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PREFACE

Thisis the second in a projected series of studics being
conducted in ITE on language-related data collected
for administrative purposes by statc bodies. A pre-
liminary report dealing with post-primary examina-
tion statistics has alrcady been published! and areport
on the language question in the 1981 Census of
Population is in preparation.

Data of this kind arc belpful in a number of ways.
First, they allow certain patlerns and trends in lan-
guage behaviour to be identified and monitored; scc-
ond, they provide a sct of contextual variables with
the potential to explain certain aspects of these pat-
terns and trends; and third, their coverage is much
morc comprchensive than those of sample surveys.
Thercfore, given that the cost of language surveys for
rescarch and policy purposes is very high, itisclearly
desircable to fully exploit such data resources as
alrcady exist.

This Report cxamines a sct of data arising from the
implementation of what is commonly referred 1o as
the Roinn na Gacltachta ‘€10 Grant Scheme’. The
scherne was established in the early 1930s by An
Roinn Oideachais (which had reponsibility for the
promotion of the Irish language at that tim¢) to
provide a financial inducement to parents in Gacl-
tacht arcas to maintain Irish as the language of the
home. Each ycar parcnlts can apply to have the speak-
ing competence of their children aged six years and
over 2ssessed by officials ¢ “Roinn na Gaeltachta. If
the official is satisfied that the ability of the child o
converscin Irish is consistent with the standard which
might be expected from a child whosc home language
is Irish, the parents arc paid a grant whose nresent
valucis£10. Although thevaluce of thcaward is small,
afamily’s eligibility for other grant schemes operated
by Roinn na Gacltachta can depend on its children
consistently meeting the criteria sct by the £10 Grant
Scheme.

Although the data uscd in this Report arc no longer
published at regular intervals, they are available to the
public. Commentators on Gacltacht affairs frequently
refer to the patterns, trends and problems which the
data arc presumed to reveal. However, 1o our knowi-
edge, nobody has so far undertaken a sustained cx-
amination of the nature of these data. Therefore, the
first two chapters of this Report contain a detailed
discussion of the manner in which the data arc ob-
tained and the form in which they are rcleased. The
analysis conducted in this part of the Report high-

<

lights some serious limitations in the data as a mcas-
urc of home bilingualism. There are, therefore,
substantial constraints imposcd on any study which
rclies heavily on this material to establish the patterns

" and dircctions of trends in home bilingualism, or

more generally, to evaluate the impact of policics.

Nonctheless, the potential of the data for these pur-
poses cannot be lightly ignored. Unlike the Census
question on Irish and most surveys on the topic, the
£10 Grant Scheme data are based on annual assess-
ment of applicants by officials of Roinn na Gacltachta
and do not rely at all on self-assessment. Morcover,
as is cxplained in the concluding chapter, if some
relatively straightforward and incxpensive changes
were made in the procedures relating to the scheme,
the valuc of the data for rescarch and policy cvalu-
ation purposcs could be grecatly enhanced.

In their present form, the data can only sustain an
analysis of a prcliminary nature, subject to many
qualifications. Nevertheless, because the data are
morc up to date than the last major survey of language
patterns in the Gacltacht?and arc more discriminating
than the Census question on Irish speaking abilities,
we felt that it was justifiable to undertake a detailed
statistical and cartographic analysis. The main part of
the preses . Report deals with the scheme during the
cleven yearneriod 1973/4 - 1983/4. Due to the nature
of the data and the form in which it is releaseq, the
analysis is primarily descriptive and generally docs
not attempt to explain the findings.

The overall pattern revealed in this analysis will not
come as a surprise to those familiar with Gacltacht
affairsinrecent years. If the proportion of allchildren
in a particular school or group of schools who qualify
for the grant is accepted (albeit with reservations) as
a measure of home bilingualism in an arca, it is clear
that a reasonably large core of relatively high home
usc of Irish can be found only within the two largest
Gaclhiacht districts of Galway and Doncgal. While
smaller enclaves with similarly high ratios can be
found clsewhere, they are not as cxtensive as the two
previously mentioned. The general pattern found
outside the core arcas is considerably weaker and
shows greater signs of instability and decline. In fact,
there is little evidence of genuine stability inanyarca.

The concluding chapter includes a summary of the
Report and some suggestions for further research into
issues arising from the analysis.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Historical Background

The Scheme was originally introduced by An Roinn
Oidcachais in 1933/4. Thc annual reports of An
Roinn Cia-achais around that time indicate that it had
become clear to the Government that Irish was con-
tinuing to give way to English over most of the
Gacltacht ar-a and throughout the entire Breac-Gha-
eltacht arca. Accordingly, it was felt necessary to
persuade native Irish speakersin these arcas, who saw
no benefit in spcaking Irish, that it would be in their
interest to speak Irish as their normal home language.
To this ¢nd, An Roinn Oideachais introduced a new
scheme in 1933/4 whereby a grantof £2 could be paid
in a given ycar to Gacltacht and Breac-Ghacltacht-
resident parents or guardians in respect of cach of
their children aged 6-14, once An Roinn Oidcachais
was convinced that their home language was Irish;
that they had concomitant fiuency in the language;

TABLE 1.l: ANNUAL NUMBER OF GRANT QUALIFIERS 1933/4-1971/2.

that they atiended a Gacltacht or a Breac-Ghaeltacht
primmary school regularly and punctually and made
good progress throughout the school year,

Reviewing the first year of the scheme, the Annual
Report of AnRoinn Oideachais tor 1933/4 concluded
that it appeared to be proving popular and that the
number of grants and of familics involved were likely
to incrcasc. Grant numbers did rise, from 9,000 to
11,000 within two years, but rose no higher (Table
1.1). Possibly beeausc of this, the Report for 1936/7
shows some shifts in emphasis. Thus forcxample, to
inform parents (‘cur i dtuiscint’) became drive home
to parents (‘cur abhaile ar’), whilc normal home
language (‘f a bheith mar ghnith-urlabhra acu ina
dtithe’) became the sole language of the home and no
other 10 be spoken to the children (‘an Ghaeilge a
chlcachtadh mar aon-icanga 'na diighthe agus gan a
‘malairt do labhairt lc na gcloinn’). Nevertheless,
numbers in reccipt of the grant steadily declined,
reaching their lowest point since the first year of the
scheme in 1944/5.

T

RECPONSIBILITY FOR THE SCHEME:

1964-65 {see text).

From the following year (1945/6), the valuc of the
grant was incrcascd from £2 to £5 and cligibility was
extended to include post-primary students up to the
age of 16. While the number of grants edged back
above the 10,000 mark almost immediatcly, it never
rosc muchabovc this level thereafier. It would appear
from ccnsus data that this decline was duc more to
linguistic than population factors. Table 1.2 shows

An Roinn Oideachais Roinn na Gaeltachta
£2 GRANT: £5 GRANT: £5 CRANT: £10 GRANT:
1933-34 8996 | 1945-46 9786 | 1956-57 9615 1964-65 85¢L
1934-35 10226 | 1946-47 10134 | 1957-58 10039 1965-66 8817
1935-36 11061 | 1947-48 10169 | 1958-59 9358 1966-67 8591
1936-37 10970 | 1948-49 10172 | 1959-60 9774 1967-68 8478
1937-38 11060 | 1949-50 10343 | 1960-61 1256 1968-69 8370
1938-39 10871 | 1950-51 10226 }| 1961-62 9520 1969-70 8199
1939-40 10743 | 1951-%2 10423 | 1962-63 9158 | 1970-71 9099
194041 10752 | 1952-53 10272 | 1963-64 8475 | 1971-72 8163
1941-42 10485 | 1953-54 10196 | AVERAGE 9399 | AVERAGE 8528
1942-43 10174 | 1954-55 HN.A.
1943~-44 9808 |_1955-56 9844
1944-45 362% | AVERAGE: 10156
AVERAGE: 10398 |

NOTE 1. The numbers in this Table refer to those who qualified for the grant
each year, not to the number of grants paid out.
inclusive refer to the school year;

NOTE 2. Even though Roinn na Gaeltachta assumed overall responsibility for the
scheme in 1956-57, the assessment of grant applicants continued to be the
responsibility of Inspectors of An Roitn Oideachais until 1975-76, when this
function passed to the Area Directors ('Stilrthdiri') of Roinn na Gaeltachta.

NOTE 3. The value of the grant was increased to £5 from 1945-46 and to £10 from

SOURCE: Data up to and including the year 1953-54 are taken from The Annual
Report of An Roinn Oideachais 1954-5%, the last Report to contain {ull figures.
The remaining data were supplied by Roinn na Gaeltachta.

The data up to 1956-57
thereafter Lo the financial year.

that, cven at the outsct of the scheme, there was ahigh
ratio of non-Irish speakersto Irish speakers among the
preschool 3-4 ycar age group in the Fior-Ghacltacht
arcas; and while the initial success of the £2 grant
scheme in the mid-1930s appears to to have cffected
a lowering of this ratio, the Tablcs show the improve-
ment to have been shortlived.

19
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TABLE 1.2: RATIO OF NOU-TRISH SPFAKERS TO IRISH SPEAKERS AMONG 3-4 YFAR OLD
CGAELTACAT RNSIDENTS IN FACH CENSUS 1926-1901

A ratio over 1,00 indicates more English-speaking Lhan Irish-speaking children,

MALES

YEAR  D'GAL  G'WAY MAYO KERRY  CORK _W'FORD  MEATH  CLARK _ TOfA.

1926*  0.84 1.44 2.11 2,01 1,76 3,21 NA 6.82 1.46 !
1936*  0.36 0,87 1.39 1.32  0.84 6,80 NA 7.50 0,87 |
1946*%  0.65 0.85 1.80 1.97 1.46 3,87 NA 21,0 1,48
1961 0.44 0.32 1.53 0.5 0,50 0,23 NA NA 0.4%4
1971 0.51 0.60 2,75 0.53  0.35 0,45 2,12 HA 0.73
1981 0.73 0.98 2.06 0.85 0,62 0,71 7.490 na N.9%

FEMALES

YEAR D'GAL  G'WAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'FORD  MEATH  CLARN  TOIAL

1926*  0.77  1.2d4  2.10  2.09 2.6°  3.62 A 3,93 1.38 '
1936*  0.36  0.89 1,30  1.38 0.98  3.32 HA 19.0 0,87 |
1946* 9.62  0.90 2.11  2.62 1,65 6,58 NA NO IR, 1,17 i
1961 0.3 0.31 1.70 0,48 0.40 0,71 NA A 0,52 '
1971  0.45 0.60  1.42  0.43 0.30 0,30 0.75 NA  0.61 !
1981  0.57 _ 0.79  2.30 _ 0.80 0.38  0.35  13.0 MA 0,82

* Data for 1926, 1936 and 1946 refer to the ‘Fior-Ghaeltacht' area only. !
SOURCE: Based on Census of Population for the relevant years. |

The 1946 Census (Vol. 8, Table 9) shows that the total @ has concomitant natural fluency in spoken Irish
Gacltacht population aged 3 and over fell by 7% @ was ai lcast six ycars old on January 1* of the
between 1936 and 1946, However, this wasaccompa- current school year

nicd by a 19% reduction in the number of Irish @ was cngaged as a day-pupil in fulltime cducation
speakers whercas the number of non-Irish spcakers or as a traince on a fulltime work-preparation
rosc by 9%. Morcimportantly,in the Fior-Ghaeltacht course, and

arcas where native Irish speakers formed a much @® wasliving with his/her parentor guardian for most
higher percentage of the population, the number of of the year, cither within the Gacltachtitself or in
Irish speakers fell by 15% while the number of non- another arca designated by An Roinn for the
Irish speakers rosc by 29%. The most cxtreme per- purposes of the Scheme.

centage shifts occurred in the tiny Flor-Ghacltacht

arca of Co. Clare (the entirc Clarc Gacltacht subse- A child is assessed for the grant only if an application
quently lost its official Gacltacht status) but though form has been lodged on his/her behall. However, as
the percentages varied among and between the other the refusal of the £10 grant to a child may disqualify
Gacltachtaf, the fact remains that in the Fior-Ghacl- the parents from receiving various wther grants, the
tachtand Breac-Ghacltachtareas of every county, the assessment is seen as being important, both by the
number of Irish spcakers was falling whilc the number parcnts and by Roinn na Gacltachia,

of non-Irish spcakers was rising,.
Since 197576, asscssmentof grant applicants has been

In 1956/7, responsibility for the grant scheme passed entrusted to the local Roinn na Gacltachta Stiirthdir
to the newly-constituted Roinn na Gaeltackta, al- in cach of the three main Gacltacht arcas - Donegal,
though applicanis continued to be assessed by inspec- Munster (covering Kerry, Cork and Waterford) and
tors of AnRoinn Oideachais until the mid 1970s. The Connaught (Galway and Mayo, along with Mcath in
average number of grants continued to decline, reach- Leinster) - sec Map 1. The normal procedure is (or the
ing their lowest point since the inception of the Stitrthdir Lo visit cach school attended by grant appli-
scheme in 1963/4. From the following year, 1964/5, cants sometime during the school ycar, beginning
following reccommendations by An Coimisidn um around November. Applicants arc intervicwed alone
Athbheochan na Gaeilge (1963), the value of the (cxcept for siblings) in a room sct . ide for this
grant was doubled to £10 and the scheme was ex- purpose. If he considers it necessary, the Stitrthdir
tended to include those over sixteen years of age who may visit a child’s home for further clarification.
werc in fulltime education or on a fulltime training Details of successful candidates are sent to An Roinn
coursc. However, the downward trend continued. some time after July and the grants are usually posted

tc the parents before the end of September.
1.2 Present Administration of the Grant

Sciieme Grants may be refused outright but in borderline cases
Roinn na Gacltachta (‘An Roinn’) may grant £10 in the grant may be allowed and a warning issued when
any given school vear to the parent or guardian ofany the grant is posted to the parents. Granis arc notgiven
child if An Roinr; is satisfied that: on a family basis; onc sibling may pass while another
@ the child comes from a home where Irish is the isrefused. Thoscrefusced the grant may appeal for re-

language normally used assessment ard children refused the grant one year
9
.
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may qualify the following year if they satisfy the
Stitirthdir. Roinn na Gaeltachta statcs that there is no
annual target or limit sct on the number or percentage
of grants and cach applicatior is dealt with on its
merits without regard to budgetary considerations.

1.3 The Data used in the Report

Up to and including the ycar 1946/7, the Annual
Reports of An Roinn Oidcachais included not only the
number of primary schooi pupils who qualified for the
grant, but also the number of familices to which these
chiwdren belonged. From 1945/6, when post-primary
students up to the age of sixteen became eligible, the
number of these who carned the grant was published
cach year but the number of familics to which they
beionged was not shown on the grounds that most of
them were already included n the number of families
shown under the primary figures. From 1947/8 until
statistics ccased to be published in 1953/4 only the
number of primary and post-primary grant qualificrs
was shown, with no data on the number of familics to
which they belonged. This is a serious weakness in
the data as it greatly restricts arn analysis of the
scheme’s effectiveness in achieving its primary aim
of maintaining Irish language usage in the home.

Since 1953/4, information on the annual number and
distribution of grant qualificrs has not been published

regularly. It can be obtained from Roinn na Gacl-™ -

tachta but it must be emphasised that the data, as
rcleased, mercly show the number of grant qualificrs
in cach school containing onc or morc successful
applicants sct against the total population of that
school. No information is provided concerning age,
gender, school grade, residence, or any other charac-
teristicsof applicants (orof potential valid applicants)
and their familics. !t was originally hoped to link
family scores bassd on £10 grant data with data on
other grants adrinistered by An Roinn but neither
could be procur:d in any usable form. Therefore,
only two statistics arc available for analysis: the total
number of successful grant applicants in a given
school; and these as = percentage of all pupils in that
school. Even the simpic exercisc of aggregating
statistics from a number of schools into arca scores
can be problematical, for reasons dealt with later.

Of course, the advantages of the data vis-a-vis census
and survey-type data arc considerable and shiould not
be underestimated.  First, they provide much more
comprehensive coverage of the Gaeltacht than a sample;
and sceond, they involve annual assessment by public
servants, as opposed to occasional self-assessment.
Despite these advantages however, the data are inade-
quatc and limited in certain key respects. Therefore,
before any attempt is made to use the data for analyti-
cal purposes, these qualifications need to be looked at
in some dctail. They will be discussed under two
headings: first, some general issues rclating to the
procedures used in assessing applicants, and second,
difficultics poscd for analysis by the naturc of the data
made available.

10

1.4 Some Issues Relating to the Assessment
Process
1.4.1 We have noted that assessment for the grant is
designed to identify children with natural fluency in
spoken Irish concomitant with coming from a home
wherelrish is thelanguagenormally used. The phrase
‘natural fluency’ (a dircct translation of ‘go liofa
nédidrtha’)is a very difficult concept to operationalise
and assess. For example, ‘fluency’ was cnly one of

" four provisionally defined components of oral com-

municative competence drawn up by a colloquium of
experts some ycars ago (Palmer et al., 1981). As
defined, fluency consisted of the overall guantity and
tempo of production, that is, ‘the ability 10 produce an
amount of fanguage within a limited period of time
~onsistent with native speaker norms for the type of

essage communicated ... [and] the ability to main-
Lain, confidently, a pace of rhythm consistent with
norms for native speakers of a given dialect or sct of
dialects’ (ibid., p.ix).

The three other components of oral communicative
competence related to the linguistic, sociolinguistic
and pragmatic rules employed by the specakers of a
given dialect (or set of dialects) and to a speaker’s
breadth and accuracy of control over them. Linguistic
rules cover phonology, morphology and syntax: lin-
guistic control covers the range of structures at-
tempted and the degree to which they are produced
correctly. Sociolinguistic rules are conventions for
producing textually cohesive speech inan appropriate
register with appropriate cultural references: socio-
linguistic control covers the range of language-use
situations in which the speaker is sensitive to prevail-
ing standards in these arcas and the degree 1o which
the language produced conforms Lo prevailing stan-
dards. Pragmatic rules are conventions relating the
form of an utterance to the intended meaning, impor-
tant factors being the extent of vocabulary and accu-
racy of pronunciation: pragmatic control consists of
the range and complexity of messagescommunicated
and the degree to which the language produced cor-
rectly communicates the details of the content.

If the aim of the grant asscssments is 10 measure
fluency in the specific form defined by Palmeretal.,
it is significant that it was decided soon afier the
colloquium to drop this fluency component as it was
‘incompatible with important testing methods’ such
as discrete-point and multiple choice (ibid. viii). If,
on the other hand, ‘natural fluency/go liofa naddrtha’
refers to a general linguistic/sociolinguistic/pragmatic
oral communicative competence - and given that
varying degrees of Irish/English bilingualism are alrcady
the norm in most Gaellacht arcas - we are lefl with the
problem of how to define local native speaker norms.
In any case, assessing flucncy for the purposcs of the
grant will clearly depend to a large extent on qualita-
tive judgments by the assessnr rather than a quantita-
tive checklist of criteria. Thercfore, the absence of
standard asscssment criteria for the grant means that
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we do not know the extent to which different Stitirthéiri
would agree in their assessments of a given applicant
or the extent to which an individual Stitrthéir would
asscss a given applicant differently on two or more
occasions. For long-term analysis, these difficultics
are compounded by the transfer of Departmental
responsibility for assessing applicants in 1975/6.

1.4.2 Successive censuses and surveys (c.g. CLAR,
1975; O Riagdin & O Cliasdin, 1984) show continued
improvement in sclf-assessed ability to speak Irish the
longer and more intensive the exposure toit in school.
Annual grade-specific grant data for each school
would help to test these claims but it could not be
obtained. However, ITE surveys of Gaeltacht pri-
mary schools in the first half of the 1980’s (Harris &
Murtagh, 1987) showed that the percentage of £10
grant qualificrs rose from 38% to 48% between scc-
ond and sixth grades. Moreover, this rise in grant
performance did not reflect the full scale of the
improvement in command of spoken [rish during that
period as measured by objective tests. As improved
ability was duc ncither to variations ii: home use of
Irish nor 1o the amount of Irish taught at diffcrent
school grades, the authors speculate that Irish usage
by the children’s peers, inside and/or outside school,
may be the crucial variable. However, we lack inde-
pendent corroborative dalta to test this.

1.4.3 Inany case, using six ycars as the minimum age
for assessment is less than ideal for the identification
of ‘home-bred” Gacilgeoiri since most children will
have had considerable cxposure to Irish in school by
that age. Census data regularly show much lower
percentages of Gaceltacht 3-4 year olds returned as
Irish spcakers compared with older school-going
cohorts; and it is also significant that the ITE study of
All-Irish schools in the Dublin arca (O Gliasdin, 1977;
O Riagdin & O Gliasdin, 1979) found that most
schools were willing to accept new pupils with little
orno ability in Irish up to the age of six as experience
had shown that they casily hecame fluent in Irish
within a year or so. The abscnce of standard dates for
assessing pupils for the £10 grant may thus favour
pupils who are not assesscd until late in the school
year, especially six year olds being assessed for the
first time.

1.5 Data Const.aints on Analysis

1.5.1 As alrcady mentioned, it cannot be established
how many familics (asopposed to pupils) attend cach
school, or the extent to which siblings attend different
schools. Nor do we know how many families receive
grants in respect of one child while another is refus:
oris not entered for assessment. Ttisalso regrettable,
given that the census gencrally shows significant
gender differences in the percentages of Irish speak-
ers among Gacltacht 3-4 year olds, that we cannot
determine differentiai grant performance by boys and
girls.

1.5.2 Wealso do notknow how many of thosc refused
the grant were deemed worthy of it after reassessment
or in a subsequent year. Nor do we know how many
of the pupils in cach school who did not reccive grants
in any given year were actually refused the grant and
how many of them were simply not considered, cither
because they were 100 young or because, for some
other reason, no application forms for assessmernt
were lodged. There is ample evidence from various
weslem countries in the arca of social welfare to show
that significant numbers of people do not, for various
reasons, apply for monies to which they are legally
cntitled (sce, for example, NESC, 1978). While
Roinn na Gacltachta maintains that the number of
such non-applicants is very small in the casc of the
£10 grant, it could still be important to know the exact
size of this group in analysing the performance of
individual schools. Many of the Gaeltacht schools are”
sotiny that the characteristics and/or behaviour of one
or two familics (family size and composition, migra-
tion decisions. etc.) can seriously distort a given
school profile from year to year. Indeed, school
populations vary so widcly in size, even within the
same arca, that inter-school percentage comparisons
are nol always valid. .

1.5.3 The fact that school enrolment figures for the
primary and post-primary scctors are collected on
different dates also poses some difficultics. Data for
vocational, community and comprchensive schools
refer specifically to September 1% of the current
school year; data for sccondary schools refer to those
enroled ‘on or before” October 15%; while data for
primary schools refer to September 30* (i.e., since
1974/5; before that they were collected in February,
which probably helps to explain some of the more
extreme discrepancics in relative grant performance
by some primary schools in 1973/4 as compared with
subscquent ycars). As grant assessment does not
normally begin until November and continues through-
out the school year, there is clearly a problem in
basing grant performance on available school popula-
tion data.

1.5.4 There 15 a handiul of instances where the num-
ber of grants carned in a given school in a given year
exceeded (albeit minimally) the total recorded enrol-
ment of that school. Roinn na Gacliachta, upon
rechecking, confirmed these figures, putting the dis-
crepancics down 1o ‘burcaucratic factors’. Late en-
rolments alone cannot explain these discrepancics as
the bureaucracy is such that some primary grarits for
the school year 1984/5, forexample, had still notbeen
cleared scven months into the next school year. Hence,
we do notknow the extent to which schools with less
‘suspicious-looking” figures contain similar bureau-
cratic additions for any given ycar.

1.5.5 School closures and amalgamations tend to
confusc the picture in some arcas. While this report

v
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ignores grant performance in the very large number of
Gacltacht primary schools which closed in the six or
seven years prior to our period, it should be noted that
ahigh proportion of the grant-carners in some schools
at the beginning of our period may have come from
recently closed schools. On the other hand, it is not
always clear that the pupils from a closed school
moved en bloc to the school with which their former
school was officially amalgamated. Inaddition, there
is thc problem of temporary school closures and
amalgamations (e.g. for building or renovation pur-
poscs) and the practice of icmporarily subsuming the
grants data and/or the school population of School X
under School Y. Finally, some post-primary schools
changed status (c.g. from sccondary to vocational)
during or shortly before our period.

1.5.6 Grant applications arc not confincd to pupils
cither residing or attending schools within the official
Gacliacht as defined in 1956, 1967 and 1974. Appli-
cations arc entertained in respect of pupils attending
any school which was on a pre-1956 list of schools
kept by an Roinn Oidcachais for the purposcs of the
scheme, or indced, any other school subscquently
recogniscd for such purposes. This can havcasignifi-
cant impact on the analysis of local patterns. First,

there is official confusion as to the Gacltacht status of |

anumberof schools. Second, some Gaceltacht schools
are located in arcas which have becn Anglophone for
gencrations while some technically Galltacht schools
located near the Gaceltacht boundary contain siz hle
numbers of Irish spcakers. These problems are par-
ticularly pertinent in the case of new arcas added to
the official Gacltacht since 1956 (Clochan, in Kerry,
for cxample).

1.6 Conclusion

1.6.1 Because of the factors noted above, it is difficult
to know to what extent the £10 grant data in their
present form allow us to validly measure houschold
usc of Irish among the pupils of diffcrent schools. At
best, it seems that they permit us to do no more than
tentatively identify broad patterns. Evcn striking
variations, whether between schools or from year (o
year within schools, cannot be confidently under-
stood to imply real changes in houschold language
bchaviour. We simply do not know the unigue
circumstances influencing grant performance in a
given school. For cxample, there is anccdotal cvi-
dence that sudden unexpected shifis in grant perform-
ance in certain schools {and indeed, initial choice of
school and/or subscquent inter-school enrolment trans-
fers) may be due 1o the influence of particular tcach-
crs. Thus, whilc Roinn na Gacltachta maintains thai
the icvel of grant performance in a school may nor-
mally be taken as a fairly accurate reflection of the
level of Irish usage in pupils’ homes, this cannot be
accepled as a hard-and-fast rule, especially in schools
which have shown sudden dramatic shifts. Important
issues of this kind require further investigation before
any confident conclusions can be drawn.

12

1.6.2 Related to the previous point is the extent to
which usage paticrns in pupils’ homes can be taken as
representing community usage. There is evidence to
suggesl that, among adults .1t any rate, Irish usage in
Gacltacht arcas increasingly resembles the nctwork-
based pattern of Galltacht arcas, being based on
regular usage between particular individuals rather
than community usage as such (Argoff, 1975; CCP,
1988). Apart from the fact that we do not know the
specific local factors influencing Irish usage in a
given arca, the relationship between a given school
catchment arca and a specific community is by no
means casy Lo cstablish. This applies cspecially at
post-primary level where the schools are not only few
and far between but tend to be of a type that might not
appeal o certain types of students or their parents.
Thus, for example, there is only one sccondary school
in the Galway Gacltacht and there is nonc in the
Doncgal Gaeltacht (they arc all vocational, commu-
nity or comprehensive). In addition, there is some
cvidence that the school cthos, specific teachers or
other factors can influence the choice of school at
both primary and sccond levels. Yetagain, we simply
do not have the relevant data to test this.

1.6.3 The analysis in the following pages, therefore,
should be read as no mo. 2 than a preliminary atiempt
to deliniate the extent of the Gaeltacht during the
years examined. Notwithstanding the qualifications
noted above, there is a substantial degree of consis-
lency apparent in the overall patterns and trendse
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Chapter Two

Some Methodological
Considerations

2.0 Introduction

Before presenting the findings, it is necessary to
explain the manner in which the data have been
processed and how some of the problems noted in
Chapter One have been dealt with. In particular, it is
necessary to demonstrate why grant nerformance is
largely presented in terms of the percentage of the
total school population awarded the grant, even though
this figure includes unknown numbers of non-appli-
cants; and to draw attention to the fact that the
Gaeltacht is not a self-contained unit by highlighting
the problems posed by Gaeltacht and Galltacht stu-
dents attending each others’ schools.

It will berecalled that the grantcan be applied foronly
in respect of thosc aged six years and over on January
1# of the current school ycar who werc in fulltime
education or on a fulltime work-preparation coursc.
We do not know how many students in a given year
and area were in third level education or on fuiltime
work-preparation courses but since this Report is
concemed solely with those in primary and post-

primary schools, this matter need not concern us here.
The school populations provided by Roinn na Gael-
tachta and An Roinn Oidcachais include ‘tnknown
numbers of persons enititled to apply for the grant who
did not do so but, for the present, it is accepted that
these arc a small proporiion of those entitled to apply.
More immediately problematical is the unknown
proportion of under six ycar olds in primary schools
who were tco young to apply for assessment.

2.1 Identifying the under-six-year-olds

How do we decide what proportion of primary school
populations are under six years of age on January 1*
of cach school year? One solution would be to accept
the national percentage of under six year olds in
fulltime attcndance in national schools. This can be
calculated from the Annual Statistical Reports of An
Roinn Oidcachais and ranged from 18% to 20% for
the period covered by this report. Table 2.1 subtracts
the 1980/1 figure of 18% from the school populations
for that year for various subarcas within the Gacl-
tacht. (The location of these subareas is shown in later
scctions). Needless toremark, grant performance im-
proves significantly in almost every area as a result.
However, in the casc of Ceantar na nOiledn, it im-
proves to 108%! Therefore, it is unsafe to apply the
natjonal percentage of under six year olds indiscrimi-
natcly to the Gacltacht, especially at local level.

The most obvious coursc wonld be to seek the actual
figures for cach school for cach ycar. However, both
Roinn na Gacltachta and An Roinn Oideachais stated
that these data could not be provided. Nevertheless,
An Reinn QOidecachais agreed to provide the data for
onc ycar only. As it was considered worthwhile to
attempt comparisons with the data from the Census of
Population of Ircland carricd out in April 1981 (scc
below), the data requested was for the number and
percentage of under six ycar olds in cach Gaeltacht
primary school on January 1* 1981. Regretiably,
even this could not be provided in full, as figures for
the previous year had to be used in the case of Mayo,
Meath and Waterford and there wereumany schools

TABLE 2.1: GRANT PERFORMANCE IN [OCAL GAELTACHT PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN 1980/81
COUNTY & SUB-AREA (A} (B) (C) (D) COUNTY & SUB-AREA (A) (B) (C} (D)
Northeast Donegal 178 26% 31t +z4 | Belmullet A 58 13% 16%
Northwest Donegal 1267 49% 59% delmullet B 66 26% 32%
Central Donegal 145 38% 46% +16 Belmullet C 17 5% 6%
Southern Denegal 144 27% 33% Corran and Acajll 69 15% 18%
DONEGAL 1734 41%  50% Loch Measc Area 45 23% 28%
Krainn "185 80% 98% MAYO 255 15% 19%
Ceantar na nOile&n 278 88% 108% CORK 158 23% 28%
Carna 198 61% 75% WATERFORD 92 27% 33%
Ros Muc-Ceathrdl Rua 418 72% g88% MEATH 70 31% 38%
Ros an Mhil- Bearna 487 48% 58% Corca Dhuibhne 406 51% 62% +8
East Galway 26 4% 5% Uibh Rathach 64 25% 31% +1
Moycul len Area 63 18% 21% + 4 | KERRY 470 45% 54%
Joyce Country 79 31% 38% TOTAL GAELTACHT 4513 38% 46%
GALWAY 1734 47% 58% +27 in Calway City
Col.(A) shows the number of grants earned in GAELTACHT schools only.
Col.(B) shows Col.(A) as a percentage of the total local school populations.
Col.(C) percentages are based on 82% of the same school populations, i.e.

© 100% minus 18% estimated to be under six years of age on 1/1/1981.
Col.(D) shows the numbe- of additional grants earned in local GALLTACHT schools

omitted from the calculations which other evidence
suggested were Gacltacht schools (sce Section 2.2).

In the event, the exercise produced an overall Gacl-
tacht figure of 15.7%, which is close cnough to the
national figurc of 18.1% for that ycar. The scores for
the Gaeltacht arcas of cach county ranged from 12.5%
in Mayo to 18.6% in Mcath. It may or may not be
significant that both of thesc figures refer to the
previous yecar but inter-school scores within cach
Gaeltacht ranged much wider than this (scc Table
2.2).
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TABLE 2.2: PERCENTAGE OF UNDER SfX YEAR OLD PUPILS IN GAELTACHT PRIMARY SCHOOLS
ON JANUARY 15t 1981: RANGE OF INTER-SCHOOL SCORES WITHIN COUNTIES

COUNTY: DONBGAL. GALWAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'FORD MEATH  TOTAL
RANGE OF SCORES:  8-25% 0-29%  0-42% 0-32% 2-33% 0-19% 16-22% 0-42%
SOURCE: An Roinn Oideachais (Special Tabulation).

