Textual Analysis: O’Halloran’s General History 1778

5 Textual Anal y sGeseral H3rMaA8| or and s

5.1. Introduction

Chapter 3 concluded that the London publication ofaéreeral History indicated

that this work was directed at an audience outside of Iretendell as within

Ireland. Chapte4 identified two distinctiveelementf that audiences consisting

of a British political éliteand Irish émigrés in the service of Catholic European
powers.Chapter 4nade the argument thite inclusion of Irish émigrés in the
subscriptionlist of thiswork was an attempgty O’Halloran to demonstratecarrent
suitability of the Irish for @ritish imperial role. Moreover, it was suggested that this
message wasot onlyreceived bya British political élite, but waslsopartially
endorsed by ithy financially supporting the publication of tBeneral History

through subscriptionThe third distinctive feature of thi@&eneral History is the

manner in which O’Halloran modified his source materials to construct an historical
pictureof an ancient Milesiampire.The idea of a Milesian Empire, rather than a
Milesian kingdom, is a totly new concept introduced by O’Halloran and sharply
distinguishes his work from his contemporaries, andsgreral History from its
antecedents in this traditiofhe reasn O’Halloranarguedor a Milesian Empire
rather than a Milesian kingdqmwas because he wanted to establish an anpaaitly
with Britain, which was now an imperial powe&Tonsequently, Britain’s imperial
statusinfluenced the shape of his narratiaed reflects the eighteenttentury

political context of his writing

This chapter will makeéhe argument that the reason O’Halloran modified his
materials in this manner was because he wanted to engage British imperial interest in
securing Irish Catholicelief, by showing how the Irish were historically suitaltibr
an imperial role, therebipitiating Irish Catholic participation in the British Empire.
O’Halloran’s argument for Irish Catholic inclusion in the British Empire had two
strands. He wanted show that Ireland had both a current and an historic aptitude as
imperial agentsA currentaptitude for enpire isestablished in thsubscriptiorlist,
while an historical aptitde is demonstrated in the teBbth of these two strands
compliment and raiforce the central argument for Irish inclusion in the British

Empire.O’Halloran’s means of communication and language use in the text
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identifies his intended audience as the British Emihés confirmsthe significance
of the Londompublication of thisvork, and moreover, the regmition by O’Halloran

of London as the metropolitan capital of the British Empas the site of power to
bring about Irish Catholic relieif issues of imperial security necessitated this
action.The political context whickhaped his narrative was the opportunity for Irish

Catholic relief creatd by the AngleAmerican crisis.

Viewing theGeneral History as acomposite workyhich includes the
significance of itpublicationsiteandaudienceplaced within the appropriate
political contextprovides a framework which complements the textual reading of its
narrative.ln the absence of this framewotke narrative of th&eneral History
could be viewed as a rather fanciful interpretation of Irish historgt the political
context and direction of its narrative would be misdéuk textual analysis of the
General History following is guided not only by the political contekut also by the

significance of itpublicationsiteand audience.

The central focus of this chapierto anaysethe content of th&eneral History,
andin a comparison witlits aforementioned antecedents, identify the eighteenth
century political contet and imperial direction of theéiscourseTo date, no irdepth
textual analysis afhe General History has been undertakemor does it appear as a
central theme in any current work. As mentioned, reference tBetieral History
appears in the work of various scholars. Clare O’Halloran (2004:53) refers to the
opening page of th@eneral History as evie@nce of the influence of Charles
Vallancey’s orientalism on O’Halloran’s antiquarian writings. Kidd (1999:1612)
refers to O’Halloran’s deployment of a Milesian civilisation in defence of Irish
civility , and sees this work as underpinning the writingSlafiles O’Conor. Delury
(200027) also compares the work of O’Conor and O’Halloran, and cites a paragraph
from the ‘Dedication’ section to the General History, to comment on the manner in
which O’Halloran uses a “powerful patriotic rhetoric merged with a “love of truth”,

to underpin the authority of his narrative.

This chapter is divided intsix main areas of discussion. Firstly, this chapter
briefly discusses the political use of Irish histgrgphy in O’Halloran’s two main

traditionalsources|.ebor gabala Erenn andForas feasa ar Eirinn, and explaindiow
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O’Halloran’s use of classical sources and his new system of chronology, influenced

the nodifications in his narrativesection two, three and four bis chaptefocuses

on identifying thanfluence @& imperial Britain on reconstructions of the Irish past in
a comparison with the traditional narrativBection fivediscusses th&eneral

History as a military manifesto for Irish participation in the British Emypared

sixthly, this chapteconcludesy highlighting the distinctiveness of O’Halloran’s
approach to the Irish historiographical traditiona comparison with the approach
adopted by Charles O’Conor.

5.2.The Sources

The twomain Gaelicsources for O’Halloran” General History arelLebor gabéla

Erenn andForas feasa ar Eirinn, and these sources provide the framework for his
narrative. Both of these works were composed #tatiperiods in Irish historyand
both works appropriated the Milesian pasta political statemerdr restatemendf
Ireland’s past, at crucialpeiodsasthe contemporary situation demandé&be

twelfth century produced the monastic compilation,Ltét@or gabala Erenn, or, ‘the
Book of the taking of Ireland’, which was primarily a defence of immemorial rights
of posession at the time of the Norman invasion of Ireldrds workcontained the
chronicles of early Irish historiography and narrated the five invasiomslafd in
pre-Christian times, including list of the kings of Ireland in pi€hristian and
Christian times, until the arrival of the Normans in the twelfth cent@dthough the
Milesian invasion from Spain was the last invasion of Irelandl.¢ber gabala
prioritised this invasion over the othgby placirg it first in its accountdMilesian
and preMilesian invaerswere formednto ore poly-ethnic groupandimmemorial
rights of possession by the Gael to Irelamdrebased on historical antiquity and
priority of settlement (Kidd, 1999:15P53).

In the seventeenth centyizeating’s Foras feasa ar Eirinn brought the lore of

theLebor gabala to anew audienceadding to and weaving new material from

!By “traditional narrative’ is meant Keating’s Foras feasa ar Eirinn andLebor gabala Erenn. These

works are abbreviated in the following discussion as: Keating and LG.

“TheLebor gabala in its extant form is a compilation of two independent texts from the eight century.
Reflecting the age in whiclhey lived a primary concern of the compilers of thebor gabala was to
assimilate Gaelic history with the universal biblicatbry and clear paralletsan be drawn between

the history of the Gael in tHeebor gabéla and the history of the children afrbel as found in the Old
Testament (LG, 1938 pt.1:xxix).
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disparate sources into the first narrative history of Irel@uhGingham2000).

Foras feasa wasprimarily a defence of th8tuart dynasty and Cathckm, and was
designed to deal with contemporary issues of the early modern perpatticular
Foras feasa dealt with*“those issues and preoccupations by which Keating himself

was peculiarly exercised as a CousReformation cleric and patriot” (Bradshaw,
1993:167)Keating retrospectively shaped his sources to show continuity between
the early Christian church and the Catholicism of the CotReédormationandto
providehistorical validation and legitimacy for the Stuart dynasty (O Buachalla,
200617)3 What was important for Keating, reflecting the political climate of his
time, was to establish a parity of Ireland’s kings with their British and Saxon

counterparts (Cunningham, 2000:1#42).

The political climate in which O’Halloran wrote was different againThe early
years of the eighteenth century witnessetionly theconsolidation oProtestant
dominancen church and stat@ Ireland but also,in the postl763 periodthe
consolidation of the newdgxtended British EmpiteBritain, whichwas now an
imperial power, influenced the shape of O’Halloran’s narrative. Therefore,

O’Halloran’s argument for parity was based on the existence of an ancient Milesian
‘Empire’ in Ireland, andis reflective of the eilgteenthcentury political contexof his

writings.

AlthoughLebor gabala andForas feasa were the mairGaelicsources used by
O’Halloran, theywere not the only oneble (1778a,1:lvii)claimed also to have a
copy of thelL.eabhar Lecan, “faithfully transcribed from the original in the Irish
College at Paris”, given to him by Dr. Mac Kenna, titular Bishop of Cloyiié@e
Leabhar Lecan, or Book of Lecan, is a manuscript from the end of the fourteenth
century and contains a widarietyof Irish source material including two versions
of Lebor gabala Erenn.* O’Halloran also stated that he hadhiis possession a copy
of the Réim rioghraidhe of Giolla Caomhin, ard of its continuation by Giolla
Moduda which was given to him by Dr. O’Cullinan of Mallow. TheRéim

rioghraidhe or the‘Succession of thkings’ providesan account of the kings of

*The most comprehensive work to date on Geoffrey Keating and his writings is Bernadette
Cunningham’s The world of Geoffrey Keating (2000). For other works on Keating see: Bradshaw
(1993:160190); O Buachalla (2006:138).

“For the historiography of the Book of Lecan, see: MacSwiney (19283%R1
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Ireland, the length of their reign and the manner of their death, including some sparse
genealogical informatio (Walsh, 1941)0’Halloran (1778a,1:xlii)further claimed

to have in his possession all the manusstiptreferredto in his writings.However,

claims of this nature by a writer to be in possession of original sources gave

authority to his work, buas no evidence has come to light, as yet, of the contents of
O’Halloran’s library, it is impossible toerify this position.The central focus of this
discussion is t@analysehow O’Halloran modified his traditional materialsather

than ascertain whether he was in fact in possesdionginal manuscript sources.

The most sigrficant changes O’Halloran madeto his soure material concem
the early origin of the Gael in the Mediterranelde used three forms of iglence to
support thesehanges herand elsewhere throughout his narrative. This evidence
consisted afcomparative analysis, his new systentlmfonology and linguistic
evidenceO’Halloran’s approach to early Irish history took the form of a
comparative analysis with classical and other foreign sources as a validating measure
of the Irish historical record. This approach waftuenced by the igvailing
historiographical trendvhich prioritised classical sourcemd also necessitated a
correlating chronological syster®’Halloran’s thesis restedon thepremise that the
echoes of thenigrationsof the early ancestors of the Gael than retaiad in the
histories of the countries they passed through on their journey to lrelacdhat a
comparison of these sources would lend further validity to the traditional accounts
asrecorded in the native Irish historical recotdincidentally, O’Halloran found
recorded in the fragmented histories of the Mediterrartbarmemory of a onee
great maritime people which, he argued, parallthecearly history of the Gael.
These people were the improvers and colonizers of Africa and Ghidezieexploits
provided Homer with source material for Ridyssey, and were a model for Orpheus
and the Argonauts. Ultimately, this race settled in the Hyperborean,lalecatding
to the Greeks, and in the Atlantic Ishecording to the Egyptians. O’Halloran
submittel that a comparison of these fragmented histonghk those of thenative
historical records of Irelanavould confirm that this race of people were the Gael
and Irelandheir final destinationConverselyCharlesO’Conor’s interest in this
period wasconfined to establishing an early literacy through Phoenician coAtact

contrast between the different politieaendas of these two scholashich
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influenced their interpretation of the Gaelic historiographiealition is presented

at the end of tlsi chapter.

O’Halloran supported his comparative analyy introducing a ‘new system’ of
chronology. Chronology and genealogy underpin and provide structure for
O’Halloran’s narrative (Figure.%), and indeed, theine qua non of his
argumentation was ¢hestablishment of a stable time line and a precise genealogical
paradigm for the pseuedustorical periodHis system wa computatiorbased
O’Halloran (1778a,1:iv)selectedhe date of theeign of Laogire in 428 ADand
one “accepted by all parties t@ the commencement of historical time”, as the
starting dateWorking backwardg0’Halloran (1778a,1:v,iv,5thenallocatedl4
years to a reigrand 35 years to a generatidarther guided by what he called
“sound criticismand plain sense”, he arrived at a system that allowedm to
pinpoint significant event dates with whiahanchor his history O’Halloran then
usedthis system othronology as a correlating timeline to date events recorded in
the fragmented histories of the Mediterranean.eéxampé, O’Halloran
(1778a,1:vii) statethat letters were introduced into Egypt by NiuAM 1941
(Figure 5.1 Niul:1941)or that the inhabitants of Crete received the Phoenician
alphabet from Cadmuson of Sru inAM 2046 (Figure 5.1 Sru:2046).

