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1 Introduction

Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi (The Four Branches of The Mabinogi) is made up of a grouping of four tales of eleven primarily from Llyfr Gwyn Rhydderch (The White Book Of Rhydderch, Aberystwyth, National Library Of Wales, Peniarth MSS 4-5) dated around 1350 and Llyfr Coch Hergest (The Red Book Of Hergest, Oxford, Bodleian Library, Jesus College MS 111) dated between 1382 and 1410.
 These four tales form a grouping separate from the other tales in these two manuscripts due to the phrase at the end of each tale 'and so ends this branch of the Mabinogi'.
 There are fragments of the second and third branch of these tales found in a manuscript referred to as Peniarth Manuscript 6, which is about one hundred years older than Llyfr Gwyn Rhydderch
, but there may be earlier texts that did not survive. there is some agreement that Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi may have first been in written form between 1050 and 1120 and the tales may have been transmitted orally before being put in manuscript form.
 This implies two components to the issue of dating. One is from when and where do the stories that are the oral sources for the written tales have their origin. The other is when The Four Branches were compiled into the form that we know today, that is, the form that informed the oldest three known manuscript sources previously mentioned. For The purposes of this work, the focus of the discussion of dating is the latter. While there is some mention of theories of the oral tales, the dating issue, unless otherwise specified, will address the question 'to what period does Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi belong?' in relation to the date The Four Branches were compiled into a written source. In doing so it will examine the theories that have been proposed relating to dating Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi and discuss if it is possible to date The Mabinogi accurately.

2 Dating Theories

2.1 Generally Accepted Theory


This issue regarding the rendering or redacting of The Four Branches in written form is important in the examination of medieval Welsh literature overall because of the 

issue of cultural context. The argument, as T.M. Charles Edward points out, is about if the writer of The Four Branches was influenced by the French and Anglo-Norman literature which influenced Welsh literature after the Norman invasion of Wales and reflected the surrounding socio-political environment, or if it is part of the period of Welsh literature that precedes the Normand conquest.
 The long standing, but somewhat recently disputed Theory of a date in the second half of the eleventh century was initially proposed by Sir Ilfor Williams. He specifically asserts a data around 1060 by a single author from Dyfed
 although Gruffydd argues that references to place names indicate that the author was much more familiar with Gwynedd than Dyved.


In T.M. Charles-Edwards' analysis of Sir Ilfor Williams' arguments for a date of 1060, he notes that the arguments were mostly linguistic. Williams asserted that the thirteenth century manuscripts retained some spellings and phonology that indicated the source manuscripts were written prior to 1100, noting four specific examples from Llyfr Gwyn Rhydderch. These included examples of a t standing for th, The words ystlys and ystryw in the second branch missing the initial y that is always included in Middle-Welsh, indicating an Old-Welsh spelling, a final f in the spelling of the word makwyf that was not pounced by the middle of the twelfth century and eventually dropped from the words spelling, along with its plural form makwyueit still showing a intervocalic [v] which was also dropped around the same time as the f from The singular. Charles-Williams asserts that the dating of the word changes of all these examples except stlys and stryw have not been definitively worked out on the timeline of the progression from Old-Welsh to Middle-Welsh, further stating that the missing y example is not sufficient evidence for proving a date prior to 1100.
 T.M. Charles-Edwards' analysis of Williams' work also discusses cultural and historical contexts that Williams uses in support of his date of 1060. This includes the references in The Four Branches of kings going on circuit (cylch) , a custom from an earlier period which did not occur at the time of the writings of the earliest Welsh lawbooks between around 1175 to 1250.
 Ford, in the introduction to his translation of The Mabinogi asserts that while T.M. Charles-Edwards and Professor Eric Hamp provide serious challenges to Williams' linguistic arguments, cultural criteria provides more reliable guidance to the age of The Mabinogi.
 T.M. Charles-Edwards, in spite of his linguistic issues with Williams' dating of the text and argument that it is too precise, concludes that Williams' date may be very close. He bases part of this on his analysis disputing Williams' linguistic arguments, noting that the text is all Middle-Welsh except for one word. From this he concludes it cannot be earlier than the eleventh century. From Williams' arguments on the rarity of French loanwords and the archaic cultural context depicted, Charles-Edwards concludes that redaction could not be much later than 1100.
 Davies asserts that These dates, between 1050 and 1120, are generally accepted as the dates The Four Branches first appeared in written form.

