‘breoidhte 7 leith-bhreoidhte 7 in ainm bheith breoidhte’ (Airciv D3 10.1.1942: 1).

Agus é ag tracht ar luaineacht an choirp fhirinn, maionn Connell:

What is true of ‘bodies’ in general is true of men’s bodies in particular. They

are diverse to start with, and they get more diverse as they grow and age [...]

18 Fch Caib 2, Cuid 2.3., Igh 106-107.
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Not only are men’s bodies diverse and changing, they can be positively

recalcitrant (2005: 56-57).

Is féidir linn a rd go raibh tuiscint ag an Riordanach ar a chorp mar chorp ‘recalcitrant’,
nach raibh smacht iomlan aige air. Thainig athruithe didltacha ar a chorp mar gheall
ar an mbreoiteacht agus bhi sé deacair air ar deireadh a chorp a scaradh o6n
mbreoiteacht toisc go raibh tionchar fisicitil chomh mor sin ag an ngalar air; corp
breoite, briste, lochtach a bhi aige. Chreid sé gur chorp gan mhaith a bhi ann d& bharr.
Léiritear an dearcadh seo nuair a mhaionn sé ‘[i]steach san abhainn ba cheart mo
leithéid-se de rud galarach do chaitheamh’ (Airciv D8 26.4.1949: 2). Bhi sé den
tuairim go raibh a chorp ‘contaminated and useless’, mar a chuireann Breathnach ¢

(2016: 94). Cheap sé go raibh corp ait, suarach aige.

Nuair a chuir sé a chorp i gcomparaid le coirp shlaintitla, thuig sé go maith go
raibh corp lag aige agus chain sé an laige seo go gear. ‘Taoi lag,” a mhaionn sé i sliocht
dialainne amhain agus é ag labhairt leis féin, ‘nios laige na aoinne beo’ (Airciv D9
1.12.1950: 62). I sliocht dialainne eile, déanann sé cur sios air féin mar ‘rud galrach
imeasc slainti na naduire’ (Airciv D9 12.5.1950: 20). Tugann sé le fios nach bhfuil
‘galar ar rud ar bith ach ormsa’ (Airciv D11 20.4.1951: 2). I ndialann na bliana 1951,
agus an tinneas a phlé aige, luann sé gur fhéach sé ‘ins an scathan’ agus gur ‘salach
guaireach seannda an riocht ina bhfuilim’ (Airciv D10 16.2.1951: 32), raiteas a
thugann le fios go bhfuil salachar ag baint leis an mbreoiteacht. Thuig sé a chorp mar

chorp lag agus mar chorp lagaithe, coincheap a phléann Valentine:

Paterson (1998) argues that in everyday environments the impaired body dys-
appears’ both functionally and aesthetically in that it does not fit in, there is
no place for it, yet through this very process of bodily dys-appearing, disabled
people’s attention is often drawn to their own bodies—reminding them of
their impairment and that they are ‘other’ (1999: 169).

Luann si chomh maith an chodarsnacht mhor idir ‘discourses of ‘“weakness”,
“incompetence”, “dependence”, “illness” and “impotency’ agus ‘the discourses and
bodily performances of hegemonic masculinity, including, for example, strength and

competence’ (ibid.). Ba rimhaith a bhi a thios ag an Riordénach go raibh a chorp
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difridil 6 choirp eile agus go hairithe 6 choirp fhireanna eile. Léiritear an easpa measa
a bhi aige ar an gcorp difritil sin nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios air mar ‘c[h]reatalach
bocht’ agus air féin mar ‘c[h]réatir’ a raibh ‘cuma na scribe’ air (Airciv D18
17.12.1957: 80). Déanann sé didhaonnu ar a chorp anseo mar go dtugtar le fios go
bhfuil sé dibheo. Nior thuig sé a chorp mar chorp iomlan, mar sin. Minionn Ciara
Breathnach gur mhair an Riordanach ‘in a suspended liminal space where debility and
death occupied his daily thoughts from his twenties to his sixties’ (ibid.) agus go raibh
‘intimate relationship’ aige leis an mbas 1 rith a shaoil (2016: 96). Bhi tionchar aige
sin ar a fhéiniomhd, ni nach ionadh, agus maionn Breathnach ‘he viewed himself as
an old man’ de bharr gur cheap sé go raibh an bas i ndan dé i rith a shaoil (ibid.: 94).
Téa an dearcadh seo le feiceail go soileir sa sliocht dialainne seo a leanas, ina ndéanann

sé cur sios ar iomha de féin a fheiceann sé sa scathan:

Téa scathan ar an leabaidh. D’fhéachas isteach ann. Bhi seanduine istigh ann.
Duine bocht suarach, scannraithe. An seanduine gan ghniomh i gCuirt an
Mhean Oiche. Ta sé istigh san scathan. T4 aithne agam air (D25 27.5.1962:
12).

Is diol spéise go ndéanann sé iarracht idirdhealti a dhéanamh idir é féin agus an iomha
sa scathan—‘ta aithne agam air’—rud a thugann le fios go raibh sé deacair air glacadh
lena chorp ‘gan ghniomh’. Thuig sé a chorp mar ‘c[h]reatalach’, seachas mar chorp
beo agus beomhar. Shamhlaigh sé, mar sin, go raibh a chorp saite i liombé de chineal
igin idir an bheatha agus an bas, mar a léiritear sa litir a scriobh sé chuig Prior agus
a luadh thuas, ina maionn sé ‘[i]t is a dreadful thing to be caught in the trap of life
when one is dead’ (12.8.1949 gtd O Coileain 1982: 106). Cuirtear leis an smaoineamh

seo i litir eile a scriobh sé chuig Prior in 1974:

I left City Hall eight years ago. T.P. O’Connor [dochtuir] told me the other
day that he thought at the time | would not live a year. In 1949 Maurice Hickey
[mainlia] said that | could scarcely live six months. The strange thing is that
they were not wrong. | hung on to life when I should have died. | am paying
for it (15.5.1974 gtd O Coiledin 1982: 113; liomsa an bhéim).
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Ni raibh a chorp marbh, ach ni raibh sé ina chorp iomléan, slaintitil ach an oiread; ni
raibh sé ina ghnathchorp.

In The History of Sexuality, déanann Michel Foucault plé ar an ngaol casta idir

an chumhacht, an bheatha agus an bas, nuair a mhaionn sé:

[nJow it is over life, throughout its unfolding, that power establishes its
dominion; death is power’s limit, the moment that escapes it; death becomes

the most secret aspect of existence, the most ‘private’ (1998: 138).

Tugann sé le fios, mar sin, gur taboo até sa bhéas. De réir mar a thuigeann Foucault an
scéal, on seachtll haois déag ar aghaidh ‘[t]he old power of death that symbolized
sovereign power was now carefully supplanted by the administration of bodies and the

calculated management of life’ (ibid.: 139-140). Cuireann sé leis sin:

[...] there was an explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving
the subjugation of bodies and the control of populations, marking the

beginning of an era of ‘biopower’ (ibid.: 140).

Cuireadh béim mhér ar dhisciplin an choirp in institididi éagsula, instititidi mileata
agus institiuidi oideachais, mar shampla (ibid.). Ag an am céanna, cuireadh béim ar
‘population controls’ (ibid.). On seachttl haois déag ar aghaidh, rinneadh iarrachtai an
corp a rialu agus a chur faoi smacht, dar le Foucault. Ba ¢ an corp ‘the direct locus of

social control’, mar sin (Armstrong: IEP).

Ta sé an-deacair corp breoite a riala. Corp ‘that [...] does not fit’ ata i gcorp
breoite (Valentine 1999: 169). Mar a mhinionn Foucault in The History of Sexuality,
cuireann eipidéimi ‘the menace of death’ i gcuimhne don chine daonna (1998: 146).
Eipidéim a bhi san eitinn san larthar sa naou haois déag agus san fhichiu haois. Cé gur
thainig feabhas mor ar an gcdir leighis i rith na mblianta agus go hairithe san fhichid
haois, lean an ghéarchéim ar aghaidh in Eirinn go dti na caogaidi, ar a laghad, mar a

Iéirionn Greta Jones sa leabhar ‘Captain of all these Men of Death’:
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Tuberculosis made a major contribution to high mortality in most European
countries and the United States in the nineteenth century. By the late-
nineteenth century [...] tuberculosis appeared to be in decline [...] In Ireland,
however, mortality from tuberculosis from being lower in the 1860s and
1870s than in England and Scotland, steadily rose throughout the 1880s and
1890s eventually peaking in the year 1904 [...] From 1904 mortality from
tuberculosis began to fall decade by decade but it was still higher in Ireland
in the 1940s and 1950s, the era of therapeutic revolution, than in many other
European countries [...] (2001: 1-3).

In ainneoin na leasuithe a thainig ar an scéal sna daichidi agus sna caogaidi, bhain
stiogma leis an eitinn agus ctis mhér imni a bhi inti. Luann Diarmaid Ferriter an fonn
a bhi ar theaghlaigh agus ar chairde na n-othar an galar a cheilt nuair a mhaionn sé
‘much shame was still attached to the condition, with friends of victims often not
writing to the sanatorium, but to nearby addresses instead’ (2005 [2004]: 501).
Cuireann Ciara Breathnach béim ar an stiogma a bhain leis an eitinn chomh maith
nuair a mhaionn si ‘[s]o socially stigmatised was having TB in the early twentieth
century Irish household that [O Riordain] never clearly stated the date of his first
attack’ (2016: 93).%° Is costil gur bhain an stiogma le nadur doleigheasta agus
gabhalach na heitinne. Mar a mhinionn Breathnach ‘TB transitioned from being
incurable to curable’ i rith an fichiu haois (ibid.), ach roimhe sin ‘learning that one had
TB was tantamount to hearing a sentence of death’, mar a chuireann Susan Sontag ¢
(2005). Ni raibh tuiscint mhaith ag an bpobal n& ag an bpobal leighis, fiu, ar an ngalar
na ar an gcuis a bhi 1éi ‘until Robert Koch’s infamous lecture on mycobacterium TB
in Berlin in 1882’ (Breathnach 2016: 93). Ba mhinic a bhi ar othar na heitinne sealanna
a chaitheamh sna sanatoria. Chaith an Riordanach féin neart ama in ospidéil den
chineal seo: Heatherside'®®—Leitir Fraoigh, a chuir sé féin air—agus Ospidéal Naomh

Stiofain (Cuirt an tSairséalaigh),*%t an &it ina bhfuair sé bas ar deireadh, mar shampla.

19 Fch Sontag (2005): “[...] it was common to conceal the identity of their disease from tuberculars
and, after they died, from their children. Even with patients informed of their disease, doctors were
reluctant to talk freely. “Verbally | don’t learn anything definite,” Kafka wrote to a friend in April 1924
from the sanatorium where he died two months later, “since in discussing tuberculosis...everybody
drops into a shy, evasive, glassy-eyed manner of speech™ (7). Dar le Sean O Coileain gur bhuail ‘an
[c]héad taom mor breoiteachta’ an Riordanach sa bhliain 1938 (1982: 61).

180 Fch fn 64.

161 T4 an t-ospidéal seo, ata suite i nGleann Maghair, Co. Chorcai, in Gsaid go priomha mar ospidéal
siciatrach inniu.
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Bhi droch-chdil ar na sanatoiri sa phobal, mar a mhinionn James Deeny, fear a
d’oibrigh mar Phriomhoifigeach Leighis (CMO) sa tir sna daichidi:

During the war [an Dara Cogadh Domhanda] the condition of these small
sanatoria had deteriorated and as regards the care of patients the situation was
downright bad. To visit some of these places and to see long lines of people,
mainly young men and women, in bed in the old-fashioned wards, under
miserable conditions without even a hot-water bottle in winter, hopeless and
helpless, most of them slowly dying, was heart-breaking [...] generally

institutions were feared as ‘death-houses’ (1989: 127).

Tuigeadh an corp eitinneach mar chorp dosmachtaithe, dainséarach agus tuigeadh gur
chaoir an corp eitinneach a scaradh o0n gcorp soisialta agus € a cheilt. Rinneadh iarracht
in Eirinn othair na heitinne agus a n-iompar a rial, mar shampla, cé nach bhfuair na

modhanna rialaithe tacaiocht laidir 6n bpobal:

Section 38 of the 1947 Public Health Act permitted the medical profession to
commit and detain a ‘probable source of infection’ but such powers were
meaningless without informants or broad public support [...] In Ireland,
compulsory disease notification was strongly resisted and not imposed,;
instead, with respect to TB, different dynamics were at play and relatives often
kept knowledge of disease from doctors. This caused some TB sufferers to
retreat from society and endure silently in defiance of modern biopower
(Breathnach 2016: 93).

Léiritear sa dialann gur thuig an Riordanach go raibh contuirt ag baint lena chorp mar
gheall gur galar gabhalach ata san eitinn. Ta an dearcadh seo le brath nuair a dhéanann

sé cur sios ar chuairt a thug a chol ceathrair 6g, Criostéir O Raghnaill, air 14 amhéin:

Ni maith liom é do theacht cémhngarach dom agus bim & dhruideamhaint
amach uaim ar mo dhithcheall, mar Dia go deo linn, ni duine glan mé (Airciv
D1 4.1.1940: 15).

214



Admbhaionn an Riordanach sa sliocht seo a leanas gur chuir sé daoine eile i mbaol nuair
a chuaigh sé i dteagmhail dhireach leo i dtréimhsi a raibh an eitinn ‘gniomhach’ ann

agus gur bhraith sé ciontach faoi sin:

Uaireannta braithim mimhacéanta (cuis ghaire chughainn). Uaireannta i
gcaitheamh mo shaoil dheineas neithe mimhacanta. Nior dhdigh leat go
bhféadfai mimhacantacht a chosaint. Ach ni moér na go mbionn
mimhacéntacht riachtanach ar uairibh. (Tabhair samplai!) Cuirim i gcas nuair
abhi an eitinn gniomhach ionamsa do théinn imeasc daoine & gcur i ndainséar.
Deirinn liom féin na raibh an dainséar r6-mhor. Mar sin féin, do tuigti dom na
déanfadh duine uasal a leithéid (Airciv D37: 16.10.1969: 143-144).

Is 1éir go raibh tuiscint ag an Riordanach ar a chorp féin mar chorp contuirteach agus
go mb’théidir gur chreid sé nar cheart do pairt a ghlacadh sa tsochai da bharr. Mar
gheall go raibh dluthnasc idir an corp eitinneach, an tairisleacht (abjection) agus an
béas, chuir an corp seo bru ar theoireannacha an bio-power. Cuireadh béim, mar sin, ar
neamh-normatacht an choirp eitinnigh agus rinneadh iarrachtai an corp breoite sin a

riald.

Bhi a fhios ag an Riordanach nér glacadh leis an gcorp eitinneach in Eirinn san
fhichiu haois. In alt a scriobh sé san Irish Times dar teideal ‘Aicme Iseal’, cuireann sé
sios ar na sanatdiri mar ‘na campai géibhinn’ agus maionn s¢ nar ‘chun ti a leigheas
a cuireadh isteach ti ach chun an pobal a chosaint ort’ (1971b: 10). San alt céanna,
léirionn sé gur thuig sé an stiogma soisialta a bhain leis an ngalar agus an bria a

cuireadh ar ghaoil nuair a bhi othar sa teaghlach:

Cheilfea féin agus do mhuintir é ar eagla go gcuirfi as an gceantar iad na ar

eagla na pésfaidh aoinne do dhriféaracha (ibid.)

E sin raite, tugann sé le fios uaireanta go raibh comradaiocht éigin le brath sna sanatoiri
agus gur thug na tréimhsi a chaith sé iontu sos do 0 thuairimi—agus b’fhéidir 6
bhreithiunas—an phobail. Maionn sé i sliocht dialainne, mar shampla, gur ‘othar
imeasc othar—troscan imeasc troscan’ a bhiodh ann agus € san ospidéal agus tugann

sé le fios gur ‘chuma [leis] neamhspleadhachas’ i rith na dtréimhsi sin (Airciv D15
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26.11.1956: 101). Bhiodh daoine a raibh an galar céanna orthu ina thimpeall agus is
ddcha go raibh tuiscint acu ar a chéile. Sa d&n ‘Siollabadh’ (ES: 111), tugann sé le fios
go bhfuil beocht ar leith le brath san ospidéal nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ar
‘c[h]uisleanna’ na n-othar ag preabadh in am le gluaiseacht na banaltra (ll. 1-4). In

‘Aicme [seal’, cuireann sé béim ar an spraoi a bhiodh aige le lucht an tsanatora:

Abhar iontais ab ea ¢ mar a deinti scigmhagadh fé gach gné den ghalar
marfach san. Bhiodh leasainmneacha ar fhridini galair agus ar fhuilid, etc.
Nuair a éalaimis amach go dti tigh tdbhairne bhainimis saésamh ifreanda as

‘slainte’ a chéile a 6l. Ba threise an magadh na an galar (1971b: 10).

Rinneadh corp normatach den chorp eitinneach laistigh den sanat6ir mar b’ionann an
cas ag gach othar ann. Is Iéir chomh maith go ndearna na hothair iarracht misneach a
thabhairt da cheile. Bhi dearcadh casta ag an Riordanach i leith na sanatoiri, mar sin.
Chuir a bhreoiteacht agus na tréimhsi a chaith seé in institiuidi na breoiteachta go mor

leis an deighilt a bhraith sé idir € féin agus daoine eile, daoine slaintiula, gnathdhaoine.

Ni raibh faoiseamh na spraoi ar fail sa domhan lasmuigh den sanatoir, afach,
agus nior bhraith an Riorddanach riamh go raibh s¢ ina bhall ‘ceart’ den phobal. Bhi
tuiscint aige air féin mar choimhthioch. Luann Ciara Breathnach ‘the self-imposed
physical and emotional limitations he placed on his life because of TB’ (2014: 11).
Chuir sé srianta ar an teagmhail a bhi aige le daoine eile, cinneadh a bhain go pointe

leis an mbreoiteacht:

Narratives of loneliness and depression are strong in his diaries, but
paradoxically he negotiated what company he kept. For several practical,
emotional and intellectual reasons, O Riordain limited his interaction with
others to such an extent that being ‘I measc na [n]daoine’ or among the people
was a planned, measured and concerted affair involving physical exertion and

psychological priming (ibid.: 13).
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| sliocht dialainne amhain tugann sé le fios go raibh sé ina bhall ceart den phobal
trath,'%2 go raibh ‘meas an phobail’ air, go raibh ‘meas ag’s na comharsana’ air, ach
go bhfuil siad ‘iompuighthe im’ choinnibh’ anois (Airciv D1 2.2.1940: 123). | ngiota
eile, luann sé na comharsana aris, ag ra nach mbionn ‘neémat acu na créatliri bochta’
chun stopadh agus comhré a bheith acu leis agus maionn s¢ go mb’théidir go mbionn
siad ‘ag teitheadh’ uvaidh (Airciv D1 23.4.1940: 334). Is diol spéise é an chaoi a
ndéanann sé cur sios ar a sheomra—>bhi a sheomra féin aige ag cul theach an teaghlaigh
in Inis Cara, ionas go mbeadh sé scartha ¢ bhaill eile den teaghlach nuair a bhi sé
tinn—in 1940:

Ar chul an tighe at4 an seébmra beag codladtha so agam-sa (ni cur sios na
innsint sgéil ar mo shedmra-sa “sedémra codladtha” a thabhairt air, mar ta sé

‘na oifig agus 'na leabharlann agus 'na sedmra bidh chémh maith 7 f6s 'na
sanatorium) (D1 23.1.1940: 80).

Tugann sé le fios, mar sin, gurb é a sheomra a spas priobhaideach féin agus go bhfuil
deighilt idir an spas priobhaideach seo agus spas an phobail. E sin raite, luann sé go
bhfuil an seomra ‘i mbealach an phobail’ (ibid.: 80-81), .i. go sitlann daoine thar braid
an tseomra chun siopa a mhathar a bhaint amach. Ciallaionn sé seo, dar leis, nach féidir
leis ‘cor a chur diom i ngan thios do’n phobal’ (ibid.: 81). Tugann an frasa seo le fios
gur chreid sé go raibh ‘an pobal’ ag iarraidh suil ghéar a choimead air mar gur aithin
siad gur dhuine “difriuil’ a bhi ann agus mar gheall go raibh siad fiosrach faoina chas.
Nuair a luann sé go bhfuil an seomra “’na oifig’, cuireann sé¢ i gcuimhne dainn gur
chuir an bhreoiteacht isteach go mor ar a shaol oibre. Agus plé & dhéanamh aici ar

Paul, fear a raibh timpiste aige a d’fhag gan lath na ngéag ¢, maionn Gill Valentine:

The so-called ‘feminised’, ‘privatised’ location of the home, rather than the
‘masculine’, ‘public’ spaces of the workplace and the pub became the focus
of his day and thus the most important sites in the construction of his own
narrative of the self (1999: 169).

162 Agus bhi, ar nddigh. Bhi sé an-ghniomhach i gcumann dramaiochta in Inis Cara sular bhuail an
eitinn é, mar shampla, agus déanann sé roinnt tagairti don chumann sa dialann. Luann sé i sliocht
dialainne 6n mbliain 1940, mar shampla, go ndearna sé a ‘dhithcheall’ agus gur ‘bhriseas mo shlainte
leis an gCumann Dramuidheachta san’, go bhfuil an cumann ‘ag dul chun cinn im” éagmuis anois” agus
go bhfuil ‘vaigneas ar mo chroidhe’ da bharr (Airciv D1 23.1.1940: 82).
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B’ionann an scéal don Riorddanach. Cé go raibh post aige san Oifig Moétarchanach i
gComhairle Cathrach Chorcai, ni raibh sé in ann obair rialta a dhéanambh tar €is do6
diagnois na heitinne a fhail.1®® Luadh sa dara caibidil go raibh frustrachas ar an
Riordanach mar gheall nach raibh sé ‘ag solathar’ agus mar gheall gur cheap sé go
raibh sé ‘sa tslighe ar mo mhuintir’ da bharr (Airciv D1 6.2.1940: 136-137). In Eirinn
san fhichiu haois, faoi mar a pléadh sa chéad chaibidil, bhi an fear idéalach ina
sholathrai, ach ni raibh an Riordanach in ann an rdl sin a chomhlionadh mar gheall ar
an tinneas. Bhi deighilt mhor, dar leis, idir spas baineann, priobhaideach an tseomra
agus an spas lasmuigh; spas fireann an phobail.

Bhi tionchar mor ag laincisi a choirp ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach ar a
fhearulacht. Déanann Kathy Charmaz plé ar an nasc idir an corp breoite agus an
fhéinitlacht i gcas an fhir:

Iliness can threaten masculine identities and lead to identity dilemmas [...]
Chronic illness can undermine all the taken-for-granted identities that support
and sustain a man’s place in the gender order, including his place in the male

dominance hierarchy among men [...] illness can reduce a man’s status in

163 Dganann Sean O Coileéin (1982) plé an-chuimsitheach ar an tionchar a bhi ag an tinneas ar shaol
oibre an Riordanaigh. Fch, mar shampla, Igh 58-66; 92-93; 113. Baineann O Coileain usaid, mar
shampla, as litir a scriobh Edward J. Twomey, Cuntaséir na Cathrach, chuig an mBainisteoir faoin
tsaoire tinnis a bhi ag an Riordanach idir 1938 agus 1944 (1982: 62). De réir na litreach seo, bhi sé as
lathair idir 8.3.1938 agus 8.9.1938 (lanpha), idir 8.9.1938 agus 8.3.1939 (leathphd), agus idir 8.3.1939
agus 31.5.1940 (saoire gan pha) (ibid.). Thosaigh sé ag obair aris ar 1.6.1940, ach bhi sé as lathair aris
idir 14.10.1940 agus 16.10.1940, idir 21.1.1941 agus 1.2.1941, idir 26.4.1941 agus 28.4.1941, idir
1.5.1941 agus 3.5.1941, idir 21.6.1941 agus 22.6.1941, idir 26.6.1941 agus 30.6.1941 (lanpha) (ibid.).
Bhi sé as lathair aris idir 9.9.1941 agus 9.3.1942 (lanpha), idir 9.3.1942 agus 9.91942 (leathphd) agus
idir 9.9.1942 agus 10.9.1944 (gan pha) (ibid.). Thosaigh sé ag obair aris ar 11.9.1944 (ibid.). Mar a
mhinionn O Coiledin thosaigh sé ag obair san oifig métarchanach ar 25.1.1937 agus buaileadh an-
bhreoite é i mi an Mharta 1938, nuair nach raibh ach bliain amhain caite aige sa phost (1982: 61-62).
Mar a chuireann O Coiledin ¢, d’fhag an eitinn “a rian ar a chuid oibre gan mhoill’ (ibid.: 61). Baineann
O Coileain uséid as litir a scriobh an Riordanach féin sa bhliain 1954 chun a léirid go raibh sé an-
bhreoite aris idir 1949 agus 1951: ‘I was granted sick leave from 5/5/49 to 1/10/50 and because I was
being treated for pulmonary tuberculosis | was paid as follows: 5/5/49 to 4/11/49, full pay 5/11/49 to
4/5/50, three-quarters pay 5/5/50 to 1/10/50, half pay. | resumed duty on 2/10/50 but was taken ill again
with pneumonia and pleurisy on 14/10/50. | received half pay until 28/10/50 but was on sick leave
without pay from 28/10/50 to 8/10/51 (a period of 341 days). During that time | had no pay, no T.B.
allowances, and no source of income whatever. Nevertheless, | survived and returned to work on
9/10/1951 and 1 have continued to work in the Motor Taxation Department since then...” (qtd O
Coiledin 1982: 92). Cé nach raibh an Riordanach réthdghta le hobair na hoifige, mar a léirionn sé nuair
a dhéanann s¢é cur sios ar Halla na Cathrach mar ‘it amhain ar an mbith na tagann fas na fairsingiu ar
an aigne’ (Airciv D14 28.1.1956: 2), bhi sé ag brath ar an bpost sin chun tuarastal a shaothr(. Bhi a
shaol oibre smélta leis an tinneas 6n tus.
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masculine hierarchies, shift his power relations with women, and raise his
self-doubts about masculinity. Consequently, chronic illness can relegate a
man to a position of ‘marginalized’ masculinity in the gender order (1995:
267-268).

Is 1éir 6na chuid scribhneoireachta go raibh an Riordanach lan le ‘self-doubts about
masculinity’. I sliocht dialainne 6n mbliain 1950, maionn sé gur idiodh a chuid

fearulachta i rith na mblianta;

Fear ab ea mise uair amhain. Leanbh ab ea mé leis. D’imthigh an leanbhaiocht
agus an fheartlacht (Airciv D9 24.11.1950: 55).

Ta an proiseas smaointeoireachta céanna le brath sa sliocht ina maionn sé go bhfuil sé
‘titithe 1 ndiaidh mo chuil go moér mar fhear litriochta agus fiti mar thear’ (Airciv D19
28.4.1958: 32-33). Ba mhinic a bhi eagla air mar gheall ar an mbreoiteacht agus mar
gheall ar shiorbhagairt an bhais. Is Iéir 6n sliocht dialainne seo a leanas go ndearna sé

nasc idir an eagla, an easpa crdgachta agus an easpa fearulachta:

Té eagla orm—scedn. Taim a scri seo chun an eagla do bhr( sios—ach eagla
ata am thiomaint [...] Nach feartil an fear mé! (Airciv D10 7.4.1951: 97).

Cuireann an comhartha uaillbhreasa béim ar shearbhas an agaill. Baineann sé Gsaid
rialta as téarmai maslacha inscneacha chun cur sios a dhéanamh air féin sa dialann,

téarmai a chuireann a easpa feartilachta, mar a thuig sé féin ¢, in itl: ‘bacach’ (Airciv

D1 7.1.1940: 27), mar shampla, agus ‘coilltean’ (Airciv D9 3.4.1950: 4).

Ta an leochaileacht fhisiciuil agus leochaileacht na feartlachta le brath mar
mhorthéama sa dan ‘Na Leamhain’ (B: 18). Déanann an Riordanach comparéid

spéisidil idir a leochaileacht féin agus leochaileacht na leamhan sa chéad véarsa:

Fuaim ag leamhan leochaileach, iomp6 leathanaigh,
Bascadh mionsciathan,

Oiche fhémbhair i seomra na leapa, t&

Rud leochaileach & chréa (ll. 1-4).
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Pleann O Liathdin an nasc seo san alt ‘An Domhan de réir an Riordanaigh in “Ni

ceadmhach neamhshuim” agus “Na leamhain™’ (2012):

Mar achoimre ar an dan, ta an suiomh leapan curtha i lathair ddinn aris, agus
ta feithid bheag neamhshuntasach aris anseo; créatur leochaileach cosuil leis
an bhfile féin ag streachailt sa dorchadas, meallta ag an solas, ag iarraidh a
bheith istigh leis (2012: 135).

Cuireann ‘an suiomh leapan’ seo corp breoite an chainteora in iul duinn. Leagann O

Liathain béim ar an nasc idir an cainteoir agus an leamhan:

‘Undisguised wish-fulfilments’ ata i dtaibhrimh, dar le Freud (1997: 35), agus
ba mhinic a nasc sé seo le mianta anghracha. An bhfuil an leamhan
leochaileach mar ata an file féin, seans? Seans chomh maith go bhfuil sé
scanraithe roimh an fhoirfeacht i bhfad uaidh (‘anam dea-chumtha na
hoiche’), an rud alainn seo a chuireann frustrachas air (‘Is do chritheas le
fuacht na filiochta’ ES 41), agus a fhagann braistint an uaignis don ghra nuair
nach gcomhliontar é (‘Mar bhi peaca ar anam na hoiche’ ES 41) (ibid.:138).

Cuireann sé leis an méid sin, ag ra go léiritear easpa feartlachta an chainteora sa

chaidreamh idir € féin agus an leamhan:

Ni mor dé aire athabhairt d6 [don leamhan], agus samhlaitear caidreamh éigin
da bharr. Déantar praiseach no tuaiplis den chaidreamh, afach, de bharr easpa

fearGlachta, agus ta teipthe air sa deireadh is cosuil (ibid.).

Teipeann ar an gcainteoir aire cheart a thabhairt don leamhan nuair a dhoirteann sé ‘an
pudar beannaithe’ (1. 13). Thuig an cainteoir ldithreach ‘go rabhas gan
uimhreacha/Gan uimhreacha na fearulachta go brach’ (1. 15-16). Is linte débhriocha
iad seo, rud a aithnionn O Liathain nuair a dhéanann sé tagairt do stil an dain (ibid.:
135), don tionchar a bhi ag an impriseanachas air (ibid.: 136—-137), agus don nasc idir
an dan seo agus cursai siocanailise—cuir i gcas go bhfuil an chuid is m6 den dan
bunaithe ar thaibhreamh (ibid.: 137)—agus an mhiotaseolaiocht—miotas Psyche
(ibid.: 140). Déanann O Liathain iarracht fomha dhébhrioch, chasta na n-uimhreacha

a mhinid, cé go n-admhaionn sé nach féidir leis a bheith cinnte faoin miniu seo:
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Ceist amscai eile sa dan ar ndoigh is ea ‘uimhreacha na fearalachta’ agus na
tagairti eile doibh (‘do shiuil na deich n-uimhreacha as an mearbhall’,
‘cinionacha ag plé le huimhreacha’). Chreid na Gréagaigh go bhféadfai nithe
a thabhairt fé ndeara agus a chur i dtéarmai matamaitice n6 céimseatan.
Chiallaigh sin gur mheasadar go bhféadfai gach aon ni agus tarltint a thomhas
ar bhonn matamaiticiuil [...] Cé go bhfuil éabhléid tagtha anois ar na tuiscinti
a bhain le stair na matamaitice clasaici, creideadh in aimsir an Riordanaigh
gurbh € Piotagaras agus a lucht leantina sa sed haois roimh Chriost a d’théach
ar uimhreacha agus ar chéimseata mar bhunus gach aon rud nadurtha [...]
Maidir leis an uimhir 10, seo uimhir mhisteach na criochndlachta agus na
haontachta, go hairithe sa traidisian Giudach [...] Sa chéras Piotagarasach,
tugtar minit ar an gcruinne de réir cérais uimhriuil; suimid na gcéad cheithre
slanuimhreacha 1, 2, 3, 4 is ea 10, a measadh mar uimhir thoirfe ag an am,
agus gur ann a mhair naddr iomlan na n-uimhreacha. Ba shiombail an uimhir
10 ar iomlan na n-uimhreacha (agus na cruinne), agus bhi réalt le deich
bpointe (an tetratys) ag seasamh dé. Fid ar bhonn simpli, sin uimhir na méar
freisin, bunuds an chérais deachulaigh agus na ndeachuithe araon. Measadh gur
fhreagair na ré-uimhreacha d’airionna firinscneacha, agus ma b’ionann uimhir
10 agus an uimhir ab fhoirfe a bhi ann, b’fhéidir gurb ¢é sin is bri le
‘uimhreacha na feartlachta’ a bheith ann féin, cé nach 1éir dom gur féidir a
bheith cinnte faoi seo go deo. Is Iéir, go hairithe, go mbraitheann O Riordain
mar dhuine ata lasmuigh de chéras an oird (mar sin, sa chaos, anord?), agus
go bhfuil sé eisiata 6 dhomhan na n-uimhreacha. Da measfadh sé gur féidir le
haireachtail agus tuiscint ar uimhreacha ‘cumhacht’ a bhronnadh ar rud [...]
caithfidh nach duine é féin a chomhlionann iomlaineacht uimhridil ar chaoi
éigin (ibid.: 141-142).

Is miniu fiorspeéisidil é seo, a thugann léargas duinn ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an
Riordanach air féin mar dhuine neamhghnach, imeallach. Cé gur dan débhrioch, casta
¢ ‘Na Leambhain’, is dan fiorshuimitil ¢, a thugann léargas duinn ar dhearcadh an
Riordanaigh i leith a choirp bhreoite, leochailigh agus ar an nasc idir an corp seo agus

a fhearulacht leochaileach.

221



Is 1€ir gur chuir an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhear a raibh easpa feartlachta
aige frustrachas mor ar an Riordanach. T& an frustrachas seo le brath go soiléir sa

dialann:

Nil sé¢ d’acmhainn agam bheith im FHEAR. A sin ¢ é EASBA
FEARULACHTA! (Airciv D9 29.1.1951: 113).

Léirionn a pheannaireacht—an comhartha uaillbhreasa agus na litreacha méra—an
frustrachas a bhi air nuair a scriobh sé an sliocht thuas. Is léir 6n dialann nér cheap sé
go raibh sé ina fhear ‘fearuil’, ina fhear ‘ceart” agus is cosuil go raibh tionchar ollmhér
ag an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith a choirp eitinnigh ar an smaoineamh seo.

3.4. ‘bhi eagla orm go raibh ag teipeadh orm’!®*: An Imni Chollai agus an

Fhearulacht

Bhi an Riordanach amhrasach faoina chumas collai mar gheall go raibh corp breoite
aige. Léiritear sa sliocht seo a leanas, ina ndéanann se tagairt do Cuirt an Mhean Qiche
le Brian Merriman agus ina luann sé go bhfuil sé togtha le husaid na line ‘“borradh na
fola agus fothrom na fe6la™ sa téacs (Airciv D1 24.1.1940: 85), go raibh sé in amhras

faoi chumas collai an duine bhreoite i gcoitinne:

[...] d’fhiafruigheas diom féin conus is féidir fothrom na feodla a chloisint
nuair na fuil an fhedil ann. Ag cuimhneamh ar dhuine a bhionn feoctha seang

ag an eitinn a bhios, agus san am gcéanna a bhionn tugtha do’n druis (ibid.:

86).

Is i an cheist até ag croilar an tsleachta seo na an cheist seo a leanas: an féidir le duine
a bhfuil corp breoite, lag aige mianta agus cumhacht na collaiochta a bhrath agus
thuiscint i gceart? Cé go bhfuil greann dubh le brath sa sliocht, is Iéir nach raibh an
Riordanach cinnte faoin bhfreagra. Luann sé sa sliocht céanna go raibh ‘droch-mheas’
aige ar ‘lucht na druise’ nuair a bhi sé in Heatherside leo (ibid.). Is cosuil gur cheap sé
nar choir do dhuine ag a bhfuil corp mishlaintiuil a bheith ina dhuine druisiuil.

Déanann sé plé ar a chumas collai féin i sliocht dialainne 6n mbliain 1950:

164 9 Riordain (Airciv D9 20.8.1950: 42).
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Deineadh taibhreamh dom aréir. Do samhlaiodh dom go rabhas i leabaidh
agus bean g im theannta. Bhios ag iarraidh i do choilleadh agus bhi eagla
orm go raibh ag teipeadh orm. Go hobann agus go mioruilteach d’éirigh a
corp treamh-dhearcach agus do chonac néall ban ag taisteal trén a lar istigh
6n a gaibhligh anios. Do tuigeadh dom ansan go raibh an gné déanta agam.
Ni cuimhin liom an raibh an néall bainneach so follamh né an raibh leanbh
istigh ann, ach ta fhios agam go bhfeaca Cros ar dTiarna suite ar bharr an néill.
Ni bhfuaireas aon phléisidr druiseach as an dtaibhreamh so ach ba mhor an
s6las dom € (Airciv D9 20.8.1950: 42-43).

Cuirtear easpa muinine an Riordanaigh, ¢ thaobh an ghnéis de, in iul go soiléir sa
sliocht thuas. Bhi ‘eagla’ air mar cheap sé ‘go raibh ag teipeadh’ air nuair a rinne sé
iarracht lui leis an mbean. D’¢éirigh leis ar deireadh agus bhain sé ‘solas’ as an bhfiric
sin. Cé go raibh cur sios & dhéanamh aige ar thaibhreamh, léiritear imni chollai an
Riordanaigh go soiléir anseo. Is cosuil go raibh eagla air nach raibh s¢ ‘fearuil’ go leor
chun lui le bean. Pléadh sa chéad chaibidil den trachtas seo an bhéim a cuireadh ar an
ngnéas dlisteanach, .i. an cinedal gnéis a raibh an ghinitint mar phriomhaidhm aige, in
Eirinn san fhichit haois. ®® Is diol spéise é, mar sin, go ndéanann an Riordanach nasc
(débhrioch) idir gniomh collai an taibhrimh agus an ghinitint sa sliocht thuasluaite
nuair a scriobhann sé ‘[n]i cuimhin liom an raibh an néall bainneach so follamh no an
raibh leanbh istigh ann’. Cuireann an line seo in il go ndearna sé nasc idir an gnéas
agus an ghinidint. Ni chuireann sé an iomarca béime ar an nasc seo sa sliocht airithe
seo mar nach maionn sé go raibh an gniomh collai rathuil toisc gur éirigh an bhean
torrach. Ina ainneoin seo, ta sé den tuairim go raibh an gniomh collai rathil mar gheall
gur €irigh leisean ‘an gnd’ a dhéanamh. Cuireann sé an bhéim, mar sin, air féin, ar a

chumas collai féin agus ar an gcaoi ar thug an ‘gné’ collai misneach dé mar fhear.

Léirionn Kimmel agus Fracher (2005), agus staidéar a dhéanamh acu ar fhir a
bhfuil fadhbanna collai acu, gur minic a dhéanann fir nasc idir a gcumas collai agus a
gecuid feartlachta agus gur minic a cheistionn siad a bhfeartlacht nuair a bhionn

fadhbanna collai acu:

185 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.5., Igh 42-43.
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Sam, Joe, and Bill manifest the three most common sexual complaints of men
seeking therapy. But underlying premature ejaculation, inhibited sexual
desire, and erectile dysfunction is a common thread binding these and other
sexual problems together. Each fears that his sexual problem damages his
sense of masculinity, makes him less of a ‘real man’. In a sense, we might say

that all three men ‘suffer’ from masculinity (141).

Pléann Kimmel agus Fracher an nasc laidir, larnach idir an chollaiocht agus an
fheardlacht a bhionn le brath in intinn na bhfear agus an chaoi a dtugann an chollaiocht
deimhniu don fhearulacht:

If sexuality is socially constructed, perhaps the most significant element of
the construction—the foundation upon which we construct our sexuality—is
gender. For men, the notion of masculinity, the cultural definition of
manhood, serves as the primary building block of sexuality, and it is through
our sexualities that we confirm the successful construction of our gender
identity. Gender informs sexuality; sexuality confirms gender. Thus men have
much at stake when they confront a sexual problem: they risk their self-image
as men [...] In a sense, sexuality is the location of the enactment of

masculinity; sexuality allows the expression of masculinity (ibid.:142-143).

Is costiil go raibh Riordanach an taibhrimh ag iarraidh ‘the enactment of masculinity’
a 1éiria nuair a rinne sé iarracht an bhean ‘a choilleadh’—focal a thugann le fios gur
gniomh gan chead a bhi i gceist no, ar a laghad, nach raibh tdbhacht ag baint le tuairim
na mna, rud a chuireann an bhéim aris ar chumas collai an fhir agus ar an gcaoi a bhfuil
sé ag iarraidh an cumas seo a léirit agus a dheimhnit—agus gur bhain an ‘eagla’ a bhi
air nuair a cheap sé go raibh ‘ag teipeadh’ air leis an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar
thear lochtach. Cuireann Usaid an fhocail ‘gnd’ an dearcadh a bhionn ag fir 1 leith an
ghnéis mar ‘a job whose performance can be evaluated’ in itl chomh maith (Kimmel

agus Fracher 2005: 145):

That men use the language of work as metaphors for sexual conduct—-‘getting
the job done’, ‘performing well’, ‘achieving orgasm’—illustrates more than a
passing interest in turning everything into a job whose performance can be

evaluated; it reinforces detachment, so that the body becomes a sexual
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machine, a perfomer instead of an authentic actor. The penis is transformed
from an organ of sexual pleasure into a ‘tool’, an instrument by which the
performance is carried out, a thing, separate from the self [...] The penis can
become the man’s enemy, ready to engage in the most shameful conspiracy
possible: performance failure. Is it any wonder that ‘performance anxiety’ is

a normative experience for male sexual behavior? (ibid.).

Cuireann taibhreamh an Riordanaigh an ‘performance anxiety’ seo in itl go Soiléir.

Ba mhinic a chain an Riord&nach é féin sa dialann toisc nach raibh sé in ann
an deis a thapu le mna, rud a chuir go mor leis an imni a bhi air, ni hamhdain faoina
chumas collai, ach faoina fheartlacht chomh maith. I litir a scriobh sé chuig Con Prior

in 1949, maionn sé

I am surrounded by females here [sa sanatéir]. They are fascinated of my bald
head. When they wish to be seduced they retire in ones to the Linen Room.
Now that Lenin is dead it should be called the Stalin room? To date | have not
pleasured a single damsel here (Mi na Samhna 1949 qtd O Coileain 1982:
106).

Cé go bhfuil ton maguil le brath anseo aris, mar a léirionn an line ghreannmhar faoi
Lenin agus ‘the Linen Room’, t4 ton féinchainteach le brath ann chomh maith. Tugann
sé le fios i ndialann na bliana 1940 go mbionn deacrachtai aige le mna, rud a chuireann

isteach go moér air:

Is mé caoi mhaith agus is mo pléisiar aocibhinn a leogas uaim de dheascaibh
na cdthaileachta. Ni fhéadfainn bheith chomh maith leis seo no leis sidd. Is
minic a bhi cailin go caoitheamhail agam - ligeas uaim i mar ni raibh aon
mheas agam orm féin. Is mé faill a leogas tharam le faillighe agus le droch-
mheas ar mo chomhachtaibh féin ionas gur fagadh i n-umar na haimléise me
(Airciv D1 3.4.1940: 288).

Is l1éir gur thuig an Riordanach é féin mar dhuine imeallach, mar dhuine ait, mar dhuine
nach raibh saol iomlan & chaitheamh aige agus is léir chomh maith gur chreid sé nach

raibh sé maith go leor, n6 fearuil go leor, seans, mar gheall ar a chuthaileacht. Tugann
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s¢ le fios sa dialann gur bhain sé sult as a bheith ag féachaint ar ‘mhna triopallacha’ a
chonaic sé, mar shampla, ar Shraid Phédraig i gcathair Chorcai (Airciv D16 23.6.1957:
238). Maionn sé go bhfuil sé ‘craite [...] ag mianta na colna’ (ibid.) agus déanann sé

cur sios ar na mna a fheiceann sé ar an tsraid i rith an tsamhraidh:

T4 an oiread san gunai dathannacha & bhfeiscint againn na laetheannta
brothaill seo nach aon ionadh é ma fireannaiotar sinn. Bhios ag féachaint
tamall inné ar mhna triopallacha ag gabhéil 6 thuaidh thar Dhroichead
Padraig. Do dheineas ionadh da dtriopallacht. Is iad a bhi néata. Bhiodar
chomh glan, chomh leochaileach le peidhleachain pérldis. Ni fheacais fir
riamh chomh piocaithe leo. Rudai samhraidh ab ea iad, mheasfa, agus iad
chomh h-ionann le hatai tui (ibid.: 238-239).

Déantar nasc suimidil anseo idir na mianta a mhusclaionn ailleacht na mban sna fir
agus an fhearulacht féin—tugtar le fios go ‘bhfireannaitear’ na fir nuair a fhéachann
siad ar mhna aille. Tugann sé le fios i sliocht dialainne eile, afach, nach mbiodh sé de

mhisneach aige, ni hamhain dul i dtreo na mban, ach féachaint go direach orthu, fiu:

Cuid des na mna [ar Shraid Phadraig] chomh h-alainn san n& beadh sé de
mhisneach agat féachaint orthu. D4 bhféachfaidis thar n-ais ort bheadh beirthe
ort. Ach ni fhéachfadh. Beag an baol (Airciv D13 4.12.1953: 1).

Tugtar le fios gur cheap sé nach mbeadh suim ag na mna ann. Ni raibh mdran

féinmhuinine ag an Riordanach, mar sin, agus bhi deacrachtai aige le mna da bharr.

Tugann an dan ‘Ualach na Beatha’ (ES: 33) léargas duinn ar an dearcadh a bhi
ag an Riordanach i leith na mban. Luann an cainteoir go bhfuil dha ‘chursa’ (I. 9) os a
chomhair amach agus gur chdir do6 rogha a dhéanamh eatarthu, ach nach féidir leis na
cursai seo a fheicedil 1 gceart mar gheall ar na ‘scamaill’ (1. 10); caithfidh sé an
cinneadh a dhéanamh sula mbeidh sé in ann torthai an chinnte a thuiscint i gceart (l.
11). T4 cosulachtai idir an rogha seo an rogha atd os comhair an chainteora in ‘The
Road Not Taken’ le Robert Frost (1920),'% ach ta rogha an Riordanaigh beagainin

nios mistéiri na rogha Frost:

186 Dganann Sewell (2000: 19) tagairt do dhan Frost nuair a dhéanann sé mionscrada ar ‘Ualach na
Beatha’ chomh maith.

226



Two roads diverged in a yellow wood,
And sorry | could not travel both

And be one traveler, long I stood

And looked down one as far as | could

To where it bent in the undergrowth;

Then took the other, as just as fair (Il. 1-6).

Tuigeann cainteoir an dain ‘The Road Not Taken’ gur chéir d6 an bothar “less traveled
by’ (1. 19) a roghnu, cé gur cheistigh sé an cinneadh seo tar ¢is d6 ¢ a dhéanamh. Nil
cainteoir an dain ‘Ualach na Beatha’ leath chomh cinnte, afach. Baineann an chéad
chursa ata os comhair an chainteora amach le cumhacht na druise, leis na mianta collai,

agus le mealltacht na mban. Luann sé an tionchar a bhiodh ag ailleacht na mban air:

Is minic bhraitheas milseacht i maighdean
A fhag mé go trochailte tréith,

A dhein sioraiocht gan faoiseamh den aimsir
Is feitheamh dem ghniomhartha go léir.

(1. 13-16).

Cuireann na linte seo an aimliocht a chuireadh ailleacht na mban—agus luann sé
maighdeana go hairithe (I. 13)—air in ial agus Iéirionn siad go soiléir an tionchar
fisicitil agus siceolaioch a bhiodh ag an druis air. Is diol spéise é gur scriobh an
Riordanach na linte seo san aimsir chaite, rud a thugann le fios go bhfuil athra tagtha
ar a dhearcadh i leith na hailleachta i rith na mblianta. Sa chéad véarsa eile, luann an
cainteoir go mbaineann an chéad chdrsa, ni hamhain le hailleacht an duine aonair, ach
le mealltacht chumhachtach agus uilioch na mban uilig, rud a chuireann go mor lena

imni:

Ach ba nimhni an mhilseacht sa chomhartha
Na slimchrot aon bhéithe faoin spéir,
Ni haonchorp mnéa éige bhi romham ann

Ach ilchorp na bantrachta féin.

Bhi aoibhneas gach mna dar luigh sios ann
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Is fiainmhian gach fir a saolaiodh [...]

(Il. 17-20).

Cuireann na focail ‘ilchorp na bantrachta’ mealltacht agus cumhacht na mban in 10l
duinn go soiléir agus I¢irionn na focail ‘fiainmhian gach fir a saolaiodh’ cumhacht na
drtise. Cuireann an comhfhocal aisteach ‘fiainmhian’ béim ar an gcumhacht seo. Is
Iéir go bhfuil imni ar chainteoir an dain faoi mhealltacht na mban agus faoi chumhacht
na draise. Tugtar léargas suimidil ddinn, mar sin, ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith
na collaiochta sa dan seo. Is léir go gcuireann a mhianta collai féin imni ar an
gcainteoir toisc go gceapann sé go bhfuil easpa smachta aige orthu. Braitheann sé, mar
shampla, ‘ilchorp na bantrachta’ (l. 20) sa chéad chursa agus, cé go bhfuil ‘milseacht’
(I. 17) ag baint leis an mbanulacht chumhachtach seo, is milseacht ‘nimh[neach]’ (.
17) i. Ni hamhain go gcuireann an bhanulacht uilioch imni air, ach cuireann

‘[a]onchorp mna 6ige’ (1. 19) imni air chomh maith.