Given that demographic changes occurred through-
out our period, we have no way of knowing if the
figurcs for 1981 arc valid for other ycars. In an idcal
situation, all pupils aged six ycars and over aticnding
Gacltacht primary schools should cam the grant. In
fact, if we apply the 1981 Gacltacht primary school
figurc of 84% (i.c. 100% less 15.7% under six ycars
old) to the averaged scores for the first three years of
the 1980s, we find this figure cqualled or exceeded in
only cight of the 144 Gacltacht primary schools (all of

them in Galway). Lowering the threshold to 80%
brings in another five (three of them in Galway).
Lowering it still further to 75% brings in another
cleven (six of them in Galway), giving atotal of 24 out
of 144, or one school in six. Similarly, while all post-
primary students should ideally eamn the grant each
year, less than a third of the 26 Gacltacht schools
reached or exceeded 75% (eight schools, five of them
in Galway) and only three of the schools reached or
cxceeded 90% (sce Table 2.3).

(1981/2-1983/4)

TABLE 2.3: SUMMARY AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE IM GAELTACHT PRIMARY SCHOOLS
(AND TN PARENTHESES, POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS) IN THE EARLY 1980s

TOTAL |DONRGAL| GALWAY 1AYO KERRY CORK |[W'FORD| MEATH
>75% 24 (8)] 4 (1)] 17 (5) - 2 (0. . RSN
51-75% 40 (7)) 14 (1)) M4 (2)] 4 ()] S(2)y 2 )] 1 . .
26-50% 21 (S 6 (2} 3 ., .o S syl o, 1.
0-25% 59 6yl e ()j 10 .1 261(5)] 4 .12 .}t 1 . ..
TOTAL 144 (26)] 40 (5)] 44 ()} 30 (6)] 16 (4)] 9 (3)] 3 (1} ] 2 (0)
NOIE: See Table 3.3 for fuller details.

Thus, whilc there arc substantial variations in the
proportion of under six ycar olds in Gaeltacht primary
schools, there arc cven greater variations in the pro-
portion of pupils awarded the grant. Given these
findings, it has been decided to base grant perform-
ancein cach school on the total population cnrolled in
that school although there is an obvious nced for
caution in asscssing thc results, particularly with
regard to individual schools.

2.2 Identifying Gaeltacht schools

The identification of Gacltacht schools was problem-
atic. Attempts to compile a definitive list from lists
supplied by Roinn na Gacltachta and An Roinn Oide-
achais were frustratcd by numecrous discrcpancics
between these lists. Table 2.4 summariscs the dis-
crepancies between the three major lists supplicd with
reference Lo primary schools in 1980.

TABLE 2.4:

PRIMARY SCHOOLS APPARENTLY OPEN IN 1980 WHOSE GAELTACHT SIATUS
DIFFERS AS BETWEEN THREE OFFICIAL LISTS!

L. w

X = Identified as a Gaeltacht school on a given official list
- = Not so identified
Underlined = No pupils qualified for the grant between 1973/4 and 1983/4
ROLL OFFIC. AL LIST| ROLL OFFICIAL LIST
Ho. NAME/LOCATION A 3 C MO, NAME/LOCATION A B C
DONEGAL (7) MAYO (8)
16242 Dumhaigh Bhig - X X | 11582 Béal Deirg - X X
19252 Carraig Airt - - X | 14188 Barr na Trd - X X
18766 An Mhaoil Rua X X - 14258 An Chill #hdr - X X
15955 Arainn Mndr - X X | 17596 An Doirin - X X
16623 Min an Ghabhann - - X | 14863 Gob an Choire - X X
16869 An Bhreacaigh X X - | 16379 Thin An tSeanmbhaile- X X
17323 An Roisin - % - | 17524 Inis Bigil - X X
15073 An tSraith - X X

GALWAY (8) KERRY (1)
17660 N.Treasa, An Caiseal- - % 1 06227 Smeirbhic - p 4 X
17574 cill Chiar&in,Carna X - CORK (3)
13914 Rathin, Bearna X - X | 14839 Garrdn Ui Chea.n'gh - X
08446 Tulaigh Mhic Aodh'n ~ % X | 148)6 Baile Ui Bhuaiah X - %
17491 Baile Grifin - % - | 10471 cdil An Bhuacaighd x X -
16975 N.Brid, Cor an Dola - X X MEATH (2)
19403 Sraith Salach - X X | 17513 ¢ill Bhride - - b4
18252 Doire Oir. Ghlinne X - - | 18174 Baile Orai - - X
1T LIST A provided by AN ROINN OIDFACHAIS in Jun. 1988 put with ref. to 1980

LIST B provided by ROINN tA GAELTACHTA in Mar. 1980
LIST C provided by ROINM NA GAELTACHTA in Jan. 1986
2 Ho grants at Toin an tSeanbhaile until 1983/4
3 Cdil an Bhuacaigh appears to have closed ca, 1983
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There are 29 disputed schools in Table 2.4. Both a substantial number of such schools.
Roinn na Gacltachta lists agreed that 15 of these 29

schools arc in the Gacltacht and that a sixteenth is not Nonethelcss, while this report may occasionally as-
in the Gacltacht. These status ascriptions were ac- sign Gacltacht status to schools that are technically in
cepted throughout this report. Most of the discrepan- the Galltacht (and vice versa) it is hoped that these
cics among the remaining schools were subscquently few cascs reflect local realitics.

resolved but where any hint of doubt remains, this is

indicated.

2.3 Identifying Gaeltacht-resident students

The fact that one third of the 29 disputed schools Given that the main objective of the grant scheme is
contained no grant qualificr throughout our period home usc of Irish, grant performance should ideally
; . . . be bascd on those living in a particular arca who arc
probably contributed to the confusion regarding their )
Gacltacht status and suggests that, whatever about cntitled to apply for the grant, rcgar('iless of where
their de jure status, they are de facto Galltacht schools. 'lhcy al'lcnd SCh?Ol’ Howcve'r »fora varicty ofrcaspps,
Eight of the 15 disputed schools ascribed Gacltacht including the sizc and IQCatnon o.f local c.ommumllcs
status on both Roinn na Gacltachta lists contained no and the range of cducational options available, num-

. . . bers of Gaeltacht and Galltacht students cross the
grant qualifiers during our period. The school popu- Gacltacht boundary to attend school. If these num-
lations of thesc eight, as well as those of other no- ‘

. - bers are substantial (in cither direction) it may not be
grant Gacltacht schools whose status is not in dispute, > ar ( . ) . may b
advisableto base grant performance ina given arcaon
have generally been excluded from Chapter Three .
. the populations of local schools.
calculations of areca grant performance based on

f}?é?,z:?;l:;Zrzfafjf:;lsaic;énfggglafﬁ?;gs: 2};2} Table 2.5 shows that over 90% of grant qualifiers in
tacht schools). This should be borne in mind at all every counly except Meath attended Gaeltacht schools

times, cspecially with regard to Mayo, which contains in 1980/1.

TABLE 2.5: GRANT QUALIFIERS AT Gaeltacht SCHCOLS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALI, GRANT
QUALIFIERS IN EACH GAELTACHT COUNTY IN 1980/1.

D'GAL G'WAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'D M'TH TOTAL

PRIMARY LEVEL . 98% 98% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100%  98%

SECOND LEVEL 78% 87% 92% 83% 95% 76% 0% 832

PRIMARY AND SECOND LEVFL COMBINED 91% 95% 97% 919 98% 91% 69% 93%

NOTE: For full details on the calculations in this and subseguent Tables, see
Appendix at the end of this Chapter.

The primary level average was a constant 98-100%, mary grants in most of the Gaceltachtai, these wide
but at second level the much lower average of 83% variations at sccond level tend to be submerged when
ranged widcly between and within the various Gacel- primary and post-primary data arc combined into
tachtai. In Northcast Doncgal, South Kerry (Uibh single scores. Table 2.6 demonstrates this further by
Rathach) and Meath for cxample, where there are no providing two scts of figures. The left-hand columns
second level schools within the Gacltacht boundary, involve grant qualificrs attending Gaeltacht schools

many students, unable or unwilling to travel to Gael- only; those on the right add grant qualifiers in Gall-
tacht schools in other arcas, atiend Galltacht schools. tacht schools to those in Gacltacht schools but lcave
Becausc primary grants greatly outnumbcr post-pri- Gaeltacht school populations constant.

TABLE 2.6: GRANT QUALIFIERS AT Gaeltacht SCHOOLS AND AT Gaeltacht + Galltacht
SCHOOLS AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL POPULATTON OF Gaeltacht SCHOOLS
ESTIMATED TO BE AGED 6% IN 1980/1.

LEVEL DONEGAL |[GALWAY MAYO KERRY -CORK W'FORW MEATH ‘TOTAL
PRIMARY [50% S51% [58% 59% [19% 19% [54% 55% |[28% 28% |[33% 33%[38% 38% |[46% 47%
SECOND [42% 54% {80% 92% [14% 15% |72% 86% |[37% 38% {98%128%|-~—~--- 46% 55%
TOTAL 48% 52% [63% 67% [16% 17% [61% 67% |32% 33% |42% 46%|38% 55% |46% 50%
NOTE: Those aged 6% calculated as in Table 2,1, Column C.

As in Table 2.5, the combined primary and second

small minorities in Galltacht schools, it would dc-

level figures tend 1o reflect the primary level figures. press the levels of grant performance were their host
Notsurprisingly, the Galltacht grants make little or no school populations to be added to the total popula-
difference at primary level while they make very tions of Gacltacht schools. Indecd, it might be a case
considcrable differences at second Ievel: in Water- of depressing these levels still further insofar as there
ford for cxample, the number of grants earncd by arc unknown numbers of Galltacht residents (as well

post-primary students cxceeded the total number of as unknown numbers of recent in-migrants) alrcady

post-primary students at school within that Gaeltacht included in the total populations of Gaeltachtschools.
by 28%. As grant qualifiers usually constitute very

N B 15
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Therefore, in the first instance, it is necessary to
attempt to estimate the proportion of Gacltacht-resi-
dent students who are old enough to apply for the
grant, whether they attend Gaeltacht or non-Gaeltacht
schools. This will now be ~ ~e with the aid of data
from the most recently pu Census of Popula-
tion, that of 1981. In addition.  roviding an alterna-
tive base for estimating grant performance to the
Gaeltacht school-based measure used in this Report,
the Census also provides its own measure of ability to
speak Irish among this same cohort of Gaeltacht-
resident students, based on the standard Census ques-
tion on this topic.

We cannot assume that equal numbers of students
from either side of the Gaeltacht boundary attend
schools on the other side. However, assuming all
those enrolled in Gaeltacht schools to be Gaeltacht
residents allows us to estimate the maximum percent-
age of Gaeltacht-resident students at schools within
theirown Gacltacht (Table 2.7). If this figure isbelow
100%. the difference is taken to be the minimum
percen: ge of Gaeltacht residents attending schools
outside that Gaeltacht. If it is above 100% (as in
Cork), it indicates the minimum representation of
Galltacht students in Gaeltach schools. ‘

TABLE 2.7: STUDENTS IN GAELTACHT SCrOOLS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL STUDENTS LIVING
IN EACH GAELTACHT IN 1980/1.

COUNTY
91% 70%

DONEGAL GALWAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'FORD MEATH TOTAL

83% 1.0% 74% 90% 832

* Analysis based on fulltime primary and post-primary students aged 6%, using
a combination of school populations and Census data for 1980/1 (see below).

Table 2.7 suggests that at lcast 17% of all Gaeltacht
students travel outside their own Gacltacht to attend
school, the vast majority, presumably, to attend non-
Gacltacht schools. The fact that this figure was as
high as 30% in Galway sericusly qualifics the supe-
rior grant performance in Galway Gaeltacht schools
revcaled in Table 2.6 (63% compared with 46% for
the Gacltacht as a whole).

Becausc Table 2.7 is partly based on Census data, it is
not possible to distinguish between primary and sec-
ond level students or to apply the findings to other
ycars (see below). Despite these limitations however,
the excrcise highlights the importanceof being able to
relate area of residence to school attended, which
cannot be done with the data at our disposal.

2.4 Grant performance and the Census
Given that grant performance scores in Table 2.6 and
in Chapter Three of this Report arc calculated with
refcrence to the populations of Gaceltacht schools, it
may help to use Census data as an alternative basc on
which to estimatc grant performance. The Census
allows us to include all students living in the Gael-
tacht who were old enough to apply for the grant
regardlcss of whether they attended Gaeltacht or
Galltacht schools and regardless of whether they did
or did not apply for the grant. It may also be instruc-
tive to compare this Census-based measure of grant
performance with the percentage of the same cohort
who were returncd as being able to speak Irish in the
Census language ability question.

The most up to datc published Census data on this

issue relate to 1981, which falls within the period
covered in the present Report. The data on ‘Irish
speakers’ published by the Central Statistics Office
(CSO)refer specifically to those who were returned in
the Census of Population as being able to speak Irish.
These returns are made by the ‘Head of Household’
who is charged with completing the Census form on
behalf of all household members. It is not claimed
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that those so enumerated actually use Irish or that
other household members have been consulted as to
how they wished to be recorded. Nor does the Census
schedule provide any guidance as to the criteriato be
used for assessing such abilities.

2.4.1 Calculating the Census figures

The published census figures do not allow disaggre-
gation of under six year olds, of primary, post-pri-
mary or other students, or the level or type of post-
primary school attended. However, a combination of
published and unpublished CSO data allows fairly
reliable estimates to be made. Full details of the
procedures and calculations used can be found in the
Appendix at the end of this Chapter.

Table 10 in Volume 6 of the published Census series
gives the number of ‘Irish speakers’ in each Gaeltacht
who were aged three years and over and “still (or not
yet) at school, university, etc.’. The number of Irish
speakers who were under six ycars of age was esti-
mated by applying the percentage of Irish speakers
among 3-4 year olds in each area (Census Table 8A)
to all of those aged 3-5 in the same area {as reported
in the unpublishcd small-area statistics). CSO special
tabulations were then used to exclude those aged
fifteen and over in fulltime education at other than
primary and post-primary schools. Unfortunately, it
was not possible to disaggregate primary from post-
primary students among the remainder; so, while few
if any over fifteen year olds were still at primary
schools, we have no wav of knowing how many of the
under fifteen year olds were in post-primary schools.
Therefore, primary and post-primary students have
had to be aggregated for this exercise.

Using these Census estimates as a base for calculating
grant performance, we find that the total number of
grant qualifiers in 1980/81 accounted for 41% of all
Gaeltacht-resident fulltime primary and post-primary
students aged six and over. This ranged from 15% in
Mayo to 56% in Kerry (Table 2.8).
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TABLE 2.8: TWO MEASURES OF GRANT PERFORMANCE IN 1980/1 COMPARED:
(a) A CENSUS-BASED ESTIMATE, BEIMG THE TOTAL NUMBER OF GRANT QUALIFIERS
IN GAELTACHT + GALLTACHT SCHOOLS AS A PSRCENTAGE OF ALL GAELTACHT-
RESIDENT FULLTIME STUDENTS AGED 6% IN GAELTACHT & GALLTACHT SCHOOLS
AND (b) A SCHOOL-BASED ESTIMATE (AS IN TABLE 2.6) BEING THE TOTAL NUMBER
OF GRANTS EARNED IN GAELTACHT SCHOOLS ONLY AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL
STUDENTS AGED 6% ATTENDING ‘THESE GAELTACHT SCHOOLS.

D'GAL G'WAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'D M'TH TOTAL

CENSUS-BASED ESTIMATE

SCHOOL~BASED ESTIMATE (as Table 2.6) 48%

47%  15% 56% 39% 34% 49% 41%
63%  16% 61% 32% 42% 38% 46%

NOTE: ror full figures, see Appendix at end of Chapter.

These Census data include Gaeltachtresidents attend-
ing Galltacht schools, and the total number of grant
qualificrs may also include some legitimate appli-
can‘s living outside the Gaeltacht. Ignoring these
qualifications for the moment, it is significant that
this measure of overall grant performance based on
Census data is broadly compatible with Table 2.6
(reproduced in part in Table 2.8) which was based on
Gaeltacht school populations provided by An Roinn
Oideachais, less an estimated 18% too young to apply
for the grant. In other words, the total number of
primary and post-primary grant qualificrs in 1980/1
(whether they attended Gaeltacht or Galitacht schools)
was equivalent to 41% of all Gaeltacht-resident full-
time students aged six years or older (again, regard-
less of whether they attended primary or post-primary
Gaeltacht or Galltacht schools) as enumerated in the
Census in April 1981; while grant qualifiers in Gael-
tacht schools only accounted for 46% of all pupils
aged six or over in Gaeltacht schools in January that
year.

The figures for individual countics are also broadly
comparable. The differences between the two scores
are minimal in Doncgal and Mayo (1%); they are also
Jow in Kerry (5%), Cork (7%) and Waterford (8%).
However, they are quite substantial in Mcath (11%)
and Galway (16%).

2.4.2 Comparing Primary and
Post-primary Grant Performance

If we wish lo compare the grant performance of
primary pupils with that of second level students, we
are obliged to restrict our basc to the populations of
schools within the Gaeltacht boundary cstimated to
be six years and older. This iavolves the exclusion of
Gaeltacht students at Galltacht schools and the inclu-
sion of Galltacht students at Gacltacht schools, re-
gardlcss of the numbers in ither group who applied or
qualified for the grant. As we have scen, this restric-
tion of the analysis to Gacltacht schools raises the
overall average from 41% to 46%, ranging this time
from 16% in Mayo to 63% in Galway. Thec overall
figure of 46% is the same at both primary and second
levels but the generally much higher numbers in-
volved at primary level tend to influence the overall
figure unduly. Thus, while the primary figures reflect
the overall figures, ranging from 19% in Mayoto 58%
in Galway, the post-primary figures range from 98%
in Waterford, with its single second level Gaeltacht
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school, to zero in Mcath, where there is no second
level schoo! within the Gacltacht boundary. These
arc ihe two smallest Gacltachtai however - so small in
fact that they are bound to be difficult to relate in any
meaningful way to the much larger Gacltachtai.

Galway and Doncgal arc the two most populous
Gaeltachtai. Atprimary level, an identical number of
grant qualificrs attended Gacltacht schools (1734, or
98% of all primary grants paid in cach county).
However, as cnrollment in Galway Gacltacht primary
schools was somcwhat lower than in Donegal (3000 :
3460) grant performance was higher in Galway Gael-
tacht primary schools than in Donegal (58% : 50%).
At second level, cnrollment in Galway Gacltacht
schools was even lower vis-a-vis Doncgal (953 :
1603) yet morc grants were carncd in these Galway
schools than in Doncgal, with grant performance in
Galway Gaeltacht schools twice as high as in Donegal
(80% : 42%). How can this be cxplained?

The first point to note is that the number of Gaeltacht-
resident fulltime primary and sccond level students
aged six and over in Galway and Donegal were quite
similar according to our Census-bascd calculations
(5646 5569). However, the total enrollment aged six
and over attending Gacltacht schools accounted for
only 70% of this cohort in Galway cotpared with
91% in Doncgal (sec Table 2.7). This suggests thata
much higher percentage of Galway Gaeltacht stu-
dents attended Galltacht schools than their Doncgal
counterparts.

It is truc that a gnificantly higher percentage of
Donega!l second level grant qualifiers attended non-
Gacltacht schools than in.Galway (22% : 13% - scc
Table 2.5). However, it is significant that 70% of
grant qualificrs in Doncgal Galltacht schools were
concentrated in two schools, in each of which they
constituted over 10% of total enrollment, whereas in
Galway, grant carners were dispersed among a greater
number of Galltacht schools in which they formed an
insignificant proportion of total cnrollment. There-
forc, part of the explanation may lie not simply in the
proportion of Gacltacht students who attend non-
Gacltacht schools but in the cxtent to which these
cluster in significant numbers in these non-Gaeltacht
schools.

Morcover, returning to our Census calculations, the
percentage of grant qualifiers among Gaeltacht stu-*
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dents in Galltacht schools (primary and second level
combined) was five times higher in Donegal than in
Galway (46% : 9%). This suggests that while Galway
Gacltacht schools have higher percentages of grant
qualifiers than Donegal Gaeltacht scheols, a much
higher proportion of Galway Gaeltact.t residents than
their Doncgal counterparts cither do not apply for or
fail to qualify for the grant, a fact that is hidden by
their attendance at non-Gaeltacht schools.

Of course, another line of cxplanation for the superior
grant performance in Galway Gacltacht scheols
compared with Donegal might involve the proportion
of Galltacht-resident studentsatiending these schools.
However, 10 pursuc this further would require de-
tailed data on school catchmernit arcas which we do not

possess.

2.4.3 Grant performance compared with

Census-claimed ability to speak Irish
Table 2.9 compares the overall grant performance
score for 1980/1 among Gaeltacht-resident primary
and post-primary students (aged six and over, regard-
less of where they attend school) with the percentage
of the same cohori who were claimed in the 1981
Censusto be able to speak Irish. This suggests that the
number of Gacltacht residents aged six-plus in full-
time primary and second leve education who suc-
cessfully applicd for the £10 gra * was only half the
number who were claimed to be able to speak Irish in
the Census that year (41% : 83%). This ranged from
one fifth in Mayo to four fifths in Mcath.

IN THE CENSUS

TABLE 2.9: GRANT PERFORMANCE IN 1980/1, USING 1981 CENSUS-BASED ESTIMATES OF
GAELTACHT RESTDENTS AGED 6% AND ENROLLED AS FULLTIME STUDENTS IN
PRIMARY AND SECOND LEVEL GAELTACHT OR GALLTACHT SCHOOLS: COMPARED
WITH THE PERCENTAGE OF THE SAME COHORT RETURNED AS IRISH SPEAKERS

D'GAL G'WAY MAYO KERRY CORK W'D M'TH TOTAL

ali Gaeltacht-resident students 47%
Census 'Irish speakers' as a % of
all Gaeltacht-resident students 83%¢

all 'Irish speakers' in Census 57%

Grant qualifiers at Gaeltacht & Galltacht schools as a % of

Grant qualifiers at Gaeltacht & Galltacht schools as a % of

47 15%  56% 39% 34% 49%  41%

84% 74% 87% 91% <o% 62% 83%

56%  19%  64% 43% 35% 79%  50%

HNOTE: ALl data ~onfined to fulltime primary and second level students aged 67,
living in the Gaeltacht but not necessarily attending Gaeltacht schools.
For full figures see Appendix at end of Chapter.

There are two main tines of explanation, cither or both
of which could help to explain these discrepancics.
The first relates to the nature of the data being
collected. It should be recalled of course that the
Censusmerely asksifaperson can speak Irish whercas
the £10 Grant Scheme seeks to assess if this ability is
com.mcnsurate with coming from a home where Irish

is normally used. If this is s6¢ however, it would
appear that large proportions of Gacltacht Heads of
Houscholds share a tendency with large proportions
of their Galltacht counterparts 1o ratc school-going
children, especially at post-primary level, as being
able to speak Irish simply because they are in daily
contact with the language at school (sce Table 2.10).

TABLE 2.10: PERCENTAGE RETURNED AS IRISH SPEAKERS AMONG DIFFERENT CCHORTS OF
THE 3-19 AGE GROUP IN THE CENSUSES OF 1961, 1971 AND 1981
COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE FOR THE TOTAL POPULATION AGED 3%

“NATIONAL FIGURES  GAELTACHT ONLY

AGE GROUP 1961 1971 198} 1961 1971 1981
3- 4 5.9 5.5 4.9 65.3 59.9 52.8
5~ 9 28.5 27.6 27.8 82.9 81.0 73.2
10-14 52.0 50.5 50.8 90.5 88.4 83.4
15-19 - 0 31.5 51.0 90.7 88.3 83.4

TOTAL POPULATION 28.3 31.6 86.6 82.9 77.4

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Source: Census u. .. pulation for relevant years.

The second line would suggest that many more poten-
tial applicants than is believed do not apply for
assessment and/or that there is a very high proportion
of failed applications. While we do not have the data
to test this hypothesis, it is unlikely to cxplain a dis-
crepancy of the magnitude involved here.

2.4.4 Census daia versus school
populations as bases of grant
performance

In any case, when the primary and post-primary data

werce aggregated, grant performance based on Gael-
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tacht school populations was significantly higher in
Galway than in Donegal schools (63% : 48%). Al-
most identical figures resulted when grant earners in
Galltacht schools were substituted for equal numbers
ot notional non-qualificrs in Gaeltacht schools (see
Table 2.6). However, when the calculations of grant
performance were bascd on the Census data relating
to Gaeltacht-resident school-goers rather than on the
populations of Gacltacht schools (Tablc 2.8), the
difference in grant performance between the two
Gacltachtaf war obliterated, whether the Galltacht
grants arc exclused (44% : 43%) or included (47% :
47%).
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Which set of figures then, the school populations or
the Census data, are of most valuc as a basis for
calculating grant performance? Given that these two
countics generally share three quarters of all grants
fairly evenly between them (37% cach in 1980/1);
that almost identical percentages of school-goers in
both of these counties were returned as Irish speakers
in the 1981 Census (84%, 83%); and that grant quali-
fiers in both countics constituted almost identical
percentages of these Census-claimed Irish speakers
(56%,57%); itishighly tempting toaccept the Census
data, for their ncatness and their comprehensiveness.
The problem with this would be that the richness of
the analysis afforded by school population data relat-
ing to primary/post-primary and Gaeltacht/Galltacht
distinctions would be lost. It would also be impos-
sible insofar as the Census is conducted at five to ten
year intervals and becomes rapidly outdated and
unrcliable.

Nevertheless, the degree of compatibility betweenthe
proportion of Gacltacht residents st Gaeltacht or
Galltacht schools who camed the grant as measured
by the Census (41%) and the proportion of the total
population of Gaeltacht schools who carned the grant
as measured by official school populations (46%) and
by Harrisand Murtagh (38% - 48%) iscncouraging. It
would appear therefore, that every effort should be
made to integrate the data on the £10 Grant Scheme
with data collected in the Census. The prospects for
this happening are discussed in Chapter Four.

2.5 Conclusion

It will be clear from the foregoing discussion that a
number of opcrational assumptions and some techni-
cal ‘rules of thumb’ have had to be adopted in order to
proceed with the analysis. Given that the main
objective of the £10 Grant Scheme is home use of
Irish, grant performance should ideally be based on
those living in a particular arca who arc entitled to
apply for the grant, regardless of where they attend
school. As we have seen, however, the data at our
disposal do not allow us to preciscly determine the
proportion of students in a local arca (or even a given
scheol) who (a) are old enough to apply for the grant,
or (b) arc attending schools on the far side of the
Gaeltacht boundary from their home address. More-
over, there is clearly a problem with regard to those
Gaeltacht schools which, though technically in the
Gacltacht, are de facto, non-Gacltacht schools. There-
fore, in Chapter Three of this report, arca grant
performance scores will refer to grant qualifiers in
Gacltacht schools as a percentage of the total popula-
tion enrolled in those schools, with data on Galltacht
schools where grants were earned and data on Gacel-
tacht schools where no grants were carned during our
period shown separately. Consequently, even though
the study is based solcly on school units, problems of
interpretation remain.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX TABLE:

MEASURES OF GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH GAELTACHT IN 1980/81

BASED ON SCHOOL POPULATION DATA AND CENSUS POPULATION DATA

D'GAL G'wWAY MAYO KERRY CORK

W'D M'TH TOTAL
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SCHOOL DATA
1, Gaeltacht school grants 1734 1734 253 470 158 92 70 4511
2. Galltacht school grants 40 31 9 30
3. TOTAL PRIMARY GRANTS 1774 1765 253 479 158 92 70 4591
4, Popilation: Gaejlacht schools 4220 3658 1665 1053 679 337 226 11833
S, Less est. 18% under 6 yr. »1ds 3460 3000 1365 863 557 276 185 9706
POST-PRIMARY SECTOR®
6. Gaeltacht school @ .ts 674 767 171 360 167 42 0 2131
7. Galltacht school _.ants 194 113 15 - 72 8 13 31 446
8. TOTAL POST-PRIMARY GRANTS 868 880 186 432 175 35 31 2627
9. Popilation: Gaeltacht schools 1603 953 1223 500 455 43 0 4777
PRIMARY + POST-PRIMARY:
10, Gaeltacht school grants 2408 2501 424 830 225 134 70 6692
11. Galltacht school grants 234 144 15 81 8§ 13 31 526
12. TOTAL GRANTS 2642 2645 439 911 333 147 101 7218
13. Population: Gaeitacht schools 5823 4511 2888 1553 1134 360 226 16615
14. Less est. under 6 year olds 5063 3953 2588 1363 1012 319 185 14483
CENSUS DATA
15. IRISH SPEAKERS aged 3+ still/not yet
in fulltime education 5606 5951 " 2563 1711 928 475 141 17376
16. =IRISH SPEAKERS aged 3-5 (% of 3-4 year old Irish speakers applied to local
population aged 3-5) ~-851 -865 =-231 -220 -130 -48 -3 -23438
17. -IRISH SPEAKERS aged 15+ in fulltime education at other than
post-primary schools -123 -345 -55 66 -33 -14 -10 -646
18, =IRISH SPEAKERS aged 6+ in fulltime education at
primary/post-primary schools 4632 4741 2277 1425 765 414 128 14382
19. TOTAL POPULATION aged 3+ still/not yet
in fulltime education 73133 7749 3888 2120 1073 520 261 22764
20. -Those aged 3-5 ~1404 -1626 -735 =402 -192 -73 -39 -447)
~Third level students etc. -180 -477 -84 -79 -39 -14 -16 -889
21. =TMOTAL POPULATION aged 6+ in fulltime education at
__primary/post-primary schools 5569 5646 3069 1639 842 433 206 17404
SCHOOL & CENSUS DATA
22. Gaeltacht pupils attending Galltacht schools
(Row 21 minus Row 14) 506 1693 481 276 -170 1i4 21 292.
23. Gaeltacht attenders at 3alltacht schools who did not qualify for the Grant
(Row 22 minus Row 11) 272 1549 466 195 162 101 -10 2395
PERCENTAGES:
A, Row 1 as & of Row 3 98% 98% 100% 98% 100 100% 100%  98%
B, Row 1 as % of Row 5 50%  58% 19%  54% 28% 33% 38%  46%
C. Row 6 as ¥ of Row 8 79%  87% 92%  A3% 95% 76% 0%  33%
D. Row 6 as & of Row 9 42%  80% 14%  72% 37% 98% NA  46%
E. Row 19 as % of Row 12 91% 95% 97% 91% 98% 91% 69% 93%
P, Row 10 as % of Row 14 489 63% 16% 61% 32% 47" 38% 462
G. Row 10 as % of Row 18 52% 53% 19% 58% 42% 3.. 55% 16%
Y. Row 10 as ¢ of Row 21 43% 44% 14% 51% 39% 31% 34% 38%
I. Row 1l as & of Row 22 46% 9% 3% 29% 11% 18%
J. Row 12 as % of Row 18 57% 56% 20%  64% 43% 35% 79% 50%
K, Row 12 as % of Row 21 47% 47% 15% 56% 39% 34% 49% 41%
.. Row 18 as % of Row 21 83% 84% 74% 87% 91% 96% 62% 383%
20
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Chapter Three

Grant Numbers and Grant
Performance 1973/4 - 1983/4

3.0 Introduction

This chapter analyses trends in grant numbers (that is,
the number of grant qualifiers in a given school or
group of schools) and in grant performance (that is,
grant qualifiers expressed as a percentage of the total
populations of the schools they attend) for the period
1973/4 to 1983/4. It is in two sections. The first
section deals with overall trends for the Gaeltacht as
a whole and with broad comparisons between coun-
ties and between groups of local schools within coun-
ties. The second section, which contains the bulk of
inc material, focuses in detail on local trends within
each Gaelitacht county.

3.1 General Trends

This section opens with a brief description of overall
trends in grant numbers and their distribution. The
data are then summarised in a scries of maps which
provide a comprehensive overview of trends in grant
numbers and grant performance for the five larger
Gaeltacht counties and their subarcas. The section
concludes with a brief summary outline of the main
trends in grant performance over the period covered
by the Report.

3.1.1 Grant numbers and their
distribution

In the eleven year period covered by this report a total
of almost 79,500 grants were paid out in respect of
fulltime primary and post-primary school attenders.
Grant numbers declined scriously in the late 1970s
but soon reverted to their former level of 7200-7500
p.a. However, this was achicved by a risc in post-
primary grants whercas primary grants, after a short
rally, continued to decline. (Sce Figure 3.1).

The annual number of grants was in the range 4350-
5000 in the case of primary school pupils and 2350-
2800 in the case of post-primary students. The
highest combined grants total recorded was in 1975/
6 (7559) and the lowest was only thres years later in
1978/9 (6831).

The overall distribution of grants between couvnties
was fairly stable with thrce quarters of the grants
being fairly evenly shared between Galway (39%)
and Donegal (35%) and the remainder going to Kerry
(12%), Mayo (6%), Cork (5%), Waterford (2%) and
Meath (1%). (Sec Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.1: Graph showing total Annual Number of
Grants Paid 1973/4-1983/4 in respect of
(a) Primary and (b) Post-Primary School
Attenders,

S0C0 ]

400 1)

“} -G Post-Primary
O~ Primary

0

B \/’/‘”\g\m /

2000 T T T

T 1 "~ T 1

1472 1974 76 1978 s 1682 198

Note: For full figures, sce the Appendix at the end of
this Chapter.
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FIGURE 3.2. NUMBER OF GRANTS PAID 1973/4 - 1983/4 BY COUNTY AND SCHOOL SECTOR

DONEGAL GALWAY
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0 0
73/74 787 83/84 73/74 78179 83/84

KERRY .
2000 - 2000 - MAYO

Surplus of Primary over
post-primary Grants

Vocational:Community/
Comprehensive Grants

- Secondary School Grants

73/74 78179 83/84 73/74 78/79 83/84

- CORK 2000 WATERFORD - MEATH

oW 0 b pep———] 0 I ————

73174 78/79 83/84 73174 78/79 83/84 73174 78/79 83/84

Note: For full figures, sce the Appendix at the end of this Chapter,
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Sharp annual fluctuations, many of a perplexingly
large magnitude, occurred in cvery county during our
period. Not surprisingly, the more populous countics
recorded the greatest numerical changes while the
smallcr populations recorded the greatest percentage
shifts, c.g. the 10% incrcasc in Doncgal grants in
1975/6 was six times greater in numerical terms than
Waterford’s 54 % increcase (250t042). The sharpness

BY SCHOOL, SECTOR.