It is mostprobable that O’Halloran’s sole purpose in introducing his ‘new’
system of chronology in th@eneral History wasto confera further degree of
certainty on the early migratioysndto confirm interactions and linkages between
the early Irishandother comtries in the Mediterranean ar@dus established, this
timeline is used to underpin retained contact with the Mediterranean area at a later
date in the textin altering thecomputations in the reigns of kings to suit his own
particular objectiveO’Halloran was following a well established tradition. Keating
(1:83-87) hadalso altered the various computations in the reign of kingsitdis

own objective

*Two dominant dates existed for the creation of the world. These dates were based on the Septuagint,
or the Greek version of the Old Testament, dedHebrew Masoretic text. The Septuagint, postulated
a date of 5500 BC, the Hebrew date was 4,000 BC. O’Halloran (1778a,1:41)ses the Hebrew date.
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O’Halloran’s alterationgo the migratory routesf the early Irish ancestors in the
Mediterrareanareshownin Figure5.1 overleaf.This map is an attempt to simplify
the large amourdf complex datawhich underpin®’Halloran’s account of the
early migrations of the Gael in the Mediterrangato a readily accessibleedium
There are three impt@ant elementpresentedthe insein the upper rightand
corner highlightgeographical locations which have been omitted by O’Halloran,
but were present in the traditial narrative migratory routesig main map shows
themigratory routes takeaccordng to O’Halloran’s account; the genealogical
tables based on O’Halloran’s narrative atthe bottom of the magre in groups
headed by the name of the leader and the destination of a migidteon.
genealogical tables are dated aontbur-coded to corrggond to themigratory routes.
O’Halloran’s form of spelling is useah the listing and throughout the discussion
here The larger arrowsdicate dispersal and influencehis mapis accessed during
the course ofhefollowing discussion via date and naimeadings from the
genealogical tables, for example Niul:1941. The information in this table reads that
Niul, high-priest and prince, was the leader of the expedition to Egypt in the year
AM 1941. He married Scota, daughter of the Egyptian Pharaoh. Theydwd
Gaedel Glas, who became king in AM 1996. Easru, son of GaedeMakging in
AM 2006, followed by Sru in AM 2036. Sru had two sons; Heber Scot and Cadmus.

O’Halloran also used a Phoenician model of linguistics to support his narrative
changesThe linguistic theories of Samuel Bochart (189857), who postulated a
Phoenician origin for most European languages, was influential amongst Irish
traditionalscholardecause his theories provided linguistic evidence to support the
Gaelic myths of eaylorigin in the Mediterranean (Leerssen, 1986a:33d)the
latter half of the eighteenth century, O’Halloran correspondent and subscriber
Charles Vallancey wake strongest proponent of the Phoenician model, and his
work is referenced by O’Halloran (1778a:37,48) on two occasions. The use of

etymologies is a commadiature in O’Halloran’s writings. In the General History,

®For an account of linguistic developments that were significant to the Irish language see: Leerssen
(1986a333-339).
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however, he defended his usage by arguing that etymologies were useful only to
provide corroboring support for events already substantiated by historical

evidence:

And here let me once for all remark, teatmologies in general shoul@ b
very cautiously admitted, as in themselves of no great forfmgming
inductions fromancient history; nor should | produce them so ofteth@n
and formermccasionsbut that | am firswarranted by the evidence of
history.

(O’Halloran, 1778a 1:8586)

5.3 Influence of Imperial Britain on Reconstructions of the Irish Past

The aim of this section is to demonstrate thiuerice of imperial Britain on
O’Halloran’s narrative reconstruction of the Irish past, in a comparison drawn with

the traditional narrative. The reason O’Halloran introduced various innovations into
his narrativejt will be argued, was to demonstrate ash historic suitability as
imperial agents and was complimentary to his argument for a current suitability, as
demonstrated by the subscription list analysis in the previous chapter. O’Halloran’s
innovations were botbktructural and terminological’ he @am of these innovations
wasto support his assertion of the existence of an ancient Milesian Empire in
Ireland which had once wielded the sceptre of an extended enepiteracing

Britain and part of Gaul in thereRoman andRoman periodThis section prEents

the argument that the contemporary direction of O’Halloran’s discourseand the
reason for his alterations to the traditional narrative, was to demonstrate that, as
descendants of an ancient Milesian Empire; the Irish were eminently suited for
partidpation in the contemporary British Empifehe introduction into the

traditioral narrative of the concept of a Milesian Empire is a totally new innovation
by O’Halloran. What significance can be attached to this inno\ation in the
contemporary sen8eAnd how would O’Halloran’s audience have understood this

concept?

The diretion of O’Halloran’s argument had a contemporary resonance. There
was, after alla demand for literature on empireBritain, and the first volume of
EdwardsGibbonsThe Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire published in 177&nly
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two yeas prior to O’Halloran’s General History, was considered best seller (Sher,
2006:159).The reason for this interest was that territorial gains and expansion as a
result of the Seven Years War ali&Rxritain’s popular conception of her empire. In

the prewar period Britain viewed her empire as an empire based on trade and
commerce, a “peaceful enterprise”. It was, therefore, considered ‘secure’, because

unlike earlier territorial empires such as f@nan, Britain’s empire was built on

trade not conquest. However, territorial expansion as a result of victory in the Seven
Years War challenged this popular conception of Britain’s empire as a peaceful

enterprise based on trade. Britain’s empire was now an empire of conquest and
dominion, sustained by force of arms, like earlier empires, and there was no
guarantee that the British Empire would not decline and decay like earlier empires of
conquest. (Colley, 2009:103, Marshal, 1998B)5 Therefore, thereras a current

market interest in the reasons for the decay of empires and a clear connotation and
association, for the wetkead eighteenthentury reader, between the anciBniman

and contemporary Britishripires.However the difficulty for O’Halloran was that

the concept of a Milesian Empire would have meant very litthegeighteenth

century readership.

The following discussiorwhichis divided into three main areaxamines how
O’Halloran presented his argument for an Irish historic impexmitude. Thdirst
area of discussion focuses on the novel alterations O’Halloran made to the traditional
narrative concerning the early migrations of the Gael in the Mediterranean area and
demonstrates how these innovations were directed towards Isinuming an
imperial past for the early ancestors, and laying the basis flatéisasseron of an
ancient Milesian Empire in IrelanMoreover, this section shows how O’Halloran
tailored his narrative to suit the sensitivities of the Protestant-tebading audience
towards whom this work was directed, by removing the Catholic overlay and other

biblical connections, which had permeated Keating’s narrative.

After the successful conquest of Ireland by the Milesiqedition,
O’Halloran’s alteratiors to the narrative are both terminological and structural.
O’Halloran housed his narrative of Milesian rule in Ireland in an imperial nuanced
languageand argued for the existence of an ancient Mileisan Empire in Irélarsd.

second area of discussifocusedirstly, on the manner iwvhich O’Halloran both
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introduced and justifietlis use of an imperial nuanced language and how this usage
has impacted on his narrative. Secondly, this area investigates the possible
significance of this usage in the contergry eighteentitentury context and
examinesvhat his eighteenthentury audience might have understood by this usage.

The third area of discussion focusasthe structural changes O’Halloran made
to his narrative in his account of Milesian rule ialénd. In particular, this section is
concerned with investigatingie manner in which O’Halloran employedand
expandedtreatively on Irish encounters with the Roman Empirthe traditional
narrativeas a counterpointo demonstrate the power and infhge of his alleged
Milesian Empire O’Halloran’s positioning of the Roman Empire, a concept which
was as familiar to his audience as the British Empire, as the Other against whom the
excellence of his Milesian Empireasgiven authoritywas a rhetoricaltsategy to
link the familiarconceptof the Roman Empire with the unfamiliar concept of a
Milesian Empireand form &aridge of understanding for his eighteestntury
audience.Additionally, this section examines the political significance of
O’Halloran’s innovative assertion of Irish aid to the Carthaginians during the Punic
Wars in the context of thentral focus of O’Halloran’s narrative, which was to

demonstrate Irish suitability as imperial agents

The first part of this discussion focus on the O’Halloran’s alterations to the
traditional narrative of the account of the origin of the Gael in the Meditterrean.
Within Gaelic historiography the origin of the Gael in Scythiad subsequent
migrations prior to arriving in Irelandhas always formed antegral part of the
narrative of origin, from its first textual manifestationLighor gabala Erenn. This
tradition was replicated over time by subsequent Gaelic antiquarians. In the process,
certain core elements of the tradition became conventionadirelccarried a special
significance in defining the dominant meaning of the traditional narrative. A
comparison of O’Halloran’s narrative with his main sources can identify where his
account deviates from the traditional narrateved identity the eighteémcentury

political context of his narrativeThis is the approach adopted here.

"There are three redactions and a verse account of most every everiteiothgabala. The
approach adopted here is to use the version that provides the fullest account of the events.
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O’Halloran made three significant alterati@to the migratory routesf the early
ancestors in the Mediterraneas found in the traditional narrativdis reason for
making these changes was to provide an imperial past for Ireland’s Milesian Empire,
by linking the Milesiamancestors witlboth the Phoenician ar@arthaginian
Empiresof the Mediterraneaarea The first alteration O’Halloran makes is directed
towards creatig a link between Ireland’s Milesian Empire and the ancient Phoenicia
Empire.According to the traditional narrativie territory of Scytla and the
birthplace ofPhaeniusKing of Scythia andfrom whom the Gaedlaim descentwas
located in the interioof Asiag with access to the Mediterranean a Scythian river
called the TanaiKeating,2:31) However, O’Halloran argued that historians had
erred in locating the Scythian settlement so far inland at this early period. O’Halloran

locatedScythig notin the interior of Asiabuton the Syrian coasindclaimedthat:

Everycircumstance and every fact that can be collected, unite in fixing it
[Scythia] on the Syrian coast bordering the Mediterranean, andtbe be
ancient Phoenicjaso renowed in hisory. (O’Halloran, 1778a,1:40)

The reaso®’Halloran rejected the location of Scythia in the interioAslia, as
per the traditionaharrative was because his preoccupation was pithviding an
imperialidentity for the early ancestorBhe compilers of theéebor gabala and
Keatinghadno such concernasthe political contextvhich motivated their writings
was differentBy moving the location of Scythia to the Syrian cpastl identifing
it as the site of ancient PhoenicéadPhaeniusthe eponymous ancestor of the Gael,
as the King of Phoenici@)’Halloran (1778a,1:41)inked the narrative of early
beginnings withan historicallysignificant and ancient empir&he claim of the
Phcenicians to supremacy in navigation, commerce, arts and the sciences before
other nations was well documented (Bryant, 1767; Goguet, 1761; Blennerhassett,
1751; Du Pin, 1709). Phoenicia was not aamlgeographicdbcation but a highly
emotive and succing@olitical concept. Thereforéhis conceppostulated here by
O’Halloran, with all its ramifications, was one that was readily understood by a
reasonably wélread eighteentkentury audiencél o strengtheimis argument
O’Halloran (17781:447) comparedhe customs, mode of worship and language of

the Phoenicians and the Gamid concluded that the QGagere the ancient
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PhoeniciansThey wee called Phenians frohaenius“Feni o fhenius adbearta,
brigh gan dochtad (O’Halloran, 1778,1:43).

Therefore according to O’Halloran’s (1778a:49) narrativehe Milesians who
invaded Irelandn the yeatAM 2736, weredirect descendants dig ancient
Phoenician Epire.This is the first link in the chain which witirovide theearly
ancestors of the Gaelith an imperial pastThis is the direction of O’Halloran’s
alteration in the original migratory route and is confirmed in the text;

After such proofs and such illustrations of times so extremely remote, will
any candid man of letters deny the truth of oulye@cords? Will he any
longer refuse us the use of letters, when it appears to demonstration, that the
very father of letters, of arts and of sciences was our great ancestor? Will he
deny us the use of ships, when it becomes evident, that the firstarsseh
ships, and of navigation, were ajreat ancestors?”

(O’Halloran, 1778,1:52-3)

The seond alteration O’Halloran made to the traditional narrativprovideda
link between the Gaand theCarthaginiarEmpire O’Halloran(1778a,1:183)
submittedthat Gaothluigh Mheadhonacha, which previous Gaelic antiquarians had
taken to measothlandGothia (Keating?2:35), referredin fad to Getulia on the
North African coast bordering on Carthag®¥Halloran(1778a,1:834) claimedthat
both Carthage and Numidia wevery early inhabited by Phoenician oolies and
identifiedthis early Carthaginian colony as the Gael urtderleadersipiof Laimh
fionnin AM 2279(Figure 5.). The Laimhfionn colonyremainedn this area for
approximately280 years ands they were a “commercial” and “a warlike people”,
O’Halloran (1778a,1:85prgued that they would have “planted colonies”, and
formed rgular settlements therele furtherargued that the place names surrounding
Carthage corresponding “exactly to the ancient Irish language”, strengthened his
hypothesesHe provided the following examples: “theplain surrounding Carthage
was called Magarieandmugh is Irish for a plaiti; the harbour of Carthage was

called Cohon, antcuan is Irish for an harbour”; Cirta he derivedrom the Irish for

8Also in Keating (2:20).
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city which iscathair, and Carthage, he derivédm cathair andoghe, a maiden city
(O’Halloran, 1778a1:85).

The Carthaginian Empirdid not rise to prominencentil some time after this
period,approximatelyAM 335Q However, based of@’Halloran’s (1778a,1:85)
assertion of a Phoenician colony under Laifioinn in the area around Carthage
would seemd follow thatat least portionof the Carthaginian Empirgvhich ame
to prominence about AM 335@eredirect descendents of this earlissimh-fionn
colony.Therefore, not only were the Gaebranch of the ancient Phoenician
Empire, they were also th@ogenitors othe great Carthaginiamipire.