Is minic a chuirtear frustrachas collai an Riordanaigh in iul sa dialann. Ag tas
an tsleachta seo a leanas, luann sé go bhfuil ‘tromhshuan’ ar a aigne agus go bhfuil ‘an
cloigeann ana-the’ (Airciv D5 17.7.1943: 36) toisc go bhfuil sé breoite. Luann sé
chomh maith nach bhfuil fonn air filiocht a scriobh agus gur thréig an ‘tseanbhuile
filiochta’ ¢ (ibid.). Ceapann sé¢ go bhfuil ‘mishuaimhneas spioraduil’ (ibid.) ag cur as

d6 agus minionn sé mar seo a leanas é:

Bim i gcdnai ag santu an tsaoil agus ag lorg faille. Ni feidir le duine an Biobla
a léamh an fhaid agus a bhionn an dinnéar & ullmhd aige. Bim i gconai ag lorg
boige baininscni. Bim ag tnath le corp mna. An mbimidne—an t-al fireann—
ag lorg smaointe baininscneacha faoi mar a lorgaimid coirp bhaineanna? A,

is leor sin (ibid.).

Tugtar léargas suimiutil dainn ar fhrustrachas collai an Riordanaigh sa sliocht seo.
Cuireann an t-agall ‘[4], is leor sin’ frustrachas an Riordanaigh in iul aris ag deireadh
an tsleachta. Léiritear frustrachas collai an Riordanaigh aris sa sliocht seo a leanas.
Chuaigh sé ar shiul6id an 14 airithe sin agus chonaic sé¢ ‘{m]na 6ga ag rothaidheacht’

(Airciv D5 7.8.1944: 43). Déanann sé an cur sios seo a leanas ar na mna sin:
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lad go Iéir so-bhlasta. Ach braitheann sin—a sobhlastacht—ar ocras an té a
bhionn & santa (ibid.).

Cuireann an raiteas seo mianta collai an Riordanaigh in iul aris; cheap sé go raibh na
mna 6ga ‘so-bhlasta’ toisc go raibh ‘ocras’ air, .i. frustrachas collai. Is friotal an-
chorpartha € sin agus tugann sé sin cumhacht na mianta le fios go soiléir. Luaigh sé sa
sliocht céanna gur bhuail s¢ le Con Sweeney, a bhean agus ‘cailin 6g, cothuighthe’
(ibid.) ar an mbdthar agus déanann sé cur sios gearr ar an gcomhra a bhi acu lena

chéile:

‘Ar mhaith leat cailin deas a bhreith leat?” arsa Con. ‘Is ar €igin a thiocfadh si
liom,” arsa mise. Ansan, ar eagla go measfaidis go rabhas ro-dhairiribh,

dubhairt go raibh ana-bhrothall ann (ibid.).

Faightear leargas eile sa sliocht seo ar fhéiniomha dhiultach an Riordanaigh. Cé nach
raibh sé ach ag magadh nuair a duirt sé nach dtiocfadh an cailin 0g leis, cheap sé nach

raibh sé maith go leor no slaintidil go leor né tarraingteach go leor di.

Léiritear sa ghiota seo a leanas gur thuig an Riordanach na mianta collai mar
mhianta a bhionn ag gach duine agus mar fhdrsa a stiirann iompar an duine—iompar
seafdideach, greannmhar sa chas seo—nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios ar an gcion a bhi

ag na fir aititla ar bhean ar leith, Miss Williams:

Sasanach darab ainm d6 Roper ann [gar don abhainn]. Station wagon aige ar
an mbothar. Bean 4g istigh ann ag feitheamh leis. Miss Williams is ainm di,
cloisim. Ta Roper posta agus isi Miss W. an striapach ata aige—mas fior. Ni
bhfuaireas-sa ach strac-fhéachaint uirthi ach ta si deallraitheach, déarfainn.
Bean is ea i, nuair a thagann si an treo, go mbionn na fir ag féachaint treo eile
chun go dtabharfadh si faoi deara na fuilid ag féachaint uirthi agus, san am
gcéanna, gan ar a n’aigne ach i. Fear posta pleidhcitil eile ag taisteal ar nos
na gaoithe ar rothar inneal-ghluaiste 7 é ag gui Dé go bhfeicfeadh si é agus go
dtuigfeadh si chomh crédha agus ata sé. Géar( ar an saol timpeall is ea i, bail
6 Dhia uirthi (Airciv D13: 21.3.1954: 24).
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Léirionn an méid seo uilig gur thuig sé na mianta collai mar chuid den staid dhaonna.
Cé gur aithin sé agus gur phléigh sé a mhianta collai féin sa dialann, is Iéir 6n méid a
scriobh sé ann nach raibh sé iomlan compordach lena mhianta na lena chollaiocht féin
mar gheall go raibh imni air faoi chumas collai a choirp bhreoite.

3.5. ‘bod am’:%” An Atharthacht, an Ghinidint agus an Fhearulacht

Léirionn dialann an Riordénaigh go raibh fonn air a bheith ina athair. Ta an fonn seo
le brath go soiléir sa sliocht seo a leanas:

Do dhéanfainn athair maith. Ca bhfuil mo leanbh? Dein athair diom, a Athair
(Airciv D9 24.11.1950: 52).

Té an ceart ar fad ag Ciara Breathnach, a mhaionn nach bhfuair sé an deis ‘normal life
cycles’ a bhlaiseadh mar go raibh tinneas fadtéarmach air (2016: 94). Ba chuid mhor
de shaolré an duine i an ghinitint in Eirinn i rith an fichit haois, agus is cuid mhor de
shaolré an duine i sa 1& ata inniu ann go féill, ar ndéigh. Mar a mhinionn bean amhain
andearna Mary Leane agallamh Iéi faoin taithi a bhi aici ar an gcollaiocht, ar an ngnéas
agus ar an nginitint in Eirinn san fhichia haois ‘if you avoided a family, you were
condemned absolutely’ (Leane 2014: 38). Ba norm soéisialta i an ghinitint, a bhain, ni
hamhain le dearcadh na sochai, ach le cuinsi polaitila agus eacnamaiocha agus
reiligiinda chomh maith. Bhi fonn ar an Rialtas agus ar na hEaglaisi Criostula, mar
shampla, ardu, no ar a laghad seasmhacht, a fheiceail sa rata breithe. Cuireadh béim

ar an nginitiint mar ‘the only legitimate reason for sex’ (Cronin 2012: 55), mar sin.

Is cosuil gur ghlac an Riordanach an smaoineamh sin chuige féin go pointe.

Cuireann sé a dhioma faoina stadas mar dhuine gan chlann in ial go soiléir sa dialann:

[...] taim ag déanamh ar mo dhachad [...] 7 nil oiread 7 leanbh tabhartha im
dhiaidh. Saol seasc—blianta 7 bod amu (Airciv D14 28.1.1956: 1).

167 & Riordain (Airciv D14 28.1.1956: 1).
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Is diol spéise € go ndéantar nasc sa sliocht thuas idir an ghinidint, luach soisialta an
fhir—tugann an frasa ‘blianta [...] ama’ le fios nar chuir sé leis an tsochai—agus an

corp fireann—‘bod am1’.

Nior bhain an fonn a bhi ar an Riordanach a bheith ina athair le noirm na sochai
comhaimseartha amhdin. Bhi an-mheas aige ar mheon an phaiste, nd ar an ‘aigne
linbh’, mar a thug sé féin air (ES: 9). Mar a pléadh go mion sa dara caibidil den trachtas
se0,'%8 bhi tionchar mor ag an tuiscint a bhi ag an bhfile ar thabhacht na ‘haigne’
oscailte seo ar a fhealstinacht fhileata mar gur bhraith sé gur choéir don fhile ‘aigne
linbh’ a choth( ann féin ionas gur féidir leis dul i ngleic i gceart le daoine agus le rudai
lasmuigh de féin chun filiocht ‘ionraic’ a chumadh (ibid.: 11). Tugtar le fios sa
Réamhrd in Eireaball Spideoige gur thuig sé go maith go raibh deighilt mhor idir an
tuiscint a bhionn ag paisti ar an domhan agus an tuiscint a bhionn ag daoine fasta ar

an domhan céanna. Cuirtear leis sin sa dialann:

Maireann leanbhai i saol eile seochas ar saolne. Saol draiochta—Ian de
shlaitini draiochta. Ni fheiceann siad ar saol-ne na ni fheicimidne a saol sud.
Ni dhallann cdramai iad nd imniomh na eolas. Creideamh ar fad isea iad. Ta
an creideamh sin caillte againn-ne [...] Taimid araon ag feachaint ar an
domhan céanna ach ni hé an domhan céanna a chimid. Chionn siad san saol
an bhéaloidis. Chimid-ne saol na canach ioncaim, na ratai. Ciacu radharc is
firinni, radharc na h-urchéide n6 radharc na neamhurchoide? Ta iontaoibh
iomlan acu asainne na fuil aon iontaoibh againn asainn féin. Sagairt is ea iad
a dheineann deasghnath den suaraiocht. Ni h-eol déibh suaraiocht. An sinne
a chum suaraiocht nuair a theip ar samhlaiocht? Samhail a chionn siad, a
chumann siad, as neamhurch6id. Cinnteacht ar fad is ea iad gan aon eolas.
Eolas ar fad sinne gan aon chinnteacht. Cine fili iad (Airciv D38 22.2.1970:
123-124).

I ngiota eile 6n mbliain 1949, maionn sé go mbionn paisti ‘chomh nadurtha athasach
le duilledg ag fas’ (Airciv D7 15.4.1949: 55). Bhi an-chion ag an Riordanach ar a
neachtanna agus a nianna chomh maith, .i. paisti a dhearthar, Tadhg. Déanann sé cur

sios orthu 1 ndialann na bliana 1963 mar ‘an pobal beag daoine is annsa liomsa ar

188 Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.9., fch Igh 157-158.

231



domhan’ (Airciv D26 30.1.1963: 116-117) tar €is d6 cuairt a thabhairt orthu. Sa sliocht
céanna molann sé iad mar ‘b[hJuion bheag neamh-urchdideach’ atd ‘lan de
mhacantacht’ (ibid.: 116). I sliocht 6n mbliain 1965, déanann sé cur sios ar a neacht,

Marian, agus ar an gcaoi nar thainig ‘gangaid’ uirthi cé gur lig cara 1éi sios i:

Nil inti ach leanbh ach b’fhearra dhtinn go 1éir bheith mar i—gan ghangaid.
Bhi an ceart ag an Té a 6rdaigh duinn bheith mar leanbhai. Nuair adeirim na
fuil inti ach leanbh, sé tdim ag r&4 n& nar chuaidh si amud fés ina cuid
machnaimh (Airciv D29 21.3.1965: 57-58).

Is cosuil gur chreid sé gur choir don duine fasta eiseamlair an phaiste a leantint mar
go ndeachaigh na daoine fasta ‘amu’ ina gcuid ‘machnaimh’ nuair a d’fthag siad meon
an phaiste ina ndiaidh. Seans gur bhain an meas seo go pointe airithe leis an gcumha
a bhi air i ndiaidh a dige féin. Admhaionn sé sa dialann, mar shampla, gur
‘shleamhnaigh m’6ige uaim i gan fhios dom’ (Airciv D41 22.1.1973: 70) agus gur sa
leaba ‘a chaitheas m’6ige’ (ibid.) agus is Iéir gur chuir sé sin as d6 mar rinne sé cur
sios air féin mar ‘t[h]eip iomlan’ sa sliocht céanna (ibid.). T4 cumha an Riordanaigh i

ndiaidh a 6ige le brath sa sliocht seo a leanas:

Nil de dhraiocht ar an saol ach an 6ige. Mna oga + ni mna crionna, a
mheallann sinn, Is leis an dige coipcheart na h-dilleachta agus na
romansaiochta. Nil d’inspioraid ar an saol ach cailin 6g. Is le mné 6ga a bhi
baidhiocht gach file + gach Urscéalai riamh 6 Homer go Cervantes + 6
Cervantes go dti Sean O Riordain. Ach cé h-iad na mna crionna misciamhacha
seo na tugann inspioraid dainn? Is maith ta’s againn cé h-iad! Siad mna 6ga
draiochtila an lae inné iad. Cad d’imigh orthu? An 6ige d’imeacht uathu a
tharla déibh. Is ins an Gige atd an draiocht + an comhacht [...] An rud is céasta
ar fad isea gur ar an dige a bhionn ar n’éileamh fos + sinn scartha 1¢i. (Airciv

D28 4.5.1964: 19-20).

Tugtar le fios anseo go mbraitheann daoine fasta uathu i gconai na laethanta a bhi. E
sin raite, is léir gur bhain an Riordanach fiorthaitneamh as comhluadar a nianna agus

a neachtanna agus narbh é gur shantaigh sé an 0ige a bhi acu. Creideann an scribhneoir

s

seo go raibh fonn ar an Riordanach paiste—n0 paisti—a bheith aige, ni hamhain mar

gur norm sdisialta a bhi sa ghinitint ag an am, ach mar go raibh sé nios compordai i

232



gcomhluadar na bpaisti agus mar gur chreid sé gur féidir le daoine fasta an-chuid a

fhoghlaim 6 mheon agus 6 iompar na n-6g

Ce go raibh fonn ar an Riordanach paisti a bheith aige, tugann sé le fios in
aiteanna eile sa dialann nach raibh paisti tuillte aige mar go raibh sé go mér in amhras
faoina thorthdlacht agus faoina luach soisialta. Ni raibh ach ceithre bliana is fiche
slanaithe aige nuair a scriobh sé an iontrdil seo a leanas, ina maionn sé nach mbeadh

de chlann aige go deo, ach a chuid sceitseanna:

[...] do chaitheas an 14 go 1éir ag déanamh pictitiri d’fhearaibh agus de
mhnéaibh na raibh riamh ar an saoghal so, agus nuair a chuimhnighim air is
truagh liom nach duine dhiobh mé féin. ’Siad mo chlann iad agus fairior ni
bheidh de chlainn go deo na ndeér na go brath na breithe agam ach iad. Sin a
bhfuil de thorthamhlacht ionam, agus ni deirim n& gur maith an bhail é ar an
siol sin Ui Rioghbhardain nach béarfar go brath (Airciv D1 5.3.1940: 214—
215).

Tugann sé le fios go bhfuil a ‘shiol’, a ghéinte, féin lochtach agus nar choir dé iad a
chur ar aghaidh chuig an chéad ghluin eile. Tugann an sliocht seo léargas suimidil
duinn ar an usaid a bhain an Riordanach as meafar na ginitina ina chuid danta agus ina
fhealstnacht fhileata. Pléadh an nasc idir an Riordanach agus a ‘chlann véarsai’ (‘Seo
Libh’, ES: 26, I. 1) agus an tuiscint a bhi aige ar na cosulachtai idir scriobh na
filiochta—prdiseas cruthaitheach—agus an ghinidint—proiseas fisicidil-—sa dara
caibidil den trachtas seo.'® Thuig sé an chruthaitheacht mar phroiseas torthuil agus
thuig sé a intinn chruthaitheach féin mar ait thorthail. Ni raibh fiorphaisti aige riamh,
ach bhi a chuid danta aige, agus thuig sé go raibh torthdlacht de chinedl éigin ag baint
lena shaol da bharr. Is diol spéise € gur chuir sé béim laidir ar iomha an mhathairfhile
i gcuid da dhanta,'”® mar a pléadh sa dara caibidil, agus gur chuir sé béim ar thaobh
baineann an phrdisis chruthaithigh.”* Tugann sé sin le fios nach raibh sé cinnte an

raibh sé ‘feartil’ go leor chun &it a bhaint amach do féin mar fhile fireann i dtraidisitn

189 Fch Caib. 2, fch Cuid 2.8. Igh 146-156; Cuid 2.9., Igh 156-168; Cuid 2.11., Igh 172-182; Cuid 2.12.
182-184.

170Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.11., Igh 172-182; Cuid 2.12., Igh 182-184.

11 Ech Caib. 2, Cuid 2.9., Igh 156-168.
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fireann na Gaeilge agus na filiochta agus go ndéanann sé bainneanu air féin uaireanta
da bharr.

3.6. ‘Ni mheileann leathbhré’!’2: An Pésadh, an Chollaiocht agus an Fhearulacht

Bhi dluthnasc idir an ghinidint agus an pésadh in Eirinn san fhichit haois, mar a pléadh
sa chéad chaibidil.!™ Tuigeadh ‘the birth and bringing up of children’ mar
phriomhaidhm an phosta (qtd Daly 2006a: 204) agus tuigeadh an pésadh mar rud
dlisteanach, nadurtha agus dosharaithe mar gheall gur thug sé¢ tdards d’aonad an
teaghlaigh.'”* In ainneoin na béime a cuireadh ar thabhacht an phosta, &fach, bhi an
rata posta in Eirinn an-iseal i gcomparaid leis na ratai a bhi le brath i dtiortha eile san
larthar (Daly 2006b: 572; Earner-Byrne 2007: 2). Minionn Diarmaid Ferriter na

staitistici:

In 1926, 72 per cent of Irish men between the ages of 25 and 43 were
unmarried, as were 53 per cent of women of that age. In 1936, census figures
indicated that one-quarter of Irish women never married and 25 per cent of
Irish men remained permanently celibate (in 1937, 29 per cent of Irish men
aged 45 or over had never married). These were trends that did not alter
significantly until the 1950s, meaning that ‘Ireland had the highest rates of
postponed marriage and permanent celibacy of any western country that kept
such records’ (2009: 103).

In ainneoin na staitistici seo, is Iéir gur cheap an Riordanach gur gnathnds slaintitil a
bhi sa phosadh agus go raibh sé ait toisc go raibh sé ina bhaitsiléir. Tugtar le fios sa
sliocht seo a leanas gur thuig an Riordanach saol an duine neamhphdsta mar shaol

easnamhach:

Dréir deallraimh, teipeann ar gach aoinne na p6sann (Airciv D10 23.2.1951:
52).

Luann sé mirialtacht na baitsiléireachta i sliocht eile 6n mbliain 1940:

172 Rjordain (Airciv D1 20.4.1940: 328).
173 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.5., fch, mar shampla, Igh 42-43.
174 Fch Caib. 1, Cuid 1.5., fch, mar shampla, Igh 42—-44.
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‘Ni mheileann leath-bhré’. Sean-fhocal go bhfuil climh liath air gan dabht.
Ach sean-fhocal go bhfuil feallsamhnacht ann agus go mér-mhér i bhfocal
amhain de. Agus sean-fhocal a mhinigheann duinn cad ’na thaobh go mbionn
mi-shastacht ar dhaoine né p6sann. Sean-fhocal a mhinigheann duinn cad is
bun le seana-mhaighdeana do bheith canncarach droch-mhiotalach agus
seana-bhaitsiléiri do bheith ar mhi-thregir agus, uaireannta baitsiléiri 6ga. (N&
dearmhad t féin, a Sheéin). Is baoghalach a léightheoir ghroidhe go bhfuil
meascan mearuidhe ag teacht ar do cheann, n6 b’théidir gur ddigh leat go

bhfuilim ag magadh fut. Taim lom-dairiribh (Airciv D1 20.4.1940: 328).

Is Iéir gur cheap an Riordanach go raibh buntaisti ar leith ag baint leis an bpdsadh agus
go mbionn uaigneas agus searbhas ar dhaoine neamhphdsta. Maionn sé i ndialann na

bliana 1951 gur choir do pdsadh, ionas go mbeadh sé in ann feabhas a chur ar a shaol:

An t-anam agus an t-athas suite asam ag an mbreoditeacht agus ag an uaigneas
agus ag an gcailligh sin amuigh [a aintin]. Caithfidh mé pdsadh mas éigean
dom striapach féin do phdsadh. D& mba striapach féin i do bheadh si 6g glan.
B’fhéidir go mbeadh si cimhra agus go mbeadh nésa beaga ionmhaine da
cuid féin aici (Airciv D11 3.5.1951: 22).

Léiritear easpa measa ar choincheap an phosta agus ar na mna sa sliocht thuas mar
gheall ar an bhfriotal as a mbaineann sé Usaid—‘striapach’—agus mar gheall go
dtugann sé le fios go ndéanfadh bean ar bith cuis. Déanann sé cur sios ar bhean
neamhphdsta, Annie Goulding, sa sliocht seo a leanas, ag tabhairt le fios go bhfuil si

mishasta mar gheall nar phds si:

Nior phos si riamh. A haghaidh ag cur seaca le seirbhthean. | mar sin chomh
fada agus is cuimhin liom i—ocht mbliana déag. Agus mar sin a bheidh si go
brath (Airciv D11 21.4.1951: 6).

Déanann sé cur sios maslach ar a aintini sa dialann agus ta nasc laidir idir na maslai

agus stadas a aintini mar mhna neamhphosta:
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Ta beirt acu anso—seana-mhaighdeana, agus tine an duine acu, iad sdite inti,
a ngabhal oscailte acu, a gcuid eadaigh tairricthe anios agus iad ag su an teasa.
Ansan bionn boladh granna muchta milis ar fuaid an da sheémra—gal muin
is docha. Sin geanmnaiocht duit agus is fada 6 bheith cumhra i. Nar mhaith
an mhaise doibh seo d& bpdsti iad n6 séarditi iad in am. Agus nar mhaith an
mhaise dom-sa é (Airciv D13 8.2.1955: 71).

Tugtar le fios go laidir go bhfuil ainnise ag baint le saol an duine neamhphdsta. |
ndialann na bliana 1951, mhaigh sé go raibh saol easnamhach ag Gobnait agus nach
raibh aici ach ‘sclabhaiocht agus crossword puzzles® (Airciv D10 23.2.1951: 52). Is
1éir, mar sin, go ndearna sé ceangal idir an posadh agus saol sona, ‘rialta’ agus gur
chuir a stddas mar fhear neamhphosta leis an tuiscint a bhi aige ar a shaol mar shaol
‘mi-rialta’ (Airciv D19: 28.4.1958: 31).

E sin raite, bhi dearcadh casta aige i leith an phosta agus i leith an ghra. Tugann
sé le fios sa sliocht seo a leanas, mar shampla, go raibh sé in éad leis na landineacha a

chonaic sé sa chathair:

Chonac na beirteanna ag gabhail tharm fé sholas na lampai—Ilucht suirighe.
Do thaibhsiodar ana-ghliondrach, ana-éadtrom-chroiach, an-luaimneach agus
iad coisiocht tharm isteach san doircheacht. Do tuigeadh dom go raibh a
mbeith ann agus a ndul tharm iontach aoibhinn. Do tuigeadh dom chomh
maith nar thogadar san aon cheann da mbeith ann n6é da ndul tharm. Do
tuigeadh dom go raibh bheith istigh acu-san i saol na raibh dul agam-sa ar a
bhlaiseadh riamh. Bhraitheas uaigneas go géar ansan. Bhraitheas greim im
chroi (Airciv D13 10.7.1954: 31-32).

Dar leis go mbaineann an suiri agus an gra le saol nach bhfuil fail aigesean air. In
aiteanna eile sa dialann tugann sé le fios nach bhfuil spéis rémhor aige sa phosadh,

afach, agus léirionn sé dearcadh soiniciuil ina leith:

N& meas, &mh, na tuigim go marbhuigheann an pésadh an gradh. Is ionann
gradh agus mian. Sasuigh mian agus imtheochaidh si. Is amhlaidh na fuilimid
moér a dhothain chun 16istin fada a thabhairt do’n ghradh [...] Aisling

neamhdha an bhean a shanntuightear sar a bhfaghtar i—aisling a dhéanfaidh
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gealt n6 Dante diot sa deire. NGs na cuireann tu aon ro-shuim ann mar gal
phiopa isea i, nuair a gheibhthear i. Ni mér do’n abhac, do’n ghnath-dhuine,
an aisling a loiteadh, a shailil, a mharbhtl. Tuigim € seo [...] Ni feidir an
aisling seo do mharbhu ach sa leabaidh, a chara [...] (Airciv D5 15.9.1943:
29-30).

Tugtar le fios gur bhain sé taitneamh as ‘sceitimini na seilge’, mar a deirtear. T4 an t-
idirdhealu céanna idir na mianta agus an mealladh fisiciuil a bhaineann leis an drdis
agus an easpa druise a bhaineann leis an bpdsadh chun tosaigh aris sa sliocht seo a
leanas, ina mbaineann sé Usaid ghreannmhar as féinuirioll cailiail Hamlet (111: 1, II.
1749-1753):

Pésadh n6 gan pésadh that is the question—whether it is nobler in the mind
to suffer the slings + arrows of outrageous passion or to take arms against a
she of troubles + by proposing, end her (Airciv D9 3.9.1950: 46).

Cé go léirionn sé dearcadh soinicidil i leith an ghra sa dialann, léirionn sé chomh maith

nach raibh tuiscint iomlan idéalach aige ina leith agus gur thuig sé ‘firinne’ an ghra:

Nuair is 1éir ddinn né fuil an bhean dar thugamair gra chomh maith nd chomh
aingli nd& chomh geanmnai agus a chéad-mheasamair, nuair a chuireann si
fearg orainn, nuair is éigin duinn aghaidh a thairt ar rudai do-fhulangtha ansan
bimid glan, ansan isea ba cheart ddinn gra a thuirt di méas feidir. Beidh an gra
so buan mar beidh sé bunaithe ar an bhfirinne (Airciv D10 7.4.1951: 98-99).

Bhi sé i gceist aige Cait Ni Fhoghlu, bean ar oibrigh sé Iéi i Halla na Cathrach, a
phdsadh sa bhliain 1950—is ar Chait ata machnamh a dhéanamh aige sa sliocht ina
mbaineann sé Gsaid as féinuirioll Hamlet chun plé ioronta a dhéanamh ar bhuntaisti
agus ar mhibhuntaisti an phésta, mar a tharlaionn sé. Is 1éir én dialann go raibh an-
ghra aige di agus go raibh an-duil aige inti. Bhi taithi ag an Riordanach ar an ngra, mar
sin, biodh is nar phds sé i ar deireadh. Thuig sé na buntdisti siceolaiocha agus
mothichdnacha a bhain leis agus bhi fonn air ‘psychological and emotional

wholeness’ a bhaint amach do6 féin le Cait (Cronin 2012: 119).17

175 Déanann Michael Cronin plé ar na hathruithe a thainig ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Eaglais
Chaitliceach agus ag an bpobal i leith an phdsta 6 na 1930idi ar aghaidh: ‘In the “manual” tradition of
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Luann Sean O Coileain an &it larnach a bhi ag Cait Ni Fhoghll i saol—agus i
gcroi—an Riordanaigh nuair a dhéanann sé cur sios uirthi mar dhuine ‘de na daoine is
mo a dtabharfadh sé gean doibh i1 gcaitheamh a shaoil’ (1982: 77). Cuireann sé leis
seo nuair a léirionn sé gur thiomnaigh an Riordanach a chéad chnuasach filiochta di
(ibid.).}"® Luann Ciara Breathnach go bhfuil sé le brath go soiléir i ndialann na bliana
1950 go raibh an Riordanach sasta lena shaol mar ‘he had started his first course of
streptomycin’”in July, he was in love and his diaries were filled with day trips with
“C (2014: 14). Tagann an cur sios seo leis an méid ata le ra ag an gCoilednach faoin
tréimhse chéanna i saol an Riordanaigh:

Samhradh na bliana 1950 an trath is aoibhne da shaol 6 bhi sé ina aois linbh.
E ag baile 6n sanatorium 6 mhi na Marta. Scdip agus fairsinge an tsaoil faoi.
Laethanta cumhra meala. A chéad thuras ar Dhin Chaoin [...] E istigh leis
féin aris. E i ngra le Cait agus i i ngra leis. Gnathshaol & ghealldint do—
poésadh, slainte (1982: 185).

Cé nar mhair a athas rofhada, afach, is léir 6n dialann go raibh gra an-mhor aige do
Chait.

| sliocht 6n mbliain 1948, déantar tagairt do Chait—Miss F.” a thugann sé

uirthi—mar gur bhuail an Riordanach léi i gcathair Chorcai an 14 sin. Cuireann an cur

Catholic moral theology, which was dominant from the Counter-Reformation of the late-sixteenth
century to the Second Vatican Council (1962-65), marriage was defined as having a primary and a
secondary purpose. The primary purpose was the procreation and education of children. The secondary
purposes were the support and companionship which a husband and wife gave each other in their life
together [...] “original sin” had left most humans with a desire for sexual pleasure that extended beyond
the desire to have children and sex within marriage provided a legitimate means for satisfying this [...]
In the 1930s, this conception of marriage began to be challenged from within the Catholic Church,
mainly by a group of German moral theologians [...] This alternative understanding of marriage became
known in theology as the “personalist” approach. In this view, marriage provided a man and a woman
with the opportunity for achieving psychological and emotional wholeness [...] Procreation was still
important, but the main purpose of marriage, its meaning, lay in the capacity to fulfil this emotional
need [...] with the epochal reorganisation of the Church’s theology and liturgical practice in the Second
Vatican Council, the ‘personalist’ definition of marriage was incorporated into mainstream Catholic
thinking. Companionship and sexual fulfilment were given an equal place with procreation and child-
rearing in the discussion of marriage (2012: 119).

176 <C> a thugann sé uirthi sa tiomnu agus C’ né, uaireanta, ‘K’ a thugann sé uirthi sa dialann den chuid
is ma.

17 Antaibheathach (infhéitheach) as ar baineadh UGsdid mar chdiredil in aghaidh na heitinne. Fch
www.tbonline.info/posts/2011/9/1/streptomycin/ : ‘Streptomycin was first discovered in 1943. It was
the first antibiotic discovered that was effective against TB’.
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sios a dhéanann sé uirthi mar ‘m[h]aith gan tedéra’ an tsuim a bhi aige inti in il go

soiléir (Airciv D7 9.12.1948: 35). Cuireann sé leis seo:

T& mo chuid-se de’n &ilneacht mo chuid-se de fhlaitheas Dé cruinnighthe

inti—i dtaisce inti. Ise an poll *nar chuireas mo chuid cn6 (ibid.).

Tugann sé le fios, &fach, nach bhfuil sé cinnte faoi dhearcadh Chait ina leith sitd, nuair

a mhaionn sé:

Dar nddigh is féidir liom mo chuid cn6 d’aistriti aon uair is maith liom. N6 an
féidir? Ca bhfuil na cndite aici sitd? Sin i an cheist. Sin i an fhadhb (ibid.:
36).

I rith an tsamhraidh sa bhliain 1949, bhi ‘[t]rathndona aoibhinn’ (Airciv D8 19.6.1949:
5) aige le Cait agus le hEibhlin Ni Ceallachain, dar leis, ach admhaionn seé gur fearr

leis

C Ni F 7ina h-aonar. Do loit rud éigin an trathnéna. Bhi toirthneach an pheaca
san aer. Ni féidir comhradh a dhéanamh nuair a bhionn thar beirt i lathair
(ibid.: 6).

Cuirtear béim sa sliocht thuas ar an tsuim a bhi aige i gCait agus is cosuil go bhfuil
tagairt 4 déanamh aige da mhianta collai féin nuair a luann sé go raibh ‘toirthineach
an pheaca san aer’. I mi Il 1949, insionn sé diinn go ndeachaigh s¢ amach sa
ghluaistean le Cait agus ‘a drithear’ (Airciv D8: 7.7.1949: 11) agus tugann seé le fios

gur chuir an dearthdir isteach ar an ‘trathndna aoibhinn’ a raibh sé féin ag suil leis:

De ghnéth, imionn an dritheér ; duine éigin ’na theannta san ghluaistean 7
fanann C. liom-sa. Aréir chuamair trilr ag marcaiocht. Agus bhios-sa ag

coinne le trathnéna aoibhinn! Mallacht ar gach rud! (ibid.).

Is I€ir go raibh fonn air am a chaitheamh ina aonar le Cait. Sa sliocht céanna, cuireann

sé an gréa ata aige di in iul go soiléir nuair a mhaionn sé go bhfuil sé ina

amadan aici. Ta follamhas 7 uaigneas 7 ocras im’ chroidhe.
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‘And in my heart how deep unending
Ache of love’*’® (ibid.).

Scriobh sé iontréil thart ar mhean oiche oiche amhain i mi IGil 1949, ina ndéanann sé
tagairt don tionchar a bhiodh ag Cait air, cé nach luaitear go direach i. Maionn sé go
bhfuil an gr&—n6 cumhacht Chait, is cosuil—nios treise na an litriocht, nd an

thealsunacht agus na an creideamh agus gurb i Céit a ‘leigheas’:

Bean Bean Bean. A bhean a fuair faill ar an bhfeart agus a bheir leat mo léine
agus ata lan de stuaim agus a bhean na dtri mbd agus a bhean dubh an
ghleanna cad é mar chomhacht do chomhacht. An Eaglais an eadh? Is treise
an bhean. An litriocht? Uabhar? Feallsamhnacht? Fearamhlacht? Toil? Is
treise i na iad go léir i dteannta a chéile. Bhfuil an Mhaighdean Muire ag
gisteacht liom? An féidir go bhfuil si ag éisteacht le gach donan dem’ leithéid
[...] Conus na fuil mo leigheas ag aoinne ach aici sin a bheir 1éi mo 1éine? An
raibh aoinne riamh im’ ainriocht-sa (Airciv D8 2.7.1949: 10).

Léirionn an t-athra,—‘Bean Bean Bean’—na tagairti do na danta gré agus an chaoi a
ndeéanann sé cur sios ar an bhfulaingt a bhaineann leis an ngrd&—*im’ ainriocht-sa’—a

mhothdchain ddinn. Sa sliocht céanna, tugann se le fios gurb i Céit an t-aon bhean dé:

Ta mn4 eile ann—Nil. Nil ar an saol ach i. Nil mo léine ag aoinne eile (ibid.).

Bhi gliondar air i mi Mhean Fémhair 1949 nuair a thug Cait cuairt air agus é san
ospidéal—‘Thainig si cugham!” (Airciv D8 13.9.1949: 19). An l4 ina dhiaidh sin bhi
sé an-sésta aris mar gheall go bhfuair sé ‘leitir uaithi’ agus maionn sé go gcuireann sé
‘a cuid leitreacha i bpoca mo pyjamas’ (Airciv D8 14.9.1949: 19). Is Iéir, mar sin, gur
ardaigh Cait a chroi nuair a bhi sé breoite. Scriobh sé iontrail i rith an tsamhraidh an
bhliain dar gcionn ina maionn sé go bhfuil sé ‘cinnte’ go bhfuil sé ‘i ngra 1éi° agus
nach bhfuil ‘aoinne sa tsaol chomh maith lei na chomh aluinn’ (Airciv D9 5.7.1950:
35). I mi an Mharta 1951 déanann sé cur sios ar a gcaidreamh aris, ach tugtar le fios

nach bhfuil sé cinnte faoin todhchai:

178 James Joyce, ‘On The Beach At Fontana® (fch Joyce 1991).
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Istoiche Déardaoin do bhuaileas le K. Suipéar agus pictidir. Ansan do chuas
abhaile lei. Oiche aoibhinn. Cadé a chrioch a bheidh leis a Dhia (Airciv D10
19.3.1951: 88).

I mi IGil na bliana céanna, luann sé gur thug sé ‘cuaird ar oifig Chaitlin’ agus go raibh
‘leath-uair an chloig aoibhnis’ acu le chéile (Airciv D11 10.7.1951: 96).

Is Iéir 6n dialann go raibh fonn ar O Riordain agus Chait pdsadh ach go raibh
faitios airsean roimh cheangal an phdsta. Bhi dldthbhaint ag an imni seo leis an
mbreoiteacht, mar a léiritear sa sliocht seo a leanas 6 mhi an Mhéarta 1950:

Dubhairt an Dochtuir O Briain liom Dé hAoine na fuil bac orm po6sadh!
longnadh orm. Dubhairt C. liom go raibh si toilteanach dul liom don Eilbhéis
7me do phdsadh. Sin é an chuis gur chuireas ceist ar an ndochtuir. Dubhairt
si liom aréir airis go raibh si sasta me do phdsadh. Cad a dhéanfad in ainm
Dé? Té& galar ionam fés. An mbeadh sé cothrom? (Airciv D9 3.9.1950: 44—
45).

Is 1éir gur ar leas Chait agus ar a todhchai a bhi sé ag smaoineamh agus go raibh fonn
air i a chosaint 6n mbriseadh croi a bhaineann leis an ngalar agus leis an mbas agus

lena easpa cumais mar fhear i a shasamh

In diteanna sa dialann, tagann dearcadh nios seirbhe i leith an chaidrimh agus
i leith Chait chun tosaigh, mar a léiritear sa sliocht seo a leanas 6 mhi an Mheithimh
1949:

Do thugais [ag labhairt leis féin ata sé] gradh do mhnaoi 7 ni hedl duit cad a
fuarais uaithi. Conus a bhearfadh bean gradh dod’ leithéid. Féach ar do
shlainte. N& fuilir ag fail bhais? T4 ciall an t-saoil it aghaidh. Si an bhean an

saol. Is ionann iad. Taid araon cruaidh iontsanntuighthe [...] (Airciv D8

19.6.1949: 5; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugtar le fios anseo nach bhféadfadh go bhfuil si i ngra leis agus nach mbeadh bean
ar bith in ann titim i ngra leis mar gheall ar an mbreoiteacht agus mar gheall ar

choinniollacha ‘cruaidh’ a shaoil. Is costil gur mhuiscail an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin

241



mar fhear lochtach nach raibh gnathshaol—gra, p6sadh, paisti—tuillte aige coimhlint
ina intinn maidir leis an gcaidreamh a bhi aige le Cait. Cé gur Iéir gur chuir si athas
air, is minic a luaitear an t-éaddchas a bhraith sé nuair a bhi sé 1éi né nuair a bhi sé ag

smaoineambh uirthi sa dialann, mar a thugtar le fios sa sliocht seo a leanas:

[...] cuireann an bhean san buairt orm anois is aris. Is mithid dom i do dhibirt
as m’aigne ar fad. Is minic a chuir si aoibhneas orm ach is minici go mor

buairt agus éaddchas (Airciv D11: 15.9.1951 99-100).

Is léir, mar sin, nach raibh sé cinnte faoin gcaidreamh, rud a chruthaigh deacrachtai
mora eatarthu. Agus é sa sanatdir in 1949, scriobh sé iontrail ina dtugann sé le fios go

bhfuil sé tar éis an caidreamh a mhilleadh:

Is ar éigin ata an misneach agam tagairt di [...] Is uathbhasach an rud é gradh
a thabhairt do mhnaoi. Is uathbhéasai na san an gradh san do mharbhu 7 [€] beo
beo. Ar feadh seachtaine ¢ thdnag anso nior shanntuios ach bas. Ach ta an
gradh beo fos (Airciv D8 16.8.1949: 13).

Cuireann se leis sin, ag tabhairt le fios go raibh achrann éigin idir € féin agus Cait:

Do thuit an oidhche as a chéile. Bhi beirt againn ann. Bhiodh dracidheacht
eadrainn. Ach do theip orainn an draoidheacht do chosaint ar an oidhche sin
[...] A losa Criost! Ni féidir liom é a fhulang. O O O. Pian-pian-pian. Pian go
brath (ibid.: 14)

Is riléir go raibh frustrachas agus éaddchas mor ar an Riordanach nuair a scriobh sé an
piosa thuas agus tugann sé le fios go ndearna sé féin agus Cait dochar don chaidreamh.

Athraionn sé a phort, &fach, agus cuireann sé an locht uilig air féin:

Orm-sa a bhi an locht—Ilocht nach féidir a leigheas (ibid.: 15).

Déanann sé an milledn a bhaint de Chait mar ceapann sé go bhfuil na torthai ‘tuillte’
aige (ibid.), rud a léirionn aris gur chreid sé nach raibh athas tuillte aige. Uaireanta

eile, cuireann sé an millean ar Chait nuair a bhi sé féin craite ag an gcaidreamh né ag
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an ngrd, &fach. I sliocht 6 mhi Feabhra 1951, tugann sé le fios go ndearna Cait éagoir

air:

Té& mo mhéthair marbh agus an bhean dér thugas gré nior bhfiu i gré do thairt
di (Airciv D10 15.2.1951: 28).

Is Iéir go bhfuil sé an-mhishasta léi:

[...] ach an bhean 0d, grain uirthi agus mallacht uirthi (ibid.: 29).

Cupla seachtain ina dhiaidh sin, scriobh sé iontrdil ina bpléann sé an gra agus ina
léiritear dearcadh an-searbh i leith Chait agus i leith na mban i gcoitinne. Tugann sé le
fios, mar shampla, go raibh sé dallta leis an ngra, ach gur féidir leis rudai a thuiscint

go soiléir anois toisc go bhfuil sé ‘saor’ 6 laincisi an ghra:

Is ionann ‘salachar’ agus ‘bean’. Is doigh liom go bhfuilim saor 6 ghra mna
sa deire. Buiochas le Dia. T4 fuath agam do mhnaoi airithe (Airciv D10
25.2.1951: 59).

Ta friotal an-laidir le brath sa sliocht thuas—‘salachar’, ‘fuath’—a chuireann dearcadh
an-soiniciuil i leith an ghra in idl. Téann sé céim nios faide nuair a thugann sé
‘striapach’ uirthi sa dialann (Airciv D9 10.2.1951: 14).

Ar deireadh, ni raibh Cait nd an Riordanach féin in ann cur suas leis an siar is

aniar agus leis an éiginnteacht, mar a mhinionn Ciara Breathnach:

Despite the fact that ‘C’ had indicated her willingness to go to Switzerland
with him for treatment and to marry him, he could not bring himself to subject
her to his unstable health and income. There is no sense that ‘C’ was fearful
of any eugenic implications but he clearly was [...] His hesitancy cost him
dearly [...] Unfortunately his relationship with ‘C” did not endure; he spiralled
into depression and he retreated from the world that he had little in common
with (2014: 14).
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Luann sé i sliocht 6 mhi Mhean Fombhair 1951 gur inis Cait d6 go raibh si ‘i ngré le
fear na luadhfadh si” (Airciv D11 15.9.1951: 98). Déanann sé a mhachnamh ar an eolas
Seo0:

An bhfuil mo chroi briste anois? An mbionn milseacht i ndaoine na faghann
freagra ar a ngra. Ta aithne agam ar a leithéid. Bid min cimhra. Oiche alainn
spéir-ghealai an oiche anocht ach nuair a ghabhas amach ag siul bhios im
aonar. Ni raibh sise liom. Ailneacht uafasach san oiche ach pian ghéar—a
heasnamh sidd (ibid.: 99).

Léiritear uaigneas an Riordanaigh go soiléir anseo. Ni thugann sé minit soiléir ddinn
sa dialann ar dheireadh a chaidrimh le Cait, ach is docha go bhfuil an ceart ag
Breathnach nuair a mhaionn si gur chuir imni agus éiginnteacht an Riordanaigh an
iomarca bru ar a bhean. Nior phos siad ar deireadh. Ta an ceart ag Breathnach nuair a
luann si gur thainig dalagar air nuair a cuireadh deireadh leis an gcaidreamh chomh

maith. Léirionn an dialann gur thosaigh sé ag 6l go trom, mar shampla.*”®

Bhi tionchar ag an dearcadh casta a bhi aige i leith Chait ar an tuiscint a bhi ag
an Riordanach air féin mar dhuine agus go mor mér mar fhear. I mi Aibreain na bliana
1950, agus ¢ tagtha abhaile 6n sanatdir, luann sé go bhfuil s¢ ‘ag feitheamh le litir
uaithe’ (Airciv D9 3.4.1950: 3) ach gur ‘baolach gur ag feitheamh a bhead”’ (ibid.) mar
go gceapann s¢ go bhfuil si ‘tuirseach diom’ (ibid.) agus go bhfuil ‘fuacht né fuath’
eatarthu (ibid.). Is 1éir gur ghoill sé sin air agus, de bharr an fhrustrachais, maionn sé
go bhfeictear do go bhfuil sé ‘mar a bheadh coilltedn’ (ibid: 4), rud a thugann le fios
gur cheap sé gur fhear mifhearuil a bhi ann. Déanann sé cur sios air féin i sliocht eile
mar ‘rud lag granna’ (D9 21.1.1950: 112) agus maionn sé nach bhfuil s¢ ‘d’acmhainn
agam bheith im FHEAR’ (ibid.: 113). Cdineann s¢ a easpa fearulachta aris sa sliocht

seo a leanas:

O taim tuirseach den suarachas agus den sainnt agus den éad. Is suarach,
meata, cumhang an firin mé (Airciv D10 10.2.1951: 14).

179 Ech, m.sh. O Riordain (Airciv D9 12.9.1950: 47).
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Cuireann an focal ‘firin’ béim ar a easpa fearulachta agus ar a easpa féinmheasa.

Céineann sé é féin aris san iontrail a scriobh sé an 14 ina dhiaidh sin:

Té deire liom. Ni duine mé in aon chor. Ni fear mé (Airciv D10 11.2.1951:
16).

Luann sé chomh maith go bhfuil sé ‘ana-bhideach’ agus go mbionn sé ‘ag sior-
ghearan’ mar gheall ar ‘easba fearulachta’ (Airciv D10 26.2.1951: 62). Is léir, mar sin,
go ndearna sé nasc idir na deacrachtai a bhi aige ina chaidreamh le Cait agus an faitios
a bhi air roimh cheangal an phdésta agus a stadas mar fhear lochtach, neamh-

heigeamaineach.

3.7. ‘An coimpléacs ciontachta Caitliceach’'®°: An Corp agus an Peaca

Bhi sé deacair ar an Riordanach dul i ngleic lena chorp agus lena mhianta collai mar
go raibh nasc ina intinn idir an mianta an choirp agus coincheap an pheaca, mar a
thuigtear é 1 ndioscursa na Criostaiochta agus go hairithe i ndioscursa an
Chaitliceachais. Ba mhinic, mar sin, a rinne sé iarracht a chorp agus a mhianta a
sheachaint no6 a cheilt mar chreid sé go raibh corp peacach agus mianta peacacha aige
agus rinne sé nasc idir an drdis agus an corp agus an salachar, an naire agus an déistin;
uaireanta, i bhfocail eile, bhi tuiscint aige ar an gcorp agus ar na mianta collai mar
ghnéithe tairisle den saol (Kristeva 1982: 3—4). Cuireann Caitriona Ni Chléirichin an
nasc seo in iul go cuimsitheach sa Iéirmheas a dhéanann si ar na naisc idir an corp, an
chréaifeacht agus an chollaiocht ina chuid filiochta san aiste ‘Anam Chraite an

Riordanaigh: Fealsunacht, Creideamh agus Collaiocht’:

Nil creideamh iomléan sa chorp aige féin, afach, agus bionn sé de shior &

chéasadh féin le ndisean den ‘drtis’ agus den ‘pheaca’ (2012: 82).

Maionn si go bhfuil an ‘[c]oimpléacs ciontachta Caitliceach agus “eagla an pheaca’
le brath go teann ina chuid danta (2012: 84). T4 an ‘coimpléacs’ céanna le brath sa

dialann, dar le hidar an trachtais seo.

180 Nf Chlgirichin (2012: 84).
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Sa chead chaibidil, pléadh an tionchar ollmhér a bhi ag an Eaglais
Chaitliceach, ni hamhain ar ghnéthshaol na ndaoine agus ar a ndearcadh i leith
ghnéathndsanna an tsaoil—go hairithe an pdsadh, an ghinitint agus an chollaiocht—in
Eirinn i rith an fichit haois, ach ar pholasaithe oifigitla an Rialtais agus ar dhlithe na
tire sa ré iarchoilineach chomh maith.*8! Bhi dearcadh fiorchasta ag an Riordanach i
leith an chreidimh, i leith an Chaitliceachais agus i leith choincheap an pheaca agus
bhi tionchar moér ag an dearcadh casta seo ar an dearcadh casta a bhi aige i leith a
choirp agus a chollaiochta féin. Rinne an Riordanach plé ar a dhearcadh i leith an
chreidimh san agallamh a rinne Sean © Mérdha leis don irisleabhar Scriobh:

[Sean O Moérdha] Mar scribhneoir an mbeithfed in éad leis [Samuel Beckett]
toisc gur chaith sé uaidh laincisi traidisitin agus creidimh?

[Sean O Riordain] Ma ta an ceart agam anois—nil a fhios agam ar chaith sé
uaidh laincisi an chreidimh mar b’fhéidir na raibh aon chreideamh aige. Agus
tann tu ag tabhairt le fios anois i rith an ama go bhfuil creideamh agamsa agus
n’fheadar a bhfuil an ceart agat. T4 amhras agam air sin leis. Ach éad ...
Bheinn in éad lena chuid ionracais. Ta sé an-ionraic. Ni scriobhfadh sé faic
mar bholscaireacht dar liom.

[SOM] Maidir leat féin agus clrsai creidimh. Ta cuid ded fhiliocht breac le
tagairti don chreideamh Criostuil agus ansan ta tréithe iarchreidimh le fail
ann—an fear creidimh tu? Bhuel, go foirmiuil, an fear Eaglasta tu?

[SOR] Ni docha gurb ea. Caithfear a ra fimsa agus moran eile dem aois, gur
mhdnlaigh an creideamh sinn. Piacu an maith linn é n6é nach maith linn é,
ciacu ar ghéilleamar dé n6 nar ghéilleamar. Cuid den sibhialtacht as ar
faisceadh sinn is ea an creideamh. Ansan rud sort pearsanta ar shli—ni hé
nach ceart an cheist a chur—an nglacaimid le creideamh? Uaireanta i rith mo
shaoil do ghlacas leis an gcreideamh, uaireanta do dhiultaios don gcreideamh
Criostai agus go hairithe don Eaglais Chaitilici. Rud is ea creideamh a
bhronntar ort. Ni bhraitheann sé ar réasun. Ceist an-dhiamhair i sin. Bim idir-
eatarthu. Nilim buan i gcdrsai creidimh (173-174).

181 Fch, mar shampla, 1.1. Ich 14; 1.5., Igh 36—44; 1.6. Igh 50-51; Igh 53-54; 56-57; 58-60; 1.7. Igh
62-65; 1.8. Igh 69-71; 1.9. 71-83.
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Is diol spéise é go n-admhaionn sé anseo gur ‘mhunlaigh’ an creideamh ¢é, raiteas a
Iéirionn an tionchar a bhi ag an gcreideamh agus go hairithe ag teagasc na hEaglaise
Caitlici ar a ghluin. Léiritear chomh maith nach raibh dearcadh seasmhach aige i leith
an chreidimh, ach gur athraigh an dearcadh sin, de réir mar a d’athraigh cuinsi a shaoil.