TABLE 3.1: AVERAGE NUMBER OF £10 GRANTS PAID IN EACH GAELTACHT COUNTY

of the annual fluctuations and the differences in scalc
between Gaeltachtai make overall trends based on
annual comparisons between counties difficull to
summarize in a meaningful way. To counteract this,
the general analysis in this section has been kept short
and is bascd on average figures for the carly 1970s
(1€73/4-1975/6); the later 1970s (1976/7-1980/1);
and the carly 1980s (1981/2-1983/4).

NOTE: For full annual figures, see the Appendiz at the end of this Chapter,

EARLY 19705  LATE 19705  EARLY 1980¢ | TOTAL ‘ ;

1973/4 ~ 1976/7 - 1981/2 - 197374 - ;

~ 1975/6 - 1980/1 - 1983/4 - 198374 .

(3 years) (5 years) (3 years) (11 years) .

DONEGAL Average Grants p.a. 2520 100% 2534 1003 2512 100% 2524 100% :
of which Primary 1792 71% 1709  67% 1596  063% 1700 671
Secondary 81 3% 9¢ 43 116 5% 99 4%,

Voc./Com. 647 26% 726 29% 800 32% 725 293, :

GALWAY Averade Grants p.a, 2944 100% 2674 100% 2862 100% 2799 100% '
of which Primary 1944  66% 1777 67% 1884  €6% 18%2  66%
‘ Secondary 267 9% 222 8% 240 8% 239 9%
Voc./Com, 733 25% 675 25% 738 263 708 25%

MAYO Average Grants p.a. 390 100% 376 100% 531 100% 422 1008 :

of which Primary 242 02% 227 61% E20) 59% 254 60% ‘

Secondary 106 27% 85 22% 117 22% 99 24% |

Voc./Com. 42 113 64 17% 103 19% 69  16% |

KERRY  Average Grants p.a. 965 100% 831 100% 870 100% 905 100% I
of which Primary 573 59% 490  55% 442 51% 500 55%

Secondary 277 29% 316 35% 347 40% 313 35% ;

voc./Com. 115 12% 85 10% 81 9% 92 108 |

CORK Averade Grants p.a. 377 100% 379 100% 315 100% 361 )00% H

of which Primary 234 62% 190 50% 149 47% 191 52y X

Secondary 76 20% 74 20% 74 24% 74 21% i

Voc./Com. 67 18% 115 30% 92 29% 96 26% :
WATER- Average Grants p.a. 101 100% 133 100% 143 100% 127  100%

~FORD  of which Primary 77 77 56 65% 95  67% 86  68% :

Secondary 24 23% 46 35% 47 33% 40 3%% '
Voc./Com. -— == 1 - 1l - 1 -

MEATH  Average Grants p.a. 85 100% 79 100% 106 100% 38  1o0% :

of which Primary 51  5%% 47  59% 82 8% 57  65% ,
Secondary 23 28% 23 29% 12 11% 20 23%

voc,/Com, 11 13% 9 12% 12 11% 11 12% |

TOTAL.  Average Grants p.a. 7381 100% 7066  100% 7338 100% 7227  100% '
of which Primary 4912  66% 4527 64% 4559  62% 4641  64%
Secondary 854 12% 864 12% 952 13% 885 12%
Voc./Com. 1615 22% 1675 249, 1827 25% 1700 241

AVERAGE ANNUAL SURPLUS OF: t

Primary > Post-Primary 2443 1988 1780 !

Public > Privatc Post-Prim. 761 811 875

A comparison of the average number of grants paid in
cach county in the carly 1970s with the number paid
in the carly 1980s (Table 3.1) shows a substantial rise
in the smaller countics of Waterford (+42%), Mayo
(+30%) and Meath (+25%); a fairly substantial drop
in Cork (-16%) and Kerry (-10%); and only a minor
drop in Galway (-3%) and Doncgal (-0.3%). In Wa-
terford and Mayo, grants increased at both primary
and post-primary lcvels but in Meath it remains to be
scen if the rise at primary level will help to reverse the
fall at sccond level. The situation is less hopeful in
three of the four countics where overall grant numbers
fell insofar as the primary basc is being eroded.

Thisis cspecially serious in Cork and Kerry where, by
the early 1980s, post-primary grants had cqualled or

surpasscd the number of primary grants; but also in
Doncgal where the average number of primary grants
had fallen by almost 200 p.a. (thc corresponding
figures for Cork and Kerry were 85 and 131 respec-
tively but because of the smaller bascline were pro-
portionatcly much more scrious), Only in Galway did
the primary component hold its sharc of total grants at
the carly 1970s level. It should be noted, incidentally,
that a comparison between the carly 1980s and the
later 1970s would show Galway and Mayo in an cven
more ‘improving’ light as these two countics reached
their nadir during this middle period. Concomitantly,
the improvementin Waterford would not be nearly as
impressive nor the decline in Kerry as disquicting.
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TABLE 2.2: RATIO OF GRANTS PAID BY SCHOOL SECTCR

No. of Primary level grants | No. of Voc./Coamm./Comp. qrants
for each post-primary grant | for each Secondary schl. grant
EARLY LATER EARLY TOTAL EARLY LATER EARLY TOTAL
19705 1970s 1980s PERIOD ! 1970s 1970s 1980s PERIOD
DONRGAL 2.46 2.07 1,74 2.06 7.99 7.3§4 6.90 7.32
GALWAY 1,94 1.98 1,93 1.93 2,75 3,05 3,07 2.9
HMAYO 1.63  1.53 1,42 1.51 0.3 0.75 0.88 0.79
KERRY 1.46 1.22 1.03 1.23 0.42 0,27 0.23 0.29
CORK 1.64 1.01 0.90 1.12 0.88 1.5 1.24 1.30
WATERFORD 3.25 1.84 2.01 2,10 0.00 0.0F 0.01 0.02
MEATH 1.46  1.47 3.46 1.84 0.49 0,40 0.97 0.55
TOTAL 1.99 1.78 1.64 1.79 1.89  1.94 1,92 1.92

Table 3.2 summarizes Table 3.1 by means of ratios.
Overall, the ratio of primarv to post-primary grants
fell from 2:1 in the early 1970s, to 1.6:1 in the carly
1980s. This narrowing of the gap is clcarly evident in
all counties except Galway, where there was relative
stability, and Meath, where primary grants increased
dramatically in the 1980s. Within the post-primary
scctor, the ratio between public school grants znd
private sccondary school grants was constant at the
overall level (ca. 1.9:1) but changed substantially in
almost cvery county, albeit in different directions. In
Mayoand Mcath, forcxample,a marked shift towards
public schools almost produced parity between sec-
tors, whereas in Kerry the dominance of private
school students intensified. In some countics, one
scctor increased at a faster rate tharn the other while in
other countics one scctor increased at the expensc of
the other. In addition, school closurcs, amalgama-
tions and changes of status (¢.g. from sccondary to
vocational) influenced trends within counties. Such
variations, together with the differences in scale be-
tween countics alrcady mentioned, highlight the limi-
tations of inter-county comparisons and under 'ne the
nccessity for more localized analysis.

Maps 3.1 to 3.8 provide a corncisc overvicw of the
grant situation within each of the five largest Gael-
tacht counties during our cleven ycar period. (Mcath
and Watcerford arc not shown duc to their small size).
There arc scparatc maps for the primary and post-
primary scctors. The primary schools are aggregated
into subarcas in this overview scction but arc shown
individuaily in Section 3.2 (Maps 3.9 10 3.21) where
cach subarea is dealt with in greater detail. As the
much smaller number of post-primary schools arc
shown individually in this scction, the samc set of
post-primary maps can be used throughout the chap-
ter. This separatc primary/posl-primary presentation
is mainly for rcadability purposcs but also because
students from a given sct of primary schools do not
n essarily proceed to the nearest post-primary school.
Each map contains a sct of bar-charts showing the
annual number of grants carned in local schools from
1973/4 10 1983/4 (rcading from lcft to right). The
three £ zures below the bar-charts are summary (aver-
age) grant performance percentages for cach of the
three subperiods used in this report, viz. the carly
1970s (1973/4-1975/6); the later 1970s (1976/7-1980/
1) and the carly 1980s (1981/2-1983/4). These also
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rcad {rom left to right and are taken from the relevant
subarea tables in the text. On Maps 3.1 to 3.8, the
subarca bar-charts for primary schools include grants
carncd in local Gaceltacht and Galltacht schools but
the figures below them refer only to the average grant
performance in Gaeltachi schools; that is, they are the
percentages of all attenders at Gacltacht schools within
cach subarca who qualified fo~ the grant. On the post-
primary maps, where the number of grants earncd in
(groups of) Galltacht schools justifies visual presenta-
tion, this is donc; but in most cases, a summary figurc
(e.g. <5%) indicales their maximum represcntation
among their host school populations during any of the
threc subperiods.

Trends in grant performance do not automatically
reflect the trends in grant numbers shown in the bar-
charts. Falling grant numbers may simply reflect
falling cnrollment in local schools while rising grant
numbcrs may be outpaced by an even faster rise in the
local school population. Consequently, the figures
below the bar-charts arc more important than the bar-
charts themselves in evaluating the direction of grant
performance trends.

A note on scaling: Each of thc 21 maps in this
Chapter shows the scales used to depict both distance
and grant numbers. On Maps 3.1 to 3.8 inclusive, the
distance scales vary between counties but are identi-
cal on the primary and post-primary maps for a given
county; by contrast, the granr number scales are
different on the primary and post-primary maps but
are identical for each level between counties. On
Maps 3.9 10 3.21 inclusive, both the distance scales
and the grant number scales ar¢ identical.

(For a notc on the spelling of placcnames, sce the
introduction to Appendix A).

Supnlementing the diachronic trend data in the maps,
Table 3.3 offers a concise synchronic overview of the
grant performance situation in Gaeltacht primary and
post-primary schools in the early 1980s. Although
arranged in thc same geographical groupings and
bascd on the same data as the rightmost percentages
below the bar-charts, all primary schools have been
accounted for individually.

3
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TABLE 3.3: AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE IN GAELTACHT PRIMARY SCHOOLS
(AND IN PARENTHESES, POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS) BY COUNTY AND BY
COUNTY SUB~AREA IN THE EARLY 1960s (1981/2 - i983/4)
COUNTY TOTAL NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AT EACH LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE
County sub-areas SCHOOLS > 75% |51-75%{26-50%} < 26% >80% | <10%.
DONEGAL 40 (5) 4 (1)[14 (1)] 6 (2)]16 (1) 1 (1)|lo
Northeast 9 (0) .o 1 .1 .17 . . 5
Northwest A 3 (1) s 2 1(1)] . .. .
Northwest B 5 (1) 2 ()i 3 . LD,
Northwest C 6 (0) 1 .5 .o . . .
Northwest D 7 (1) . o3 L] 4 (1) . 3
Central 6 (1) 1 2 (1) . .13 . 1 2
South 4 (1) L .41l (1) 2 L. .
GALWAY 44 (7) 17 (5)|14 (2)[ 3 . |10 11 (4)] 8
Erainn 5 (1) 2(f3 .. .. 2 (.
Ceantar na nQOiledn| 7 (0) 5 .12 .. . 2 . .
Carna 6 (1) 4 (1)} 1 . 1 . 3 . .
Ros Muc- C'ril. Rua|l 6 (2) 4 (2 2 .. . 3 ()] .
Ros An Mhil-Bearna| 7 (2) 2 (1,] 3 (i1 1 1 (1)1
East Gulway 5 (0) . .. . 5 . -1 4
Moycullen Area 3 (g} 1 1 1 1
Joyce Country 5 (1) 2 ( . 3 . 2
MAYO 30 (6) 4 ( 26 (5) 18 (
Belmullet A 6 (2) 1. 5 (2) 4 (
Belmullet B 7 (1) 1 (1) 6 . 6
Belmullet C 4 (0) . 4 . 3
Corran-Acaill 9 (2) . 9 (2) 5
Loch Measc Area 4 (1) L .12 . 2 {1) . .
KERRY 16 (4) 2 (1)I'5(2) (O] 4 . 1
Corca Dhuibhne A 1 (1) [ N IP R 00 ] .
Corca Dhuibhne B 3 (0) 2 1 P 1
Corca Dhuibhne C 4 (0) A N I e . .
Corca Dhuibhne D 2 (3) LD L2y . L] 2
Corca Dhuibhne E 2 (0) . 1 . 1 .
Uibh Rathach 4 (0) L 12 ]2 .
CORK 9 (3) . 2@ 5 MT2 . . .1
WATERFORD 3 (1) L1 L] L. L1
MEATH 2 (0) 1 . . . 1 . o . .. . .
GRAND TOTAL 144 (26) 24 (8)]40 (7)}21 (5)}159 (6) 13 (6)f38 (1)

RIC

3.1.2 Summary of Trends in Grant
Performance

Regardless of trends in grant numbers, the overall
trend in grant performance in both primary and post-
primary Gacltacht schools was onc of decline to, or
stability at, levels far below those one would expectin
a vibrant Gacltacht. Taking account of under six year
old primary pupils and of a nominal number cnrolled
in Gacltacht primary and post-primary schools who
were not entitled to apply for the grant for other
reasons, we would expect a constant grant perform-
ance of at least 80% at primary level and at least 95%
at sccond level.

Apart from a few widely scparated schools, no sub-
arca within the Gacltacht reached these levels at any
point during our period. The only sub-arcas where
local groups of primary schools managed to remain at
or above 75% throughout our period were the extreme

.28

northwest of Donegal, the two Galway island groups
of Ccantar na nCiledn and Arainn, and the arca around
Smeirbhic in northwest Kerry; and the only arcas
where post-primary grant performance remained ator
above 85% throughout our period were {(again) the ex-
tremenorthwest of Doncgal, thetwomainland schools
adjacent to Ceantar na nOiledn (there is no second
level school on the islands themselves) and Arainn.
These are all extremely isolated arcas.

For rcasons already stated, the bulk of the analysis has
been included in the next section, which focuses in
detail on the situation within each county. These
detailed analyscs will afford a fuller appreciation of
the situation by subdividing the county into subarcas
based on groups of local schools. These subarcas will
be analysed in depth, identifying arcas of decline,
stability and growth, {ollowed by a general summary
of the situation in the county as a whole.
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MAP 3.5: MAYO: SUMMARY GRANT PERFOR

BELMULLET A

MANCE IN PRIMARY SCHOOLS - BY SUBAREAS

Number of Granls
600

o

.f\- .
~—

\.
B Gaeltacht area

0
/"'/}
, !
-/\J‘
1/\/
SOUTH
| 3¢ 32 3877 Measca
30




MAP 3.6: MAYO: SUMMARY GRANT PERFORMANCE IN POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS
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3.2 Local trends

This section analyses the grant situation in cach of the
scven counties which contain an official Gaeltacht.
Three of the seven (Cork, Watcrford and Meath) arc
small enough to be dealt with comprehensively and
concisely as single units. In the four larger Gacl-
tachtai however, it is necessary, both for presentation
purposes and for an adequate appreciation of the
variation in local grant performance, to subdivide the
county into subarcas. Wherc possible, these subarcas
have been looscly defined around groups of schoolsin
the same general area with fairly homogeneous grant
performance profiles. Forreasons alrcady dealt with,
it has been decided to focus on groups of schools
rather than on individual schools. Thercfore, while
cach school is dealt with individually within the
context of its subareca, the main emphasis is on the
subarca as a whole and its grant performance in
relation to that of its “parent’ Gaeltacht.

3.2.1 Explanatory riotes regarding the tables
The following points should be noted with regard to
the Tables used throughout this scction.

1. The thrce subperiods uscd throughout this section
of the Report are:
a: The early 1970s:
(The threc years 1973/74-1975/76 inclusive)
b: The later 1970s:
(The five ycars 1976/77-1980/81 inclusivc)
c: The early 1980s:
(The three years 1981/82-1983/84 inclusive).

2. Except where otherwisce indicated, the tables
summarisc the grant situation in a particular sub-
arca for cach of these three subperiods as follows:
The leftmost column shows the annual number of
grants carncd by pupils in cach school or group of
schools, averaged for the subperiod indicated;
The middle column shows the average number of
pupils enrolled in thosc schools;

The rightmost column is the former figure as a
percentage of the latter, in other words, the grant
performance score.

‘"

Small inconsistencies in total figurcs are duc to
the cffects of rounding and to the fact that some
schools closed during a given subperiod.

4. Where a closed school amalgamated with another
very carly in our period its data have been sub-
sumed within those of the extant school.

5. The following symbols have been used:

An asterisk before a school indicates that it lics
outside the Gacltacht.

? A question mark indicates that a school’s Gael-
tacht status is unclear.

A raised zero indicates that school population
data forone or more years of a given subperiod are
incomplete and that an average of the extant dala
for that subperiod has been substituted.

6. The following abbreviations have been used:

CL: Clochar (Private Convent school)

CS/GS: Ceardscoil/Gairmscoil (Public Vocational
or Technical school)

MS: Mednscoil (Private Secondary school)

PS: Pobalscoil (Public Community school)

SC: Scoil Cuimsitheach (Public Comprehen-
sive school)

3.2.2 County Analysis: Donegal

The Donegal Gaeltacht is uniquely isolated, both
geographically and linguistically. It is located in the
north, west and southwest of the county, facing the
Atlantic Ocean. The remainder of the county is
bounded by Northern Ireland, except for a narrow
southemn land corridor with the rest of the Republic.
Much of the area is mountainous and communications
are limited.

According to the 1981 Census, the population of the
Donegal Gaeltacht is only marginaily smaller than
that of Galway, the most populcus of the scven
Gaeltachtai (24,322 10 24,764). However, while
Gaéltacht residents comprise a higher percertage of
the total county population in Donegal than in any
other Gacltacht county (21%) and while four fifths
(79%) of them were returmned as being able to speak
Irish, the Galltacht arca of County Donegal, contain-
ing t*  remaining four fifths of the population and
bor. .z on Northern Ircland, has the lowest per-
centagof Irish speakers of any county inthe statc and
of any Galltacht area in counties containing a Gael-
tacht (Donegal Galltacht 23%; National Galltacht
avecrage 30%; Galltacht average in counties contain-
ing Gaeltachtaf 33%). '

Doncgal has been divided into scven subareas as
follows: Northeast, Northwest A to D; Centrc! and
South. The schools within cach subarcaare sho./n .
the tables, text and maps.

Primary Grants

Tablc 3.4 summariscs the grant situation at primary
school level. Part 1 of the Table shows that the two
arcas containing the most grant carners arc Northwest
B (from Caiscal na gCorr to An Luinncach) and
Northwest C (from Doiri Beaga to Min na Manrach).
Part 11 of the Table shows that the share of all Donegal
grants carncd in Northwest B and C combined rosc
from 43% in the carlier 1970s, to 55% by the carly
1980s. Avcrage grant numbers in cach of these two
arcas werc roughly similar (and actually rosc to-
gether) during the 1970s. By the earty 1980s, how-
ever, Northwest C had begun to decline. This left
Northwest B as the only one of the seven Donegal
subareas with higher average grant numbers in the
carly 1980s than in the 1970s. Northwest B was also
the only arca where grant performance in local Gacl-
tacht schools did not fall substantially; but it did not

~
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TABLE 3.4:

SUMMARY OF THE GRANT SITUATION IN DONEGAL PRIMARY SCHOOLS

IN (a) THE FARLY 1970s; (b) THE LATER 1970s AND (c) THE EARLY 1980s;
SHOWING: THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRANTS EARNED IN EACH AREA (PART I);
THESE AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL DONDGAL PRIMARY GRANTS (PART II); AND
GRANT PERFORMANCE IN LOCAL PRIMARY GAELTACHT SCHOOLS {PART III).

located at a distance from the mai

PART I PART I1 PART I1II
AVERAGE GRANTS |% OF DONEGAL{% OF LOCAL
a b c a b ¢ a b ¢
NORTHFAST 521 215 167 | 12 13 11 | 29 28°22°| °est
NORTHWEST A 209 164 133 | 12 10 8 1 54 42 34
NORTHWEST 8B 384 454 451 | 21 26 29 | 76 76 76
NORTHWEST C 393 438 422 | 22 26 26 | 74 71 65
NORTHWEST D 193 141 124 ¢ 11 8 8 i 23°15°13°| Cest
CENTRAL 193 156 147 | 11 9 9 | 44 36°35 | ®est
SOUTH 201 140 142 {11 8 9 | 42 27 26
TOTAL DOMBEGAL 1794 1708 1596 |100 100 100 | 46 40 37
NOTES:

}. NORTHEAST data exclude Dumhaigh Bhig where no grants were earned but include
both An Mhao1l Rua and Carraig Airt whose Gaeltacht status is unclear.

2. CENTRAL data exclude two schools whose Gaeltacht status is unclear:
Min An Ghabhann (where no grants were earned) and An Bhreacaigh, which is

n Gaeltacht area.

3. PART III of the Table excludes grant qualifiers/pupils in Galltacht schools.

rise either, remaining stable at 76% of arising school
population (Part III of the table). Therefore, on this
measure of bilingualism, Northwest B is the heartland
of the Donegal Gaeltacht.

In the five remaining areas, average primary grant
numbers were roughly equivalentin cach areaat cach
stage, falling from an average of 203 each in thceariy
stage, 1o 163 in the middle stage, down to 142 by the

early 1980s. This wasaccompanicd by anaverage fall
of about 10% in grant performance over our period.

Table 3.5 shows the distribution of Donegal Gacltacht
primary schools by arcaand by level of grant perform-
ance. To give a fuller picture, it also includes (in
parentheses) those non-Gacltacht schools where more
than 5% of the pupils were grant qualifiers.

TABLE 3.5: GRANT PERFORMANCE I3 DOHEGAL GAELTACHT PRIMARY SCHOOLS BY SUBAREA
(a) IN THE FARLY 1970s AND (o) IN THE EARLY 1980s .
(NON-Gaeltacht schools with more than 5% grant qualifiers are in parentheses
AREA NORTHEAST| NW A NW B | NWC tW D CENTRAL SOUTH TOTAL
GRANTS|a 4] a hla blablabla D a bl a b
0-5% |3 4 .. 13 4. . 1 17 8
6-10 [1(1) . . 1 2(1)p | 201y 2D
11-20 |.(1) venf .o . 201y 1 . 2 | 2(2) 4(D)
21-30 1.(2) 1 o1 . .1 DY . . 1(3) 3
31-40 |1 1 i . 111 A1)y 2 1,6 3(1)
41-50 11 . .o .o 1. 11 2 .| s 1
51-60 ;1 1 .. .o 2. o2 1 . 143 5
61-70 11 . 211 . 31 . 3 5
71-80 |. . . .13 516 1 . 2 . . 11 6
81% + |. . 3 . 1 . .. . 1 1 1 .|l 6 ]
ToTaL |8(a) 8(1)] &4 305 517 617 719(2) 6(2)] 6 4 |46(6) 39(3)

The first point of note relates 1o school closures and
amalgamations. Thirtcen Donegal Gacltacht primary
schools closed over our cleven year period. The
opening of new Gacltacht schoolsand amalgamations
with these or existing Gacltacht schools reduced this
figure to a nct loss of seven. Nonetheless, on the
assumption that the closed schools werc more com-
munity-oricnted than the larger consulidated oncs, it
is reasonable to assume that these closurcs had lin-
guistic implications. There is insufficient cvidence to
test this, other than to compare trends in the schools
concerned, before and after amalgamation. This will
be done in the more detailed arca analyscs below.
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The sccond point to note is the decline in grant
performance.  While decline is general, it is also
relative to the arca concerned. In some arcas, decline
can be accommodated in the short term as giant
performance isalrcady atahighlevel. In others, grant
performance is alrcady so low that further decline
could reflect the effective demise of the arca as a
Gacltacht.

The number of schools with over 70% grant perform-
ance fell from 17 to seven over our period. (Three of
these seventeen schools were closed down). The most
scrious cases of decline at this high levet were North-
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west A and C. In Northwest A, three of the four local
schools scored 85% and over in the early 1970s but
nonc reached 70% by the carly 1980s (one of them
had closed). In Northwest C, although no school
scored above 81% at any stage, as many as six of the
seven schools scored 74% - 80% in the carly 1970s,
compared with only one in the early 1980s (oneofthe
original six had closed here also).

At the other end of the scale, the Northeast had no
school above 70% at any stage but nine local schools
(including some non-Gacltacht schools) scored above
5% butless than 70% in the carlicr 1970s; by the carly
1980s, these had been reduced to five. Similarly, the
eleven Central schools (again, including some non-
Gacltacht schools) which had scored above 10% in
the carly 1970s were reduced to five; and the five
Southern schools scoring above 30% were reducedto
two. Clearly, the implications of decline for cach arca

L

would require morc detailed local knowledge than we
POSSCSS.

Post-Primary Grants

The grant situation in Donegal second level schools is
shown in Table 3.6. Because there are so fow post-
primary schools, it is possible to deal with them
together. The catchment areas of these schools do not
necessarily correspond with those of the groups of pri-
mary schools used above. This is most apparant with
regard to Northeast and Northwest €, which have no
post-primary school within the Gacltacht arca. More-
over, there is some evidence to suggest that many
post-primary students do not atiend the schools near-
CSt to their homes for a varicty of other rcasons,
including linguistic considerations. However, as we
do not possess the relevant data, subarca-based com-
parisons with Table 3.4 are rather crude,

TABLE 3.6: SUMMARY OF THE GRANT SITUATION IN DONEGAL POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS
IN (a) THE EARLY 1970s; (b) THE LATER 1970s AND (c) THE RARLY 1980s;
SHOWING: THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRANTS EARNED IN EACH AREA (PART I);
THESE AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL DONEGAL POST-PRIMARY GRANTS (PART In);
AND GRANT PERFORMANCE IN LOCAL POST-PRIMARY GAELTACHT SCHOOLS (PART 1If)

PART I

PART II PART III

AVERAGE GRANTS [% OF DONEGAL|% OF LOCAL

a

b ¢ | a b ¢c] abc

HORTHEAST (5 Galltacht schools)| 100
*Cl Baile na nGalléglach 65
*CS Baile na rGalléglach 32
*3 Leitir Ceanainn schools 2

117 124714 14 14 - - -
81 96 9 10 10 [(15 13 13)
3220 4 4 2 |[14 14 8]
4 8 - 1[5 5 5]

546 649 | 61 66 71

HORTHWEST (3 Gaeltacht schools)| 442 46 43 41
W A: PS Cloich Chionnaola 181 230 288 [ 25 28 32 | 38 37 38
NW B: PS Gaoth Dobhair 208 259 305 | 29 3} 33 | 87 86 86
iW D: PS Na Rossan 53 57 56 7 7 6 22 17 12
CENTRAL (3 Galltacht, 1Gaelt.)| 88 82 75| 12 10 8 - - -
*CS Srath an Urldir 5 7 2 1 1 -~ [<5<5<5)
*%3 Columba " " " 15 14 14 2 2 1 J[<5<5<5]
*SC Na Gleannta 68 61 47 3 7 5417 15 11)
GS B&al An /tha MOir OPSNED IN 1982 20 - - 2 - - 62
SOUTH CS An Charraig 1 98 80 67 | 13 10 7 | 45 39 27
TOTAL DOMEGAL [ 728 825 915 [100 100 100 | 46 43 40

Comparing the carly 1980s wiih the carly 1970s, ihe
annual average number of primary grants fell by
about 200 whilc post-primary grants rosc by about the
same figure. The relative distribution of second level
grants between the areas tends to reflect the situation
at primary level at cach subperiod, with a clear trend
towards decline in most areas outside the northwest.
Thenet average increase of 188 grantsp.a. in Doncgal
sccond level schools was the surplus of increases in
Northwest (+47% or 207 grants p.a.) and to a much
more modest extent in Northeast (+25% or 25 granis
p.a.)overdccreascs in Central and South (-15% or 13
grants p.a. and -32% or 31 grants p.a. respectively).

The annual number of grants paid in respect of post-
primary studentsin Doncgal increased from ca. 700 to
900 during our period. OF the thirteen schools in-
volved, only five (onc of which opencd aslate as 1982)
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NOTE: Except for data within brackets, PaRT III of the Table excludes the
grant qualifiers and school populations of non-Gaeltacht schools.

arc within the official Gacliacht. Thesc five, together
with SC Na Gleannta at the Glentics just outside the
Gacltacht, account for about 84% of the annual grants
total. Nonc of these schools is privately owned. The
seven remaining schools are far inland from the main
Gacltacht at Milford (Baile na nGalléglach: upto 125
granis p.a.), Letterkenny (Leitir Ceanainn: less than
10 p.a.) and Stranorlar (Srath an Url4ir: ca. 20 p.a.).
The fact that grant earners in each of these centres arc
divided between secondary and vocational schools
results in their never constituting as many as 20% of
total enrolment in cither of the Milford schools while
the figure is usually well below 5% in the other two
towns. Table 3.7 summarises the grant situation for
cach post-primary school.
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TABLE 3.7: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN DONEGAL POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS, SHOMING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

FARLIER 1970S| LATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |

LOCATION a b c|] a b c}l] a b c |
NORTHEAST (5 Galltacht schools)

*CL Baile .a nGalldéglach 65 446 15%| 81 637 13%| 96 734 13%
*CS Baile na nGall6glach 32 226 14% 3z 236 14% 20 255 8%
* 3 Leitir Ceanainn schools 2 4 8

NORTHWEST (3 Gaeltacht schools)
NW A: PS Cloich Chionnaola 181 480

NW B: PS Gaoth Dobhair 208 240
NW C: (No local school)
NW D: PS Na Rossan 53 238

38%! 230 625 37%| 288 753 38%
87%] 259 300 86%| 305 356 86%

22%] 57 329 17%| 5€ 455 12%

CENTRAL (3 Galltacht, 1 Gaeltacht)
*CS Srath an Urlair 5 223
*Columba " " " 15 363

2% 7 227 3% 2 283 1%
4%| 14 554 2% 14 731 2%

*SC Na Gleannta 68 409 17%| 61 412 15%| 47 425 11%
GS B&3l An Atha Moir OPENED IN 1982: 20 32° 62%
SOUTH (1 Gaeltacht school}

CS An Charraig | 98 218 45%] 80 207 39%] 67 246 27%|

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Within the Gaeltacht itself, PS Gaoth Dobhair at
Gweedore is the only school where 80% or more of
the students qualify for grants cach year. This is the
second largest of the Donegal Gaeltacht schools.
Similar grant totals arc earned each year by students
attending the largest Gaeltacht school (PS Cloich
Chionnaola, at Falcarragh) but because this school is

.much larger than Gweedore, grant carners usually

constitute only about 38% of its total enrolment.
Nonctheless, grant performance in both of these
Northwest A and B Gaeltacht schools has been re-
markably stable over our period despite massive
increases in school populations. Moreover, their
combincd share of all Donegal grants increased from
54% ir. the carly 1970s to 65% in the early 1980s, by
which time they accounted for a third each of all
Doncgal post-primary grants.

Elsewhere in the Gaeltacht the grant position is nega-
tive. In PS Na Rossan at Dunglow, grant numbers
remaincd fairly stable at ca. 50-60 p.a. but due to
rising enrolment, they constituted only 12% of its
students in the carly 1980s compared with 22% up to
the mid-1970s. In Donegal Centrai, SC Na Gleannta,
just outside the Gaeltacht boundary, may have lost
grant carners to GS Béal an Atha MG6ir at Fintown,
which openedasa Gaeltacht schoolin 1982. If so, this
has merely served to reduce the profile of grant
eamners in SC Na Gleannta from ca. 17% to 11% p.a.
while grant eamers in the new Gaeltacht school con-

stitute less than three quarters of the students there.
Finally, in CS An Charraig at Carrick, which is the
only Gaeltacht second level school in Donegal South,
grant numbers fell by a third, or from 45% of students
in the early 1970s to 27% in the carly 1980s. Indeed,
by the carly 1980s, there werc almost as many grants
being paid in the Galltacht town of Milford, which
serves the scattered outlying Northeast Gaceltacht en-
claves, as therc werc in the whole Central and South
county area scrved by the Glenties, Fintown and
Carrick combined.