Considering the fact that O’Halloran seeded the area around Carthage with Gaelic
place names, this appears to have been his assgg@mRhoenicia and Carthage
provide major anchor points in O’Halloran’s narative of origins and forgea direct

link between the Irish ancestors and two major ancient maritime trading empires of

the Mediterraneah.

Lastly, an attempt to clearly delineate the exclusively maritime nature of the
journeysof the early ancestoiafluencedO’Halloran’s third alteration. According to
thetraditional narrative, although there are some variations as to specifics, the
migratory route of the Gael included a trip to the land of the Amazons on the
Caspian Sea, a journey north to the Rhip mountains, a trip to Britain and back, a
visit to the island of Gothland and the land of the Goths, in addition to a short
sojourn on the island of Sigi(LG, pt2:69,71; Keating, 2,337; Figure 5.1) All of
this O’Halloran omitted and prioritisettie maritime nature of their expansion,
therebyavoiding all tiresome explanations of circuitous routesraraa-hopping as
in Keating. From their departure point at Phoenicia, as theyaddthkir way
through the Mediterraneasailing past the ifars of Hercules to Corona, from
wherethey eventually sail to Irelantheir expansion route wéy seaThe reason
O’Halloran confined the travels of the early ancestors to sea journeys was because he
wanted to emphasise the maritime nature of their expeditiotsncept which was

easily translated into eighteth-century terms by a Britishrigpire who viewed itself

*Throughout higGeneral History O’Halloran argues for a close affinity between Ireland and Carthage

to explain the advanced state of Irish commerce and Irish participation in the Punic wars against the
Romans. These references are interspersed through his narrative. See: O’Halloran (1778a,1:136,138
9,1434,168).
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primarily as a maritime trading natioRridein naval power and maritime prowess
was a significant element in Britasnsense of identityArmitage 2000:100124;
Marshall, 1998:5; 1998b, 57; Baugh, 1994:186).

Although there was a significant militagfemento the British Empire in the
post Seven Years War periothe popular conception difie British Empire was as
“a trading empire”, “the beneficent creation of a libertloving and commercial
people” (Colley, 2009103). O’Halloran’s recreation of the benign influence of the
early ancestors in the Mediterrane@nsuggestive of this idedh the course of their
travels throughout the Meditamean, O’Halloran informs us, throughmigration
conguest and commerce, the Gael exercised the earliest known civiihiryces,
diffusing a religionin the form of their druidical tenets, letters in the form of the
Phoenician alphabet and a sophigadasystem of government and polite stycte
the more barbarous are#tsus bringing a unity of culture and learning to the
Mediterranean arearior tothe great wilizations of Greece and Rong®’Halloran,
177831:5472). Thus placegdthese early migrats arecast by O’Halloran as the

major hub in anetwork ofcommercial trade routes in tediterranean

Thegreaterantiquity of the Scythians in education and learnaognparedo the
Egyptiansor Greeksis stated in Keatin¢?:13; 1:229)as s the notion that
“institutes and laws and ordinances” originated in ScythiaHowever the idea of a
significant diffusion of culturgeas postulated by O’Halloran, is absentThisis
another example of O’Halloran structuring his narrative in the eighteenth-century
context and suggestive ofrmodern parallel in theadingenerprises of the British
Empire Marshall, 1996:18%23). Thevalidity of O’Halloran’s reconstructionor
whether it wouldstand up to moderscrutiny, isirrelevant. What is important isdh
within the British imperial mindsetndfor O’Halloran’s contemporaries, this
concepis readily perceived as pertaining to power and empifigat was important
for O’Halloran here in the early migrations, was to reconstruct an ancient Milesian
imperialpast, in an embryonic or potential state at ldastnderpin his assertion of
a Milesian Empire in Irelandt a later dated’Halloran does not refer to the early

migrants as constituting an empire at any stage.
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Aside from changes in migratory rogt®’Halloran made other significant
changes to the traditional narratigesuitthe eighteentitentury context anthe
religioussensitivities of theon-traditional audiencéowards whom this work was
directed His narrativedeviated from the traditiohaarrative in four rain areas.
Firstly, there $ the absence of a Catholic perspective or ethos which is so pervasive
in Keating. Secondly, O’Halloran rejected out of hand the linkage of native and
biblical genealogies fundamentalthe traditional naative.Following from this he
also rejected the assertions of early contact between the Gael and Israelites. Lastly,
and more revealingerhapsof the altered eighteenttentury perspective on
religious matters and Ireland’s relationship to Rome, was O’Halloran’s forthright
condemnation of the twelftbentury Bullof Pope Adrianwhichwas incontrast to

the position adopted by Keating.

O’Halloran removed the heavy overlay of Catholiciswhich had permeated
Keating’s Foras feasa and refashioned Ireland’s narrative of origimas a secular
myth, actuatednly by a spirit oftoleration,thussubverting the controversial
Cathdic element of the earlier workOne of the significant differences between
Keating and O’Halloran centred on the right of the Papacy to assign sovereigniyand
focused on the twelfth century Bull of Pope Adrian IMudabiliter granted inl155
(Norgate, 1893:8-52). O’Halloran’s history and the traditional narrative sharply
diverge on this matter and emphasise the altered politicaltelinmaler which both
these authors, O’Halloran and Keating, worked. According to Keating (3:the
sovereignty of Ireland had begiven to the Pope by DonnchadratBrian
Bhoraimhewhen on a pilgrimage to Ropt@éabout seventy-seven years before the
Normars came to Irelarid Donnchadh and the “nobles of Ireland consented to the
Bishop of Roméhaving authority over thenbecause they were wont to contend
with one andier for the mastery of Ireland” (Keating, 3:7). The purpose of this
account in Keating wa®tplace thesovereigntyof Irelandin papal hand&o
legitimise thesubsequenpapal transfer of theovereigntyof Irelandto Henry Il of
England. This, as Bernadette Cunningi@@01:17)has suggested, was a
“deliberate fabrication” on Keating’s part, but a fabrication that was “crucial to his
argument concerning the ligignacy of the Norman invasion”. Keating(3:351)goes
further and explains that the reason the twatthtury Dammaid Mac Murchadha

king of Leinsterwent to the king of England for helfrather than any other king”
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was becaus€it was the King of England who had authority over Ireland from the

Pope “.

For O’Halloran’s Protestanaudience this assertion of papal authorityigpdse
of kingdoms would have beemathemaProtestanteared the politicereligious
basis ofCatholicism and viewed the pope as the arch enemy of all Protestant
countries as mentioned (Sneddon, 2004:B8lalloran’s explanation of the Bull of
Adrianwas elaboratand filled one entire chagt of thirteen paggein lengthin
forthright and critical language O’Halloran (1778a,2:364fondemned the actions of
this Popeandpejoratively described hins “by birth an Englishman, the spurious
offspring of a piest”, who had beefideserted by his father”. The Bull of Adrianwas
portrayed by O’Halloran (1778a,1:366379) asthe work of a manipulative English
king and an opportunistic Endli®ope. O’Halloran was equally severe in his
treatment oPopeAlexanderlll, who issued a confirmation of Adrian’s Bull in 1172
(Norgate 1893:23)O’Halloran (1778a,2:368fondemned the conduct of Alexander
and his ministers asdefensiblé‘hypocritical and abominable to the last degree!”.
O’Halloran’s total and vehement rejection of Papal authority to dispose okingdoms
in contrat to Keating’s acceptance of papal authorityghlights the eighteenth
century context o®’Halloran’s narrative andhe nontraditioral audienceowards

whom his work was directed

O’Halloran (1778a,2:166adopted a position Gfiniversal toleration” on
religious issues his public worksThis was just one eighteentientury response to
Protestant supremacy. Another response was to argue for a subsidiary position for
the Catholic Church within this Protestant structaral this was theesponse
advaated by Charles O’Conor and John Curry i@bservations on the Popery Laws
(1771)%°

In fact,in the process of casting off tlkatholic aspects dfeatings model
O’Halloran set about constructing a new religious identity for Irelandbased on a

Milesian prototype, and one more in sympathy with the emerging imperial ethos of

%Charles O’Conor also adopted a secular approach in his antiquarian writings. See O’Halloran
(2004:25,81).
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‘toleration’ permeating the empire.Notwithstanding the fact that the religion of the
British Empire was Protestantism, and Britain conceived of itself as a Protestant
empire which held at its core a common a@atholicism and a common belief that
Catholics must be restrained in order to protect the moral and socialexdesion

on religious grounds was simply no longer practical in administering a
multidenominational Empirdexpediency would drive the toleration ethos of
Empire, which would ultimately be based on the acceptance of a plurality of legal
and religious systems (Marshall, 2001:1¥@)Halloran’s reconstruction of Ireland’s
identity narrative in the form of a seculagth addedo the imperial resonance of

his history, and was tailored to appeal to an empire ruling over rdeltiominational

subjects.

O’Halloran’s (1778a,2:166approach to religious issues in his narrative was to
adopt a secular approaabhere religous inclination was left to the conscience of
the individual provided that théreligious tenets are neither injurious to the state,
or to individuals”. He held up for emulation the religious toleration exercised by
Milesian society on the advent of Cétranity in Ireland. His basic argumemasthat
it was not necessary for a king and subject to psates same religious principles
in contrast to the contemporary situation in Euregeere loyalty to the king was
premised on subject andrig profesang the same religionin fact, O’Halloran
(1778a,2:45prgued that a king who granted religious toleration to his subjects was
the mark of a truly civilise society Or, as hg(1778a,2:9put it elsewhergbut
persecution and death for religious tenetss never the practice of truly polished
peoplé€. More specifically, O’Halloran commented, with tongue in cheek that

Christianity, unlike Protestantism, did not need penal laws to encourage devotees
Such a doctrine [Christianity] preached, and Bigieus, whose lives and
examples added new lustre to it, needed neither miracles from above, nor

restraining or penal laws on earth to support ifO’Halloran, 177882:20)

AlthoughProtestantism is not specifically mentionedhis extract above, for
O’Halloran’s eighteenth-century audience the meaning would have been understood.
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A second feature in O’Halloran’s history, which distinguishesis work from the
traditional narrativewas his rejection of the genealogical liokthe eponymous
ancestor Phaenius to the biblical Japheth. O’Halloran (1778al:42-43) arguedthat
thislinkagewas a later interpolatiotn the traditional narrativehis link between
Phaenius and Japhdihd served to connect biblical and native gkrgga Part one
of theLebor gabala was totally occupied with the creation and the dispersal of the
nations and assimilating Irish history with biblichistory.Keating(1:133-140)also
insisted on the accuracy of the biblical tracoignative genealogfrom Adam.
O’Halloran (1778a,2:18) on the other hand, rejectéds connection and attributed
“making Phaenius, the son of Baath, the son of Magog, the son of Japheth, in order
to reconcile our history to that of Moses”, to a “pious fraud” of St. Patrick.

O’Halloran (1778a,1:39) declared instead thatWith Phaenius our Ethnic historians
began their history, and so shall I’. The reason O’Halloran removed this alleged
biblical linkage was that for the Protestant bitdading audience towards whom this

work was directedits inclusionwould have undermined the entire narrative:

| shallcommencehe chronology of the Milesian race with this prince
Phaenius. He, it is agreed upon by all parties was our great ancestor: zealous
Christians might have tracedniby an imaginary genealogy to Japheth,
[...]; and this it ighat has furnished moderns with specious arguments, to
suppose the very early Irish chronology to have been invented about the time
of the introduction of Christianity amongst them.

(O’Halloran. 1778a,1:380)

A third element which highlights O’Halloran’s deviation from the traditional
narrative, aside from the lack of a Catholic perspective and the genealogical linkage
to the Bible, was his rejectiarf contact betweaethe Gael and the Israelit&he
assertion of contact between the Gael, in the person of Niul, second son of Phaenius
(Niul: 1941)and the Israelites as they escaped their bondage pt,lbgglbecome a
conventional element ithe accout of early beginningsand persisted into the
eighteenth centur¥: There were four central elemedsthis assertiarFirsty, Niul

was portrayed as sympathetic to the plight of the Israelites. Secondly, Moses healed

YFor an example of this tradition, see: Comerford (1742).
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Niul’s son, Gadel, when he was bitten by a serpent. Thirdly, the Gael were said to
have been present at the parting of the Red Sea, and ultimately, although some
generations later, under the leadership of Sru @X6Figure 5.}, the Gael were
expelled from Egyptbecause of the help theynce gave to the Israelites (LG
pt.259-62; Keating, 2:1725). O’Halloran (1778a,1:4243; 2:18)dismissed this
account as an interpolation of later times and ado@d The glaring anachronism in

this tde alone renders it ridiculous”.