Cé go raibh dearcadh casta aige i leith a chreidimh féin agus cé gur mhinic a
cheistigh s¢ an creideamh go géar, is 1¢éir gur ‘mhunlaigh’ smaointe, teagasc agus
friotal an chreidimh a chuid scribhneoireachta go pointe. Minionn Michael Cronin
(2012) gur féidir linn an arg6int chéanna a dhéanamh faoi phrds James Joyce agus
Kate O’Brien:

A notable feature of novelists such as Joyce and Kate O’Brien is that even
when the institutional superstructure of Catholicism is being rejected in their

work, a Catholic ethical hermeneutic still shapes their fiction (13).

Is minic a dhéanann criticeoiri an Riordanaigh nasc idir a chuid scribhneoireachta agus
scribhneoireacht Joyce. Pléann Frank Sewell an choimhlint idir tionchar Joyce, an
Nua-Aoiseach, agus tionchar Dhénaill Ui Chorcora, an scolaire traidisiinta, ata le
brath i bhfiliocht an Riordanaigh san alt ‘Sean O Riordain: Joycery-Corkery-Sorcery’
(1998). Luann sé an Caitliceachas nuair a dhéanann seé comparaid dhireach idir an

Riordanach agus an Seoigheach:

Part of O Riordain's cultural inheritance via the tundish/funnel of Joycery-
Corkery was the religious language of Catholicism which he applied to art. It
is as true of O Riorddin as it is of Joyce that ‘Catholicism. . . is at the source
of his symbolic vision and its imaginative constructs’[...] O Riordain, like
Joyce, saw poetry and literature as akin to Eucharistic bread which is
transformed ‘in the virgin womb of the imagination’ where, through the spirit
(inspir-ation), ‘the word is made flesh’. Again, as with Joyce, O Riordain's
immersion in Catholicism shaped his outlook to the point of obsession but not
beyond use (48-49).

Déanann Declan Kiberd (1980) comparaid den chinedl céanna idir an bheirt

scribhneoiri:
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Ina leabhar ar Synge a foilsiodh sa bhliain 1931, dhearbhaigh an Corcorach
narbh fhéidir le haon duine litriocht fhior Eireannach a chumadh ach amhain
nuair a scriobh sé faoi na tri nétai seo i saol na tire 1) an Creideamh
(Caitliceach, ar nddigh); 2) an Naisitnachas; agus 3) an Talamh (mar
chonspoid pholaitiuil). Aon duine a léigh A Portrait of the Artist as a Young
Man le James Joyce [agus léigh an Riordanach é, mar go ndearna sé tagairt
d6 anseo agus ansiud sa dialann*®?], cuimhneoidh sé ar an toirt gurbh iad seo
na tri n6tai céanna a chuir an dughréin ar Stephen Dedalus agus ar Joyce féin,
gurbh iad na forsai seo faoi deara d6 an tir a thréigean i gcéadbhlath na hdige
[...] Ba scribhneoir lan-Eireannach Joyce sa mhéid gur scag sé na forsai seo i
saol na tire, cé go raibh sé féin i gcoimhlint leo. Mar sin féin, ni moide go n-
aontodh sé leis an gCorcorach go gcaithfeadh an scribhneoir é féin a shamhld
leis an gcultlr Gaelach amhéin da mba mhian leis ealaiont6ir Eireannach a
thabhairt air féin, Thuig Joyce, mar a thuig O Riordain, go mbionn an
scribhneoir 6g i gcas idir an traidisiin Gaelach agus an cultdr Gallda, idir
seanionracas an Chaitlicigh cheartchreidmhigh agus saoirse neamh
leithscéalach an iarChaitlicigh [...] Mar a deir cara le Stephen in A Portrait:
‘it seems to me that your mind is saturated with the symbols of the religion
which you profess to reject.” Cé go raibh an creideamh Caitliceach in ainm
is a bheith séanta ag Joyce, bhain sé leas aris agus aris eile as iomhanna agus
samhailteacha an chreidimh sin chun cuntas a thabhairt ar ghné an
ealaiontéra — agus is fior sin freisin i gcas an Riordanaigh [...] is follas go
mbreathnaionn an bheirt scribhneoir iarChaitliceach seo ar an litriocht mar
ghlanadh, mar shacraimint naofa, agus ar an ealaiont6ir mar shagart na ré
iarChriostai. Baineann siad araon leas as téarmai an chreidimh, ach anois is
téarmai teicnitla na healaine iad, gan baint da laghad le moraltacht na

hEaglaise Caitlici (95-96; liomsa an bhéim).

182 Fch, m.sh. O Riordain (Airciv D11 12.4.1951: 109). Déanann sé tagairt dhireach do Portrait sa
sliocht seo agus luann sé an agall seo a leanas a dhéanann Stephen Dedalus: ‘T will tell you what | will
do and what | will not do. | will not serve that in which | no longer believe, whether it calls itself my
home, my fatherland, or my church: and I will try to express myself in some mode of life or art as freely
as | can and as wholly as | can, using for my defense the only arms | allow myself to use—silence,
exile, and cunning’ (Joyce 1916: 247). Déanfar plé aris ar raiteas Stephen Dedalus i gCaibidil 4, Cuid
4.8., Igh 338-339.
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Dar leis an scribhneoir seo go bhfuil an ceart ag Kiberd nuair a mhaionn sé go
mbaineann an Riord&nach Uséid as friotal an chreidimh, agus go hairithe as friotal an

Chaitliceachais, mar ‘t[h]éarmai teicnitla na healaine’.

Ta an nos seo le brath go soiléir sa Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige, ina
mbaineann O Riordain a said phearsanta féin as focail mar “p[h]aidir’ agus ‘anam’
agus ina mbaineann sé Usaid as iomhanna an aiséiri agus na sioraiochta chun cur sios
a dhéanamh ar phroiseas na scribhneoireachta. T4 an tionchar a bhi ag an Eaglais agus
ag cursai creidimh ar a chruthaitheacht agus ar a fhealstnacht le brath go soiléir i
dteidil a chuid danta, fiti: ‘An Peaca’ (ES: 41), ‘Cnoc Melleri’ (ES: 64), ‘Oilithreacht
Fam Anam’ (ES: 70), ‘Ifreann’ (ES: 105), ‘Gui’ (B: 16), ‘Seanméinti’ (B: 24), ‘Linte
Liombo’ (LL: 9). E sin raite, nior bhain an Riordanach Gsaid as téarmai an chreidimh
mar thearmai litriochta amhain mar ba mhinic a bhain sé Usaid as coincheap an pheaca,
mar shampla, agus plé & dhéanamh aige ar chdrsai moréaltachta agus ar an gcorp sa

dialann.

Dar le Ciara Breathnach go raibh tionchar ollmhér ag an Eaglais Chaitliceach,

ni hamhain ar scribhneoireacht an Riordanaigh, ach ar a shaol chomh maith:

O Riordain’s attitudes towards life and death were heavily conditioned by his
Catholic upbringing, and while he questioned God, he remained devout to the
rituals of confession—which gave the grace to die well—and to the rosary so
the Blessed Virgin Mary could intercede for him in life and in death (2014:
14).

Ta an ceart aici. Ni féidir linn a ra i ndairire gur fear craifeach a bhi sa Riordanach,
rud a d’admhaigh sé féin (O Mérdha 1978: 173—174), ach nior thréig sé smaointe na
teagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici riamh. Léirionn Tadhg O Dushlaine an tionchar a bhi ag
saothar Naomh Agaistin ar an Riordanach agus, cé go n-admhaionn sé gur minic a
smaoinitear ar an Riordanach mar fhile a raibh dearcadh frithchléireach aige, ceistionn

an Dushlanach an nés seo, ag ra go bhfuil

frithchléireachas agus frithchléireachas ann, mar a duirt an té a duirt agus is

mor idir leibhéal Raibiléiseach an Riordanaigh agus frithchléireachas
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frithchreidmheach an 180 haois mar ar fhégair Voltaire agus Diderot cogadh
ar infame na Criostaiochta ag cur tds le haindiachas ar linne féin (1987: 34).

Is léir, mar sin, go raibh tionchar mér, ni hamhain ag an gcreideamh féin, ach ag an
dearcadh casta a bhi ag an Riord&nach ina leith, ar an gcaoi a ndearna sé cur sios ar an
bhfiliocht agus ar an saol. Léiritear dearcadh dearfach i leith na hEaglaise Caitlici, i
leith na smaointe a bhain I€éi agus i leith na gcléireach i gcuid de na sleachta dialainne.
Tugann sé le fios san iontrdil seo a leanas go bhfaigheann sé faoiseamh éigin as a
bheith ag cloi le ndsanna na hEaglaise agus an chreidimh:

Do chaitheas 14 subhailceach inniu. Aifreann ar maidin i dteampall an Chrofi
R&-Naofa. Dheineas faoistin inné. Tréis an Aifrinn (10 a.m.) do chuas de shiul
mo ghluaistean chomh fada le Roithlean. Do shuios sios ar thaobh an bhéthair
in aice droichid ag Iéamh an Sunday Times. Ba mhér an suaimhneasni dom
aigne lapadail an tsruthainin im aice (Airciv D13 18.9.1955: 124-125).

I sliocht 6n mbliain 1942 déanann sé nasc idir an fhaoistin agus an chruthaitheacht:

Saghas faoisdine iseadh an litridheacht. Is mé agus is iomlaine an misnheach a
bhionn de dhith ar an bpeacach a dheineann deagh-fhaoisdin na mar a bhionn
de dhith ar an dramadoéir a dheineann drama. [...] [ni] feidir faoisdin
shiothchana a dhéanamh gan peann—¢ go léir a sgriobhadh sios (peacai do
bheatha go I€ir) mi roimh ré, agus é do cheartt agus do athcheartd go mbeir
sasta, mas féidir sin, agus ansan é a léigheadh amach don sagart (Airciv D4
4.7.1942: 44-45).

Is diol spéise é gur minic a dhéanann an Riordanach tagairti do nds na faoistine i
gcomhthéacs dearfach. Maionn Foucault (1998: 18-20) go bhfuil nasc an-laidir idir
foirm nua-aimseartha na faoistine—.i. an fhaoistin phriobhaideach—mar a thainig si

chun cinn i ndiaidh Chomhairle Trento agus an mhoraltacht chollai.8® Déanann

183 Aontaionn Uta Ranke-Heinemann leis seo sa leabhar Eunuchs for Heaven (1990 [1988]) nuair a
mhaionn si ‘Christianity deserted the light of day for the dark of the confessional, where priests
devoted more and more of their whispered inquisitions to the so-called sins of the flesh because they
believed, pursuant to the Roman ruling of 4 February 1611, that such sins could never be trivial. The
Council of Trent (1545-63) rejected Luther’s dismissal of the nicely gauged difference between one
sin and another and insisted that penitents should describe the nature, frequency, and circumstances of
their sinful acts (294).
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Cronin (2012) achoimre chuimsitheach ar smaointe Foucault i leith na faoistine sa
leabhar Impure Thoughts:

The new architectural space of the enclosed, darkened confessional
exemplified how this mandatory new form of confession became an intensely
personal experience, in comparison with older public forms of confession.
This new confessional practice initiated a new type of dialogue between a
Catholic penitent and his or her confessor, along with an internal process of
self-examination and self-scrutiny [...] Sexual sin held a primary space in this
new confessional regime. As Foucault has pointed out, from the Counter-
Reformation onwards, the Catholic Church ‘attributed more and more
importance in penance—and perhaps at the expense of some other sins—to
all the insinuations of the flesh: thoughts, desires, voluptuous imaginings,
delectations, combined movements of the body and the soul; henceforth all

had to enter, in detail, into the process of confession and guidance’ (55).

Tugann an méid seo le fios gur cuireadh iallach ar dhaoine labhairt faoi chursai

e

collaiochta

faoi na gniomhartha gnéis ba phearsanta a rinne siad agus faoi na
smaointe agus na mianta ba phearsanta a bhi acu—tri mhean na faoistine. Is léir on
dialann go bhfuair an Riordanach faoiseamh pearsanta éigin as pairt a ghlacadh sa nés

S€0.

Is minic a mhaionn an Riordédnach go bhfuil s¢ craite ag ‘droch-smaointe’ a
bhaineann, mar shampla, le ‘[h]easbadh mna’ (Airciv D1 7.1.1940: 27) n6 go bhfuil
sé ‘ciapaithe ag mianta na feola’ (Airciv D16 14.4.1957: 73). Léirionn an focal
‘drochsmaointe’ dearcadh i leith na collaiochta mar rud salach, micheart, tairiseal.
Seans go bhfuair an Riordanach faoiseamh éigin 6 na ‘drochsmaointe’ agus 6n naire
a bhain leo, dar leis,* nuair a rinne sé faoistin. E sin raite, admhaionn sé sa dialann
go bhfuil sé fiordheacair air faoistin ‘cheart’ a dhéanamh, rud a thugann le fios gur

mhinic nach bhfuair sé faciseamh ar bith as an gcleachtadh:

184 Sa sliocht céanna ina luann sé go bhfuil sé ‘ciapaithe ag mianta na feéla’, maionn sé nach n-
admhaionn sé go bhfuil sé ciaptha acu agus go mbraitheann sé ‘leamh, leamh, leamh’ (D16 14.4.1957:
73).
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Is minic a dheineas faoisdin go dithcheallach agus go fior, mar a cheapas, agus
mé & dhéanambh, agus ni thaisge a bheadh si déanta agam na mar a cheapfainn
gur droch-fhaoisdin a bhi innti (Airciv D1 20.4.1940: 326).

Té an dearcadh céanna le brath sa sliocht seo a leanas agus is diol spéise é go dtugann

s¢ le fios ann go bhfuil sé ina ‘pheacach’:

Rud nach so-dhéanta do pheacach iseadh faoisdin mhaith. Is uathbhasach an
rud é a radh, ach caithim é [a] radh, ni ddigh liom gur dheineas faoisdin mhaith
riamh (Airciv D4 4.7.1942: 44).

Is 1éir go raibh deacrachtai ag an Riordanach le coincheap n6 nos na faoistine, ach is

Iéir chomh maith gur chreid sé go raibh tabhacht ar leith ag baint leis an bprdiseas seo.

Leéiritear dearcadh dearfach i leith Dé sa dialann go rialta. Baineann an
Riordanach usaid as reitric an chreidimh i mbealach dearfach sa sliocht seo a leanas

chun castacht agus aoibhneas an chine dhaonna a chur in idl:

Is d6cha nach bhfuil aon duine nach bhfaigheann a chantam den ghrian 6
Dhia. Ta flairse agus milseacht Dé le brath san tigh seo anocht. Is mé né aigne
sinn. Is mo na croi sinn. Is md na corp sinn. M4 leag Dia lamh uirthi féin bhi
sé ceandil uirthi. T4 sciathain uirthi anocht’® (Dialann 17.1.1956, qtd O
Dushlaine 2014: 195).

Cuirtear flaithialacht Dé in iul go soiléir anseo chomh maith le tdbhacht an chine
dhaonna. In iontrail a scriobh sé in 1975, maionn an Riordanach go mbionn sé
tabhachtach nosanna an chreidimh a mhdineadh do phaisti beaga, cé gur minic nach

dtuigeann siad na nésanna seo ina n-iomlaine:

Do chuas-sa go dti tigh mo dhritheér. Thugas liom abhaile mo dhearthair agus
a bhean agus a chlann. Do thaitin an trathnéna leis na rudai beaga. Do hiarradh
ar Pheigi, ata ceithre bliana, an Pater Noster do ra. Duirt si é ach is ar éigin é.

Thug si rud éigin ar an Urlar fé ndeara leath-shli trid. Ni ar an bpaidir a bhi a

185 Tagairt da mhathair, is cosil.
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h-aire. Mar sin féin, thogas ceann di ag ra na paidre. Seo a céad chéim ar
bhothar na Criostaiochta. Ni Iéi na focail seo anois. Ni thuigeann si iad. Nil
aici iontu ach neamhshuim. Ach siad na focail seo a shuaithinsedidh i ar ball—
a dheal6idh i 6 dhichreideamhaigh. Raghaidh na focail seo trina saol mar
shnaithin. Beidh urraim aici dos na focail seo na beidh aici d’aon dorn eile
focal lena saol. Gheobhaidh na focail seo, a ghlac si isteach sar a raibh tuiscint
aici, greim uirthi, agus riarfaidh siad a beatha agus beidh siad ar a béal ar uair
a béis, in ainneoin go bhfuil morchuid daoine ar an saol go bhfuil tuiscint agus
ard-mheabhair acu ach na tabharfaidh aon toradh go brath ar an Pater Noster
(Airciv D16 6.4.1957: 45-46).

Tugtar le fios gur thuig an Riordanach tabhacht an chreidimh i saol an duine agus gur
thuig sé go mbionn daoine in ann leas éigin a bhaint as nésanna an chreidimh agus as
rialtacht na nésanna seo, go hairithe agus iad nios sine. Léirionn na sleachta thuasluaite
dearcadh dearfach an Riordanaigh i leith an chreidimh agus i leith nosanna an

chreidimh, mar sin—an fhaoistin agus an phaidreoireacht go hairithe.

Is minice, &fach, a léiritear dearcadh searbh, didltach i leith an chreidimh agus
i leith n6sanna an chreidimh, i leith na hEaglaise Caitlici, i leith na gcléireach agus i
leith D¢, agus i leith ghnathChaitliceach na tire sa dialann. Ba mhinic a chuir an eitinn
no an gra no na deacrachtai a bhi aige ina shaol oibre nd ina shaol soisialta frustrachas
mor ar an Riordanach agus ba mhinic, mar sin, a d’iarr sé ar Dhia, ar an Maighdean
Bheannaithe, no ar losa cabhri leis. T4 impi den chineél seo le brath i ndialann na

bliana 1950, mar shampla:

Maé ta Dia ann iarraim air mo bhearna a lionadh, mo choischéim a dhirid agus
mo chorp a shland (Airciv D9 5.7.1950: 35).

Nuair nach bhfuair sé faoiseamh ar bith 6n gciapadh, d’¢éirigh sé searbh, doicheallach,
agus ba mhinic a chuir sé an locht ar Dhia. Léiritear an meon doicheallach seo go

soiléir sa sliocht seo a leanas:

Ni féidir liom fion d’6l. Ni féidir liom gré a thabhairt do bhean. Ni féidir liom
sitl i measc na nlddach, na i measc na nEireannach. Ni mise losa, Mac Dé,

na amadan an domhain. Is mise Sean O Riordain, gealt agus ainniseoir [...]
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Guim chun Dé go laethdil go bhfeicfinn slainte, ach, go dti seo, déanann Sé
neamhaird diom (Dialann 5.4.1951, gtd O Dushlaine 2014: 130).

Téa an smaoineamh go bhfuil failli & déanamh ag Dia air le brath aris sa sliocht thios:

Cé bhfuil Dia, ni fheadar? An bhféachann sé ar mo leithéid-se in aon chor?
(Airciv D7 14.4.1949: 55).

Ta ton nios seirbhe fos le brath in iontrail a scriobh sé nuair a bhi deacrachtai aige ina
chaidreamh rémaénsuil. Is 1éir go raibh sé in isle bri agus lan d’fthrustrachas an 4 airithe

sin:

Ni iarraim san [an bas: maionn sé sa sliocht céanna gur mhaith leis bas a fhail]
ar Dhia mar nil an bastard ann chuige (Airciv D10 7.4.1951: 100).

Scaoileann sé a nimh aris i sliocht 6 mhi Bealtaine na bliana céanna:

Ba mhaith liom breith ar Dhia agus é do chicedil trid an chruinne. Is
amaideach an chaint é sin ach shit, shit, shit! Nil anso ach shit. Well biodh ina
shit. Shit ar Dhia agus ar dhuine. Fuck em all [...] (Airciv D11 3.5.1951: 24).

Léiritear a shearbhas i leith an phobail, na sochai agus na hEaglaise nuair a chruthaionn

sé a leagan maguil féin de na Deich nAitheanta:

N4 bi riamh n& choiche leamh.

N& bi deas le neach gan abhar.

Cac ar dhaoine mar is cair.

Déan do mhuin ar gach scribhnedir.

Na dein muintearas.

N4& bi umhal.

N4 dein moill.

N4 labhair le pleidhce ar aon chdis.

Seachain gach fear is gach bean ar an saol.

Mallachtaigh na hEaspaig is an chléir (Airciv D14 28.2.1956: 67-68).
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Tagann searbhas den chineal céanna chun tosaigh sa sliocht seo a leanas chomh maith,

ina dtugann sé le fios go bhfuil sé bréan d‘fhimineacht an tsaoil chomhaimseartha:

Taim canncarach malluighthe [...] Isteach san abhainn ba cheart mo leithéid-
se de rud galarach do chaitheamh. Ar eagla na beinn beo tréis na hoidhche
anocht fagaim slan le hEirinn mo thir dathchais 7 le muintir na hEireann [...]
Mo mhallacht ar na sagairt 7 na bréaithre. Mo mhallacht ar mo chéirde uile,
gach duine acu, idir fear is mnaoi. Mo mhallacht fé chéad ar dhochtuiri
marbhthacha na hEireann. Mo mhallacht ar stat-sheirbhisigh 7 ar sheirbhisigh
rialtais aitiGiil. Mo mhallacht fé mhile ar mhnaibh na hEireann gach uile
méirdhreach diobh. Mo mhallacht ar mhuintir uile na hEireann. Bheirim mo
bheannacht do chataibh ; do mhadraibh na hEireann. Ba mhaith liom iad
d’fheiscint cruinnighthe i nGaillimh ag ithe easbog na hEireann (Airciv D8
26.4.1949: 2-3).

Cé go bhfuil greann dubh le brath i gcuid de na sleachta thuas, is Iéir gur cheistigh an
Riordanach a chreideamh pearsanta, chomh maith le coincheap an chreidimh i
gcoitinne, toisc gur mhinic a bhi frustrachas agus searbhas ollmhor air mar gheall ar

choinniollacha a shaoil.

| sleachta eile, afach, ta ton éaddchasach, gruama le brath nuair a luann an
Riordanach a ghaol féin le Dia, seachas ton searbh, doicheallach. Maionn sé i ndialann

na bliana 1950 gur duine lag ata ann, ach nach air féin ata an locht:

T4 naire orm. Duine diomhaoin gan mhaith mé. Ach ni orm-sa ata an locht.
Nil aon Dia ann 7 nil aon dochas ann agus nil creideamh ann (Airciv D9
9.12.1950: 70).

Té an t-éaddchas agus an t-uaigneas céanna le brath in iontrail a scriobh sé nuair a bhi

sé istigh sa sanatoir:

An ghrian ag taitneamh—ach gan Dia ar bith ann. Thanag anso ar 6/8/49. An
oidhche roimis sin, oidhche Dé hAoine, do thréig Dia mé ar fad (Airciv D8
16.8.1949: (14).
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Tugann se le fios sa sliocht seo thios nach bhfuil go leor dochais aige chun paidir a ra,
fit, ach, ina ainneoin seo, scriobhann sé leagan Laidine den Aivé Mairia amach ar an

leathanach:

Nuair a bheireann éaddchas greim orm-sa ni féidir liom fid paidir a rd. Do
thugas fé’n gCor6in Mhuire um thrathnona agus aréir, ach do theip orm. Do
shleamhnaigh gach ‘Ave Maria’ uaim agus dimigh uaim le gaoith gan a bheith
raite. Ave Maria, gratia plena, Dominus tecum, benedicta tu in mulieribus, et
Benedictus frusctus ventris tui Jesu. Sancta Maria, Mater Dei, ora pro nobis
peccatoribus nunc et in hora mortis nostri. Amen (Airciv D11 15.6.1951: 86—
87).

Seans gur thug an phaidir misneach éigin dé agus é in isle bri. Ta cosulachtai idir an
sliocht seo a leanas, ina maionn se go bhfuil sé amhrasach faoi ‘g[h]rasta Dé’, agus an

sliocht thuas:

Beag an chabhair a thugann an Trion6id domsa. Ni thisce duisithe mé na
éaddchas orm. An t-éadochas maidne so orm leis na blianta fada. Fios mo
neamhfhiuntais féin fé ndear €. Domine non sum dignus. Ach ni deirim riamh:
sed tantum dic verbo et sanabitur anima mea.’® Ni chuimhnim ar sin. Ni
thaibhreofi go brath dom go bhféadfadh athrd a theacht ar mhaidineacha 7 ar
dhaoine. Ni chuimhnim in aon chor ar ghrasta Dé. Agus fil amhain ; mé & scri
seo, nil iontaoibh da laighead agam as grasta Dé. T4 sé thar a bheith ait (Airciv
D16 28.4.1957: 108-109).

Is I€ir, mar sin, gur cuireadh as go mér dé nuair a chreid sé nach raibh Dia ann d6 agus

nuair a chreid sé narbh fhit faic é an creideamh.

Sa dan ‘Oiche Nollaig na mBan’ (ES: 68), tugann an cainteoir le fios gur
mhaith leis an saol seo—saol na mianta, saol an pheaca—a cheilidradh, seachas a

bheith ag tnuth le saol na sioraiochta. Déanann sé ceilidradh ar ‘rince an tsaoil” (I. 11)

186 Urnai, bunaithe ar an sliocht seo a leanas 6n mBiobla: ‘Ach duirt an taoiseach céad 4 threagairt: “A
Thiarna, ni fil mé go dtiocfa isteach faoi dhion mo thi. N& déan ach an focal a rd agus beidh mo ghiolla
leigheasta’ (An Biobla Naofa, Matha 8:8).
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agus ar ‘s[h]olas an pheaca’ (I. 12), mar sin. Déanann Sean O Tuama cur sios ar thaobh

frithchraifeach an dain seo:

Seo € an chéad dan Gaeilge a ceapadh riamh, b’fhéidir, ina bhfuil Dia a
shéanadh go hiomlan is go foirmiuil (1984: 46).

Aontaionn Caitriona Ni Chléirichin leis: déanann si cur sios ar ‘Oiche Nollaig na
mBan’ mar ‘an chéad dan sa Ghaeilge a shéanann eiseadh na sioraiochta agus eiseadh
chruthaitheoir dsnadurtha go hoscailte’ (2012: 90-91). Déanann si tracht chomh maith

ar an nasc neamhghnéch a dhéanann cainteoir an dain idir an peaca agus an solas:

Cuirtear sios ar an pheaca mar ‘solas’. Go traidisitinta, ba rud ditltach an
peaca agus baineann sé le dorchadas, ach cuireann an file béim ar phléisiur an
pheaca nuair a tisaideann sé an focal ‘solas’. Is ionann an saol seo agus rince
do, saghas cluiche meidhreach gan moéran céille n6 doimhne. Agus nuair ata
deireadh leis an rince, sin €. Ta sé an-amhrasach anseo faoi shaol éigin eile a
bheith ann. Dar leis, mas amhlaidh go bhfuil a leithéid ann, is ‘gealt-teach

iargiulta ta laistiar den ré’ ata ann (2012: 91).

Cé go bhfuil eagla ar an gcainteoir roimh an mbas (ibid.)—baineann sé an-usaid as
iomhéa na stoirme sa chéad véarsa chun a mhishuaimhneas a chur in ial (Il. 1-6)—
casann sé a dhroim ar choincheap na sioraiochta. In ‘Oiche Nollaig na mBan’, mar sin,

leirionn an Riordanach a amhras faoi smaointe an chreidimh go poibli.

Déanann seé tagairt dhireach don nasc idir creideamh an duine agus an fhulaingt
sa sliocht dialainne thios. Minionn sé gur féidir le duine cur suas le méid airithe
fulaingthe ach go dtagann ‘neomat—an neomat go dtéigheann an fulaingt tar foir,
neomat uathbhasach’ (Airciv D7 19.3.1948: 28). Déanann sé plé nios doimhne ar an

ndiméad ud:

Eirigheann an sprid as go tobann 7screadann si. | n-aghaidh Dé an scread san.
Ta deire le foidhne—deire le gaois. Is cuma fa dochas. Is beag na go bhfuil
deire le dochas. Abair gur le breoidhteacht a ciapadh an spiorad. Cé né tagann
laghdl ar bith ar an mbredidhteacht briseann an scread an ciapadh spride.

Neodmat nirt an nedmat so. Dubhshlan fé Dhia. Agus bionn milseacht san aer
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tréis na bruighne.*® Slighe mhaith chun aghaidh a thabhairt ar an mbés [...]
Mo sprid-se a scread trathnéna indiu (ibid.: 28-29).

Tugtar le fios go bhfuil baint idir creideamh an duine agus a fhoighne; nuair nach
bhfaigheann an duine craifeach, creidmheach faoiseamh 6n bhfulaingt, casann sé i

gcoinne Dé agus i gcoinne an chreidimh.

T4 an smaoineamh céanna le brath mar mhérthéama sa dan ‘Na Fathaigh’ (ES:
59), ina ndéanann an cainteoir cur sios ar na ‘pianta’ ata & chra. larrann an cainteoir ar
Chriost cabhair a thabhairt d6 sa dara véarsa—‘Faire, a Chriost’ (I. 8)—ach ni
fhaigheann s¢ cabhair ar bith uaidh agus leanann ‘na pianta ag argdint’ (1. 9). Sa sél
vearsa, creideann an cainteoir go bhfuil na pianta tar eis an lamh in uachtar a fhail air
mar go ndeachaigh siad ‘thar foir’ (1. 21). Ag buaicphointe seo an éaddchais, afach,

tagann neart agus ceannairceacht an chainteora chun tosaigh:

Léim mo sprid le gliondar mér,

Lig si scread.

In aghaidh Dé do lig si scread,
Dashlan fé!
Scaoileadh sé gach pian ’na ghlaic,

Taimse réidh.

Thuirling milseacht trid an aer,
Thuirling neart,

Chonac na fathaigh taobh le taobh,
Dia is an scread (ll. 23-32).

Mar a mhaionn Caoimhin Mac Giolla Léith:

187 Cuireann an line éirithe seo ‘Dan Gra’ le Louis de Paor i gcuimhne ddinn. Ag tus an dain, luann an
cainteoir go mbionn sé féin agus a phairti ‘ag bruion gan stad’ (1. 1-2). Déanann sé cur sios ar an
bhfaoiseamh a bhraitheann s¢ i ndiaidh na bruine: ‘Nuair a/scuabaim smionagar/goirt ar
gcumainn/bhriosc den urlar/(ni ghortéinnse cuil)/braithim chomh glan/le manach crua/bholgach t’réis
caca/Chomh samh/Chomh naofa’ (1l. 8-17).
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Faoin am a shroicheann an léitheoir deireadh an dain féin td maoll airithe ar
an bpian agus ar dhéine an mhothdchain agus an fhulaingt (maolu den tsért
nach bhfuil neamhchoitianta i bhfiliocht an Riordanaigh, agus ar fhéach Seén
O Tuama, mar shampla, air mar locht ar dhéanta airithe). Ta cobhsaiocht iogair
i réim aris. ‘Milseacht’ agus ‘neart’ ag tuirlingt anois in ait chlagarnach na
bpianta. Agus radharc anois ar ‘Dhia’ agus ‘an scread’ taobh le taobh; détente
(sealadach, ni folair) eatarthu [...] nuair a thagann an ‘neémat uafasach’ nuair
a théann na pianta thar foir nil mar 16n airm agus anama aige ach an scread.
Agus ni scread laidir, sochloiste, lanscamhdgach (ni de thimpiste, ar ndoigh,
a roghnaim an aidiacht) na colainne até i gceist, fid, ach scread teibi na spride
[...] ta deireadh le foighne, deireadh le gaois agus deireadh le dochas. Ta
deireadh le creideamh — tugtar dashlan Dé. Ach ta deireadh chomh maith, ar
bhealach, le focail, le teanga agus, a cheal sin, le filiocht [...] Is i an phian a
scoilteann an focal i bpluic an fhile agus a chuireann an teanga —teanga na
filiochta—ar ceal (2012: 51-52).

Is argoint fhiorshuimiuil i seo, a thugann le fios go raibh tionchar cumhachtach ag an
eitinn, ni hamhain ar chorp an Riordanaigh, ach ar a aigne, ar a anam agus ar a ‘sprid’.
Tugann Mac Giolla Léith le fios chomh maith gur bhraith an Riordanach go raibh an
tsiorchoimhlint seo idir toil Dé agus a ‘sprid’ féin faoi lanseol i gconai—°détente
(sealadach, is folair) eatarthu’—agus is cosuil go bhfuil an ceart aige. Ta sé éasca go
leor duinn an choimhlint, an nimh, an searbhas agus fiu an t-éadochas seo a thuiscint
nuair ata tuiscint againn ar an gcineal saoil a chaith an Riordanach; ni haon ionadh é
go raibh fonn air a nimh a scaoileadh agus ni haon ionadh é ach an oiread gur bhain
sé Usdid as a chuid scribhneoireachta—go hairithe a scribhneoireacht

phriobhaideach—chun é sin a dhéanamh.

Luadh thuas gur mhinic a cheistigh an Riordanach a chreideamh nuair a bhi
bra agus frustrachas millteanach air agus is fior € sin, ach bhiodh sé de nos aige a
chreideamh pearsanta agus nésanna an chreidimh a cheistit i mbealach sochma,
réastinta chomh maith. Fiu nuair nach raibh sé in isle bri cheistigh sé a dhearcadh féin
i leith an chreidimh agus bhi baint mhor ag an gceistit géar seo leis an tuiscint a bhi
aige air féin mar dhuine imeallach. Toisc gur chreid sé go raibh sé ag maireachtail ar
imeall na sochai agus toisc gur chreid sé go raibh sé ina choimhthioch mar gheall ar

an eitinn, mar gheall ar a phearsantacht féin, agus mar gheall nach raibh sé in ann cloi
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le noirm na sochai—an pdsadh, an ghinitint—bhi dearcadh suimiuil aige i leith
ghnathndsanna na sochai, agus i leith ghnathndsanna an chreidimh go hairithe. Rinne
sé a mhachnamh ar na nésanna seo mar dhuine a bhiodh ag breathnu ar an tsochai 6n
taobh amuigh agus, mar sin, thug sé an fhimineacht agus an cur i gcéill a bhain leis na
nosanna faoi deara agus rinne sé dianmhachnamh ar na gnéithe seo den saol

Eireannach.

An 4 a scriobh sé an sliocht dialainne thios, bhi an Riordanach den tuairim gur
chair do “filleadh ar an gcreideamh airis® mar gheall go raibh ‘an saoghal so ag eirighe
r6-dhian’ air (Airciv D1 20.4.1940: 324). Maionn sé go gceapfai go mbeadh solas le
fail sa chreideamh do dhaoine breoite, ach nach bhfuair sé féin sdlas ar bith ann (ibid.:
325) Caineann sé a phearsantacht féin agus tugann sé le fios gur duine ‘ana-
leisceamhail’ agus lag ata ann (ibid.) toisc nach bhfuil sé in ann a ‘mhianta a bhaint
0’n saoghal so’ (ibid.) agus a ‘shuile a dhiria ar an tsiorruidheacht’ (ibid.). Cdineann
Sé, mar sin, na tréithe a mholann an cainteoir in ‘Oiche Nollaig na mBan’ (ES: 68).
Baineann sé Usaid as iomha an diabhail chun a leiscitlacht agus a laige féin a chur in

ial:

Is ri-bheag de phléisiar an tsaoghail atd fagtha agam, agus ta ard-taithighe
agam ar bheith ag staonadh ¢ shoghluisti an t-saoghail. "na dhiaidh sin is uile
ta diabhal éigin istigh ionam, n6 laige éigin no easbadh éigin [...] (Airciv D1
20.4.1940: 325).

Déanann sé a dhearcadh i leith an chreidimh a cheistit agus minionn sé nach bhfuil sé
in ann a bheith ina ‘Chaitliceach cuibheasach maith’ (ibid.) n6 ina Chaitliceach fanach
mar gheall ar a ionracas féin, ach is léir go gceapann sé nach bhfuil formhor na
gCaitliceach iomlan tiomanta don Chaitliceachas. Tugann an smaoineamh seo léargas

duinn ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith Chaitlicigh na hEireann:

Cad ’na thaobh na fuilim im Chaitliceach cuibheasach maith mar gach aoinne
eile? Mar t& coinsias uathbhasach agam. Ni fhéadfainn bheith im Chaitliceach
cuibheasach maith. Nior mhor dom bheith im Chaitliceach maith né gan baint
ar bith a bheith agam le Creideamh. Ni thuigim cad is ‘compromise’ ann,

maidir le carsai creidimh (ibid.).
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Is 1éir gur cheap sé nach raibh formhér na gCaitliceach ach leath-thiomanta do ndsanna
an Chaitliceachais. Sa sliocht seo a leanas, déanann sé plé ar fhealsinacht an
Chaitliceachais— “Vatican brand’ mar a thugann sé féin air (Airciv D3 20.3.1942: 35):

[...] tuigtear dom [...] na fuil feallsamhnacht socair ar bith agam le mo
bheatha a riaradh. Ach measaim go mbeidh sar abhfad. Ni r6-mhilis an
fheallsamhnacht an Chriostuidheacht (VATICAN BRAND) nuair a bhlaisfea
ar dtuis i. Ach biodh is gur minic a chaitheas amach go tapaidh i ni d6igh liom
go n’eirigheann si leamh coidhche ar nés na bhfeallsamhnachtai eile a
bhlaiseas. Is doigh liom go bhfuil buaine inti do’n té a thoghluim a blas. Ach
go dti go mbeidh an blas san agam-sa airis fé6 mar a bhi fad6 ni bheidh ar

siubhal agam ach ‘ni doigh liom” agus ‘is déigh liom” (ibid.: 35-36)

Cé go léirionn an sliocht thuas amhras an Riordanaigh i leith an Chaitliceachais, is léir
on méid a scriobh sé gur cheap sé go raibh maitheas ann chomh maith. Is sliocht

réasunta tomhaiste €, mar sin.

Luann sé sa sliocht thios nach bhfuil creideamh laidir aige agus go gcuireann
ceannairi comhaimseartha na hEaglaise leis an easpa creidimh seo mar gheall ar an
meon marbhanta ata acu. Déanann sé cur sios ar fosa mar fhear radacach agus cuireann

sé an radacachas seo i gcomparaid le meon coimeadach na gceannairi 0d:

Anuiridh do léigheas Faoisdin Auguistin Naomhtha agus do dhein firéun
diom. Té& leabhar eile & léigheamh agam anois agus deallruigheann sé go
muchfaidh sé pé griosach creidimh ata beo go f6ill ionam. Seo a theidiol: ‘An
Tiomna Nuadh, air na tharruing go firinneach as an nGréigis Ughdarach ris
an tathair is onéruighthe i nDia, Uilliam O Domhnuill, Aird-Easpug Thiaim’.
Meon Chriost a chuireann iongnadh orm. Ba lugha a mheas ar an “status quo”
agus ar shean-chuimhne sinsear a aimsire féin nd an meas ata ag G.B. Shaw
ortha indiu. Nil leigheas ar bith agam ar an gcosamhlacht até idir Phairisinigh
aimsire Chriost agus na h-easpuig agus an aicme creideamhnach ata indiu ann
do thabhairt fé ndeara (Airciv D5 15.5.1943: 20).
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Tugtar le fios gur chreid an Riordanach go raibh easpa fuinnimh le brath san Eaglais
Chaitliceach in Eirinn san fhichit haois. Caineann sé an chléir agus easpa fuinnimh na

seanmainti sa dialann chomh maith:

Sagart ag scréachaigh san tséipeal gach Domhnach. Seanmdinti gan puinn
ionntu ach focail agus fothrom. Gan croi na aigne ins na focail seo—gan
ionntu ach taithi—iad de ghlan mheabhair [...] T4 a inead aige—istigh i lar
an phobail ag scréachaigh ar feadh suime airighthe aimsire. Caithfear
éisteacht leis. Bhi sé le bheith ann riamh. Cuid den chinnitint € [...] Bhi an
tréimhse scréachaighe seo le bheith ann ¢ thosach. Sé ciram an tsagairt seo,
no ar a laighead sé a chinnitint é, an tréimhse scréachai seo a chur de (Airciv
D13 8.6.1955: 104).

Is Iéir nar bhraith sé beocht n6 nadurthacht ar bith i nguth an tsagairt ag an aifreann
agus gur bhraith sé go raibh an sagart ag labhairt go leathchroioch. Tagann an méid
ata le ra ag an gcainteoir in ‘Seanmointi’ (B: 24) leis an tuairim seo. Tugann seé le fios
nach mbionn moran beochta le brath i nguth an tsagairt—is docha go mbraitheann sé
géire ¢€igin ina ghuth mar luann sé¢ sa chéad line go mbionn an sagart ‘ag
scréachaigh’—ach go gcaithfidh an sagart a sheanmainti a thabhairt agus go gcaithfidh

an pobal cur suas leo (agus leis):

Sagart ag scréachaigh gach Domhnach,
Glor i gcditin ins an teampall,
Seanmainti iad gan amhras,

Fothram focal le clos.

Caithfidh a shamhail bheith ann leis,
O tharla sé caithfidh sé labhairt linn,
Fuair sé a ionad sa teampall,

I lar an phobail istigh.

Pé acu searbh n6 binn linn a chlampar
Bhi sé le bheith ann d’réir dealraimh,
Ceapadh 6 thosach an domhain do

Go mbeadh a thamall aige.
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Cé nach ceolmhaire é na an gandal,

Cé nar mheasa linn éisteacht le srann muc,
Is binne na téada ag labhairt é,

Mar t& clairseach an Mhaéistir aige (ll. 1-16).

T4 an easpa chéanna beochta & caineadh ag an Riordanach sa sliocht dialainne seo a
leanas, ina ndéanann sé idirdhealu idir marbhantacht na hEaglaise agus dul chun cinn

na sochai comhaimseartha:

Té aer na hEireann ar tineall + ar bior le h-inspioraid. T4 daoine fuadrach i
ngach treo baill—daoine de gach saghas—scribhne6iri Gaeilge is Béarla,
polaiticeiri, lucht raidio agus telifise, tionscal6iri, ceolt6iri, dramadairi, lucht
na h-aithbhedchana + iad sud ata ag ionsai na h-aithbhedchana, dealbhoiri,
péintéiri, lucht muinte teangacha, etc. Ni bhraithim, &fach, aon chorrail imeasc
lucht Eaglaise. Ni mhothaim gur chorraigh an Chomhairle Uile-Choiteann
aigne na h-Eaglaise in Eirinn (‘fuar, gruama’ a deir an raidio). Maidir liomsa
ba dhoigh leat go n’oirfeadh an suathadh foirleitheaduil seo dhom ma théim i

mbun pinn—aris (Airciv D26 11.2.1963: 118-119).

In iontrail a scriobh sé in 1956, luann sé an nasc idir an Eaglais Chaitliceach agus

cursai soisialta in Eirinn agus déanann sé an ‘status quo’, mar a chuireann s¢ féin ¢, a

cheistit (Airciv D14 29.1.1956: 3):

Is beag duine a déarfadh go bhfuil an status quo céir in aon tir go bhfios
domsa. Mar sin féin, cosnaionn an ecclesia sancta catholica an status quo i
gcomhnai. Ta na h-argéinti cloiste againn 7 is minic a thugas géilleadh doibh
ach ni anois é. Nuair a chionn tu os do chomhair amach gach Ia sa tseachtain
daoine laga mdchta briste 7 b’fhéidir, damnaithe mar mhaithe leis an status
quo so yan Eaglais ag féachaint ar an obair go bre4 sochma réidh, ta sé deacair
foidhneamh. Ach cad t& le déanamh? Cad ta le déanamh ach déanamh mar a
dheineann an Eaglais: bheith séasta le toil Dé. Ach cad mar gheall ar an
misneach san a athraionn cursai uaireannta? Cad mar gheall ar bhuile crédha
a bhualadh ar son an chirt? An amhlaidh na fuil sé de mhisneach againn san a
dhéanamh? M4 tha misneach ann t4 eagla ann chomh maith ; pecu an

bhfuaireamair misneach né na fuaireamair, fuaireamair go léir ar gcantam den
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eagla. B’fhéidir gurb i an eagla ata orm féin ata am chra 7 ni €agoir an t’saoil

(ibid.: 3-4).

Is 1éir nach raibh sé iomléan sasta le ‘status quo’ natire na leis an rél a bhi ag an Eaglais

Chaitliceach sa ‘status quo’ seo.

| ndialann na bliana 1956, déanann an Riordanach comparaid idir &bharachas

an tsaoil chomhaimseartha agus fealsinacht charthanach Chriost:

Is fadd tagaithe E [Criost]. Mar sin féin, t& an saol leamh. T4 croi an duine
cruaidh. Mura bhfuil airgead id’ ph6ca gheobhair doicheall pé &it go raghair -
agus is beag an tairbhe dhuit a ra le daoine gur saolaiodh ar dTiarna 1956
bliana 6 shoin agus gur athraigh san an saol. Ni cuimhin liom a chlos, afach,
go raibh pingin riamh ag fosa Criost. Ach ansin caithfear a ra gur cuireadh
chun bais é (Airciv D15: 26.10.1956: 26-27).

Déanann sé tagairt chomh maith do shaol na pagantachta agus don mhoréaltacht a

bhaineann leis an saol sin:

Saol aoibhinn lan d’fthiliocht agus de cheol agus de ghlanachar isea an saol
atd le mothu ins na danta so Virgil agus ni raibh an Slanaitheoir tagaithe an
uair ud. Agus nil na scolairi cinnte an gcuala Virgil riamh tracht ar an Seana-
Thiomna. Mar sin féin, do tuigeadh cad ba cheart agus cad nar cheart i ré so
na pagantachta. Bhi ceart agus mi-cheart i gcomhnai ann. Do chaith siad

bheith ann toisc gur cuid de natura rerum iad (ibid.: 27).

Tugtar le fios gur cheap an Riordanach gur rud inghreamaithe i an mhoraltacht agus
nach bhfuil na ‘rialacha’ a bhaineann le creideamh ar leith n6 le hEaglais ar leith ag
teastail 6 dhaoine ionas gur féidir leo an coincheap seo a thuiscint i gceart; is cuid den
chine daonna i an mhoraltacht, dar leis. Cheistigh an Riordanach a chreideamh
pearsanta agus nésanna na hEaglaise Caitlici, ni hamhain mar gheall ar choinniollacha
a shaoil féin, a chuir frustrachas air, ach mar gheall go ndearna sé dianmhachnamh ar
rél agus ar thabhacht na hEaglaise i sochai na hEireann agus ar fhimineachtai né cur i

gcéill na ngnathChaitliceach agus na gcléireach sa tir.
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Ni féidir a shéanadh go raibh tionchar ollmhér ag smaointe, ag iomhanna agus
ag friotal an chreidimh ar scribhneoireacht phoibli agus phriobhaideach an
Riordanaigh, mar sin. Cé gur thug sé le fios gur thuig sé an mhoraltacht mar rud
naddrtha, nach mbraitheann i ndairire ar rialacha aon Eaglaise né instititide, bhi
tionchar mor ag smaointe na hEaglaise Caitlici i leith na moréltachta—go hairithe i
leith na moéraltachta collai—ar dhearcadh an Riordanaigh i leith a choirp, a
chollaiochta agus a fheartlachta. Bhi dearcadh casta aige i leith mhianta an choirp
agus i leith choincheap an pheaca mar gheall go raibh dearcadh chomh casta sin aige
i leith an chreidimh agus i leith theagasc agus rél na hEaglaise Caitlici.

Sa leabhar Impure Thoughts dirionn Michael Cronin ar dha dhioschursa ar leith
a bhaineann leis an gcollaiocht mar braitheann sé go raibh na dioscdrsai seo go mor
chun tosaigh i sochai agus i litriocht na hEireann san fhichit haois. Baineann an chéad
cheann le coincheap na collaiochta mar fhadhb mhorélta agus déanann sé cur sios ar
an gcoincheap seo mar ‘essentially a reproductive model of sexuality, one in which
the sexual instinct must be tightly controlled’ (2012: 12). Agus ¢ ag tarraingt ar
shaothar Foucault, cuireann sé béim ar an iallach a cuireadh ar dhaoine a gcuid
collaiochta a smachtu nuair a mhaionn sé go ndearnadh comparaid idir an chollaiocht

agus galar gabhalach:

[...] the metaphor of moral contagion also served as a figure for the
relationship between individual moral conduct and the social order. Through
the imagery of contagion, sexual misbehaviour was conceived of as a virus
that could spread out from the individual to infect the whole society (ibid.:
66).

Baineann an dara dioscursa a luann Cronin le coincheap Freudach na collaiochta agus

na ddile mar fhoérsai libideacha:

The second is a libidinal model of sexuality which took shape with the
emergence of psychoanalysis at the begininning of the twentieth century[...]
the Freudian libidinal theory radically re-conceptualised desire by detaching
it from any object or subject. The ‘libido’ named an immanently powerful
drive; the objective of this drive was unrelated to anything beyond itself, such

as human reproduction, and was solely focused on its own, always impossible,
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satisfaction [...] At the core of this model is a conception of human
subjectivity as the product of a struggle between opposing forces of sexual
desire and sexual repression (ibid.)

Agus ¢ ag dirid ar litriocht na hEireann, molann Cronin foirm an Bildungsroman nua-

aimseartha toisc

the protagonist’s formation is fuelled by a dialectical understanding of moral

transgression as something that is both constraining and liberating (2012: 14).

Ta an teannas céanna idir coincheap na collaiochta agus na driise mar fhérsai
cumhachtacha libideacha, ar choir don duine aird a thabhairt orthu ar mhaithe leo féin,
agus coincheap na collaiochta agus na drdise mar rudai ar choir don duine smacht a
chur orthu ar mhaithe leis an ord soisialta, le brath go gear i scribhneoireacht an
Riordéanaigh.

Is minic a mhaionn an Riordanach sa dialann gur mianta naduartha, daonna iad
na mianta collai agus gur choéir don duine iad ‘a shasamh anois agus aris’ (DI
19.1.1940: 62). Molann sé do dhaoine—agus dé féin—¢ sin a dhéanamh ar mhaithe
leo féin, agus maionn sé nar choir go mbeadh naire ar dhaoine mar gheall go bhfuil na
mianta sin acu. Cé go ndéanann sé cur sios ar an ngniomh druisidil a rinne sé mar
‘pheaca’ san iontrdil seo a leanas, maionn s¢ chomh maith nach raibh naire na

ciontacht air tar éis do é a dhéanamh:

Ni bhraithim ualach urchodide ar mo choinsias na smal scannla ar m’anam.
Taim éadrom anois ach nilim ar eadromacht. Nil naire na aithmhéala ar bith
orm (ibid.: 61).