Subarea Analysis

Northeast Donegal: The official Gacltacht in northeast
Donegal is a scattered, non-continuous series of en-
claves. There is no post-primary school within the
Gacltacht arca and at lcast six (perhaps eight) of the
seventeen primary schools in the arca where grants
were earned over our period were technically outside
the Gacltacht. Although only one Gaeltacht primary
school closed during our period, five others had been
closed in the five years to 1973. Primary grant
numbers declined in the arca as a whole from an
average of 221 in the first three years to 167 in the
carly 1980s, and the number of schools with ten or
morc grant qualifiers was reduced from seven to
three. Intheearly 1970s, two of the seventeen schools
accounted for 57% of all Northcast grant carners: by
the carly 1980s, they accounted for 71%.
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MAP 3.9: PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN CONEGAL NORTHEAST
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TABLE 3.8: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN NORTHEAST DONEGAL SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (D) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL FARLIER 1970s LATER 1970s CARLY 1960s
LOCATION a b ¢ a b ¢ a b ¢
FANAD PENINSULA

dumhaigh Bhig 0 0 0

Gleann Bhairr 15 34 44%) 14 32 44% 3 21 l4%
Caiseal, Cionn Droma 76 115 68%) 85 123 693! 65 117 55%
ROSGUILL

Cionn na Leargai © 48 136 35%| 44 149 29%| 53 152 35%
*? An Mhaoil Rua 26 101 26%| 29 107 27%{ 24 108 22%
*? Carraig Airt 10 135 7% 9 136 7% 0 139 0%
* 3 GALLTACHT TOWNST 2 1 1

An Srath Mor 11 20 55% 1 21° 5% 0 25° 0%
An Tearmann 373 4% 8 86 9% 4 88 4%
Glasan, An Craoslach I 31 3% 0 27° 0% 0 23 0%
Cill! Darach, Caiseal MOr 2 26 8% CLOSED IN 1976

*Muire, An Craoslach 2 168 2% 5 196 2% 4 169 2%
*An Fhothair 6 41 15% 3 35 9% 1 37 3%
*Diin Fionnachaidh 2 45 4% 5 70 7% 4 72 5%
*Maigh Rua 14 60 23% 10 51 20% g 49 16%
Gaeltacht subtotalé 194 672 29%] 191 686 28%] 150 673 22%
TOTAL,_PRIMARY 221 215 167

1. The three Galltacht towns are Baile na nGalléglach (Milford),
Leitir Ceanainn (Letterkenny) and Cill Mhic Réandin (XKilmacrenan): see text.
2. The Gaeltacht subtotal excludes (a} ail Galltacht schools and (b) Dumhaigh
Bhig where no grants were earned; it includes An Mhaoil Rua and Carraig Airt,

POST-PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s
LOCATION a b ¢ a b ¢ a b ¢
*CL, Baile na nG..lldglach 65 446 15%] 81 637 13%] 96 734 13%
*CS Baile na nGalléglach 32 226 14% 32 236 14% 20 255 8%
* 3 Leitir Ceanainn schls 2 4 8
*TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 100 117 124

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanacory notes regarding the Table.

Of the threc Gaeltacht schools on the Fanad Penin-
sula, no grants at all were carned at Dumhaigh Bhig
while grant numbers at Gleann Bhairr fell from ca.
fiftcen p.a. throughout the 1970s to almost zero. The
third school, Caiseal, at Cionn Droma, regularly
accountcd for 35-40% of all Northcast grants but
grant performance among its fairly stable school
population fell from almost 70% in the 1970s, 10 55%
by the carly 1980s.

Grants were also regularly camned in three schools on
Rosguill on the western side of Mulroy Bay. Cionn
na Leargai (Na Dinaibh) regularly accounted for
almost athird of all Northcast grant numbers but grant
performance was onlya third. The Gaeltachistatus of
the other two schools isunclear but vereas grantsare
no longer carned at Carraig Airt, 20 to 30 pupils
(somewhat over 20% of the school population) con-
tinued to cam the grant cach year at An Mhaoil Rua
(Duibhleann Riach) making it the third largest source
of grants in thc Northcast subarca.

To the soath of these schools, no more than about two
grants p.a. (or 1% of the school populaiions) were
ever earncd in threc Galltacht schools located at Baile
Na nGall6glach (Milford), Leitir Ceanainn (Letterk-
enny) and Cill Mhic Réandin (Kilmacrenan). By
contrast, and reflecting the total lack of Gaeltacht
post-primary schools in the Northeast area, over 100
grants were earncd each ycar by post-primary stu-
dents attending two Milford schools, with another
handful being carned in three Letterkenny schools.
The fact that grant camncrs in both centres were
divided between sccondary and vocational schools

+
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resulted in their never constituting as many as 20% of
total cnrolment in either of the Miiford schools with
this figure usually well below 5% in the threc at
Letuterkenny.

Again, to thc west of this area, only a handful of
primary grants were carned in the three Gaeltachi
primary schools of An Srath Mor, An Tearmann
and Glasan. (Thec only other Northeast Gacltacht
school, Cill Darach, closcd in 1976, but only two of
its average cnrolment of 26 pupils had been grant
earners at the time). The arca from An Craoslach to
Din Fionnachaidh contains thrce Galltacht schools
where a handful of grants were earned each year,
while in the Galltacht school ai Maigh Rua, the most
westerly of the Northeast schools, average grant per-
formance fell from 23% to 16%, or from fourtecn
pupils to eight.

Northwest Donegal: Unlikc Northeast, the North-
west is an extcnsive Gacltacht areca which has been
subdivided into four subarcas, labelied A, B, C, and
D. It contains within it the heartland of the Donegal
Gaeltacht. With the exception of An Fal Carrach in
the north and most of the Rosse¢s arca in the south, well
over half of all primary and post-primary school
populations qualificd for the grant over our period.
No local Galltacht schools were involved. Ten Gacel-
tacht primary schools were closcd down between
1967 and the beginning of our period and a further
five of the remaining 25 were closed during our
period. One new primary school was opened in 1978.
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MAP 3.10: PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN DONEGAL NORTHWEST
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Northwest A, in the north, contained four Gaeltacht
primary schools. One of these, Baile Chonaill (An
Fal Carrach) is onc of the two largest primary
schoolsin the Donegal Gacltacht. Itis unusual insofar
as ca. 80-100 pupils carned the grant each year with-
out cver constituting more than a third of the school
population. However, grant performance remained at
28-33% despite a rapid growth in pupils over our
period. The other three Northwest A schools began
our period with very high grant performance scores
but experienced scrious demographic decline. Two
of these were island schools: Inis B Finne closed in
1981 (having beenreduced toonly seven pupils on the
rolls) while Toraigh appeared to be in a similar state
of decline. The final school, Gort An Choirce, had
become such a small schoolby thecarly 1980s that the
decline in grant performance (from 85% throughout
the 1970s to 68% in the early 1980s) may rcflect the
abscnce of senior pupils as much as linguistic decline.

Northwest B, 10 the west of Northwest A, contains
five primary schools. In four of them, Caiseal Na

gCorr, Machaire Ui Robhartaigh, Min an Chla-
daigh and An Luinneach, grant performance was
regularly 75-80% or so, whilc in the fifth, Cnoc na
Naomh, it ranged from 65%-75%. The fact that
school populations also rosc considerably over the
same period suggests that this arca is not only the
heartland of the Donegal Gacltacht but is also in a
fairly stable, healthy condition.

Northwest C, below Northwest B, contained seven
primary schools, one of which closed in 1978. At
Doiri Beaga, Machaire Chlochair, Dobhar
(incorporating Din Liiche, which closed in 1978)
and Rinn Na Feirste - grant performance began at the
same level as Northwest B (75-80%) but, cxcept for
Rinnna Feirste, it fcll to about 55-65% of a gencrally
rising population. The remaining two schools to the
south of these are much smaller and morc isolated:
grant performance at Loch An ldir hovered around
50% while Min Na Manrach is too small to analysc
in terms of trends.

Finally, Northwest D, centred on the Rosses, con-
tained ninc primary schools, two of v'hich closed
shortly after our period began. Two of the nine lic off
the coast on Arainn Mhor where grant performance
on the island as a whole fell from a half to a third over
our period. In onc of the schools, the population fcil
slightly and grant performance also fcll slightly (from
38% to 31%) but in the other, where the school
population rose by a quarter, grant performance fell

TABLE 3.9: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN NORTHWEST OOMEGAL SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT MUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB~PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL FARLIER 1970s LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s

LOCATION a b ¢ 2 b ¢ a b ¢

NORTHWEST A 209 335 54%| 164 392 42%| 133 388 343

Inis BS Finne 19 22 86% 9 11 82%|CLOSED IN 1981

Toraigh 40 45 89%| 34 42 8l%| 14 23 612

B. Chonaill, an Fal Carrach 78 236 33%| 82 293 28%] 96 331 29%

Gort an Choirce 71 83 85%] 39 46 85%] 23 34 68%

NORTHWEST B 384 508 76%{ 454 595 76%| 451 605 769

Caiseal na aCorr 68 83 82%| 80 103 78%| I3 21 80%

Cnoc na Haomh 80 115 70%| 95 145 65%| 103 137 75%

Machairve U1 Robhartaign 36 46 78%| 44 56 79%) 55 72 76%

Min an Chladaigh 38 113 78%| 95 115 83%| 30 106 75%

An Luinneach 113 150 75%| 140 177 79%| 150 700 75%

NORTHWEST C 393 528 743 438 613 71%] 422 646 65%

Doiri Beaga 95 122 78%| 118 164 72%] 131 210 6€2%

Machaire Chlochair 134 169 79%} 154 189 8l%! 125 187 67%

piin Liiche 21 28 5% 9 21 43%|CLOSED IN 1978—PpDobhar

Dobhar 41 51 80% 51 73 70% 48 81 59%

Rinn na Feirste 57 77 74%) 79 99 80%| 777 98 79%

Loch an 1{ir 28 53 48% 23 54 43% 30 54 56%

Min na Manrach 17 23 74%] 10 25 40%| 11 17 65%

NORTHWEST D 193 852 233| 141 931 15%| 124 960 13%

4nagaire 104 220 47%] 72 214 34%[ 55 189 29%

An Clochan Liath 18 268 7% 11 199 4% 18 330 5%

3 West Rosses schools 2 208° 1% 0 273° 0% 0 302° 0%

2 Krainn Madr schoois 69 137 50% 58 143 41% 51 143¢ 36%
- Arainn Mhér (1) 32 84 38%] 25 82 30%| 24 77 31%
-~ Arainn Mhdr (2) 37 53 70%] 33 61 54%) 27  66° 41%

TOTAL PRIMARY 1180 2254 52%]1203 2442 49%]|1140 2605 447

POST-PRIMARY LEVEL DARLIER 1970s UATER 1970s EARLY 1980s

PS Cloich Chinnnaola 181 480 38%! 230 625 37%] 238 753 138%

PS Gaoth Dobhair 208 240 827%| 259 300 8h%| 305 356 86%

PS Na Rossan 53 238 22% 57 329 17% 56 45542%

‘TOTAL POST-PRIMARY §42 958 46%] 546 1254 43%] 649 1564 41%

NO=: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

stcadily from 70% t041%. As regards the mainland
schools, Anagaire (incorporating Scoil Dhubhthaigh
where no grants were camed) is in scrious decline,
both interms of pupils and grant performance (47% to
29%). At An Clochén Liath (which, by the carly
1980s, had a population cqual to the largest Doncgal
Gacliacht primary school at An Fél Carrach) average
grant numbers throughoutour period were substantial
compared with more rural schools (up to 20 p.a.) but
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made up only about 5% of the school pepulation. The
remaining Gacltacht primary schools in the western
Rosses arca - Na hAcrai (incorporating Min Beannaid),
Céideadh and Béal Cruite - registered only a handful
of grants throughout our entirc period.

As regards post-primary grants in the Northwest as a
whole, PS Gaoth Dobhair at Gwcedore was the only
school in Donegal witha regular grant performance of
80% or higher during our period. This is the second
largest of the Donegal Gacltacht second level schools.
The largest, PS Cloich Chionnaola at Falcarragh had
similar grant numbers butbecausc this school is much
larger than Gweedore, grant performance was usually
only about 38%. Noyctheless, grant performance in
both of these Northwest Gacltacht schools remaincd
remarkably stable over our period despite massive
increases in schoot populations; so much so that their
combined share of all Donegal second level grants
increased from 54% in the carly 1970s to 64% in the
carly 1980s, cach of them accounting for one third of
annual post-primary grant numbers in the county. In
PS Na Rossan at Dunglow, grant numbers remained
fairly stable at ca. 50-60 p.a. but due to rising enrol-

ment, grant performance fell from 22% in the early
period, to 12% in the carly 1980s.

Central Donegal: Primary grant numbers in the area
as a wholc fcll from 193 to 147 over our period. All
of the Gacltacht primary schools in the area are very
small despite a large number of closures and amalga-
mations: scven Gacltacht schools were closed be-
tween 1967 and the beginning of our period and four
of the remaining cleven closed during our period. It
is noteworthy that grant performance in two of the
latter had been very high prior to closure.

The Gaeltacht status of a twelfth school, Min An
Ghabhann, where no grants at all were earned, is
unclear. So too is the Gacltacht status of An Bhrea-
caigh, with which two of the closed Gacltacht schools
were amalgamated just prior to our period. However,
grant performance here, as well as in the non-Gacl-
tacht school at Minte na D¢, close by, has been no
worse than in most of the Gaeltacht schools in the
area. A handful of grants were also paid in respect of
pupilsinfive other Galitachtschools in the earlicr part
of our period but these had ceased by the 1980s.

TABLE 3.10: SUMMARY GRANT ST'CUATION I3 FNTRAL DONEGAL SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b} AVERAGE SCHCOL POPULAPIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL

~ | _FARLIER 1970s]

LATER 1970s | FEARLY 1980s |

LOCATION | a b cl a b c| a b ¢
Leitir Bric 6 20 30% CLOSED IN 1975

an Taobhdq 9 56 16% 11 54 20% 7 54 13%
Gleann Léithin 15 16 94% CLOSED IN 1974:see next entry
Baile na Finne 50 65 77% 43 67 64% 44 54 81%
An Dichoraidh 16 48  33% 8 40 20% 2 30 7%
Traigh Eidhneach 7 13 54% CLOSED IN 1976:see next entry
Leitir Mhic an Bhaird 5 41 12% 2 T73° 3% 6 82 Tt
Baile Ui Chiaragain 0 30° 0% 0 31° 0% 1 36 3%
An Coimin 29 41 71% 41 56 73% 42 62 68%
An tBadan Anfach 29 52 56% 30 50 60% 31 54 S57%
Srath Chaisil 14 17 82% CLOSED IN 1975

Gaeltacht subtotall 162 372 44% 134 369 36% 131 372 35%
*2 Min an Ghabhann 0 0 0

*2 An Bhreacaigh 13 73 18% 7 73 10% 5 77 6%
*Minte na D& 10 39 26% 9 40 22% 10 32 31%
*Five other schools 7 3 0

TOTAL PRIMARY 193 156 147

1. The Gaeltacht subtotal excludes (3) all Galltacht schools and (b) Min an
Ghabhann where no grants were earned.
population of 30 p.a. for Baile Uf Chiaragéir up to and including 1977/8.

Tt includes an estimated school

POST~PRIMARY LEVEL FARLY 1970s LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s
*CS Srath an Urlair 5 223 2% T 227 3% 2 283 1%
*Columba " " " 15 363 4% 14 554 2% 14 731 2%
*SC Na Gleannta 68 409 17% 61 412 15% 47 425 113
GS Béal an Atha Moir OPENED IV 1982 20  32° 62%
TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 88 82 75

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes tegarding the Table.

Thus, despite the number of schools attended by grant
earners, it is clear that the Central Doncgal Gaeltacht
really covers only a very small arca. Indeed, by the
early 1980s, 80% of all grants were being paid in
respect of pupils atiending just three of the Gacliacht
schools: Baile Na Finne (whcre 65-80% of the falling
school population regularly earned the grant); An
Coimin (65-75% of a rising school population); and
An tEadan Anfach (55-60% of a stable population.

w =y

93

At An Taobhdg, only about 15% of the pupils consis-
tently carned the grant; at An Dichoraidh, grant
numbers fell steadily from sixtecn to two, whilc the
remaining Gacltacht schools never produced more
than a handful of grants, if any, each ycar. Further
south, ncar Ard An Rétha, grant numbers and grant
performance at An Bhreacaigh (whosc Gacltacht
status is unclear) both fell by two thirds to a merc five
pupils p.a. (6%), while in the ncarby non-Gaeltacht
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school at Minte na Dé, a stcady ten or so grani-
carning pupils rose from a fifth to athird of the falling
school population.

As regards post-primary grants, SC Na Gleannta,
just outside the Gaeltacht boundary, appeared to lose
grant earners to the newly opened GS Béalan Atha
MGéir at Fintown, which is within the official Gael-
tacht. By the early 1980s however, this had merely
served to reduce grant performance in SC Na Gleannta
fromca. 17% to 11%, while grant performance in the
new Gaeltacht school was still below three quarters of
the students there.

South Donegal: All grantscamed in this area during
our period were in Gaeltacht schools. Five local
Gacltacht primary schools were closed between 1967
and the beginning of our period and three of the
remaining six closed during our period. Two of the
latter were amalgamated into a new school, leaving
four Gaeltacht schools by the 1980s compared with
cleven in 1967. During the first three years of our
period, an annual average of 201 pupils in all of the

above schools (42% of total pupils) carncd the grant.
For the rest of the period however, the figure was 142
(26%).

At Naomh Chartha (Cill Charthaigh) grant num-
bers and performance were more than halved, to one
fifth of total pupils. (Grant performance had already
been falling in both Doire Leathan and the old Cill
Charthaigh school, whose amalgamation resulted in
this new school). At An Charraig, up the road, grant
performance moved from 40% to 20% and back to
30% over our period; while further north, at Min An
Qighre, grant numbers and performance were almost
halved, to just over half of the pupils in the school.
Finally,at An Caiseal, just outside Gleann Cholmcille
inthe west, the decline was from 35% to 20% (or from
31% to 20% controlling for the 1976 amalgamation
with the almost totally anglophone Mélainn Bhig).

The only Gacltacht post-primary school in the arca is
CS An Charraig (Carrick). Here, grant numbers fell
by a third and grant performance fell from 45% to
27% over our period.

TABLE 3.11: SUMMARY GRANT STTUATION IN SOUTH DONEGAL SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT WUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND 1
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4 ‘

PRIMARY LEVEL T EARLIER 1970s] LATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |
LOCATION L a b c{ a b c|] a b c |

Doire Leathan 200 42 48% 16 44 36% CLOSED:1979) see next
Cill Charthaigh 56 136 41% 45 142 32% CLOSED:1979) entry
Naomh Chartha OPENED IN 197%: 36 181 20% 35 180 19%

an Charraig 47 123 38% 32 159 20% 51 165 31%

Min an Oighre 40 46 87% 20 35 57% 24 43 56%
Malainn Bhig 1 18 5% CLOSED IN 1976:see next entry

An Caiseal 38 108 35% 36 140 26% 32 158 20%

TOTAL PRIMARY 201 473 42% 140 517 27% 142 545 26%

POST-PRIMARY LEVEL

EARLIER 1970s LATER 1970s

EARLY 1980s

CS An Charraig 98 218

5%

80 207 39% 67 246 27%

WOTE:

See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Summary of the Grant Situation in
Donegal

It will be recalled that about 80-85% of primary
school children would normally be old enough to
apply for the grant. By the early 1980s however, the
extreme northwest (Northwesi B) was the only arcain
Donegal where even three quarters of primary pupils
were still earning the grant. Even here, however, in
the heartland of the Donegal Gaeltacht, average grant
performance remained at 76% despite a large rise in
the number of grant qualificrs during our period.
Moving inland, in the Gacltacht primary schools
between Doiri Beaga and Min na Manrach, grant
performance fell from three quarters to two thirds
over our period. Elsewhere, except for a handful of
widely separated schools, it fell to (or remained at)
onc third or less - often considcrably less.

These trends are mirrored at second level, that is,
general decline cxcept for the extreme northwest
where soa.ing grant numbers increased at the same
ratc as soaring school populations. This area contains

o6

the only post-primary school in the whole of Donegal
where over 80% of the students regularly earned the
grant: and by the early 1980s, no other school reached
even 40%.

The overall picture therefore, is of declining levels of
grant performance. Although the weakest arcas con-

. tinued to be the Rosses and the northeast, the greatest

decline over our period was in southern Doncgal
where primary and post-primary grant performance
both fell from over 40% to just over a quarter. When
changes of this magnitude can occur within the school-
going lifc of a normal child in one of the two major
Gacltachtaf, there would appear to be justification for
concern about the future of the Gacltacht.

3.2.3 County Analysis: Galway

The Galway Gaeliacht, with 24,764 inhabitants ac-
cording to the 1981 Census, is marginally the most
populous of the seven Gacltachtai and covers a large
arca. Most of it lies to the west of Galway city, from
the city outskirts to the istands and peninsuluc west of
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the Twelve Bens mountains. It takes in another arca
east of Galway city and the remainder is north of the
city, joining up with the Mayo Gaeltacht at the south-
em end of Lough Mask. Galway can be divided into
nine areas as follows:

—t

. Arainn (the Aran Islands)

2. Ceantar na nOiledn (the islands of Leitir Mealldin,
Garmna and Leitir M6ir)

Carna (the Carna peninsula)

Ros Muc- An Cheathrii Rua (the crescent-shaped
arca from Rosmuc to Carraroe)

5. Ros an Mhfl - Bearna (thc Galway Bay arca from
Rosaveel to Bamna)

Galway City (which is not in the Gaeltacht)
East Galway (to the 2ast of Lough Corrib)

The Moycullen Area (west of Lough Corrib, from
Galway city to Oughterard)

". The Joyce Country (bounded by Oughterard, Clifden
and Clonbur).

bad

Primary Grants

Qverall grant performance in Galway Gaeltacht pri-
mary schools fell from 60% in the early 1970s to 50%

e e e 4 4 ———

thercafter. The two areas with the highest grant
performance figures are also the only areas wherc the
Gacltacht school-going populations fell over our period.
These arc the two groups of islands, Arainn and
Ceantar na nQOiledn, where primary grant perform-
ance remained at 75-85% throughout our period but
school populations fell by a fifth. On Carna, grant
performance feil from four fifths to two thirds of a
fairly stable school population and appears to have
stabilised at this level. About half of all Galway
primary grant camners attended schools in the contigu-
ous Ros Muc - An Cheathrii Rua and Ros an Mifl -
Bearna arcas. In both cases, despite substantially
increascd grant numbers, grant performance fell by
ca. 10% of the rising primary school population:
again, howevcr, it appears to have stabilised, at about
7G% and 50% respectively. North of Galway city, in
the Moycullen Area and the Joyce Country, grant
numbers generally increased in line with school pepu-
lations but still constituted fairly small minorities of a
fifth and a third respectively. Finally, in Galway City
and East Galway, the small number of grant earners
notonly declined but became even more marginalised
among their fast-ricing school populations.

TABLE 3.12: SUMMARY OF THE GRANT SITUATION IN GALWAY PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN
(a) THE FARLY 1970s; (b) THE LATER 1970s AND {C) THE EARLY 1980s;
SHOWING: THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRANTS EARNED IN EACH AREA (PART I);
THESE AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL GALWAY PRIMARY GRANTS (PART II); AND
GRANT PERFORMANCE IN LOCAL PRIMARY GAELTACHT SCHOOLS (PART 1I1).

PART I PART II PART III

AVERAGE GRANTS |% OF DONBGAL|$% OF LOCAL

a b C a b ¢ a b ¢

fRAINN 199 186 162 | 10 10 8 [ 75 80 75
CEANTAR NA nOTLEAN | 333 294 257 | 17 17 14 | 84 84 79
CARNA 269 209 225 | 14 12 12 | 82 66 66
ROS MUC ~ C'RORUA | 419 401 451 | 22 23 24 | 817173
ROS A'MHIL -~ BEARMA| 458 478 S57 | 24 27 29 | 60 49 51
GALWAY CITY 4 32 31 2 2 7} e e~ -
EAST GALWAY 74 43 34 4 2 2|16 8 5
MOYCULLEN AREA 62 S6 79 3 3 47118 16 21
JOYCE COUNTRY 88 79 88 4 4 5 |332729
TOTAL GALWAY 1946 1778 1884 1100 100 100 | 60 SO 49

NOTES: Two Gaeltacht ‘rimary schools wrere no grants were earned are excluded
entirely from the Table while Part 3 of the Table excludes Galltacht schools.

J

Post-Primary Grants

Grants werc normally earned by 800 to 1000 post-
primary students in 20 Galway schools during our
period. Scven of these, accounting for about 85% of
grants annually, are Gaeltacht schools, while ten of
the 13 non-Gaeliacht schools, accounting for almost
all of the remainder, are in Galway city. Since we do
not know what parts of the Gaeltacht the large num-
bers of city grant earncrs came from and as there were
some Gacliacht areas with sizable primary grant numbers
but with no post-primary grant earncrs, the post-
primary grants will not be integrated with the primary
grants on an arcal basis.

Non-Gaeltacht schools: Although grant qualifiers
never exceeded 12% of total enrolment in any Galway

city school, the numbers involved frequently cx-
ceeded 20 p.a. in four of them, indicating consider-
able dispersion of Gaeilgeoiri. The case for consoli-
dation is underlined by the fact that nearly all of the
city schools attended by grant qualifiers are single-
sex secondary schools, only two of which even have
Irish-medium streams. Morcover, although two of
the city schools cater for boarders, the vast majority of
the 120+ grant earners in city schools are day-pupils.
As regards the three non-Gaeltacht schools outside
Galway city, no more than three students in any given
year qualified for the grant in either An Clochdn
(Clifden) or Ordn Mér (Oranmore), while the 20+
grants camed annually by 11% of the students at
Uachtar Ard (Oughterard) secondary school in the
early 1970s steadily declined to less than five.

o7
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TABLE 3,13: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN GALWAY POST-PRIMARY SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONMS, ANL
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PR;1ARY LEVEL

FARLIER 1970S] LATER 19705 |

FARLY 1980s |

LOCATION a b c| a b c| a b ¢ |
Col an Spiceal 138 226 61% 110 202 54% 132 222 59
CS Indreabhén 86 92 93% 94 105 89% 105 127 83%
SC An Cheathrd Rua 315 344 92% 298 328 91% 342 377 91%
GS Ros Muc 43 46 93% 43 46 93% 36 40 90%
CS Cill Rénain 52 54 96% 54 61 38% 61 72 85%
PS Carna 137 193 71% 126 177 71% 127 168 76%
CS Corr na Mdna 47 65 72% 35 67 52% 38 72 5%
Gaeltacht subtotal 818 1020 80% 760 986 77% 841 1078 78%
*10 City schools 156 124 134

*Clochar, Ordn M6t 2 0 0

*1S Pdl Uachtar Ard 23 (11%) 12 (6%) 2 (1%)
*PS An Clochén 2 0 1

TOTAL POSI-PRIMARY 1000 897 978

Gaeltacht schools: Grants regularly exceeded 85%
of total students on Inis M6r and at Rosmuc, An
Cheathrii Rua and Indreabhén. To the west of these,
the Carna figure was somewhat lower at two thirds to
four fifths; to-the east, An Spidéal was lower again at
ahalf to two thirds; while far tothe north, the Corr na
Ména score was usually between a half and three
quarters. These scven schools will now be examined
one by one.

The ncarest Gacltacht post-primary school to Galway
city is at An Spidéal. In this secondary school (the
only one in the Galway Gaeltacht) grant numbers fell
faster than the school population in the late 1970s but
both had reverted to their former level (60% of
students) by the carly 1980s. Further along the road,
the vocational school at Indreabhan had morc grant
earners in the 1980s than in the 1970s but grant
performance was 10% lower (down to 83%) duc to the
rising school population. The comprehensive school
at An Cheathri Rua, by farthe largest of the Galway
Gacltacht schools,accounted for athird of all Galway
grants. Although student numbers fluctuated erati-
cally, grant performance was stcady atabout 90%. To
the north and south of here lie the much smaller
vocational schools of Rosmuc and Cill Rénéin (Inis
Mor, Arainn) with ca. 40 and 80 students respectively.
Grant performance at Rosmuc was fairly stable (90-
95%) whercas CillR6ndin fell by about 10% (to 85%)

by the carly 1980s, acspite rising grant numbers. The

most westerly of the Galway Gaeltacht post-primary
schools is the community school at Carna. Although
grant numbers fell slightly over our period, the school
population fell at a somewhat faster rate, so that grant

NOrE: See Section 3,2.1 for explanatory notes

performance rosc slightly, from 71% to 76%. The

regar.ding the Table,

fixal Galway Gacliacht school lics far to the north at
Corrna Moéna, above Loch Coirib. In this vocational
school, grant numbers and performance fell from 47
to 37 (73% to 53%) over our period.

Subarea Analysis

Arainn: The three Aran Islands lic within the official
Gacltacht. There are three primary schools on Inis
Mo6rand one cach on Inis Oirrand Inis Medin. Overall
grant performance remained remarkably stable at ca.
75-80% over the period but the school-going popuia-
tion fell by a fifth, The largestof the Inis M6r schools,
Cill Réndin, had an exceptionally high enrolment in
1973/4 - perhaps a legacy of the 1970 amalgamation
of Cill Einne, the only Arainn school to close since
the mid-1960s; but even if this year is cxcluded, it is
clcar that there was a steady decline in the overall
school-going population of the islands, from an an-
nual average of at least 250 in the early years to 215
inthcearly 1980s. Enrolmentin Cill Réndin fell over
our period but its grant performance improved from
two thirdsto tbrec quarters. Grant performance in the
second Inis M6r school at Eoghanacht fell as the
average school population doubled to 40 over our
period and was the weakest of the five Araint. schools
by the carly 1980s (62%). Grant performance in the
final Inis M6r school, Scoil An Cheathrair Alainn,
fell somewhat but it is too small a school to speak in
(erms of trends. Sois the school onInisMeain, where
pupil enrolment was halved over our period but grant
performance remained above 80% - as it did on Inis
Oirr, where both enrolment and grant performance
remained stable. (See Map 3.130onp.56).

RIC

TABLE 3.14: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN ARATNN SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (D) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, A'D
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR FACH SUBS-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRI 'ARY LEVEL FARLIER 19705] LATER 1970s | FARLY 1980s |
LOCATION a b c] a b c| a b c |
Inis Olirr 41 54 76% 44 52 85% 44 51 86%
Inis Medin 48 53 91% 32 37 86% 23 28 82%
Inis MOr (3 schools) 111 156 71% 110 144 76% 95 136 70%
- Cill Rénéin 73 110 66% 70 39 79% 53 72 743
- Eoghanacht 16 20 80% 20 29 69% 25 40 62%
~- Sc an Cheathrair Alainn| 22 26 85% 20 26 77% 17 24 11%
TOTAL PRIMARY 199 263 76% 186 232 30% 162 215 75%

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.
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Ceantar na nOiledn; The island group of Leitir
Mealldin, Garmna and Leitir MSir forms a compact
Gaeltacht arca with no Galltacht schools at hand.
There are seven Gaeltacht schools in the area. An
eighth school, on Inis Treabhair, closed in 1980,
having had no more than five pupilsonitsrolls ineach
of the previous five years. Ovcrall grant performance
remained remarkably stable at ca. 80-85% over our
period but the primary school population fell by a
fifth. Mostof the population decrease occurred in the

larger, more easterly schools at Leitir Méir, Tir an
Fhia and An Tra Bhéin but it is only in Tir an Fhia
that grant performance declined substantially, mak-
ing it the weakest school on the islands by the early
1980s (65% average grants - all others scoring three
quarters and upwards). An Droim was the only
school to substantially grow in population while the
more westerly and isolated schools maintained re-
markably consistent enrolments,

TKRLE 3.13: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN CEANTAR NA nOILEAN SCHOOLS,
(LEITIR MEALLAIN ~ GARMNA - LEITIR MOIR) SHOWING
{a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b} AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s] CATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |
LOCATION a b HEE b ¢ a b c |
Leitir Meallain 46 54 85% 46 54 85% 39 49 80%
An Cnoc 28 33 85% 28 31 90% 23 31 74%
Inis Treabhair 6 6 100% 3 3 100% CLOSED IN 1980
Tir an Fhia 76 87 87% 47 60 78% 37 57 65%
An Droim 30 33 91% 35 38 92% 41 51 80%
Leitir Mdir 74 94 79% 62 76 82% 41 54 76%
Leitir Calaigh 24 31 77% 30 36 83% 31 35 69%
An Tr& Bhiin 49 59 83%y 45 53 85% 43 47 91%
TOTAL PRIMARY 333 396 e4% 294 350 84% 257 324 79%

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Carna: The self-contained Gaeltacht on the Camna
peninsula contained seven primary schools in the mid
1960s, one of which, Loch Conaortha, amalgamated
with Cill Chiardin in 1970. There was a modest
increase in the total school populatic. over our period
but grant performance declined seriously, from 82%
in the first three years to two thirds for the remainder
of the period. Grant performance remair.d above
80% in Mairos, An Aird Thiar and Mainis on the

western side of the peninsula but fell in the more
populous easterly schools. In fact, the two largest
schools, Carna and Cil} Chiariin have by far the
lowest grant performance of the six (36% and 61%
respectively) and are the only schools where grant
performance is less than three quarters. (The Gael-
tacht status of Scoil Naomh Treasa, at An Caiseal,
away to the northwest, is unclearbut it only registered
a total of three grants in eleven years).