2.2 Dissenting Theories: French Influence
Morgan Watkins and Saunders Lewis propose later dates than 1120 for the first written versions of the tales that makeup The Four Branches, putting the work in the period of French and Anglo-Norman literary influence. Watkins argues for a date in the early to middle thirteenth century. Lewis proposes a date between 1179 and 1190.

Watkin's work disputes Williams' argument of the lack of French loanwords and claims French influence on objects and themes within the stories including grey horses, white hounds with red ears, splendid dwellings, single combat, and expedited growth of a hero figure.
 Gantz points out that all of these are also present in early Irish sagas that are indisputably of Celtic origin. Gruffydd made the point in his work that the legendary traditions on which the written prose is based is primarily from two districts in Wales that at one time were Irish in population and speech.
 Gantz asserts that since these early Irish sagas are relatively uncontaminated by other influences, they are valuable for comparison. He makes such a comparison in six areas: location, setting, nomenclature, costume, manners, and mode of conduct. In most areas, there are enough analogues to the Irish sagas to argue that there is a definitive French influence, but in the area of costume, he notes The Mabinogi seems a little more concerned with specifics than the Irish sagas. The Mabinogi also is a bit more concerned with manners such as courtesy and good manners that found in Irish sagas. He suggests the first and third branches may show more evidence for French influence than the second and fourth. 
 Charles-Edwards is more dismissive of Watkin's theory, citing it is an example of the error of ignoring the Irish evidence. He references Watkin's use of four medieval French descriptions of hounds to compare to the description of Arawn's hounds in the first branch. He states that the argument is 'not plausible', going on to cite The white cows with red ears in The Tàin Bò Fraich as an Irish example of such colouration.

T.M. Charles-Edwards devotes a bit more to addressing Saunders Lewis' assertion of a date between 1170 and 1190. Lewis' theory also asserts the influence of French and Norman feudalism on the stories within The Four Branches. He suggests that the story in the third branch in which Pryderi goes to Oxford to do homage to Caswallon is analogous to the council Henry II's held at Oxford in 1177 which was attended by nearly all of the Welsh princes. Lewis draws other parallels between Caswallon and Henry II, including seizing of the throne. Charles-Edwards points out that every English king since 1060 seized the throne despite a rival with a stronger claim. He also notes Henry II gained the throne through a treaty with King Stephen which made Henry II his heir. He goes on to point out the inaccuracies of several other parallels Lewis makes between Caswallon and Henry II as well as the arguments he makes for elements of Anglo-Norman feudalism within the tales. Lewis additionally makes arguments for a later date based on common 

phraseology between works from the mid-thirteenth century and text within The Mabinogi such as the tournament between Pwyll and Hafgan in The first branch which he claims was borrowed from The first chapter of Geraint uab Erbin. Charles-Edwards argues that the Pwyll tale could have borrowed from Geraint, or Geraint could have borrowed from the Pwyll tale, or they could have both borrowed from a third unknown source. He states that Lewis does not attempt to prove that Pwyll was later or disprove that Geraint does not borrow from Pwyll, or that they both do not have a common source.
 Charles-Edward offers no proof of which direction the borrowing occurred either.