Déanann sé nasc idir an gniomh drdisitil—is costil go bhfuil an ghlacaireacht® i

gceist aige, ach ni insionn sé duinn go direach cad a rinne sé, rud a thugann le fios go

188 plgann Kimmel agus Fracher (2005) na naisc chasta idir an fheartlacht, an chollaiocht, an
ghlacaireacht agus an naire: ‘Male sexual socialization teaches young men that sex is secret, morally
wrong, and pleasurable. This association of sexual pleasure with feelings of guilt and shame is
articulated early in the young boy’s development, and reinforced throughout the life course by family,
school, religion, and media images of sexuality [...] Men’s earliest forays into sexuality, especially
masturbation, are the first location of sexual anxiety. Masturbation teaches young men that sexuality is
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raibh sé deacair air labhairt faoi chirsai collaiochta, fit sa dialann phriobhdideach—
agus feidhm choirp eile, rud a thugann nadarthacht an ghnimh chollai le fios: ‘Ma ta
do chac agat dein ¢ agus na cimead id bholg ¢’ (ibid.: 62). D’théadfai a r4, mar sin,
gur thuig sé cumhacht na duile agus na druise, agus gur thuig sé chomh maith an
pléisidr agus an t-aoibhneas a bhaineann le sasamh na mianta collai ar mhaithe leo

féin.

Ar an taobh eile den scéal, ba mhinic a bhi an Riordanach den tuairim gur chdir
do ‘srian [a choimead] orm féin .i. ar mo dhroch-chlaonta’ (Airciv D1 8.3.1940: 222)
mar gur ‘[l]Jaguigheas mo thoil le creimeadh na draise’ (ibid.: 223). Maionn go raibh
sé ‘ciapaithe ag mianta na feola’ ach nar admhaigh sé ¢ (Airciv D16 14.4.1957: 73),
mar a luadh cheana. Tugann an friotal didltach—droch-chlaonta’, mar shampla—Ie
fios gur mianta naireacha iad na mianta collai agus gur chéir don duine iad a smachtd,
a shéanadh nd a cheilt. Faighimid léargas ar an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith na drdise

agus i leith na collaiochta sa sliocht seo a leanas:

Tri mo shuan areéir tuigeadh dom go rabhas ag lui le bean agus bhi a rian san
orm ar maidin. Uaireanta braithim gur suailce is ea an drdis agus tugann sé
sasamh aigne dhom a fhios a bheith agam go bhfuilim ag claonadh i dtreo na
draise. Ni hamhain go dtuigtear dom nach bhfuil aon aoibhneas mar aoibhneas
ban ach tuigtear dom chomh maith gur aoibhneas eile is ea € an tuiscint sin a
bheith agam. Ar Océidi eile, &fach, tuigtear dom gur ni salach is ea ‘borradh
na fola agus fothram na feola’. T4 sé ceart go leor a rd gur coir toradh a
thabhairt ar an séu agus ar an naou haithne. Nil an fhirinne chomh simpli sin.

Ni déigh liom gur ceart aon bhac a bheith ar mhachnamh an ealaiontéra agus

about the detachment of emotions from sex, that sex is important in itself. Second, men learn that sex
is something covert, to be hidden; that is, men learn to privatize sexual experience without skills to
share the experience. And masturbation also teaches men that sexuality is phallocentric, that the penis
is the centre of the sexual universe. Finally, the tools of masturbation, especially sexual fantasy, teach
men to objectify the self, to separate the self from the body, to focus on parts of bodies and not whole
beings, often to speak of one’s self in the third person’ (144). Tuigeadh an ghlacaireacht mar ghniomh
‘minadartha’ mar a mhinionn Michael Cronin (2012): ‘Between the 1880s and the outbreak of the First
World War, there was an upsurge in the production of literature about the psychological and physical
dangers of masturbation for adolescent boys. This cultural anxiety about young boys and masturbation
formed a central element of what Mullin terms the ‘policing of masculinity” woven into the social purity
discourses’ (32-33).
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é ag machnambh ar ar chruthaigh Dia. Ni haon tairbhe d6, afach, an machnamh
peacuil (Dialann 27.3.1960, gtd O Ddshlaine 2014: 281).

Léirionn an méid seo uilig go raibh dearcadh fiorchasta ag an Riordanach i leith a
chollaiochta féin mar gheall, is docha, ar reitric fhrithraiteach na hEaglaise, agus na
sochai, ina leith. Déanann Cronin (2012) achoimre chuimsitheach ar an reitric seo, a
bhi le brath go soiléir, dar leis, in ‘advice literature’ na hEireann idir na daichidi agus

na seascaidi:

The model of sexuality and marriage offered in the advice literature is
inextricable from this narrative of self-formation, with its conservative
adherence to ‘traditional’ morality combined with an endorsement of the
‘modern’ of innovation and rational self-interest. Like gender, sexuality also
involves a complex negotiation of ‘nature’. The advice writers invariably
emphasise that sexual desire is ‘natural’ and an ‘appetite’ [...] On the other
hand, these natural desires, ‘appetites’ and ‘passions’ are precisely what is
problematic and ‘dangerous’ about sexuality [...] Sexuality is divine (‘holy”)
and natural (‘instinct’) and therefore good. But simultaneously sexuality is a
potential source of disruptive and destructive energies, which must be

controlled and stabilised by the application of reason (131-132).

Cé gur thuig an Riordanach an chollaiocht mar fhérsa nadurtha, neamhurchoideach
uaireanta, mar sin, ba mhinic nach raibh sé in ann dul i ngleic lena chuid collaiochta
féin ina hiomlaine toisc go raibh tuiscint aige uirthi mar dhrochrud, mar rud salach,
naireach ar choir do a shéanadh, a cheilt, n6 a chloi. Cuireadh béim san larthar 6n
seachtu haois déag ar aghaidh ar ‘the notion oOf sex being the greatest sin’ (Ferriter
2009: 2-3). Bhi an Riordanach sainnithe riamh idir an fonn a bhi air a mhianta a
shasamh agus a cheilitradh, agus an fonn a bhi air a bheith geanmnai, glan. Rinne sé
ceilibradh—no cosaint, b’fhéidir—ar naddrthacht na mianta collai sa dialann anseo
agus ansiud, ach is minice fos ata Iéirit na collaiochta folaithe i bhfriotal diultach agus

i bhfriotal an pheaca.

Léiritear an choimhlint idir nadurthacht agus contdirt na mianta collai sa dan
fada ‘Cnoc Melleri’ (ES: 64). Sa chéad véarsa, déanann an cainteoir cur sios ar an

domhan saolta. Luann sé sa chéad line go raibh sé i Melleri trath agus go raibh stoirm
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fhiochmhar faoi lanseol ann oiche amhain. Leagann an focal onamataipéach
‘sranntarnach’ béim ar alltacht na stoirme. Is minic a bhaineann an Riordanach usaid
as iomha na stoirme chun a chiapadh nd a éiginnteacht féin a chur in iul ina chuid
danta (Ni Chléirichin 2012: 83). Chuir an stoirm i Melleri ‘lacthanta an pheaca bhoig’
i gcuimhne do (1. 2). Ciallaionn Gsaid na haidiachta ‘bog’ go bhfuil mealltacht éigin le
brath in fomh& an pheaca; tugtar le fios nach peaca romhor é agus cuirtear leis an
mealltacht seo nuair luann sé ‘[l]acthanta ba leapacha de shonaschlimh an tsaoil [...]
(I. 4; liomsa an bheim). T4 suaimhneas éigin le brath sa chomhfhocal ‘s[o]naschlimh’.
E sin rdite, maionn an cainteoir go bhfuil na hiomhanna seo ‘mar bhreoiteacht’ ar a
chuimhne (1. 2) agus luann sé go raibh ‘dreancaidi na druise’ (1. 5) i ‘leapacha’ an
tsaoil (I. 4) agus iad ‘ag preabarnaigh ina milte’ (I. 5). Cuireann na hiomhanna
diultacha seo salachar na collaiochta in idl ddinn go soiléir. Is diol spéise é go
ndéanann an cainteoir nasc laidir idir coincheap an pheaca agus an chollaiocht ag tus
an dain mar go dtugtar le fios go bhfuil se tri chéile mar gheall ar an saol at4 a

chaitheamh aige.

Sa dara véarsa, luaitear na manaigh agus an saol mistéireach, rialta, sasuil ata
acu, dar leis an gcainteoir. Maionn s€, mar shampla, gur ‘[é]irigh san oiche sidhe
gaoithe coiscéim’ (1. 6) nuair a bhi na ‘[mJanaigh ag trial ar an Aifreann’ (1. 7). Is léir
go mbraitheann an cainteoir rialtacht in iompar na manach mar go luann sé go raibh
‘bréga na manach ag cantaireacht’ (1. 9) agus iad ag siul. Tugann sé le fios go bhfuil
na manaigh lansasta leis an rialtacht seo nuair a mhaionn sé gur bhraith s¢ ‘meidhir,
casadh timpeall is rince san aer’ (1. 8). Leanann an cainteoir leis na hiomhanna
dearfacha sa chéad véarsa eile, ina luann sé an chaoi ar shoilsigh an tointe gréine duine
de na manaigh agus é i mbun léitheoireachta (ll. 15-17). Tugtar le fios gur duine geal
¢ an manach, mar sin, agus cuirtear béim ar a loinnir agus ar a gheanmnaiocht da bharr.
Baineann an cainteoir Gsaid as an tseanchodarsnacht idir dubh agus ban chun

idirdhealt a dhéanambh idir na manaigh agus na gnathdhaoine:

Bhi beatha na naomh seo chomh béan le braitlin
Is sinne chomh dubh leis an daol.
(I1. 24-25).
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Tugtar le fios go bhfuil na manaigh nios geanmnai, nios gile—nios fearr, is costil—
na na gnathdhaoine ‘dubha’. B’thir aontumhacha iad na manaigh agus luann Cronin

(2012) tabhacht na haontumha i dteagasc na hEaglaise Caitlici:

Compulsory clerical celibacy was reaffirmed in response to the rejection of
this rule by the Reformed Churches (54).

Is Iéir ag an bpointe seo sa dan go bhfuil meas ag an gcainteoir ar na manaigh agus go
dtuigeann sé iad mar dhaoine geanmnaiocha, glana, nach gcuireann ‘dreancaidi na

draise’ (1. 5) as doibh.

Is léir, afach, nach bhfuil an cainteoir go hiomlan ar a shuaimhneas sa
mhainistir agus is diol spéise & go mbaineann sé Usaid as iomha chorpartha—*Allas ar
phaidrin bruite im laimh/Mo bhriste dlath-thaite lem ghlain® (1. 26-27)—chun a
mhichompord a léirid. Ag an am céanna, tugann an cur sios a dhéanann sé ar
ghluaiseacht na manach anseo—*‘ghluais sochraid chochallach manach’ (1. 28)—Ie
fios go bhfuil saol gruama, ceilteach & chaitheamh acu sa mhainisitr. Cuirtear leis an
smaoineamh seo nuair a mhaionn an cainteoir go mbionn na manaigh ag
‘siorphaidreoireacht’ (I. 35), rud a chuireann liostacht shaol na manach in iul go soiléir.
Tugar le fios nach féidir leo éali 6n bpaidreoireacht. Cuireann an iomha den
‘tiubhscamall de chluimh liath na cille’ (1. 36) ag tuirlingt ‘[g]o bronach ar ghrua an
trathnona’ (1. 37) gruamacht agus arsaiocht shaol na mainistreach in iul chomh maith.
Cleachtann na manaigh na sean-ndsanna céanna la i ndiaidh lae, smaoineamh a
chuireann bron agus michompord—agus trua, is costil—ar an gcainteoir. Tagann tén
cainteach chun tosaigh nios déanai sa dan agus ceistionn an cainteoir saol uaigneach,
aontumha na manach. Labhraionn ‘ego’ an chainteora linn i véarsai 10-14 (l. 58) agus
caineann sé ndsanna agus stil mhaireachtala na manach toisc go gceapann sé go dtéann
siad go mor i gcoinne nadar an duine, naddr an fhir go hairithe. Deir sé go mbraitheann
sé féin go bhfuil an mhainistir i ngreim an bhais agus go muchann atmaisféar na

mainistreach beatha na manach:

‘Ta an bas ag cur seaca ar bheatha anseo,
Aige t& na manaigh ar aimsir,

Eisean an tAb ar a ndeineann siad rud,
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Ar a shon deinid troscadh is treadhanas.
(1. 38-41; liomsa an bhéim).

Is diol spéise ¢ go ndéanann sé cur sios ar an mbas mar ‘Ab’ n6 ‘ceannaire’ na haite.
Is docha go gcreideann na manaigh féin go bhfuil a saol & chaitheamh acu le Dia a
shasambh, ach braitheann ‘ego’ an chainteora nach bhfuil sé sin fior. Is 1¢ir go sileann

sé gur saol fanach agus caifeach € saol an mhanaigh, mar sin.

Leanann sé leis an ton céinteach seo sa chéad véarsa eile nuair a phléann sé an
tionchar ditltach a bhionn ag saol an mhanaigh ar mheon agus ar n&dar an fhir 6ig.
Cuireann an saol seo srian ar mhianta naddrtha an fhir 6ig, de réir mar a thuigeann
‘ego’ an chainteora an scéal. Is diol spéise é nach gcuireann sé an locht ar Dhia—n0
ar an gcreideamh—anseo, ach ar an instititid agus ar na daoine a chuireann rialacha

dochta, miréasunta i bhfeidhm sa mhainistir:

‘Buachaill mar sheanduine meirtneach ag siul,
Masla ar choimirce Dg,

An té *dhéanfadh éagdir da leithéid ar gharsun
Do chuirfeadh sé cochall ar ghréin [...]

(. 42-45; liomsa an bhéim).

Caineann an cainteoir nésanna na mainistreach go géar sna linte thuasluaite toisc go
measann sé go laidir go dtéann na ndsanna seo go mor i gcoinne ord naddrtha an tsaoil.
Cuirtear go mor leis na smaointe seo sa chéad véarsa eile, ina bhfuil an ton cainteach
céanna le brath go tréan go foill. Maionn an cainteoir go mbeadh na daoine a chuireann
rialacha dochta na mainistreach i bhfeidhm lansasta ailleacht, soineantacht, gile agus
glaineacht an naduir a scriosadh, no na tréithe seo a shéanadh, ar a laghad (Il. 46-48)
agus go ‘lionfadh le naire an domhan’ (1. 49) da bharr. Is diol spéise é go luann sé an
bhéim a chuireann na daoine seo ar an naire agus ar an nasc idir an naire agus an druis.
Sa chéad véarsa eile, cadineann sé smaointe teoranta agus claonta na hEaglaise agus an
bhéim a chuireann ceannairi na mainistreach ar smaointeoireacht an ghripa n6 an

phobail agus an chaoi a séanann siad an smaointeoireacht neamhspleach né chriticiuil:

‘T4 an buachaill seo dall ar an aigne fhiain
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A thoirchionn smaointe éagsula

Gan bacadh le hAb n4 le clog né le riail
Ach lui sios le smaoineamh a dhtile.
(1. 50-53; liomsa an bhéim).

Is 1éir go dtuigeann ‘ego’ an chainteora nésanna agus rialacha dochta na mainistreach
mar chonstaic do smaointeoireacht neamhspleach. Is diol spéise é go mbaineann sé
Usaid as friotal na ginidna sna linte thuas chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an gcineél
smaointeoireachta seo— ‘an aigne fhiain/a thoirchionn smaointe éagstiila’—agus go
mbaineann sé Usaid as friotal an ghnéis chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an aigne ‘shaor’
n6 neamhspleach sa line dheireanach— ‘lui sios le smaoineamh a dhuile’. Cuireann
sé sin an nasc idir an duil agus an duine in ial go soiléir agus tugtar le fios gur nasc

naddrtha é seo.

Baineann sé usaid aris as iomhanna na druise chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar an
saol lasmuigh den mbhainistir ach is 1éir nach sileann ‘ego’ an chainteora gur rud
diultach i an drdis in aon chor. Ceilidrann sé mianta collai an duine, agus déanann sé
nasc idir na mianta naddrtha seo agus an fhiliocht nuair a luann sé saothar Dante (ll.
56-57):

‘Ni bhlaisfidh sé choiche tréanmheisce mna
A chorraionn mar chreideamh na sléibhte.
"Thug léargas do Dante ar Fhlaitheas D¢ trath,

Nuair a thuirling na haingil i riocht véarsai,’

(1. 54-57; liomsa an bhéim).

Cuireann an comhfhocal ‘tréanmheisce’ béim ar chumhacht na drlise agus na
collaiochta agus cuireann ‘ego’ an chainteora leis an smaoineamh seo nuair a mhaionn
sé gur féidir le forsa na druise ‘na sléibhte’ (l. 55) a chorrai agus go bhfuil an forsa seo
chomh cumhachtach le forsa an chreidimh (1. 55). Is 1éir 6n méid seo uilig go dtuigeann
‘ego’ an chainteora go bhfuil an saol lasmuigh den mhainistir—saol an
indibhiditlachais—i bhfad nios mealltai agus nios slintitla na saol na manach. E sin
réite, is léir nach bhfuil an cainteoir iomlan cinnte faoin tuairim seo. Labhraionn a

‘ego’ leis—agus linne—mar dhuine n6 persona eachtrannach trid an dan agus
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cuireann an cainteoir ¢ sin in il dainn go soiléir sa line ‘sin ¢ duirt an ego bhi
uaibhreach easumhal’ (I. 58). Tugann an line seo le fios go bhfuil deighilt éigin idir an
cainteoir agus an ‘ego’ seo agus nach n-aontaionn an cainteoir go huile is go hiomlan
lena thuairim ‘vaibhreach easumhal’, cé¢ gur chuid de féin ¢é. Léirionn sé sin
éiginnteacht an chainteora—agus éiginnteacht an fhile—go soiléir ddinn agus tagann
an tseanchodarsnacht idir saol an indibhiditlachais agus saol an phobail, ata le feiceail,
mar shampla, in ‘Saoirse’ (ES: 100), go mor chun tosaigh mar mhérthéama sa déan.
Mar a dhéanann sé in ‘Saoirse’, cuireann an file béim ar thabhacht na dteorainneacha
agus na ngnathnosanna in ‘Cnoc Melleri’ chomh maith (1. 61) agus maionn sé gur cur
amu ama iad ‘peaca, diomhaointeas is caiteachas’ (1. 64) .i. an saol ata & chaitheamh
aige lasmuigh den mhainistir. Cé go ndéantar cur sios an-bheoga, an-spraiuil, an-
mhealltach ar shaol neamhspleach an indibhiditlachais trid sios, admhaionn an
cainteoir go spreagann saol na manach é agus déanann sé nasc idir an saol sa mhainistir
agus an scribhneoireacht (Il. 66-69). Luann s¢, mar shampla, gur bhraith seé
‘morthuascailt na faoistine’ sa mhainistir (1. 70). Is i an cheist ag croilar an déin seo
na: cé acu is fearr—saol an indibhiditlachais né saol teoranta na hEaglaise? Tugann
sé ‘coilltean’ ar na sagairt, mar shampla (1. 79) mar go séanann siad an saol corpartha
ina mbionn fuil an duine ‘ar fiuchadh le neart’ (1. 75). Sa véarsa deireanach, afach,
tugann sé le fios go mbraitheann sé go bhfuil forsa cruthaitheach éigin agus tabhacht

ar leith ag baint le saol teoranta na manach agus an chomhphobail:

Ach greim fhir bhaite ar Mhelleri an stgéan seo filiochta (. 90).

Léirionn an dan seo go raibh dearcadh an-chasta ag an Riordanach i leith na hEaglaise,
agus go hairithe i leith na dtuairimi a bhi ag an Eaglais ar mhianta collai, né nadurtha,
an duine. Ceilidrann sé na mianta collai in aiteanna, ag baint usaid as friotal beoga,
taitneamhach. Uaireanta eile, is 1éir go gceapann sé gur choir do cloi le saol rialta,
aontumha na manach chun an leas is fearr a bhaint as a chuid cruthaitheachta. Maionn
Tadhg O Dushlaine (2012) go bhfuil ‘an bhunchoinbhleacht idir anam agus corp [...]
mar dhlith agus inneach an dain féin’ (117)'% in ‘Cnoc Melleri’ agus is riléir go bhfuil

an ceart aige.

189 Déanann Sewell plé ar an gcoimhlint chéanna: “[...] characterised by paradox, questioning, switches
of viewpoint, and a generally restless spirit, which echoes metaphysical poets such as Donne and
Herbert. The tension in the poem derives from O Riordain’s guilt-ridden belief that the wordly self is
necessarily a wicked Caliban whose lusts must be purged [...] However, the poet is only part-puritan
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3.8. Concliiid: ‘Mens insane in corpore insano’*%°

Ni raibh Sean O Riordain sasta lena chorp agus ta ‘[his] unfilled sexual desires’ agus
‘his constant sense of deferred gratification and dissatisfaction with earthly life’
(Breathnach 2014: 15) le brath go soiléir ina chuid danta agus go hairithe ina dhialanna
priobhéideacha. Ni haon ionadh é, mar sin, gur mhinic a rinne sé iarracht dirid ar an
intinn agus ar an gcruthaitheacht, seachas a bheith ag déanamh mionphlé ar an gcorp.
San aiste ‘The Bodily Encounter with the Mother’, maionn an teoirici siocanailise
Luce lIrigaray go mbionn deacrachtai ag fir le coincheap an choirp go rialta, go
gcuirtear iallach orthu scaoileadh siceolaioch a dhéanamh le corp na méathar agus le
taobh corpartha an tsaoil chun a bhféinitlacht agus a bhfeardlacht a chosaint agus a
dheimhnit agus chun status quo na sochai patrarcai a chaomhnt (1995a: 35-36).1%
Mar gheall ar an deighilt seo idir corp na mathar agus saol an réasuin, dar le Irigaray,
bionn deighilt idir fir agus a gcorp féin mar go ndéanann siad iarracht taobh corpartha
an tsaoil a sheachaint. Tugann si le fios san aiste ‘Women-Mothers, the Silent
Substratum of the Social Order’ go gciallaionn an deighilt shiceolaioch seo go mbionn
fir ag brath ar mhna, seachas ar a gcorp féin, chun a gcuid feartlachta agus a
bhféinidlacht a dheimhnid agus go mbionn siad ag brath ar mhna chomh maith chun

siombail ‘shabhailte’ de chorp na mathar a chur ar fail déibh:

In the system of production that we know, including that of sexual
production, men are distanced from their bodies. They have relied upon
their sex, their language and their technology to go on and on building
a world further and further removed from their relation to the corporeal.
But they are corporeal. They therefore need to reassure themselves that
someone really is looking after the body for them. Their women or
wives [femmes] are guardians of their corporeal unity. A man can have

mistresses or go with prostitutes ... he needs a legitimate wife. A wife-

[...] O Riordéin’s obvious attempt at resolving the conflict between the wordly instinct for personal
self-determination and felt the need to become a common servant of God within organised religion
ends, as Sean O Tuama noted, in greater doubt than ever. The poet-speaker remains characteristically
torn between sprititual independence and traditional, communal belief (2000: 19-21).

190 Riordain (Airciv D1 24.1.1940: 86).

19174 costlachtai idir na hargéinti seo agus na smaointe a leagann Julia Kristeva amach faoin iallach a
chuirtear ar an tsuibiacht scaoileadh leis an Ord Séimeolaioch chun an tOrd Siombalach a bhaint amach
(Kristeva, qtd Moi: 93-98; 128; 141). Rinneadh mionphlé ar shaothar Irigaray agus Kristeva sa trachtas
seo. Fch Igh 106-112; 119; 132; 148-149; 159-165; 180; 181; 274-275.
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mother. A body-object which is there, which does not move, which he
can go back to whenever he likes. A legitimate wife as a guarantee of
the maternal corporeal (1995c: 48-49; liomsa an bhéim).

San aiste chéanna, maionn si go mbionn na fir ‘paralysed in their relationship with
their bodies’ (ibid.: 52) mar gheall go dtéann siad tri ‘a massive severance from desire’
(ibid.) nuair a théann siad i ngleic le domhan, n6 réimse, an athar. Is riléir gur bhraith
an Riordanach go raibh achar siceolaioch de chinedl éigin idir a chorp agus a intinn
mar go raibh sé an-deacair air dul i ngleic le firinne a choirp bhreoite agus le firinne a

mhianta collai.

Ni haon ionadh é go dtugann sé tus aite don intinn agus don chruthaitheacht
ina chuid scribhneoireachta, mar sin. D’aithin sé go raibh sé de nds aige teitheadh
‘isteach i gcuinne dem aigne féin’ nuair a bhi an saol ag cur isteach air (Airciv D9
31.1.1951: 119). Tagann a smaointe le smaointe Irigaray faoin deighilt a bhraitheann
fir idir a n-intinn agus a gcorp nuair a mhaionn sé gur ‘moé a mhaireann bean san chorp
na fear’ (Airciv D10 8.2.1951: 10). Maionn Irigaray, mar shampla, nach féidir le mna
ait a bhaint amach doibh féin san ord soisialta agus go bhfulaingionn siad ‘[a]n
absolute immense bodily suffering” mar gheall go bhfuil siad saite ina gcoirp féin agus
toisc go bhfuil smacht iomlan ag na fir ar an ord soisialta (1995c: 48). Is minic a
mholann O Riordain an cineél aigne a cheap sé féin a bhi ag daoine eile. Maionn sé,
mar shampla, nach bhfuil i Sean O Tuama ‘ach aigne. Aigne fior-alainn’ (Airciv D11
5.5.1951: 28) agus go bhfuil ‘[a]igne alainn’ ag Clara Ni Annrachain chomh maith
(ibid.). Luann sé anseo agus ansiud sa dialann go bhfuil fonn laidir air “ctrsai corpartha
do thréigint agus aird a dhiria’ ar an litriocht (Airciv D11 21.4.1951: 4). Maionn sé go
scriobhann s¢ an dialann mar go bhfuil s¢ ‘ag ceilt na brediteachta fé bhrat focal’
(Airciv D11 26.4.1951: 17), rud a léirionn gur bhain sé Usaid as an scribhneoireacht
mar chosaint i gcoinne an tinnis. Cé go bhfuil friotal corpartha le brath sa ‘Réamhrd’
in Eireaball Spideoige, mar a pléadh sa dara caibidil den trachtas seo,!? dirionn an
Riordanach ar an aigne chruthaitheach ann agus cuireann sé sios ar an gcruthaitheacht
agus ar scriobh na filiochta mar ghniomhartha torthdla, a bhaineann le haigne

thorthuil. Ni raibh corp réthorthuil ag an Riordanach, dar leis féin, agus seans, mar sin,

192Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.9., fch Ich 164-165.
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go raibh fonn air béim a chur ar an aigne thorthdil d& bharr. Is diol spéise € go
ndéanann sé idirdheald idir an ‘corp cré’ agus an corp iarbhais sa ‘Réamhra’ (ES: 13).

Déanann sé cur sios ar an gcorp cré mar

leagan lochtach, leagan ata faon, trom, truaillithe, neamhdhirithe—rud nér
brostaiodh leis an sprid, rud na fuil ar crith de shior le beo-gheit na spride
(ibid.).

Maidir leis an gcorp iarbhais, dar leis gurb é seo ‘an corp [...] a bheidh umainn tar €is
an aiséiri (.i. ma slanaitear sinn) ar bpaidir®® foirfe .i. raiteas deiridh ar n-anma’ agus

tuigtear d6 gur ‘[r]ud alainn ¢’ (ibid.).

Cé go raibh fonn air diriu ar an aigne agus an corp breoite a sheachaint, nior
cheap sé go raibh aigne fhoirfe aige ach an oiread agus admhaionn sé sa dialann nach
raibh sé éasca air idirdheal( a dhéanamh idir a aigne agus a chorp ar aon chuma mar
gheall go raibh ‘galar agus éagoéir im smaointe ro-thada’ (Airciv D11 20.4.1951: 1).

Cuirtear leis an smaoineamh seo i ndialann na bliana 1940 nuair a mhaionn sé:

Ach is baolach go bhfuil m’aigne ag lobhadh chomh maith le mo chorp. Mens

insane in corpore insano (Airciv D1 24.1.1940: 86).

Is 1éir, mar sin, gur cheap sé go raibh dluthnasc idir a chorp lochtach agus a aigne
neamhfhoirfe. Anuas air sin, is riléir nar thuig an Riordanach féinitlacht an duine mar
choincheap buan, seasmhach, ach go raibh tuiscint aige ar an bhféinitlacht mar rud
luaineach, casta. Thuig sé go raibh féinitlachtai éagsula aige féin, mar a léiritear nuair
a mhaionn sé sa dialann go bhfuil s¢ ina ‘aistedir lan-aimseartha’ agus gur
‘pearsantacht bhréige’ atd i Riordanach na hoifige, mar shampla (Airciv D24
12.4.1962: 88). Tagann luaineacht na féinidlachta go moér chun tosaigh ina chuid
filiochta chomh maith. In ‘Rian na gCos’ (B: 11), imrionn an cainteoir leis na
forainmneacha ‘mé’, ‘sé” agus ‘¢’ chun cur in ial go bhfuil pearsantachtai éagsula aige.
Sa dan seo, mar a mhinionn Frank Sewell ¢, ‘the poet is divided into a plethora of

selves dying or being replaced with each word or breath; not until he is dead will they

193 Tygann sé ‘paidir’ ar ‘an rud duchasach, an sainrud, a thagann as an manla’ (ES: 10). Chun ‘dén
ionraic a chumadh’ ba choir don fhile é féin a bha i ‘munla’ duine n6 ruda eile agus iarracht a dhéanamh
‘paidir’ an duine no an ruda seo a ra (ES: 11).
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all be united and his true essence be known’ (2000: 35). Dar le Sewell go gcuirtear in
iul sa chnuasach Linte Liombd go bhfuil féinitlacht an fhile ‘splintering into many
parts’ (2000: 37). Ta an ‘splintering’ seo le brath mar mhorthéama sa dan ‘Mise’ (LL:
42), mar shampla, ina ndéanann an Riorddnach mionphlé ar choincheap na
feiniulachta agus ar a fhéinidlacht(ai) féin agus ina n-imrionn an cainteoir leis na
forainmneacha aris.!® Tugann an méid seo le fios nach raibh méran suaimhnis ar fail

don Riordanach ina intinn féin toisc gur intinn an-luaineach a bhi inti.

E sin raite, d’fhéadfai a r4 go ndearna sé iarracht an corp breoite, lag, peacach
a chaiteamh tri bhéim a chur ar an intinn agus ar an gcruthaitheacht. Ni raibh sé laidir
go fisicitil, ach leag sé fealstnacht laidir, dhilis amach sa ‘Réamhra’ in Eireaball
Spideoige. Bhi a chorp breoite neamhthorthuil, dar leis fein, agus ni raibh a phaisti
féin aige riamh, rud a chuir isteach go mor air, ach bhi a intinn torthail mar gheall ar
a chruthaitheacht agus, mar a pléadh go mion sa dara caibidil, bhi sé de nos aige
smaoineamh ar a dhanta mar phaisti meafaracha, mar ‘chlann véarsai’ (ES: 26, I. 1).
Is diol speise € go raibh tuiscint aige air féin mar fhear lochtach, mifhearuil toisc nar
chloigh sé leis an bpriomh-mhunla heigeamaineach den fheardlacht a bhi chun tosaigh
in Eirinn san fhichit haois. Dar leis an scribhneoir seo go bhfuil nasc idir an tuiscint
seo agus an bhéim a leagann sé ar thaobh, nd ar thorsa, ‘baineann’ na cruthaitheachta
agus an bainneani meafarach a dhéanann sé air féin i ndanta mar ‘A Sheanfhili,
Muinidh Dom Glao’ (ES: 36) agus ‘Dan’ (ES: 113). Bhi tionchar ag a ‘easba
feartlachta’ (Airciv D9 29.1.1951: 113) ni hamhain ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin

mar fhear, ach ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhearfhile chomh maith.

194 Maionn Sewell (2000) go bhfuil ighnéitheacht agus luaineacht na féinitlachta le brath go laidir agus
go soiléir sa dan ‘unnerving’ (44) ‘An Gad Is Giorra Don Scornach’ até le fail sa chnuasach Tar Eis Mo
Bhais agus Danta Eile: ‘In this unnerving poem, O Riordain appears to see ghostly divisions of self
about which he had previously only speculated philosophically’ (2000: 44). T4 an ceart ag Sewell nuair
a mhaionn sé gur dan aisteach é seo. Nil an t-imeartas focal até le brath i ndanta mar ‘Rian na gCos’
agus ‘Mise’ le brath sa dan seo ina ndéanann an cainteoir cur sios ar ‘an duine romham amach’ (1. 1).
Feiceann sé an duine seo go soiléir (l. 1) agus feiceann sé ‘a bhas’ (I. 2). Cé gur cuid den chainteoir féin
¢ ‘an duine’ sa dan, nil aon bhé ag an gcainteoir leis agus tugann sé naddr scaipthe, mithrocaireach, ait
na féiniulachta le fios trid an dan. Léiritear an easpa tuisceana at4 ag an gcainteoir air féin sa dan seo.
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Caibidil 4

‘is ar na fir a chuimhnios’!®>: Domhan Homashaisialta an

Riordanaigh

4.1. Réamhra

| ndialann na bliana 1962, déanann Sean O Riordain a mhachnamh ar na daoine a
bhfuil aithne phearsanta aige orthu, ag ra go bhfuil aithne aige ar ‘chuid mhaith daoine,
idir fhir is mna’ (Airciv D25 4.6.1962: 55). Admhaionn sé, afach, go mbionn sé de nds

aige smaoineamh ar na fir agus dearmad a dhéanamh ar na mna:

[...] nuair a chuimhnios anois direach ar na daoine i gCorcaigh + i nDuin
Chaoin go bhfuil aithne agam orthu is ar na fir a chuimhnios. Conus ata an
trathndna a chaitheamh acu, an cheist a bhi im aigne [...] ach nior chuimhnios
in aon chor ar na mné no ar cad a bhi n6 cad a bheadh ar sidl acu (ibid.: 55—
56).

Tugtar le fios gur thug an Riordanach nios mé airde ar shaol na bhfear na mar a thug
sé ar shaol na mban, mar sin, go mb’théidir gur chreid sé go raibh saol na bhfear nios
tabhachtai na saol na mban, tuairim ar a leagtar béim nuair a dhéanann sé comparaid
idir an easpa airde a thugann sé ar mhna agus an easpa airde a thugann sé ar
‘sheirbhisigh’!% (ibid.: 56). Léiritear dearcadh sotalach, mérchuiseach i leith na mban
anseo mar go dtugann sé le fios nach bhfuil na mna chomh tabhachtach leis na fir. Ag
an am céanna, léiritear gur chuir sé béim ar leith ar shaol na bhfear agus ar na fir a
raibh gaol éigin aige leo. Leag sé béim, i bhfocail eile, ar an domhan homashoisialta
(homosocial world) .i. ar an nasc idir € féin agus fir eile. T4 sé mar aidhm ag an
scribhneoir seo plé a dhéanamh ar dhomhan homashoisialta an Riordanaigh sa

chaibidil seo.

195 () Rjordain (Airciv D25 4.6.1962: 55).
196 ‘N1 chuimhniotar ar mhné na ar sheirbhisigh nd ma’s fior do Chesterton ar Dhia’ (Airciv D25
4.6.1962: 56).
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Sa chéad leath den chaibidil, direofar ar na fir a raibh gaol pearsanta ag an
Riordanach leo: a athair, a dhearthair agus a chairde. Déanfar plé ar an tionchar a bhi
ag na fir sin ar a dhearcadh i leith na feartlachta agus go héirithe i leith a fheardlachta
fein. Rinneadh plé domhain sa trid caibidil ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riord&nach air
féin mar fhear nar chloigh leis an munla heigeamaineach (hegemonic) den fheardlacht
a bhi chun tosaigh in Eirinn san fhichit haois agus ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar
fhear neamh-heigeamaineach (non-hegemonic) agus mar fhear imeallach da bharr.
Rinne sé comparaid idir é féin agus fir eile agus idir an cineél saoil a bhi & chaitheamh
aige féin agus an cineéal saoil a bhi & chaitheamh acusan. Baineann an cineal
comparaide sin leis an ‘male-male competition for status and power’ a bhionn ar sitl
de shior i sochaithe patrarcacha (Kruger et al. 2014: 3) mar gheall ar struchtar
céimlathach na sochaithe seo (Hartmann qtd Sedgwick 1985: 3). Leireofar sa chaibidil
seo go raibh tionchar mor ag an ngaol pearsanta a bhi aige le fir éagsula agus ag an
tuiscint a bhi aige ar na fir sin ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhear lochtach,
imeallach, difriuil. Mhdnlaigh na fir sin an tuiscint a bhi aige ar cad is feartlacht ann

go pointe.

Déanfar plé sa dara leath den chaibidil ar an nasc homashoisialta idir an
Riordanach, mar fhearfhile, agus traidisiun fireann na litriochta. Mar a pléadh go mion
sa dara caibidil, traidisian patrarcach a bhi i dtraidisiun liteartha na Gaeilge le fada an
la agus bhi smacht daingean ag na fearfhili ar an gcandin go dti deireadh an fichiu
haois nuair a chuir na criticeoiri feimineacha tas le hathléamh ar an traidisidn agus na
canéna.'® D’fhéadfai 1éamh a dhéanamh ar thraidisian na Gaeilge agus ar thraidisian
liteartha an larthair leis, ni hamhain mar thraidisian patrarcach agus athairlineach ach
mar thraidisiun homashdisialta chomh maith. Chuir Eve Sedgwick an 1éamh seo chun
tosaigh sa leabhar ceannrddaioch Between Men: English Literature and Male
Homosocial Desire (1985), ina gcuireann si sios ar chanéin an Bhéarla mar ‘a male-
homosocial literary canon’ (ibid.: 17), .i. canoin ina ndirionn fir ‘their attention on
other men’ mar a chuireann Nils Hammarén agus Thomas Johansson ¢ san alt
‘Homosociality: In Between Power and Intimacy’ (2014: 2). Chuir Harold Bloom
béim ar naddr Oedipal an traidisiuin liteartha sa leabhar cailiGil The Anxiety of

Influence (1973), ina ndéanann sé mionphlé ar an gcaoi a dtéann ‘strong poets, major

¥7Fch Caib 2, Cuid 2.7. Igh 137-146.
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figures’ i ngleic le ‘strong precursors’ (ibid.: 5) agus an imni, n6 na ‘immense anxieties
of indebtedness’ (ibid.) a thagann ar an bhfile ‘laidir’ agus ¢ ag iarraidh &it a bhaint
amach do féin sa chandin faoi scath na ‘precursors’ sin. Déanann Bloom cur sios ar
thraidisitn liteartha an larthair, ni hamhain mar thraidisitn athairlineach, mar sin, ach
mar spas ina dtagann teannas Freudach, teannas Oedipal idir aithreacha agus mic chun
tosaigh, idir ‘strong equals, father and son as mighty opposites’ (ibid.: 11). Dar le
Sedgwick go bhfuil imni an scribhneora fhirinn nios casta na an cineal imni a
bhaineann le teannas idir athair agus mac, afach, mar go gcaithfidh sé dul i ngleic leis
an ‘homosocial desire’ a bhaineann leis an ngaol a bhionn ag fir lena chéile (1985: 2)
agus, mar sin, leis an ‘potential unbrokenness of a continuum between homosocial and

homosexual’ (ibid.).

D’théadfaimis cur sios a dhéanamh ar thraidisiun na Gaeilge mar thraidisiun
homashoisialta toisc go raibh smacht chomh laidir sin ag na scribhneoiri fireanna ar
an gcanoin leis na céadta bliain agus toisc gur baineadh Usaid as an traidisiun mar uirlis
chun na naisc homashdisialta idir fir, mar aon leis an smacht a bhi ag fir airithe ar an
tsochai, a dheimhniu. Baineann Sarah McKibben sarusaid as saothar Sedgwick chun
plé a dheéanamh ar dhomhan homashdisialta na mbard sa leabhar Endangered
Masculinities in Irish Poetry 1540-1780 (2010a). Dar léi:

As a result of their key role in the maintenance of Irish culture, bardic poets
had long enjoyed considerable status and a relatively stable position in what
Mairin Ni Dhonnchadha has termed the ‘male homosocial world’ of elite

Gaelic society (ibid.: 4).

Mar a pléadh go mion sa chéad chaibidil den trachtas seo bhain na baird Usaid chasta
as friotal na hinscne agus iomha na feartlachta gaiscitula chun dul i gcoinne an

[(X13

choilineachais agus chun iarracht a dhéanamh ‘“the male homosocial world” of elite
Gaelic society’ agus traidisitin fireann, homashoisialta na litriochta Gaelai, a raibh ait
larnach acu ann, a chosaint agus a chaomhn(.2% Rinneadh mionphlé sa dara caibidil
ansin ar an tionchar a bhi ag patrarcacht agus homashoisialtacht (homosociality) an

traidisiuin liteartha ar na scribhneoiri baineanna agus ar an gcaoi a ndeachaigh

198 Fch Caibidil 1, Cuid 1.3., Igh 19-30.
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criticeoiri feimineacha i ngleic leis an drochthionchar seo tri athléamh a dhéanamh ar
an gcandin.®® Bhi ar na scribhneoiri fireanna dul i ngleic leis an bpatrarcacht agus leis
an homashoisialtacht chéanna, ach ar bhealach difritil. Mar a léiriodh sna caibidili
deireanacha, ni raibh an Riordanach iomlan compordach lena fheartlacht, n6 lena
‘casba feartilachta’ féin (Airciv D9 29.1.1951: 113) agus ni raibh sé iomlan
compordach le traidisitn fireann homashaisialta na litriochta ach an oiread. Déanfar
plé sa chaibidil seo, mar sin, ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an Riordanach ar scribhneoiri
fireanna eile, scribhneoiri laidre, mar a thuig sé féin iad, agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag

an tuiscint sin ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhearfhile.

4.2. Between Men: An Homashdisialtacht sa Teoiric

Cé gur minic a cheanglaitear an téarma ‘homosociality’ le Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick?®
mar gheall ar an Uséid a bhaineann si as an téarma in Between Men (1985), agus
jarracht & déanamh aici candin liteartha an Bhéarla a aiti agus é a thuiscint, ni
hamhain mar chandin athairlineach, ach mar ‘a male-homosocial literary canon’ (ibid.:
17), is minic a usaidtear an téarma chun tracht ar ghaoil idir fir agus fir agus idir mna
agus mna i gcoitinne. Tugtar an sainmhinid seo a leanas ar an téarma in A Dictionary

of Gender Studies, mar shampla:

Homosociality denotes a social preference for people of the same sex, that is
of women for women and men for men. Homosociality is evident in contexts
such as all-male clubs or fraternities, or in sororities, for example. It is not,

but can be, related to sexual preferences (Griffin 2017: ‘Homosociality’).

Luann Nils Hammarén agus Thomas Johansson gur minic a bhaintear usaid as an
téarma sa chultdr pobail chun cur sios a dhéanamh ar ‘male friendship, male bonding,
and fraternity orders’ (2014: 1). Déanann Michael Flood plé ar an téarma agus an

tabhacht a bhaineann leis i staidéar na feartlachta:

199 Fch Caibidil 2, Cuid 2.7., Igh 137-146.
200 Mar a mhaionn Hammarén agus Johansson: ‘In many ways, Sedgwick has set the agenda for studies
on homosociality’ (2014: 2).
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Homosociality refers to social bonds between persons of the same sex and,
more broadly, to same-sex-focused social relations [...] Masculinity studies
argues for powerful links between homosociality and masculinity: men’s lives
are said to be highly organized by relations between men. Men’s practice of
gender has been theorized as a homosocial enactment, in which the
performance of manhood is in front of, and granted by, other men [...] Males
seek the approval of other males, both identifying with and competing against
them. They attempt to improve their position in masculine social hierarchies,
using such ‘markers of manhood’ as occupational achievement, wealth, power
and status, physical prowess, and sexual achievement [...] In her influential
work Between Men (1985), Sedgwick examines the power dynamics of the
erotic triangle of two men and one woman found throughout British literature.
Describing homosocial relays of desire between rival heterosexual males, she
argues that patriarchal heterosexuality can be understood in terms of a ‘traffic
in women,” where women are used to cement the bonds of men with men [...]
Male homosociality plays a crucial role in many contexts in perpetuating
gender inequalities and the dominance of particular hegemonic masculinities
[...] The relationship between male bonding and gendered power is

exemplified in early feminist definitions of patriarchy (341-342).

Is 1éir on méid seo go nglactar leis go forleathan go bhfuil baint ag an
homashdisialtacht, ni hamhain leis an ngaol a bhionn ag fir le fir eile agus ag mna le
mna eile, ach leis an ngaol idir fir agus mna chomh maith, agus go hairithe leis an
michothromaiocht inscne a bhionn le brath mar gheall ar chdéras na patrarcachta.

Cuireann Flood leis seo:

The institutional ordering of tight bonds among groups of men, whether in
militaries, bureaucracies, or workplaces, often is accomplished through the
exclusion of women and an ideological emphasis on men’s difference from
and superiority to them. Men’s dominance of political and economic
hierarchies is sustained in part through informal male bonds, homosocial
networks sometimes colloquially and yet accurately described as ‘old boys’
clubs’ (ibid.: 342).

Is Iéir go nglacann Sedgwick leis an nasc idir an homashdisialtacht agus an

phatrarcacht mar a léirionn si nuair a tharraingnionn si ar
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Heidi Hartmann’s definition of patriarchy: ‘relations between men, which
have a material base, and which, though hierarchical, establish or create
interdependence and solidarity among men that enable them to dominate
women’ [...] (1985: 3).%

Maidir le traidisitin patrarcach na litriochta, mar sin, is féidir linn a ra gur thug ‘male
bonds’ agus ‘homosocial networks’ an traidisiiin tdards do ‘exclusion’ na
scribhneoiri baineanna mar gur chuir siad leis an ‘dominance’ a bhi ag na fir ar an

traidisiun.

Mar a thuigeann Nils Hammarén agus Thomas Johansson (2014) i, t& nasc, ni
hamhain idir an homashoisialtacht agus an phatrarcacht, ach idir an homashaisialtacht
agus an fheartlacht heigeamaineach chomh maith.2%? Luann siad, mar shampla, gur
minic a ndiritear ar choincheap na homashdisialtachta ‘in studies on men and
masculinities, there defined as a mechanism and social dynamic that explains the
maintenance of hegemonic masculinity’ (1) agus luann siad ‘the notion that
homosociality evidently is a part and extension of hegemonic masculinity’ (ibid.: 3).
I bhfocail eile, caithfidh fir dul i dteagmhail agus dul i ngleic le fir eile, agus comparaid
a dhéanamh idir, mar shampla, a bhfeartlacht féin agus feartlacht na bhfear eile seo
agus idir an tuiscint atd acu ar an bhfeartlacht féin agus an tuiscint ata acu ar mhunla

heigeamaineach na feartlachta, munla a athraitear 0 ait go hait agus 6 ré go re.

201 Maionn Donald Sabo agus David Gordon gur thog sé tamall d’thir sa réimse acaduil glacadh le
coincheap na patrarcachta agus staidéar ceart a dhéanamh ar an tionchar a bhionn ag an bpatrarcacht ar
shaol na bhfear, ach go bhfuil an phatrarcacht ag teacht chun tosaigh mar abhar tabhachtach plé sa
réimse acaduil ar a dtugtar staidéar na bhfear, N6 men’s studies: ‘Someone once said that “the fish are
the last ones to discover the ocean.” So it is with men and patriarchy. Feminist scholars long have
emphasized the analysis of patriarchy—that is, social hierarchies that are male dominated [...] Although
feminist scholars differ in the ways they define patriarchy, none fail to recognize its historical longevity
and societal pervasiveness. Unlike most feminist scholars, who have been women, men inside academia
and the health professions have generally failed to reckon with the fundamental realities of sexism,
male dominance, and social groupings by sex. Centuries of efforts of feminist scholars and women’s
rights activists to get men’s attention were often met with derision, puzzlement, and resistance. Yet as
Kimel and Mosmiller (1992) have documented, there have always been pro-feminist men [...] who
sided with women’s bid for equal rights and reformist visions. Most recently, men have begun to attune
to feminist writings and analyses under the bannerhead of “men’s studies”. Men’s studies practitioners
are attempting to re-vision men and masculinity in the context of historical and modern permutations
of patriarchy and in light of feminist theory and practice (1995: 1-2).

202 Déantar mionphlé in Haywood et al. (2017) ar an nasc idir an fheartlacht heigeamaineach, an
homashdisialtacht, an heitreanormatacht agus an homafdibe agus ar an gcaoi a manlaionn na gnéithe
seo den fheardlacht an fear.
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Baineann an homashoisialtacht, mar sin, leis an ‘male-male competition for status and
power’ a phléann Kruger agus a chomhghleacaithe san alt ‘Patriarchy, Male
Competition, and Excess Male Mortality’ (2014: 3). Ni chiallaionn sé sin, &fach, nach
mbionn dluithe le brath sa chairdeas a bhionn ag fear le fir eile, mar a mhaionn

Hammarén agus Johansson:

Another much discussed issue in relation to homosociality is the proposed
lack of intimacy in men’s friendship relations. Homosociality is often seen as
being based on and formed through competition and exclusion. Recent
research has put forward another and more complex image of masculinity and
friendship. In an article exploring the ‘stag night’ [...] These groups of men
were striving for group cohesion, togetherness, and intimacy, rather than
interpersonal competition and the creation of male hierarchies. Even though
this phenomenon can be seen as a part of hegemonic masculinity, there are

also traces of changes and redefinitions of masculinity (2014: 3).

Luann siad an ‘bromance’ mar chineal cairdis ata difriail

from traditional understandings of male homosocial relations and does not
necessarily fit within the construct of masculinity found in some masculinity
theories focusing on competition and hierarchies. Bromance emphasizes love,
exclusive friendship, and intimacy that are not premised on competition [...]