TABLE 3.16: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN CARNA SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIM&4RY LEVEL

LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s |

EARGIER 19708]
a b cl

LOCATION a b c| a - b c|
Malros 28 34 82% 32 44 73% 48 54 89%
An Alrd Thiar 49 52 94% 34 42 81t 36 42 86%
Mainis 36 41 38% 31 36 86% 22 25 88%
An Arrd Mhor 5 61 92% 40 53 73% 34 45 76%
Cill Chiardin 48 63 76% 48 68 71% 52 85 61%
carna 50 74 68% 23 73 31% 32 90 36%
Gaeltacht subtotal 268 325 82% 209 316 66% 225 340 66%
*2 an Caiseal 1 0 0

TOTAL PRIMARY 269 209 225

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Ros Muc to an Cheathri Rua: There were cither six
or scven Gaeltacht school« in this area. The confusion
arises because the two an Cheathrd Rua schools
were treated together as one for grants purposes after
1980/1 while their enrolment figures continued to be
recorded separately. There was substantial growth in
the school-going population of the area as a whole
(Ros Muc was the only school to lose pupils but this
was not serious). Overall grant performance in the

area fell but remained above 80% at Ros Muc, Leitir
Mucii and An Tuairin and around 75% at An Gort
Moér and Camas. Finally, although grant perform-
ance at An Cheathri Rua stands at only 65%, this
may reflect a growing population of under-six year
olds in the junior section of the school and nced not
mean that grant performance is actually falling. Yet
again, however, we do not have the rclevant data to
check this.
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TABLE 3.17: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION FROM ROS MUC 1O AN CHEATHRO RUA, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL, POPULATTONS, AND
{c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL [_EARLIER 1970s] LATER 1970s | EARLY 1980S |

LOCATION | a b ¢ a b cl a b <]
Ros Muc 55 66 83% 53 63 84% 48 57 84%
Leitir Mucd 35 39 90% 39 50 78% 56 67 84%
An Tuaitin 69 84 82% 70 8> 87% 70 85 82%
An Gort Mdr 42 53 79% 43 59 73% 47 61 77%
Camas 36 44 82% 34 47 723 40 54 4%
2 An Cheathri Rua schools 182 235 77% 162 265 61% 189 291 §5%
TOTAL_PRIMARY 419 520 81% 401 563 71% 451 615 73%

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Ros an MRl to Bearna: On the assumption that SN
Séamus Naofa, Bearna (roll# 01865) and SN Naomh
Shéamais, Bearna (roll# 19803) are onc and the same
school, there were eleven Gacltacht schools in this
arca in the mid 1960s. Today there are scven. The
four closed schools were amalgamated with four of
the extant schools before our period began. They all

lay westwards from An Spidéal. School populations
increascd considerably in all scven schools over the
period yet it is only in the schools closest to Galway
city, where ribbon development is rife, that grant
performance was scriously dented. The recovery of
grant performance at Na Forbacha is quitc perplex-
ing.

TABLE 3.18: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION FROM ROS AN MHIL TO BEARNA, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PSRFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 -~ 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL | FARLIER 1970s] (ATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |
TLOCATION 1 a b c| a b ¢ | a b c |
Na Doirif 86 103 63% 99 128 77% 110 139 79%
An Tulaigh 66 82 80% 76 105 72% 91 126 72%
Sailearna 93 117 79% 116 160 72% 126 173 73%
An Spidéal: “iche&l 56 71 79% 55 72 76% 75 90 83%
An Spidéal: Muire 86 157 55% 94 191 49% 104 195 53%
Na Forbacha 29 70 41% 16 102 16% 39 119 33%
Bearna 40 167 24% 23 213 11% 11 247° 4%
Gaeltacht subtotal 457 767 60% 478 971 49% 557 1089 Sl%
*Rathin 1 0 0

TOTAL PRIMARY 458 478 557

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes redarding the Table.

Galway City: Grants were paid in respect of pupils
attending twclve primary schools in the Galway city
arca over our period. Needless to remark, all of these
schools lie outside the Gaeltacht. Grant recipients

constituted only a tiny minority of the pupils in all of
them. Mostof the grants were paid in respect of pupils
attending two of the schools, Fursa and Iognaid.

TABLE 3.19: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN GALWAY CITY SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORYANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERICD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL FARLIER 1970s| LATER 1970s | FARLY 1980s

LOCATION a b c]| a b c] a b ¢
*Scoil Fhursa 15 248 6% 12 257 5% 15 293 5%
*Scoil Togniid 12 218 5% 11 249 4% 9 336 3%
*Ten other schools 17 9 7
*TOrAL PRIMARY 44 32 31

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

East Galway: Therc were seven Gacltacht primary
schools to the east of Loch Coirib in the mid 1960s.
Today there arc six, the Baile Chlair girls’ school
having amalgamated with the cxtant school there in
1970. A sccond school, An Carn Mér, changed its
roll number in 1981/2 but the figures suggest that it
simply . moved to a new building. Ncither of the
schools at Cor an Dola registcred even one grant over
the period (although the Gacltacht status of one of
these, Baile Grifin, is unciear), whilc only a handful
cach ycar werc carned by pupils at Baile Chliir and
Eanach Dhiin. Grant performance at bua Mi-

By

onlach and An Caislean Gearr fell from rclatively
high levels to almost zero after the mid 1970s. A
parallel risc occurrcd at An Carn Mor (widely be-
licved to be duc to the influence of a specific teacher)
but this pcaked at 44% in 1977/8 and had scttled back
by the 1980s to its former level of about one fifth.
Overall, average grant numbers in Galway East schools
(exciuding Cor an Dola) was halved over our period
whilc the school population increased by a half. With
grant performance at 5% in the carly 1980s, the
justification of Gacltacht status for this arca would
appear Lo be qucestionable.
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MAP 3.16: PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN NORTH GALWAY AND SOUTH MAYO
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TABLE 3.20: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN EAST GALWAY SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a} AVERAGE GRANT MUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB~PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL T FARLIER 1970s] GATER 1970s | FARLY 10805 |

LOCATION | _a b~ c] a b c| a b ¢
Mionlach 24 49 50% 5 73 8% 1 99 13
An Caisledn Gearr 23 110 21% 3123 2% 3109 3%
*2 An Carn Mor 14 73 19% 27 89 30% 20 93 22%
Baile Chlair 4 130 3% 4 174 2% 6 231 3%
Eanach Dhlin 1 47 3% 2 50 4% 4 9] 43
Subtotal 67 409 16% 42 509 8% 34 623 5%
cor an Dola 0 0 0

* 3 Galltacht schools 7 1 0

TOTAL PRIMARY 74 43 34

NOTE: See Section 3.,2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Moycullen Area: There are four Gaceltacht schools
between Galway city and the Joyce Country. In
addition to these four, an average of one grant p.a. was
paidinrespectof cach of two Galltachtschools: Piirc
na Sceiche,atthe city end, where atotal of ninc grants
were carncd over the cleven year period; and Ros

Cathail, to the north of the four Gaeltacht schools,
where a total of fourteen grants were carned over the
period. In one of the four intervening Gacltacht
schools, Tulaigh Mhic Aodhdin, nogrants atall were
carned. In Na Tuairini, grant performance improved
almost threefold.

TABLE 3.21: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN THE MOYCULLEN AREA, SHONING
(@) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(C¢) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL [FARLIER 1970s] LATER 1970s | FEAR:Y 1980s |
LOCATION a b ¢l a b < | a b ¢ |

! lia Tuairini 7 61 11% 10 60 172 16 55 29%
Maigh Cuilinn 29 186 16%  16) 283 15% 8 230 3 S
An Baile Mua 21 62 34%  28) 54 81 67%
Subtotal 57 309 18% 65 343 16% 78 306 21%
Tulaigh Mhic Aodhdin 0 0 0
* 2 Galltacht schools 5 1 1
TOTAL_PRIMARY G2 56 79

The two remaining schools pose a problem insofar as
onc of them, An Baile Nua, closed temporarily be-
tween 1978/9 and September 1981. But while its
pupils were amalgamated with those in the new cen-
wral school at Maigh Cuilinn, grants continued to be
enumecrated under the old An Baile Nua school title.
To add to the confusion, the new school at Maigh
Cuilinn, itsclf an amalgamation of two other Gacel-
tacht schools, came into being at the same time as An
Baile Nua was temporarily closed down. On the face
of it, many Gacilgceoir{ from the closed schools which
amalgamaied into the new central school at Maigh
Cuilinn would appear to have opted to attend Na
Tuairini and the rcopened An Baile Nua. Overall,
cxcluding Tulaigh Mhic Aodhdin, the Gacltacht pri-
mary school population of the Moycullenarcarosc by
a fifth while grant performance rose slightly, to onc

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

fifth by the carly 1980s.

The Joyce Country: This arca contained cleven
Gacltacht primary schools in the mid-1960s. Today
there are five, all of them incorporating at lcast onc of
the scven closcd schools. One of the closed schools,
Loch Eidhneach, was amalgamated in 1968 with a
non-Gacltacht school. Due to the high number of
closures and amalgamations, it is difficult to analyse
overall trends; however, it is clear that grant camers
arc now concentrated in just two schools, which
betwceen them accounted for 81% of all grants in the
Joyce Country (677 out of 839) during our period.
Thesc are Corr ma Ména, where grant performance
increascd faster than the incrcase in population; and
An Chloch Bhieac, where population and grant per-
formance remained stable.

r— TABLE 3,22: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN THE JOYCE COUNIRY, SHOWING T
) (&) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
{c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMAMCE FOR EACH SUB~PERIOD, 1972/4 - 194374
PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 19705] FLATER 1970s | EARIY 1980s !
LOCATION j a b c| a b ¢ "a hc |
Padraij, An Fhairche 3 B4 3% 379 42 5 77 6%
Tir na Cilie 13 23 56% 4 41 9% n35 9%
Corr na Mbna 24 58 41t 31 59 52% 39 68 57%
An Chloch Bhreac 31 43 72% 30 41 73% 25 41 61%
Sraith Salach 7 32 23% 5 50 10% 7 47 15%
Gaeltacht subtotal 79 240 33% 73 270 27% 77 263 294
* 3 Uachtar ard schools 9 6 10
* 2 An _Clochan_schools 0 s ! o
TOTAL: PRIAARY 33 79 &8
NOTE: Seé Section 3.2.1 for explanatory not€s regarding the Taple.
L [
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Summary of the Grant Situation

in Galway

At primary level, the only arcas where at least three
quarters of Gacltacht school pupils still earned the
grant by the carly 1980s were the two Galway island
groups of Ceantar na nQiledn (79%) and Arainn
(75%) but the primary school populations were de-
clining in both of these areas. To the west of Ceantar
na nQiledn, on the Cama peninsula, grant perform-
ance fell from over80% to two thirds. Inthe extensive
arca castwards from Cecantar na nOileén to the out-
skirts of Galway city, grant numbers rose but grant
performance fell by about 10% - to three quarters in
the westerly part, toa half in the part closer to thecity.
Galway city itsclf, which is not in the Gacltacht,
continued to account for 2% of all primary grants
earncd in the county, but these still constituted only a
liny percentage of the host school populations. In the
Gacltachtarca cast of Galway city, grant performance
fell from 16% to 5%. North of Galway city, it
continued to hove - around one fifth in the Moycullen
area and around onc third further north in the Joyce
Country (and in adjacent South Mayo).

At post-primary level, the highest scores were again
in ihosc schools serving the two Galway groups of
islands of Ceantar na nOiledn and Arainn: ihese
continued to score 85% or over although the Arainn
scorc had fallen by 11% over our period. The profile
of Indreabhén was almost identical to that of Arainn
but had fallen just below the §5% mark by the early
1980s. On Carna, grant performance improved some-
what, but just to threc quarters; An Spidéal managed
torecoverioabout 60% after adecline during the later
1970s and the Joyce Country declined from three
quarters to a half.

3.2.4 County Analysis: Mayo

* The Mayo Gaeltacht has beendivided into five subar-

cas as follows.

1. Belmullet A encompasses the Belmullet penin-
sula (B&al an Mhuirthead);

2. Belmullet B is the mainland area to the north of
Belmullet

3. Relmullet C is the mainland arca to the south of
Belmullet. Subareas 1-3 are referred to collec-
tively as Belmullet or North Mayo.

4. Corrdn/Acaill (or Mid-Mayo): the Corraun pen-
insula and eastern Achill Island

5. Loch Measca (or South Mayo): on the western
and southern sides of Lough Mask, linking up with
the Joyce Country Gaeltacht arca in North Gal-
way.

There are currently 30 Gaeltacht primary schools in
Mayo. There were 42 in the mid-1960s. Fourteen of
these closed down, three of them during our pericd.
Of the fourteen primary school closures, onc was in
Belmullet A, five were in Belmullet C, four were in
Corrdn/Acaill and four were at Loch Measca. One of
the latter, closed in 1969, was amalgamated with a
Galltacht school. By contrast, only onc of the seven
post-primary schools within the Gaeltacht area closed
during our period.

The distribution of grants by subarca is shown in
Table 3.23. The overall situation by the early 1980s
was that just over half of the grants at both primary
and post-primary level were being earned in the north,
with the other half almost equally divided between
the other two areas. Taking the period as a whole. the
northern share of ali Mayo grants remained fairly
stable at primary level but its share of post-primary
grants fcll by 10%; exactly the opposite occurred in
the south, i.c., its share of post-primary grants re-
mained stable while its share of primary grants fcli by
about 10%. CorrdniAcaill thus increased its share of
both primary and post-primary grants by about 10%.
Within the north, there was a similar shift towards the
centre (Belmullet A) which steadily increased its
share of primary grants from 27% to 52% over our
period (mostly at the expense of Belmullet B 1o the
north) thus bringing it towards its stable 5§5-60% share
of all northern post-primary grants,

TABLE 3.23: DISTRIZUTION OF MAYD GRANTS BY SUBAREA AND BY SCHOOL SECTOR

PRIMARY POST-PRIMARY
FARLY LATER SARLY EARLY CATER EARLY
1970s 19705 19805 1970s _ 1970s  1980s ’
~ BEOLMULLET & 38 50 87 52 47 68
- BFLMULLET B 84 71 65 38 36 47
- BELMULLET C 16 13 16 2 1 0
BELMULLED  (“orth Mayo) 138 57% 134 59% 168 543 | 92 62% 84 56% 115 523
CORRAN/ACAILL (Mid-Mayo) 25 10% 33 14% 73 23% | 21 14% 23 15% 51 23% |
TOCH MEASCA (South Mayo) 78 32% 62 27% 70 23% | 36 24% 42 28% 53 24% :
" " of which Galltacht [3] {11 {0} (21] (6] [14]
TOTH, AT 241 100 729 100 311 100 ] 149 190 149 100 219 100

b




Similar geographical contraction of grant earners is
apparent throughout the county as a whole, at both
primary and post-primary levels: so much so indeed,
that if the £10 grant figurcs mean anything at all, then
most of the official Mayo Gacltacht can only be
described as a fiction. :

As many as 81% of all grants carned in Belmullet A
Gaeltacht primary schools during our period were
concentrated in just one of the six local Gacltacht
schools; in Belmullet B, one of seven local schools
accounted for 85% of local grants; while one of the
four Belmullet C schools accounted for 69% of local
grants. Atsecond lcvel, only about 10% of students in
the two Belmullet A schools usually carncd the grant,
with only about half of the students in thc Belmuliet
B school usually qualifying. The only second level
Gacltacht school in Belmullet C (with about 2% grant
performance) closed in 1980.

In Corrdn/Acaill, primary grant performance increased
in most of the nine local Gaeltacht schools over our
period but still constituted only 20-25% of pupils in
the three highest-scoring schools by the early 1980Cs,
with the situation very much lower in the other six.

Post-primary grant performance doubled over our
peried in the two local schools but still constituted
only about 10-15% of students by the early 1980s.

In Loch Measca Gacltacht primary schools, about 4
third of all pupils rcgularly eamed the grant through-
out our period. However, grant performance ranged
widely between the four schools involved. In the
carly 1970s, it was 78% in the highcst-scoring school
and only 7% in thc lowest. By the carly 1980s, the
figurcs were more uniform: two thirds in the two
southernmost schools compared with a fifth in the two
northernmost schools. A small number of granis
earncd in Galltacht primary schools were no longer
being eamned after the mid-1970s. Similarly, at post-
primary level, Galltacht grants earncd in three Ballin-
robe schools fcll by a third to 14 p.a. In the only local
post-primary Gaeltacht school, grant numbers and
performance more than doubled over our period but
had reachcd only 39 (21%) by thc early 1980s.

All of this data suggests that the Mayo Gacltacht has
contracted almost to the point of cxtinction. .Table
3.24 summarises the situation in the early 1980s.

TABLE 3.24: SUMMARY OF GRAINT PERFORMANCE IN MAYD SCHCOLS IN IHE FARLY 1980s

70%+  61-70% 26-60% 16-25% 6-15% 0-5%
Primary schools (N=30) 0 4 0 3 3 17
Post-Primary schools (ii=6) 0 0 1 2 3 G

We will now proceed to examine the situation within
each of the five arcas.

Subarea Analysis

North Mayo (Belmullet) Primary Grants
Belmullet A: Two of the six local Gacltacht primary
schools here registercd no grants at all during our
period. (Onc of these, Clochar na Trécaire: Naiondin
contained 42% under six ycar oldsin 1979/80, but this
isstill less than half of the school population). A third,
with about 70 pupils cnrolled cach year, registered
only three grants over the entire period; whilc a fourth
school, Béal an Mhuirthead, registcred an average
of four grants p.a. out of an annual enrolment of 160-
200. A fifth, An Chorrchloch, with an average
enrolment of 50-70, had no grant qualificrs until
1976/7; thereafier, about cight grants p.a. were camned
until 1983/4, when the figure shot up to 25 for some
unknown reason. The final school, An Eachléim, at
the southernmost tip of the peninsula, is thc most
1solated, and accounted for 81% of the 624 Belmullet
A grants during our period. Average enrolment rose
from 78 pupils in the first three years, to 110-115
thereafter. Grant numbers remained fairly stable at 35
10 39 p a. in the 1970s, falling as a percentage of the
rising population from 45% to 34%, but they shot up
to 69 (or 61%) in the carly 1980s. This too is
perplexing.

Belmullet B: No grants at all were paid in respect of
pupils attending three of the seven Gaeltacht primary

schools in this arca during our period; a total of seven

grants were carned over the entire period in a fourth;

an average of two grants p.a. werc carmed by pupilsin

a fifth school with an annual enrolment of 80-120."
Hence, almost 2il the grant recipients in this arca

atteaded two schools: Ros Dumhach and Ceathri

Thaidhg. In Pos Dumhach, average cnrolment icll

by 15% over our period but grant numbers 2ad per-

formance plumctted from 15 p.a. (20%) to enly four

p.a. (7%). Ceathra Thaidhg accounted for 85% of
all Belmullet B grants during our period (679 out of
803). Again, it is situated in a remotc arca, sur-

rounded by mountain and sca. Even here, however,

grant performance declined, from 86% to 70% of a

fairly stable population of ca. 80.

Belmullet C: The annual total of grants paid in
respect of primary pupils in this whole area was never
higher than 19 during our period and was as low as
scven on one occasion. There are four Gacltacht
schools, onc of which, Gaoth Saile, is thc result of an
amalgamation of two other Gacltacht schools in 1981,
Thisschool and its predecessors accounted for69% of
the 159 grants paid in this arca throughout our period
but only a tenth of its stable population of ca. 100
regularly camed the grant.
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MAP 3.17: PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN MID MAYO (CORRAN AND ACAILL)
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North Mayo Post-Primary Grants

Grants were paid in respect of students attending four
post-primary schools in this area during our period.
They were all within the official Gacltacht. In Belmul-
let A (Béal an Mhuirthead), about 70 grant qualifiers
were divided 2:1 between a mixed-sex secondary
schoo! and a vocational school. Grant numbers de-
clined seriously in both of these in the mid 1970s but
rose again to surpass the carlier levels. Nonetheless,
grant performance remained below 15% in the secon-
dary school and never cxceeded 10% in the vocational

school. The only post-primary school attended by
grant eamers in Belmullet B is the vocational school
at Ros Dumhach, which had been an all-Irish secon-
dary school until the carly 1970s. In this small,
expanding school, grant numbers rosc from 38 to 47
~wver our period but grant performance remained at

bout one half: this was nonetheless by far the highest
proportion in any Mayo post-primary school. The
only Belmullet C schoo! attended by grant earners
was the vocational school at Gaoth Siile but it never
contained more than three grant qualifiers in any
given year prior to its closure i. 1980.

[ e —

THBLF 3.25: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION It SELMULLEL (NORTH MAYO) SCHOOLS, SHOWING
i (2) AVERAGE GRA!T NUMBERS, (D) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
i (C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR FACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 -~ 1983/4

i PRIMARY LEVEL I EARLIER 1970s] TLATER 1970s | FEARLY 1980s |
! LOCALION T a b c! a b c¢c| a b c |
: AELMULLET A 38 S0 87
; An Bachléim 35 78 45% 39 115 34% 69 112 62%
' An Chorrcnloch 0 30 0% 7 54 13% 12 69 17%
1 3830 an Mhiirthead 3 163 2% 4 175 23 S 193 2%
; 3 other Gaeltacht schools ] 3} 1
: BEL, 3: 84 71 65
i CeathrQ Thalihg 67 78 86% 62 79 78% 56 80 70%
i Ros Dumhach 15072 208 7 64 10% 4 62 7%
i S otrer Gaeltacnt schools 2 2 5
! BZLMULLET C: 16 13 16

Gaoth Sirie 10 99 1y 9 97 9% 12107 11%

3 other Jaeltacht schools 3 4 4

TUTAL PRIMARY 138 134 168

LATER 1970s  FARLY 1980s

POST-PRIMARY [EVEL FARLIER .970s

28 335 8% 44 340 i3%
19 252 7% 24 293 3

3¢ Ty 33 3/ T3 49% 47 84 56%

Z B3 2% i {0 2% CIOSED IN 1980

92 7156 3% 34 7H0 12% 115 717 6%
.2.1 for explanatory nohes regarding the Table.

Mid-Mayo (Corran/Acaiil Area)

This arca contains nine Gacltacht primary schools.
Onc of them isa tiny school on the small island of Inis
Bigil off the northeast coast of Acaill. Acaill itself
contains six schools. The recmaining two arc on
Corrdn. No closures or amalgamations occurred
during our period. Primary grant numbers feli from
ca. 30 p.a. in the first two years of our period to about
half that figure for the next four years; the following
year (1979/80), this figure shot up to 47 grants and the
four subscquent years ranged from 67-76 p.a. Grant
performance improved in almost all schools but
remaincd below one quarter.  Post-primary grant
qualifiers in this Mid-Mayo Gacltacht were fairly
cvenly divided between a mixed-sex sccondary and a
vocational school, both on Acaill. Despite growing
school populations, grant perfoimance doubled in
cach of them over our period but was still only 16%
and 12% respectively by the carly 1980s.

No grants at all were paid in respect of pupils attend-
ing the island school of Inis Bigil. In northern Acaill,
no granis were earned by pupils attending Téin an
tSeanbhaile until 1983/4, when six out of 52 pupils
received grants. Béal an Bhalldin had no grants
before 1979/80 but up to five p.a, were paid thereafter
out of an annuai enrolment of 35-45 pupils. In
southern Acaill, only two grants had been paid at An
Doirin in the seven years to 1979/80; four to eight
grants p.a. were paid for the the next three years, and
then it was down to one for the final year (1983/4).
This followed a drastic fall in enrolment: from a very
stable population of ca. 70, it fell suddenly to 21 in
1982/3 and had only recovered to 50 by 1983/4.
Perhaps there is some movement between this school
and Gob an Choire, wherc annual enrolment had
stcadily increased from ca. 70 to 100 by the ecarly
1980s. Here, a total of only 13 grants were carned
over the first ten years of our period but this shot up to
15 in the final year, 1983/4.

71




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 3.26: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION I} CORRAN/ACAILL {(MID~MAYOD) SCHOOLS SHOWING
{a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b} AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 198374

PRIMARY LEVEL [ EARLIER 1970s] LATER 1970s | FARLY 1980s |
LOCATION a b c| a b c¢| a b c |
Toin Re Gaoth 7 45 15% 5 47 11% 11 50 22%
An Corran 173 2% 7 73 16y 16 70 23t
Saile 4 36 1i% 6 37 16% 6 49 12%
Bun an Churraigh 1 76 13% 11 91 12% 24 105 23%
S5 other Gaeltacht schools 3 4 16

TOTAL PRIMARY 25 33 73

POST-PRIMARY LEVEL

EARLIER 1970s

LATER 1970s FARLY 1960¢

MS Damhnait, Acaill il 132 8% 12 119 19% 24 150 16%
GS Caiseal, " 10 168 6% 11 185 6% 27 232 12%
TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 21 300 7% 23 304 8% 51 382 13%

Saile and Bun an Churraigh lie between the two
northern and the two southern Acaill schools. To-
gether, they accounted for 73% of the 285 Acaill
grants during our period. Saile accounted for 30% of
the combined enrolment of these two schools and
contributed 30% of the combined grants total as well.
Prior to 1979/80, the average grants figure in Siile
had been 12% (i.e., about four grants cach year out of
anaverage enrolmenit of 36); thereafter, itroseto 17%
(i.e., about seven grants cach year out of an increased
average enrolment of 45). In Bun an Churraigh
grant performance prior to 1979/80 had been 9% (ca.
scven grants out of an average enrolment of 81);
thereafler, it rose to 20% (21 grants out of an average
enrolment of 103).

The two final schools in this area are on Corrédn.
Again, both seem to have ‘taken off” as far as grants
figures are concerned in 1979/80. Unlike Saile and
Bun an Churraigh, however, the school populations
remained fairly stable. The school at Téin Re Gaoth
had a stable population of 43-51 throughout our
period but grant numbers fell from 12 in the first year,
to an average of two p.a. over the next five years; to
be followed from 1979/80 onwards, by an average of
eleven p.a. The school at An Corranalso had a stable
population (67-75) throughout our period and an
average two grants p.a. before 1979/80; but again, it
rose sharp’ thereafter, in this case to fifteen p.a.

South Mayo (Loch Measca Area)

As late as 1969, there were cight Gacltacht primary
schools in South Mayo, sandwiched between the
Partry mountains and the western shores of Loch
Measca. Today there are four. The first to close,
Doire an Daimh Dheirg, amalgamated in 1969 - not
with An tSraith, the northernmost surviving Gael-
tacht school just below it - but with a Galltacht school.
Another, Gleann Sail, was amalgamated with An

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Trian Liir in-1974. Coili an tSidin remained un-
touched while Pairc an Doire, the southernmost
surviving Gaeltacht school in Mayo, includes two
other Gaeltacht schools which were amalgamated
with it in 1972: Fionnaithe and Seanadh Farachain
(the latter technically in Co. Galway).

Primary grant performance was stable at about one
third throughout our period but the population of
Gacltacht schools declined by about 10%. The south-
emn arca around Pairc an Doire appcars to be the
“source of this population decline. Its average popula-
tion of 51 in the early 1970s had fallen to 25 by the
carly 1980s. Grant numbers and performance also
declined, from 40 to 16 grants p.a. (78% to 64%) over
the period. These figures may or may not reflect the
1972 amalgamations, cither boosting the figures
temporarily or icading to theirlong-term decline. We
do not have the data to test this. However, the figures
from Coill an tSidin, further up the road, suggest that
there may have been some movement of Irish speak-
ers between these two schools; for while average
enrolment in Coill an tSiiin remained remarkably
stable throughout our period, grant numbers and per-
formance increased substantially, from an average of
20 (50%) in the first four years, to 30 (71%) over the
rest of the period. In An Trian Lair (incorporating
Gleann Sail), grant qualifiers were invariably no
more than five p.a. out of a population of 80-85 until
the final three years when they jumped to fourteen. In
the final school at An tSraith, grant qualifiers aver-
aged cleven p.a. out of a stable population of 38-51
but fluctuated with no apparent pattern, the most ex-
treme variation being from four to scventeen in two
consccutive years. A mere fourteen grants were paid
in respect of pupils attending non-Gaeltacht primary
schools during our period but none have been paid
since the mid-1970s.
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TABLE 3.27: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN LOCH MEASCA (SOUTH MAYO) SCHOOLS SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFCRMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL [ EARLIER 1970s| CATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |
LOCATION i a b cl a b c| a b ¢ |
Pairc an Doire 40 51 78% 16 32 50% 16 25 64%
Coill an tSidin 19 41 46% 29 39 74% 30 44 68%
An Trian Lair 6 85 7% 4 81 5% 14 79 18%
An tSraiti 10 41 24% 12 46 26% 10 46 22%
Gaeltacht subtotal 75 218 34% 61 198 32% 70 194 36%
* 3 Galltacht schools 3 1 0
TOTAL PRIMARY 78 62 70
POST-PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s
Colaiste Tuar Mhic Fadaigh 15 193 8% 26 196 13% 39 182 21%
#Baile an Rdba:
~ *Gairmscoil 12 (58) 11 (5%) 5 (3%)
- *MS na mBraithre 9 (5%) 5 (38) 8 (4%)
_=~_*Cl na Trbcaire 0 0 1
TOTAL POST~PRIMARY 36 42 53

- NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Post-primary grant qualificrs attended four Loch Measca
schools during our period. Only one of these was a
Gacltacht school, Tuar Mhic Eadaigh, on the west-
ern shore of Loch Mecasca. In this all-Irish, girls-only
secondary school, grant performance more than doubled
over our period but grant earners still constituted only
a fifth of its students by the early 1980s. Given that
this is the only secondary school left in County Mayo
where Irish is taught as morc than just a subject, it
follows that Mayo boys cannot receive an Irish me-
dium sccondary education in their own county. The
thrce Galltacht schools where grants were earned
were in Ballinrobe, well to the east of Loch Measca.
Grant qualificrs usually constituted less than 5% of
total cnrolmextin cach of them. As grant numbersare
declining in these schools, and as the number of girls
earning grants at Tuar Mhic Eadaigh is growing, the
nature of the cducational provision at second level
would appear to be a contributing factor to the decline
of the Mayo Gaeltacht.

Summary of the Grant Situation in Mayo
Primary grant performance continucd to hover around
one third in South Mayo (the Loch Measca area); in
Mid-Mayo (Corrdn/Acaill) it improved, but was still
undcr a quarter even in the best of the schools; while
in North Mayo (Belmullet) it was under a fifth in
fifteecn of the seventeen Gaeltacht schools. Post-
primary grant performance improved in South Mayo,

" but just to a fifth; in Mid-Mayo it doubled, but just 1o

about onc in cight; and in North Mayo, it remainced
stable, but only at about one in eight in Belmullet A
and at about one half in Belmullet B. Thus while the
situation at post-primary level was somewhat better
than at primary level, the overall situation in Mayo
was of overall decline - or growth - to fairly low levels
of grant performance.

3.2.5 County Analysis: Kerry

The Kerry Gacltacht is located on the two northern-
most Kerry peninsulac i.c., Corca Dhuibhne
(Corkaguiney) and below it, Ufbh Rdthach (Iveragh).
Avcerage primary grant numbers fell from 573 p.a. in
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the early 1970s to 442 in the early 1980s while post-
primary grants rose more modestly, from 392 to 428.
The Corca Dhuibhne share of all Kerry grants rose by
about 10% over our period (from 77% to 88% at
primary levcl and from 73% to 83% at post primary
level) with the Ufbh Rdthach share declining accord-

ingly.

Corca Dhuibhne: The Gacltacht area covers the west
of the peninsula. The interior is mountainous and the
population is concentrated along the coast. The main
townis An Daingean (Dingle: pop. ca. 1400). Anarca
near Caisledn Ghriaire (Castlegregory, in the north-
central part of the peninsula) was added to the Gacl-
tacht area in 1974. As this coincided with the begin-
ning of our period, grant data from the local schools
are complete for the eleven years examined and are
included in the analyses.

At primary level, there were no closures, amalgama-
tions or additions to the stock of twelve Gaeltacht
primary schools over our period and only a fcw grants
were paid in respect of children attending two non-
Gaeltacht primary schools. Excluding 1973/4, which
was an exceptional year, annual enrolment in Gael-
tacht primary schools was fairly stable (790-812) and
grant performance fcll only slightly, from an average
53% in the 1970s to 47% in the early 1980s.

One of the four Gaeltacht post-primary schools is in
the new area incorporated in 1974, while the other
threc were in Dingle town. One of the Dingle schools
closed in 1984, at the close of our period, but again,
there is complete data for the period examined.

The Corca Dhuibhne analysis is based on five subar-

cas as follows:

Corca Dhuibhne A: The small arca in the north-
central part of the peninsula, near Caisledn Ghriaire
(Castlegregory) added to the Gacltacht in 1974, Tt
contains one primary and one sccond level Gael-
tacht school.
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Corca Dhuibhne B: The northwestern Gacltacht arca
around Smerwick Harbour. Itcontains three Gacl-
tacht primary schools but no second level school.

Corca Dhuibhne C: The Gaeltacht area west of An
Daingean (Dingle town). It contains four 3acl-
tacht primary schools but no secend level school.