The insertion otontact between the Gael and the Israelitekahebor gabala
had been an overarching attempt to associate the Gael with the biblical wanderings
of the Israelites, an ppessed race favoured by God. O’Halloran’s rejection of any
contact between the Istdaes and the GaglWasnot only adesire to cater to his
Protestant audience \vitasa rejection of the politicadeligious ethos which
underpinned the work of Keating and others in the seventeenth Gemltiery there
appeared an identification for thesfitime between “cor na hEireann agus cogadh
na hEaglaise Caitlici” (O Buachalla, 1983:105), or what Morgan (1993:23-4) has
called a “faith and fatherland ideology”. The Gaelic intelligentsia drew on the
previously concretised biblicahage ofthe Israétes to describe their own plighh
common with many other national groups in seventeeettury Europe (O
Buachalla, 1983:115Y.

Aside from the changes in the migratory routes and the construction of a secular
narrative O’Halloran also made some alterations in the identity characteristics of the
early migrantsWithin the maze of genealogies, constant migrations, serpentine
etymological assertions, which are common to lewtHalloran’s history and to the
traditional narrative, there is one cordifical concept regarding the characteristics
of the earlyancestorsand that is that the Gael wefe Learned, a Pious and a
Warlike people” ab initio (O’Halloran, 1778a55). O’Halloran did not materially
alter this tradibnal identity concept. He djthowever, adene new concept that was
not in the tradition narrative, and that was the idea of the early ancesto¢sign
coloniser’. The majoniy of individuals recorded by O’Halloran in the genealogical
tables have no function and exist only as baedd fgures or fillers (Figure 5.1).

2For the theme of Israel in British identity, see: Col[2909:3233).

212



Textual Analysis: O’Halloran’s General History 1778

Therefore, the most useful approach for analytical purposes is to view these
‘individuals’ as representatives of the larger cultural identity that O’Halloran wished

to establishFor clarity and ease of discussiorsuggest the following paradigm
wherethe personages below represent a particular element that constitutes the
organic identity of the groud.hese elements are not specifically confined to those
categorised, as the entire group embodies these elemenis way or another; what

| am suggesting is that they are strongest in the personages | have delineated below.

Figure 5.2 O 0 H a | GereraleHistorg

I dentity traits of the early migrants

Designation Attribu te
Phaenius : Niul Learned

Niul Learned : Pioug
Sru Coloniger
Breogan : Gollamh Warlike

For instance, the concept of ‘learned’ was personified in the eponymous ancestor
figure Phaeniug-arsaidh or Phaeniughe sae, (LG pt.1:147). ThelLebor gabéala
(pt.247) describes him as “one of the sixteenmen most learned [and bighest
degree] otheseed of Riphath Scot, who brought the Scotic language from the
tower”. Phaeniusas king of Phoenicjalso embodied the coaptof kingship On

his death the kingship passed to his fivgstn sorNeanuil while the concept of
‘learning’ passed to his second son, Niul. Niul was noted for the “greatness of his
skill, his knowledge, and learning (L.@t.249). Keating(1:231)als stated that
Niul’s inheritance was “the acquisition of the sciences and of the several languages”.
Therefore, the concept of learnjnvghich had been embodied thaeniuspassed to
Niul. The origin of the Gael is traced through Niul, not Neanuil. leapp thenthat
it was the concept of learning, or erudite origins, rather than kingship, that the Gael
desired most in their ancestor figuvéhen the narrative of origin first came into
being, at some time prior to its textual manifestation in the tweéhtury, the
underpinnings of aritten history the ‘learned’ concept, ratherthan an oral tradition
were of central conceyas they were i®’Halloran’s time (LG, pt.Lxxviii).
O’Halloran retained this core politic&loncepias it served to underpihdauthority

and writtentransmission ofhelrish historical record. At the same tintee recast

215



Textual Analysis: O’Halloran’s General History 1778

and strengthened the image. Timportanceof this figure in the contexdf providing
authorityfor the Irish historical recort clearly stated by O’Halloran (1778a,1:52)
as mentioned, “Will any candid man of letters demiye truth of our early records?”,
when “the very father of letters, of arts, and of scierweas our great ancestor?
Thus, the erudite originsf the Gael were an importagiement in prowding a

written authority for the Irish records from earliest times.

The persona of Niul, son of Phaenius Farsaidh, progenitor of the Gaelic race, is
confined to literacy in the traditional mative (LG,pt.211; Keating 2:9,1315).
O’Halloran (1778a,141) expanded on thisonventionalisedmage by adding the
designation ‘high priest’, a designation which significantly altered the original
concept. This alteration in the original persona of Niul was an attempt by O’Halloran
to compensate for the remoadlthe Christian connotations from the narrative. It
can be recalled that the three interdependent conicépisiing the core concept
that identified the Gael wergpious, learned and warlike’. As a result of
O’Halloran’s removal of the Christian connotations from the narrativéhe concept
‘pious’ suffered depletion in meaning, and was consequently reduced to ‘learned and
warlike’. In order to fill the vacuum that had been created to rehabilitate the
organic whole, an element of moral directicarole filled by contact with the
Israelites in the traditional native- needed to be insertethis function devolved
to Niul, who now supplied the colony with leadership and moral direction, by being
prince and high priest (NiuL941Figure 5.}, andrepresented the concept of ‘piety,
wisdom and learning’ (O’Halloran, 1778a1:41).

The idea of Sru, son of Easru as lemigncoloniser of Crete is a new concept
introduced by O’Halloran (Sru:2046 Figure 5.1) The use of the term ‘coloniser’ is
suppoted in the text where O’Halloran (1778a,1:61fontextualises the various
migrations of the Gael in the Mediterranean as “the earliest account of colonisation
extant”."® Sru receives very little attention in the traditional narratsethe

following extra¢ from Keating shows:

%0’Halloran’s uses this term to mean the planting of settlements.
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Srul[...] proceeded...] from the mouth of the Nile through the Torrian Sea
to Crete, which is now called Candia where he dwelt for a time, and where
he died, and where he left succeeding generations of his descendants; and
hence, accaling to theauthorof our records therare no serpenia Crete

as there are none ireland. (Keating, 2:31)

ThelLebor gabéla (pt. 265) simplyrecords Sru antis son Heber Scot as the leader
of the expedition that left Egypor Scythia.However,for O’Halloran, Sru

personified the importanbenigncoloniser’ element in the identity composition of
the early migrants, whose arrival was described as a “blessing” rather than in terms

of conquest:

Crete at once yielded to them its sovereignty. It appeared to the old
inhabitants a blessing; for instead of distressing and hunting them down like
wild beasts, they introduced amongst them the social arts. They ftnerad
into communities; they instructed them in agriculture, in arts, and
manufactures. Cadmus taught thiemters,the knowledge of the Deity, the
reverence due to him, and the duties they owed to each other, and to society.
[...] The Curetes or warriorsstructed them in feats of arms, and in the
warlike dance. (O’Halloran, 1778a,1:53-4)

The contemporary resonance of this commamd the covert criticism tontained

of the methods used in the English conquest of Ireltidbugh imied rather than
explicit herewould have been readily understood by O’Halloran’s readership. The
message or lesson that O’Halloran wished to convey is significant- a colonser

who improvesthe social, commercial amdilitary life of their subjectss welcomed
Evidence to support this interpretation can be discerned elsewhere in the narrative.
For instance, O’Halloran (1778, 1:97)raws an implicit comparison between the
“policy and humanity with which the Milesians treated their new subjects” and the
“opposite conduct pursued [in Ireland]since theRevolution” (1688. These

comparisongurtherhighlightthe eighteentitentury context of his narrative.

The martial dynamic ahhe goup is embodied in Breogan and Gollamh.

O’Halloran does not materially alter this concepgxpect to apply a contemporary
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resonance to their exploiBreogan was a “gallant and warlike prince” (O’Halloran,
1778a1:58).He was a conquering warriothw subdued Spajand erected an
enduring fortress citpamed from him Breogasciath.Displaying also the maritime
and commercial dynamic of the group, Bratha erected a pharos “for the direction of

all shipping from Ireland and Britain, with which he r@mened a considerable
trade” (O’Halloran, 177831:57).

However, the true hero figure of the group is Gollamh, grandson of Breogan,
“called by way of pre-eminenceMile-Espainepr the Hero of Spain” (O’Halloran,
1778a1:58). Gollamh “impatient of new laurels” sailed to provide military aid to his
“Phoenician ancestorsvith whom they kept up “constant intercourse [...] for the
sake ofcommerce and other advantages”. Gollamh, in his guise of military supreme,
coloniser and statesman, defeated Phoenicia’s enemies, extended its borders and
ensured a lasting peadeagom there héravelledto Egypt to assist the Pharaefho
was also besieged by invadensd “so celebrated a commander was received with
open arms” (O’Halloran 1778a,1:59)Gollamh was as successimlEgypt as he had
been in Phoenicia until finally recalled to Spain to restore order there. “The report of
his [Gollamh’s] return gave new courage to his people; and in some time he restored
peace and happiness to the land” (O’Halloran, 177831:60). Althaughthe warlike
element of the group is personified in Gollamh, this element is restrained from
degenerating towards barbarism by the balancing concept of ‘learning’. We are
reminded that Gollamh brought with him “twelve youths of uncommon learning and
ahlities, who were directed to make remarks on whatever they found new, either in

astronomy, navigation, arts, sciences, and manufactures” (O’Halloran, 177831:59).

ThelLebor gabala (pt.2:67)account of Gollamlbears littleresemblance to
O’Halloran’s except in the hrest of outline. Keatind2(41) provided &learer
account of Gollamh andas slightly more effusive in his praise calling him “a
mighty son of renowned deeds”. What sharply separates the traditional narrative
from O’Halloran’s account of these two heroess the manner in which O’Halloran
dressed his nariige in a contemporary argblitical nuanced language. Two
instances here will suffice to illustrate this point. In Keafi&@g1) Gollamh’s trip to
Scythia was motivated by a desire to “visit his kinsmen and to serve undkem”. In

O’Halloran’s account (1778a,1:58), Gollamh “impatient of new laurels” went to
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“assist [his] Phoenician ancestors, then greatly distressed by continental wars. [...]

for the sake of commerce and other advantages”.

A second comparison confirms O’Halloran’s altered style of presentation.
Keating(2:43)reported that “when Milidh (Gollamh) had passed some time in
Scythia, he had much success against rebels and plunderers in that country, so that
the inhaltants lovechim greatly”. O’Halloran (1778a,1:59portrayed Gollamh not
only as a Phoenician, a militasypreme, butlsoasa statesman. Gollamh “was
received with distinguished honours by the Phoenicians” and “he not only repelled
and defeated the invaders of tloeiotry, but greatly extended their borders, and
procured for them a lasting peace”. Therefore, althougb)’Halloran was drawing
from Keating he delibeately altered the presentation for his eighte@sthtury
political audienceO’Halloran did not significantly alter the core identity traits of the
early ancestorand what changes ltgd male were in the nature of a contemporary
update. The basic identigpncepiof the early ancestors as ‘pious, learned and

warlike’ was retained.

To summarise, O’Halloran’s narrative of early origins diverges significantly
from the traditional narrative. He has provided an imperial past for the early
ancestors in the Mediterranean by linking them with two ancient empires of that
area, the Phoenician and Carthaginian EespiHe has also emphasised the maritime
nature of their journeys and omitted the travelogue version of events which is
common to the traditional narrative. He has also removed the biblical connections
from his narrativeand the heavy overlay of Catholicismich had permeated
Keating’s accounts, in order to tailor his narrative to suit the nvaditional audience
towards whom this work was directdd.contrast, he did not make any material
change to the identity traits of the eaatycestorandthe basiadentity concept of,

pious, learned and warlike was retained.
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5.4. Imperial Terminology /A Milesian Empire ?**

After the successful conquest of Ireland by the Milesian expedition, O’Halloran

argued for the existence of a Milesian Empire, rather thagdkim, in Ireland at this
time. His argument was based on both terminological and structural innovations in
his narrativeThis discussiorfocuseson terminological changes in tharrative and

the introductiorby O’Halloran, for the first time in his naative,of an imperial

nuanced terminologyhis section investigatese manner in which O’Halloran both
introducel and justifiechis use of an imperial nuanced language and how this usage
impacted on his narrative. Secondly, this area investigdt®sO’Halloran’s
eighteentkcentury audience might have understood by this imperial terminology and

the possible significance it may have held for his readership.

There is naise of imperial terminology or any reference to the existence of a
MilesianEmpirein the traditional narrative. The term ‘empire’ or ‘emperot is never
usedin the Irish contextThe idea of a Milesian Empire is also absent in the writings
of Charles O’Conor. In O’Conor’s Dissertations (1753102 there is one reference to
the term ‘empire’ in the Irish context where he comments that the Lia Fail, or stone
of destiny, was viewed by the pagan and Christian Scake édpalladium of their
empire”. Aside from this one commenhere is no indication that O’Conor viewed
Irelands past in terms of empire. As to antiquarians from the Angish tradition,
there is no hint of an Irish imperial past in the work of Thomas Leland (1773).
Charles Vallancey, however, through his linguistics studies did argue for a strong
connection between the Geelanguage and the Mediterranean regiorkssay on
the Irish Language (1772) andsrammar of the Iberno-Celtic Language (1773)
where his linguistic theory supported the traditibnarrative of the Meditterreaor
eastern origin of the Gael (O’Halloran, 2004:423). The first reference to empire in
the Irish context, and remaining within a similar field to that of O’Halloran’s work,

did not appear until 1793 in the Rev. James Hely’s translated version of O’Flaherty’s
Ogygia (1793). There are three refaces tahe term ‘empiré in the Irish context in
Hely’s narrative. Hely (1793:135,243,272) mentions that 3619 Hugony “extended

his empire”; “Hibernian Empire” and the threeCollas had “a thirst for empire”.