Bromances provide a space for intimate male friendship (ibid.: 6).

Tugtar le fios, mar sin, go bhfuil castacht ag baint le coincheap na homashoisialtachta

firinne.

Déanann Sedgwick mionphlé ar an nasc idir coincheap na homashoisialtachta,
an homaighnéasacht agus an heitrighnéasacht éigeantach  (obligatory
heterosexuality)?®® nuair a phléann si téarma ar leith as a mbaineann si Usaid in
Between Men, ‘male homosocial desire’. Cloionn Sedgwick leis an tuiscint ar an
gcollaiocht mar chonstraid shéisialta a thainig chun cinn i dteoiric na hinscne agus i

dteoiric na haiteachta ag deireadh an fichiu haois agus a pléadh go mion sa trid caibidil

203 Fch Caib. 3, Cuid 3.2, Ich 193.
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den trachtas seo.?’* Majonn si, mar shampla, ‘the ways in which the shapes of
sexuality, and what counts as sexuality, both depend on and affect historical power
relationships’ (1985: 2). Déanann Sedgwick an t-idirdheald idir an homashoisialtacht
agus an homaighnéasacht a cheistiti?® agus déanann si ceangal idir an imni a bhionn

ar fhir faoin homashoisialtacht agus an homafoibe:

‘Male homosocial desire’: the phrase in the title of this study is intended to
mark both discriminations and paradoxes. ‘Homosocial desire’, to begin with,
is a kind of oxymoron. ‘Homosocial’ is a word occasionally used in history
and the social sciences, where it describes social bonds between persons of
the same sex: it is a neologism, obviously formed by analogy with
‘homosexual,” and just as obviously meant to be distinguished from
‘homosexual’. In fact, it is applied to such activities as ‘male bonding” which
may, as in our society, be characterized by intense homophobia, fear and
hatred of homosexuality. To draw the ‘homosocial’ back into the orbit of
‘desire,” of the potentially erotic, then, is to hypothesize the potential
unbrokenness of a continuum between homosocial and homosexual—a
continuum whose visibility, for me, in our society, is radically disrupted
(ibid.: 1-2).

Tugann Michael Flood homa-earo6tachas faoi deara sna gaoil a bhi ag na fir a ndearna

sé agallaimh leo le fir eile ina saol, rud a chuireann ‘continuum’ Sedgwick in ial:

Despite having stated at the beginning of this discussion that homosociality
refers to nonsexual, same-sex bonds, it is hard not to miss the potential
homoerotic element in Tim’s [duine de na fir a chuir sé faoi agallamh]
accounts of heterosexual sex in the company of his closest male friend. In
defining homosociality, some authors such as Aldrich (1992) emphasize that
male homosociality in particular has involved a sexual or erotic bond (2008:
354).

204Fch Caib. 3, Cuid 3.2, Igh 189-203.

205 Fch Hammarén agus Johansson: ‘definition of homosociality is characterized by a triangular
structure in which men have bonds with other men and women serve as the conduits through which
these bonds are expressed. However, this triangle may portray as rivalry what is actually an attraction
between men. The argument and the idea that there is an underlying continuum between different kinds
of male homosocial desires open up a potential arena for research on the fragile boundaries and lines
between different masculinities and hetero-/ homosexuality’ (2014: 4).
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Pléann Sedgwick an nasc idir an homafdibe, an heitrighnéasacht éigeantach agus an
phatrarcacht in Between Men chomh maith:

[...] much of the most useful recent writing about patriarchal structures
suggests that ‘obligatory heterosexuality”’ is built into male-dominated kinship
systems, or that homophobia is a necessary consequence of such patriarchal
institutions as heterosexual marriage. Clearly, however convenient it might be
to group together all the bonds that link males to males, and by which males
enhance the status of males—usefully symmetrical as it would be, that
grouping meets with a prohibitive structural obstacle. From the vantage point
of our own society, at any rate, it has apparently been impossible to imagine

a form of patriarchy that was not homophobic (1985: 3).

Leagann si béim ar an rol a ghlacann an homafoibe i struchtdr cultartha an larthair, ag
tabhairt le fios nach mbeadh sochai an larthair, mar ata si, in ann feidhmia gan an

homafoibe:

Our own society is brutally homophobic, and the homophobia directed against
both males and females is not arbitrary or gratuitous, but tightly knit into the
texture of family, gender, age, class and race relations. Our society could not
cease to be homophobic and have its economic and political structures remain
unchanged (ibid.: 3-4).

Té an nasc seo idir an homafdibe, an heitreanormatacht agus an phatrarcacht pléite ag
teoiricithe eile, go hairithe teoricithe na haiteachta. Déanann Judith Butler mionphlé

air, mar shampla:

In The Psychic Life of Power, Butler (1997) starts from Freud’s theory of
melancholia and uses this description of clinical depression as an inspiration
for analyzing the construction of a heterosexual order. According to Butler,
heterosexuality naturalizes itself by insisting on the Otherness of
homosexuality. Then the heterosexual identity is based and sculptured on a
melancholic incorporation of the love that it disavows. According to Butler,

the man who ‘insists upon the coherence of his heterosexuality will claim that
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he never loved another man, and hence never lost another man’ [...]

(Hammarén agus Johansson 2014: 4).

Molann Hammarén agus Johansson an scrudd a dhéanann Sedgwick ar an nasc idir an

homashoisialtacht, an homaighnéasacht agus an homafdibe:

Through her analysis of the complex relationship between homosociality,
homosexuality, and homophobia, Sedgwick develops an interesting and
useful theory of gender and masculinity. Her main thesis is that a continuous
relation is radically disrupted and gradually turned into a discontinuous
relation of male homosocial and homosexual bonds [...] The discontinuity
between male homosociality and homosexuality results in male homosocial
relationships being a form of ‘male bonding’, which is characterized by
homosocial desire and intimacy, as well as homosexual panic. Homosocial
desire refers to men turning their attention to other men, and homosexual
panic refers to the fear of this attention gliding over into homosexual desire
(ibid.: 1-2).

Tugann saothar Sedgwick Iéargas duinn, mar sin, ar an imni a thagann ar fhir agus iad

ag iarraidh dul i ngleic le domhan homashdisialta.

Maionn Sedgwick nach ionann homashdisialtacht na bhfear agus
homashdisialtacht na mban (1985: 2-3). Dar Iéi go bhfuil ‘a much more continuous
relation between female homosocial and homosexual bonds’ nd mar ata idir
homashdisialtacht agus homaighnéasacht na bhfear (Hammarén agus Johansson 2014:

1). Ni aontaionn gach criticeoir 1éi, afach:

Sedgwick put forward a thesis on the asymmetry between male and female
homosociality. She argues that male homosociality is first and foremost
fashioned through the exchange of women and the consolidation of men’s
power in society, whereas for women, this sharp cleavage between
homosociality and homosexuality is not that distinct, clear, and stable.
According to Binhammer (2006), this is a somewhat idyllic and perhaps even
naive image of women’s relationships. She argues that women in many ways

circulate in and are permeated by the same capitalist economy and system as
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men are. Women’s bonds are not created outside the dominant sexual
economy but as a part of it. Women’s relations are therefore not by definition
and automatically a challenge to hegemonic masculinity (ibid.: 5).

Is 1éir, mar sin, gur coincheap casta i an homashaisialtacht agus is cosuil go bhfuil an
ceart ag Binhammer, a luann go mbionn tionchar ollmhor ag an gcoras patrarcach, ag
‘the dominant sexual economy’, ar an ngaol a bhionn ag an mbean le mna eile. Tugann
saothar Sedgwick léargas an-suimiGil duinn ar an gcaoi a dtéann polaitiocht
chumhachta agus polaitiocht inscne an chorais phatrarcaigh i bhfeidhm ar na fir agus
ar an gcaoi a dtéann an fear heitrighnéasach i ngleic le fir eile agus é ag iarraidh an

‘continuum’ idir an homashoisialtacht agus an homaighnéasacht a laimhseail.

4.3. In Ainm An Athar: Tionchar an Athar ar Fhorbairt Shiceolaioch an Duine

Léirionn an-chuid taighde i réimse na siceolaiochta go mbionn rol larnach ag an athair
i bhforbairt an duine. Luann Michael Lamb (2010) an nasc idir saothar Freud agus an

tuiscint ata ag siceolaithe ar an tabhacht a bhaineann le tuismitheoiri i saol an phaiste:

[...] we owe Freud credit for the proposition, now widely viewed as an article
of faith, that childhood experiences shape subsequent personality and
behavior, although Freud himself only shifted the focus from late childhood
and early adolescence to infancy very late in his life. Similarly, it was Freud
who placed special emphasis on the formative importance of parent-child
relationships, although the specific mechanisms he considered have since

been widely discredited (1).

Minionn Lamb gur cuireadh an-bhéim ar thabhacht na mathar i réimse na siceolaiochta
sa tréimhse i ndiaidh na gCogai Domhanda san larthar, ach gur thainig tionchar an

athar chun cinn mar abhar plé nios déanai sa chéad:

[...] this involved championing the ‘traditional” nuclear family, dominated by
a breadwinning father and a home-making and child-rearing mother, often
housed some distance from either parent’s biological or metaphorical roots.
Not surprisingly, psychologists embraced these values of the society in which

they were reared and lived, so their initial empirical forays into research of
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children’s early development were dominated by mothers—as informants, as
the cofocus of observations, and as the ‘socializing’ figures about whom they
theorized [...] Three and a half decades later, the scholarly landscape has
changed dramatically. Thousands of professional articles have explored the

ways in which fathers affect their children’s development [...] (ibid.: 2).

Aontaionn Robert Pellegrini leis, nuair a mhaionn sé ‘[h]istorically, with some
noteworthy exceptions [...] fathering has been relegated to a status of relatively benign
neglect in the field of developmental psychology’ (2012: 7), ach go bhfuil r6l an athar
ag teacht chun cinn mar ‘active area of research by developmental psychologists over

the last decade or so’ (ibid.)

Thainig athruithe suntasacha ar an tuiscint a bhi ag an tsochai ar rél an athar,

go hairithe san fhichit haois. Cuireann Lamb sios ar na hathruithe seo:

In earlier times, fathers were viewed as all-powerful patriarchs who wielded
enormous power over their families [...] and vestiges of those notions
continued until quite recently [...] Throughout the 20" century, fathers were
urged to be involved [...] and following feminist and scholarly critiques of
masculinity and femininity, there emerged in the late 1970s a concern with
the ‘new nurturant father,” who played an active role in his children’s lives
[...] researchers, theorists, and practitioners no longer cling to the simplistic
belief that fathers ideally fill a unidimensional role in their families and in
their children’s eyes. Instead, they recognize that fathers play a number of
significant roles—companions, care providers, spouses, protectors, models,
moral guides, teachers, and breadwinners—whose relative importance varies

across historical epochs and subcultural groups (2010: 2-3).

| rith na 1920idi in Eirinn, nuair a bhi an Riordanach ina bhuachaill 6g agus sula
bhfuair a athair bas, is cosuil gur tuigeadh an t-athair go priomha mar shaothrai an
teaghlaigh go féill. Luadh sa dara caibidil gur cheap an Riordanach gur chdir ddsan,
an mac ba shine, fear an ti, a bheith ina shaothrai da mhathair tar éis bhas a athar agus

gur thainig frustrachas mar air nuair a chuir an bhreoiteacht isteach ar a shaol oibre.%

Tugann sé sin le fios gur thuig sé fear an ti—an t-athair de ghnadth—mar ‘breadwinner’.

208 Fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.2., Igh 101-102.
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Sa taighde luath a rinneadh ar an tionchar a bhionn ag aithreacha ar phaisti i
réimse na siceolaiochta cuireadh béim ar an tionchar a bhionn ag iompar fearuil an
athar ar an tuiscint a bhionn ag an mac ar an bhfeartlacht. Minionn Lamb, mar
shampla, gur leagadh béim ar ‘the father’s role as a sex model’ idir na 1940idi agus na
1970idi (2010: 4) agus go ndearna taighdeoiri ‘masculinity in fathers and sons’ (ibid.)
a mheas agus ‘then determined how closely the two sets of scores were correlated’
(ibid.). Dar le Lamb nach raibh ‘consistent correlation between the two constructs’
(ibid.) sna staidéir seo agus gur thainig ‘the quality of father-son relationships’ chun
cinn mar ‘crucial mediating variable’ (ibid.: 5), mar sin. Nuair a bhionn dea-
chaidreamh ag an athair leis an mac, de réir na staidéar, bionn an mac nios feartla
(ibid.). Thainig an caidreamh idir an t-athair agus an mac chun tosaigh mar réimse

tabhachtach taighde, mar sin.

Rinneadh neart taighde chomh maith ar theaghlaigh gan aithreacha—
aithreacha nach raibh sa bhaile mar gheall, mar shampla, go raibh siad ag obair i bhfad
on mbaile, mar gheall ar easpa freagrachta né mar gheall gur scar an t-athair agus an
mhéthair 6na chéile (ibid.: 5).2°” Tugann an taighde seo le fios go bhfuil tionchar ar
leith ag easpa an athar ar phdisti agus go hairithe ar bhuachailli. Tuigeadh do na
taighdeoiri go raibh deacrachtai ag paisti ‘in the areas of sex role and gender-identity
development, school performance, psychosocial adjustment, and perhaps in the
control of aggression’ nuair nach raibh an t-athair thart agus iad ag fas anios (ibid.).
Tuigeadh ddéibh chomh maith go raibh sé deacair ar bhuachailli dul i ngleic leis an
bhfearulacht nuair nach raibh ‘a resident male parental model’ ar fail doibh sa bhaile

(ibid.). Déanann Lamb na torthai seo a cheistit nuair a mhaionn sé:

The validity of this interpretation is weakened by the fact that many boys
without coresident fathers seem to develop quite normally so far as sex role

development and achievement are concerned (ibid.).

Maidir le tionchar an cholscartha ar phaisti, luann Lamb go bhfuil neart taighde a

dhéanamh ar an ngné seo den teaghlach agus d’thorbairt an phaiste 6 na 1980idi ar

207 Ni hé nach raibh athair an Riordanaigh thart ar an gcuis airithe seo. Fch Ich 105, fn. 74.
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aghaidh. Diritear sa chinedl seo taighde ar ‘the cancerous effects of predivorce and
postdivorce marital conflict’ (ibid.: 6) ar an bpdiste, ar an tionchar a bhionn ag ‘the
absence of a coparent’ (ibid.) ar an teaghlach, ar ‘the economic stress that frequently
accompanies single motherhood’ (ibid.: 7) agus ar an ‘emotional stress’ a bhaineann

leis an gcolscaradh (ibid.).2%®

Ce nach seanann Lamb go mbionn tionchar an-mhoér ‘for good or ill’ ag an
athair ar fhorbairt an phéiste (ibid.: 10), ni shileann sé go bhfuil nasc laidir idir
feartlacht an fhir agus a r6l mar athair, .i. ‘paternal masculinity’ (ibid.). Maionn sé gur
choir dainn an bhéim a leagadh ar an nasc seo i gcuid den taighde a rinneadh i réimse
na siceolaiochta san fhichid haois a cheistit. Dar leis nach bhfuil fianaise ann a léirionn
‘that children “do better” psychologically when they have more masculine fathers, or
that gender differences between mothers and fathers are of great psychological
significance to children’ (ibid.). Aontaionn Joseph Pleck leis seo san aiste ‘Fatherhood

and Masculinity’2%:

The paternal essentiality thesis holds that fathers make an essential, unique,
and, more specifically, uniquely male contribution to child development [...]
A review of research [...] reveals highly qualified or modest support at best.
I then suggest an alternative interpretation: The ‘important father’ hypothesis.
This view holds that good fathering is one of many factors promoting good
child outcomes [...] (2010: 27).

Is 1éir, mar sin, go dtuigtear sa taighde siceolaioch go bhfuil difriocht idir athair agus
athair maith agus go mbraitheann an cineal tionchair a bhionn ag an athair ar an bpaiste

go mor ar an gcinedl athar ata ann agus ar an gcaidreamh a chothaionn sé lena phaiste.

208 Tygann Lamb rabhadh don léitheoir nuair a chuireann sé béim ar ‘within-group variance’ sa taighde,
afach. Cuireann sé mar seo é: ‘[...] it is important to remember that the existence of differences between
groups of children growing up with and without fathers does not mean that every child growing up
without a coresident father has problems in the aspect of development concerned, or that all children
whose fathers live with them develop appropriately (2010: 6; liomsa an bhéim).

209 Molann Lamb an aiste seo go hard: ‘Pleck’s magisterial and systematic analysis of once-dominant
notions conclusively documents the fatal weaknesses of the assumption, many of Freudian or
psychodynamic origin, that guided a generation of scholarship and popular thought about fatherhood
and the significance of father-child relationships’ (2010: 13-14).
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Diriodh thuas ar thaighde 6 reimse na siceolaiochta, ach té ceist an athar ag
croilér na siocanailise chomh maith, mar go bhfuil nasc chomh larnach sin idir an t-
athair agus an Coimpléacs Eideapuis. Ta an Coimpléacs seo ar cheann de na smaointe

is tAbhachtai agus is larnai i réimse na siocanailise, mar a mhinionn Hanna Segal:

Ever since Freud discovered the Oedipus complex it has been recognized as
the central conflict in the human psyche—the central cluster of conflicting
impulses, phantasies, anxieties and defences. It has therefore become the

centre of psychoanalytic work (1989: 1).

Baineann an Coimpléacs EideapUis go priomha le forbairt shiceolaioch agus chollai
an duine agus go hairithe leis an teannas siceolaioch idir an t-athair agus an mac. Ina
thrachtas Ph.D., a bhaineann le réimse na siceolaiochta clinicitla, déanann Jeffrey
Grant achoimre an-Gsaideach ar an gCoimpléacs Eideapuis agus ar larnacht an athar

ann:

It remained an intrapsychic and interpersonal developmental event wherein a
young boy represses and sublimates his sexual desires towards his mother and
aggressive urges towards his father by identifying with the latter and
internalizing his prohibitive and punitive image through the formation of his
superego (thereby protecting himself from castration) [...] This hypothesis
depicted the father as the central influence on a child’s psychological
development (2016: 45).%°

210 Maionn Grant go ndearna teoiricithe siocanailise eile, a lean Freud, forbairt ar an gCoimpléacs.
Pléann sé, mar shampla, Peter Blos, a rinne idirdheall idir ‘the father that exists in his child's world and
mind before the emergence of the Oedipus complex [...] and the father that is established upon its
arrival [...] and attributed different qualities, functions, and phases to each [...] In the case of the pre-
oedipal father, Blos observed that an infant idealizes the father as soon as he can apprehend his
existence, perceiving him as an autonomous and powerful individual capable of defending him against
the engulfing or “castrating mother” [...] Conversely, Blos argued that the child regards his oedipal
father (emerging in his mind after the dyadic father) to be the restraining, punishing, and guilt-inducing
force [...] In his mind, the child unconsciously fears that his father will castrate him for his incestuous
love for and desire for fusion with his idealized mother, implicitly indicating that the emergence of the
oedipal father coincides with the child's recognition of the triangular nature of his relationship to his
primary objects’ (2016: 46-47). Luann sé an tionchar a bhi ag Melanie Klein, agus na teoiricithe a lean
a cuid smaointe, ar choincheap an Choimpléics: ‘Following Klein’s interpretation of the Oedipus
complex, Britton (1989) argued that every infant enters into a family situation with a mother and father
who share a private sexual relationship with one another that necessarily excludes the infant [...] This
unavoidable exclusion led Klein and Britton to assert that the Oedipal situation (and the envious rivalry
and instinctual frustration contained therein) is present from the earliest moments of life, and far earlier
than Freud had postulated [...] the infant is deprived of the chance to sexually gratify his instinctual
needs with his mother, a frustration that demonstrates to the infant the limitations and boundaries that
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Tugtar le fios i réimse na siocanailise, mar sin, go mbionn an gaol siceolaioch idir an
t-athair agus an mac an-chasta ar fad mar gheall go gcaithfidh an mac dul i ngleic leis
an duil at& aige ina mhéthair, leis an meas até aige ar a athair, leis an bhfonn ata air a
bheith cosuil lena athair agus, ag an am céanna, leis an teannas a bhraitheann sé idir é
fein agus a athair mar gheall ar chaidreamh an athar leis an méthair. Is diol spéise € go
ndiritear go priomha ar fhorbairt shiceolaioch an bhuachalla 6ig i saothar Freud agus
i saothar roinnt teoiricithe eile, mar Jacques Lacan, mar tugtar le fios nach bhfuil

forbairt na mna chomh casta, né chomh tabhachtach, le forbairt an fhir.?!!

Déanann Grant plé an-suimidil ina thrachtas dochtlireachta ar an gcoincheap
a dtugtar féin-idéal (ego-ideal) an duine air i réimse na siocanailise. Dar le Grant go
dtuigtear an féin-idéal mar ‘an intrapsychic formation that represents the state of
tensionless bliss and gratifying oneness in which a child once lived with his primary
object, his mother’ i dtréimhse na bun-naircisiochta (primary narcissism) (2016: 13).
Nuair a chailleann an péiste a bhun-naircisiocht, .i. nuair a thuigeann sé nach duine
ollchumhachtach i a mhathair agus go gcaithfidh sé scaradh uaithi go siceolaioch,
Usaideann sé an féin-idéal mar ““substitute for the lost narcissism of his childhood” in
which the child was his “own ideal”” (ibid.: 15). Baineann féin-idéal an phaiste, ni
hamhain lena thuismitheoiri, ach leis an tsochai morthimpeall air agus leis an bhfonn

a bhionn air dearbhu na sochai seo a fhail, dar le Grant (ibid.: 15).

are part of his external and internal reality [...] Britton [...] argued that if an infant can tolerate the
feelings of frustration and loss that this inevitable maternal deprivation triggers in him, he will
progressively develop his ability to meet the demands of reality [...] if he is unable to tolerate these
emotions, they will lead to feelings of self-denigration and persecution [...] such feelings will force the
infant to deny the painful reality of his Oedipal situation by resorting to “oedipal illusions” [...] In
Britton's postulation, the unfortunate consequence of this situation is the damage to the infant’s ability
to respond to the demands of reality in adaptive and growth-promoting ways (ibid.: 51-52). Déanann
Grant plé chomh maith ar shaothar M. Fahkry-Davids, ina maitear ‘that the father serves the dual
functions of breaking the symbiotic and omnipotence-feeding tie that his son has with the mother, and
teaching his child how to endure and work with life’s challenges in a reality-tested way’ (ibid.: 54).

211 Caineann Luce Irigaray ‘phallonarcissism’ na siocanailise go géar san aiste ‘The Poverty of
Psychoanalysis’ [Mis¢re de la psychanalyse’], ina ndirionn si ar shaothar Freud agus go hairithe ar
shaothar Lacan. Luann si claontacht an Choimpléics Eideapuis agus an chlaontacht inscne ata le brath
i munlai forbartha na siocanailise chomh maith: ‘You [ag labhairt le siocanailisithe ata si] yourself say
that it [disciplin na siocanailise] is totalitarian. That explains why you force the evolution of little girls’
desire to fit in with the schemata that explain the evolution of little boys’ desire, without taking the
precaution of saying that you are talking about children (neuter) or man (in the generic sense)’ (1995d:
91).
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Ta nasc larnach i saothar Freud idir forbairt an fhéin-idéil agus an Coimpléacs
Eideapis (ibid. 21-22). Mar a thuigeann Freud &, réititear an Coimpléacs ar bhealach
dearfach nuair a dhéanann an paiste ionannu (identification) leis an tuismitheoir
comhghnéis agus nuair a bhionn duil (attraction) aige sa tuismitheoir eile, mar
shampla (ibid.: 21). Réiteach dilltach at& i gceist, &fach, nuair a bhionn duil ag an
bpéiste sa tuismitheoir comhghnéis agus nuair a dhéanann sé ionannu leis an
tuismitheoir eile (ibid.). Maidir leis an nasc idir an gCoimpléacs agus an féin-ideal,
maionn Grant go spreagann an Coimpléacs forbairt an fhéin-idéil agus forbairt an os-

mhise (super-ego):

Ultimately, it is both what our parents wanted us to be and what they wished
us to not be, and what we ‘admired ... and feared’ [...] in them that forms the

basis of our ego ideal/super-ego, and it is our ego that assesses the extent to
).212

which we have fulfilled or fallen short of its demands (ibid.: 22
Dar le Grant gur chuir roinnt teoiricithe eile leis na smaointe a leagann Freud amach
faoin bhféin-ideal agus faoin os-mhise i rith na mblianta. Déanann Piers agus Singer,
mar shampla, nasc idir an fein-idéal agus an naire agus idir an t-os-mhise agus an
chiontacht: nuair nach n-éirionn leis an ego cloi le teorainnacha an os-mhise, tagann
ciontacht ar an duine agus nuair nach n-éirionn leis an ego iomha an fhéin-idéil a
chomhlionadh, tagann naire air (Grant 2016: 40-41).?*3 Maionn Chasseguet-Smirgel
go ndéantar forbairt leaninach ar an bhféin-idéal i rith shaol an duine (ibid.: 29-30)
agus gur féidir leis an bhforbairt seo a bheith slaintitil né mishlaintidil, ag brath ar an
gcaoi a dtéann an duine i ngleic lena thuismitheoiri agus go héirithe leis an duil ata

aige ina mhathair (ibid.: 30-31). Leagann Peter Blos an-bhéim ar fhorbairt an fhéin-

212 Fch Grant (2016) ‘As Freud saw it, a child’s unconscious identification with a particular parent as a
result of his Oedipus experience determines the relative balance of stereotypically masculine and
feminine personality traits that he will embody throughout the rest of his life [...] Similarly, Freud
asserted that the balance of a child’s identifications with his parents would necessarily influence the
formation and function of his ego-ideal/super-ego [...] The fact that a child’s parents are the “obstacle
to a realization of his Oedipus wishes™ [...] is the developmental trigger through which the child comes
to erect “this same obstacle within himself” [...] in the form of the ego-ideal/super-ego that limits the
kind of libidinally gratifying activities that the parents themselves previously prevented” (21).

213 Cuireann Lansky leis an tuairim seo, ag maiomh nach mbaineann an naire amhain leis an mbearna
idir an ego agus an féin-idéal, ach go mbaineann imni agus faitios leis an mbearna chéanna (Grant 2016:
43-44). Maionn Lansky chomh maith gur minic a thagann ndire ar dhaoine fasta ‘when infantile or
childlike fears and worries (typically of abandonment or bodily danger) reemerge in adulthood. In such
moments, adults experience shame in response to the gulf between their adult ego-ideal and the living
vestiges of their childhood selves on which their fears are based’ (ibid.: 43-44).
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idéil i dtréimhse na hdgantachta, seachas i dtréimhse na hdige (ibid.: 35-37).2%
Cuireann Reich béim ar an tionchar a bhionn ag an athair ar fhéin-idéal an mhic: nuair
a dhéanann buachaill 6g ionannt lena athair, dar leis, scaoileann sé lena
‘megalomaniac ego-ideal and develops a more mature form of it under the watchful
eye of his reality-oriented superego’ (ibid.: 28). Tugtar le fios i réimse na siocanailise,
mar sin, go bhfuil nasc tdbhachtach idir an t-ionnanu a dhéanann mac lena athair agus
é ina naionan agus forbairt shiceolaioch an mhic, coincheap a bhaineann go direach
leis an gCoimpléacs Eideapuis agus le forbairt an fhéin-idéil.

Biodh is go mbaintear Usaid as modhanna taighde ata an-difridil lena chéile i
réimse na siceolaiochta nua-aimseartha agus i réimse na siocanailise, is léir go bhfuil
cosulachtai le brath sa taighde 6n da réimse mar go n-aithnitear go forleathan go
mbionn tionchar an-tdbhachtach ag na tuismitheoiri ar fhorbairt shiceolaioch an duine

agus go hairithe ag an athair ar fhorbairt an mhic.

4.4, ‘réabadh mo chroidhe istigh ionam’?'®; An Riordanach agus Bas a Athar

Ina thrachtas dochttireachta, ata ina ‘psychoanalytically-oriented qualitative research
project’ (2016: iii), maionn Jeffrey Grant gur Iéir go mbionn tionchar ollmhor ag bés
an athar ar fhorbairt an fhéin-ideil sa mhac, go héirithe nuair a fhaigheann an t-athair
bas i rith dige an mhic. Déanann sé mionphlé ar thriar fear—Kelly, Mason agus Tim—
a chaill a n-aithreacha agus iad an-6g agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag an mbas orthu.?®
Mar a mhaionn sé féin ‘[t]he findings suggest that the death of a father influences the

self-image that a boy feels internally and externally pressured to fulfil® (ibid.).

Cuireann Grant béim, mar shampla, ar an tabhacht a bhaineann leis an iomhéa

den athair marbh a chruthaionn agus a chothaionn an mac ina intinn, ar an iomha den

214 Fch Grant (2016): ‘For Blos, this meant that the child's unresolved positive and negative Oedipal
conflicts are left in a state of “suspension” [...] after the phallic period and throughout the entire period
of latency, and are only given an opportunity to achieve a satisfactory conclusion in adolescence, a
period defined in part by a massive expansion in the ego’s capacities for reality-testing, adaptation, and
growth [...] It is the gradual but enormous growth of the ego during the latency period that aids the
adolescent in his efforts to achieve these ends, thus marking adolescence as a “second chance” [...] to
make use of the individuation, autonomy, and maturational opportunities that the positive and negative
Oedipus complexes offer’ (36-37).

2159 Riordain (Airciv D1 19.2.1940: 180).

216 Déanann sé plé gearr chomh maith ar a chas féin mar gur cailleadh a athair nuair nach raibh sé ach
sé bliana d’aois.
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athair a bhionn ag an mathair ina hintinn agus ar an gcaoi a gcuireann an mhéthair an
iomhé seo in iGl don mhac. Bionn tionchar, dar leis, ag an iomha den athair marbh ata
in intinn an mhic ar ‘the way in which a fatherless boy manages his feelings towards
his dead father in and through the adolescent period, both at the conscious and

unconscious level’ (ibid.: 26). Maionn sé chomh maith

that the mother-son relationship shapes the manner in which the fatherless boy
will adjust to the unavoidable reality of his undeveloped sexuality and his
inability to gratify his mother with it [...] A mother who loves, nurtures, and
secures her infant son may bolster his ability to tolerate the developmental
and sexual gap that exists between him and his father, a chasm that may be

widened in the event of a father’s death or absence (52-53).

Cuireann sé leis seo, ag ra

it would be relevant to investigate how a mother communicates the image of
the dead father to her son, since the qualities of this internalized image, prone
to idealization and distortion in the father’s absence, might profoundly
influence the image of self that the fatherless boy establishes for himself as
his ego-ideal, and his experience of the distance that exists between his real
ego and this idealized potentiality (ibid.: 55-56).

Dar le Grant gur minic a thagann ciontacht ar mhac nuair a fhaigheann a athair bas
agus go gcuireann mac an-bhra air féin i gcads mar seo mar go gcruthaionn sé féin-
idéal neamhréaduil agus go ndéanann sé iarracht chrua caighdean an fhéin-idéil seo a

bhaint amach chun a chiontacht féin a sheachaint (ibid.: 49-50).2/

217Fch Grant (2016): “While Burgner's research focused on children whose fathers were absent due to
divorce rather than to death, some of her conclusions may prove relevant to this dissertation. Echoing
Loewald, she argued that a boy can be expected to feel intense guilt for his incestuous longing for his
mother and possibly interpret the departure of his father as punishment for his desires [...] Like
Loewald, she argued that the psychic reality of such an event would lead to excessive harshness of the
boy's superego, leaving the more benevolent and benign portion of it ‘undeveloped’ [...] If we interpret
the benign superego to be related to or even analogous to the ego-ideal, Burgner's argument suggests
that fatherless boys are predisposed to develop harsh superegos and ego-ideals that by design can
never be fulfilled, becoming the fuel for endless guilt and shame in the boy's mind’ (51; liomsa an
bhéim).
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Déanann Grant mionphlé chomh maith ar an tabhacht olimhor a bhaineann leis
an ngaol idir an mac agus a mhathair i ndiaidh bhas an athar. Tugann sé le fios, mar
shampla, go gcuirtear bru siceolaioch ar an mbuachaill glacadh le rol an athar sa
teaghlach:

Burgner observed that with the father removed from the family situation, such
a boy might take (or demand) himself to be his mother's exclusive partner,
merging with her and thereby inhibiting his own individuation [...] If we
recall Chasseguet-Smirgel's position that a child's ego-ideal (and overall
personality) is not incentivized to mature if he is convinced of his ability to
sexually satisfy his mother, we can see in Burgner's observations the
possibility that a fatherless child would have many reasons to be reluctant to
relinquish his exclusive relationship with his mother, and that a particularly
archaic and omnipotent ego-ideal might persist in such a boy into adolescence
and adulthood [...] In the absence of a deceased father, a boy might be left to
feel the burden to fulfill his father’s role as his mother’s partner and provider
(ibid.: 56-57).

Cuireann se leis seo, nuair a phléann sé saothar Brundell, ina luaitear

that fatherless boys feel the regressive pull towards fusion with their mothers
and frequently demonstrate a lack of an internal ‘protective and containing
barrier’ [...] with regard to their aggressive and violent impulses, which in
turn prevents the development of their more creative and adaptive capacities.
This, in her view, was directly related to the absence of a father who might
otherwise have modeled how such impulses can be constructively contained
and processed without acting upon them [...] The behaviors and emotions that
a clinician might notice with such ‘abandoned children’ include a ‘lack of
empathy, depression, feelings of emptiness, delinquency, addictions,
uncontrollable rage, pathological lying, hypochondriacal preoccupations and

grandiose fantasies of themselves’ [...] (ibid.: 57-58).

Mar a chuireann Grant ¢, is minic a bhionn ‘an overactive and punitive superego’
(ibid.: 58) ag an mac nuair a fhaigheann a athair bas nuair ata sé 6g agus go mbaineann

sé Usaid as an os-mhise seo chun srian a chur ar a chuid mothdchéan (ibid.).
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Bhain Grant tsaid as an ‘free association narrative interview’2 mar

mhodheolaiocht chun Tim, Mason agus Kelly a chur faoi agallamh agus maionn sé

their dead fathers became representations of the internalized standards against
which each participant experienced and evaluated their strengths, weaknesses,
accomplishments, and shortcomings [...] their deaths and absences appeared
to have exacerbated the gap between the idealized father-images and
denigrated self-images that Mason, Kelly, and Tim respectively evidenced as
adolescents (ibid.: 147-149).

Dar leis go léirionn umhlaiocht agus easpa muinine na bhfear ‘a glimpse of their over-
punitive superegos bent on punishing them for their literal and metaphorical patricide
by denying themselves feelings of pride in their accomplishments and psychological
maturation’ (ibid. 149-150). Tugann sé le fios go raibh sé an-deacair ar an triur
agallaithe dul i ngleic lena gcuid mothachan didltach (ibid.: 155-156). Tagraionn sé
don ‘internal pressure they may have felt to conform to a self-image modeled on the
idealized father-image they consciously and unconsciously held in their minds’ (ibid.:
156-157). Maionn sé chomh maith go raibh tabhacht an-larnach ag an ngaol a bhi ag
an triar fear lena maithreacha ar fhorbhairt a bhféin-idéil, mar go raibh orthu, dar leo
féin, a bheith laidir da maithreacha i ndiaidh bhas a n-aithreacha agus mar gheall gur
ghlac siad leis gur choir doibh glacadh le r6l an athar sa teaghlach nuair nach raibh an
t-athair ann a thuilleadh (ibid.: 158). Cuireann taighde Grant an tionchar ollmhor, casta
a bhionn ag bas an athar ar a mhac agus ar fhéiniomha an mhic in idal go soiléir mar

sin.

218 Modh as a mbaintear Gsaid fhairsing i réimse na siocanailise; baintear Gsaid as ceisteanna oscailte
chun aird/cuimhne an agallai a dhiriG ar eachtra(i) ar leith, gan an iomarca brd a chur orthu. Fch
Hollway agus Jefferson: ‘The principle of free association, based on a psychoanalytic ontology
emphasizing unconscious conflict and its management as the basis of psychic life and self-
presentation, is that emotional significance, often unconscious, is contained in the links between one
idea and the next as they are produced in a specific relationship to the listener. The method is
particularly appropriate for exploring emotionally charged and identity-based issues as opposed to
topics where only opinion, beliefs, or facts are sought [...] Questions inviting specific accounts avoid
emotionally drained generalizations and defensive rationalizations. Such questions are then followed
up in a similar open fashion, echoing interviewees’ chosen ordering and phrasing. In this way,
participants’ frames dominate rather than the researcher's [...] researchers learn to use their emotional
responses to the interview and to subsequent data analysis’ (2008: ‘Free Association Narrative
Interview”).
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Ta go leor le foghlaim ¢ thaighde den chinedl seo nuair a dhéanaimid iarracht
diriu ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith a athar agus ar an tionchar a bhi ag
béas a athar ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar dhuine agus mar fhear. Mar a luadh sa
dara caibidil, cailleadh athair an Riordanaigh, Seén, in 1926 nuair a bhi naoi mbliana
slanaithe ag a mhac (O Coileain 1982: 33). Pléann Sean O Coileain tinneas an athar
agus an taithi a fuair an buachaill 6g ar ghalar na heitinne fad is a bhi an t-athair ag

streachailt go géar leis:

Bliain roimh ré a buaileadh breoite é [an t-athair] mas fior don teastas bais.
Chonaic an mac ag seargadh i rith na bliana é go dti nach raibh fagtha de ach
na cnamha. Rinne[adh] seanduine gan mhoill d’fhear brea laidir, agus corpan

den duine scafanta (ibid.)

Rinneadh mionphlé sa dara caibidil ar an dlithchaidreamh diocasach a bhi ag an
Riordanach lena mhathair.?® Déanfar plé anseo, i bhfianaise na teoirice a leagadh
amach sa chuid tosaigh den chaibidil, ar an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith a athar, go

hairithe i leith bhas a athar, agus an tionchar a bhi ag an mbas seo ar a fhéiniomha.

Cuimhnionn O Riordain ar 14 sochraide a athar i ndialann na bliana 1940 agus
¢ ag tracht ar shochraid Sheain Ui Mhurchi—combharsa da chuid—agus déanann sé
cur sios corraitheach ar an gcaoi a ndeachaigh bas a athar i bhfeidhm air agus é ina

bhuachaill 6g:

A té an chomhra ag teacht amach 6’n dtigh. Is cuimhin liom gur réabadh mo
chroidhe istigh ionam an 14 (d fad6 nuair a thainig an chémhra chun m’athair
a bhreith go dti an uaigh. Is brénach an rud é cdmhra d’fheiscint ag teacht mar
sin, go mér mar nuair atd sé indan do dhuine ata gaolmhar duit féin (Airciv
D1 19.2.1940: 180).

Is 1éir gur fhan iomha na cénra leis thar na blianta agus go raibh conra a chomharsan
ina ‘thruicear’ mothtichanach a chuir conra agus, mar sin, bas a athar i gcuimhne do.

Tugann an friotal laidir ‘réabadh mo chroidhe istigh ionam’ le fios gur bhain sochraid

219Fch Caib 2, Cuid 2.2., Cuid 2.3. agus 2.4., Igh 99-124.
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a athar preab mhor as agus cuirtear a bhriseadh croi in itl go soiléir agus go
cumhachtach.

Tugann sé le fios in 1951 go raibh sé fiordheacair air glacadh le bas a athar
nuair a bhi sé 6g:

Nuair a cailleadh m’athair agus mé im leanbh d’¢irigh liom a chreiditint
istoiche agus mé im chodhladh go raibh sé beo fés. Agus uaireannta agus mé
im dhuiseacht ar feadh na mblianta ni rabhas cinnte na raibh sé beo (Airciv
D9 31.1.1951: 120).

Luann sé go mbaineann an cineal seo smaointeoireachta le meicniocht chosanta as a
mbaineann sé Usaid nuair a bhuaileann ‘tubaist’ € (ibid.: 119). Dar leis go dteitheann
sé ‘isteach 1 gcuinne dem aigne féin’, go ‘laigheadaim mé féin’ nuair a bhuaileann
tubaist ¢ ionas gur féidir leis ‘dit nd ga dhom an tubaist a chreiditint’ a aimsiu (ibid.:
119). Tugann usaid an bhriathair ‘laghdaigh’ le fios go gceapann sé go mbaineann sé
Usaid as an meicniocht chosanta seo mar gheall go bhfuil sé rolag chun dul i ngleic le

‘tubaisti’ agus le freagrachtai an tsaoil.

In iontrail 6n mbliain 1961, scriobhann an file gur ‘sciob m’athair chun siuil’,
raiteas a chuireann geit an dobrdin in iul go soiléir (Airciv D23 4.6.1961: 34). Ta an
gheit chéanna le brath go soiléir sa sliocht seo a leanas, a scriobh an Riordanach sna
seachtoidi luatha agus ina ndéanann sé plé ar an bpreab a baineadh as nuair a chonaic

sé corpan a athar mar bhuachaill 6g:

Bhios ag cuimhneamh nios luaithe anocht ar an oiche a cailleadh m’athair. Ni
cuimhin liom ach an bhliain—21926. Daradh linn é ar maidin. Bhi sé sinte sa
leabaidh + aibid air. Ba gheall le urchar as gunna é bhi sé chomh h-obann
chomh direach san sa leabaidh. Mo mhéthair a mhinigh duinn cad a bhi
tarlaithe. Bhi ar n-athair dulta ar neamh ... Bhi mo sheana-mhéthair ann—ag
caoineadh 0s cionn an choirp—agus bhi m’aintin Han ann (Airciv D42
10.5.1973: 36).

Cuireann an frasa ‘ba gheall le urchar as gunna’ foréigean (siceolaioch) an bhais in

iul, mar aon le cuma ait, mhidhaonna an chorpain agus aduaine an bhais.
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Ni haon ionadh é go raibh caidreamh ni ba dhldithe ag an Riordanach lena
mhéthair nd mar a bhi aige lena athair, toisc gur chaill sé a athair nuair a bhi sé an-0g.
Ni hé go ndéanann an Riordanach idéalu ar a athair sa dialann sa chaoi chéanna a
ndéanann sé idéalu ar a mhéthair, ach is léir, ag an am céanna, go raibh cuimhni deasa

aige ar a athair. Luann sé, mar shampla, an leasainm a thugadh a athair air:

Donncha na gCipini a thugadh m’athair ormsa toisc go mbinn i gcomhnai ag

cogaint cipini (Airciv D23 8.10.1961: 118).

Cuireann sé seo an cion a bhi ag a athair air in idl. Bhi Gaeilge ag a athair 6 dhuchas,
rud nach raibh ag a mhathair, agus, mar is eol duinn, bhi an-duil ag an Riordanach sa
Ghaeilge, cé go raibh suil aige riamh ar an gcoimhlint idir an Ghaeilge agus an Béarla.
Déanann sé comparaid shuimiuil i ndialann na bliana 1962 idir ceantar ddchais a athar
agus ceantar duchais a mhathar, ina dtugtar le fios gurbh i ait dhdchais a athar a ait
dhdchais féin, cé gur bhraith sé riamh go raibh draiocht de chineal éigin ag baint le

hait dhichais a mhathar chomh maith:

Seo [an bothar ¢ Inis Charra go Carraig an Droichid] dathaigh mo mhéthar.
Baile Mhuirne dathaigh m’athar + mo dhuthaigh féin. Ach sé seo duthaigh
mo mhéthar + mo dhathaigh saoire nuair a bhios im leanbh. Sort Tir na nOg
samhraidh abhfad i gcéin ab ea an ddthaigh agus an béthar so + sinn 6g. Ta
mianach do-chlaoite i smaointe + i mothuchain ar n’6ige + uaigneas thar
uaigneas—eéadochas nach féidir a insint. Bothar Béarla isea an béthar so.
Béthar Gaeilge ab bothar Bhaile Mhuirne + sinn ég. Ba ghaléinte an béthar
Béarla. Baineann an béthar so 6 Inis Charra go Carraig an Droichid le William
O’Brien + amhrain Tom Moore [...] + The Banks of My Own Lovely Lee.
Baineann an bothar eile 6 Mhaghcromtha siar go Baile Mhuirne leis an Ath.
Peadar + le Séadna, le Daingean na Saileach, le L& Bealtaine + lucht na
bPiseog, le reilg Gobnatan + Damhscoil Mhuscrai, le hEibhlin Dubh Ni
Chonaill agus lem athair féin. Arraing trim chroi na boithre seo + mothaim ag
combhrac iad im aigne (Airciv D25 5.6.1962: 60-61).

Tugtar le fios, mar sin, go raibh ba de chineal éigin aige le domhan a athar, domhan

na Gaeilge.
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Thuig an Riordanach nach raibh a athair ina fhear foirfe, afach, agus ni dhearna
sé ideéalu ar thréithe na ar phearsantacht a athar sa chaoi chéanna a ndearna sé ar
thréithe agus ar phearsantacht a mhathar. Nior chruthaigh sé, i bhfocail eile, imago
foirfe d& athair ina intinn, mar a dhéanann mac go minic nuair a fhaigheann a athair
bas i rith a 6ige (Grant 2016: 26). Tugann Sean O Coileain Iéargas suimidil ddinn ar

chuid de na lochtanna agus de na drochthréithe a bhi le brath in athair an Riordanaigh:

Fear aintréan mallaithe ab ea athair an fhile de réir gach scéil, agus go hairithe
nuair a bheadh braon faoin bhfiacail aige, rud a bhiodh go minic sular phos
sé. An ghnath-thuairisc a gheofa air agus € ina fhear 6g laidir, na é a bheith ar
buile le meisce sa tsraid, tridr né ceathrar péilini ceangailte as, na brdga bainte
de acu, ar eagla é a ghabhail orthu leo, agus iad & thabhairt go dti an bheairic.
Ni raibh i bhfad le dul 6n teach tabhairne acu leis. Col ceathrair d6, Donncha
O Fionnagain, a d’inis dom gur scaoileadar leis aon uair amhain ar choinnioll
é a choimead na siochana. Thug a mhuintir leo é suas go dti Gort na Tiobrad,
chuireadar isteach i seomra thuas i mbarr an ti é agus chuireadar an glas air
ann. An chéad rud eile a chualadar é bheith ag bruion thios ag an muileann
aris, € éalaithe amach trid an bhfuinneog i ngan fhios déibh. Thug na poéilini
aire mhaith do nach n-éalddh sé an dara huair (1982: 27-28).

Tugtar le fios anseo go raibh athair an Riordanaigh fiain go leor nuair a bhi se ina fhear
0g agus tugtar le fios chomh maith go raibh sé tdgtha—rothoghta, b’théidir—Ieis an
6l. Maionn an Coiledanach gur ‘thug an t-athair suas an deoch ar phosadh d¢’, rud a
thugann le fios gur thuig sé an fhreagracht a bhaineann leis an bpdsadh (1982: 29). Ni
raibh drogall ar O Riordain lochtanna agus drochthréithe a athar a phlé. E sin raite,
bhiodh sé de nos aige cur sios a dhéanamh ar na lochtanna agus ar na drochthréithe
seo—fearg, mifhoighne, leochaileacht, easpa trua—mar lochtanna agus mar
dhrochthréithe a bhain leis na Riordanaigh uilig, idir fhir agus mhnad—¢é féin san

aireamh—mar a léiritear go soiléir sa sliocht dialainne seo a leanas:

Chuala oiche Nollag gur cuireadh mo cholcheathrar Dénal O Driscedil isteach
i dtigh na ngealt! Drifiur dom athair a mhathair. T4 sé orthu go Iéir, pé rud é,
pé ainm a thabharfa air. T4 sé ar mo dhrithear, ar mo dhrifidr, ar an aintin sin
.I. méthair an Donail atd i dtigh na ngealt. Bhi sé ar m’athair 7 ar m’uncail. T4
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sé orm-sa chomh maith. Cad é féin? Sinn a bheith inar Riordanaigh? Daille
¢igin a leanann bheith it” Riordanach, id’ dhuine den dtreabh. Daille, fearg,
ainnise, mortas, easpa carthannachta, droch-mheas ar na comharsain, gangaid,
droch-chroi do chéach, leochaileacht [...] taid so uile san bhfuil ag Riordanaigh
(Airciv D22 26.12.1960: 96-97).

Tugann sé le fios, mar sin, go raibh locht éigin i ‘bhfuil’ na Riordanach.??’ Déanann
sé codarnsacht shuimidil idir dea-thréithe a mhathar agus drochthréithe a athar sa
dialann chomh maith:

De réir an ghiumair a bhionn orm braithim babhtai gur Riordanach mé agus
babhtai eile gur Luineachanach [mé]. Nuair a bhim craite guairneanach
diomhaoin feargach, bim im Riordanach. Nuair a bhim tionscalach

pilratanach, titim chun Luineachanachais (qtd O Coileain 1982: 28-29).

Déanann sé nasc suimiuil anseo idir a dhrochthréithe féin agus drochthréithe a athar—
agus drochthréithe na Riordanach uilig—agus idir a dhea-thréithe féin agus dea-
thréithe a mhathar—agus dea-thréithe na Luineachanach. D’fhéadfai a ra gur chuir sé
an iomarca béime ar dhrochthréithe a athar agus ar dhea-thréithe a mhathar mar go
ndearna se idéald uirthi sitd. Thuig sé nach raibh a athair foirfe mar dhuine agus bhi

sé sasta dul i ngleic le laigi agus lochtanna an fhir.

Luadh sa dara agus sa triu caibidil cheana go raibh fonn laidir ar an Riordanach
tacaiocht phraiticiuil a thabhairt d& mhathair nuair a bhi sé ina fhichidi. Bhain an fonn
seo go pointe leis an tuiscint mhaith a bhi aige ar an tionchar abharach a bhi ag bas a
athar ar an teaghlach. Mar a luann Grant (2016), is minic a bhraitheann buachaill ‘the
burden to fulfill his father’s role as his mother’s partner and provider’ nuair a
fhaigheann a athair bas agus é 6g (57). Is léir 6n dialann gur bhraith an Riordanach an
t-ualach sin. Ba € an mac ba shine sa teaghlach é agus bhraith sé gur choir dé saol
maith a chur ar fail da mhathair da bharr. Thuig sé go raibh sé an-deacair ar a mhathair
aire cheart a thabhairt do féin, do Thadhg agus do Bhrid, nuair a fuair a fear céile bas.