Corca Dhuibhne D: The Gaeltacht town of An Dain-
gean. It contains two primary schools and three
post-primary schools, one of which closed in
1984,

Corca Dhuibhne E: The arca east of An Daingean. It
contains two Gaeliacht primary schools but no
Gaeltacht post-primary school.

TABLE 3.28: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN CORCA DHUIBHNE SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (b) AVERAGE SCHOOL POFULATIONS, AND
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 198374

PRIMARY LEVEL

[ EARLIER 1970s]

LATER 1970s | FARLY 1980s

LOCATION [ _a b c| a b c| a b ¢
CORCA DHUIBHNE A: 24 47 21

An Clochéan 24 80 30% 45 71 63% 20 60 33%
*Abha an Chaisle 0 2 1

CORCA DHUIBHNE B: 221 269 82% 186 236 79% 175 227 77%
Baile an Fheirtéaraigh 96 118 8l1% 84 107 78% 76 94 319
An Fhecthanach 83 105 84% 68 2 83% 58 75 77%
Smeirbhic 37 46 80% 34 47 72% 41 58 71%
CORCA DHUIBHNE C: 86 120 72% 76 117 64% 92 144 643
pln Chaoin 3 5 - 9 16 - 16 25 64%
Cill Mhic an Domhnaigh 16 21 76% 10 19 53% 11 22 50%
Ceann Tréa 46 64 72% 39 58 67% 42 65 65%
Na Gleannta 21 30 70% 18 26 6% 23 32 72%
CORCA DHUIBHNE D: 24 229 10% 37 253 15% 42 253 16%
An Daingean: Clochar 15 147 108 21 177 12% 29 183 16%
An Daingean: Brdithre 9 32 11% 16 76 21% 13 80 16%
CORCA DHUIBHNE E: 81 125 65% 76 11y 64% 54 108 50%
Cluain Churtha 34 54 63% 35 60 S8% -30 74 40%
Caisgledn na Mine Airde 47 71 663 41 59 69% 24 34 71%
*An Bhreac-chluain 4 4 4

Gaeltacht subtotal 436 824 53% 421 793 53% 382 876 47%
*Galltacht grants 4 6 5

TOTAL PRIMARY 440 427 387

POST-PRIMARY LEVEL

FARLIER 1970s

LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s

CORCA DHUIBHNE A:

MS Leith Tridigh g 104 9% 28 79 35% 28 86 33%

CORCA DHUIBHNE DJ:

An Daingean 278 405 69% 297 399 74% 329 443 74%
- Ceardscoil 57 81 70% 45 64 70% 38 51 74%
- MS na mBraithre 104 159 65% 111 154 72% 131 184 71%
~ CL na Toirbhirte 117 165 71% 141 181 78% 160 208 77%

TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 287 509 56% 325 478 68% 357 529 67%

NOTE: See Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

Corca Dhuibhne A: This area was added to the
official Gacltacht in 1974, at the beginning of our
period. While it is contiguous with Corca Dhuibhne
B, itis effecively isnlated from it by Mount Brandon.
It is served by onc Gaeltacht primary school, An
Clochan, and by one secondary school, Leith Triuigh,
which serves both boys and girls. School enrolments
fell somewhat in both schools over our period. Fol-
lowing the incorporation of the arca into the official
Gacltacht in 1974, primary grant performance doubled
rapidly to two thirds at An Clochin but reverted just
as quickly to a third. Despite a falling school popula-
tion, it would appear that this can be best explained in
terms of ‘unrequited encouragement’ for the new
Gacltacht which could not be justified beyond the end
of the 1970s. (The paucity of grants carned at Abha
an Chaisle, a non-Gacllacht school to the east, rules
out the possibility of Irish speakers having moved to
that school from An Clochan). An even greater
relative increase in performance occurred at Leith
Trifligh, where average post-primary grant numbers
trebled to 28, or from a tenth to a third of the school
population. However, while this level was main-

tained into the 1980s, the demographic decline at
primary level would appear to suggest that it cannot
be sustained much longer from the local caicment
arca. On the other hand, while average enrolment in
this school fell from 104 to 79 during the 1970s, there
was a slight recovery to 86 by the early 1980s.

Corca Dhuibhne B: The three primary schools in this
subarca accounted for 56% of all Corca Dhuibhne
primary grants in the first three years of our period,
falling to about 45% thercafter. Two of the schools,
Baile An Fheirtéaraigh and An Fheothanach, have
had the highest grant performance of any Kerry school
throughout our period but whereas grant performance
remaincd above 75%, the school populations de-
clined stcadily and substantially. In the third school,
Smeirbhic, grant numbers remained fairly stable but
fell from 80% to 70% of a rising school population
(this rise in population was considerably lower than
the population decline in the two other local schools).
In any case, students in this strongest Kerry Gacllacht
arca, arc obliged to go clsewhere for sccond level
cducation, presumably to more anglicised arcas.
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Corca Dhuibhne C: This Gacltacht area lies (o the
west of Corca Duibhne D. Three of the four local
primary schools have had consistently tiny pupil
numbers, averaging well under 33 throughout our
period. Dién Chaoin, isolated in the far west of the
peninsula, was saved from closure amid national
controversy just prior to our period; but although its
population quintupled to 25 p.a. by the carly 1980s,
the numbers up to that point were so low that it would
not be advisable to summarise trends in grant per-
formance. At Cili Mhic An Domhnaigh grant per-
formance fell from three quarters to a half over the
period but here again the numbers are too small to
speak in terms of trends. School populations and
grant performance were stable at Ceann Tra and at
Na Gleannta (ca. 70%). The arca hasnosecond level
scheol.

Corca Dhuibhne D: Primary grant performance in
the town of An Daingcan improved somewhat over
the period, but only from ca. 10% to 15% in cach of
the two primary schools involved (grants doubled in
Clochar Na Toirbhirte where the school population
grew substantial'y, whereas in Na Brdithre, both
school numbers and grant numbcrs were stable).
Three of the four Corca Dhuibhne post-primary schools
where grants were earned during our period are in An
Daingcan. Onc of these four, the vocational school,
closed in 1984, just as our period ended. Prior to its
closure, grant performance had been fairly stable at
70-74% but the school population had been falling.
(Its closurc means that all post-primary Corca Dhuibhne
grant carners now attend sccondary schools). Grant
numbers and performance rosc in the boys’ school
over our period from 104 to 131 (66% to 71%); while
in the girls’ schoot, the increase was from 117 to 160

P e e
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(71% to 77%). It remains to be seen if these schools
will absorb the 38 or so grants p.a. that were being
eamned in the vocational school prior to its closure.
While the three post-primary schools in An Daingean
constantly accounted for over 90% of all grants carned
in sccond level schools on the peninsula, the two
primary schoals in the town only accounted for about
10% of primary grants by the early 1980s, despite
doubling their share of these grants over our period.

Corca Dhuibhne E: East of An Daingean, grant
numbers were fairly stable at Cluain Churtha but fell
from 63% to 40% of the rising school population. At
Caislean Na Mine Airde, grant performance re-
mained stable at just over two thirds but the schooi
population was halved. Finally, a few grants werc
carncd cach ycar at An Bhreac-chluain, which is a
non-Gacltacht school.

Uibh Rdthach: Grant performance declined through-
out this Gacltacht, especially in those schools where
it had been highest at the beginning of our period. By
contrast with Corca Dhuibhne, only onc of the thir-
teen local Gacltacht primary schools in the mid-1960s
has not closed or had another school amalgamated
with it, leaving just four primary schools within the
Gacltacht area. (Threc of the ten schools which
closed just prior to our period were amalgamated with
Galltacht schools). Total annual enrolment in local
Gacltacht primary scheols remained stable over the
period (238-260) but grant performance fell from a
half to less than a quarter. However, this average
figurc is about 30% in Ldthar and An Chillin Liath,
the two casterly schools near Loch Corrén, but just
above 10% in An Gleann and Baile an Sceilg, westof
Ballinskelligs Bay.

TABLE 3.29: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN UIBH RATHACH SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVFRAGE GRANT NUMBERS, () AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
{c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORM\MCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL

| EARLIER 1970s]

LATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |

LOCATION e b c¢c| a b c| a b ¢
L3thar 33 44 5% 12 33 36% 9 26 35%
An Chillin Liath ” 99 71% 34 102 34% 30 110 27%
An Gieann 12 42 28% S 34 15% 4 31 13%
Baile an Sceilg 14 74 19% 2@ 81 11% 11 85 13%
Gaeltacht subtotal 129 260 50% 60 248 24% 55 252 22%
*Galltacht arants 4 3 0

TOTAL PRIMARY 133 63 55

POST-PRIMARY LEVED,

EARLJER 1970s

LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s

*Cathatr Saidhonin

- *Ceariscoil 19 188 0% 13 161 8% 8 147 5%
- *M5 na mRraithre 22 145 15% 14 138 10% 9 125 N1
- *MS Eoin Bosco 24 202 12% 22 221 10% 19 230 8%
*C6 An Coiredn 40 83 45% 27 99 27% 36 167 22%
IO AL POST-PRIMARY LS5 624 173 76 620 12% 72 669 11%

noTe:

See Soction 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.
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Again,in totaf contrast with Corca Dhuibhne, none of
the four local post-primary schools attended by grant
carners are within the official Gacltacht. Two voca-
tional and two stcondary schools arc involved, Three
of the four schools are in Cahirciveen (Cathair
Saidhbhin) and grant numbers and performance are in
rapid declinc in them all. In the boys’ secondary
school, average grant numbers fell from 22 109 (15%
10 7%) between the carly 1970s and the carly 1980s;
in the girls’ sccondary school it fell from 24 1o 19
(12% to 8%); while in the vocational school it fell
from 19 to 8 (10% to 5%).

Together then, grant numbers in the three Cahirciveen
echools were almost halved, from 65 p.a. in the carly
1970s 10 35 in the carly 1980s, by which time they
conslituted less than 10% of students in each of these
scheols. Cahirciveen lies closer to the ‘weaker’ than
to the “stronger’ primary schools. The final school is
the vocational school at An Coiredn, which is some-
what closer physically to the Gacltacht than Cahirciveen
is, and, morcover, is situated in a central position
between the two ‘stronger’ primery schools. Here,
the carly 1980s grants figure of 36 p.a. (equal to the
combincd Cahirciveen figure) was almost as high as
it had beenin the carly 1970s, having fallen heavily in
the late 1970s. However, grant performance, which
rosc dramatically from the late 1970s onwards, was
stcadily halved, from 45% in the carly 1970s 10 21%
in the carly 1980s.

Summary of the Grant Situation in Kerry
At primary level, the only arca where grant perform-
ance remained at three quarters or above was in the

ncighbouring schools at Baile an Fheintéaraigh and
Baile na nGall in the extreme northwest of Corca
Dhuibhne, around Smecirbhic harbour. As in the
island hcartland of the Galway Gacltacht, this heart-
land area of the Kerry Gaeltacht was subject 1o a
falling primary school population. Elsewherc in
Corca Dhuibhne, with the important cxception of
Dingle town (An Daingean) and of the northcastern
part of the peninsula which only became a Gacltacht
area in 1974, grant performance was generally {airly
stablc at about two thirds.

The fact that post-primary students from all over the
Corca Dhuibhne Gacltacht (and possibly further aficld)
were forced 1o travel to An Daingean to further their
cducation is probably rcflected in the contrast be-
tween grant performance at primary level (16%) and
at post-primary level (about three quarters) in ihe
schools of that town.

By contrast with Corca Dhuibhne, grant performance
on thc Uibh Réthach peninsula was in hecadlong
declinc inall primary and post-primary schonls. Here,
by the carly 1980s, only one primary school was
scoring cven one third whereas two schools had been
above 70% less than a decadc carlier. Although there
was no post-primary school within the Gacltacht arca
of Uibh Rathach, grant numbers in the local Galltacht
post-primary schools usually exceeded those carned
in the Gacltacht primary schools: but as these post-
primary grants were sprcad between four different
schools. the highest profile of grant qualificrs in any
one of them was only a fifth of the host school popu-
iation (up to the mid 1970s it had been a half).
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MAP 3.21: PRIMARY JCHOOLS IN CORK
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TARBLE 3.30: SUMMARY GRANT SITUATION IN CORK SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (p) AVERAGE SCHOOL PUPULATIONS, AMD
(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PHRIOD, 1973/4 - 1983/4

PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s| LATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |
LOCATION a b c¢c] a b ¢, a b ¢ |
Barr Duinse 16 28 57% 15 27 55% 9 28 32%
Chil Aodha 23 33 70% 26 39 67% 29 39 74%
Balile Bhuirne 32 130 25% 24 176 14% 22 200 1li%
Ré& na nboiri 15 31 48% 10 42 24% 14 52 27%
Cil an Bhuacaigh 19 24 79% 14 29 70% 5 10 50% (z yrs.}
Baile Ui Bhuaigh 44 106 41% 29 102 29% 22 85 26%
Garradn Ul Chearnaigh 5 125 4% 3 121 2% 6 113 0%
B&al Atha an Ghaorthaich 60 144 42% 51 136 37% 37 141 26%
Cleire 16 21 76% 17 23 74% 13 20 65%
Gaeltacht subtotal 230 642 36% 189 686 28% 149 688 22%
*Galltacht grants 4 1 0
TOTAL PRIMARY 234 190 149
POST~PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s  [ATER 1970s EARLY 1980s
Baile Bhuirne:

~ Colaiste fosagiin 27 226 12% 62 254 24% 66 247 27%

. - Ceardscoil 66 113 53% 62 118 52% 44 124 35%

CS B2al Atha An Ghaorthaidh 40 0 S57% 52 82 63% 47 87 354%
Gaeltacht subtotal 133 47> 32% 176 454 39% 157 458 34%
*Maigh Chromtha

- *Ceardscoil H 2 2

-~ *C) na Trécaire 3 (3%) 9 {3%) 7 (2%)

- *M5 De La Salle 0 3 (1%3) G
TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 142 190 166

NOTE: Sece Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes regarding the Table.

3.2.6 County Analysis: Cork

Primary Grants

Grants were paid in respect of pupils in fifteen Cork
primary schools during our period, onc of which is a
ncw school incorporating three of the others. Atleast
three of the other eleven are non-Gacltacht schools.
School populations were fairly stable in the west
(Barr Duinse and Ciiil Aodha) and south (Béal Atha
an Ghaorthaidh and the island school Cléire); they
rosc in the centre {Baile Bhuirne and Ré na nDeirf)
and they fell in the cast {Ciiil an Bhuacaigh, Baile Uf
Bhuaigh and Garrdn Ui Chearnaigh). There was a
serious decline in both grant numbers and perform-
ancc in cvery school except Ciiil Aodha, although the
smallness of some schools must be taken intoaccount.
By thc carly 1980s, between a quarter and a third of
pupils were carning the grant in all Cork Gacltacht
primary schools except Cléire (65%) and Ciiil Aodha
(749%), but both of these are smali schools.

Post-Primary Grants

Average post-primary grant rumbers were higher in
the carly 1980s than in the carly 1970s (166 1o 143)
although they had been even higher still in the second
half of the 1970s (189). The mixed-sex sccondary
school and the vocational school at Baile Bhuime
regularly accounted for two thirds of the grants; the
vocational school in Béal Atha An Ghaorthaidh for
28%, and the remaining 6% or so (rarcly more thana
dozen students p.a.) were divided among a vocational
school and two single-sex sccondary schools to the
cast of the Gacltacht at Macroom. Grant camers
rarcly cxceeded 3% of total enrolment in any of the
Macroom schools.

In Béal Atha an Ghaorthaidh (which changed from
sccondary to vocational status in 1976) grant numbcrs
rose rapidly to almost 60 p.a. in the mid 1970s but fell
back to 47 p.a. during the carly 1980s, accounting for
almost two thirds of enrolment in the second half of
the 1970s, but for just over 50% in the carly 1980s. At
Baile Bhuirne, grant numbers and performance more
than doubled between the carly 1970s and the carly
1980s in the secondary school (from 27 to 66, or from
12% to 27%) but in the vocational school they de-
clined (from 66 to 44, or from 58% o 35%). Thus in
the Cork Gaeltacht there is only onc school where half
of the students now qualify for the grant; another
where a third qualify (but which is becoming morc
anglicised); and a third wherc just over a quarter of
the students has become the norm for grant qualifica-
tion. Morcover, the greatest physical concentration
of grant carners is in schools where their representa-
tion among the student population is least.

Summary of the Grant Situation in Cork
Primary grant performance declined from athird toa
fifth over Jur period. The decline was substantial in
ten of the eleven primary schools, the exception being
Ciil Aodha, where grant performance had risen slightly
to 74% by the carly 1980s. With the cxception of
Cléire off the south coast which had declined to two
thirds, grant performance in the rest of Cork primary
schools had declined to one third or Iess by the 1980s.
The overall situation at post-primary level remained
fairly stable at one third but the distribution of grant
carners between the three Gacltacht schools involved
changed.
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TASLE 3.31: SUMMARY GRANT PERFORMAIKCE I vAATERFORD SCTHOOLS, SHOWINS
(a) AVFRAGE GRANT NUMBERS, (D) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULATIONS, AND
(C) AVERAGE GRANT PER RMANCE FOR EACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 198374

PRIMARY LEVEL | SARLIER 1970s] LATER 1970s | CARLY 1930s |
LOCATION a b ¢! a b =| a b |
An Rinn 51 108 47% 61 105 53% 64 104 61%
Baile Mhac Airt 25 48 52¢ 22 54 44% 29 60 48%
Scoil na Leanbh 1 182 - 1 181 - 2 181 i%
TOTAL PRIMARY 77 86 95

i POST-PRIMARY LEVEL EARLIER 1970s  LATER 1970s EARLY 1980s

MS Nioclas, An Rinn 22 49 55% 4! 49 B4% 42 47 89%
*3 Dln Garbhan schools 2 6 6

TOTAL POST-PRIMARY 24 47 48

NOTE: See Section 2.2.1 frr explanatory notes rejarding tne Table.

3.2.7 County Analysis: Waterford
Primary Grants:

Grants were paid in respect of pupils attending four
Walterford pritnary schools during our period. One of
these schools is a non-Gacltacht school where only
two grants were carncd throughout our cicven year
period. Another, Scoil na Leanbh (An Rinn), is a
special Irish-medium boarding school where only
cighteen grants were earncd throughout our period
oatof anannual enrolmentof .. 180 pupils (the grant
earncrs were presumably local day-pupils entitled to
apply for the grant). The other 98% of Waterford
grants were shared in the ratio of 2:1 between the
schools of An Rinn and Baile Mhac Airt respec-
tively. Although grant performance appears to be
improving in Waterford, therc have been some rather
sharp annual fluctuations which could be consistent
with improving competence in Irish with length of
time spent at school.

Post-Primary Grants

Foliowing thc incorporation of new arcas into the
Waterford Gacltacht in 1974, average post-primary
grant numbers rosc rapidly from less than 20 to about

45, where they stayed throughout our period. 1It.

remains to be seen if this is yet another case of
‘official encouragement’ which may or may not be

68

sustained. The vast bulk of the grants were carned by
students attending San Nioclds, An Rinn, a small
mixed-sex secondary school and the only post-pri-
mary school in this Gaeltacht. Here, grant perform-
ance regularly excceded 80%. A small number of
grants werc also paid in respect of pupils attending
three schools in the ncarby Galltacht town of Din

"Garbhdn (Dungarvan). These constituted about one

per cent of students in their respective schools and
cven if they all attended the same school they would
constitute little more than this.

Summary of the Grant Situation in
Waterford

Grant performance improved substantially at both
primary and post-primary lcvels over our period.
Howcver, whereas almost 90% of students in the sole
Gacltacht post-primary school were carning grants by
the carly 1980s, grant performance in the best of the
primary schools had risen to only 61%.

84




3.2.8 County Analysis: Meath

The Meath Gacltacht consists of two small non-
contiguous arcas, Rith Cairn and Baile Ghib, that
were planted by families from congested western
Gaeltachtaiunder official auspices in the 1930s. Each
arca contains onc primary school: R:ath Cairn ©
Gramhna) and Baile Ghib (Domhnach Phadraig) but
there is no Gacltachi second level school. There were
no closures or amalgamations of local Gacltacht schools
during our period.

Primary Grants

Primary grant numbers fluctuated considerably, from
alow of 29 in 1978/9 to well over 80 four years later.
Until 1981/2, grants were fairly evenly divided between
Rath Caivn and Baile Ghib. From then on however,
grant numbers almost doubled overnight at Réth
Cairn and continued to rise to such an extent that grant
performance was averaging 80% of an incrcased
school population by the early 1980s. At Baile Ghib
on the other hand, grant numbers remained fairly
constant but grant performance increased from a
quarter to a third, duc to declining enrolment. The
Gacltacht status of two other primary schools is
unclear - Cill Bhride, Bailc Atha Troim (Trim) and
Baile Orai, Ceanannas (Kells) - but throughout our
period only thirtcen grants were carned in the former
and no grants at all were carned in the latter.

TABLE 3.32: SUMMARY GRANT PERFORMANCS ™*! MFATH SCHOOLS, SHOWING
(a) AVERAGR GRANT NUMBERS, (0) AVERAGE SCHOOL POPULAIIOUNS, A'D

(c) AVERAGE GRANT PERFORMANCE FOR SACH SUB-PERIOD, 1973/4 - 1983,/4

Post-Primary Grants

Avcrage post-primary grant numbers fell from 33 in
the 1970s to 23 in the carly 1980s. Grantcamners were
dispersed among twelve schools in four Galltacht
towns - An Uaimh, Ceanannas (Kells), Baile Atha
Troim (Trim) and Athboy - in all of which Irish is
taught as a subject only. Eight of these schools are
sccondary schools (seven of which cater for one sex
only) and there is no comprehensive-type school in
the county where strecaming might help consolidation.
Even in An Uaimh, whosc share of all Mcath grants
rosc from one fifth to three fifths over the period, the
students arc divided among three single-sex sccon-
dary schools and a mixed vocational school.

Summary of the Grant Situation in Meath
Primary grant performance rose substantially over
our period, but the 1ater 1970s had witnessed a serious
decline subscquently reversed. The revival was mainly
confined to Rath Cairn where grant performance
doubled to 80% tctween the later 1970s and the carly
1980s; by contrast, Baile Ghib barely held its own at
about a third.

As therc was no post-primary school within the Mcath
Gacltacht, post-primary grants were dispersed among
twelve local Galltacht schools. This may help to
explain why post-primary grants fell despite soaring
numbers of primary grants.

PRTMARY LEVEL SARLIER 1970s] TATER 1970s | EARLY 1980s |

T
l
1
1
g |
LUCATION L a b ¢ 1 b c !l a b ¢ |
Rath Ca.rn 26 45 58% 26 63 41% 60 75 80% i
Ba:le Ghib 23 84 27% 19 78 24% 22 64 34%
Gaeltacht subtotal 49 129 33% 45 141 32% 82 139 39%
i *2? Two other schoole 2 1 0 !
; TOTAL PRIMARY 51 15 82 :
POST-PRIMARY LEVEL FARLIFR 1970s LATER 19703 FARLY 19570g '
*§ An Jaimh schools 7 14 14
*3 Kells schools 5 4 4 ;
*3 Trim schools 13 9 3
*2 Athboy schools 10 5 L
*TOrAL POST-PRIMARY 35 32 23

NOTE:  Sec Section 3.2.1 for explanatory notes reaarding the Taldle,
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Chapter Four

Summary and Conclusions

4.9 Introduction

This rescarch had two main objectives. The first was
to examinc the value for rescarch and policy purposes
of data gencrated by the £10 grant schemc operated by
Roinn na Gacltachta. Chapters One and Two contain
a detailed description of the operation of the scheme
and bring into focus some important questi. ns relat-
ing to the quality and consistency of the data, the very
restricted information released about the scheme, and
the limited range of other data to which thcy can be
reliably related.

The sccond objective of the study was to compile a
full statistical digest of the available data pertaining
1o the scheme over the ycars 1973/4 1o 1983/4 and to
asscmble a comparable sct of statistics relating o
school pupil populations over the same ycars. This
digest is presented in Appendix A. Using this com-
bined data-basc, the integration of which was some-
times a problem, a detailed cartographic and statisti-
cal analysis was undertaken of the patierns and trends
revealed by the data, at Gaceltacht, county and local
levels. This part of the study, contained in Chapter
Three, presents a generalised picture of home bilin-
gualism in the Gacltacht during the period covered. It
has to be stressed, however, that the picture is general
and tentative. Because of the limited scope of the
data, no firm conclusions can be drawn from the
analysis.

In this chapter the main findings of the foregoing
rescarch arc bricfly reviewed. The first part of the
chapter serves as a convenient summary and at the
same time provides asuitable introduction to the final
two scctions which offer some suggestions for further
rescarch and some straightforward and incxpensive
proposals which could greatly enhance the value of
the data for rescarch and policy purposes.

4.1 Data Constraints

“he scheme was originally introduced by An Roinn
Oideachais in 1933/4 in order to provide a direct eco-
nomic incentive to familics in Gacltacht arcas to
maintain Irish as thc language of the home. The
scheme allowed an annual grant of £2 to be paid to
Gaeltacht parents or guardians in respect of cach of
their children aged 6-14 ycars, once An Roinn Oide-
achais was satisficd that the child’s fluency in Irish
was consistent with the standard to be expected from
children whose home language was Irish. In 1956/7,
responsibility for the grant scheme passed to the
newly-constituted Roinn na Gacltachta, although
applicants continued to be assessed by inspectors of
An Roinn Oideachais until the mid 1970s. From
1964/5 the value of the grant was increased to £1 0and

-
"y s

the scheme was cxtended to include those over six-
teen years of age who were in fulltime education or on
a fulltime training course.

A detailed discussion of the present operation of the
scheme can be found in Chapter One. Only the more
significant fcaturcs that have implications for rc-
secarch will be alluded to here. It is particularly
important to note that for an asscssment of a child to
be undertaken, a parent must take the initiative and
make formal application. Allowing for the fact that
some children arc excluded from the scheme because
of age and other rcasons, it would appear from the
analysis in this Report that, unless the rates of unsuc-
cessful applications arc very high, no applications are
lodged on behalf of possibly more than 50% of
Gaeltacht children who would otherwisc be cligible.
Due to a tolal lack of information on non-applicants,
it remains an open question as to whether these chil-
dren live in homes orareas thatarc already effectively
anglicised.

Upon application, the normal procedure is for the
local Roinn na Gacltachta Stidrthéir 1o visit cach
school attended by grant applicants sometime during
the school year in order to interview the child. Grants
may be refused outright but those refused the grant
may appeal for rcassessment and children refused the
grant onc year may qualify the following ycar. Roinn
na Gaeltachta states that there is no annual linsit sct on
the number or percentage of grants and that cach ap-
plication is dealt with on its merits without regard to
budgetary considerations.

Since 1953/4, information on the annual number and
distribution of grant qualificrs has not been published
regularly. It can be obtained from Roinn na Gacel-
tachta but it must be cmphasised that the data, as
relcased, merely show the number of grant qualificrs
in cach school containing one or morc successful
applicants sct against the total population of that
school.

The value of this data for rescarch purposes can be
discussed under two headings: first, gencral issucs
rclating to the procedures used in asscssing appli-
cants, and sccond, difficultics posed for analysis by
the nature and limited range of the available data.

4.1.1 Assessing fluency in Irish

The assessment for the grant is designed to identify
children with natural fluency in spoken Irish con-
comitant with coming from a home where Irish is the
languagc normally uscd. As acriterion, ‘natural flu-
ency’ isa very difficult concept to operationalisc and
the assessinent will clearly depend to a large extent on
qualitative judgments by the assessor rather than a
quantitative checklist of criteria. Therefore, we do
not know the extent to which different Stitirthdiri
would agree in their assessments of a given applicant.
For long-term analysis, these dilficulties arc com-
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pounded by the transfer of Departmental responsibil-
ity for assessing applicants in 1975/6.

Furthermore, successive censuses and surveys report
continued improvement in ability to speak Irish the
longer and more intensive the exposure to itin school.
It thus becomes increasingly difficult to distinguish
the effects of the school from the effects of the home.
In this regard it is especially important to note that
using Six years as the'minimum age for assessment is
less than ideal for the identification of home-gener-
ated bilingualism, since most children will have had
considerable exposure to Irish in school by that age.

4.1.2 Limited scope of avaiiable data

As has been stated, the only data made publicly
available is the annual number of successful appli-
cants in a particular school. No information is pro-
vided concerning age, gender, school grade, resi-
dence, or any other characteristics of applicants (or of
potential valid applicants) and their families. It can-
not be established, for example, how many familics
(as opposed to pupils) attend each school, or the
extentto which siblings attend different schools. Nor
do we know how many families receive grants in
respect of one child while another is refused or is not
cntered for assessment. 1t is also regrettable that we
cannot determine differential grant performance by
boys and girls. We also do not know how many of
those refused the grant were deemed worthy of it after
rcassessment or in a subsequent year. Nor do we
know how many of the pupils in each school who did
not receive grants in any given year were actually
refused the grant and how many of them were simply
not considered, either because they were too young or
because, for some other reason, no application forms
for assessient were lodged.

Thercfore, only two statistics are available for analy-
sis: the total number of successful grant applicants in
a given school; and these as a percentage of all pupils
in that school.

4.1.3 Difficulties with school enrolment

data and catchment areas

Integrating the data pertaining to the grant scheme
with school enrolment figurcs was not always a straight-
forward task. As grant 2sscssment docs not normally
begin until November and continues throughout the
school year, there is clearly a problem in basing grant
performance on pre-November school populations
collected on various dates for the primary and post-
primary scctors. In addition, school closures and
amalgamations tend to confuse the picture in some
areas.

Finally, it has to be noted that school catchment arcas
donot always coincide with Gacltacht boundarics and
that gr{mt applications are not coufined .o pupils
citherresiding or atiending schools within the official
Gacltacht, This can have asignificant impact on the

LY

analy.is of local patterns. First, there is official
confusion as to the Gaeltacht status of a number of
schools. Sccond, some Gaeltacht schools are located
in areas which have been English-speaking for gen-
erations while some technically Galltacht schools
located near the Gaeltacht boundary contain sizable
numbers of Irish speakers. The fact that the data were
made available only on a school basis thus adds an
extra degree of indeterminacy to the analysis of
paticrns in home bilingualism in the marginal and
smaller Gaeltacht districts.

Because of the factors noted above, it is difficult to
know to what extent the grant data in their present
form allow us to validly measure houschold use of
Irish among the pupils of different schools, At best, it
seems that they permit us to do no more than ten‘a-
tively identify broad patterns. Even striking vari-
ations, whether between schools or from year to year
within schools, cannot be confidently understood to
imply real changes in household language behaviour.

The analysis, therefore, should be read as no more
than a preliminary attempt o deliniate the extent of
the Gaeltacht during the years examined. Notwith-
standing the qualifications noted above, there is a
degree of consistency apparcnt in th» overall patterns
and trends which any discussion of tulingualism in the
Gacltacht should take into account.

4.2 Comparisons with other measures of
bilingualism

It may be helpful at this point, before the findings of
the study are reviewed, to briefly compare this meas-
ure of bilingualism with the Census and other survey
results. As the Census is undertaken only at five ycar
intervals, this comparison is bascd on data from the
1981 Census, the most recent year for which data have
been published. The published Census figures do not
allow disaggregation of under six ycar olds, of pri-
mary, post-primary or other students, or the level or
type of post-primaty school attended. However, a
combination of published and unpublished CSO data
allows fairly rcliable estimates to be made (sce Chap-
ter Two).

Using these Census estimates as a basc for calculating
grant performance, we found ihat the total nuniber of
grant qualificrs in 1980/1 accounted for 41% of all
Gacltacht-resident fulltime primary and post-primary
students aged six and over, regardless of whether they
attended Gaclucht or Galltacht schools. This com-
pares with a grant performance score of 46% among
the population of Gaeltacht schools estimated to be at
lcast six ycars of age on January 1* 1981 and with the
percentages of sclf-reported grant recipients among
pupilsinsccond grade (38%) and in sixth grade (48%)
Gacltacht primary schools collected in 1982 and 1985
respectively in a stratified random sample of these
schools by Harris & Murtagh (1987: Tablc 2). How-
cver, it differs significantly from the 83% of such
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Gacltacht residents who were claimed in the Census
to be able to speak Irish.

There arc two main lincs of explanation, cither or both
of which could help toexplain thesc discrepancics. In
the firstinstance, it is possible that many more poten-
tial applicants than is believed do not apply for
asscssment and/or that there is a very high proportion
of failed applications. We do not, of course, have the
data to test this hypothesis, butit is unlikely to explain
a discrepancy of the magnitude involved here.

Secondly, it should be recalled that the Census merely
asks if a person can speak Irish whereas the £10 grant
scheme secks to assess if this ability is commensuzate
with coming from a home where Irish is normally
used. Ifthis is so however, it would appear that large
proportions of Gacltacht Heads of Houscholds sharc a
tendency with large proportions of their Galitacht
counterparts to ratc school-going children, especially
second level students, as being able to speak Irish
simply because they are in daily contact with the
language at school. Again, however, we do aot have
the relevant data to check this.