%To avoid confusion I retain the term ‘Milesian’ here throughout, although it could be argued that
another term, such as ‘Gaelic’ or ‘Irish’ perhaps, might be equally appropitie.
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Therefore, the use of imperial terminologyly differentiates O’Halloran’s
narrative from the traditional narrative aindm thewritings of his fellow

antiquarians.

To providetextualevidence for the existence of an ancient Irish imperial past
O’Halloran referredto the speech of the Engh delegate at th€ouncil of
Constance (1414418)™ According to O’Halloran (1778a,2:689), English
advocates seeking voting rights as an independent nation at the Council of Constance
claimed that as: “Europe was divided into four empires, [...] the Roman, the
Constantinopolitan, the Irish and tRpanish” that theywere entitled to rank as a
nation as they were a “branch of the [Irish] empire” by way of Henry being monarch
of Ireland However, O’Halloran was not quite accurate in his account of the
argunent made by the English delegafése argument given by the English
ambassador, Thomas Poltevho cited thewritings of the thirteenticentury German
Dominican philosopheAlbertus Magnusand the English Franciscan
encyclopaedisBartholomew de Glanile, was:

ThatEurope was divided into four kingdoms, the first of these is the Roman
kingdom, the second is the kingdom of Constantinople, the third is the
kingdom of Ireland which has now been made over to the English; and the
fourth is the kingdom oEpain. From this it is plain that the King of England
and his kingdom are among the most noble and ancient kingdoms of Europe:
nor can the kingdom of France lay claim to this prerogative.

(Gywnn, trans. 1939/40:220)

The comments of the English delegate confirm the antiquity of Ireland’s kingdom
statusbut the term ‘empire’ is not specifically mentionedn the original Latin
version of this text provided by Gwynn (1939/40:220 fn.11®),term used is

regna/regnum which translates as ‘kingdom’, the term imperium/empire is not used.

*The Council of Constance was thé"Eumenical council called by the See of Rome and lasted
four years. For an account of this Council and the various arguments as to the voting rights of
particular nations, and also the suggestion that the Enfglisgate’s comments were fabrication as

the writing of Albertus Magnus did not contain this extract, see: Gwynn (1939/423333

®*Gwynn explains that the English claim at the Council of Constance was printed from the Barberini
Mss. by Giovanni Mansiconcillio xxvii 102231. Mansi (16921.769) was an Italian theologian and
scholar. The Barberini Mss. is held at the Vatican Library in Rome.
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O’Halloran’s substitution of the term ‘kingdom’ with ‘empire’ is not by chanceor,

by error. In his first antiquarian worksula sacra (1770:30) O’Halloran also

referred to the Council of Constandiere, however, he used the term ‘free

kingdom’ and not ‘empire’, although in other respects the substance of the reference
is the same as the one used above. Two years laterlimroguction (1772a:159)

he ayainreferredto the Council of Constance, but this time he substituted the term
‘empire’ for ‘kingdom’. The notionthenof Ireland’s ancient imperial status, based

on the assertion of the delegate at@oeincil of Constanceis present in the
Introduction. However, this fact, whictvas briefly statedthere and filled only half a
page, wa more strongly argued for and extended inGheeral History, whereit

filled four times more text and was a vital component in directing the narrative
(O’Halloran, 1772a:158-9; 1778382:67-69). In theGeneral History the concept of an
extended Irish Epire and the legitimate entitlement of the high king of Ireland to
the titleof emperor, in addition to thedependencand antiquity of Ireland over all

nations of Euroeg, is argued

Considered on this ground, [antiquity] Ireland should have the precedence of
every other nation in ancient Europe: first, because it is the most ancient
kingdom; secondly, because it has been governed by a regular hereditary line
of princes,(one instance only excepted) for above 2400 years; thirdly, its
monarchs may truly rank as emperors, being the sovereigns of kings; and
fourthly, it was the only kingdom in Europe which preserved its
independency when the rest were enslaved by Rome.oAthist the
extensiveness of her dominidrgth Britains, the adjacent isles, and part of
the continent, for a considerable time confessing her sway.

(O’Halloran, 1778a,2:68)

ThereforeO’Halloran’s use of the term ‘empire’ rather than ‘kingdom’ is deliberate
rather than accidentand confirmghathis intereswas in asserting Ireland’s status

as an ancient empireather tharasanancient kingdom

One of the most striking aspeotsO’Halloran’s narrative, in comparison with
the traditional narrativas the imperial nuanced language which permeates his

accountO’Halloran supported his use of imperial nuancddnguageby arguing for
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equivalencéetween the term ‘ard ridand the tem ‘emperor’. In the General

History O’Halloran (1778a,2:68}%tated thatreland’s kings or fimonarchs may truly
rank as emperors, beitige sovereigns of kings”. Following from this assertion
O’Halloran dresses Ireland’s high kings of the traditional nartave in the more
contemporary style of engporin his narrative. This alteration significanttlianges
the resonance of higstory. For instancé;Eochaidh the son of Muireadhach |[...]
was proclaimed emperor”; “Roderic O’Connor last emperor of Ireland” (O’Halloran,
1778a,1:288 awi); “Conal-Claon made emperor” “Laogaire elected emperor”; “in
the reign @ the present emperor Laogaire”; “Fionachta, called Fleadhach was saluted
emperor” (O’Halloran, 177832:98,1,10105)

Following fromO’Halloran’s assertion bequivalence between the terms ‘high
king’ and ‘emperor’, dl matters relative to the high king are prefixed with the term
‘imperial’ in his narrative For instance, the armies of the reigning monarch are
everywhere referred to as eith&he imperial army” or, the “imperial troops”, and
exist as a constant refrain throughout the narrative, impressing on the reader the
‘imperial’ status of Ireland.’” For example, ColmaRimhidh“defeated the imperial
troops in the bloody battle of Sleamhna”; “A most bloodybattle is fought at
Cuildreimhne; the imperial army is defeated with great slaughter” (O’Halloran,

177832:84,71).

O’Halloran’s use of the term ‘empire’, in his narrative of Milesian rule in
Ireland appearsnost frequently in the phrase “under the ban of the empire”. This
phrase implies initially, the existence of an empire, and secondly, the power of the
high king/emperor to punish miscreants by banning them from imperial territory.
For instance, i\C 118 Eochaidh king of Leinstaewas “put under the ban of the
empire” by the monarch Tuathal (O’Halloran, 177831:223). h AC 154,the
monarch Con proposed putting Criomthan king of Leinster “under the ban of the
empire” (O’Halloran, 177831:232).Connal Cruachan, king of Connaught was “put
under the banf the empire” by the monarch Cormac in AC 259(0O’Halloran,
1778al:267) Moreover, when the monarch Niall died in 406,A%@ithi, son of

Fiachra, “was his successor in the empire” (O’Halloran, 1778a1:301). O’Halloran’s

YFor imperial troops, see: O’Halloran, 1778a: 109, 289; 11:84, 99 and 314. For ‘imperial army’ see:
1778a: 172, 174194, 195, 233, 264; 1I: 71, 99, 182, 226, 260, 262, 263, 265, 313, and 314.
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use of imperialanguageas a measof communicatiojsupported byhe London
publication of this workidentifies his audience as the BritEmpire and confirms

the imperial rather than the insular direction of his narrative.

In a work that relies heavily aools of hetoric, hints ad allusions, frequency
of imperial terms may seem a rather crude method to emphasis the imperial
resonancef a work. However, the manner in which O’Halloran’s use of imperial
terminology operated within thext can also be demonstratédr instance, the
three texts below respectively debe the accession dtighaine MorelYgaine Ma)

as follows:

Then there took Ugae Mor s. Eochu Buadagh .] the kingship of Ireland
for a year...] and he tookhe daughter of the king dfranceto wife —

Cessair Crdtach;[...]. Now when Ugoine took the kingship of all Europe, to

wit from the Meeting of the Three Waters to the Caspian Sea, and to the
Tyrrhene Sea as others say; he divided Ireland among his chidréelow)
(LG, pt.5:271)

Ughaine Ma son of Eochaidh Buadhach, son of Duach Lagrach,held
thesovereignty of Ireland thirty years,.]. He was called UghaenMar, as

his reign was great, since he held sway over the island of western Europe;

and this Ughaine had twentfiye children, namely twentgywo sons and three
daughters...] (Keating, 2157) Ceasair Chruthach, daughter of the king of
theFrench wife of Ughaine Mowas the mother of Laoghaire Lorc and

Cobhthach Caol mBeag. (Keating, 2:161)

Jughaine, called More, or the Great, the son of Eochaidh Buadhaigh, the son

of Duach Laighreach, dhe house of Heremon, was enthroned monarch. His

empress was daughter to the French King, and called Caesaamed
Crothach, or the Lovely...] he equipped a mighty fleet, with which he
sailed into the Mediterranean, landed in Africa, and from thesiteso

Sicily, and other islands, and for his great success was saluted with the
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glorious titles of Monarch of Ireland and Albany, and of all the Western
Isles of Europe! (O’Halloran, 1778a,1:154)

O’Halloran went to some lengths here to insert an imperial resonance, “the
empress Caesar, which by extension impliethatJughaine (Ughaine/Ugoin&)
turn laid claim to the title ‘emperor’. In contrastthecential concern of théraditional
narrativewas thedivision of Irelandamonglughaine’s heirs. Having established a
basis however fragilefor his Milesian Empire, O’Halloran was anxious to

demonstrate the military power and influence of this empire in apgean context.

Theideathat Ireland’s dominion had a European context is present in the
traditional narrative. However, this is not a central concern of the narrative, and is
confirmed by the brevity of the references as shown in the comparison at&xtra
above. The manner in which O’Halloran emphasised the European dominion and
aspecbf Jugaine’s military activities in the above extracts shows that his interest
was in a show of military power, as his italicisation of Jughaine’s military conquest
and ttles, confirm. Another example of the disinterest of the traditional narrative in
the European dominion of Irish kings is highlighted in the traditional narrative
account of Criomthan son of Fiodhach. Of this king Keating (2:368) simply states,
“Criomthan gained victories and obtained sway in Alba, Britain, and France”. In
contrast, and reflecting O’Halloran’s interest in the aggrandisement of these events,
his description of Criomthan’s victories against the Picts and Romans and his
invasions of the maiihe coast of France, fills two page of text and emphasis his
interest in highlight the military capabilities of Criomthan’s European forays. Lebor
gabéla (pt.5:367) gives only the length of Criomthan’s reign and the manner of his
death by poison.

An ingtance in the reign of Moghcorb provides another example of O’Halloran’s
interest in confirming the power of his alleged Milesian Empire in a European
context. Moghcorb’s mother was a Danish princess, Oiruind. Oiruind’s brothers,
princes of Denmark, appligd Moghcorb for protection and help to gain the throne.
Moghcorb invaded Denmark, killed the king and placed Oiruind’s two uncles in
“joint sovereignty” and “‘exacts tribute” (O’Halloran, 1778a,1,:279). I can find no

reference to this incident in thebor gabéala, although Keating referred to this
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incident. A comparison with the tradition narrative highlights the manner in which
O’Halloran’s interest is in the promotion of the power and influence in his account of

the event:

This Mogh Corb, with the maimy of 300 ships, went with two brothers of

his mother (they were the sons of the king of Lochloinn) to obtain from them
the sovereignty of Lochloinn from the king of Lochloinn, whose name was
larus son of larnmhor, and he defeated the king in battleslamndhim and

his four sons and his eight brothers, and the majority of the nobles of
Lochloinn, and left his mother’s two brothers in possession of the country of

Lochloinn. (e dti3557)

The mother of Moghcorb was a Danish princess, her name QOiruind, called
[lichrothach, or the All Lovely. [...] Soon after his two uncles, Danish
princes, by name Airid and Osna, came to Ireland to claim his protection,
being expelled from thecountry. Influenced by his mother, he prepares a
large fleet, and with a select body of troops, taken out of the Munster and
Leinster militia, he invades Denmark. The Dane prepares to meet him. The
battle was fierce, bloody, and well fought! The supeatiscipline of the Irish
at length prevailed, the Danes were totally defeated; and there fell on their
side, the king of Denmark, his four sons and four brothers, besides numbers
of his nobility, and 3000 of his choicest soldiers. Moghcorb, having now the
ascendancy, caused his uncles to be proclaimedKimigs, exacted Cain, or
tribute, from the country, and returned home crowned with glory.
(O’Halloran, 1778a,1:279)

Although O’Halloran’s source material here was drawn from Keating, and perhaps in
the manner of Keating the above tale could be considered “very silly fictions”, his
anecdotes like those of Keating, had a strong political and contemporary purpose
(Cunningham, 2001:17). The centratids of O’Halloran’s accounts here was to
emphasise the influence and power in the European context of the Milesian Empire.