A similar borrowing issue is addressed by Jessica Henning in her discussion of the French legend of Ami and Amile in relation to Pwyll in the first branch. She notes that that this first part of the first branch contains the well-known Irish motif of the fairy king needing the assistance of a mortal warrior against a fairy opponent but argues that there are plot elements in the tale that have no parallel in the Irish motifs, such as Pwyll and Arawn exchanging places. She goes on to note, much like the similarities between the Pwyll and Hafgan tournament in the first branch and the passage from Geraint that Lewis and Charles-Edward agreed could not be coincidence, she points out a complex combination of similarities that could not be coincidence between the Pwyll and Arawn tale and the French legend of Ami and Amile. She specifically notes such circumstances as substitution in single combat, the chaste friend motif, and the exchange of physical appearance, except in the French work, the two heroes are physical identical. Hemming concedes in her discussion that the dating of this legend is almost as problematic as the dating of The Mabinogi text. She explains that the earliest extant version is a 204-line verse written by the monk Radulfus Tortarius from The abbey of Fleury-sur-Loire written about 1090. While Radulfus implies within the work that it is a well-known tale to both the Gaul and Saxons, Hemming notes that Dr. Neil Wright Radulfus may have invented the tradition himself, sending generations of scholars on a fruitless search for the lost originals. She discusses several versions written during the thirteenth century, noting that the dating issue of some of these are unresolved. The Welsh translation is found in the Red Book of Hergest. She notes that the Welsh version could be a direct translation from the Latin into Welsh contemporary with the copying of the Red book between 1342 and 1410 but also explains that there have been persuasive arguments for dating it in the first half of the fourteenth century. Given that the Red Book is later than The White Book of Rhydderch, which also contains The Pwyll and Arawn tale in the first branch, she notes that the Welsh version of Amlyn ac Amic could not be responsible for any French influence in Pwyll and Arawn tale. She also notes substantial evidence based on examination of five Welsh poets that were active between 1320 to 1400, that the Ami and Amile legend was not known in Wales until the Welsh translation in the Red Book, but argues that it is possible that the story could have been known at an earlier time in Wales through one of the earlier French or Latin versions. She asserts it is possible that the Ami and Amile legend, with its earliest extant written version in 1090, could have been early enough if the earliest version of the Pwyll tale is set at a date in the twelfth century. This brings her final argument back to the same issue Charles-Edwards argues that Pwyll and Hafgan story could have borrowed from Geraint, or Geraint could have borrowed from the Pwyll and Hafgan story, or both could have a common source. She dismisses the possibility that both could have drawn the same details from a common source. She finds the explanation that one drew directly from the folk tradition while the other drew from the literary work that was composed first but concludes that given the dating issues of both texts and the evidence currently available that the Ami and Amile tale cannot be given serious consideration as a partial source for The First Branch. 

2.3 Other Theories
While one of the major contentions in the theories related to the date for the redacting of the Four Branches in written form has to do with the text being essentially Welsh or at least Celtic in origin, or if it exhibits a strong degree of French and Anglo-Normand influence, not all researchers addressing the issue of dating have made this their focus. Gantz separates the influence issue from the dating issue in the introduction to his translation of The Mabinogion when he states 'if The Mabinogion incorporates genuine Celtic themes and patterns, then a late date is of no consequence; conversely, if it is permeated with French ideas, no claims of an earlier date can make if more Celtic'
. Later in his discussion he puts forth R.L. Thompson's suggestion that the original versions 'crossed to France, were reworked, and eventually passed to Crestiens, who rewrote them further; and that the Welsh versions we possess today have come to us by way of France'
. While he does admit the explanation appears a bit 'artificial', he does note that it could account for what he calls a 'veneer of French manners' over the Celtic originals. 