Bhi uirthi cabhair agus tacaiocht a lorg 6na deirfitracha féin agus, leis an scéal a

220 Cuireann sé seo go maith leis an tuiscint a bhi aige ar a ghéinte mar ghéinte lochtacha, a pléadh sa
trit caibidil (fch Igh 233-234).
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dhéanamh nios measa, chuir a deirfidracha é sin i gcuimhne di i gconai, dar leis an
Riordanach. Faighimid cuntas géar, searbh ar dhearcadh a aintin, Maire, ina leith agus
i leith a mhéathar sa sliocht dialainne seo a leanas:

T4 tuitim na h-oidhche ag teacht ar Mhéaire Ni Lineachain. MuinteGir i. T4 a
ceann ag liathadh agus ta [t6ir] an t-saoghail 'na aghaidh. Nuair a fhéachas
uirthi indiu do buaileadh isteach im’ aigne go raibh a h-aghaidh ag cur seaca.
Fé mar adubhart sa chdntas a sgriobhas anuiridh, bionn si i gcomhnuidhe ag
faghail lochta orainn-ne, go moér-mhér ar mo mhathair. Do thug si cabhair
airgid ddinn-ne 6 am go h-am mar bhiomar dealbh tréis bhais m’athar [...]
nuair a ghlacann ta airgead ¢ dhuine mar sin [...] [c]Jaithfidh t4 droch-mheas
a ghlacadh chémh maith (Airciv D1 4.1.1940: 15-16).

Cuireann an frasa ‘bhiomar dealbh tréis bhais m’athar’ an tionchar dbharach a bhi ag
bés a athar ar an teaghlach in iul go soiléir. Cuireann sé leis seo nuair a thugann sé le
fios go raibh codarsnacht ghlan le brath idir pearsantacht a mhathar agus pearsantacht

a aintini:

Is mér an deifir idir iad [Maire agus Gobnait] agus mo mhathair. Ta si
grddhmhar soineanta ramhar [...] D’aireofa i ag gairidhe mile 6 bhaile. Nil
airgead na tigh aici mar ata acu-san na nil cota galanta uirthi. Do cailleadh
m’athair agus sinn-ne 'nar bpdisti. D’thdg sé an saoghal le h-uadhacht 'na
dhiaidh ach is ar dhaoine eile 7 ni orainn-ne a bhi sé roinnte. Nuair a thainig
an t-am tri bliadhna 6 shoin do fuaras-sa post agus bhios im’ thaca ag mo
mhathair. Ansan do theip ar an slainte agam [...] Mar sin féin, fé mar adeirim,
nil si canncarach mi-thaithneamhach mar ata an bheirt eile (Airciv D1
18.3.1940: 243-244).

Sa sliocht céanna, maionn sé go ‘labhrann si [Maire] go tarcuisneach agus go droch-
mhuinte lem” mhéthair 7 linn-ne de bhri ar mbochtanais’ (ibid.: 244). Léirionn an méid
seo uilig gur thuig an Riordanach go raibh saol deacair ag a mhathair i ndiaidh bhas a
athar. Chuir sé sin leis an bhfonn a bhi air airgead a sholathar agus tacaiocht agus aire
‘cheart’ a thabhairt di. Chuir coinniollacha a shaoil go mor leis an bhfrustrachas a bhi

air toisc nach raibh sé in ann obair a dhéanamh agus airgead a chur i dtaisce mar gheall
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ar a bhreoiteacht; an bhreoiteacht chéanna, mar a tharla sé, a mharaigh a athair.??! Mar
a luadh 1 gcuid 4.3. den chaibidil seo leagadh béim ar ‘the economic stress that
frequently accompanies single motherhood’ i dtaighde siceolaiochta (Lamb 2010: 7).
Is 1éir go raibh brd den chinedl seo ar mhéthair an Riordanaigh tar éis bhas a athar agus
go raibh fonn ar an Riordanach é a laghdu. Chuir bas a athar go mor leis an bhfonn a

bhi air aire a thabhairt d4 mhathair; ina intinn féin, b’fhear an ti anois €.

Bhi an Riordanach an-dian air féin i rith a shaoil agus nior chreid sé riamh go
raibh sé maith go leor mar mhac, mar scribhneoir, mar leannan, mar chara, mar dhuine,
mar fhear—féiniomha dhitltach a pléadh go rialta sa trachtas seo cheana, go hairithe
sa trit caibidil. B’fhéidir go raibh baint ag an dilltachas seo lena fhéin-ideal
neamhréaduil. D’fhéadfai a r4 go raibh féin-idéal an Riordanaigh ‘unrealistically
idealistic, thereby affording his superego ample opportunity to punish him for his
shortcomings’ mar a chuireann Grant € (2016: 50). Seans chomh maith go raibh nasc
idir an féin-idéal neamhréaduil seo agus bés a athar, mar a phléann Grant (2016: 49—
50). Dar leis, mar shampla, go gcuireann bas an athar leis an mbearna idir ‘the
idealized father-images and denigrated self-images’ in intinn an mhic (ibid.: 149). Ba
mhinic a bhi frustrachas, ciontacht agus naire ar an Riordanach mar gheall nach raibh
s¢ ‘maith go leor’ agus d’fhéadfai a rd gur bhain na mothuchain dhidltacha seo leis an
mbearna idir a fhéin-ideal agus a shaol réaduil (Grant 2016: 51), cé gur cinnte gur
bhain cuid de na mothuchain sin le comhthéacs a shaoil chomh maith; an tinneas,
tionchar an Chaitliceachais agus noirm na sochai Eireannai san fhichit haois, mar

shampla.

Maionn Grant gur minic a léirionn fear 6g tréithe mar ionsaitheacht agus easpa
comhbhé agus gur minic a bhionn sé deacair air dul i ngleic lena mhothdchain tar éis

da athair bas a fhail agus é ina 6ige mar gheall nach mbionn an t-athair thart chun

221 Déanann Sean O Coileéin tagairt don fhrustrachas seo, nuair a luann sé an gaol a bhi ag an
Riordanach lena aintini: ‘Bhi teach nua rompu ann agus faltas maith talin ag gabhail leis, $é acra go
leith [...] Beirt de dheirféaracha a mhathar, Maire agus Gobnait, a cheannaigh i bpéirtiocht le chéile é
an chéad I agus is é socru a rinneadh na gur leo é mar “tennants in common”. Ni moér an t-am a chaith
Maire riamh ann c¢é gurb ann a cailleadh ar deireadh i [...] Ni thugadh si ach turas fanach ar Inis Cara,
cé gur mhinic i ag tabhairt IJamh chunta do leanai na deirféar. D’oir na pingini ddibh gan amhras mar ni
mor a bhi ag an mbaintreach de mhéthair a bhi acu. Ni go romhaith a réitigh déirc le Seén, afach, go
hairithe nuair a theip ar a shlainte ar ball agus nuair a bhi an chuma ar an scéal gur bhuan don bhochtanas
agus don tarcaisne a lean é mar a mheas sé. Rud amhain nar mhaith sé riamh do na haintini é bheith
faoi chomaoin acu trath d& shaol, go hdirithe an uair ba cheart dé bheith ag tuilleamh do6 féin is da
mhaéthair agus nach bhféadfadh sé é (1982: 45).
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straitéisi cui a léirid agus a mhuaineadh dé chun cabhra leis déileail lena mhothichain
féin, go hairithe a mhothuchain dhitltacha (ibid.: 57-58) Ni raibh an Riordanach
foréigneach n& trodach mar dhuine agus ni fhéadfai a chur ina leith nach raibh sé
bauil—ba dhuine an-iogair €, cé gur mhinic a léirigh sé dearcadh ditltach i leith daoine
eile agus i leith an tsaoil—ach is léir 6 na danta, agus go hairithe 6n dialann, go raibh
deacrachtai aige lena chuid mothichan féin. Ta na deacrachtai seo le brath go soiléir
sa sliocht a luadh thuas, ina n-admhaionn sé go dteitheann sé ‘isteach i gclinne dem
aigne féin’ chun ‘tubaisti’ an tsaoil a sheachaint (Airciv D9 31.1.1951: 119-120).

Rinneadh mionphlé sa dara caibidil ar an dlithchaidreamh casta a bhi ag an
Riordanach lena mhathair agus ar an gcaoi a ndearna s¢ idéal( uirthi.??> Ma ta an ceart
ag teoiricithe agus taighdeoiri siocanailise mar Grant, Burgner agus Brundell, seans
go raibh tionchar mor ag bas a athar ar an ngaol eatarthu; b’théidir gur bhraith seisean
‘the regressive pull towards fusion’ lena mhathair a ndéanann Grant cur sios air (2016:
57). Pléadh an tionchar a bhi ag an ‘regressive pull” seo ar a fhealstnacht fhileata agus
ar an gcaoi a mbaineann sé Usaid as meafar an mhaithreachais ina chuid danta sa
chaibidil chéanna.??® Seans, mar sin, go raibh tionchar mor ag bas a athar, ni hamhain
ar chuinsi dbharacha a shaoil—agus ar chuinsi abharacha an teaghlaigh—ach ar fhéin-
idéal an Riordanaigh chomh maith—ar a fhéiniomha—agus ar an tuiscint a bhi aige
féin mar mhac, mar fhear agus fit mar scribhneoir. D’fhéadfai a mhaiomh go ndearna
bas a athar dochar da fhéin-idéal, rud a chiallaigh go raibh sé an-deacair air glacadh

leis féin mar a bhi sé.

4.5. ‘T4 fuath agam dom dhrithear thar acinne eile’’**: An Riordanach agus a
Dhearthair

Ceaptar go forleathan gur rud ‘naduartha’, instinneach € teannas idir dearthaireacha
agus deirfidracha, agus idir dearthaireacha go hairithe. Luann Joyce Edward chomh
minic is a thagann teannas idir dearthaireacha chun tosaigh mar théama i scéalta an

Bhiobla, mar shampla:

222 Fch Caib 2, Cuid 2.3. agus Cuid 2.4., Igh 105-124.
223 ECh Caib 2, Cuid 2.9,, 2.10., 2.11. agus 2.12. Igh 156-184.
224 Riordain (Airciv D10 15.2.1951: 28-29).
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Ever since Cain Killed his brother, Abel, the sibling relationship has been
associated with envy, jealousy, hatred, and fratricide. So numerous are the
accounts of sibling enmity in Genesis that Stephen Mitchell (1996), a modern
translator of biblical stories, has suggested that conflict between siblings may
be regarded as the theme of that biblical text. Although the Bible also
introduces the idea of siblings as one another’s keeper, it is the animosity
between those ancient brothers that has stood out over time, and with which
modern day individuals seem to more strongly identify (2011: 6).

Dar le Edward go gcuireann saothar Freud go mdr leis an tuiscint ar an teannas idir
dearthaireacha agus deirfiuracha mar rud instinneach mar go dtuigeann sé an gaol idir
dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha—go hairithe an gaol luath—mar ghaol achrannach:

‘A small child,” Freud wrote, ‘does not necessarily love his brothers and
sisters: often he obviously does not. There is no doubt that he hates them as
his competitors, and it is a familiar fact that this attitude often persists for long
years, till maturity is reached or even later, without interruption. Quite oft, it
is true, it is succeeded, or let us rather say overlaid, by a more affectionate
attitude; but the hostile one seems very generally to be the earliest’ [...] Freud
tended to regard whatever affectionate feelings siblings develop toward one
another, either as a defense against their basic hostility or an expression of

aim-inhibited manifestations of early, erotic, incestuous wishes (ibid.).?

Déantar ple, mar sin, ar an ngaol idir dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha i reimse na
siocanailise agus aithnitear go mbionn tionchar ag dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha an

phaiste ar a fhorbairt shicighnéasach (psychosexual) (ibid.: 7).

Dar le Henry Abramovitch, afach, go raibh tionchar ni ba laidre ag an
miotaseolaiocht Ghréagach ar Freud nd mar a bhi ag scéalta an Bhiobla air, rud a
chiallaionn, dar leis, go gcuirtear i bhfad nios mo béime ar an ngaol idir tuismitheoiri
agus paisti sa tsiocanailis nd mar a chuirtear ar an ngaol idir dearthaireacha agus

deirfidracha (2014: 1). Maionn sé chomh maith go mbiodh sé de nés ag Freud agus ag

225 Mafonn Edward go raibh tionchar ag na cliaint ar bhuail sé leo sa suiomh clinicidil agus ag a shaol
pearsanta féin, .i. an gaol a bhi aige lena dhearthaireacha agus lena dheirfitracha féin, ar an dearcadh
seo (2011: 6).
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Carl Jung dirit ar an bpaiste ba shine sa teaghlach n6 ar an bpaiste aonair agus staidéar
4 dhéanamh acu ar thorbairt an phaiste, nés a thugann Abramovitch ‘birth order bias’
air (ibid.: 3). Anuas air seo, maionn sé nach minic a dhiritear ar an ngaol idir

dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha san larthar i gcoitinne:

Given that brothers and sisters are so fundamental to human experience, their
neglect in depth psychology is truly surprising. | suspect that one of the most

important reasons for the neglect of siblings in Western societies is the
).226

expectation of early sibling separation (ibid.: 2
Ta ciall leis an réiteas thuas; is costil go dtéann ar luachanna cultlrtha agus struchtar
‘traidisitinta’ an teaghlaigh agus na sochai 1 bhfeidhm go mor ar an gcaoi a dtuigimid

an gaol idir dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha.

Is 1éir, afach, go bhfuil an gaol idir dearthaireacha agus deirfiuracha ag teacht
chun cinn mar abhar tdbhachtach staidéir. Maionn Edward, a oibrionn i réimse na
siocanailise, go bhfuil s¢ 1 gceist aici ‘to show how attention to sibling issues can
further the treatment process’ (2011: 4) agus gur mhaith 1éi ‘to demonstrate that the
psychic life of those who do have brothers and sisters is significantly influenced by
the experience [...] in ways that may be enriching or limiting or in some cases both’
(ibid.: 5). Cé go n-admhaionn si gur minic a chuirtear béim ar an ngaol diultach idir
dearthaireacha agus deirfitracha i dteoirici na siocanailise, luann si chomh maith gur
aithin Freud go mbionn tionchar dearfach ag dearthaireacha agus deirfitracha ar a
chéile. Dar 1é1 ‘he saw the birth of a sibling as stimulating an older child’s interest in
learning” (2011: 11) agus ‘traced the development of a social conscience and a sense
of social responsibility to the efforts siblings make to deal with their jealousy of one

another’ (ibid.). Mar a thuig Freud €, cuireann dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha le

226 Dar le Abramovitch go ndéantar neamhshuim den ghaol idir dearthaireacha agus deirfitiracha i
ndioscirsa na siocanailise mar gheall go gcuirtear béim chomh mor sin ar ‘the importance of the Great
Mother and particularly of the mother-infant interaction’ (2014: 5). Minionn sé an casadh mathartha
(maternal turn) i réimse na siocanailise: ‘Starting with Jung, psychoanalytic theory turned away from
Freud’s concern with the Father and the Oedipal triangle and gave increasing evidence to the Mother.
This trend was furthered by the important contributions of Ronald Fairbairn, Melanie Klein, Donald W.
Winnicott, Erich Neumann, Michael Fordham, Thomas Ogden and many others. Each emphasized that
early mother-infant interaction was the critical phase for psychological development [...] Lacking
representation in psychic reality, siblings were psychologically absent, at least in theory (ibid.: 6).
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‘group feeling
justice’ (ibid.).

’ an phaiste agus leis an tuiscint a bhionn acu ar ‘equal treatment and

Cuireann Abramovitch béim ar an tdbhacht a bhaineann leis an ngaol idir

dearthaireacha

agus deirfidracha chomh maith:

Growing up, we typically spend more time with our brothers and sisters than
with our parents, and our relationship with our siblings usually lasts longer.
In an age of divorce, mobility, and alienation, the sibling bond is often the
only one that really lasts [...] A positive relation with a sibling is one of the
key indicators of successful aging and longevity. The persistent, positive role
of siblings as attachment figures and transitional objects is supported by
research that shows how siblings function to protect each other, especially
early and later in life [...] Brotherhoods and sisterhoods provide some of the

most powerful collective human experiences [...] (2014: 2-3).

Leagann se béim ar an gcodarsnacht idir iomha idéalach an ghaoil seo agus firinne an

ghaoil, no firinne an tsaoil:

[...] the archetypal experience of being a brother, or having a sister, promises
so much: loyalty, togetherness, a lifelong unbreakable bond. There can be
something so easy between us and those with whom we shared a womb or a
bedroom. Your sister and brother probably know you better than any other
person [...] You and they go through life together—or at least that is the way
it is supposed to be. That is the promise of the myth of sisterhood and

brotherhood. Often, however, sibling reality is very different (ibid.: xiii).

Cuireann sé¢ leis seo, ag maiomh ‘[m]uch of our lives as sisters and brothers is played

out in the gap between the myth of the ideal sibling and the often painful reality’ (ibid.:

xiv). Déanann

sé cur sios ar an ngaol idir dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha mar ghaol

a bhfuil ‘opposing poles’ le brath ann (ibid.: 15):

At the negative pole are rivalry, hatred and murderous rage arising from a
struggle for dominance and hierarchy [...] At the positive pole is the profound

solidarity, familiarity and loving togetherness (ibid.: 15-16).
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Maidir leis an Riordanach agus a dhearthair, Tadhg, ni raibh caidreamh iomléan
diultach acu lena chéile, ach ni raibh an caidreamh sin iomlan dearfach ach an oiread.

Is cosuil gur féidir cur sios a dhéanamh ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach
i leith Thaidhg mar ‘Hostile Dependent, Destructive Dialectic’ ma usaidtear na critéir
a leag Kahn agus Bank amach sa leabhar The Sibling Bond (fch Abramovitch 2014:
16-17). Déanann Abramovitch plé ar an gcineél seo gaoil:

‘We’re different in many ways. We don’t particularly like each other, but we

need each other anyway’ (ibid.: 17).

Maionn Edward gur minic a bhionn débhriocht den chineal seo le brath idir

dearthaireacha agus deirfidracha:

The sibling relationship is perhaps the most ambivalent of all relationships.
From early on, affectionate, sexual, and hateful destructive feelings exist side
by side (2011: 23).

Bhi débhriocht le brath sa dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith a dhearthar, gan
dabht. Is léir ¢ shleachta éagsula dialainne go raibh cion ag an Riordanach ar Thadhg.
Tugann sé ‘Taidhgin’ air anseo agus ansiud, mar shampla (fch Airciv D1 12.1.1940:
40). Ba mhinic a thug Tadhg cuairt ar an Riordanach i dteach an teaghlaigh tar éis don
mhathair bas a fhail, go hairithe nuair a bhi sé breoite. Sa sliocht seo a leanas, déanann
an Riordanach cur sios suimiuil ar an sélas a thug a dhearthair dé 6n tinneas nuair a

d’fhan sé leis thar oiche:

Théainig mo dhrithear Tadhg anso aréir toisg gur chuala sé go rabhas bredite.
D’fhan sé an oiche san tigh. Do chodail sé sa tseomra so faram ; do
chaitheamar an oiche go 4 ar maidin ag caint. Ba mhér an s6las dom é bheith
timpeall. Thug sé misneach dom (Airciv D13 23.1.1955: 65).

Tugtar le fios anseo gur réitigh siad go maith le chéile. Tarraingionn Edward ar

shaothar an tsiceolai John Bowlby nuair a mhaionn si: ‘[u]nder favorable
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developmental circumstances, they [dearthdireacha agus deirfidracha] form mental
representations of each other as responsive and supportive’ (2011: 14). Cuireann si
leis seo, ag maiomh ‘[t]he perception of a sibling as a supportive figure may exist even
when a sibling relationship has been less than harmonious’ (ibid.: 15). Is léir gur thuig
an Riordanach Tadhg mar ‘supportive figure’ an oiche airithe sin nuair a bhi sé breoite,

cé nach mar sin a bhiodh i gconai.

Bhiodh sé de nés ag an Riordanach neart ama a chaitheamh i dteach a
dhearthér. Sa sliocht seo a leanas, luann sé gur chaith sé tréimhse ann agus gur bhain
sé taitneamh as comhluadar na bpaisti go hairithe, cé nach raibh sé ar fonamh an 1a

sin:

Chuas go tigh mo dhrithear (2pm). Bhios caite im’ pheist ansan i gcathaoir ar
feadh clpla uair an chloig. Bhi na leanbhai ina n’aingil ag eitilt im” thimpeall.
Ach ni h-aon aingil iad ach diail bheaga. Ta ctigear acu ann. Ta an té is sine
7 agus an té is oige 1 Y%. Filiocht a labhrann siad. You have no mother. You
have only auntie Gobnait now for a mother [...] Baineann a gcaint agus a
mion-mhachnamh le saol na mion—saol abfad siar ar a dtugaimid anois saol
an linbh. Chionn siad neithe go macanta. Ta iontas agus mion-bhéaloideas ag
baint le gach rud da bhfeiceann siad. Labhrann siad ansan go faidhidil. D4 aite
linn-ne an rud a deir siad ni h-ait leo féin fos é. Ni theastaionn uathu bheith
ait. Amhalairt! Is brea leo bheith sa bhfaisean—bheith mar chéach (Airciv D22
16.10.1960: 18-19).

Diriodh sa trid caibidil ar an gcion a bhi ag an Riordanach ar a neachtanna agus ar a
nianna, ar an meas a bhi aige ar mheon n6 ‘aigne’ an linbh agus ar an tionchar a bhi
ag an meas seo ar a fhealstinacht fhileata.??” Déantar nasc suimidil sa sliocht thuas idir
caint, meon, soineantacht agus macantacht na bpaisti agus an fhiliocht agus tugtar le
fios go bhfuil doimhneacht ar leith ag baint leo. Is diol spéise é nach luann sé
comhluadar a dhearthar in aon chor, afach, rud a thugann le fios go raibh suim ni ba

laidre aige ina nianna agus ina neachtanna na mar a bhi aige ina dhearthair.

227 Fch Caib. 3, Cuid 3.5., Igh 231-234.
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Luann an Riordanach sa bhliain 1955 go raibh Tadhg ag smaoineamh ar dhul
go Sasana lena bhean agus a chlann toisc nach raibh obair ar fail do sa bhaile agus is
Iéir gur chuir an smaoineamh sin isteach go mor ar an Riordanach toisc go raibh taithi

aige ar chomhluadar an teaghlaigh sin agus toisc go mbeadh sé uaigneach ina ndiaidh:

Inné 14 breithe leanbh mo dhearthér. ‘An Canonach’ a thugaimse air. Bhi ana-
oiche againn san ‘Angelus’ aréir. Dairt mo dhearthair, afach, go bhfuil an
chathair lan de shitinéiri 6 éiriodh as Scéim na Laoi agus go mb’fthéidir go
gcaithfeadh sé féin filleadh ar Shasana. T4 taithi fachta agam ar an dteaghlach
beag so agus acu san ormsa agus deirimse leat gur ghaibh na focail triom. Ta
an saol so folamh go maith gan iad san d’imeacht. Le cunamh Dé b’théidir

go dtiocfadh leo fantint ag baile (Airciv D13 28.2.1955: 78; liomsa an bhéim).

Baineann se Usaid as friotal an-laidir, an-mhothichanach—*ghaibh na focail triom’—
sa sliocht seo chun a imni agus a mhishastacht a chur in idl, rud a chuireann laidreacht
an ghaoil idir é féin agus teaghlach Thaidhg—na paisti go hairithe, is costil—in iul
go soiléir. Bhuail imni an Riordanach sa bhliain 1964 nuair a bhi ar Thadhg obraid a

bheith aige mar gheall go raibh cnapan ar a dhroim aige:

Ta mo dhrithear le dul in ospidéal inniu. Ta cnapan ar a dhrom a chaithfear a
bhaint de. Conas a bheidh ma cailltear €? (Airciv D27 17.3.1964: 125-126).

Tugtar le fios anseo gur bhraith an Riordanach ar chomhluadar Thaidhg agus ar

chomhluadar a theaghlaigh, mar sin.

Is minic a luann an Riordanach sa dialann go bhfuil obair & déanamh ag Tadhg
sa teach do, obair laimhe den chuid is mo. Is cosuil go raibh Tadhg ag iarraidh cabhra
lena dhearthair toisc nach raibh an file féin in ann obair mar sin a dhéanamh de bharr
na breoiteachta. Luann sé in 1956 go bhfuil Tadhg ‘ar dhion an t-seomra & dheisit’
(Airciv D14 15.9.1956: 157). Sa bhliain 1960, insitear duinn go bhfuil Tadhg sa teach,

ag iarraidh na piopai uisce a dheisiu:

T4 na piopai uisce stopaithe. Mo dhrithear anso 1 rith an lae d’iarraidh iad do

réiteach (Airciv D22 19.11.1960: 57).
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I sliocht eile, luann an Riordanach go raibh a dhearthair sa teach ‘chun drom nua a
chur sa tine’ (Airciv D26 26.12.1962: 94), agus sa ghiota seo a leanas, deir sé gur chuir

Tadhg an aibhléis ar sitl sa teach do:

Do chuir mo dhrithear an aibhléis isteach sa tseomra leapan so + san tseémra
suite Dé Sathairn. T4 tine aibhléise sa tsedmra anois chun an gomh a bhaint
as an aer ach fos ta sé fuar, nimhneach (Airciv D26 1.1.1963: 96).

La eile, ansin, chuir Tadhg ‘bosca litreach sa doras’ do (Airciv D28 8.9.1964: 177).
Tugtar le fios sha giotai thuas go raibh Tadhg ag iarraidh cabhair agus compord a
thabhairt d& dhearthair. Ba mhinic a thug an Riordanach féin cuairt ar theach Thaidhg,
ach is léir on dialann go raibh baint laidir ag na cuairteanna seo leis an tsuim a bhi aige
ina nianna agus ina neachtanna agus ni raibh a aird dirithe ar a dhearthair nuair a thug
sé cuairt ar an teaghlach sin. Is 1éir go raibh an Riordanach ag brath ar a dhearthair
chun rudai a dhéanamh do6 sa teach agus, cé gur thug comhluadar a dhearthar solas do
in amanna, d’admhaigh sé féin go raibh siad an-difridil éna chéile (Airciv D29
19.7.1965: 140-141). D’fthéadfai a ra chomh maith go raibh an Riorddnach in ¢ad le
Tadhg toisc go raibh a dhearthair in ann rudai a dhéanamh—obair laimhe, mar
shampla—mnach raibh sé féin in ann a dhéanamh mar gheall ar an mbreoiteacht, mar
gheall go raibh corp lag aige. Cé gur ghlac sé leis gur fear an ti a bhi ann i ndiaidh
bhas a athar, mar sin, ni raibh sé in ann airgead a shaothrud, mar a léiriodh cheana (fch
Igh 101-102), né aire ‘cheart’ a thabhairt don teach féin i ndiaidh bhas a mhathar, gan

cabhair a fhail 6na dhearthair.

Ni ddcha go raibh dluthchaidreamh idir an Riordanach agus Tadhg, i ndairire,
cé gur mhinic a bhi siad i dteagmhail lena chéile i rith na mblianta. Cuirtear an
dearcadh casta a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith a dhearthar in iul go soiléir i ndialann na
bliana 1965:

Bhi mo dhritheér anso 6 chianaibh. Bhfuil aon aithne agam air? Is ar éigin é.
Mar sin féin, tuigim é. Aithnionn an fhuil a chéile, deirtear. A ghalar sid mo
ghalar-sa da laighead &r gcosulacht le chéile. Nil suim ar bith aige ins [na]
neithe gur suim liomsa iad. Mar sin féin is mar a chéile a oibrimid ar na neithe

go bhfuil suim againn iontu. Agus fos nil aon aithne agam air na aige orm. Nil
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de cheangal eadrainn ach ceangal gaoil. B’théidir gur doimhne € sin na

costlacht medin nd aigne (ibid.).

Tugtar le fios anseo go bhfuil tAbhacht ar leith ag baint leis an bhfuil agus leis an
teaghlach agus go raibh dluthcheangal cumhachtach €éigin idir an Riordanach agus
Tadhg mar gheall gur dhearthaireacha iad, cé go raibh siad an-éagsuil 6na chéile 6

thaobh pearsantachta de.??®

Cé go bhfuil dearcadh éiginnte i leith a dhearthar le brath sa sliocht thuas, is
minic a thugtar le fios go raibh teannas mér eatarthu. T4 an teannas le brath go soiléir
sa ghiota seo a leanas, mar shampla:

Fuath, fuath, fuil, fuil, fuath, fuath. Ta fuath agam dom dhrithear thar aocinne
eile [...] (Airciv D10 15.2.1951: 28-29).

Tugann déine an athra le fios go bhfuil an ‘fuath’ nios laidre n4 an ‘f[h]uil’, sé sin,
nach leor an gaol fola chun an fuath a cheilt. Maslaionn an Riordanach Tadhg i
ndialann na bliana 1968, nuair a mhaionn sé¢ ‘[m]aidir lem dhritheair féin, ni d[6]cha
gur saolaiodh riamh bithitinach ba mheasa’ (Airciv D35 8.4.1968: 125). Luann sé sa
bhliain 1967 go raibh droch-argoint aige le Tadhg agus maionn sé go gceapann sé ‘gur
teip iomlan’ atd ann féin (Airciv D32 27.3.1967: 108). Is minic a thugann an

Riordanach le fios sa dialann go bhfuil Tadhg mishasta leis:

Thugas leanbhai mo dhrithear + a méathair amach anso liom san iarn6in inniu.
Nior thainig mo dhrithear leo in aon chor. Bhi cuma na feirge air inniu mar
bhionn de ghnéath. Braithim go bhfuil cuis éigin aige orm + gur ag fas ata an
nimh ann (Airciv D28 5.7.1964: 95).

228 Cuirtear an dlithcheangal céanna, agus an mhistéir a bhaineann leis, in itl go soiléir sa sliocht seo a
leanas, ina ndéanann an Riordanach cur sios ar an gcaoi ar thainig iomhé& Thaidhg isteach ina aigne go
fanach 14 amhdin: ‘Tharla rud ait dom ¢ chianaibh beag. Bhios sinte ar an leabaidh [...] nuair a
thaibhsigh aghaidh mo dhrithear, Tadhg, os comhair m’aigne. Ni air a bhios ag cuimhneamh ach go h-
obann bhi a chuntanos ansan go soiléir 6s comhair m’aigne. Bhi a laighead san de choinne agam leis
nar aithnios ar dtuis €. Faighim deacair ¢ de ghnath aghaidh dhuine fé leith a shamhla im’ aigne. B’ait
liom mar a thainig an aghaidh seo chugham gan chuireadh gan iarraidh’ (Airciv D23 10.7.1961: 66).
Cuirtear in iul aris é sa ghiota seo a leanas, ina ndeanann sé cur sios ar thaibhreamh a bhi aige, ina
bhfuair Tadhg bas: ‘Do taibhriodh dom aréir go raibh mo dhrithear tréis bh[a]is. Le linn dom an abairt
sin a scri chuala cling na marbh im chluais. Nuair a chloiseann ti an glaoch so ba cheart gui ar son a n-
anma. Fear [ciotrunta], feargach, stuacach, meisciuil isea €. Ni mdr an caidreamh a bhi eadrainn riamh.
Mar sin féin bhi buairt mhor orm. Ni raibh ann ach taibhreamh (Airciv D36 17.7.1968: 17-18).
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Déantar tagairt do dhrochghitmar Thaidhg sa sliocht seo a leanas, ina dtugtar le fios
nér bhain an Riordanach sult ar bith as a chomhluadar:

Bhuaileas lem” dhrithear agus caithfear a ra gur beag sasamh a thug s¢ dhom
bualadh leis. Cheapas go raibh cuma chruaidh shanntach air (Airciv D19
10.6.1958: 61-62).

Chuir iompar Thaidhg isteach go mor ar an Riordanach sa bhliain 1967 toisc nach
raibh sé ag obair go rialta agus bhraith an file go raibh sé tar éis a mhaidi a ligean le
sruth:

Nil sé ag obair—ni fios an breoiteacht n6 an leisce é. Nil a bhean ar fénamh
rud ab annamh Iéi. Buairt orm (Airciv D32 5.4.1967: 112).2%

Faoi Aibrean na bliana ina dhiaidh sin, paisti Thaidhg a bhi ag déanamh scime do,
nuair a chaineann sé iompar a dhearthar agus ‘an baol ina bhfuil a chuid leanbhai’
(Airciv D35 20.4.1968: 137). Is léir, mar sin, go raibh an Riordanach mishésta le
hiompar a dhearthéar, go hairithe mar go raibh drochthionchar ag an iompar seo ar
theaghlach Thaidhg. Is cosuil gur cheap sé gur chéir d’fhear rdl an tsolathrai a
chomhlionadh, ach go raibh Tadhg ag iarraidh éalt éna fhreagrachtai agus bhi sé sin
ina chndmh spairne eatarthu. Is cosuil go raibh frustrachas air chomh maith toisc nach
raibh ar a chumas féin rél an tsolathrai a chomhlionadh agus dar leis go raibh Tadhg

ag diultd don chdram, cé go mbeadh ar a chumas an curam sin a chomhlionadh.

Is diol spéise € gur minic a dhéanann sé comparaid idir a dhearthair agus gaolta
fireanna eile da chuid sa dialann. Dar leis, mar shampla, go raibh cuma ghliobach ar a
chol ceathrar, Donal, fear ag a raibh morfhadhbanna meabhairshlainte,?3 go bhfuil an

chuma chéanna ar Thadhg agus nach bhfuil sé féin i bhfad nios fearr na iad:

229 Feicimid go raibh imni mhor air facina dhearthair, dha mhi ina dhiaidh sin, agus Tadhg fos as obair:
‘Thugas turas ar thig mo dhritheéar + thanag abhaile buartha. T4 sé as obair le ceithre seachtaine déag.
Scamall isea é 6s &r gcionn go 1éir’ (Airciv D33 13.6.1967: 81).

230 ndialann na bliana 1976, luann an Riordanach go bhfuil Dénal tar éis bas a fhail. Cé gurbh i an
ailse a mharaigh ar deireadh é, dar leis an gcuntas seo go raibh ‘scits6fréin air le 20 bliain” (Airciv D48
12.6.1976: 5).
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T4 féasog ghiobalach ar do [ag labhairt leis féin ata sé] chol ceathrar Donal O
Drisceoil + giobail éadaigh. Ta cul tugtha aige don saol. Ni oibrionn sé.
Braitheann sé ar a mhathair. T4 do dhritheér tosnaithe ar an ealain chéanna +
ochtar clainne ag brath air. Agus seo tusa, fanta istigh 6n saol id” phica duine
(Airciv D33 8.5.1967: 22).

Tugtar le fios anseo gur bhain lochtanna na bhfear sin uilig leis an ‘Riordanachas’ ar
tagraiodh dé cheana, .i. leis na géinte. Ta costlachtai méra, mar sin, idir an chaoi a
ndéanann an Riordanach cur sios ar dhrochthréithe a dhearthar agus an chaoi a
ndéanann se cur sios ar dhrochthréithe a athar. Déanann sé cur sios ar fhearg Thaidhg
sa sliocht seo a leanas, ach luann sé a fhearg féin chomh maith agus ceistionn sé naddr
na Riordanach:

Bhios i dtigh mo dhritheér i gCorcaigh anocht. Ta an fear bocht i bhfeirg leis
an saol ar mo chuma féin. An dream feargach sinn? An dream gan mhaith
sinn? (Airciv D14 4.2.1956: 9).

Déanann sé nasc idir drochthréithe Thaidhg, a dhrochthréithe féin agus drochthréithe

na Riordanach uilig?®! aris i ndialann na bliana 1964:

Cuis agam ar gach aoinne. Conas go bhfuilimid-ne Riordanaigh chomh lan
san d’theirg? Fearg isea sinn 6 dhubh dubh. Mo dhrithear ag buirthigh i
mBaile na mBocht. Machail éigin ionainn féin fé ndear é. Cuirimid an millean

ar dhaoine eile ach is orainn féin é 6 cheart (Airciv D 25.11.1964: 9).

Sa ghiota seo a leanas, 6 dhialann na bliana 1967, luann sé iompar meiscitil Thaidhg

agus smaoinionn sé aris ar chas na Riordanach:

Cad t4 ag d6 na girbe againn-ne, Riordanaigh? Ta droch-mhisneach éigin
ionainn. Ni folair né gur tharla rud éigin abhfad siar. Cén sort iad mo shinsear?
An dream 6 thaobh m’athar a bhi ait, dar liom (Airciv D34 9.8.1967: 64).

231 _uann sé go mbraitheann sé na drochthréithe céanna in inion Thaidhg chomh maith, rud a thugann
le fios nach tréithe iad a bhaineann leis na fir amhain: ‘Bhi inghean mo dhrithéar ina theannta. Ta sé
soiléir cheana féin go bhfuil an diabhal inti biodh is na fuil si ach dh& bhliain. T4 an droch-bhraon san
a bhi ionainn-ne go 1éir, Riordanaigh, inti sin. Riordanach breac isea i gan aon agd’ (Airciv D13
1.1.1955: 56).
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Ta rian den chinnteachas le brath sna sleachta seo uilig; tugtar le fios nach raibh na
Riordanaigh in ann na drochthréithe agus na drochndsanna a bhain leis an ‘treabh’ a
sheachaint. Seans go raibh an Riordanach ag iarraidh a ‘dhrochthréithe’ féin, mar a
thuig sé féin iad—neamhthorthdlacht, leiscitlacht, searbhas, soinicidlacht, easpa
fearGlachta—a mhiniu tri scrada a dhéanamh ar ‘dhrochthréithe’ a shinsear, agus go

hairithe drochthréithe a ghaolta fireanna.

4.6. *Ni bhraithim misneach na fearilachta ionam féin’2%2: An Riordanach agus

a Chairde Fireanna

Threisigh an chuid ba mho de na comparaidi a rinne an Riordanach idir € féin agus fir
eile an tuiscint dhidltach a bhi aige ar a shaol agus ar a fheartlacht. Tugann sé le fios
i ndialann na bliana 1954 go bhfuil sé ina chladhaire mifheardil i gcomparaid le roinnt

cairde fireanna da chuid, mar shampla:

Oiche. Mé ana-neirbhiseach anso sa leabaidh [...] Ba cheart dom naire a
bheith orm [...] Allus orm le casachtaigh 7 le scannradh. D& bhféadfainn greas
cainte a bheith agam leis an Athair Tadhg né duine €igin da shord do thiocfadh
suaimhneas orm. Claustrophobia atd orm anois [...] D4 bhféadfainn
cuimhneamh ar an saol mdr fairsing atd timpeall ar an oiche bheag so 7
timpeall ar an aigne bheag seo niorbh fhit liom bheith c[h]Jomh eaglach. Ni
bhraithim misneach na fearulachta ionam féin. Cowards die?®*® ... Do
thabharfadh an tAthair T. n6 Sean O Tuama né Bob Cotter an fhairsingeacht
7an eagsulacht san ata ann chun mo chuimhne [...] (Airciv D13 25.1.1954:
21).

Déanann sé nasc suimiuil anseo idir an eagla—eagla a bhaineann go priomha leis an
mbreoiteacht, is cosuil, mar luann sé an chasachtach—meon féinghafa agus easpa
feartlachta. Faoi mar a thuigeann sé €, nil easpa crogachta né easpa feartlachta le
brath sna fir eile a luann sé toisc go dtuigeann siad ‘fairsingeacht’ agus ‘éagsulacht’

an tsaoil. T4 seisean ag brath orthusan chun na coincheapa sin a chur i gcuimhne do.

232 Riordain (Airciv D13 25.1.1954: 21).
23 William Shakespeare, Julius Caesar Il: ii, Il. 32-33, ‘Cowards die many times before their
deaths/The valiant never taste of death but once.’
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Ceapann sé nach bhfuil sé chomh laidir, chomh créga n4 chomh réasunta leo agus,
mar sin, nach bhfuil sé chomh feardil leo. Is minic a thugtar léargas soiléir, suimiuil
duinn sa dialann ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith fear a raibh aithne
phearsanta aige orthu—cairde, comharsana agus comhghleacaithe, mar shampla.?®*
Direofar sa chuid seo den chaibidil ar an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith Bob Cotter,
dluthchara da chuid 6 ‘dhomhan’ an Bhéarla, agus i leith Mhichil ‘An File’ Ui
Ghaoithin,?® cara eile agus cainteoir duchais 6 Dhun Chaoin, .i. cara 6 ‘dhomhan’ na
Gaeilge. Déanfar plé chomh maith ar an gcaoi a ndeachaigh an dearcadh seo i
bhfeidhm ar an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar dhuine agus go hairithe mar fhear.

Tugtar le fios sa dialann gur chaith an Riordanach agus Bob Cotter an-chuid
oicheanta ag 6l lena chéile.?®® Tugann O Riordain le fios, mar a tharlaionn sé, go
mb’fhéidir go raibh fadhb dlachain ag a chara, mar a Iéiritear sa sliocht seo a leanas, a
scriobh sé nuair a bhi sé féin agus Bob ag fanacht i nDun Chaoin i mi an Mheithimh
1962:

Téa Bob Cotter ag 6l thios i dtigh Kruger ag an nedmat so. Deallraionn sé nach
féidir leis thar leathuair an chloig a fhulang gan deoch (Airciv D25 11.6.1962:
72).

Is minic a luaitear go raibh dinnéar ag an Riordanach le Bob agus uaireanta bhi Maire
Ni Chonchubhair, cara leo, ina dteannta chomh maith.?*” D’ fhreastail siad ar chluiche
iomanaiochta le chéile (Airciv D22 12.3.1961) agus chaith siad laethanta cois farraige
uaireanta (Airciv D22 7.5.1961). Is Iéir, mar sin, go raibh siad mor lena chéile. Bhi
cion ar leith ag an Riordanach ar Bhob, mar a léirionn sé nuair a mholann sé tréithe
agus pearsantacht a charad. | ndialann na bliana 1953, mar shampla, luann sé an tsuim

a bhi ag Bob i dteangacha agus na cairde a bhi aige ‘ar fuaid an domhain’:

Z34Ni hé sin le rd gur sheachain an Riordanach cairdeas na mban—nior sheachain agus is minic a
luaitear leithéidi Maire Ni Chonchubhair, a bhi mor leis féin agus le Bob Cotter, sa dialann.

25N6 “Maidhc File’, fear a raibh céil air mar sheanchai, mar scéalai agus mar scribhneoir (Almqvist
1990: 75). Mac le Peig Sayers ab ea é.

238 Fch Airciv D20 1.5.1959; D21 13.3.1960; D22 27.10.1960; D23 8.9.1961; D25 10.6.1962.
Z37Fch Airciv D13 4.12.1953; D13 6.1.1955; D21 20.3.1960; D22 17.3.1961; D24 18.3.1962; D24
20.4.1962.
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Dinnéar san Metropole. C. Ni Fhoghlu agus Bob Cotter im theannta. Gréigis,
Gearmainis, Frainncis + Spainnis & bhfoghlaim aige. Cairde pinn aige ar fuaid
an domhain (Airciv D13 4.12.1953: 1).

Luaitear na cairde éagsula a bhi ag Bob agus an duil a bhi aige i dteangacha aris sa
sliocht seo a leanas:

Do bhi Bob Cotter faram chun dinnéir inniu. San Metropole a itheamair.
Litreacha 6 dhaoine thar lear & dteaspéint aige dhom—0& mhna in Iran, in
America Theas, sa bhFrainnc etc. Sualannais a foghluim aige anois. Is iontach
an mac é, bail 6 Dhia air (Airciv D13 6.1.1955: 57; liomsa an bhéim).

Tugann an tagairt do ‘mhnd’ le fios gur bhladaire de chinedl éigin a bhi ann, toisc go
raibh sé in ann labhairt le mna agus iad a mhealladh, rudai a raibh deacrachtai mora
ag an Riordanach leo (dar leis féin).

Nior cheap an Riordanach go raibh Bob foirfe mar dhuine, afach. Nuair a
chuaigh an bheirt acu ar thuras go Dun Chaoin sa bhliain 1962, chuir iompar agus
meon Bhob—a dhearcadh drochmheasuil i leith na Gaeilge agus i leith mhuintir na
haite go priomha—isteach go moér ar an Riordanach. Chaith Bob an tréimhse sa

Ghaeltacht ag 6l agus ag iarraidh aird a tharraingt air féin, dar leis an Riordanach:

‘An ganndal’ ata baistithe ag Charlie [Pound] ar Bob Cotter cheana féin.
Nilim féin is Bob ag réiteach r6-mhaith. Nil ach ana-bheagan Gaeilge ag Bob
ach fos ni mor d[6] bheith ag caint ina measc [i measc na gcainteoiri duchais].
Ni bhionn sé sasta mara gcloistear é. Ni h-é gur duine tiarndil é na duine a
bhionn & bhra féin chun tosaigh ach deallraionn sé go ngoilleann sé air mara
dtégtar ceann de (Airciv D25 11.6.1962: 73—-74; liomsa an bhéim).

Cuirtear leis seo in iontréil én tseachtain chéanna, ina maionn an Riordanach nér thuig
sé ‘go dti anois chomh mor is a ghoilleann an t-ego ar Bhob’ (Airciv D25 12.6.1962:
76). Is cosuil go raibh baint ag fearg Ui Riordain sna sleachta thuas leis an aird a bhi
dirithe ag a chara ar shaol sdisialta na Gaeltachta, seachas ar an teanga féin mar go
raibh an Riordanach féin i nDan Chaoin chun rudai a fhoghlaim. Maionn an

Riordanach i ndialann na bliana 1976 go raibh Bob togtha le tuairimi an phobail:
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Glacann Bob Cotter leis an bpobal leis [chomh maith le Mossie Holly, cara
eile da chuid] ach is leagan beagan Coitirithe den bpobal a gheobhair uaidh.
Bionn machnamh geall leis neamhspleéach ar an bpobal & dhéanamh aige ach
fés td a mhachnamh sud leis spleach ar an bpobal ar deire mar ni ligfeadh sé
do féin dul puinn ar strae 6n bpobal (Airciv D48 12.6.1976: 11).

Ce gur chuir an Riordanach béim ar leith ar an smaointeoireacht neamhspleéach, mar a
fheictear, mar shampla, sa tuiscint a bhi aige ar an teannas idir an t-ealaiont6ir agus an
pobal, molann sé smaointeoireacht an phobail, smaointeoireacht Bhob agus
smaointeoireacht Mhossie Holly nuair a dhéanann sé nasc idir ‘a dtuairimiocht sud’
agus ‘Gaeilge chainteora duchais’ (ibid.) Maidir lena phroiseas smaointeoireachta
féin, déanann sé cur sios air mar ‘Gaeilge an fhoghlaméra—ait’ (ibid.), rud a thugann
le fios gur cheap seé go raibh tuiscint ni ba naddurtha ag Bob ar an saol nd mar a bhi aige

fein.

Faighimid léargas an-oscailte agus an-chorraitheach ar an ngaol idir an
Riordanach agus Bob Cotter, ar thuairim an Riordanaigh i leith a charad, agus ar
thabhacht an chairdis ina shaol sa ghiota seo a leanas, a scriobh an Riordanach agus é

ina othar i gCuirt an tSairséalaigh sa bhliain 1976:

Bhi beirt chuairteoiri eile [seachas an dochtuir] agam anocht—Bob Cotter +
Mossie Holly. Mér an trua go dtainig taom giorranaile orm le linn déibh
bheith anso + gur chaitheas iarraidh orthu imeacht. Mér an trua é, a deirim,
mar cairde dom isea iad le blianta fada + go hairithe Bob. Mhothaios rud san
aer le linn déibh bheith anso—rud luachmhar i.e. macantacht. Ni deirim, nil a
fhios agam, an bhfuil siad nios macdinte na daoine eile—ni mdide go bhfuil—
ach caithimse bheith nios macainte leo n& mar a bhim le daoine eile—is nair
liom a ra. T4 aithne acu orm riamh + ni féidir an dubh a chur ina gheal orthu
sud. Baineann sé seo le Bob nios mo na le Mossie mar pairtithe ab ea Bob is
mé féin ar feadh blianta fada + bhi na seacht naitheanta againn ar a chéile.
Ghaibh Bob tri chruatan mér lena linn. Fuair sé an eitinn dha uair—i.e. gur
fhill si air tar éis 25 bliana. Fuair a dhrifiar bas leis an eitinn, mhairbh an aillse
a dhearthéir + chroch dearthdir eile é féin + gan é ach 26 bliana. Dhein Bob

cursa sa bhfealsiinacht san ollscoil tar éis d6 pdsadh. T& rud ag baint leis [...]
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Bionn sé ag siorthuiscint, ag sior-thogaint-isteach, i gcaitheamh an trathnéna
+ bionn a fhios agat é. Ni mér n& go bhfeiceann tu a aigne. Faigheann td
tacaiocht uaidh né a mhalairt + bionn a fhios agat € + Bob ina thost. Ni hé go
mbionn sé i gconai ina thost ach is geall le labhairt a thost sid. Labhrann a
thost sad. N6 d’fhéadfainn a ra na fuil puinn difriochta idir a chuid cainte + a
chuid tosta—mar go bhfuilid araon goillitnach, leochailleach, firinneach.
Duine min isea é ach ta crogacht ann (Airciv D48 10.6.1976: 1-4).

Is annamh a fhaightear sliocht chomh corraitheach seo sa dialann agus plé a dhéanamh
ag an Riordanach ar dhaoine eile. Is léir gur bhraith sé go raibh sé in ann a bheith
iomlan macénta le Bob agus Mossie, rud a chuireann neart agus dluithe a gcairdis in
iul go soiléir. Is léir go raibh an-mheas aige ar Bhob ach go hairithe, agus go raibh an-

chion aige air. Cuireann sé leis seo i ngiota On tseachtain chéanna:

Is é a bhi i gceist agam is docha na na bionn duine riamh chomh macénta +
bhionn le linn labhairt d6 leis an dream is m6 go bhfuil aithne acu air + aige-
siud orthu-san. Daoine iad so gur chaith sé a shaol laethuil leo b’fheidir ar
feadh blianta fada. Ta so soiléir do chach. Ach aréir bhraitheas macantacht
bhreise sa tseomra—caighdedn éigin macantachta nar thdgadar san aon
cheann de ach a chuir sort ionadh ormsa (Airciv D48 11.6.1976: 5).