A final example of O’Halloran’s intent in demonstrating the power of his

Milesian Empire can be shown in a further comparison thightraditional narrative.
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The landing of the Cruithneach or Picts in Ireland in the reign of Heremon, and their
settlement afterwards in Scotland, is common to the traditional narrative and to
O’Halloran’s history. According to O’Halloran’s (1778a,1:104-5) narrative, after
Heremon defeated the Cruithneach they “requested that settlement might be allotted

to them in Britain”, which certainly implies that Heremon had, at this stage, the

power to do so and did grant them territory in North Britain. O’Halloran

(1778a,1:106) also asserts that during Heremon’s reign, the Brigantes, petitioned

Heremon “for permission to settle in Britain”, and he granted them Cumberland.
O’Halloran interprets these events as a confirmation of power and dominion and

conjectures tat if these colonies:

Were not the tributaries of the Irish, which one would be apt to think, by
these last assigning to the Picts, and afterwards to the Brigantes, settlements
there, they must certainly dread their power. By establishing these two
colonies they at least proved what they could do.

(O’Halloran, 1778a,1:108)

In contrast, thé.ebor gabala does not mention the Brigantes and as to the
Cruithneach settlement in Britain, thebor gabéala (pt. 5:185) states that it was in
consequence of Heremon giving them Irish women for wives that, “the princedom
over the Cruithndolk comes ever from the Men of Ireland”. Keating (2:115)
provides a fuller account of the events, and describes how Hereneatatkthe
Cruithneach and told them “that there was a country to the north-east of Ireland, and
“bade them go and occupy it”, which does not have the same resonance of power as
O’Halloran’s narrative imparts. O’Halloran’s conjectural observation in the above
extract, as to the meaning that can be taken from the granting of settlements by
Heremon, verifies his objective in using these instances as a confirmation of the

power of his alleged Milesian Empire.

What significance can be attributed to O’Halloran’s use of imperial terminology
and his assertion of an ancient Milesian Empirkis narrative?The term‘Empire’,
or, ‘British Empire’, was a readily-understood concept in eighteetntury political
usage By British Empire was meamritain and her verseas possessions as one

body politic overseen by the imperial Parliament in London. Books and pamphlets
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issuing forth from the public press confirmed th&age by the Irish and British body
politic. For instance, in 1770, the British writer, John Hedttbne Wynne published

a work entitledA general history of the British Empire in America: containing an
historical, political, and commercial view of the English settlements; including all

the countries in North-America, and the West-Indies, ceded by the Peace of Paris,

which provided a detailed list of all British possessions within the prevailing
understanding that the British Empire was one political community. In 1778, a
pamphlet was published anonymously in London entifdadippeal to reason and

justice on behalf of the British constitution and the subjects of the British Empire

(Anon, 1778d)where this concept of one body politic is further accepted and
confirmed and where the British House of Commons is accepted as being the
“Virtual Commons oéll he British Empire” (Anon., 1778:9). In 1782, in a published
speech by the Earl of Abidgn Willoughby Bertie (17401799)claiming British
sovereignty ovethe Irish Seafrequent references are made to “Great Britain and

her Empire” (1782:11,13) as consisting of one political communitgndthe

“Parliament of Great Britain” as “the seat of the Empire” (1782:16,17). A similar
understanding existed in Ireland as to the one body politic that informed the concept
of the British Empire. The debates in flagh House of Commons on Gardiner’s

Catholic Relief Act (1778), as revealedSm Henry C a v e n gharlisnerdasy

diary (1778) account of these events, can clarify its usage in context in contemporary
political parlance. In the debates in the Irish HbaBCommons at this period, the
term ‘British Empire’ or, ‘Empire’, to signify Great Britain and her overseas

dominions is used frequentlglthough particular territories are not mentioned, the
encompassing nature of the term is clearly stated and aamleestood from the
following examples. For instance, George Ogle expressed his indignation at British
Government interference in the debates in the Irish House in the context of

Gardiner’s Catholic Relief Act as:

that indignation which every man mustve felt who wished well to this
Empire, who wishes well to the Royal House of Brunswick; who wishes well
to the Constitutions of all the Countries that are dependent upon the Empire
of Great Britain. (Ogle in Cavendish: 4 dgust 1778:160)
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Hon. Thomas Connolly contextualised Irish Catholic relief at this period as “a

guestion upon which the whole Empire depends in a very serious manner. (In
Cavendish:4 August 1778: 262). Barry Yelverton, MP for Carrickfergus, placed his
pro-relief argument for Catholic relief within the context of British imperial security

at this particular juncture:

The British Empire is now pitted against France, is the strength of the British
Empire equal to the numbers of Inhabitants it can bringaotion against
the Common Enemy?  (Yelvertonin Cavendish4 Augustl7782156)

Therefore, the term ‘British Empire’, to describe the greater body politic which
encompassed Great Britain and her overseas dominions, was in common usage

among theBritish and Irishbody politic.

There was also a clear connotation and association, for theaadleighteenth
century reader, between the ancient Roman and contemporary British earpires,
there was a contemporary interest in the reasons for tisecaf decline of empires.
Conversely, the idea of the Milesian Empire, as O’Halloran must have been aware,
would have meant nothing to his eighteeoéimtury audience, whichould render
his use of imperial terminology rather pointlemsd his argumerior an Irish
historic suitability without potency, unless beuldfind a strategy to bridge the
distance between his audience’s understanding of empire and what his narrative
strivedto convey. To bridge this ga@’Halloran positioned the Roman Empire, a
concept which was familiar to his audience, as the other against whom thermece

of his Milesian Empire wagiven authority irhis narrative.

5.5 Roman Empirevis a vis Milesian Empire

The Roman Empire playssignificantrole in establishing the titary power and
influence of O’Halloran’s Milesian Empire in his narrative and informs the third part
of this discussionin addition,this sectiorinvestigates the political significance of
O’Halloran’s assertion of Irish aid to the Carthaginian during the Punic Wars.
O’Halloran’s primaryconcern was to establish parity with Britain’s imperial state

based on the assertion of a once powerful Milesian Enwire had wielded the
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sceptre of an extended empire, which embraced Britain and part ofilGiduapre-
Roman periodThere was perhaps no better way to demonsiirétad’s military
aptitude than to show how Irelahddsuccessfully withstood the power bkt
greatest empire of antiquity, the Roman Emph® mentionedthere was a current
British interest in empiresparticularly the Roman Empirend O’Halloran may well
have hoped that the juxtaposition of the Milesian and Roman Enipings history
would have engaged the ear of a British élite audiemce were fully conversant

with the latter ateast

In the General History the RomarEmpire occupies a centrabsition as the
Other against whom the military excellence of O’Halloran’s Milesian Empire is
confirmed. Keating (1:7) also stated that no other people in Europe had been “more
valiant han they, [Irish] for contending with the Romans fordleéence of
Scotland”. Keating’s (1:17) referenceto the Roman Empire are brjéut he
emphasises that Ireland was never occupied or threatened byreigy fpower
even the Roman onklowever, heRoman Empire, or Ireland’s engagements with
the Romans, is not a central concern of the traditional narratiseefore, much of
O’Halloran’s descriptiongoncerning encounters with the Romans is very much of
his own conjectureandhighlightsthe contenporarydirection of his narrative in

constructing a powerful military past for Ireland.

The link between Rome and Ireland is established early in O’Halloran’s
narrative account of the Milesian invasion of Ireland by paralleling the similarities in
the establishment of both dynasties. The last battle fought by the Milesian invaders
with the Dammnii (Tuatha Dé Danannyvho were in possession of Ireland, was at
Tailtiu. The decisive point in this engagement, according to O’Halloran, was the
fight betweenhe commanders of the opposing armies: the three sons of Milesius
and the three sons of Cearmada of the Damnonii, kings of Ireland. At this point in
the narrative, O’Halloran (1778a,1:96)nterjects to comment théthe fate of Ireland
now, like that of Rora in the days of the Horatii, hung on the svgooflthese

contending brothers”.

For the wellread eighteentkentury reader the story of the dispute betwlen

city of Rome(Horatii) and Alba LongdCuratii), was a familiar reference from
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Livy’s accounts of the historysurrounding the foundaticsf Rome which like the
Milesian accountwas the story of three brothers, in this instance fighting on behalf
of their cities(Foster, 2005, trar83-35). The Horatii (Romans)vere successful as
were theMilesiars. The reasom®’Halloran highlighted the similaritypetween these
two encountersvasto establish in the minds of his audiemeeequivalence between
the significance of both events. By establishanmk betweerthe foundation of the
Milesian Empire andhe Roman Empire, or at least with one of the many stories
surrounding the foundations of the Roman Emieewas attemptintp transfer

some of the significance amtbnic resonance that surrounded the Roman event to
the Milesian eventy linking it to Rome and thetoryof the Horatii and Curatii.
There is no similar reconstruction of this battle in the traditional narrativeléboe
gabéala (pt.5:61) simply states that at the battle of Tailtiu “there fell the three kings

and the threqueens of the Tatha Dé DanarihKeating’s (2:95) account read “The
sons of Cermad were defeated by the sons of Milidh”. Therefore, O’Halloran
deliberately expanded on thesent toestablish a linkage between thetterknow
concept of th&komanEmpirewith that of aMil esian Empireo construct a linkage

in the minds of his audiencEeating’s references to encounters between the Irish

and Romans are both sparse and insubstamtimlentioned. In O’Halloran’s

narrative they occupy @ntraltheme and hisinterest is irthe military

aggrandisement of these encounters

Equally strikingasa demonstrationf Ireland’s past military power was the
manne in which O’Halloran attributed the ebb and flow of Roman power in Britain
to unrest or peace in Irelandsh resistace to the rise of Roman power in Britain
O’Halloran arguedwas constrained only by domestic unrest at hokrw exampg,
in AC 118,during the reign of Tuathal)’Halloran (1778a,1:222pbserved“The
establishment of internal peace and economy gaaurto the arms of the Irish in
Britain; who in conjunction with their Pictish allies reduced the Romans and their
British friends to a statof great distress and misery”. Or, in AC 137, unrest in
Ireland during the reign of Tuathal “accounts well for ta Romans extending their
bounds, as they did dtit time, in Britain “(O’Halloran, 1778a1:225). In AC 221,
“The distress and confusions occasioned by this revolution in favour o€btgc
will well explainwhy Severus exteled the Roman arms in Britain” (O’Halloran,
1778a1:249). Similarly, Cormac’s harassment of Britain and Gaul in AC 259was
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curtailedonly when “intestinecommotionsdemanded all his power andtharity to
be exerted at home” (O’Halloran, 177831:262).

Therefore, O’Halloran’s position vas thatthe Milesian Enpirewas not just a
worthy adversary of thRoman;ratherits military power was such that it could have
broken Roman power in Britaiif the conditions in Ireland had been right. For
instance,m AC 183 O’Halloran (1778a,1:242ommentedhat so successful were
Conairés attacks against the Romathst “had his reign lasted longer the Roman
power over that country wouldhve been totally annihilated”. Moreover,0’Halloran
conjecturedhat in AC 367the Irish monarcl€riomthan styled “monarch of Ireland
and Albany, and leader of the Franks and Saxons” headed the coalition of states
against the Romans oretlontinentknown aghe ‘SaxonLeague’ and furthermore,
joined with the Picts and Saxons andke through the Roman wall, “carying
desolation thragh all her British provinces” (O’Halloran, 177831:29%2).

Moreover, he monarctNiall of the Nine Hostages{tacked the Romans not only in
Britain but pursuedhemonto the continentd’Halloran, 177831:298).

In contrastthe Lebor gabala (5:349)statementegarding Niallwassparse,
“Niall Noi-giallach took the kingship of Ireland and of the Western World for a
space of twentseven years”. In Keaing’s (2:375)account of Niall there waso
mention ofpursuingthe Romans ratherthat“Niall [...] senta fleet to Brittany in
France[...], for theproposeof plundering that countrjy...]; andit was in this
captivity that they brought Patrick.”. Keating’s concern here is not with Niall’s
European forays but in noting that this waskimg who first brought Patrick and, by
extensionChristianity to IrelandThis comparison further highlights the different
political context of both these writerand the circumstancésat subsequently
shaped and informed their narrativ@SHalloran’s narrative isnattempt to create
an imperial past housedthin atraditionalfamiliar frameworkwhich lends
authority to his narrativevhereheexpandghose elements of the traditional
narrativewhich he considergseful in the political circumstaas of eighteenth
century Irelandand discards those that are not uséfish encounters with the
Roman Empire act as a counterpoint in O’Halloran’s narrative to demonstrate to his

contemporary audience the power and influence of his alleged Milesiainet: anl
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by extension, the historic suitability of the descendants okthire as imperial

agents.