Finally, thc grants data may be compared with the
findings of the survey conducted by the Committee on
Irish L inguage Attitudes Research in the early 1970s.
The report of the Committee docs not contain an
overall measure of household usc of Irish, but Tablc II
(p407) suggests that about one third of households
with children reported that Irish was uscd ‘always’ or
*often’ by the children when conversing among them-
selves. This estimate is approximate given that we
cannot contro! for the age of children and that the data
werc coliccted at the beginning of the present study
period, when, as we have seen, grant performance
levels were gencrally higher than later in the study
period. Nonetheless, it clearly falls more closcly
within the range of the grants data (estimated at41%
at zve) than the Census data. Subject to the reserva-
tions noted throughout this report, we thercfore con-
clude that the grants data, even in their present unsat-
isfactory form, are a more discriminating mecasurc of
home bilingualism than the Census. Likewisc they
arc morc comprchensive and up-to-date than the
available survey evidence.

4.3 Patterns and Trends 1973/4 to 1983/4
4.3.1 Introduction

Annual grant numbers ranged from 4350-5000 at
primary level and from 2350-2800 at sccond level.
The overall distributio 1 of grants between counties
was quitc stablec with threc quarters of ali grants
shared between Galway (39%) and Doncgal (35%)
and the remainder going to Kerry (12%), Mayo (6%),
Cork (5%), Waterford (2%) and Mcath (1%). The
percentage shares of all grants going to Cork, Water-
ford and Meath were identical 1o their shares of all
Gacltacht-resident primary and post-primary students
aged six and over as estimated from the 1981 Census
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of Population: Kerry and Donegal each received 3%
more of the grants than their share of Z.uucats; Gal-
way 7% more; while Mayo, with 18% of students,
received only 6% of the grants.

Sharp annual fluctuations, many of a perplexingly
large magnitude, occurnred in cvery county during our
period. Not surprisingly, the more populous counties
recorded the greatest numecrical changes while the
smaller populations recorded the greatest percentage
shifts. The sharpncss of the annual fluctuations and
the differences in scale between Gacltachtai make
ovcrall trends based on annual comparisons between
counties difficult to summarize in a meaningful way.
In addition, schocl closures, amalgamations and changes
of status (c.g. from sccondary to vocational) influ-
cnced trends within counties. Such variations high-
lighted the limitations of inter-county comparisons
and underlined the necessity for more localized analy-
sis.

Grant numbers declined seriously in the late 1970s
but soon reverted to their former Ievel of 7200-7500
p.a. However, this was achicved by a risc in post-
primary grants whercas primary grants, after a short
rally, continued to fall. This was cspecially serious in
Cork and Kerry where, by the carly 1980s, post-pri-
mary grants had equalled or surpasscd the number of
primary grants. Grant numbers fell substantially in
Donegal also. Only in Galway did the primary
component hold its sharc of total grants at the cariy
1970s level.

4.3.2 Spatial Variations within Gaeltacht
. Counties

Regardless of trends in grant numbers, the overall
trend in grant performance in both primary and post-
primary Gacltacht schools was anc of decline to, or
stability at, levels far below those one would expectin
a vibrant Gacltacht. Taking account of under six ycar
old primary pupils and of a nominal number enrotled
in Gacltacht prirnary and post-prirnary schools who
were not entitled to apply for the grant for other
reasons, we would expect a constant grant perform-
ancc of at Icast 80% at primary level and at least 959
at post-primary level. Apart from a few widely
separated schools, no sub-arca within the Gacltacht
reached these levels at any point during our period.
The only sub-arcas where local groups of primary
schools managed to remain at or above 75% through-
out our period were the extreme northwest of Done-
gal, the two Galway istand groups of Ceantar na
1u0iledn and Arainn, and the area around Smeirbhic in
nosthwest Kerry, and the only arcas where post-
primary grant performance remained at orabove 85%
throughout our period were - again - the extreme
northwest of Donegal, the two mainland schools
adjacent to Ceantar na nQiledn (there is no post-
primary school onthe islands themselves) and Arainn.
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This genceral pattern is consistent with the findings cf
previous rescarch conducted by ITE (O Riagdin 1982).
In that study, which incorporated the findings of the
Committee on Irish Language Attitudes Rescarch, it
was argucd that only in the two largest Gaeltacht
districts of Donegal and Galway were bilingual core
arcas of any significant sizc to be found. Adjacent to
these core arcas was an intermediate zonc of more
limited bilingualism. Beyond this zone, and moving
towards the margins of the official Gacltacht, was a
morc or less compielely anglicised arca. The countics
with smaller Gacltacht districts did not appear to have
a genuine corc bul contained arcas with patlerns of
bitingualism similar to the intermediate or the angli-
cised types. It was further argued that trends towards
anglicisation were apparent inthe intermediale zones,
but that trends in the core arcas were unclear.

The present study would suggest, however, that cven
the core arcas were becoming unstable in the cariy
1980s. The summary maps of the five largest Gacl-
tacht districts provide clear evidence of this. (Maps
3.1t 3.8).

In Doncgal, the overall picture is of declining levels
of grant performance. By thcearly 1980s theextreme
northwest was the only arca in Doncgal where three
quarters of primary pupils were stillcarning the grant;
and here, in the heartland of the Doncgal Gacltacht,
average grant performance remained at three quarlers
despite a large rise in the number of grant qualificrs
during our period. Moving inland, in the Gacltacht
primary schools hetween Doiri Beaga and Min na
Manract grant perfermance fell from three quarters
1o two thurds over our period. Elsewhere, except for
a handful of widcly scparated schools, it fell to (or
remained at) onc third or less - often considerably
less. These trends are mirrored atsecond level, that is,
gencral decline except for the extreme northwest.
This arca contains the only post-primary school in
Doncgal where over 80% of the students regularly
carnced the grant: and by the carly 1980s, no other
school reached even 40%. While the weakest arcas
continucd to be the Rosses and the noriheast, the
greatest decline over our period was in southemn
Doncgat where primary and post-primary grant
performance both fell from over 40% 1o just over a
uuarter during our period.

In Connacht, the trends were fairly similar to those in
Doncgal. At primary level, the only arcas where al
least thice quarters of Gacliaeht school pupils sull
carned the grant by the carly 1980s were the two
Gaolway island groups of Ceantar na nOiledn (79%¢)
and Arainn (75% ) but the primary school populations
were dectining in both of these arcas. To the west of
Ceantar na niledn, on the Carna peninsula, grant
performance fell from over 80% 1o two thirds, In the
ealensive area castwards from Ceantar na nOiledn b
the outskirts of Galway city, grant numbers rose but
grant performance fell by about 1044 - to three quar-
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ters in the westerly part, to a half in the part closer o
the city. Galway city itsclf, which is not in the
Gacltacht, continued 10 account for 2% o' all primary
grants carned in the county, but thesc still constituted
only a liny percentage of the host school populations.
In the Gacltacht arca cast of Galway city, grant per-
formance fell from 169 10 5%. North of Galway city,
it continued to hover around onc fifth in the Moycul-
len arca and around onc third further north in the
Joyce Country and in adjacent South Mayo. Grant
performance improved in Mid Mayo (Corran and
Acaill) but still coastituted less than a quarter of
pupils, cven in the best of the schools. Finally in
North Mayo, grant performance was under a fifth in
all but two of the seventeen Gaclacht primary schools.

At post-primary level, the highesi scores were again
in those schools scrving the two Galway groups of
islands of Ccantar na nQilcian and Arainn: these
continued to scorc 85% or over although the Arainn
scorc had fallen by 11% over our period. The profile
of Indrcabhdn was almost identical to that of Arainn
but had fallen just below the 85% mark by the carly
1980s. On Carna, grant performance improved some-
vshat, but just to three quarters; An Spidéal managed
torecovertoabout 60% after a decline during the later
1970s and ihc Joyce Country declined from threc
quarters to a half. In South Mayo, grant performance
improved, but just to a fifth; in Mid Mayo it doubled,
but just to about onc in cight; and in North Mzyo. it
remained stable, bui only at about onc in cight on
Belmullet and at about onc half in the area to the
north. Thus while the situation at post-primary level
was somewhat better than at primary level, the overali
situation in Cennacht was of overall decline or of
growth to fairly low levels of grant performance.

In Kerry, the only arca where primary grants rc-
mained at three quariers or abeve was in the neigh-
bouring schools at Bailc an Fheirtéaraigh and Baile na
nGall in the ¢¥‘reme northwest of Corca Dhuibhne.
As in the island heartland of the Galway Gacltacht,
this heartland arca of the Kerry Gacflacht was subject
1o a falling primary school population. Elsewhere in
Corca Dhuibhne, with the important exception of
Dingle town (An Daingean) and of the northeastern
part of the peninsula which only became a Gaceltacht
arca in 1974, grant periormance was generally fairly
stable at about two thirds. The fact that post-primary
students from alf over the Corca Dhuibhre Gacltacht
(and possibly further aficld) travel to An Daingean 10
(urther their education is probably reflected in the
coniyast between the grant performance at primary
level (16%) and at post-primary level (about three
quarters) in the schools of that town. By contrast with
Corca Dhuibhne, grant performance on thic Uibh
Rathach peninsula was in headlong decline in all
primary and post-primary schools. Here, by the carly
1980s. only one primary school wus scoring even one
third wherz2as two schools had been above 70% less
than a decade carlicr. Altheugh there was no post-
prumary scheol within the Gacltacht arca of Uibh
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Réthach. the number of grunts earned in the local
Galltacht post-primary schools usually ecxcceded the
number of grants eamed in the Gacltacht prim: ry
schools: butasthesc post-primary grants were spread
between four different schools, the highest profile of
grant qualificrs in any one of them was only a {ifth of
the host school population (up to the mid 1970s it had
heen a haly).

In Cork, primary grant performance declined from a
third to a fifth over our period. This decline was
substantial inall butonc of thecleven primary schools,
Ciil Aodha, where grant performance had risen slightly
to 74% by the early 19%0s. With the cxception of
Ciéire off the south coast, which had declined to two
thirds, grant performance in the rest of Cork primary
scheols had declined to onc third or less by the 1980s.
The overall situation at post-primary level remained
fairly stabic at one third but the distribution of grant
carners between the three Gaceltachi schools involved
changed.

In Waterford, grant performance improved substan-
tially at both primary and post-primary levels over our
period. However, whereas almost 90% of students in
the sole Gaeltacht post-primary school were carning
grants by the carly 1980s, grant performance in the
best of the primary schools had risen to only 61%.

Finally, in Meath, there was also a substantial risc in
primary grant performance over our period, but the
later 1970s had witnessed a serious decline subsc-
quently reversed. The revival was mainly confined to
Réth Cairn where grant performance doubled 1o 80%
between the later 1970s and the carly 1980s; by
contrast, Raile Ghib barely held its'own at about a
third. Asthere was no post-primary school within the
Icath Gacltacht, post-primary grants were dispersed
among twelve local Galltacht schoots. This may help
to explain why post-primary grants fell despite soar-
ing numbers of primary grants.

4.4 Suggestions for Further Research

The most obvious arcas requiring further rescarch
rclate to the operation of the grant scheme itself. As
has been observed frequently in the discussion, the
cxtent 1o which the assessment procedures accurately
mecasure home bilingualism is somewhat unclear and
the consistency of the data across arcas and over time
is therefore open 1o question. The possibilities for a
more standardised system of assessment might use-
fully bz cxplored. The additional major problem
relating to the restricted range of ancillary data col-
lected and/or relcased about the scheme will be dis-
cussed in more detail in the next section of this
chapter.

The variations over time and over gzographic space,
presented in Chapter Three, suggest numerous ques-
tions which would tacrit further study. This report is
an up-dated version of an carlier unpublished report
covering the five years to 1978, Littlc has changed in

the meantime except that the Gacltacht has contracted
still further. The numberof Gacluacht primary schools
with 75% or more grant qualifiers feli from 50 to 27
and the number of nen-Gaeltacht primary schools
containing successful grant applicants fell from 38 to
17. Indeed, by the 1980s, there were only three sub-
areas left in the Gaeltacht where 75% or more of the
local primary school population still carned the grant;
and in two of these, the Galway islands and northwest
Corca Dhuibhne in Kerry, grart numbers were falling
in line with, or somewvhat faster than, the local school
population. In the third, the extreme northwest of
Doncgal, grant numbers kept pace with a rising local
school population. While all three areas are rzmotely
situated on the cdge of the Atlantic, the Doncgal
Gaeltacht heartland differed from the other two in at
least two important respects: an accessible industrial
cstate and a local community school. There are fcwer
local employment opportunitics in the other two arcas
and, cxcept for vocational students on the largest of
the Arainn islands, students sccking post-primary
education arc obliged to travel, often to more Angli-
cisud arcas. Therefore, a comparative study of the
importance of local employment opportunitics and
cducational provision for maintaining an Irish-spcak-
ing environment suggests itseii as a topic worth
further investigation.

it has been noted on a number of occasions in this
report that there appears Lo be a case for consolidating
grant qualificrs from a particular arca into a single
school or stream. Tais applics most clearly in Northeast
Donegal, Uibh Rathach, and Mecath, where the com-
plete absence of local Gaceltacht sccond Ievel schools
results in the dispersal of Gacitacht post-primary
students among a variety of Galltacht schools; and
large numbers of g-ant ecarners continuc lo constitute
tiny minoritics in a varicly of Galway city shools. But
it is not sclf-cvident that the consolidation of such
grant carners into a single school or stream would
work - or even if it did, that it would be a desirable
objective A particalarly interesting phenomenon is
the Falcarrach arca in the casterly part of Northwest
Doricgal where grant performance has remained at a
stable 30-40% or so despite soaring numbers of non-
Gacltacht and/or non-Irish-speaking students aticnd-
ing the local Gaceltacht primary and post-primary
schoois. Given our lack of data on school catchment
arcas, astudy of Falcarrach could she w how a border-
line Gacltacht school can maintain a stable and sub-
stantial minority of grant earners, coupled with an op-
portunity to test whether this can be achieved without
“‘ghettoizing’ the [rish-speakers.

Another aspect of the ‘consolidation” issue relates to
school closurcs and amalgamations. While the great
bulk of Gaclwcht primary school closures and amal-
gamutions took place in the half dozen years or so
prior (o our period (when there were 27 closures in
Donegal alone), a further 28 Gacltacht primary schools
closedduring our period whilc only seven new schools
were opened. Since we do not know what proportion
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of pupils from closed schools moved 10 the school
with which their old school amalgamated it is not
always clear from the data at our disposal how these
closurcs and amalgamations affected grant perform-
ance. The most recent cxample of largescale amalga-
mation occurred in 1982, with the amalgamation of
three local Gaeltacht primary schools into a single
school at Béal Atha An Ghaorthaidh in Cork. While
grant performance had been falling steadily up to that
point, it would be valuable 1o examine the subsequent
forwunes of the language in the new school and in the
arca generally.

Finally, although there are tew examples available, it
is necessary 1o ¢xamine some examples of improved
grant performance. There are three main categorics.
First, schools which improved from a fairly high base
to .‘fior-Ghacltacht’ status; seccond, schools which
improved substantially from a fairly low base for no
apparent reason; and third, schools which improved
substantially following their incorporation into the
Gacltachtduring our period. Examples of schoolsand
arcas which would allow one or more of these phe-
nomena to be studied would be a comparison between
Rath Cairn and Baile Ghib in Meath, the primary and
post-primary schools at An Rinn in Waterford, and
Clochdn in Kerry. Besides the obvious rescarch
advantage of their being relatively small and sclf-
contained, cach of these arcas improved its grant
performance despite being surrounded by officially
anglicised arcas, which makes them all the more
interesting and relevant to the basic aim of extending
the use of Irish in non-Gaeltacht arcas.

The above suggcestions focus on what can be learnt
from positive-ncutral rather than negative sociolin-
guistic situations regarding the current and forsceable
prospects for Irish as a used language. They also
involve ecvery Gaeliacht county to some extent.
Obviously, there are many more topics, phenomena,
schools and arcas that could and should be studied -
for example, arcas where grant performance was
strong at the beginning of our period but subscquently
fell below 75% at primary level and/or 85% at post-
primary level. Such research would need 1o be geared
towards identifying fruitful arcas for active policy
intervention.

4.5 The Provision of Public Data

A main aim of this report was to assess the uscfulness
of data on the £10 Grant Scheme for clarifying the
extent to which Irish is the main language used in
Gacltacht homes. As we have scen however, these
data, in their present form, merely allow us to plot a
tentative descriptive profile of patierns and trends and
provide litle or no explanation as to how and why
these trends occurred.

We have already noted some of these data deficien-
cies. Thus forexample, the present repert was obliged
to basec grant performance scores on total schoot
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populations due to lack of data relating to the age/
grade/gender composition of actuai and potential
legitimate grant applicants. Morc importantly, given
that the £10 Grant Scheme is specifically aimed at
assessing family usage, it was not possiblc to collate
£10 grani data into family scores or to correlate them
with data on other types of grants. In addition, there
were technical difficulties in relating the data to
Gacltacht boundaries and to Census data.

The effective monitoring of any policy requires a
constant flow of rclevant, reliable, regularly updated
data - that is to say, background information and
statistics, both current and archival. In many areas of
state policy, data are regularly published in the form
of analytical trend reports, often with commentarics.
In the case of the £10 Grant Scheme, it would be
desirable to prepare such a survey at least every five
years or so, preferably to coincide with the Census of
Population.

In this regard, two recent official reports on public
statistics give cause for concern. The first, by the
National Statistics Board (CSO, 1988), ignores cul-
tural matters in faying down official priority re-
sponses to demands for official statistics. The second,
an EC-commissioned study on altcrnative approaches
to the collection of public statistics, concludes that
language is not a suitable topic for inclusion in cen-
suses designed to be intcgrated with data registers
kept for other administrative purposes (Redfern, 1987:
para. 3.32). Consequently, although legislation is
being drafied 1o allow the release of CSG computer
tapes for rescarch purposcs and while the retenticn of
the language question in the Census of Population
scems assured (CSO, personal commurication), the
prospects scem poor for claborating the role of the
Census question on Irish. Therefore, if Gacliacht
trends are to be monitored and analysed adequately,
there is an urgent need for Roinn na Gaeltachta and
other public bodies to maximise the utility and mutual
compatibility of the data scts already being collected.

The following suggcestions arc made in the belief that
they would greatly improve the quality of information
necessary for an effective monitoring of the £10 Grant
Scheme and - particularly if integrated with data on
other schemes - for an effective assessment of Gael-
tacht policy in general. They would require only
modest administrative changes and some investment
in computerisatior:.

It is important that daw siould be analysable in terms
of individual students and family units, both within
schools and across scliools. A singlc application form
for cach family could achieve this. The family form
would detail all of their children by age, gender, and
school(s) currcntly attended (if any), identifying those
who were applying fov the £10 grant and stating
whetner or not ather Roinn na Gaeltachta grants had
been applicd for by ¢he family. Having veued these
applications, they could then be checked against
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school roll-books to ascertain the numbers entitled to
apply for the grant who did and did not do so and the
numbcrs who were not entitled to apply for the grant.
Following assessments throughout the school year, an
annual summary could be published for the Gaeltacht
as a whole and for cach of the seven Gaeltachtai
scparatcly; for each Gaeltacht school; and for cach
Gallitacht school containing even one pupil or student
entitled to apply for the grant, giving the following
information.

1. The number of PupilsiStudents by gender and
school grade:

who were entitled to apply for the £10 grant that
school year

who validly applied for asscssment that school
ycar

who were not assessed (for burcaucratic reasons)
that school year

who were assessed that school year and suc-
ceeded|failed at that assessment

who (having failed at that assessment) applied for
reassessment

® who were not reassessed (for burcaucratic rea-
sons) that schoal year

@ who were reassessed that school ycar and suc-
ceeded|failed at that session.

-

2. The number of families - distinguishing in each
casc between those with one relevant child and
morc than one relevant child - and preferably
broken down by District Electoral Division or
Townland of residence:

® whereone or more children were entitled to apply
for the grant

@ where all/some/none of the children in the family
entitled to apply did so

@ whercall/some/nonc of the valid applicants quali-
fied for the grant that school year (a) without any
reassessment and (b) only after reassessment

@ where waming notices were sent in the casc of
borderline cases

@ where house visits were made to clarify borderline
cascs.

Appendix Tables 1 and 2, at the end of this chapter,
give some idea of how this might be presented, using
the school as the unit of analysis.

Of course, the £10 Grant Scheme is only onc of many
Roinn na Gaceltachta schemes for the cultural, social
and cconomic improvement of the Gaeltacht. There-
fore, the utility of the £10 grant data would be greatly
cnhanced if data concerning these other schemes
were 1o be integrated with it. Morcover, given that
other public bodies have policies with direct or indi-
rect implications for Irish in the Gaeltacht, the achieve-
ment of compatibility between these various data sets
would provide a very valuable empirical basis on
which to monitor and ascess the effectiveness of
Gacltacht policy as a whole.

The present report found many instances where data.
held by different public bodics with relevance to a
given topic could not be fully integrated. Thus for
example, there were considerable divergences be-
tween lists of Gaeltacht schools supplicd - not only as
between Roinn na Gaeltachta and An Roinn Oide-
achais, but also as between lists from the same source
supplied on different occasions. These divergences
applicd not only to the Gacltacht status of particular
schools but also to names, addresses and locations of
schools - and even to their spelling. Likewise, the
Ordnance Survey has yet to cooperate with Roinn na
Gacltachta to produce up to date detailed maps of
Gacltacht areas, identifying currently open schools
and current Gaeltacht boundaries; and the problem of
disaggregating Census of Population data into cate-
gories compatible with grants and school population
data still remains.

Therefore, it is suggested that Roinn na Gacltachta
should consult with other public bodies such as An
Roinn Oideachais, Udar4s na Gacltachta, the CSO,
the Ordnance Survey and An Coimisitin Logainmneacha
to ensure that their data banks are mutually compat-
ible, accessible, and conducive 10 a comprehensive
analysis of policics for Irish in the Gaeltacht and
throughout the statc generally.
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER FOUR: SUGGESTED FORMAT OF DATA TO BE PROVIDED ANNUALLY BY ROINN NA GAELTACHTA
(See NOTES below TABLE 2)

TABLE 1: SCHOOL POPULATIONS AND £10 GRANT APPLICATIONS CLASSIFIED BY GRADE AND GENDER!

SCHOOY, NAME: ADDRESS:
SCHOOL ROLL No: SCHOOL LOCATION: Gasltacht ( ); HNon-Gaeltacht ( )
SCHOOL TYPE: Primary ( ); Secordary ( ); Vocational ( ); Community ( }; Comprehensive ( )

GEMDER SERVED: Boys oniy ( J; Girls only ( }; Boys and Girls ( )

———————— ORDINARY CLASSES TN ORDINARY SCHOOLS-------— {SEC'DRY|SPECIAL| GRAND
GRADE | THFANTS 1 2 ] 3 4 5 6 TOPS |EDUCAT. | TOTAL
D PUPILS IGEWDER | M F | % _ F | M F ;M F I M F M F|¥ PiMW F M F|M F

Hot entitled to apply

-hecause of age

. —because of residence
. —for other reason

. Entitied to apply
TOTAL POPULATION

. Applied for £10 Jrant
hssessed

nualified for grant
Failed to qual:fy
Souahit reassessment
Di1d not seek "

. Qualified after " !
TOTAL QUALIFIERS i ;

2

im0 T wls

2183 — 2w -

! norES PERTATVING 7O TABLE 1:

RowWws (3 - 3) deal with 'lst round’ appchat Ona, ignoring reassessment applications from failed
cardidates, whether from the current year or 'carried over' from the previous year,
Rod 4 = Rows (itctd). Row £ = Rows {2+e). Row h = Rows (i+#3j). Row 1 = ROws {x+1). Row n  Rows (i+m).

TEBLE 2: SCHOOL POPULATIONS AND £10) GRANT APPLICATIONS CLASSIFIED BY FAMILIES.

SCHOOL HAME: _ ADDRESS:
SCHOOL ROLL ‘io: SCHOOL LOCATION: Gaeltacht ( V; Non-Gaeltacht ( )
SCHOOL. TYPE: Primary ( ); secondary ( ); Vocational ( ); Community ( ); Comprehensive ( )

GEIDER SERVED: 3Boys oniy ( ); Girls only ( ); Boys and Girls ( )

NUMBERS INVOLVED
ONE-CHILD 2+ CHILDREN
FAMILIES |FAMILIES|CHILDREN

Families wWith ore or more children at the school
Families with child(ren) entitled to apply
~all of wnom did so .
-some of whom di1d so -
-none 2f whom did so
FaTml1ie3 where ALL who Were assessed qualified
-without any child be:ny reassessed
-after one or more were reassessed
Famili.es Where SOMFE who were assessed qualified -
-without any child being reassessed -
—aftur cne v Mre were reassessed -
Tamilles ~here NONE who were assessed qualified
—witnolt any child beiny reassessed
-after one or more were reassessec
Fam; 11ez 3ent x 'warning note' with the grant(s) -
Farilies visited 'for farther clarification! -

HOTES:
1. 3oth rabies to be completed for every Gaeltacht school, even if no pupi! 1n the school applies for
the £19 jrant or 15 successful in his/her application. Data on any Salltacht school containing one or
more pupile entitled rno appiy for the grant should also be i1nciuded.

2. All dava stould refer strictly to a given school year, not to the financial year.

3. Fa:led candidares from the previous cchool year who applied for reassessment that school year but
sere nol actually reasseased dntrl the carrent school year shoild be igosred,
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Appendix A

Basic data for each school, detailing
(a) school names, locations, ciosures and amalgamations,
and
{(b) annual grant qualifiers set against annual school populations
for the period 1973/4 - 1983/4

The following pages provide the basic data for each school in the same order as they are dealt with in the text. In
the casc of primary schools, data relating to school names, locations, closures and amaigamations arc shown on
the left hand pages, with statistical data relating to grant performance in the same order on the right. Both types
of data arc combined on the same page in the case of the much smaller number of post-primary schools.

On the left hand pages, names of primary schools still open at the end of our period arc in the leftmost column,
preceded by their official roll numbers; closed Gacltacht schools are in the rightmost column, followed by their
roll numbers. The roll numbers arc omitted on the statistics pages, where cach school namc is shown in caprrats,
followed by the annual number of grant qualifiers attending that school sct against (in heavy type) the annual
school population for cach year of our period.

Post-primary schools arc identificd by type, as follows:

CL (Clochar) = Convent school.

CS or GS (Ceardscoil/Gairmscoil) = Technical/Vocational school.
MS (Mciénscoil) = Sccondary school.

PS (Pobalscoil) = Community school.

SC (Scoil Cuimsithecach) = Comprechensive school.

All Gacltacht schools arc shown, including those which opened or closed during our period, even if no grants were
carncd there. Data on non-Gacllacht schools arc shown for each ycar that even one pupil carned the grant. An
asterisk (*) before the name of a school indicates that it lics outside thg Gacltacht while a question mark means that
its Gacltachtstatus differsas between twolists of Gaeltacht schools provided by Roinn na Gacltachtain 1980 (RG1)
and 1986 (RG2). In such cascs, the status ascribed to it on each list is indicated.

In order to demonstrate the fuil cxtent of school consolidation in Gacltacht arcas, all known school closures and
amalgamations involving Gacltacht schools from the mid-1960s to the end of our period arc shown, with those
which closed during our period underlined. Closed schools are integrated geographically with surviving schools
and all known amalgamations arc indicated by mcans of a plus-mark (+) for the first closed school to be
amalgamated and by ampersands (&) if there is more than one closed school involved. The date following a hash
mark (#) refers to the date of closure and/or amalgamation.

The nomenclature has been standardised in consultation with Oifig na Logainmncacha. Fully standardised
versions arc shown on the left hand pages. The neced for brevity occasionally necessitates the use of abbreviated
forms of school names on the right hand pages but as the schools are arranged in the same sequence, there is no
problem relating them to the standard forms.
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Roll No.

Northeast
16242
16814
18120

19228

19252
18766

14164
18151
17036
17924
15208
16763
18371

16903
18710
14704

Northwest A
05164

17704
16319

Northwest 3
03294
16671
17130
17822
17503

Northwest C
14502
18219
17018

18007
16829
16142
Northwest D
19243

19553

18286

04809
18844
15955
16384

§2

Donegal Primary Schools arranged by Location

School

Dumhaigh Bhig
Glcann Bhairr
Caiscal

Cionn na Leargai

2*Carraig S rt
?7* An Mhaoil Rua

An Tearmann

*Muirc

*Cill Mhic Réandin
*Sc. na nAingeal Naofa
An Srath Mor

Glasan

*Muire

*An Fhothair
*Sc. na Croise Naofa
*Maigh Rua

Toraigh

Baile Chonaill
Gort an Choirce

Caiscal na gCorr

Cnoc Na Naomh
Machaire Ui Robhartaigh
Min an Chladaigh

An Luinncach

Doir{ Beaga
Machaire Chlochair
Dobhar

Rinn na Feirste

Loch an Iir
Min na Manrach

Anagaire

An Clochén Liath

Na hAcrai

An Céidcadh

Béal na Cruite
Arainn Mhor 1
Arainn Mhor 2

Address

An Baile Léir
Leitir Ceanainn
Cionn Droma

Na Diinaibh

Carraig Airt
Duithieann Riach

Leitir Ceanainn

Baile na nGalloglach

Leitir Ceanainn
Leitir Ceanainn
Min an Labdin
An Craoslach
An Craoslach
An Caiscal Mor
Port na Bldiche

Din Fionnachaidh
Diin Fionnachaidh

Gort an Choirce
Gort an Choirce
An Fal Carrach
Gort an Choirce

Gort an Choirce
Gort an Choiree
Gort an Choirce
Gort an Choirce
Doiri Beaga

Doir{ Beaga

Bun Beag

Gaoth Dobhair
Gaoth Dobhair
Leitir Ceanainn
Ath na gCaoire
An Clochdn Liath

Lecitir Ceanainn

An Clochén Liath

which already incl.