Chuir an Riordanach béim ar leith ar choincheap na macantachta agus ar choincheap
na firinne ina chuid scribhneoireachta priobhaidi agus ina chuid filiochta—ta a
fhealstnacht fhileata bunaithe ar thabhacht na firinne—agus is diol spéise €, mar sin,
an chaoi a gcuireann sé béim ar mhacantacht a chairde. Is Iéir gur chreid sé gur
fhiorchara da chuid é Bob, go raibh sé stuama, laidir, muinineach—rémhuinineach
uaireanta—agus iontaofa. Bhraith sé crégacht agus feartlacht ina chara nar bhraith sé
ann féin. Mar a pléadh sa trit caibidil, bhi tuiscint ag an Riordanach air féin mar fhear
imeallach, ach is 1éir go raibh tuiscint aige ar Bhob mar fhear a thuig an ‘pobal’, mar
fhear a bhi pairteach sa phobal agus a bhi compordach go leor lena rol féin ann. Dar
leis nach raibh sé féin croga né muinineach né ar a chompord leis féin na leis an
bpobal. Cé nar aontaigh sé le Bob i gcénai, dar leis gur spreag a chara a dhea-thréithe

féin.
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Ta an léirit a thugann an Riordanach ddinn ar chara eile da chuid—Micheéal O
Gaoithin—abhairin nios casta nd an léirit a thugann sé duinn ar Bhob, &fach. Bhi
tuiscint aige ar an bhFile mar fhear ait, imeallach, costil leis féin. Luann sé ‘aiteacht’
an Fhile ina dhialann (Airciv D17 25.9.1957: 78), mar shampla, agus bhiodh sé de n6s

aige ‘aiteacht’ an fhir eile a chur i gcomparaid lena “aiteacht’ féin.

Pléadh an munla heigeamaineach den fheardlacht a bhi chun tosaigh in Eirinn
san fhichiu haois go mion sa chaibidil dheireanach, mar aon leis an gcaoi nar chloigh
an Riordanach leis an manla sin: ni raibh sé laidir sa chorp, mar shampla, nior phos seé
riamh, ni raibh paisti aige agus ni raibh sé ina sholathrai maith. Mar a mhinionn Fintan
Walsh ‘any male subject who does not conform to the hegemonic norm of masculinity
is relatively peripheralized’ sa tsochai (2010: 8). De bharr nar chloigh sé le noirm na
feartlachta né le noirm chollai na sochai, thuig an Riordanach a shaol mar shaol ‘mi-
rialta’ (Airciv D19: 28.4.1958: 31).

Nior chloigh an Gaoithineach leis na noirm sin ach an oiread. Nior phos sé
agus ni raibh sé ina athair riamh. Tugtar le fios i sleachta dialainne de chuid an

Riordanaigh nach raibh moran suime ag an bhFile sa ghra:

Maidir le mna, duirt sé ‘Ni loirgeoinn ar eagla go bhfaighinn’ (Airciv D44
5.5.1974: 32).

Tugann an Riordanach le fios nach raibh moran airgid ag an nGaoithineach. Luann sé
i sliocht amhain, mar shampla, nach bhfuil ‘tuarastal aige na faic’ (Airciv D14
23.2.1956: 51). Bhraith an Riordanach go raibh dearcadh casta ag an bhFile i leith an
phobail, cosuil leis féin. Cuireann sé béim ar an gcosulacht idir a shaol imeallach féin

agus saol imeallach an Fhile ina dhialann:

Ni ball da phobal féin (.i. duine a shmaoinionn mar dhuine den bpobal, né thar
ceann an phobail, geall leis) an File na go deimhin mé féin (Airciv D28
26.6.1964: 79-80).

Minionn an Riordanach dearcadh uathuil an Fhile i leith an tsaoil:
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Maireann an File, Micheal O Gaoithin ina dhomhan féin [...] + bodhrann sé
é féin suas de nithe né baineann lena dhomhan. Ni éisteoidh an File leat na ni
éisteoidh Amhlaoibh [O Muimhneachéin, a luaitear ag t(s an tsleachta]. Ta an
ceart acu mar da n-éisteoidis ni bheidis ach ag ligean domhan eile seachas a
ndomhan féin isteach ina n-aigne [...] (Airciv D40 2.12.1971: 37).

I ndialann na bliana 1974, molann sé grianghraf den Ghaoithineach at& os a chomhair
sa Times mar go dtugann sé léargas ddinn ar an saol ‘de réir coinniollacha an Fhile’
(Airciv D44 22.4.1974: 28) agus go bhfuilimid ‘ag feiscint an tsaoil fé mar a chionn
an Guithineachas ¢’ (ibid.: 29). Cuireann an focal ‘Guithineachas’ uathulacht mheon
Ui Ghaoithin in iul go soiléir. Dar leis an Riordanach go raibh an File ait (ni masla é

sin) mar gheall ar a uathulacht:

Bionn miniu geall leis dochreite aige ar gach rud dé& dtarlaionn, minid
micheart go minic, ach miniG suimidil, uaireanta minia buile. Ba scorn leis
minid simpli nd leamh. Bionn sé ag faire ar an saol fé mar ba ainmhi é na h-
oibrionn dréir réasdin in aon chor ach dreir draiocht éigin thios sa bhfo-aigne
(Airciv D33 21.6.1967: 97).

Maionn sé i ndialann na bliana 1957 go bhfuil an File ag dul ‘in aiteacht’ (Airciv D17
25.9.1957: 78).

Cuireann sé béim nios diultai ar shaol imeallach an Fhile, afach, nuair a luann
sé go bhfuil sé ‘deighilte amach 6n gcuid eile den saol [seachas saol na Gaeilge] agus
6 mheanma na linne seo” agus go bhfuil blas arsa ar Mhicheal O Guithin agus bheadh
pé aois ina saolofi ¢’ (Airiciv D15 22.10.1956: 7). Cuireann sé sios ar an ‘arsacht’ seo
mar rud ‘mi-nddartha’ (ibid.: 8). Tugann an fhianaise seo go 1éir le fios go raibh
tuiscint ag an Riordanach ar an bhFile mar fhear ait, imeallach, cosuil leis féin, mar

gheall nar chloigh sé le noirm an phobail.

Déanann sé cur sios ar O Gaoithin mar “an duine is uaigni [...] i nDUn Chaoin’
i sliocht amhain (Airciv D13 7.12.1954: 51). Is minic a dhéanann an Riordanach
comparaid idir an chaoi a ndeachaigh an File i ngleic leis an uaigneas, agus an chaoi

a ndeachaigh sé féin i ngleic leis. Ba mhinic a smaoinigh an Riordanach ar an bhfear
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eile nuair a bhi an t-uaigneas ag goillidint go géar air. Luann sé i sliocht dialainne gur
‘minic a thagann taom feirge orm 7 mé im aonar anso’ (Airciv D13 19.12.1953: 10).
Déanann sé nasc idir é féin agus an Gaoithineach ansin, ag ra go bhfuil an fear eile
‘thiar i nDUn Chaoin ina aonar anocht’ (ibid.). Sa ghiota ina ndéanann sé cur sios ar
an bhFile mar ‘an duine is uaigni’ i nDin Chaoin, maionn sé nach mothaionn s¢ féin
ina ‘dhuine a thuille’ (Airciv D13 7.12.1954: 50). Pléann sé an File i ndiaidh d6 a chas

féin a phlé:

Ni theadar c¢én scéal é ag an bhFile i mBaile Bhiocaire anocht [...] T4 an cat
ban fairis—sin uile is docha. Ta sé ag caitheamh tobac. Téa sé ina thost. Sé sin
le ra na fuil saibhreas na ceol a theangan Gaeilge le cloisint ag aon duine [...]
Nach mor an trua é. Agus b’fthéidir go bhfuil an aigne laistiar den teangain sin
searbh, seanabhlastuil 6n mbochtaineacht agus 6n uaigneas [...] Is uaigneach
an ait i Dan Chaoin [...] Nar bhrea liom da bhféadfainn foirthint orthu—ar an
bhFile ach go hairithe mar isé an duine is uaigni é i nDUn Chaoin (ibid.: 50—
51).

Tugtar le fios sa sliocht thuas go bhfuil trua mér aige do mhuintir Dhun Chaoin toisc
gur pobal imeallach €, ach go bhfuil trua ar leith aige don Fhile. Maionn sé i ndialann
na bliana 1956 go bhfuil ‘an saol so r6-ftholamh’ agus admhaionn sé go n-Usdideann
sé an scribhneoireacht chun folus a shaoil a sheachaint (Airciv D14 23.2.1956: 50).

Dirionn seé aris ar chas an Ghaoithinigh:

Cad mar gheall ar Mhicheal O Guithin, an fear bocht. E i gcomhnai na aonar
7gan puinn baidhiochta ag na daoine leis. Is mor an naire dhom é na cuirim
leabhair chuige. T4 neart aigne aige siud, rud na fuil ag a thuille againn. Nil
aon tuarastal aige na faic. Go bhféire Dia ar a leithéid (Airciv D14 23.2.1956:
50-51).

Déanann sé cur sios i ngiota eile ar litir ‘tfh]Jhromachrioch’ a fuair sé 6n bhFile agus
maionn sé gur léir on litir go bhfuil ‘an duine bocht fachta searbh’ mar go bhfuil “taithi
aige anois a deir sé ar an saol do bheith ag dul ’na choinnibh’ (Airiciv D13 8.10.1954:
47). Is léir, mar sin, gur chuir a uaigneas féin uaigneas an Fhile i gcuimhne don
Riordanach, agus d’fhéadfai a aiteamh, go fit, gur cheap sé go raibh an fear eile ni ba

mheasa as na mar a bhi sé féin.
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Nuair a dhéanann sé comparaid idir an chaoi a ndeachaigh an File i ngleic leis
an uaigneas agus an chaoi a ndeachaigh sé féin i ngleic leis, afach, is Iéir gur cheap sé
go raibh an File in ann glacadh leis an uaigneas i gcaoi nach raibh sé féin in ann a
dhéanambh. In ainneoin an trua a léirionn sé don Fhile sa dialann, is minic a thugtar le
fios go raibh O Gaoithin ni ba shasta lena shaol imeallach na mar a bhi O Riordain. T4
an chodarsnacht seo le feicedil go hairithe san Gsaid a bhaineann O Riordain as nath
cainte de chuid an Fhile: ‘tdim im’ ri ar an uaigneas’ (Airciv D24 28.3.1962: 70). Is
costil gur bhain O Gaoithin Gsaid iorénta as an bhfrasa seo chun béim a leagan ar a
uaigneas. Tugann an fréasa le fios go raibh smacht éigin aige ar an uaigneas, afach.
Uséaideann an Riordanach an frasa céanna i sliocht dialainne agus machnamh &

dhéanamh aige ar an mothichéan ud:

Riachtanas isea cuileachta, dréir deallraimh. Is annamh anois go mbionn fonn
caidrimh ormsa. A sheachaint a bhim. T4 dha I caite agam im aonar anois
[...] Ni mhothaim uaim daoine. Mar addirt file Dhin Chaoin taim im’ ri ar an

uaigneas (ibid.).

Tugtar le fios sa ghiota seo go bhfuil an Riordanach compordach go leor lena shaol
imeallach agus go bhfuil smacht €igin aige ar an uaigneas. Ni mar sin a scriobhann sé
faoin uaigneas sa dialann i gconai, afach. Athraionn sé frasa an Fhile sa sliocht seo a

leanas, ina ndéanann sé cur sios ar a chumha i ndiaidh na hoige:

Deir File Bhaile Bhiocéire go bhfuil sé ina ri ar an Uaigneas. T4 an t-Uaigneas
ina ri orm-sa anocht. Ta uaigneas na h-6ige orm. Bhios riamh ar deighilt én
0ige 7 bhraitheas riamh an-chomhngarach di. T4 daoine ann 7 oireann an 6ige
doibh thar mar a oireann aon tra eile da saol. Ta daoine eile 7 ni bhid riamh i
gceart go dti go mbid i gcluid na h-aoise [...] D’oir an 6ige domh-sa, measaim
(Airciv D17 1.9.1957: 35-36).

Is diol spéise € go mbaineann sé Usaid as ceannlitir san fhocal uaigneas, teicnic a
chuireann béim ar ghéire an mhothdchain. Chuir a shaol imeallach as go mér do6, mar
a léirionn sé nuair a mhaionn sé nach maith an rud ¢ a bheith ‘iata istigh it aonar’

(Airciv D17 25.9.1957: 78). Ta ton searbh le brath sa sliocht airithe seo, ina ndéanann
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O Riordain cur sios ar an bhfonn até air a chuntais phearsanta ‘do dhégadh’ ionas nach
féidir leis ‘na fuckers agus na striapacha a bhionn ag tromaiocht’ air iad a 1éamh i
ndiaidh a bhais (ibid.). Luann sé sa ghiota céanna nach duine ‘searbh, nimhiuil’ ¢ an
File, in ainneoin an uaignis, agus go bhfuil ‘mianach naoimh’ ann da bharr (ibid.).
Tugtar le fios go raibh an File in ann dul i ngleic go slaintitil leis an uaigneas, ach gur
éirigh an Riordanach searbh mar gheall ar an aonaranachas. Maionn an Riordanach i
ndialann na bliana 1967 go bhfuil an File ‘sasta leis an bhfirinne agus dar liom lena
chinnitint” (Airciv D33 21.6.1967: 98). Bhraith sé go raibh an fear eile compordach
go leor lena shaol uaigneach, imeallach, mar sin, tuiscint a thug Sean O Coileéin faoi

deara:

Ma bhi aon duine chomh mor ar deighilt leis b’¢ File Dhun Chaoin é, a
mhaiodh go raibh sé ina ri ar an uaigneas. Uaigneas cluthair teolai a uaigneas
sin, &fach, agus pobal beo is marbh aige a nglaofadh sé orthu nuair a theastddh.
Ach é féin, caidreamh doicheallach neamhbhuan a chaidreamh ar bheo agus
ar mharbh le chéile (1982: 316).

Ba mhinic a thug an Riordanach le fios go raibh an Gaoithineach ni b’thearr as na mar
a bhi sé féin, mar sin. Déanann sé comparaid idir € féin agus an File sa sliocht seo a

leanas, agus léiritear a fhéiniomha dhiultach go soiléir ann:

Conus ta ag an bhFile bocht thiar san ainnise i mBaile Viocéire. An créatuir
bocht is mé go mér de thrua é na mise. Ach ni mé, mar is firéanta de dhuine
é. Duine umhal, uaibhreach isea é&—umbhal nuair is ceart bheith umhal +
uaibhreach nuair is ceart bheith amhlaidh. A mhalairt ata le ra4 fumsa. (Airciv
D38 31.1.1970: 108-109).

Cé go raibh tuiscint ag an Riordanach ar an bhFile mar fhear imeallach agus cé go
raibh trua aige do, ba mhinic a chuir an chomparaid a rinne sé idir a shaol féin agus

saol a charad lena uaigneas agus lena fhéintrua.
Bhi meas mor ag an Riordanach ar an bhFile agus is I€ir go raibh sé in éad leis
uaireanta chomh maith, ni hamhain mar gheall ar a stéchas, ach mar gheall ar bhinneas

a chuid Gaeilge agus toisc gur bhraith O Riordain féith an fhile ann. Is minic a
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chuireann an Riordanach béim ar shaibhreas na Gaeilge a chuala seé 6 bheéal an
Ghaoithinigh sa dialann. Déanann sé cur sios uirthi mar theanga a ‘shaibhreddh ar
n’aigne 7a bhronnfadh ar ndtchas thar nais ar a lan againn’ (Airciv D13 7.12.1954:
50). Minionn sé go bhfuil fail ag an bhfear eile ar thraidisitn laidir na teanga, an
bhéaloidis agus na litriochta mar gheall go bhfuil ‘an teanga Gaeilge ar a thoil ar fad

aige’ agus mar gheall gur ‘mac do Pheig Sayers ¢’ (Airciv D15 22.10.1956: 7).

Maidir leis fé€in, bhraith an Riorddnach go raibh sé¢ teanntaithe ‘idir dha
theanga’ (ibid.) agus maionn Barry McCrea go bhfuil ‘unalleviated suffering and self-
recrimination’ le brath ina chuid scribhneoireachta da bharr (2015: 74). Léiritear an
dearcadh seo go soiléir i ngiota datheangach, ina dtugann sé le fios nach bhfuil sé in

ann é féin a chur in 10l go sasuil sa Bhéarla na sa Ghaeilge:

Why not write in English? Is not this your native language? Is it not
presumption and dishonesty to presume to write in Irish? What of the quality
of your English in comparison with that of your Irish? Wd. it not be a change
to write in English? Might it not release certain energies now imprisoned?

[...] B’théidir nach féidir liom mé féin a chur in iGil chomh maith i mBéarla.

Ach nilim am chur féin in idil i nGaeilge (Airciv D36 9.10.1968: 69-70).

Minionn McCrea an chaoi ar chuir a chuid Gaeilge as go mér don Riordanach agus is

diol spéise é go dtagann coincheap an éada chun cinn sa sliocht seo a leanas:

He fretted openly about his level of Irish, worked to improve it, considered
the fact that he was not a native speaker to be a terrible deficiency, and envied
the native ability of others (2015: 79).

Is léir 6n dialann go ndearna sé comparaid idir a chuid Gaeilge féin agus Gaeilge an
Ghaoithinigh. Is docha, mar sin, go raibh meas aige ar Ghaeilge an fhir eile, ach go
raibh sé in éad leis de bharr gur chainteoir duchais a bhi ann.

Nior mhinic a mhol an Riordanach a chuid scribhneoireachta féin, go hairithe

sa dialann. Maionn sé 1 sliocht amhain nach bhfuil ina shaol ach ‘réamhullmhichan’

327



(Airciv D42 20.8.1973: 91) agus luann sé a chuid scribhneoireachta sa chomhthéacs

seo, cé go raibh tri chnuasach filiochta foilsithe aige faoin am sin:

Téaim ag fanacht leis an 14 mar sin nuair a bheidh an saol + mé féin foirfe de
gheit + ansan tosndd ar mo shaol a chaitheamh [...] Ni scribhneoireacht é seo
in aon chor ach ullmhd chun scribhneoireachta. An mbionn gach éinne

amhlaidh—de shior ag tnath leis an rud né tarléidh (ibid.: 92).

Nior chreid sé riamh go raibh sé ina ealaiontdir lanfhasta. Bhraith sé go raibh an File
ina ealaiontdir den chéad scoth, afach. I sliocht dialainne amhain, déanann O Riordain
plé ar aiste a scriobh T.S. Eliot faoi William Blake.?® Dar leis féin gur ‘file 6 phréimh’
é Blake (Airciv D15 22.10.1956: 6). Tugann sé ‘file 6 phréimh’ ar an nGaoithineach
chomh maith (ibid.). Cé go luann sé go mbraitheann sé¢ ‘boige’ €igin san Fhile ‘a

mhilleann ¢’ (ibid.) uvaireanta, maionn sé gur

annamh ’na fhear €. Is minici go moér é ina ealaiontéir. Ni baol go bhfaighir
aon bhoige ins an ealaiontoir (d. Conus na tagann ealaiontdir chomh mér leis
ar barra i saol na litriochta in Eirinn? Mar go bhfuil sé teanntaithe ar chuma

go raibh an Ghaeilge féin riamh 7 litriocht na Gaeilge teanntaithe (ibid.: 8).

Tugtar le fios, ni hamhain gur ealaiontdir nach bhfuair a dhothain aitheantais a bhi san
Fhile ach gur chuitigh a stddas mar thile aon ‘bhoige’ a bhi ann mar ghnaththear. I
ndialann na bliana 1959, dirionn an Riordanach ar shaol uaigneach an Ghaoithinigh
agus maionn sé nach ‘moér an t-aitheantas a gheibheann sé ach bionn a fhios aige ar
uairibh go mbionn sé chun tosaigh ar chach 7 ¢ ina ealaiont6ir’ (D20 23.1.1959: 61).
Maionn sé i sliocht a scriobh sé tar ¢éis bhas a charad go raibh ‘seasamh faidh’ ag an
bhFile, narbh ‘fhear mar chach ¢’ agus nar ‘theastaigh uaidh go n-aireofai mar fhear
mar chach &’ (Airciv D45 12.12.1974: 29). Nuair a foilsiodh aonchnuasach filiochta
Ui Ghaoithin, Coinnle Corra (1968), scriobh an Riordanach léirmheas air ina
dhialann. Maionn sé gurb é ‘an leabhar filiochta Gaeilge is fearr da dtainig amach leis
na céadta bliain’ (Airciv D36 26.7.1968: 29). Cuireann sé leis seo:

238 ‘Blake’ (Eliot: 1998).
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Ni ga a r4 an saibhreas neamhchoitianta idir phros agus véarsaiocht a bhi i
gceann Pheig. Thug an File an saibhreas seo leis ach nior leor leis €. Is Iéir go
bhfuil 1éitheoireacht fhairsing déanta aige ar udair Ghaeilge nér bhain lena
cheantar [...] Deineann sé a chuid féin des na téamai + na meadarachtai ionas
go bhfuil an ionramhail ata déanta aige orthu [...] cumasach beo [...] Ni i
gconai a éirionn leis ach ins na danta is fearr ta pearsantacht scéirdiuil,
thaidhiuil an fhile seo le brath [...] (ibid.: 30-32).

Is 1éir go raibh ardmheas ag an Riordanach ar shaothar fileata an Fhile agus nior cheap
s€ go raibh a chuid filiochta féin chomh maith, chomh ‘faidhitil’ le filiocht an thir

eile.

Bhi tuiscint chasta ag an Riordanach ar a ‘sheana-chara’ Micheal O Gaoithin
(Airciv D44 5.5.1974: 30). Thuig sé an Gaoithineach mar dhuine imeallach, nar
chloigh le noirm na sochai, go hairithe noirm na feartlachta. Rinne sé comparaid idir
a shaol féin agus saol an Fhile go minic agus bhain sé usaid as an gcomparaid sin chun
scradd a dhéanamh ar a stadas féin mar fhear imeallach. Ce go raibh trua mor ag an
Riordanach don Fhile agus cé gur mhaigh se uaireanta go raibh saol ni ba dheacra ag
a chara na mar a bhi aige féin, bhi ardmheas aige air mar fhear agus mar ealaiontoir.
Is 1éir gur cheap sé nach raibh sé chomh maith leis an bhfear eile agus chuir sé sin leis

an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar fhear ‘ar deighilt’.

4.7. ‘Is minic cheana a fuaireas amach gur fhuascail fear mér mé [...] On

lagsprid’: An Riordanach agus fir mhora na litriochta

Ba chuid larnach de shaol agus d’fhorbairt liteartha an Riordanaigh i an léitheoireacht
fhairsing a rinne s¢ le linn a shaoil. Maionn sé i ndialann na bliana 1964 gur ‘le focail
+ ni le daoine’ a bhaineann sé (Airciv D28 15.5.1964: 35) agus ‘gur firinni + gur
iomlaine an leabhar-aithne né an tsuil-aithne’ (ibid.). Bhi an-suim aige i bhfealsunacht
agus i smaointeoireacht na hEorpa, mar shampla, mar a mhinionn Riona Ni Churtain

agus Triona Ni Shiochain:

Chuaigh Sean O Riordain amach ar smaointe agus ar theoirici 6 thraidisidn

intleachtuil na hEorpa, agus rian na smaointeoiri eisiocha go héirithe ar a

329



shaothar. Mar shampla, tugann fianaise 6na bhaililichan leabhar agus 6na
dhialanna le fios ddinn go raibh cur amach aige ar shaothar Nietzsche,
Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky, Beckett, Sartre, Unamuno agus Maritain (2019:

vii).

Maidir leis an litriocht féin, bhi suim aige, ni hamhain i dtraidisiun na Gaeilge, ach sa
traidisiun clasaiceach agus i dtraidisiun an larthair i gcoitinne. Mar a mhaionn Frank

Sewell:

He insisted [...] that tradition was a necessary requirement of poetry because,
for him, tradition ensures that a poem is formally precise and native to the
language in which it is written. Yet, to be native does not necessarily mean
[...] to dam the ebb and flow of migratory influences [...] along with Irish
literature in both languages, O Riordain read widely from abroad including
work by English, American and Latin poets such as Eliot, Hopkins, Hardy,
cummings, Frost and Virgil (1998: 43).

Ta rian na léitheoireachta fairsinge seo le brath go soiléir sa dialann, ina ndéanann sé
tracht agus plé ar réimse leathan foinsi liteartha agus ar réimse leathan scribhneoiri.3®
Sa leabhar Sean O Riordain agus ‘An Striapach Alliirach’ (1988) déanann Eibhlin Nic
Ghearailt plé ar an tionchar a bhi ag W.B. Yeats, Gerard Manley Hopkins, William
Blake agus Samuel Beckett ar fhiliocht an Riordanaigh agus ar an mbé a bhi aige leo.
Mar a luadh sa trit caibidil pléann Declan Kiberd (1980: 95-96) agus Frank Sewell
(1998) na cosulachtai idir filiocht an Riordanaigh agus scribhneoireacht James Joyce.
Ni sa dialann amhain, mar sin, a thugann sé aitheantas do na scribhneoiri ‘méra’, ach

ina chuid filiochta chomh maith.

Ni haon ionadh é go raibh suim ar leith aige i scribhneoiri mora na litriochta, i

bhfir mhéra na litriochta. Maionn sé i ndialann na bliana 1955, mar shampla, gur

minic cheana a fuaireas amach gur fhuascail fear mér mé (mar Shaw né Ibsen,

no6 Yeats n6 Joyce nd Strindberg etc.) ¢ lagsprid agus 6n neamhfhidntas féin

239 girfonn Louis de Paor go raibh tionchar mér ag an traidisitin béil ar an Riordanach, mar aon leis
an traidisiun liteartha (2018: 13).
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ar chuma gur chaitheas uaim idir lagsprid 7 neamhfhitntas (Airciv D13
4.9.1955: 119).

Cuireann an frésa ‘fear mér” an cur sios a rinne Harold Bloom ar ‘strong poets’ in The
Anxiety of Influence i gcuimhne ddinn laithreach (1973: 5), cé nach fili iad na
scribhneoiri uilig a luann O Riordain. Is minic a dhéanann an Riordanach cur sios ar
na fir ‘mhora’ 0d a raibh tionchar acu air. Cuireann sé sios ar James Joyce, ar Brendan
Behan, ar Patrick Kavanagh, ar Mhairtin O Cadhain agus ar Dhomhnall O Corcora
mar dhaoine ‘fiochmhara’, mar shampla (Airciv D14 28.2.1956: 61), cur sios a
chuireann a gcumhacht in idl go soiléir. Sa sliocht céanna, déanann sé cur sios ar
‘f[h]ear min neamh-fhiochmhar’ mar rud ‘déistinitil’ (ibid.). Tugtar le fios, mar sin,
go ndearna sé nasc idir cumhacht an scribhneora fthirinn agus a chuid fearulachta, .i.

ta scribhneoir ‘fiochmhar’ 1 bhfad nios fearuila na scribhneoir ‘neamh-thiochmhar’.

Tugann sé le fios go soiléir sa dialann nar chreid sé go raibh sé féin ina
scribhneoir mor. Dar leis, mar shampla, nach raibh ‘bua speisialta scribhneoireachta
agam fé mar a bhi ag Joyce. Ni fheadar an file mé, ach an oiread’ (Airciv D23
13.12.1961: 142). | ndialann na bliana 1961, déanann sé codarsnacht idir é féin agus

roinnt scribhneoiri mora:

Mothaim neamh-ghlan i gcomortas le togha na bhfear. Cuimhnigh siar orthu
go léir—Blake, Lorca, Eoghan Rua, Baudelaire, Yeats ... an é go bhfuil sé de
mhisneach ag meatachan dem’ leithéid bheith ag lorg inead ina measc! (Airciv
D27 22.4.1964: 146).

Is 1éir, mar sin, gur bhraith sé nach raibh sé chomh maith le ‘togha na bhfear’, leis na
scribhneoiri mora. Cé go raibh sé deacair ar an Riordanach glacadh leis riamh go raibh
sé féin ina mhorfhile, cuireann Nic Ghearailt béim ar an tdbhacht a leag sé ar ghuth an

fhile ina chuid scribhneoireachta:

A ghuth féin ba chas le O Riordain i gconai agus conas a shroichfeadh sé go
dti é. Is olc a ghoillfeadh sé air d& mba dhoéigh leis go raibh guth duine eile ag
teacht idir é agus a ghuth féin. Thar aon ni eile, theastaigh uaidh a bheith

landilis da ghuth riordanach féin [...] Ni hionann macalla scribhneoiri eile a
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chlos ina shaothar is a ra go raibh guthanna iasachta gafa lastuas de (1988:
11).

Tugann sé seo le fios gur leag an Riordanach béim ar leith ar ghuth an scribhneora
agus go raibh fonn air ait a bhaint amach da ghuth féin sa traidisiun, go raibh fonn air,
i bhfocail eile, a bheith ina scribhneoir mor.

Direofar sa chuid eile den chaibidil seo ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach
i leith roinnt scribhneoiri ‘moéra’ agus direofar go hairithe ar James Joyce, Gerard
Manley Hopkins agus ar Mhairtin O Direain. Déanann Nic Ghearailt tracht ar ghiota
dialainne ina maionn an Riordanach go mbionn sé deacair ar ‘aigne’ an duine aigni
eile “““a bhlaiseadh gan dochar da blas féin”’ (qtd 1988: 11), ach ““f6s ba dheacair di
maireachtaint no blathu gan iad”’ (ibid.), dar leis. Cuirtear an imni a bhionn ar dhuine
agus é ag iarraidh ait a bhaint amach doé féin sa saol in idl go soileir agus is cosuil go
mbaineann an imni seo le scribhneoiri go hairithe. Mar a mhaionn Nic Ghearailt ‘gadai
a bhi aireach uirthi féin’ (ibid.) a bhi in aigne an Riordanaigh, .i. thuig s¢ go raibh
tionchar mor ag scribhneoiri eile air. Déanfar plé ar ‘the anxiety of influence’ a thainig
ar an Riordanach agus é ag iarraidh dul i ngleic, ni hamhain le traidisitn fireann na
Gaeilge, ach le traidisiun fireann an larthair agus é ag iarraidh ait a bhaint amach do

féin i ndomhan homashaisialta na litriochta.

4.8. ‘Jamesjoycaireacht’?*%: An Riordanach agus an Seoigheach

Toisc gur leag an Riordanach béim mhor ar ghuth laidir an scribhneora, bhi meas ar
leith aige ar scribhneoiri a raibh a gcomharthai soirt, nd ‘rian so na pearsantachta’, mar
a chuireann sé féin é (Airciv D15 13.11.1965: 66), le brath go soiléir ina gcuid saothar.
Luann sé¢ an ‘Céitinneachas’ ata le brath go soiléir i saothar Chéitinn, mar shampla,
agus an ‘Miltonachas’ ata le brath i saothar Milton (ibid.). Agus ¢é ag tracht ar an
leabhar Finnegans Wake (Joyce (2012 [1939]), luann sé an ‘Jamesjoycaireacht’ ata le
brath ann (Airciv D18 25.11.1957: 57). Ta cosulacht shuimiuil le brath idir an focal
seo agus an focal as a mbaineann Frank Sewell isid i dteideal a ailt ‘Sean O Riordain:

Joycery-Corkery-Sorcery’ (1998: liomsa an bhéim). San alt airithe seo, déanann

240 Rjordain (Airciv D18 25.11.1957: 57).
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Sewell plé cuimsitheach ar an tionchar a bhi ag James Joyce agus ag Domhnall O
Corcora ar shaothar an Riordanaigh agus ar an gcoimhlint mhoér inmheédnach a
mhuscail dearcadh nd seasamh contrartha na beirte in aigne an fhile. Minionn Sewell

an choimhlint mar seo a leanas:

O Riordain’s poetry charts a zigging and zagging between Corkery and
Joycery. While he insisted that tradition was a necessary requirement of
poetry, ensuring that a poem is formally precise and that it stems naturally
from the language in which it is written, he could not adhere too strictly or
consistently to any dogmatic precepts about how to write. Daniel Corkery may
have had the attention of O Riordain’s ear and mind but the ‘angel-demon’
Joyce had almost all his heart and certainly his soul. The combination of, and
conflict between, these and other physical and metaphysical contraries made

the progress of O Riordain’s poetry possible (1998: 58).

Ta an ceart ar fad ag Sewell nuair a mhaionn sé go bhfuil an choimhlint idir an
traidisiunachas agus an nua-aoiseachas le brath ag croilar fhiliocht an Riordanaigh. Is
leir chomh maith gur chreid an Riordanach go raibh an Seoigheach ina

mhorscribhneoir.

Luann sé ainm Joyce aris agus aris eile sa dialann nuair a dhéanann sé plé ar
‘t[h]ogha na bhfear’. Déanann sé cur sios ar Joyce mar dhuine ‘croiuil’ i roinnt sleachta
(Airciv D34 23.11.1967; Airciv D40 28.2.1972: 86, mar shampla), rud a thugann le
fios gur bhraith sé go raibh crogacht ag baint leis. Molann sé laidreacht an tSeoighigh,
nuair a mhaionn sé gur ‘duine laidir, intlitil, féin-mhuinineach tarcaisneach’ a bhi ann
(Airciv D23 13.12.1961: 141). Cuireann sé leis seo, ag ra go raibh ‘seasamh + dearcadh
mealltach’ ag Joyce agus molann sé ‘a dhilseacht d4 ghairm’, a ‘chrogacht’ agus
‘draiocht a chuid scribhneoireachta’ (ibid.). Pléann sé dilseacht sin Joyce sa sliocht

seo a leanas chomh maith:

Pé locht a bhi ar Joyce bhi sé dilis don obair scribhneoireachta a chuir sé
roimis i gcaitheamh a shaoil (Airciv D27 22.4.1964: 145).
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Maionn sé i sliocht eile, ansin, go raibh an Seoigheach ‘uaibhreach’ (Airciv D23
2.1.1962: 172). Is minic, mar sin, a dhéanann sé cur sios an-dearfach ar thréithe an

tSeoighigh. Bhi sé an-togtha chomh maith le himeartas focal Joyce:

Imirt focal. Joyce [...] fear focal. Focail focail focail focail focail 7 focail

(Airciv D7 20.4.1948: 30).

Is minic a luaitear an chaoi ar imir Joyce le focail, ar ndo6igh, agus is minic a luaitear
an Usaid uathuil, ait, neamhthraidisidnta, joyceuil a bhain sé as an mBéarla. Sa réamhra

a scriobh sé do leagan den téacs Finnegans Wake, mar shampla, maionn Len Platt:

The Wake announces a new ‘revolution of the word’—a powerfully resonant
cultural practice involving not exactly a new language, but a new kind of
language, one that works not to stabilize the world, but, rather, to unfix it in a

wild diversity of possible or potential significance (2012: VII).

Bhi an Riordanach féin tdgtha leis an imeartas focal mar theicnic fhileata, mar a pléadh

i gcomhthéacs an dain ‘Banfhile’ sa dara caibidil, mar shampla.?*!

Molann sé an teachtaireacht a bhraitheann sé i scribhneoireacht an tSeoighigh

sa ghiota seo a leanas:

N& bac bheith leamh adeir saothar Joyce. Bi ar do shuaimhneas. Bi mar is
maith leat bheith (Airciv D25 13.6.1962: 89).

Pléann sé buaine Joyce, mar a thuigeann sé féin i, chomh maith. Admhaionn sé sa
sliocht seo a leanas, mar shampla, go mbionn sé deacair saothar an tSeoighigh a Iéamh
agus a thuiscint, ach luann sé an chail ata ar a shaothar in ainneoin na doiléire seo, nd

mar gheall ar an doiléire, b’théidir:

Ni fiu faic na scribhinni beaga suaracha so [an dialann] [...] Ach féach go

maireann Joyce. Ni féidir cuid mhor de Joyce a Iéamh. T4 ana-chuid daoine

241Ech Caib. 2, Cuid 2.8., Igh 150; 152-154.
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né féadfadh Ulysses a thuiscint. Ni déigh liom gur féidir Finnegans Wake a
Iéamh. Ach fés maireann Joyce (Airciv D22 10.1960: 5-6).%

Is diol spéise ¢ go ndéanann sé¢ codarsnacht anseo idir a scribhneoireacht ‘suarach’
féin agus stil an tSeoighigh, rud a thugann le fios go mairfeadh saothar an fhir eile,
ach nach mairfeadh a chuid scribhneoireachta féin. Léiritear sa ghiota seo a leanas aris
go bhfuil tuiscint aige ar shaothar Joyce mar shaothar buan:

‘An bhfuair Joyce bas fos?’ arsa Corkery trathnéna Dé Domhnaigh. Saothar
Joyce a bhi i gceist aige, dar ndoigh. ‘He is all the rage yet,” arsa an tAth. T.
[Tadhg O Murchd]. Durt-sa go raibh ana-mheas anois ar a dheisceabal .i.
Samuel Beckett. Ni décha go gcuala Corkery riamh tracht ar Beckett. Duirt
Corkery na raibh i saothar Joyce ach bob—an bob litriochta is mé dar
buaileadh ar an saol. Ni mhairfidh saothar Joyce duirt sé mar ni mhaireann
aon ni ait—ni shasaionn aon ni ait an t-anam daonna. Bionn an saothar a
mhaireann nadurtha (Airciv D24 15.2.1962: 20-21).

Filleann an Riordanach ar thuairimi Ui Chorcora i mi an Mheithimh 1962:

B’shin an dearmhad ba mhé dar dhein Dénal O Corcora riamh—a ra na
mairfeadh saothar James Joyce. Ar thuig sé n6 an dtuigeann sé go raibh sé san
eag6ir? An nddirt sé é de dheascaibh formaid? Ni mhairfidh an rud ait—an
rud corr—duirt sé. Bhi Joyce lasmuich da thuiscint. Is amhlaidh a theip ar
Dhénal a thuiscint go raibh Joyce mor. Nior thuig sé go bhfuil Joyce chomh

mor san nach Joyce a thuille é, nach éinne €, ach gur tusa + mise agus gach

242 1s minic a luaitear an doiléire ata le brath i saothar an tSeoighigh, go hairithe agus tagairti 4 ndéanamh
ag criticeoiri don Wake. Déanann Len Platt cur sios ar aiteacht an téacs seo, mar shampla: ‘Finnegans
Wake (1939) was Joyce’s last important work and remains his most challenging by a very long way. Its
great strangeness alienated many of Joyce’s earlier readers to the extent that even his most loyal
supporters, his brother Stanislaus, for example, and his benefactress Harriet Shaw Weaver, had great
difficulty in accommodating it. Indeed to some it seemed that with this extraordinary production Joyce
had finally lost his wits, a view that he may have partly encouraged [...] Whether dream, madness or
not, the Wake has no discernible singular narrative. It does seem to revolve around dozens of tiny stories
repeated over and over, but reading across the Wake from Li to IV.i, it is impossible to recover one
reliable narrative framework—although many critics have tried [...] There are characters of a kind [...]
But these archetypal figures merge into each other and multiply out into hundreds of parallel identities.
Such disconcerting departures from conventions of the novel extend to and are embodied in the
language of the Wake. This is much more than simply ‘difficult’. For most readers it is virtually
unreadable, not because it has no meaning but, on the contrary, because it allows for such potentiality
of meaning—to the extent that some readers have claimed it can mean anything and everything (2012:
VI-VII).
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éinne é. Ni féidir bheith i bhformad le Joyce ma théann ti chomh fada le
Joyce. Ni mhaireann formad sa cheantar san (Airciv D25 13.6.1962: 88).

Léirionn an chosaint mhothichanach seo an meas mor a bhi ag an Riordanach ar an

Seoigheach.

Bhi tuiscint ag an Riordanach ar an Seoigheach mar fhear ‘ait’ (Airciv D34
23.11.1967: 134), aidiacht a chuireann a dhearcadh i leith an Ghaoithinigh i gcuimhne
duinn,?®® mar fhear a raibh deighilt mhor idir é féin agus an tsochai chomhaimseartha.
Is minic a dhéanann sé tagairt don choimhlint idir meon an tSeoighigh agus meon na
sochai comhaimseartha, ach is léir chomh maith gur cheap sé gur chuir an choimhlint
seo go mor le laidreacht an scribhneora. Tugann sé le fios sa sliocht seo a leanas, mar
shampla, gur éirigh le Joyce mar scribhneoir mar gheall nar chloigh sé le meon na

sochai sin:

Do shéan Joyce an tir, an teanga, an creideamh—an bhainistiocht d’théadfa a
r&—as ar faisceadh é [...] Shéan sé a oidhreacht uile mas fior agus creidim
gur fior. Dhein an séanadh an bheart. Fuair sé seilbh leictreach laithreach ar a
oidhreacht. Séanadh riachtanach isea an séanadh so mar ni féidir oidhreacht a
mhuscailt nd a shealbht gan cur ina coinnibh, gan i shéanadh [...] Ni féidir
fuinneamh na h-oidhreachta a mhuscailt gan i chraitheadh (Airciv D37
23.6.1969: 41-42).

I ngiota eile maionn an Riordanach go bhfuil sé féin ina ‘c[h]eap magaidh’ (Airciv
D14 5.3.1956: 97) agus tugann sé le fios go dtuigeann sé Joyce mar fhear imeallach,
cosuil leis féin, nuair a deir sé nach ‘[i]Jonadh gur chaith Joyce imeacht as an dtir’
(ibid.). Luann sé an ‘easpa omois’ (Airciv D19 14.9.1958: 97) agus an aoir ata le brath
go soiléir i saothar Joyce—agus i saothar scribhneoiri eile leis—agus is léir go
gceapann sé go léiritear crégacht an Gdair sa tréith sin scribhneoireachta, .i. nach raibh
drogall ar an scribhneoir a bheith borb na labhairt amach i gcoinne a shochai féin (fch
Airciv D29 17.8.1965: 159).%44

23 Fch Igh 322-323.
244 8a sliocht seo, luann sé Joyce, Frangois Rabelais, Samuel Beckett, Myles na gCopaleen, ‘Udar
Phairlimint Chlainne Thomais’ agus Miguel de Cervantes.
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Mhuscail cés an tSeoighigh ceisteanna in intinn an Riordanaigh, ni hamhain
faoin ngaol achrannach idir an moérscribhneoir agus an tsochai chomhaimseartha, ach
faoin ngaol idir scribhneoiri agus cdrsai creidimh. Rinneadh tracht sa chaibidil
dheireanach ar an dearcadh casta, luaineach a bhi ag an Riordanach i leith na hEaglaise
Caitlici agus ar an gcaoi ar mhunlaigh reitric agus friotal na hEaglaise seo a chuid
smaointe agus a chuid filiochta.?® Cé gur admhaigh sé nach raibh sé iomlan tiomanta
do smaointe na hEaglaise, mar shampla, d’admhaigh sé, ag an an céanna, gur
‘mhunlaigh’ an creideamh ¢ go pointe (O Mordha 1978: 173-174). Luadh Joyce sa
chomthéacs seo sa trit caibidil, mar is minic a dhéanann na criticeoiri comparaid idir
an Riordanach agus an Seoigheach mar gheall go bhfuil tionchar an Chaitliceachais le
brath go teann i saothar na beirte.?*® Tugann Frank Sewell ‘[c]o-religionists of the
word’ ar an Riordanach agus ar an Seoigheach (2004: 475), mar shampla. Dar le
Laurence Davies go mbiodh sé de nos ag Joyce cur sios ar a chuid ealaine ‘in religious
terms’ agus gur thuig sé gairm an scribhneora mar ghairm a bhi ‘as demanding as a
priest’s’ (2001: VII). E sin raite, maionn Davies gur fhorbair ‘a fierce dislike of the
moral, cultural and political influence of the Roman Catholic Church’ in intinn an
tSeoighigh i rith na mblianta, go hairithe mar gheall ar dhearcadh na hEaglaise i leith
chollaiocht agus mhianta an duine (ibid.). Is léir 6n dialann gur thuig an Riordanach

go maith gur mhunlaigh an Caitliceachas saol agus saothar an tSeoighigh:

Ni deirim go mbraitheann pé saibhreas a bhi i nDante n6 i Joyce ar iad do
bheith ina gCaitlicigh mhaithe, ar iad do bheith ag seasamh f6d na hEaglaise.
Ni fhéadfainn é ra i dtaobh Joyce mar do thréig sé an Eaglais. Tuigtear ddinn
7tuigti go mbraitheann mérchuid da shaibhreas ar thraidisitn na hEaglaise a
bheith laistiar diobh. Ni fhéadfadh an Joyce Ud até ar eolas againn a bheith

ann in aon chor gan an traidisidn so. Is fior (Airciv D13 11.4.1955: 94).

Cuireann sé seo ag smaoineamh é agus maionn sé gur chreid sé ag pointe amhain ina
shaol ‘go mba bhac ar scribhneoir bheith ag tabhairt tacaiochta d’aon chreideamh na
d’aon tuairimi eile’ (ibid.). Faighimid léargas suimitil, mar sin, ar dhearcadh an
Riordanaigh i leith na coimhlinte idir an t-ealaiont6ir agus instititidi méra na sochai,

coimhlint ata go mor chun tosaigh ina chuid filiochta féin agus go mér moér i ndanta

245 Fch Caib. 3, Cuid 3.7., Igh 245-273.
248 Ech ibid., Igh 247-249.
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mar ‘Saoirse’ (ES: 100) agus ‘Cnoc Melleri’ (ES: 64). Déanann sé plé nios doimhne
ar an gcoimhlint seo sa ghiota thios, ina luann sé an tsaoirse a bhionn ag ealaiontoiri

nuair a éirionn leo ‘valach’ an chreidimh a chur diobh:

Rud coitianta ar fuaid an domhain isea € lucht litriochta + intleoiri a bheith
gan chreideamh fhoirmidil. Ta rud ag baint le bheith gan chreideamh ar an tsli
sin .i. le creideamh a chur uait n6 a chaillitint. Tugann sé saoirse + fuascailt
don bpearsantacht laithreach an tualach a chur diot. Ni bhionn leisce ort a
thuille an fhirinne a fhdgairt. Na neithe go mbiodh fonn ort iad a cheilt roimis
seo bionn fonn ort iad a chraoladh anois (Airciv D23: 15.[11].1961: 152-153).

Tugtar le fios, mar sin, gur chreid sé go bhfuil neart éigin ealaionta le brath sna
scribhneoiri a shéanann an creideamh agus smaointeoireacht an phobail. Maidir leis
féin, ce go raibh dearcadh casta ag an Riordanach i leith an chreidimh, ni féidir linn a

ra gur shéan sé ina iomlaine .24

Nior shéan sé an pobal ina iomlaine ach an oiread agus déanann sé codarsnacht
idir é fein agus Joyce i ndialann na bliana 1951, ina maionn sé go raibh Joyce
‘tionscalach’ ach go bhfuil sé féin ‘diomhaoin’ (Airciv D10 12.5.1951: 109). Déanann
sé aithris ghlan sa sliocht céanna ar an “declaration non serviam’ (Berlanger 2001: XI1)
a dhéanann Stephen Dedalus—agus Joyce—in A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man
(1992 [1916]).2*® Dar leis an Riordanach go raibh an ‘ceart’ (Airciv D10 12.5.1951)

247 Fch Caib. 3, Cuid 3.7., Igh 245-273.

248 <T will not serve that in which I no longer believe, whether it call itself my home, my fatherland or
my church: and | will try to express myself in some mode of life or art as freely as | can and as wholly
as | can, using as my defence the only arms I allow myself to use—silence, exile and cunning” (Joyce
1992: 191). Maidir leis an gcollaiocht, d’théadfai nasc a dhéanambh idir cainteoir an dain ‘Cnoc Melleri’
(ES: 64-67) agus Stephen Dedalus, mar a luann Sewell (2004: 477). Téann cainteoir an dain go dti an
mhainistir chun €ala 6 ‘d[h]reancaidi na draise’ (1. 6) agus déanann sé iarracht pairt a ghlacadh i
ndeasghnatha na mainistreach; an tAifreann, na paidreacha. Sa chaoi chéanna, déanann Stephen iarracht
a shaol a thabhairt do dheasghnatha an Chaitliceachais chun a ‘sinful soul’ a fheabhst sa cheathru
caibidil in A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (Joyce 1992: 114). Tuigeann Stephen é féin mar
bhuachaill druisitil, mar a léiritear nuair a mhaionn an reacaire go raibh fonn air ‘to sin with another of
his kind, to force another being to sin with him and to exult with her in sin’ (ibid.: 76). Tar éis d6 baint
a bheith aige le striapacha i mBaile Atha Cliath sa dara caibidil, tagann ciontacht mhor air (Berlanger
1992: XI). Ag deireadh an triu caibidil, déantar cur sios ar an bhfaoistin a rinne sé agus cuirtear béim
ar leith ar ‘sins of impurity” (Joyce 1992: 110)—‘dreancaidi na draise’, mar dhea. Minionn Stephen an
faoiseamh a thainig air tar éis do an fhaoistin sin a dhéanamh (ibid. 110-111). Luann sé, mar shampla,
a ‘purified soul” (ibid.: 111). Faigheann sé faoiseamh éigin in ‘the murmur of the priest’ (ibid.: 113),
sna ‘rosaries’ (ibid.: 114) agus sa ‘rigourous discipline’ (ibid.: 115) a bhaineann le nésanna an
chreidimh. Sa chaoi chéanna, faigheann cainteoir an dain ‘Cnoc Melleri’ faoiseamh ¢éigin i
ndeasghnatha na mainistreach, sa ‘c[h]antaireacht’ a dhéanann ‘broga na manach’ (l. 11) agus iad ‘ag
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ag Joyce nuair a mhaigh sé ‘I will not serve that in which I no longer believe’ (1992:
191) tri bhéal Stephen Dedalus. D’théadfai a r4 gur bhraith an Riordanach nach raibh
sé féin chomh stuama na chomh croga leis an Seoigheach mar nach raibh sé in ann
raiteas non serviam chomh laidir sin a dhéanamh. Bhi sé sainnithe riamh idir an fonn
a bhi air pairt a ghlacadh sa phobal agus an tuiscint a bhi aige air féin mar dhuine
imeallach, idir an meas a bhi aige ar ndsanna traidisitnta, go hairithe ndsanna liteartha,
agus an fonn a bhi air ‘[n]ithe iféiseacha, nithe scanrula’ a dhéanamh lena chuid
filiochta (O Mordha 1978: 175) agus idir an ghrain a bhi aige ar fhimineacht an
Chaitliceachais Eireannaigh agus an faoiseamh a fuair sé 6 ndsanna an chreidimh
chéanna a leantint.?*® Mar a mhaionn Sewell, ba mhinic a mhothaigh an Riordanach
go raibh sé ‘lost on home ground, utterly divided, not possessing the best of both
worlds’ (2000: 12). Tugann Riona Ni Churtain le fios go raibh tionchar ag an
éiginnteacht seo ar a chuid scribhneoireachta agus gur minic a bhionn ‘neamhbhuaine
an tsaoil mar théama aige’ inti (2016: 3). Cheap se, mar sin, go raibh Joyce ni ba laidre
na é, mar fhear agus mar scribhneoir, mar go raibh sé in ann an tir a fhagail, seasamh
cinnte a ghlacadh i leith na sochai comhaimseartha agus a fhdd a sheasamh. D’théadfai
a mhaiomh, mar sin, go raibh sé in éad le Joyce mar gheall gur cheap sé go raibh nios

mo saoirse (phearsanta agus chruthaitheach) aige nd mar a bhi aige féin.