Theories for the latter dating of The Four Branches that do not focus on the issue of French influence often have another focus related to the date. Two of the theories reviewed here involve the authorship issues. The first of these seeks to establish the author or redactor of The Mabinogion, including The Four Branches of the Mabinogi as the same person who wrote the Welsh religious prose text Ynborth Yr Enaid in the middle of The thirteenth century. Iestyn Daniels identifies this author as a Dominican friar, possibly Cenepyn Gwerthrnion, who is mentioned by the fourteenth century poet Gwilym Ddo o Afron. 
 Daniel bases much of his argument on similarities in descriptive techniques, rhetoric, language, and style between tales in The Mabinogion and Ynborth Yr Enaid. He goes on to question the fact that there are dates posited earlier than the thirteenth century for the tales of The Mabinogion, including The Four Branches, that he refers to as the native tales. He notes that the oldest extant manuscript for any of the tales is Peniarth Manuscript 6 from the second half of the thirteenth century, with the other tales coming from later manuscripts. He asserts that the language and style of most is very similar to translations of foreign tales made during the thirteenth century, essentially dismissing linguistic arguments for an earlier date.
 He also brings into question the concept of earlier oral sources stating that there has been a tendency with the native text to 'take refuge in a supposed pre-written, oral background, if they show any signs of influences later than the twelfth century'.
 He goes on to use this point to assert that there are traces of Geoffrey of Monmouth's Historia Regum Britanniae dated around 1136 in all of The native tales that have been ignored or minimized by arguing that There are native sources common to both rather than the traces in the native text being based on Geoffrey's work.
 What he does not mention with this argument is that Geoffrey's work was heavily based on other known sources including: The Ruin of Britain, The Ecclesiastical History of the English People, History of the Britons , 10th-century Welsh Annals, poems of Taliesin, and other sources spanning from the sixth century to the eleventh century.
 He does however strengthen his argument that Geoffrey's work may have been a source by noting some phrases found in the native tales that are found more frequently in thirteenth century Welsh translations from Latin and French, and they are not found in translations prior to the thirteenth century. While Daniel himself does not make any arguments for the Anglo-Norman and French literary influences, he does note Morgan Watkin's work and bemoans the fact that Watkin's work has not received more attention, stating that his arguments offended the nativist camp. He also references basic arguments for a thirteenth century date by other researchers on the topic such as Simon Evens' observation that literary prose in Wales was typically composed in Latin in the twelfth century and Welsh in the thirteenth century. He also notes A.H. Diverres' theory that the author of Owain was arguing for women's right to own land which was not enacted in Wales until 1284.
 Daniels then takes on Lewis argument of the Pwyll and Arawn tales borrowing from the first chapter of Geraint uab Erbin, stating that since Lewis failed to convince everyone, he would try. After devoting considerable time to his comparison, he then compares several other native tales but admits that it is difficult to determine if the similarities are attributable to a common tradition or if there is a direct influence of one text on another.
 From here Daniel proposes that The Four Branches, Peredur fab Efrog, Breuddwyd Macsen Wledig, Owain, Geraint uab Erbin, and Cyfranc Lludd a Llefelys are all works by the same author. He notes their similarities but rather than strongly arguing this point he states that he sees no reason they could not have the same author, crediting Sioned Davies work proposing a hypothetical common authorship that could account for many similarities between the text.
 He then makes the argument that the author of Ynborth Yr Enaid is a suitable candidate, but concedes that the evidence he presents is not sufficient to do more than suggest that this author is also the author of The Four Branches and the other five tales mentioned.
 


The Theory asserted by Andrew Breeze also bases its date on a proposed author but does not seem to relate in any way to the issue of purely Welsh/Celtic versus French and Anglo-Norman influence. The date range proposed of 1120-1136 is only slightly later than the generally accepted dates of 1050-1120 by a Welsh author. The difference in this argument is that the proposed author is a woman. The dates are based on the time between her coming to majority and her death. Breeze first proposed the theory in his book Medieval Welsh Literature in the chapter about The Mabinogion, chapter 3.
 On the first page of the chapter, when describing Four Branches of The Mabinogi he states it as an apparent fact in spite of the fact that this is the first time he or anyone had published this theory. Within the chapter, he attempts to establish that the author must be a woman, then he makes eleven points in his attempt to support his assertion that Princess Gwenllian of Gwynedd is the author and attempts to establish the timeline for the writing of The Four Branches in the context of her life. His arguments for female authorship are bases on the premise that female fiction writers present male and female characters differently than male fiction writers. He notes as one example the brevity of Teyrnon's fight with the monster in the first branch contrasted with the details in the tale regarding Teyrnon's wife and the details about the baby and his care. He claims a male author would not show such interest in motherhood. He also notes the instances in which women shame their men using Rhiannon's admonishment of Pwyll when he is tricked by Gwawl at the first wedding feast as an example. He dismisses other existing theories of a monk as the author by claiming a monk would not show the concern that is reflected in the text for women in matters such as child-bearing and raising children.