Another innovation that O’Halloran introduced into his narrative was the idea
that troops from Ireland aided the Carthaginians during the Punic Tass
assertion igound only in O’Halloran’s General History. Although the fact that the
Irish may have sent military aid to the Carthaginians does not providing supporting
evidence for the existence of O’Halloran’s alleged Milesian Empire, it does have a
contemporary political resonance which will be referred to shotl{lalloran
(1778a,1:301,154.71) argued that not only did the Irish prevent a Roman invasion
oflrelandbyi gi vi ng t he Romans so much empl oy
think of bringing the war into their own country”, but that they also actively pursued
the destruction of the Roman Empire in their alliances with the Gauls and the
Carthaginians in the Punic wars. It may be recalled that O’Halloran laid the basis for
this connection earliedescribing the Carthaginians as the descendants of the
Laimh-fionn colonywho had settled in the area around Carthage prior to the rise of
the Carthaginian Empirg.aimh-fionn: 2242 Figure 5.1). O’Halloran’s conjecture
that the Carthaginians retained aestbody of Irish troops in their army is based on
a comment by Corinthian mercenaries at Syracuse, and found in Plutarch’s Life of

Timoleon®®

Have you so little sense as to suppose, that they [Carthaginians] came hither
with an army from Hercules’s Pillars, and the Atlantic Sea, to hazard
themselves for the establishment of Icetes? (O’Halloran, 1778a,1:155)

O’Halloran identified this army, referred to in the above extract, as coming from

Ireland based on thefkeence to “Hercules’s Pillars and the Atlantic Sea” in the

narrative. The reason O’Halloran (1778a,1:73-78) made this connection was because

his use of classical sources, as mentioned, led him to believe that the famous Atlantic
or Hyperborean island meabed in the fragmented histories of the Mediterranean
referred in fact to Ireland. Based on this reference, he conjectured that the

Carthaginians retained a select body of Irish troops in their army. He presented his

'8Clough’s translation of this extract in the Life of Timoleon is the same in substance with
O’Halloran’s translation above. See: Clough (1859:132).
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conjecture in a parallel drawn withetipresence of Irish soldiers in the service of

France and Spain:

From the whole, | think, we may reasonably conclude, that the Carthaginians
procured powerful assistance from Ireland, as well as from Spain and Gaul,
in their wars with the Romans: nor dthink | should be censured of

rashness, if | were to offer a conjecture thatSdred Cohort, the Delecta

& Sacra Cohors of the Carthaginians, [...] was a select body of Irish troops,

whose fidelity and intrepidity could be always depended on, and wie we
kept in constant pay; if in these daysastress andpersecution, which

followed the Reformation the Irish kept up a large body of troops in the
service of Spain, as we know they did in the reign of Elizabeth, and long
after. And if, since the year 96, a most respectful corps has been kept up
both in France and Spain, whose incorruptible fidelity @metampled

bravery, have added new laurels to their drooping country; why doubt the
probability and possibility of their lending their troops to thetiaginians

in days of splendour, especially when the country was so full of inhabitants?
Nay | persuade myself, that it was a useful piece of state policy in the
victorious prince, to engage a restless military in foreign wars, to preserve
domestic trangility; and this will explain why this body were honoured

with the title of Sacra Cohors, as being denizens of the Insula Sacra
[Ireland]. (O’Halloran, 1778a,1:155-6)

The above extract is a useful example of the subscripiboomplementing the text
of theGeneral History. For O’Halloran, this extract had a dual function. Firstly, he is
drawing attention to the military accomplishments of his French and Spanish
subscribers described in Chapter 4. Secondly, the military success of this group
retrospectively verifies the existence of a simitearcenary military body in the
Carthaginian army. O’Halloran’s linkage of an historical and current military

aptitude, in this brief digression, creates the impression of a continuous historical
stream of Irish military ability, which might almost be viehes an indigenous
characteristic trait. O’Halloran’s message is very clear in this digression and reads

like a manifesto for Irish participation in empire: The Irish inherently make good

imperial soldiers, and to “preserve domestic tranquillity” this type of martial spirit is
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best put to use in warhe linkage in this short extract, between a past and current
military aptitude, represents in microcosm the core argument presented in this thesis.
The aim of theGeneral History was to showcase Ireland’s current and historic

readiness for an imperial role. Aatthough the assertion that Ireland provided

military aid to the Carthaginian Empire does not support the notion of a Milesian
Empire in Ireland, this assertion does present the argument that thedrtspable

of aiding the contemporary British Empire by supplying troops, as they have done
previously foranother empire, th€arthaginian Empire, which provides the

contemporary political significance of this aid.

O’Halloran frequently refers in his narrative to Irish aid to th€arthaginians
however, many of these references and others, aside from the Carthaginians, are both
tenuous and conjectural, based on his own system of chronology, as mentioned, and
classical sources. However, notwithstandireg ©’Halloran’s observations are
conjectural, or perhaps because of it, his comments clearly betray his interest in
creating a European military context for his Milesian Empire. For instance, on an
observation that in AC 3402 the monarch Eochaidh inv&tedce, without further
evidence O’Halloran (1778a,1:146) conjectured that to explain this event “we must, |
think, agree [...] that the Irish confederated with the Carthaginians, and frequently
assisted them in their wars”. Of the reign of Conuig AC 3416, O’Halloran
(1778a,1:148) comments, “It is remarkable, that in the beginning of this prince’s
reign we read for the first time, of the irruptions of the Gauls into Italy. For my own
part, | do not entertain the least doubt, but the Irish were deep in theses’. The
significance of O’Halloran’s narrative here is not in its historical accuracy, but rather
in its efforts to refashion an imperial past and set in train a positive discursive shift in

Irish identity that will facilitate an argument for inclusio the British Empire.

In the contemporary contex@yitain considered herself the natural inheritor of
the mantle of the Roman Empikghere France replaced Carthage in the
Rome/Carthage Brain/France paralleTherefore, O’Halloran’s assertions of
Milesian support for the Carthaginians could be interpreted subverdigehgsen
(198:100-102), focusing on a particular section Béllancey’s Essay on the
Antiquity of the Irish Language (1772) identified a similardivisive elementwhere

Vallancey cormentedon the destruction of the great Carthaginian library:
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Almost all the Carthaginian Manuscripts were committed to the flames, and
the history of this brave and learned People, has been written by their most
bitter Enemies, the Greeks and the Romanthis too they resemble the

Irish. (Vallancey,1772:3)

Clare O’Halloran (2004:43-44) has similarly quoted and drawn attention to this
element in Vallacey’s writing, but further elaboratetthat with the passing of time
Vallancey adopted a more negative stance regarding thiea@amian influence on
the IrishlanguageHowever this isnotthe direction of O’Halloran’s presentation
here, &hough clearlyhe was aware that his argument was open to that
interpretation. Th&kome/Carthage Britain/ Franceparallelwas in the public
domain and was a generally accepted view of the ideolggitalposition of these

empires as the following extract from tHereemans Journal demonstrates:

Nothing can be more clethanthat nations havtheir antipathies and
aversions]...]. This was the case of Rome and Carthage; two great
neighbouring commamealths, jealous of each othand mutually animated
with such implachle hatred, that nothingut anintestine wa(which ended
in the total destruction of the latter) could extinguish it. Rbmans were a
generous, opefmut withal a rigidand warlike people. Th@arthaginians, on
the other handyere acunning, subtle,dlse race ofmen;[...]. The strongest
instance of that national hatred and aversion, after thossdgl mentioned,
seems to be thathich subsists at present betweenkhench and the
English. I shall not attempt to trace these animositigbédar origiral, nor
pretendto decide who gz the first occasion for therp,..] I think the cause
of them very evident. (A Whig, 1778al)

O’Halloran’s assertions here of the antagonistic positioning of the Milesian
Empirevis a vis the Romann ancient times could reasonablgtranslated, in
eighteentkcentury parlance, to represent the contemgoBritish/French situation.
O’Halloran did fiercely condemn and raalgainst English injustice in a forthright
mamer throughout his histories arttetfollowing extract is a good example of the

unrestrained language and tone that typified O’Halloran’s criticisms:
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Had the English, better informed and more humane, instead of making
Ireland a slaughtenouse for near@ years, by constantly stirring up her

sons to war against each other, granted them the laws of Britain, who freely
acknowledged Henry for their Ard Righ; and made her the ally, instead of the
enemy of Britain, that greatness and power, that they havetnowed, thro’

her means, they would long since have reached. But thro’ an unexampled

spirit of absurd oppression and rapacity, while they endeavoured everywhere
to destroy the antient legislation of the Irish, they not only neglected, but
refused to esblish, any other in its place, insomuch that at length the killing

of aMerus Hibernicus, became no crime!  (O’Halloran, 1772a:204-205)

However, notwithstanding that O’Halloran’s forthright language here is a
blanket condemnation of English rule, pismarygrievances that Ireland has been
excluded from the British Empire, rather than indicating a desire to establish an
alternative dynasty in its place. This extract marks out both O’Halloran’s admiration
for Britain as “that greatness and power” but also his antagonisnmo the treatment
Ireland has receivedhis double move, whereby he claimglacen the British
Empire and‘made her an ally” yet maintainedh critical distancérom her“spirit of
oppresion and rapacity” characterises the complexity of0’Halloran’s antiquarian
discoursen general This reading further confirms that O’Halloran’s overall
argumentation here in tii&eneral History is directed towards initiating participation
in the British Empire predicated on an historical suitability rather than supporting an
oppositional stare premised on the ancient Rd@arthage or a current

Britain/France parallel.

To summariseO’Halloran’s alterations to the traditional narrative were
structural and terminological and aimed at supporting his assertion of an ancient
Milesian Empire in IrelandD’Halloran’s creation of an imperial Irish past is
pervasive throughout his narrative and consistently reinforced by layers of evidence
.Examplegpresented in isolation, as they must be here, convey in part only the
pervasiveness of the imperial theme in his narrative. However, the political context
of his time and Ireland’s relation to Britain, informs us why he constructed his
narrative as he diddis means of communication and language usage shows his

audience to be imperial Britain. He wanted to establish an ancient parity with
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Britain’s contemporary state and present an argument for inclusion of Irish Catholics

in the British Empire, based on historic suitability for an imperial role.

5.6. A Military Manifesto

O’Halloran intended his General History as a military manifesto, a documented
historical account of Irish suitably for military imperial service. However, it is not
possible to say whieér his work was ever used in the way that he intendetolat
numbers into the Britishreny did increase after 1778nd Irish Catholic officers
also began to receive commissions into the British army, although this was still
strictly illegal (Bartlett,1993b71). In the 1830s there were more Irishmen than
Englishmen in the British army and between 1825 and ,88% of alltroops inthe
Bengal army were Irisfdeffrey,199694). Irish service in the British lpire was
not confined to military servigenany Irishmancarved otisuccessful caregin the
Indian Civil Service at the height of tiitish imperum (Cook, 1987)However, it
would be impossible to demonstrate wimdiuence, if any, th&eneral History had
on these figures.

Nonetheless hereis some evidence to suggest that O’Halloran’s General
History may have been used in the manner he intended by another diaspora some 60
years later. This conjectuagises from a comparison between iéygublication
history of this workin nineteentkcentuyy Americawith that of the Abbé
MacGeoghegaaHi st oi re de | 61 r | §lAiS@Er62pamdthee nne et
antiquarian writings o€harles O’Conor. There was substantial demand for
O’Halloran General History in the Irish concentrated centres of New Yarid
Boston in the nineteenth century where it enjoyed a long publication history. There
was only one edition of th@eneral History. However, between 1845 and 1887 the
General History was republished in full seveimes as part of larger historical works
on Ireland by various publishing houses in New York and Bogtoninstance n
1845 a work entitledThe history of Ireland, from the invasion by Henry the Second
to the present times was published in New YorlO’Halloran’s General History was
republishé in full there to describe Irish history from the earliest times to the twelfth
century.Responsibility for the undertalg was attributed to “William Dolby; aided
and assisted by a committee of admirers of Irish history, natives of different

countries, o are now residents or citizens of the United States” (Dolby ed.1845:i#
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iv). Inscribed on the spine of this work is ‘O’Halloran’s Ireland’, so that it is clear to

the reader that it is O’Halloran’s vision of Ireland, rather than anothgthat is being
promoted there. In a similar manner tBeneral History was republished in 1846@s

part of a work entitledComplete history of Ireland: from the earliest times and again

in 185Q under the titleThe history of Ireland: from the invasion by Henry the

Second to the present times. The authorship in all cases is attribute@yvester
O’Halloran and William Dolby. It is likely that these three books are all the same but

with different covers, as three editions in five years is unlikely.