Bhi tionchar mér ag fealsunacht aeistéititil an tSeoighigh ar fhealstnacht
fthileata an Riordanaigh. Maionn Sewell ‘[t]he poet in Irish most influenced by Joyce
was Sean O Riordain’ (2004: 475) agus ta an tionchar seo le brath go soiléir sna
cosUlachtai idir epiphany an tSeoighigh agus beo-gheit an Riordanaigh.?®° T4 fianaise
sa dialann a thugann le fios gur cheangail an Riordanach an focal epiphany leis an

Seoigheach, mar a léiritear sa sliocht seo a leanas:

triall ar an Aifreann’ (1. 9), agus sa chaoi ar buaileadh ‘clog Complin’ (1. 24), mar shampla. Ni
mhaireann faoiseamh Stephen agus fasann ‘a sensation of spiritual dryness together with a growth of
doubts and scruples’ ina aigne (Joyce 1992:116). Ni mhaireann faoiseamh an chainteora in ‘Cnoc
Melleri’ ach an oiread. | roinnt véarsai, cdineann sé ndsanna na mainistreach mar go ndéanfaidis
‘seanduine meirtneach’ (I. 44) de ‘gharstan’ (I. 46) agus mar go gcuirfeadh saol na mainistreach ‘cochall
ar ghréin’ (1. 47) .i. cuireann saol na mainistreach teorainn le saol an fhir dig.

299 Fch Caib 3, Cuid 3.7., fch, mar shampla, Igh 250; 252-256.

250 T4 plé déanta ag Declan Kiberd ar an ‘[ng]éarchostilacht’ idir epiphany Joyce agus beo-gheit Ui
Riordain (1980: 95-96). Déanann Frank Sewell trcht ar an tionchar a bhi ag coincheap an epiphany ar
an Réamhra a chuir an Riordanach le Eireaball Spideoige (fch 1998: 48; 2004: 476). Déanann Sewell
nasc chomh maith idir an capall a luann O Riordain sa Réamhréa agus “the sound of hoofs’ (Joyce 1992:
194) a luaitear in Portrait (1998: 48).
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Sé seo an dara Domhnach tréis an Epiphany. C& bhfuil mo James Joyce?
(Airciv D13 17.1.1954: 19).

Ta fréamhacha reilgitinacha ag an téarma epiphany,?! ach téarma liteartha a bhi ann i
léacsacan an tSeoighigh, téarma a bhain leis an bprdiseas cruthaitheach.?? Is ar an
bproiseas seo a dhirionn O Riordain sa Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige. Bhiodh sé i
gconai ag iarraidh freagra cui, sasuil a fhail ar an gceist ‘[c]ad is filiocht ann?” (ES: 9).
Mar a luadh sa dara caibidil, chuir sé an-bhéim sa Réamhra ar an ngaol a bhionn ag an
bhfile le daoine agus rudai lasmuigh de féin; ba choir don thile ‘ionraic’ iarracht
mhacénta a dhéanamh dul i ngleic leis na rudai agus leis na daoine seachtracha seo ina
n-iomlaine, dar leis. Nuair a dhéanann sé seo i gceart, buaileann beo-gheit é agus is i
an bheo-gheit seo a spreagann an fhiliocht.>>® Maidir le Joyce, rinne sé
dianmhachnamh ar an bproiseas cruthaitheach chomh maith,?ni nach ionadh, agus
bhi a thealsunacht chruthaitheach féin aige. Déanann Jiiraté Levina cur sios air mar
‘an artist whose creative work is comprehensively grounded in the conception of art
put forward in his theoretical reflections’ (2017: 185). Maionn an t-Gdar céanna go
bhfuil coincheap an epiphany ‘at the epicenter’ da shaothar (ibid.).?>® Déantar cur sios
ar an usaid a bhain an Seoigheach as an téarma epiphany mar seo a leanas san Oxford

Dictionary of Literary Terms:

It [an téarma epiphany] was taken over by James Joyce to denote secular
revelation in the everyday world, in an early version of his novel A Portrait
of the Artist as a Young Man (1916) later published as Stephen

B1Fch Su: ‘Originally, epiphany is a religious term, referring to the twelfth night after Christmas—
January 6, when the infant Jesus was visited by the Magi, and his divinity was revealed to the world.
The word derives from Greek “émpdveln,” meaning “manifestation, esp. an appearance of divinity”
(OED)’ (2011: 186).

252 Fch Paranksy: ‘Two terms are indelibly associated with the name James Joyce. They signify his two
most influential aesthetic innovations. One is the term “stream of consciousness,” and the other is the
term “epiphany’ (2004: 7). Tugann Declan Kiberd ‘téarmai teicniula na healaine’ ar epiphany an
tSeoighigh agus beo-gheit an Riordanaigh (1980: 95-96).

23 Fch Caib 2, Cuid 2.9., Igh 158-159.

254T4 an proiseas cruthaitheach go mér chun tosaigh mar mhdérthéama in A Portrait of the Artist as a
Young Man, mar shampla. Déanann Jacqueline Belanger cur sios ar an Urscéal seo mar ‘Kiinstlerroman,
which takes as its focus the spiritual and emotional formation of the artist” (2001: VIII).

255 Cuireann sf leis seo: ‘Epiphany proves to be central in his thought on aesthetics, while his epiphanies
appear to be instrumental in developing his own, distinctly Joycean form of narrative, in which he
realizes his theoretical conception of the fundamental functions of art’ (2017: 192-193). Déanann Su
(2010: 2-3) agus Paranksy (2004) plé cuimsitheach ar thuairimi na gcriticeoiri i leith an epiphany agus
ar an gcaoi ar athraiodh an coincheap de réir mar a rinne Joyce forbairt ar a thealstnacht chruthaitheach.

340



Hero (1944).2° Here Joyce defined an epiphany as ‘a sudden spiritual
manifestation’ in which the ‘whatness’ of a common object or gesture appears
radiant to the observer. Much of Joyce’s fiction is built around such special
moments of sudden insight, just as Wordsworth’s long autobiographical
poem The Prelude (1850) is constructed around certain revelatory ‘spots of
time’?’ (Baldick 2015: ‘Epiphany”).

Mar a mhaionn Levina agus plé & dhéanambh aici ar 1€irit an epiphany in Stephen Hero
‘epiphanic experience is regarded as a kind of religious revelation, while art turns out
to be a secularized manifestation of the divine’ (2017: 191). Maionn Paransky go
bhfuil an splanc chruthaitheach chéanna le fail mar &bhar plé i réimse na litriochta leis
na blianta; rinne leithéidi Hopkins agus na fili meitifisiciala plé uirthi, mar aon le fili
an Romansachais, mar Wordsworth, Shelley agus Blake (2004: 16). Dar leis, afach,
go bhfuil tuiscint nios fearr ag scribhneoiri an Nua-Aoiseachais ar an gcoincheap na
mar a bhi ag a réamhtheachtaithe:

[...] for the modern, the epiphany is harder to come by than for a Romantic
like Wordsworth, and much harder than it was for the metaphysical poets. The
Modernist struggles more with the ‘problem of the dualism between subject
and object’ [...] As such, common, trivial things are generally the sparks of

the modem epiphanies (ibid.).

Cuireann se leis seo nuair a mhaionn sé go ndeantar iarracht san epiphany Nua-

Aoiseach ‘the mundane or particular’ a cheangal le ‘something revelatory’ (ibid.:17).

256 |s diol spéise é, mar a mhaionn Levina, nach ndéanann Joyce nasc direach, soiléir idir an epiphany
agus an creideamh sa sliocht ina n-Gsaideann sé an téarma in Stephen Hero (2017: 190).

27 |s diol spéise € go luaitear ‘spots of time’ Wordsworth san iontrail seo mar go bhfuil an splanc
chruthaitheach & plé ag ealaiont6iri leis na céadta. Maidir le teicnic liteartha an epiphany maionn Levina
‘the origins of epiphany as a literary technique have been located in Katherine Mansfield and Chekhov,
and its manifestations found in the nineteenth-century sonnet and Gothic fiction, Emerson and
Whitman, George Moore and Yeats, Bowen and Beckett, Larkin and Heaney, and even in the cinema
of Stanley Kubrick’ (2017: 189). Cuireann si leis seo nuair a dhéanann si nasc idir epiphany Joyce agus
gluaiseacht an Nua-Aoiseachais: ‘It seems that the Joycean epiphany encapsulates a fundamental
structure of literary representation, found in virtually all major Modernists, from Dostoyevsky and
Huysmans to Proust, Woolf, Faulkner, Mann, Pound, Stevens, and Rilke’ (ibid.). Mar a mhaionn
Paransky, ‘all literature is in some sense about such revelation’ (2004: 16). Pléann sé aiste a scriobh
Irene Hendry ar epiphany Joyce, ina maionn sé ‘that the epiphany had been at work in literature for
centuries before Joyce, but had not previously been theoretically described and, perhaps, as a
consequence, had not been as cogently executed and woven into the larger literary form as it was by
Joyce. She writes, “the epiphany is not peculiar to Joyce alone. Virtually every writer experiences a
sense of revelation when he beholds a fragment of his ordinary world [...] dissociated from his
subjective and practical concerns™ (ibid.: 14).
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Luann Levina an tionchar a bhi ag réimse na feinimeaneolaiochta, ina dtuigtear ‘every
object’ mar ‘phenomenon’ (2017: 193) agus ina dtuigtear an chaoi ‘[t]he real manifests
itself by appearing to human apprehension in a moment of simultaneous self-
manifestation and grasp of truth’ (ibid.: 194) ar Joyce. Is mar seo a leanas a mhinionn

Berlanger an epiphany:

These moments of clarity and enlightenment can be prompted by the everyday
or the mundane and represent a ‘fusion of objective fact and subjective
consciousness’ (Watson, p. 197) in which both the artistic consciousness and

the perceived object are transfigured into something new (2001: XV1).

Mar a thuig an Seoigheach an praiseas cruthaitheach, ni hé an rud né an duine eile, a
spreagann an splanc chruthaitheach, ach an chaoi a n-airionn an file é agus an chaoi a

gcuireann an oibiacht i féin in iul do mheon an fhile.

Thuig an Riordanach go raibh dluthnasc idir an splanc chruthaitheach agus
‘common, trivial things’, mar a léiritear go soiléir sa dan ‘Clairseach Shean na
nGnathrud’ (ES: 48-49). I ndialann na bliana 1951, molann sé¢ ‘an gnath-dhuine’
(Airciv D10 7.2.1951: 5). Dar leis gur ‘[d]uine iontach ¢’ an gnathdhuine se0 agus
luann sé Leopold Bloom an tSeoighigh mar shampla den chinedl duine ata i gceist aige
(ibid.). Tugtar le fios, mar sin, gur chdir don scribhneoir a aird a dhirid ar
ghnathdhaoine agus ar ghnathrudai an tsaoil agus € ag iarraidh litriocht a chumadh. Ni
leor sin, &fach, mar, cosuil leis an Seoigheach, nior chreid an Riordanach gurb é an
gnathrud no6 an gnathdhuine eile seo a spreagann an splanc chruthaitheach—an bheo-
gheit —ach an chaoi a dtéann meon an fhile agus an oibiacht i ngleic lena chéile.
Bhiodh sé mar aidhm ag an Riordanach i gconai teacht ar ‘thirinne’ na filiochta agus
ar fhirinne an tsaoil. Tugann Levina le fios go raibh an aidhm chéanna ag Joyce nuair
a dhéanann si cur sios air mar scribhneoir a bhi ‘committed to the paramount
imperative of truth-telling” (2017: 198).2°8 T4 cosulacht mhor le brath idir saothar an
Riordanaigh agus saothar an tSeoighigh sa chaoi ar chuir an bheirt acu béim ar ‘an

everyday, familiar image sometimes rendered extraordinary by concentrated

258 |_uann si nach bhfuil fealstinacht chruthaitheach an tSeoighigh ar fail ina chuid scribhneoireachta
cruthaithi amhain ach ina leabhair nétai chomh maith (2017: fch 196-199). Maionn Paransky go raibh
tionchar mor ag an bhfealsamh Giordano Bruno ar fhealstinacht Joyce (2004: 24-25).
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perception’ (Sewell 2004: 477), mar sin. D’fthéadfai a aiteamh go raibh tuiscint Nua-
Aoiseach ag an Riordanach ar an splanc chruthaitheach agus go bhfuil rian an
tSeoighigh le brath go soiléir ar an tuiscint sin.

Bhi an-mheas ag an Riordanach ar Joyce agus scriobh sé dan in 6mos don
scribhneoir eile, ‘Joyce’, sa chnuasach Tar Eis Mo Bhais agus Danta Eile (21), ina
maionn an cainteoir go bhfuil ‘sé [Joyce] ina chuid diom chomh dearfa/Le soiscéal
Chriost n6 an aibitir’ (1. 3-4). Sa dan céanna, deir an cainteoir nach ‘mé mé le linn
dom machnamh air/Ach é sild—ta laga ann’ (1. 11-12). Cuireann an line seo an
tionchar a bhi ag an Seoigheach ar an Riord&nach in idl go soiléir. Tugann si laidreacht
an scribhneora eile le fios chomh maith, &fach; baitear an Riordanach sa
jamesjoycaireacht nuair a smaoinionn se ar an Seoigheach agus lagaitear é—lagaitear
a ghuth fileata—da bharr. Léiritear ‘anxiety of influence’ go soiléir anseo. Cheap an
Riordanach go raibh an Seoigheach i bhfad ni ba laidre mar scribhneoir na mar a bhi
sé féin. Bhain a imni, ni hamhain leis an gcrogacht agus leis an gcinnteacht a bhraith
sé i scribhneoireacht agus in iompar an tSeoighigh, ach leis an imni a bhi air faoin
tionchar a bhi ag litriocht an Bhéarla, agus go hairithe litriocht thurgnamach an Nua-
Aoiseachais ar a chuid Gaeilge, tionchar a chain criticeoiri airithe go géar tar éis do
Eireaball Spideoige a fhoilsit.?® Bhraith an Riordanach ionracas éigin sa Seoigheach
nar bhraith sé ann féin agus, cé go raibh meas mér aige air, chuir a laidreacht imni air

ag an am céanna.

4.9. ‘File ionraic’:?° An Riordanach agus Gerard Manley Hopkins

Ni luann an Riordanach Gerard Manley Hopkins chomh minic sa dialann is a luann sé
James Joyce, ach bhi an-mheas aige ar a chuid filiochta, mar a Iéiritear go soiléir sa

sliocht dialainne seo a leanas:

Hopkins (G.M.) & leamh agam ar maidin. File ionraic. Fear go bhfuil mianach
na filiochta le feiscint chomh soiléir sin ina chuid oibre nach féidir a shéanadh
gur file é. T4’s againn go 1éir go mairfidh saothar an tsagairt seo an fhaid is a

mhairfidh an Beéarla, ni h-ea, ach an fhaid agus go mbeidh duine ann a bheidh

29 Fch Caibidil 2, Cuid 2.11., Igh 176-177.
260 O Riordain (Airciv D18 26.12.1957: 84).
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i ndon Béarla a Iéamh. Maireann filiocht Virgil fés agus is fada an Laidin
gistithe (D18 26.12.1957: 84-85).

Mar a luadh cheana, agus an gaol idir an Riordanach agus a chara Bob Cotter & phlé,
chuir an Riordanach béim ar leith ar an macantacht mar thréith idéalach an duine.?!
Mar a chuireann Sean O Coileain é, ‘[e]aspa na macantachta an t-aon ni amhain nach
feidir a mhaitheamh: sin é a dhamnoidh ta,” dar leis an Riordanach (1982: 69). Is riléir
6n Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige gur chuir sé béim ar leith ar an ionracas i
gcomhthéacs na filiochta chomh maith; ba chéir don fhile a bheith ionraic, dar leis,
agus gan iarracht a dhéanamh filiocht réréasunta a chumadh. Agus an tabhacht a
leagann sé ar choincheap an ionracais fhileata & chur san aireamh againn, mar sin, is
leir gur ardmholadh até i gceist sa fhrasa ‘[ f]ile ionraic’ sa sliocht thuasluaite. Cuireann
sé leis an ardmholadh seo nuair a mhaionn sé go bhfuil ‘mianach na filiochta’ le brath
go ‘soiléir’ 1 saothar Hopkins, mar tugtar le fios gur scriobh sé filiocht thiuntach,
bhuan.?6? Tugar le fios, mar sin, gur ‘strong poet’, mar a chuirfeadh Harold Bloom &,

a bhi in Hopkins (1973: 5).

Luann sé Hopkins i ngiota dialainne ina ndéanann sé idirdheald idir file laidir

agus file lag agus plé & dhéanamh aige ar roinnt danta a scriobh Thomas Kinsella:

Ni mhothaim draiocht na filiochta ins na danta. E pas derivative. Hopkins le
clos go minic ina chuid bhéarsai. Chuala Yeats leis. B’fhéidir go bhfuil a
thuille. Filiocht nua-aimseartha den tsaghas is measa (Airciv D23 9.7.1961:
64).

Is Iéir 6n geur sios maslach a dhéanann sé¢ ar Kinsella mar fhile ata ‘pas derivative’

gur chuir an Riordanach an-bhéim ar Grnuacht an fhile agus na filiochta?®*—rud a

#1Fch Caib 4, Cuid 4.6. Ich 321.

262 |5 diol spéise é gur chuir sé béim ar bhuaine Joyce chomh maith (fch Caib 4, Cuid 4.8., Ich 335—
336). Is cosutil go mbaineann an tuiscint a bhi aige ar bhuaine an scribhneora leis an tuiscint gurb i an
scribhneoireacht oidhreacht an fhile (fch Caib. 2, Cuid 2.5., Igh 124-132). Déanann sé nasc, mar sin,
idir an bhuaine agus an scribhneoir ldidir. ‘Maireann’ saothar na scribhneoiri laidre ina ndiaidh.

263 Dar leis an gcriticeoir liteartha Roland Barthes nach féidir le hadar ar bith a bheith iomlan drnua:
“We know that a text does not consist of a line of words, releasing a single "theological" meaning (the
"message" of the Author-God), but is a space of many dimensions, in which are wedded and contested
various kinds of writing, no one of which is original: the text is a tissue of citations, resulting from the
thousand sources of culture [...] the writer can only imitate a gesture forever anterior, never original;
his only power is to combine the different kinds of writing, to oppose some by others, so as never to
sustain himself by just one of them; if he wants to express himself, at least he should know that the
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bhaineann go dldth leis an ionracas, is cosUil—agus go ndearna sé nasc idir an
Urnuacht agus fili laidre, mar Yeats agus Hopkins. Caineann sé Kinsella toisc go bhfuil
tionchar Yeats agus tionchar Hopkins le brath go réshoiléir ina chuid filiochta, dar
leis. Cuireann an smaoineamh seo réiteas de chuid Harold Bloom i gcuimhne duinn:
‘[w]eaker talents idealize’ (1973: 5). Déantar cur sios den chinedl céanna ar
scribhneoir lag sa sliocht ina ndéanann O Riordain plé ar scéalta James Plunkett.
Maionn sé nach bhfuil ‘i bPlunkett ach macalla lag” (Airciv D26 25.11.1968: 68) agus
gur ‘ar ¢éigin ma ta guth Plunkett le clos’ sna scéalta (ibid.). Bhi an Riordanach an-
togtha le scribhneoiri a bhfuil a nguth Ilaidir féin le cloistedil ina gcuid
scribhneoireachta, mar a pléadh cheana.?®* Comhartha laige ata ann, dar leis, nuair ata
guthanna scribhneoiri eile le brath go laidir i saothar scribhneora, go héirithe nuair a
mhuchann na guthanna eile guth an scribhneora féin. B’shin an fath, mar shampla, a
raibh imni air faoin tionchar a bhi ag guth laidir an tSeoighigh ar a chuid

scribhneoireachta féin.25°

Ni hamhain gur bhraith an Riordanach go raibh ionracas le brath i bhfiliocht

Hopkins, ach is léir gur chreid sé go raibh guth laidir fileata aige:

Dar nddigh t& tréith nd blas da chuid féin i bhfiliocht T.S. Eliot, G.M.
Hopkins, Mairtin O Direain—i bhfiliocht gach file gur fit tracht air [...] sin
é an rud a dheineann an file. Cruinnigheann sé focail—rudai gur le gach
aoinne iad—focail na fuil aon chosulacht na gaol eatortha—focail na raibh
’na scata le chéile riamh roimis seo 7 séideann sé ortha 7 laithreach bonn baill
liontar iad le blas an fhile sin—a chuid eiseanachais. Cémhnuigheann an
scata focal tamall i ndathaigh airighthe (.i. in aigne an fhile ;ina chroidhe) ;
piocann siad suas candint na haite. NO is cosuil le lucht aonchéirde iad—dob’
é an comh-dhualgas a bhi ortha-san na an dan fé leith seo do thabhairt chun
criche. Ar aon chuma ta marc coitchean ortha is is aithnid iad thar aon dream
eile focal. An marc, an aont san a chuireann glionndar orm-se (Airciv D7
2.4.1949: 43-44; liomsa an bhéim).

internal "thing" he claims to "translate" is itself only a readymade dictionary whose words can be
explained (defined) only by other words, and so on ad infinitum (1967: 4).

264 Fch Caib. 4, Cuid 4.8., Ich 332.

265 Fch Caib. 4, Cuid 4.8., Ich 343.
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T4 eiseanachas le brath i saothar an fhile laidir, dar leis an Riordanach. Is focal
speisiuil é sin a chuireann, ni hamhain ionracas agus uathtlacht an fhile ionraic inidl,
ach a chuireann a chuid fearulachta i gcuimhne ddinn chomh maith, rud a leagann
béim—cé nach raibh sé mar aidhm ag an Riordanach seo a dhéanamh, is costil—ar
‘eiseanachas’ an traidisitin liteartha san Iarthar. Maionn s¢ ag deireadh an tsleachta
thuas go gcuireann an Usaid uathuil a bhaineann fili laidre as focail ‘glionndar’ air, rud
a léirionn go bhfuil meas aige ar an nés seo. T4 difriocht mhdr idir an friotal agus an
ton até le brath sa sliocht seo thuas agus an friotal agus an ton ata le brath sa chur sios
a dhéanann sé ar fhiliocht ‘derivative’ Thomas Kinsella. I sliocht dialainne eile,
déanann sé cur sios ar Hopkins mar ‘dhuine d’fhili cearta ganna an Bhéarla’ (Airciv

D41 29.1.1973), rud a chuireann béim aris ar an meas a bhi aige air.

Maidir leis féin, bhi imni ar an Riordanach nach raibh sé ina fhile laidir, rud a
chuir isteach go mor air. I ndialann na bliana 1951, tugann se le fios nach bhfuil sé
cinnte an file in aon chor €, nuair a mhaionn sé go bhfuil ‘eagla orm na fuil aon
fhiliocht ionam in aon chor—nach file mé cor ar bith’ (Airciv D10 25.2.1951: 58). |
ngiota eile, tugann sé le fios go bhfuil baint laidir idir an scribhneoireacht ionraic agus

fiorphearsantacht an fhile agus luann sé an fonn até air a ghuth fileata féin a aimsiu:

Braithim go bhfuil m’aigne féin coiscithe orm. Da bhféadfainn an airithe sin
baoise a chur diom go sroisfinn ..... cad a shroisfinn? ... crof an scéil, mo
phaidir, me féin ..... Tuigtear dainn gur shrois Chaucer ¢ féin ins na
Canterbury Tales—Rabelais i nGargantua, Joyce i Ulysses, Hopkins ina
chuid filiochta (Airciv D22 18.10.1960: 31-32).

Tugtar le fios nach bhfuil sé féin ina fhile amach is amach toisc nach dtuigeann sé a
phaidir (.i. a eisint, a fhéinitlacht) féin, ach gur fhiorfhile a bhi in Hopkins, a bhi in
ann a ‘phaidir’ féin a aimsiu san fhiliocht agus a bhfuil a ‘phaidir’ ar fail don léitheoir

ina chuid filiochta chomh maith.

Cé go raibh an-mheas ag an Riordanach ar fhiliocht Hopkins, is léir 6n dialann

gur cheap sé uaireanta go ndearna Hopkins iarracht filiocht réléannta, réréasinta a
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scriobh, tréith a chaineann sé féin sa Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige (21-22).2%

Pléann sé an ghné seo d’thiliocht Hopkins sa ghiota seo a leanas:

Measaim gur duine cancarach, pedantic ab ea Hopkins. Ni bhfaighim an t-
athas céanna aigne ina shaothar 7 a gheibhim i saothar Blake—cé gur mor
agam Hopkins [...] File foghlamtha i gceart Hopkins. B’théidir go raibh an
iomarca den bhfoghluim ag baint leis n6 b’fhéidir na bionn mo leithéid
aineolach compérdach i bhfianaise an Iéinn. Cuireann Hopkins Joyce i
gcuimhne dom ach ni chuireann Joyce michompord m’easpa léinn orm fé mar
a dheineann Hopkins (Airciv D18 26.12.1957: 85).

Cé go gcuireann se an locht air féin—‘mo leithéid aineolach’—is léir 6n meid thuas
gur bhraith sé locht i saothar Hopkins in ainneoin an mheasa mhdir a bhi aige air, ..
gur filiocht fhéin-chomhfhiosach a bhi i gceist uaireanta, seachas filiocht iomlan
‘tonraic’ n6 nadurtha. Cuireann sé leis an smaoineamh seo nuair a dhéanann s¢ plé ar

fhiliocht Rex Taylor:

Dénta Rex Taylor & 1éamh agam anocht. File isea € gan aon ago. Ni ins na
focail ach san rud laistiar diobh a bhionn t’aire 7 tU a léamh. Is beag aige
teicnic. Draiocht na filiochta féin 7 ni draiocht focal a bhionn ag d6 na geirbe
aige. Is slaintitla an dearcadh € na an ceann eile. Ar an sli seo ta sé difridil ar
fad le T.S. Eliot n6 le G.M. Hopkins (Airciv D25 27.6.1961: 51).

Tugann sé le fios anseo go bhfuil filiocht Taylor nios oscailte, nios nadartha, b’fhéidir,
na filiocht Eliot agus Hopkins a bhfuil béim ar ‘[d][h]éanamh’ na ndanta, ‘ar an
bhfuaim, ar an rithim’ inti (ibid.). Is 1éir, mar sin, nar cheap an Riordanach go raibh
Hopkins ina fhile foirfe. Luann Eibhlin Nic Ghearailt an dearcadh a bhi aige i leith
Hopkins, nuair a mhaionn si gur ‘[aJnnamh go maith a dhéanadh O Riordain tagairt
do Gerard Manley Hopkins [sa dialann] agus fiu nuair a dhéanadh nior le baighiocht
réomhor ¢’ (1988: 30). E sin réite, admhaionn si go raibh ‘duil éigin aige san fhile
Sasanach’ (ibid.: 31) agus gur ‘[f][h]ag an file Sasanach rian go dearfa ar mhachnamh
agus ar thiliocht an Riordanaigh’ (ibid.: 30).

266 <[] m4 dheinimid iarracht réastinta ar dhan a scriobh [...] is amhlaidh a théimid isteach i

bhfuartheampall agus sinn féin inar bhfuartheampall. Bimid seal fada aimrid, michéatach, uaigneach’.
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Biodh is go bhfuil cosulachtai laidre idir epiphany an tSeoighigh agus beo-
gheit an Riordanaigh, is cosuil go raibh tionchar ag inscape Hopkins ar choincheap na

beo-gheite chomh maith. Mar a mhaionn Nic Ghearailt:

[...] chuaigh tuiscinti airithe buntisacha de chuid Hopkins ceangailte i
bhfealstinachtai an Riordanaigh agus [...] dhein seisean a chuid féin diobh
mar gur oireadar do. M& choimeéd sé siar 6 Iéann Hopkins nior choimeéad sé

siar 6na theachtaireacht ach dhein buannaiocht uirthi (ibid.: 31).

Luann si an tionchar a bhi ag inscape Hopkins ar an dearcadh a bhi ag an Riordanach
i leith na beo-gheite (ibid.: 32). Pléann si an téarma seo inscape:

‘Inscape’ a thugadh Hopkins ar shainmhianach an ruda né duine.?®’ Bhi
¢ileamh riamh aige ar ‘inscape’ (nd eisint, faoi mar a ghlaoigh Yeats nios
déanai air) an ni a chasfai air. Ba chuma an crann a bheadh i gceist né scolog,
theastodh & Hopkins sroicheadh go dtina eisint. Tar éis d6 scribhinni Duns
Scotus®® a Iéamh thainig oiread eile measa aige ar a thuairim i dtaobh na
heisinte. Chreid Scotus leis go raibh a chéiliocht féin ag leandint gach aon
chréatar ar domhan agus thug ‘haeccitas’ ar an gcailiocht sin a dhealaionn

créatdr 6na chomhchréatuir (ibid.).

%67 Tugtar le fios sa dan ‘As kingfishers catch fire, dragonflies draw flame’ (Hopkins: Poetry
Foundation) go bhfuil a eisint féin ag gach duine agus ag gach rud: ‘Each mortal thing does one thing
and the same/Deals out that being indoors each one dwells’ (11. 5-6). Pléann Nic Ghearailt an dan seo
agus an tionchar a bhi aige ar an Riordanach (1988: 32).

268 Déanann Katherine A. Byrne plé ar John Duns Scotus ina trachtas M.Sc. faoi choincheap an inscape:
‘John Duns Scotus was a significant Franciscan theologian, as well as a learned philosopher and
logician of the High Middle Ages [...] He is the founder of Scotism, a philosophical concept believing
that the “being” of God and creatures are univocal; in other words, he believed that God and entities
exist in the same manner and their essence can be likened through metaphor [...] Scotus was unique in
his views on theology and did not belong to one school of thought—he combined different ideas and
philosophies into one. His work was not appreciated by his church or the general population during his
lifetime, much similar to Hopkins's, and he was accused of sophism: of arguing to deceive and confuse
people with rhetoric and philosophy (“Sophism’). Scotus did not accept the longstanding metaphysics
of the Thomists (developed by St. Thomas Aquinas), specifically Aquinas's distinction between
existence and essence. Scotus followed the teachings of Aristotle in this respect, believing that the
distinction between existence and essence is absent as a result of the transcendentalism of “being.” In
short, Scotus's metaphysics can be summed up in three ideas: that matter can exist with no form, that
purely spiritual matter exists, and that one substance can have more than one substantial form [...]
Scotus argued for the haecceity of every being, or the ‘thisness’ of everything; he contended that
everything is defined by its utility and distinctiveness in life. Scotus believed that to find God, one must
search into the ways that beings relate to each other’ (2011: 8-9). Déanann si nasc idir haecceity agus
an coincheap ar a dtugann Hopkins inscape (ibid.).
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Is 1éir, mar sin, go mbaineann inscape Hopkins le heisinti agus leis an gcaoi a dtéann
an file i ngleic le heisinti lasmuigh dé eisint féin, sa chaoi chéanna is a mbaineann an
bheo-gheit leis an nasc idir an file agus rudai lasmuigh de féin. Déantar cur sios ar

choincheap an inscape mar seo a leanas san Oxford Dictionary of Literary Terms:

Inscape is the unique quality or essential ‘whatness’ of a thing (Baldick 2015:

‘Inscape’).

Cuireann Katherine Byrne leis seo nuair a phléann si an chaoi ar bhain Hopkins tsaid

as teicnici éagsula agus Urnua fileata chun coincheap an inscape a imscrudu:

In the majority of his poems, Gerard Manley Hopkins explores the idea of
‘inscape,’ or the innate, basic quality of a thing. Fascinated with the concept
that everything has an identity based on its function in life, Hopkins uses many
poetic techniques to illustrate this relationship. He proved to be a poetic
pioneer in his techniques, often mingling prior methods of structure and
sound, rhythm and meter with innovative and unusual modes. When
intermixing the new and old was inadequate, he created techniques of his own,

drawing from Anglo-Saxon predecessors (2011: 1).

Déanann si an argoint seo a leathn( nuair a mhaionn si gur chuir Hopkins an-bhéim ar
‘the importance of inscape in attaining self-realization—the recognition of one's own
role in life” (ibid.: 2). Chreid an Riordanach, ni hamhain gur féidir le file eisinti daoine
agus rudai eile a thuiscint nuair a théann s¢ 1 ngleic leo ar bhealach ‘ionraic’, ach gur
féidir leis tuiscint nios fearr a fhail ar a eisint, né ar a phaidir, féin ag an am céanna.

Pléann Byrne an nasc idir inscape agus an creideamh. Dar Iéi, mar shampla:

For the deeply religious Hopkins, who took orders as a Jesuit priest,
discovering inscape was a divine practice, for he believed that this process
required recognition of a central truth: that God is one, and can be recognized

by everything created by Him (ibid.).?*®

269 Dar le James Finn Cotter go raibh tionchar ag an bhfocal ‘inshape’, as ar bhain Sir Philip Sydney
agus Arthur Goulding in aistriiichan a rinne siad ar The Trewnesse of the Christian Religion le Philippe
de Mornay, ar an bhfocal inscape (2004: 195). Is diol spéise é, ar ndoigh, go raibh nasc idir coincheap
an inscape agus friotal an chreidimh. Mar a pléadh cheana, bhi nasc idir epiphany an tSeoighigh agus
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Is diol spéise é go ndéanann an Riordanach nasc idir eisint an duine né an ruda agus
an creideamh, nuair a bhaineann sé Usaid as an téarma ‘paidir’ chun cur sios a
dhéanambh ar an eisint seo. Ni féidir linn a shéanadh, mar sin, go raibh cosulachtai idir

fealstinacht fhileata an Riordanaigh agus fealstinacht Hopkins.?"

Déanann Eibhlin Nic Ghearailt plé cuimsitheach ar na costlachtai seo. Dar Iéi,
mar shampla, go mb’fhéidir gurbh 1 ngan thios don Riordanach a chuaigh smaointe

Hopkins i bhfeidhm air ar dtus:

Nuair a bhreac Sean O Riordain ‘As Kingfishers catch fire ...” [scriobh sé an
dan amach sa dialann] ni raibh sé déanta amach aige go f6ill go raibh a phaidir
chui féin i ngach aon ni bheo, ni hionann agus Hopkins a bhi seanchleachta ar
chuimilt le ‘inscapes’ sular casadh scribhinni Scotus riamh air. Ach i
gcaitheamh na ndaichidi bhi O Riordain ag druidim diaidh ar ndiaidh i dtreo
abhar a Réamhra (1988: 33).

Maionn Nic Ghearailt go n-aithnionn an Riordanach tionchar Hopkins go han-soiléir

sa Réamhra in Eireaball Spideoige, afach, ni hamhain mar gheall ar an gcur sios a

an Caitliceachas agus bhi tionchar mér ag friotal an Chaitliceachais ar fhealsunacht fhileata an
Riordanaigh, rud a thugann le fios gur ‘mhinlaigh’ smaointe an chreidimh O Riordain, Joyce agus
Hopkins. Cuireann Cotter leis seo: ‘It is the very essence of inscape for Hopkins to be revelatory of
Christ not only in nature but in language and artifacts as well, in poetry, architecture, arts and crafts,
the human acts performed in love and imitation of Christ’ (2004: 198).

270 Déanann Byrne plé ar na hathruithe a thainig ar dhearcadh Hopkins i leith an chreidimh i rith a shaoil
agus ta cosulachtai suimidla le brath idir an éiginnteacht a masclaiodh ina intinn de réir mar a chuaigh
a shaol ar aghaidh agus an easpa cinnteachta a bhi ag an Riordanach maidir le cdrsai creidimh. Ba
dhaoine craifeacha iad tuismitheoiri Hopkins, dar le Byrne, ach, cé raibh siadsan ina n-Anglacanaigh,
bhi baint ag an mac leis na hiosanaigh agus bhi sé i gceist aige a bheith ina shagart (2011: 11). Bhi sé
sasta ag an bpointe sin, thart ar an mbliain 1866, an fhiliocht a chaitheamh as a cheann agus, dar le
Byrne, ‘he burned all of his own poetry in his possession’ (ibid.). Rachadh sé i dtuilleamai na filiochta
aris, &fach, thart ar an mbliain 1875: it was at this time that he began to keep a journal, largely to record
and describe nature, and began to develop a philosophy that resolved the conflict of God versus poetry,
that he had struggled with for so long [...] During the last five years of Hopkins's life, he began to suffer
from severe depression, and his works from this period (specifically the ‘Dark Sonnets’) reflect this.
He struggled with the idea that God had, in fact, become absent in his life, and felt a personal
worthlessness [...] After a long bout with illness and depression, Hopkins died of typhoid fever on June
8, 1889. He did not publish any of his works during his lifetime (ibid.: 11-12). Bhi an Riordanach idir
dha chomhairle faoi chursai creidimh agus go héirithe faoin Eaglais Chaitliceach in Eirinn agus cé go
raibh a chreideamh féin ni ba laige agus ni ba luaini na creideamh Hopkins, fés féin, bhi tionchar mor
ag an gcoimhlint inmheanach sin ar a fhealstnacht fthileata, mar a pléadh go mion sa triticaibidil.

350



dhéanann sé ar choincheap na paidre, ach mar gheall go scriobhann sé¢ ‘Kingfishers’

amach ann chomh maith:

Ba sa Réamhra a dhaingnigh sé na tuairimi a bhi ag rith timpeall istigh ina
cheann agus ag bailiu nirt le deich mbliana n6 os a chionn [...] Luann sé Gdair
airithe agus foinsi airithe trid an Réamhra ar mhaithe le léirit. Ar na hadair a
luann sé ta Hopkins agus tugann sé an dan [...] ‘As Kingfishers catch fire ...’
as a iomlaine duinn. Is maith mar a dhéanann an dan seo a churam léirithe mar
ta sé ag freagairt go direach do na tuairimi atd an Riordanach ag iarraidh a
chur de [...] Nil aon amhras na go bhfuil ‘paidir’ an Riordanaigh ag freagairt
do ‘inscape’ Hopkins agus nil amhras na gur theastaigh uaidh go mbeadh gach
pioc da dhan idir thriotal agus rithim ag freastal ar phaidir an abhair [...]
Mheas O Riordain, faoi mar a mheas Hopkins, go raibh a phaidir speisialta

féin i ngach uile ni ba chuma teibi n6 neamhtheibi [...] (ibid.)

Déanann Nic Ghearailt plé, chomh maith, ar na costlachtai idir an cur sios a rinne an
Riordanach agus an cur sios a rinne Hopkins ar an gcaoi ar féidir le duine (file) dul i

ngleic le paidir no le inscape duine né ruda eile:

Ni folair n6 thuig O Riordain cé chomh costiil is a bhi na teoirici a bhi foilsithe
aige féin ina Réamhra le teoirici Hopkins nuair a chuir sé marc a phinn le hais
leis an mbldire seo a leanas i Réamhra Gardner: ‘For Hopkins, poetic creation
occurred when the poet’s own nature (his own ‘inscape’) had been instressed
by some complementary inscape discovered in external Nature. The resulting
poem is therefore a new inscape, and like all poetry must have, ‘down to the
least separable part, and individualizing touch.” Sin é a chreid Hopkins—go
gcaithfeadh dha bhlas a bheith buailte ar a chéile sula bhféadfai bheith istigh
a thail in aon bhlas acu [...] Ba mhor an trua le Hopkins na gnathdhaoine nar
chuaigh lasmuigh diobh féin riamh agus da bhri sin nach raibh aon eolas ar a
mblas féin na ar bhlas ruda eile acu. Déla an athar i Réamhra Ui Riordain ni
raibh ach ‘insint’ na n-iontas lasmuigh acu [...] Nuair a theagmhaiodh dha
‘inscape’ lena chéile—a ‘inscape’ féin agus ‘inscape’ ruda 6n iasacht—b’in é
an uair a gheiteadh Hopkins le hinspioraid [...] Chreid O Riord4in faoi mar a
chreid Hopkins go gcaithfeadh dh& phaidir—paidir an ealaiontdra agus paidir
an ruda lasmuigh—a bheith ag cuimilt lena chéile sula dtiocfadh toradh ar

obair an ealaiontdra agus ansin go mbeadh an trit paidir ar fail—paidir an
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tortha [...] Chreid an Riordanach agus Hopkins araon go raibh an-bhaint ag
inspioraid le filiocht agus nil ceist ar bith faoi nd gur chreid Hopkins narbh
ann d’thiliocht gan i (36-38).

Is 1éir, mar sin, go raibh an Riordanach sasta a admhail go raibh tionchar mor ag

smaointe Hopkins ar a fhealstinacht fhileata féin.

E sin raite, ni hé nach bhfuair an Riordanach aon locht ar an bhfile Sasanach.
Mar a luadh cheana, chain sé Hopkins mar gheall gur cheap sé go raibh sé r6thdgtha
leis an bhfiliocht ‘léannta’ agus mar go raibh ‘an iomarca den bhfoghluim ag baint
leis” (Airciv D18 26.12.1957: 85). Cé go raibh cosulachtai idir fealsinacht fhileata na
beirte, idir an tuiscint a bhi acu ar thadbhacht na teanga agus na bhfocal (Nic Ghearailt
1988: 48-49), idir an tuiscint a bhi acu araon ar an tabhacht a bhaineann le caint na
ngnathdhaoine (ibid.: 51), idir an tuiscint a bhi ag an mbeirt acu ar an tabhacht a
bhaineann le huathulacht, le pearsantacht nd le guth an fhile laidir (ibid.: 53), agus fid
idir pearsantacht na beirte (ibid.: 55-56), ni hé go ndearna O Riordain aithris ghlan ar
stil Hopkins, na baol air. Dar le Nic Ghearailt nach raibh an Riordanach compordach

le tionchar Hopkins riamh:

Ba dhoigh le duine go mbraithfeadh O Riordain braithreachas le Hopkins mar
gheall ar a chancar ach nior bhraith. In ainneoin na costlachta, ni bhiodh O
Riordain riamh ar a shuaimhneas i gcomhluadar Hopkins. Chuireadh
foghlamthacht an fhile Shasanaigh as do [...] thainig O Riordain faoi anail
Hopkins, ar a shon gan aon mhérbha a bheith aige leis (ibid.: 56).

Ni féidir linn a shéanadh go raibh tionchar ag Hopkins ar an Riordanach, ach nior badh
i dtionchar Hopkins € sa chaoi chéanna is a badh i dtionchar Joyce é (dar leis féin).?"*
Chreid sé gur fhile laidir a bhi in Hopkins, afach, d’aithin sé sa dialann agus sa
Réamhra go raibh tionchar mor ag an bhfile eile air agus ta fianaise ann sa dialann a
thugann le fios nar chreid sé go raibh sé féin chomh laidir na chomh mor leis riamh—

nar ‘shroich’ sé a eisint féin ina chuid scribhneoireachta sa chaoi is ar ‘shroich’

Hopkins a eisint siud (Airciv D22 18.10.1960: 31-32).

211 Ech Ich 343.
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4.10. ‘T4 cead a chos i gcursai cumadéireachta bainte amach aige’?’?: An

Riordanach agus Mairtin O Direain

San aiste ‘Mairtin O Diredin agus an t-Oilean Riin’, majonn Breandan O Doibhlin
nach bhfuil ‘duine ar bith is m6 a bhfuil lucht na Gaeilge faoi chomaoin aige na an file
citiin dochloite seo’ (1966: 51). Bhi an Doibhlineach den tuairim nach bhfuair an
Dirednach ‘a dhiol spéise 6 na léirmheastoiri’ sna seascaidi (ibid.: 52). Bhi an ceart
aige an uair sin, ach t& neart scriofa air ¢ shin agus aithnitear é anois mar dhuine de
mhorfili nua-aimseartha na canéna. Sa chaibidil ar O Diredin sa leabhar Scribhneoiri
Faoi Chaibidil, mar shampla, maitear go n-airitear é ‘i gconai mar dhuine de
phriomhfhili na Nua-Ghaeilge’ (Titley et al. 2010: 82). Tugtar le fios chomh maith
gur thuig an Direanach féin gur mhorfhile a bhi ann nuair a mhaitear ‘de réir a
thuisceana féin, ba é O Diredin Yeats na Gaeilge’ (ibid.: 86). San agallamh a rinne sé
le Declan Collinge i lar na n-ochtoidi, d’admhaigh O Diredin go raibh fonn air a bheith
‘remembered among the great poets of the Irish tradition’ (Collinge 1991: 12). Ba

mhorfhile nua-aimseartha é an Direanach, gan aon ago.

San aiste ‘Middle Earth: Poetry in Irish at Mid Century’, maionn Alan Titley
nar thainig an borradh céanna ar an bhfiliocht Ghaeilge sa chéad leath den fhichiu
haois is a thainig ar an bhfiliocht Angla-Eireannach agus ar phrés na Gaeilge (2012:

72-73). Maidir leis an difriocht idir pros na Gaeilge agus an fhiliocht, maionn sé:

Prose in Irish dominated the Revival period because it had to, and it was worth
it [...] this Irish prose entailed the shock of the new, while poetry maintained

the strain of the familiar (ibid.).

Dar leis ‘[p]oetry was marginalized and out there on the edge of things’ (ibid.: 73). In
Scribhneoiri Faoi Chaibidil, maitear gurbh ‘as an nua agus as an bhfolus a thainig an
prés’ ach go raibh ar an bhfiliocht ‘dul chun aighnis lena raibh de thraidisitin saibhir

roimpi’ (Titley et al. 2010: 82), rud a chuir srian ar na fili nua-aimseartha. In ‘Middle

272 Rjordain (Airciv D16 3.4.1957:115).
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Earth’, luann Titley an tionchar mor a bhi ag an Direanach ar athbheochan na filiochta

Gaelai agus tugann sé ‘the first great poet of the mid century’ air (2012: 73).2"3

Cé go n-aithnionn sé an tionchar ollmhér a bhi ag O Direain ar an nuafhiliocht,
t4 Titley den tuairim nach bhfuil stil thurgnamhach le brath i bhfiliocht an Direanaigh,

agus go hairithe ina luathfhiliocht:

These early poems have a clarity and beauty and simplicity that are as plain
as the language in which they are composed. Although O Diredin did claim in
his introduction to the collection © Mérna agus Danta eile that he would
shake the dust from old words and make them dance anew, he largely clings

to a direct and terse form of lyricism (ibid.: 75).

Luann sé chomh maith go mb’théidir go raibh an iomarca tionchair ag filiocht T.S.
Eliot ar an dan ‘Ar Ré Dhear6il’, a cumadh sa bhliain 1957 (ibid.: 75-76). Maidir le
fili agus scribhneoiri eile a raibh tionchar acu ar an Direanach, leirionn Caoimhin Mac
Giolla Léith go raibh an-mheas ag an Direanach ar Yeats (2014: 32).2’* Déanann Louis
de Paor comparaid idir an Direanach agus Patrick Kavanagh (2014: 101). Dar le Mac
Giolla Léith go raibh suim mhdr ag an Direanach san fhealsunacht chomh maith agus
go raibh sé togtha, mar shampla, le Friedrich Nietzsche?® agus le George Berkeley
(2014: 34-35). Ni aontaionn Eoghan O hAnluain agus Maire Ni Annrachain go raibh
tionchar romhor ag traidisian an Bhéarla ar an Direanach, afach, mar a léiritear in

Scribhneoiri Faoi Chaibidil nuair a mhaionn siad go bhfuil ‘nadar na Gaeilge go smior

273 Cuireann sé sios air mar fhile ‘timpisteach” chomh maith: ‘What is remarkable about O Direain is
that he came to poetry by accident, having no background in literature before being inspired by a public
lecture. He had to publish his first book, Coinnle Geala (1942) himself, as there was no publisher willing
to take him on and no perceived public for his kind of poetry. His kind of poetry was different from the
village poets of West Cork or Connemara in that he had broken up the line and brought normal speech
into the idiom of verse. And for all the criticism which might be made of the subject matter of his
poetry—and it can be made—the fact remains that he wrote a beautifully clear line’ (2012: 73-74)

274 abhair an Direanach féin faoin tionchar a bhi ag Yeats air nuair a chuir Declan Collinge faoi
agallamh ¢ agus a thrachtas dochtuireachta & ullmhu aige: ‘I don’t recall the exact moment in time I
read Yeats. It was probably very early in my poetic career. Initially | began writing independently of
any other writer. After that early work, | found the same nostalgic atmosphere as in the early Yeats.
From that point, | read and continued to read him more assiduously and more attentively’ (Collinge
1990: 17). Admhaionn sé go raibh tionchar mor ag ‘The Lake Isle of Innisfree’ ar ‘Faoiseamh a
Gheobhadsa’ (ibid.).

275 Bhi an Riordanach togtha le saothar Nietzsche chomh maith.