Once Breeze makes his argument to establish the author is a female, he establishes the criteria to circumstantially prove that this woman could only be Gwenllian. He first asserts that to have written in the early medieval vernacular and have the work persist past her time, she had to be of high rank. In making this point, he also notes that The White Book of Rhydderch was written for a descendant seven generations forward in her line. He also argues that she would have to have an intimate knowledge of royal courts and attitudes, a detailed knowledge of Gwynedd and some knowledge of Dyfed, as well as some knowledge of Irish sources, which she did since her father and husband both lived in Ireland as exiles for a time. He also said she would have to have a knowledge of such Welsh laws regarding situations such as insults and honour price that a Latin trained monk would not. He also argues for the royal aspect of the author by noting the incoherence of the narrative structure of the tales that would not occur had the author been a professional story-teller. He claims this incoherence can be explained as an indifference to such things by a royal's excursion into authorship. His seventh point is the literary activity of the royal house of Gwynedd which he ties into the second branch account of Branwen writing a letter, noting a woman writing something would otherwise be a remarkable thing. The eighth point may be the most personal alignment. As the daughter of a successful queen, but the wife of a prince who ended up living in somewhat reduced circumstances, having lost some power and prestige, Breeze sees the changes in the circumstances of Dyfed in the third branch and the lifting of the curse on Dyfed to be a yearning by Gwenllian for the former glories of her husband's territory. The ninth point Breeze makes is to mention again the family relationship to The White Book of Rhydderch. In this context, he uses the personal nature of the stories to the family to explain why there was little or no circulation of the stories. His tenth point relies on Charles-Edwards' arguments of dating and Williams' argument of the limited use of French loan words to establish the time frame near her lifetime. He also speculates the tales could be later in her life if she fled to Ireland with her husband in 1127. He also uses this in his eleventh point. He asserts if she was in Ireland, she could have encountered the Irish tale Mesca Ulad which may have influenced legend of the Iron House in the second branch.
 While he argues these points well, it seems to be done without consideration of other current work on the topic. Lloyd-Morgan, in her review of his Medieval Welsh Literature, notes that he makes no use of recent significant work such as that of Sioned Davies' on the evolution of the texts, composition, and transmission. She also notes that while ignoring the most significant recent scholarship, he is quick to assess the work of those not sharing his view. 

3 Discussion

The literature review above, while not addressing every argument proposed for the dating of Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi in written form, does present the major camps and their arguments as well as some of the outliers and emerging theories. As noted, the two major camps revolve around the issue of pre or post French and Anglo-Norman influence. Both camps make compelling arguments for their points, some looking at the same piece of evidence but interpreting it to mean the opposite from what the other camp understands it to mean. While Sir Ilfor Williams' date of 1060 that relies on having a single author from Dyfed for the precise dating was the accepted theory for a long time, it is becoming more obvious as scholarship progresses that assertion is no longer supported. Active researches on the topic such as Davies still affirm the 1050 and 1120 dates that T.M. Charles-Edwards proposes in his work detailing both the dating issues he finds with Williams' 1060 assertion as well as those he has with the later arguments put forward by Lewis and Watkins as generally accepted as the dates The Four Branches first appeared in written form.
 While others who postulate a later date have put much effort in comparing linguistic styles, motifs, and other markers to align the known sources texts of Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi, none seem definitive and the similarities they find often have other viable explanations proposed by other researchers. Some researchers, like Hemming, explore possible textual connections that could assist with the issue of dating only to find that there is insufficient evidence to support the path any further and must leave it in the realm of speculation. Others, like Breeze have a theory that is virtually unsupported by the academic community but continue to argue their point while rebutting others work that disagree.

4 Conclusions

This work has focused on the issue of the date of the redaction or the first written version of the text that informed the oldest three known manuscript sources for the work known as Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi (The Four Branches of The Mabinogi). While there are likely oral tales that informed this writing, although this is somewhat disputed by Daniel
, the dating issue to address the question 'to what period does Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi belong?' revolves around the date The Four Branches were compiled into a written source. In examining the various theories that have been proposed relating to dating Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi, although some seem to have more acceptance than others, to respond to the question if it is possible to date The Mabinogi accurately, I would have to concur that I agree with Patrick Simms-Williams that it is 'very much an open question'
, and would further argue that it might remain an open question in absence of the discovery of some unknown source. Until then, I will be content with the generally accepted theory of 1050 to 1120.
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