There were also threepublications of th&eneral History in Boston.In 1881
Murphy & McCarthy of Boston, publishekhe history of Ireland, from its first
settlement to the invasion; with a continuation from the invasion to the present time,
with a similar authorship to thaf the other works mentioned abowe all caseghe
combination of names, Sylvester O’Halloran and William Dolby, suggests that,
although these publications appear under slightly altered titles, the work is basically
the same in substance as that pubklishy Martin in 1845. In 1884, Murphy &
McCarthy publishedhe pictorial history of Ireland: from the landing of the
Milesians to the present time. The first section, as in the other works mentioned
above, reproduced O’Halloran’s two-volumeGeneral History to describe the early
part of Irish history to the twelfth century. However, in this case, the history is
continued with contributions from the nationalist journalist A. M. SulliVamd
P.D. Nunarf’ A second edition of this work appeared from the sanmdighing
house in 1887. This work was further republished by the Office of Catholic
Publication New York but the date is uncertain.

Conversely, the works of Charles O’Conor did not appeal to the Irish /American
diaspora, and a database search produceesuits for an Americabased
republication of his works. On the other haadiatabase search of Mac

YAlexander Martin Sullivarf1829-1884), journalist and nationalist was born in Bantry, Co. Cork. He
became a partner in tiNation newspaper in 1855 and in 1858 became its sole proprietor and editor.
TheNation newspaper was originally founded by Charles Gavin Duffy, John Blake Détah,

Thomas Osborne Davis. Its aim was to create a sense of Irish nationhood based on identity rather than
social status or religioDxford DNB.

%P D. Nunan is not mentioned in the biographical databases. However, the followingoivarks

similar genre mongst others bear his name and that of A. M. Sullivanllivan, A.M. Nunan P.D.

(1885)The story of Ireland: a narrative of Irish history: from the earliest ages to the Fenian

insurrection of 1867; Joyce, W.P. Sullivan, A.M. Nunan, P.D. (1899)as and history of Ireland: a
comprehensive description of each county. Boston Murphy and McCarthy.
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Geoghegan’sHi st oi re de | 61 r | aamidfevhich @Halloeam ne et
(1765b)commented “I love Mac Geoghegan for his plain dealings”, enjoyed a
republication history that surpassed that of O’Halloran. The New York Publishing

House of D. & J. Sadlier published Mac Geoghegan’s work four timesin an English
translationbetween 180&nd 1851. From 186&e republication of Mac

Geoghegan’s work takes on a form similar to that of O’Halloran’s above, where Mac
Geoghegan’s history is continued on by another author to the present time. For

instanceThe history of Ireland, ancient and modern: taken from the most authentic

records, and dedicated to the Irish Brigade; with a continuation from the Treaty of

Limerick to the present time by John Mitchel. In this form the work was republished

by D. J. Sadlier & Co. in 1868, 1869 and 1878. A third name was added to this work,
that of David Power Conyngham in th&7D edition. Power Conynghamwas a

novelist and historian of the Irish Brigade in the American Civil ¥#&ourmore

editions appear of this work bearing all three names in 1884, 1886, 1889 and 1896.

The point of confluence between the works of O’Halloran and Mac Geoghegan,
and absent from the works of Charles O’Conor, was an emphasis on Irish military
valor and achievemerntheHi st oi re de | 61 r | svas@dfeerah nci enn
dedicated to th&ish Brigade and its military achievements in thevmer of
European Catholic powergherefore, it appears that it was this element of the work
that appealed to the Irish/America diaspdmahe new world, the Irish demonstrated
their fittingness for inclusion predicated on their military reputationhex lhad
done in the old worldPower Conyngham, 1867)he Irish America diaspora
joined the Union armguringthe American Civil War and formed the famoud'69
Regiment, whose achievements and exploits equaled those of its eigltiaitty
counterpartas eulogized by O’Halloran and Mac Geoghegan. It appears then that
the success and attainments of the earlier diasporic movement on the European
continent appealed to their transatlantic familiars, stimulating a demand for the
works of O’Halloran and Mac Geoghegan, in the centers of Irish concentration in
New York and Boston in nineteentientury America, as confirmed by the forgoing
publication history of these works. A full investigation of the reasons which
surrounded the popularity of works like tGeneral History for the Irish/American

“David PowerConyngham (18251885)was born in Co. Tipperasndserved as aidde-camp to
General Sherman in Georgiaee: DIB.
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diaspora in America is outside the paréeng of this study. However,seems
possiblethat the writings of O’Halloran and Mac Geoghegan provided a literary
support framework around which the Irish/America diasporatcocted their
political identity, inthesame way that these writings had serviced the earlier
eighteentkcentury Spanish/French Irish émigré society.

5.7. Divergent Views Insular V ersusimperial

Charles O’Conor and Sylvester O’Halloran mobilised theGaelic tradition in their
appeal for Catholicelief; howevertheir views as to howhis material might be used
werefundamentally differentAs the forgoing analysis has demonstrated
O’Halloran adopted an imperial perspective. He situated his Catholielief politics

in British imperial discourse and addressed the Catholic relief issueatadéance
outside of Ireland bypublishing his work in London. O’Halloran viewed the British
Empire as a framework of liberty and the site of power to bring absut@atholic
relief. O’Halloran was the first Irish antiquarian to mobilise the antiquarian tradition

in an imperial contextandhisimperial perspective sharply distinguishes his

approach fronthat ofhis contemporaries.

O’Conor’s view of the Catholic relief issue was a narrow dichotomy focused on
bringing Irish Catholics and Irish Protestants into closer sympathy with each other.
He published his works in Dublin, indicating his discourse was dir¢oteads an
Irish rather than a Britisimperial audiace.His view on the Catholic relief issue
was insular. O’Conor’s style was discreet and pleasing rather than vigorous and very
aware of the ‘sensitivities’ of his Protestant audience (O’Halloran, 2004:37).

O’Conor focused on the political sophistication of early Irish government and
deliberately excluded references to military explatshe felt it reinforced the
stereotyped barbaric image of the Irish, although he had been less discreet in his
earlier work (O’Halloran, 2004:24-25, 110111).

In contrst, O’Halloran championed the European and military element of early
Irish history and origins, and showed no reluctance whatsoever in valorising Irish
military prowesseither in the distant past or in the more immediate present. The

eulogising of militay valour s a pervasive theme in his writing¥ Halloran did not
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equate military prowess with barbarity as O’Conor did. O’Halloran equated military
proficiency with power. And considerirtgatthe British Empire in the pogt763

period was an empire obchinion and conquest, which acknowledged the centrality
of military proficiency in securing its dominions, O’Halloran’s view, rather than
O’Conor’s, best reflected the contemporary and imperial situation (Marshall, 2998:7
8). In fact, the imperial careetd O’Halloran’s sons are emblematic of an outward-
looking imperial context for O’Halloran’s thoughts. His second son, John, was a

Captain in Colonel Brown’s regiment of American Loyalists and secretary to the
Governor of the Bahama$His youngest son, ByadierGeneral Joseph O’Halloran
spent over fifty years in British service in India and on his eventual return he

received a knighthood from William I¥2

Both scholas, O’Conor and O’Halloran, hadusedoutside sources in an attempt
to separate the histofyom the fable of the early origin of the Gael in the
Mediterraneaphowever, the results were surprisingly diverg®’Conor used the
chronological scheme of Sir Isaac Newton (1728) to recover that “so long buried in
the Rubbish of Fablé(175320,15-21; 1776:1217). O’Conor (1776:22)discounted
this early period of the migrations of the Geethe Mediterraneass “a Fable of the
Bards, to render the Original of our Monarchs murgist and sacred”.

Consequently, O’Conor held that the story of the ganhigrations of the Gaelid not

have aeliable historicafoundation Rather O’Conor believed that these tales

reflected a common race memory of a once conquering hero, probably Egyptian, but
not particular to the Irish, whose deeds and exploits weserlaéd into the histories

of different nations at an ear$yage. This hersubsequently appeared under various

names in various origistories.His variousnamesn the Irish account appear 8su,

?23ohn did not merit an accountthe DNB. According to Lyons (1963c:279), John was the second
son of Sylvester O’Halloran. He was a Captain in Colonel Brown’s regiment of American Loyalists

and secretary to the Governor of the Bahamas. This position he certainly occupied by 176d, as |
him listed in the subscriptiehist to Ferrar’s The History of Limerick (1787), where he ordered thirty
copies of Ferrar’s work. John was granted three hundred acres on Long Island in December 1787, and

a further five hundred acres in January 1788wde a Peace Commissioner, a member of the
Committee of Correspondence and a very active member of the General assembly.

Sir Joseph O’Halloran (17631843) was a BrigadieBeneral in the East India Company, served over
53 years in India, was knighted byilldm 1V, and appointed an honary member of the Royal Irish
Academy in 1838A transcript of a letter sent by him to his father in 1799 is provided in Appendix
A., letter 16. Joseph converted to the Church of England at some point, as his funeraivezsvi
conducted by a Church of England minister. Records at Kensal Green Cemetery, Londorfosee:
DNB.
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Aghnoin, Taitet alia, andwere simply different manifeations of the same figure.
O’Conor’s conclusions then, based on the work of Newton, resulted in a curtailing of
the originmyth. ConsequentlyO’Conor (1776:25) adopted the position théThe
Intercourses of the European Iberians withRhenecians andEgyptians, [...] were
of much more Importargthen their Asiatic Original” in establishing the early
literacy of the Milesian colonyl'herefore, O’Conor’s interest in this period was

confined to establishing an early literacy through Phoenician contact.

O’Halloranadopted a different approaahdextended the narrative of early
origin to meet and reflethe changing face of Britisimiperial ideologyby locating
Irish history within a formulatiomore readily acasible to an imperial mindset
(Armitage, 200). O’Halloran (1776b)championed these early migrations in a
manner unlike that of many of his antecedents antbhenentedo O’Conor that,
“these Accounts hitherto deemed a kind of Mill stone to Irish History will appear as
Invaluable Treasure”. O’Halloran’s interest was in the imperial and this is
demonstrated by the alterations in his narrati@ch linked the early Irish
ancestors to two ancient empires of the Mediterrarieloenicia, and Carthagend
his assertion of an ancient Milesian Empirdreéiand.Therefore, although both of
these scholars drew on the same sources, they modified their material to reflect
different political agendasvhich resulted in two very different interpretations of the

Gaelic historiographical tradition.

O’Halloran felt that O’Conor had betrayed Irish history by presenting a
watereddown version of events in order to appeal to, or perhaps placate, the
Protestant view of events. In fact, Delury (200628J negatively views
O’Halloran’s writings as an attempt to “establish a new absolutism of Gaelic
monumental history” that signalled the death knell to O’Conor’s conciliatory
attempts to “create a dialogue across the cultural divide”. If the different approaches
of these two scholars could be placed in a simple diamptid would probably read
as: loyalty versus utility. O’Conor believed that continued assertions and
demonstrations of Catholic loyalty, and hence the avoidance of martial prowess in
his writings, would gradually argue Protestants out of their prejudicékilloran
does not appear to have had a similar faith and he, more pragmatically believed that

a demonstration of Catholic utility, as in Irish military proficiency, would best serve
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the Catholic issue. This belief underpinned O’Halloran’s refutation of Leland’s
History of Ireland, as mentionedand his eulogising of military valour in ti@&eneral

History narrative confirms this belief

5.8. Conclusiors

The forgoing analysis hakmonstrated that O’Halloran deliberately modified his
source material toonstruct an historical picture of an ancient Milesian Empire in
Ireland.The idea of a Milesian Empire, rather than a Milesian kingdom, is a totally
new concept introduced by O’Halloran and sharply distinguishes his work from his
contemporaries, and tl@&eneral History from its antecedents in this traditiorhe
reason that a Milesian Empjmather than a Milesian kingdgwas important to
O’Halloran was because he wanted to demonstrate an ancient Irish parity with the
British Empire and highlightireland’s historic suitability for an imperial role.
O’Halloran’s argument for an ancient imperial status for Ireland had a contemporary
resonance. Empire was a concept in general usage by the British body politic, and
although a Milesian Empire was an unknowamcept, he used the contemporary
awareness and interest in the Roman Empire to create a bridge of understanding for
his audience, however, how successful this strategy may have been is impossible to
gauge. O’Halloran created an imperial past fois Milesan empire by linking the

early ancestors with two ancient empires of the Mediterranean, Phoenicia and
CarthageHe created thamageof an ancient Milesian Empire rather than kingdom,
by arguing for Ireland’s ancient imperial status, and from this assertion and that of

the high king/emperor equivalen@merges the pervasive use of imperial
terminology in the textA comparison between similar events in the traditional
narrative with O’Halloran’s accountshas confirmed that his main interest was in the
aggrandisement of military exploits and valoArhistory of Ireland, narrow in focus
and approach, detailing an ancient splendour and origin had no appeal outside the
home marketHowever, to contextualise Ireland’s past wealth and military splendour

as a larometer otontemporary potential was to highlight its value as an underused
commodity ofthe BritishEmpire.The General History wasthe first attempt by an

Irish Catholic antiquarian to introdecan imperial perspective intatholic relief

politics andaddress his concerns to an audience outside of Irelaedeneral

History was O’Halloran’s manifesto or ‘job application’, which formed the basis of

his argument for Catholic inclusion in the British Empire.
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