Alt an Chorriin

Alt an Chorrdin
Cionn Caslach

Leitir Ccanainn
Leitir Ceanainn

&

Closed/Amalgamated & Comments

(No grants throughout period)

+ Baile Mhicheiil

& An Baile Lair

+ Doire Chasdin

& Muirbheach

Not on RG1; Gacli-RG
Gaclt.-RG1; Gallt-RG.
+Gort na Briad

Opened 1.9.81

Cill Darach V

Inis B6 Finne
+ Min Doire

+ Cnoc Fola
+ Bun an Inbhir

+ An Tor
& Din Liiche

+ Ard Gréine

+ Mullach Dubh

& Min na Leice

& Scoil Dubhthaigh
+ An Clochép Liath
Min Na Croise

& Min an Téitcdin
+ An Mhin Mhér

& Min Beannaid

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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16777 # 30. 6.72
17037 4% 1.7.72
15239 # 30. 6.69
16604 # 1.7.69

15706 #21.2.68

17534 # . .76

15003 # 30. 8.81
16777 # 28.2.70

16994 # 1.7.67
167774 1.1.67

16627 4# 1.7.68
16423 # 4.9.78

16627 # 14.7.67

14765 # 30.6.70
17538 4% 1.7.70
15818# 6.1.75
15961 # 1.9.79
10761 #16.12.67
14826 # 13.5.69
16777# 1.7.72
16668 # 1.7.75




E

SCHOOL

YF-R_[1973/'4]1974/'5]1975/'611976/"'711977/'8]1978/'911979/80]1980/'1,

‘j}/‘211982/'3I1983/'4l

NORTHEAST DONEGAL

Ao

DUMHAIGH BHIG | o ..i o do ..l o ..l o .. o ..l o .. o ..l o ..1 o0 ..
GLEANN BHAIRR | 14 34| 15 33| 16 34| 20 36l 15 35| 13 31| 13 31] 9 28] & 22| & 18] o 22|
CAISEAL | 73 111] 69 108] 92 125] 84 115] 84 121]| 82 134| 88 126| 89 7181 77 116l 61 113| 57 122|
CIONN NA LEARGAT | 40 134] 50 136l 53 139] 51 144| 40 150| 42 142| 47 158| 42 152| 54 147| 55 153] 50 155|
? CARRAIG AIRT | 7 133] 14 138] 10 135| 16 147] 13 134] 8 128| 6 133] 3 1371 0 136l 0 140l 0 141
? AN MHAOIL RUA | 26 97| 27 104| 26 102] 33 109] 34 109| 27 106] 20 102] 31 107] 27 101] 26 103| 20 120l
AN TEARMANN | 2 671 2 74| 8 78| 12 e8| 11 80l 9 811 4 85| 4 271 7 94| 3 80| 3 81l
*BAILE NA nGALLOGLACH | 1 239]
*CILL MHIC REANAIN | 2 120 2 137 3 148] 3 149] 3 145l
*LEITIR CEANAINN | OPENED:| 1 23] 1 .. 1 ..l
AN SRATH MOR | 9 20l 11, 18112 23| 7 221 o ..| o 271 o 26l o 30/ o 25/ o ..| o ..l
GLASAN | 1 28] 1 30l o 36l o 271 o .. o .. o .. o 30l o 271 o 221 o =21l
*MUIRE, AN CRAOSLACH 2 156] 4 168] 4 179] 7 195| 4 199] 4 208] 4 194 5 1821 2 1781 5 163| 4 166l
CILL DARACH | 3 30| 2 271 o 22|cLoseD
*AN FHOTHAIR | 8 44| 7 43| 4 35 4 35| 4 36|l 3 321 3 36|l 2 36l 1 371 1 36} 1 37|
*OUN FIONNACHAIOH | o 38f 3 45| 2 52| 2 57 2 s3] 7 771 7 751 & 84| 4 76| 4 e8] 5 73|
*MAIGH RUA [ 14 66| 15 63| 12 521 9 541 10 55| 9 54| 11 48] 11 46| 8 52| 7 491 9 45|
SCHOOL YEAR [1973/'411974/'5]1975/'611976/'7[1977/'8119787°'9]1979/80]1980/'1]1981/'2]1982/'3]1983/ '4|
NORTHWEST A
TORAT GH | 41 43| 39 45| 41 46| 39 45| 41 54| 20 40f 34 40l 25 30! 17 36|.10 19| 14 14|
INIS BO FINNE | 22 271 20 211 16 171 15 171 13 131 7 12| & 6| 4 7/CLOSED
BAILE CHONAILL | 88 218] s6 236| 91 254| 88 279| 7 286! 54 298| 75 3021105 301] 97 3051100 33| 91 3491
GORT AN CHOIRCE | 73 91| 77_92| 62 65} 46 50{ 40 53| 41 46| 35 42| 32 371 22 35| 26 33| 22 33l
NORTHWEST B
CAISEAL NA gCORR | 62 791 65 791 77 91| 81 100| 72 107] 81 106l 82 104| 82 97| 77 97| 67 87| 74 88}
CNOC NA NAOMH | 80 104] 76 1171 83 125| 84 138| 72 135] 94 148|107 156{118 1491111 143|102 132! 96 136l
MACHAIRE ROBH'TAIGH| 36 48| 36 44| 35 46| 37 44| 37 50| 45 54| 50 wol 50 70l sz 70l s4 73| 58 73l
MIN AN CHLADAIGH | 76 102| 89 118| 98 119103 125100 119] 95 113| 88 101| 89 115] 81 105| 79 103 79 109/
AN LUINNEACH {105 1411109 1481126 162{117 1661136 166|139 1691156 187]153 197[161 207|141 194|147 1991
NORTHWEST C
GOIRI BEAGA 1100 118] 85 1181101 1301109 1451102 1491111 1581130 1681138 1981136 208|142 211]115 211]
MACHAIRE CHLOCHAIR [125 155{130 170/146 162/156 1971149 195|164 200{153 176]116 179/140 1881125 193|110 179
DUN LUICHE | 26 30l 24 29| 14 25| 11 24] 8 19|CLOSED: see next entry
DOBHAR | 37 51| 40 52| 47 49| 42 s55] 32 55| 54 80| 64 86| 61 87| 57 83| 49 77| 38 82|
RINN NA FEIRSTE | 49 73| 58 78| 64 8ol 70 89| 77 104] 76 1081 90 97| 81 98| 80 101] 75 93| 75 99|
LOCH AN IUIR | 28 54| 26 60l 29 60l 29 561 13 521 3 49| 37 58| 35 54| 34 61| 28 52| 28 49l
MIN NA MANRACH | 17 221 17 22| 18 28] 14 6] 8 271 6 270-10 39| 10 17| 12 _17f 10 18] 12 17l
NORTHWEST D
SCOIL OUBHTHAIGH | O ...|CLOSED: see next entry
ANAGAIRE 1110 2171106 220l 96 224] 84 224| 68 2251 72 213| 68 204| 67 2051 62 197] 49 183| 54 187}
AN CLOCHAN LIATH | 17 266] 19 263] 19 274 17 283| 7 284{CLOSED: see next entry
SC LARNACH C. LIATHI | 11 292] *. 306] 10 328] 17 325| 15 340| 23 325|
MIN BEANNAID | 2 16l 0 15ICLOSED: see next entry
NA hACRA | o 82 o 90l 2116l 11211 o ..| 0 140" - 132] 0 1421 0 42| o0 142} 0 142]
AN CE IDEADH |l o .. o .. o .. o .. o .. o 76 o 7] o 791 o 84} o ..| o ..|
BEAL NA CRUITE | o 36/ o 411 1 491 1 59| o ..| 1 621 o 66| 0 w9 2 75| o 78] 0O 76l
ARAINN MHOR (1) | 32 87| 27 81l 37 85| 35 85| 12 82| 22 79l 32 8ol 24 83| 25 82| 20 30| 26 70l
ARAINN MHOR (2) | 38 48] 38 55| 35 55| 31 56| 31 63| 35 59| 32 62| 3¢ 64] 29 64| 26 €8] 26 ..|
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Roll No.

Central
17553
19260

16837
15847
16823
17588
17564
17122

15467
18071
17716
17328

16963
17035
16869

South
19685

18611
18295
18652

Donegal Primary Schools (Continued)

School

An Taobhég
Baile na Finne

An Dichoraidh

Lcitir Mhic an Bhaird
7%*Min an Ghabhann
Baile Ui Chiaragdin
An Coimin
AntEadan Anfach

*Cgonaill Naofa
*Clochar na Trécaire
*Droim na Croise
7*An Roisin

*Dalldn Forgaill
*Mintc na Dé
7*An Bhreacaigh

Naomh Chartha

An Charraig
Min an Oighre
An Caiscal

Address

An Clochén
An Clochién
Leifear

Leifear

Leitir Mhic an Bhaird
Leitir Mhic an Bhaird
An Clochéin

An Clochéin

Na Gleannta

Na Gleannta

Na Gleannta

Na Gleannta

Cill Riadhain

An Clochén Liath

Port Nua
Ard an Ritha
Ard an Réiha

Cill Charthaigh
incorporating

which already incl.
An Charraig
An Charraig
Gleann Cholmcille

L
Yy

Closed/Amalgamated & Commients

+ An Bhrocaigh

+ An Cionn Garbh
& Béal an Atha Méir
& Gleann Léithin

+ Traigh Eidhnecach

17077 #  ..75
16777 # 4.12.67
13954 # 3.9.68
06105 # 18. 3.70
10166 # 11.9.74

16030 # 31.12.76

Not on RG1; Gaelt-RG2 (No grants)

Srath Chaisil

+ Didbinn
Gazclt-RG1; Gallt-RG2
+ An Chruach

Gaclt-RG1; Galli-RG2
+ Leac Chonaill
& Min an Bhealaigh

Opened in 1979

Doire Leathan

& Cill Charthaigh
Cogais

+Teilcann

+ Lecargain na Saortha
+ Loch Dhoirc Thoirc
& Milainn Mhéir

& Malainn Bhig

18649# . .75

16777 # 19.7.69

14876 #13.7.67

14890 # 5.7.69
152204 1.7.73

15641 # 17.9.79
16395 # 17.9.79
161774# 2.9.71
15241 # 1.7.68
14888 # 12.11.72
12118 # 14.7.67
15991 # 23.4.68
14119# 7.1.76
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SCHOOL

YEAR [1973/°4{1974/°5{1975/'6|1976/ " 711977/'8]1978/"3(1979/80(19807 " 11981/ ' 2] 1982/ '3[ 1985/ 4]

CENTRAL DONEGAL

LEITIR BRIC | 7 211 s 2olcLoseD
TAOBHOG I e s11 5 571 16 61l 20 59/ 11 s8] 8 511 8 s1} 7 sol 16 52| 5 511 5 59|
GLEANN LEITHIN | 15 16ICLOSED: see next entry
BAILE NA FINNE ! 40 51| 47 64l 48 65| 51 68l 39 651 41 70l 39 69l 44 63( 48 60| 43 65| 41 36l
AN DUCHORAIDH | 18 45} 15 48| 15 511 14 46l 7 42| 5 371 & 40| 6 36| s 33| O 30 26|
TRAIGH EIDHNEACH | 7 151 8 13l & 121 © 12|CLOSED: see next entry
LEITIR MHICA'BHAIRD] 7 411 4 421 4 411 4 43} o ..| 1 751 1 81l 2 791 3 sol 7 82| 7 ssl|
? MIN AN GHABHANK | o ..l o ..l o ..l o ..1 o .. o_.. o .. o0 ..l o b o L]
BAILE Ui CHIARAGAINI o .. o ..1 o .. o .. o .. o 28 o 32| o 36l 0 36| 2 36| 0 36l
AN COIMIN | 26 36l 26 38| 36 49| 33 48] 38 53| 39 55| 46 59| 49 65| 50 67| 40 60| 35 58!
AN LEADAN ANFACH | 30 49| 26 S1| 32 sel 20 47| 26 46l 24 sz| 31 53| 37 s1| 3¢ S2| 34 58] 24 53|
SRATH CHAISIL | 14 171 14 17]CcLOSED
*CONALL, NA GLEANNTA | | 6102l 1100l 2 871 2 84/ 1 81l
*CL. TROC. | I [ 2 92l 1 9l 1100l 1 99| 3108 1 1211 1 121]
*DROIM NA CROISE | 2 s1| 2 44l 4 a1] 3 36| 1 311 1 311 1 28l
7 AN ROISIN | 3 371 | 3 as]
*DALLAN FORGAILL | 2 8]
*MINTE NA DE [ 10 391 s 4ol 15 371 14 36l 7 41l 8 41| 7 391 10 41] 13 34| 10 32| 8 31|
2_AN BHREACAIGH | 8 75| 16 €9} 15 76] 14 761 9 751 9 70| 9 72| 5 71| S 80| 5 72| 781
SOUTH DONEGAL
DOIRE LEATHAN | 17 36l 20 42| 23 47] 20 471 22 45| 6 40|CLOSED: see next entry
CILL CHARYHAIGH | 60 139] 57 133| 52 135] 54 142| 53 148] 29 136|CLOSED: see next entry
NAOMH CHARTHA | OPENED:| 28 183| 44 179] s3 180 29 78| 22 1811
AN CHARRAIG | 48 122] 44 126] 48 122] 43 139] 27 155] 27 163| 30 166] 32 170] 53 166| 52 163| 49 166!
MIN AN OIGHRE | s2 62| 38 30l 33 371 31 36| 22 36! 8 34| 16 331 25 34| 25 37| 25 44| 22 47|
MALAINN BHISG [ 1 20l 1 18] 0 16|/CLOSED: see next entry
AN CAISEAL 1 3¢ 108] 31 108] 44 109] 37 124] 30 132| 32 137] 40 153] 43 155| 47 154 31 154] 17 1865|
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Galway Primary Schools arranged by Location

Roll No. School Address Closed/Amalgamated & Comments
Arainn

17289 Inis Qirr Inis Oirr

12339 Inis Mcedin Inis Mcdin

12342 Eoghanacht Arainn

17541 Scoil an Cheathrair Alainn Arainn

17456 Cill Réndin Arainn + Cill Einne 123404 1.7.70
Carna

17660 ?*Scoil Naomh Treasa An Caiscal Noton RG1; Gaclt-RG2

18263 Mairos Cama + Glinsce 18613 # 30. 6.70
14421 An Aird Thiar Cama )

18121 Cama Cama

10591 An Aird Mhér Carna

17574 Cill Chiardin Cama + Loch Conaortha 17795 # 1.7.70
17770 Mainis Cama

Ros Muc - An Cheathri Rua

11373 Ros Muc An Turlach Beag

17463 An Gort Mér Ros Muc

11290 Camas Casla

13951 Leitir Muci Caiscal

11261 An Tuairin An Cheathni Rua

17895 Scoil Mhic Dhara An Cheathri Rua + Scoil Mhic Dhara (C) 17896 # 1.7.73
17897 Scoil Mhic Dhara:Najfondin ~ An Chcathrii Rua

Ceantar na nOiledn

13416 Leitir Mcalldin Leitir Mealldin
15518 An Cnoc Leitir Mealldin
Béal an Daingin Inis Treabhair 15449 # 31. 1.80
17689 Tir an Fhia Leitir Méir
14724 An Tra Bhiin (= 190507) Leitir Méir
13528 An Droim . Leitir Méir
13699 Lcitir Méir Leitir Méir
13952 Lcitir Calaidh Lcitir Méir

Ros an Mhil - Bearna

12946 Na Doirid Bailc na hAbhann + Gleann Mhac Muirinn 18314 # 26. 8.69
18514 An Tulaigh Baile na hAbhann + Indreabhén 17959 # 1.7.70
12706 Sailcarna Indrcabhin (An Cnoc) + Sailcarna 12707 # 1.7.72
17556 Clochar Mhuire An Spidéal + Both Loiscthe 1749 # 1.7.68
17455 Scoil Mhichil Naofa An Spidéal
17668 Na Forbacha Bearna
01865 Scoil Shéamais (= 19803?)  Bcearna
13914 7*Rathiin Bearna (An Bhuaile Bheag) Not on RG1; Gacelt-RG2
Moycullen Area
13856 *Piire na Scodche Gaillimh
13415 Na Tuairini Maigh Cuilinn
19529 Maigh Cuilinn Maigh Cuilinn Opened in 1978

' incorporating Leamhcehoill 18136 # 4.9.78

& Maigh Cuilinn 15708 # 4.9.78

15331 An Baile Nua Maigh Cuilinn Closed 1978: Reopened 1. 9.81
08446 Tulaigh Mhic Aodhdin Maigh Cuilinn (No grants)
14590 *Ros Cathail

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Q a i
“RIC 86 ,
| 100




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GALWAY

SCHOOL YEAR 11973/'411974/'5]1975/'611976/'7]11977/'811978/'9]1979/80]1980/'1[1981/'2]1982/'3]1983/ "4}
ARAINN
INIS OiRR | 46 s1] 39 s&] 40 56| 43 sS4i 44 53| 44 51| 44 S1| 46 S0l 45 48] 44 sp| 42 49)
INIS MEAIN | 46 54| 49 52| 48 53| 40 45| 35 38| 28 33| 30 35| 29 32| 25 28| 24 28] 21 29|
EOGHANACHT | 17 171 16 19] 14 23] 16 22| 18 24| 18 291 22 32| 27 36| 25 39| 25 41| 24 39|
A'CHEATHRAIR ALAINN| 22 27| 22 25| 21 26l 20 26l 21 29| 20 25| 18 23| 19 271 23 27| 15 24| 14 21|
CILL RONAIN | 71 149] 73 89| 74 93] 74 90| 73 93| 72 85| 66 90| 64 85| 64 80[ 51 71| 45 65!}
CARNA
? N.TREASA, CAISEALl 0 ..| 1 24 2 31l o ..l o .. o .. 9 ..l ¢ .. o .. o .. o .,
Mairos | 27 32| 30 311 27 38| 28 38| 28 40l 33 42| 32 47| 39 51! 47 49! 45 57| 47 ssi
AN AIRD THIAR ] 51 s4| 48 S1] 48 S2| 39 4S| 36 431 33 43| 34 41| 27 39| 34 38| 36 42| 39 45|
CARNA | 59 82| 45 67| 47 73] 34 69l 23 73| 19 73| 18 75l 23 741 30 86l 32 90| 35 95l
AN AIRD MHOR | 63 68| 57 59| 48 S6| 49 58| 45 60l 41 51| 38 471 29 sol 34 47| 38 44f 31 43|
CILL CHIARAIN 143 86, 51 66| 51 68| 96 63| 44 57|.52 63| 44 771 53 79| s4 82| 50 s6l 52 86l
MaINIS | 38 46| 36 39] 34 38] 33 35| 34 42| 33 40| 29 35| 27 30| 24 28| 21 23| 21 =2si
ROS MUC - AN CHEATHRU RUA
ROS MUC I 61 70l 51 611 53 €6l 55 71| 52 61| 54 61l 56 64| 46 58| a7 s7| 50 591 47 ssi
AN GORT MOR | 38 56| 41 52| 47 sol 46 58| 47 Sel 40 57| 42 eS| 42 s7] 49 62! 46 62| 47 60l
CAMAS | 38 44! 37 47| 32 41| 38 44| 31 38| 33 50| 33 48| 35 53| 43 600 39 51| 39 S1l
LEITIR MuCU 1 35 371 35 40] 35 41| 35 44| 36 47| 39 s1| 44 54| 43 s4| s0 63| 57 68| 62 69l
AN TUAIRIN | 71 80l 69 86| 68 85| 70 87| 76 84| 67 72| 63 77| 75 78| 76 92| 72 90| 63 721
AN CHEATHRG RUA [136 149]131 1451132 143]133 153[120 1461115 156(132 1751177(1721183(1751195(183|188( 178

ditte_ (NAIONAINYI 59 91| 49 87] 38 89| 37 92{ 35 106] 32 109] 28 106] (110 (1131 (112] (112l
CEANTAR NA nOILEAN
LEITIR MEALLAIN | 48 51 45 55| 46 sS| 44 56l 46 SS| 52 S4| 44 s2| 43 54| 40 53| 38 47| 38 48l
AN CNOC | 29 3%] 28 33] 27 311 29 35| 28 30| 30 35| 26 29| 25 26l 23 30| 21 29| 25 33|
INIS TREABHAIR | v 8 7 71 4 & & s 2 31" 3 ..| 3 ..lcLosep | | | |
TIR AN FHIA | 85 98| 76 86| 67 77| 50 69| 52 65| 49 62i 43 5| 40 S1] 41 s9| 40 S7] 35 sS4l
AN TRA BHAIN | s2 571 46 60l 49 59| 47 62| 41 s5| 48 55| 43 47| 44 47| 46 48| 43 4l 11 4s|
AN DROIM | 32 321 31 321 26 35| 29 34| 29 36l 36 39| 36 40| 43 41| 41 46l 45 54| 38 53|
LEITIR MOIR | 76 92| 71 921 75 98| 75 87! 64 89l 62 76| 58 70l 50 e0i 41 sel 40 56| 42 SOl
LEITIR CALAIDH ] 24 29} 25 31] 23 33| 27 3| 28 36] 3¢ 371 30 36} 33 35| 33 36| 28 33} 32 36l
ROS AN MHIL - BEARNA
NA DOIRIU | 81 96| 84 100] 94 112] 83 1221101 136l101 1301106 1281102 1251107 133|108 1431116 140]
AN TYULAIGH | 69 80| 66 84| 62 83l 71 94| 67 100/ 74 100! 78 108] 90 121 92 127] 85 125 96 125|
SAILEARNA | 86 122] 95 1111 98 117/101 140/106 155[129 1681124 1721119 1661115 1621134 1761128 180]
CL. MHUIRE, SPIDEAL| 79 149] 83 163] 90 160l 94 162| 81 186] 91 2031106 197] 97 2051111 203| 91 200/111 182|
SC. MHICHIL, " | 49 60l 59 76l 61 771 59 771 s3 78| 59 71l 52 eS|l 50 671 65 83| 69 esl 91 100
NA FORBACHA, BEARNAl 27 64| 33 68l 28 77| 19 85| 18 93| 20 1031 9 114] 13 116l 19 115] 41 117{ 57 124]
SC. SHEAMAIS | 34 149| 40 174 47 1771 39 206) 34 202] 22 218] & 219 16 2221 11 238 9 256] 13 ..|
*RATHUN, o ] 2 311 1 28] 1 35] 1 32| 1 1 4 | | 1 61]
MOYCULLEN AREA
*PAIRC NA SCEICHE | 1 68} | 11221 2 1581 | 2 185| | I | 3 238l
NA TUAIRING | 7 61l 8 611 5 621 2z 63 5 56| 9 s71 15 591 20 671 21 s8| 13 s&l 15 s4|
LEAMHCHOILL | 23 47| 20 4si 16 39| 18 42| 16 37ICLOSED: see next entry | | | |
MAIGH CUILINN | 11 1281 8 1441 9 155] 13 162] 5 166/CLOSED: see next entry | | | |
LARSCOIL MAIGH CUILINN | I | | | 17 210l 9(286l 4(290] 12 2321 o0 228! 12 231|
AN BAILE NUA | 15 eS| 28 62| 20 60l 21 72l 25 75l 22 ..| 38C | 39 | 51 76| 51 79| 59 88|
TULAIGY MHIC AODHAIN 0 ..l o ..l o ..] o ..] o .. o .. o .. o .1 ¢ ..l o ..1 o ..
*ROS CATHAIL | s 871 6 83 2 90f 1 92| | | i | | | |

101
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* Galway Primary Schools (Continued)

¥l No. School Address Closed/Amalgamated & Comments

G ayCity

16937 *Scoil Fhursa Gaillimh

19371 *Scoil logndid Gaillimh

18634 *Scoil fde Béthar na Tr4, Gaillimh

18929 *Scoil Einne Béthar na Tr4, Gaillimh

19226 *An Baile Ban Gaillimh

19241 *Coldiste N. Doimnic Gaillimh

17784 *Scoil Phidraig Gaillimh

16943 *Scoil San Nioclés An Cladach, Gaillimh

04515 *Clochar na Trdcaire Newtownsmith, Gaillimh

19047 *Scoil Speisialta An Caislcin Nua

19201 *Scoil Speisialta An Rinn Mhér

17845 *Cnoc Mhaol Drisc Gaillimh

East Galway

17759 Mionlach Mionlach

17221 An Caisledn Gearr An Caisledn Gearr

12662 An Carn Mor (= 19828?) Orén Mér

16804 Bailc Chldir Bailc Chldir + Baile Chldir 16805 # 1.7.70

09069 *An Bdn Mér Baile Chlair

17491 7*Baile Grifin Cor an Dola (No grants) Gacll-RG1; Gallt-R(G2

16975 Scoil Bhride Cor an Dola (No grants)

18163 Eanach Dhiin Cor an Dola

18289 *Scoil Shcosaimh Béal Atha an Chlair, Gaillimh (Cnoc Meadha)

18876 *Baile Ciisin Tuaim (Technically in County Mayo)

Joyce Country

13439 *Clochar na Trdcairc Uachtar Ard

04786 *Scoil Chuimin Uachtar Ard

18252 *Doire Oirthir Ghlinne Uachtar Ard

19357 Tir Na Cille An Mim + TirnaCille 11884 # 7.10.75
. & Coill Mhiolcon 12644 # 7.10.75

18581 Corr na Ména Corr Na Ména + An Checathri Gharbh 14654 # 5.9.66

14712 Scoil Phidraig An Fhairche + An Clochar 16894 # 1.7.73

12106 An Chloch Bhreac An Fhairche + Driscachdn 16647 #21.4.69

Amalgamated with a Galltacht school: .........

Loch Eidhncach

16007 # 26. 8.68

19403 Sraith Salach Opened 1976 + Daire Bho Riada 165994 6.7.76
13190 *Sc. Mhuire na Trécaire An Clochin
17584 *Sc. Na mBuachailli An Clochdn
102
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SCHOOL TEAR 11973/'4{1974/'511975/'611976/' 711977/ 811978/ '911979/80] 1960/ '1]1981/'2]1982/'311983/ ' 4|
GALWAY CITY

*SCOIL FHURSA | 14 25¢] 18 2381 13 252] 13 251] 15 2541 11 248| & 2541 15 277| 12 280| 15 3021 15 298|
*SCOIL IOGNAID | 14 221] 12 227] 10 207] 9 207] 12 228] 16 2501 9 274] 7 288 13 314| 6 307] 8 387|

*sc. {DE BR. NA TRA| 356| 1 329] 3 336] | I 2 3771 1 360] | | 13751 4 369l

1
*SCOIL EINNE ditto | 2 321! 2 316l 1 301l
*AN BAILE BAN | 19571 3 918f 4 o74] 2 975]
*COLAISTE DOIMNIC | 1 447] | 1485 1 534 1 59| 15971 1 614|
*SCOIL PHADRAIG | 1 7311 1 6%l
*SAN NIOCLAS | 3 190] 2 188l 2 200l | 1 202!
*CL.TRAC.NEWT'SMITH| 2 5471 1 497] 3 482 2 494| 2 503 7 534] 1 524|
*SC.SP. CAISLEAN Nua 5 771 5 78] 6 70| 5 88| 4 651 2 63l 2 ezl
*SC.SP. AN RINN MHOR | | | | | | | 21e62] 2138l 2 ...
*CNOC MHAOL DRISE | l | | | 1 118] 2 128] 3 125| 4 129! 4 128] 3 131l
EAST GALWAY
MIONLACH | 25 421 27 49| 19 ssl 7 61l 11 eel 7 7 4 83 0 871 1 96| 2 94 1 106l
AN CAISLEAN GEARR | 37 108l 22 13| 10 1111 7 122] 7 1251 3 1251 o0 125! 0 120 3 109 4 1050 2 114
AN CARN MOR t & 691 13 75| 21 75| 15 87| 38 86| 32 93| 27 93{ 21 e8| 22 89| 20 91| 19 100
BAILE CHLAIR | 4128l 5128l 4 13s] 2150l 71571 3177 6 189] 2 201] 5 216] 4 2331 9 244!
*AN BAN MOR | 2 e8] 3 86l 2 96l 2 91l ’
? BAILE GRIFIN | o .. o ..1 o ..1 o ..l o ..} o ..] o .. o .. o ..1 o .. o ..|
COR AN DOLA |l o .. o« .. o .. o ..l o ..t o ..l o .. o ..l o 971 9101 o 102l
EANACH DHUIN | o 48] o0 45| 4 49| 4 s21 1 s8l 2 s71 1 €31 3 791 2 8o} 5 911 4 1011
*BEAL ATHA AN CHLAIR 6 571 4 55| 2 s8] [ 1 e1i 2 s7]
*BAILE CUISEN | 1 42| 1 48l 1 s0] | 1 1 | f I 1 |
JOYCE COUNTRY
*CL TROC.,UACHTAR ARD 5 179 6 177] 4 176] 3 187] 4 1871 2 1771 4 2001 4 205] 6 198| 71971 4 178l
*SC.CHUIMIN | 4 88l 5 96| 2 100! | 3 90l 4 85 3 91| | 2 831 4 89l 6 89l
*DOIRE OIR. GHLINNEI | | 2 231 1 18i
COILL MHioLCON Y"1 11l 0 9|CLOSED: see next entry
TIR NA CILLE | o .. 0 ..ICLOSED: see next entry
TIR NA CILLE | 14 26l 13 22| 12 221 3 43| 7 44| 6 421 2 391 o 35/ 1 371 o 350 ¢ 34l
CORR NA MONA | 24 60| 26 56| 22 sal 22 61l 21 63| 31 60| 42 S7| 41 54| 39 3] 38 71} 41 69|

PADRAIG, AN FHAIRCHE 4 81| 2 84|l 2 8l 5 8l 3 /91 2 8ol 4 771 2 771 5 75| 4 sol 7 76l
AN CHLOCH BHREAC | 29 431 33 43| 31 42| 35 41] 33 41| 31 40| 23 39| 30 42| 30 41| 22 43| 23 38|

DOIRE BHO RIADA | 9 371 7 32| & 26|CLOSED: see next entry

SRAITH SALACH | | loPeNED:| 6 S4] 3 S1| 6 S0l S5 50l 6 471 o0 39| & 47| 14 58!

*MUIRE, AN CLOCHAN | | | | | | | | | | 22291 1 225l

*BUACHAILLE, ditto | | il I | I | { 1 [ [ 1 asl
gk

G-
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Roll No.

Belmullet A
12373
14258
15014
18594
17727
17923

Belmullet B
11582
13882
15032
12569
16283
12568
14188

Belmullet C
13222
13383
14193
19776

Corran/Acaill

16113
16295
17596
14863
16052
18754

16379
14866
17524

Mayo Primary Schools Arranged by Location

School

An Eachléim

An Chill Mhér

An Chorrchloch
Achadh an Ghlaisin
Béal an Mhuirthcad

Cl. na Trécaire (Naiondin)

Béal Deirg

Gleann na Muaidhe
Cecathri Thaidhg
Ros Dumhach

Poll an Témais

An tInbhear

Barr na Tra

Gleann Chaisil
An (Sraith
Dumha Thuama
Gaoth Siile

Téin re Gaoth
An Corran

An Doirin

Gob an Choirc
Siile

Bun an Churraigh

Téin an tScanbhaile
Béal an Bhalldin
Inis Bigil

Loch Measc Area

Amalgamated with a Galltacht school: ...

15073
12689
12626
16852

Others
12350
13502
19248

El{lC 90

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

An (Sraith

An Trian Lair
Coill an 1Sidin
Pdirc an Doire

*Caisledn na hAille
*Bailc an Réba
*Scoil Speisialta

Address

Béal an Mhuirthead
Béal an Mhuirthead
Béal an Mhuirthead
Béal an Mhuirthead
Béal an Mhuirthead
Béal an Mhuirthead

Béal an Atha
Béal an Atha
Béal an Atha
Béal an Atha
Béal an Atha
Barr na Tri

Béal an Atha

Bun na hAbhna
Bun na hAbhna
Gaoth Saile
Gaoth Siile
incorporating

which already incl.

Cathair na Mart
Gob an Choire
Gob an Choire
Cathair na Mart
Gob an Choire
Bun an Churraigh

Dumha Goirt, Acaill
Bun an Churraigh
Cathair na Mart

Clir Chlainne Mhuiris
Clar Chlainne Mhuiris
Tuar Mhic Eadaigh
Tuar Mhic Eadaigh

Clar Chlainnc Mhuins
Bailc an Roba
Caisledn an Bharraigh

Closed/Amalgamated & Comments

(No grants)

+ Béal An Mhuirthead
(No grants)

(No grants)

(No grants)
(No grants)
+ Réth Muircagdin

+ Gaoth Saile
Opened in 1981
Cnoc na Lobhar
& Gaoth Siile
Dumha Locha

+ Béal Fearsaide
+ An tEasléim

+ Bun An Churraigh
& Dumha Eige

{No grants)

Doire An Daimh Dheirg
+ Gleann S4il

+ Fionnaithe
& Seanadh Farachdin

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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14851 # 8.9.69

15966 #27. 9.68
17446 # 1.2.72 -
16855 # 1.9.81

12958 # 1.9.81
13959 # 15. 1.67

16374 # 30.6.70
16627 # 19.12.68

16902 # 16.12.69
17651 # 23.10.70

13469 # 21.9.69
12627 #30.9.74

12485 # 30. 6.72
12646 # 1.7.72
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RIC

MAYD

SCHOOL YEAR |1973/'4{1974/'511975/'6[1976/'7(1977/'811978/'9]1979/80|1980/°1]1981/*2[1982/'31983/'4|
BELMULLET A .
AN EACHLE IM | 37 78| 35 741 34 83| 28 97| 36 125| 41 120| 42 117| 47 15| 70 113] 66 114| 70 108|
AN CHILL MHOR l o .. o ..l o ..t o .1lo ..lo..0lo ..l o..0190..0 50 .10 ..l
AN CHORRCHLOCH | o 431 o 49| o 53| 1 s21 6 sel 10 571 16 55| 9 51| 5 66l & 721 25 70|
ACHADH AN GHLAISIN | o ..l o ..l o ..l o ... 0 ..l o el 0 701 0 72| 1 73] 2 75| 0 71|
BEAL AN MHUIRTHEAD | 2 165 3 164 3 168l 4 154] 4 164| 4 179 6 183 2 197] 11 19| 2 192] 2 188|
cL. TROC. “ (NafoM)| o ..} o ..J o ..l o .." 0o ..} o ..J o ..l o ..l 0 .40 ..1lo ..l
BELMULLET B
BEAL DEIRG l o ..l o .lo .10 .1lo0o.lo..] o .10 ..l o..] o.]o..]|
GLEANN NA MUAIDHE | o ..| o ..l o ..| o .. @ ..| o 48| 2 48| 2 44| 2 45| 1 47| 0 45|
CEATHRU THAIDHG | 70 791 66 78| 65 78| 65 841 66 81| 59 77| 63 81l 57 70| 52 711 57 83| 59 85l
ROS DUMHACH [ 16 75115 731 14 711 10 73l 8 711 7 &5l 3 59| 5 s5| & 59| 5 -60] 2 68l
POLL AN TOMAIS [ 11201 2111 410l 2114 o ..| 1 98 1 97| 2 84| 3 84| & 82| & 78l
AN tINBHEAR [l o ..l o ..l o ..l o ..l o ..io .1lo.0l0o .10 ..o .. o ..
BARR NA TRA o ..i o ..J o .. o ..] o . o s3 o 50f o 4| 0 47 0 48] 0 a5l
BELMULLET C
GLEANN CHAISIL { 3 76l 2 76| 2 66l 1 58| 0 ..| o 55| 1 53] 0 46| 0 46l 50l o0 szl
AN tSRAITH | 5 70l 4 59 3 67| 2 65| 1 s5| 3 51| 2z 59| 3 se|l 2 se6] 2 500 5 49|
DUMHA THUAMA l o .. o .. o .. o .. o .. o 92l o0102] 5116l 2 118 0 40| 2 106|
CNOC NA LOBHAR [ o 42| 0 391 3 34| 1 41| 2 331 7 35| 6 30| 4 26|CLOSED: see next entry |
GAOTH SAILE [ 11 60l 8 s8l 7 e4l 6 60! 4 571 5 621 5 63) 5 76|CLOSED: see next entry |
GAOTH SAILE_(NUA) | | 1 1 | 1 { | | 9 109] 14 110{ 12 103|
CORRANJACAILL
TOIN RE GAOTH | 12 49l 7 43| 3 44| 1 44| 0 ..| 2 49! 8 45) 13 52| 11 70 12 51| 10 51|
AN CORRAN | o 751 2 751 2 69l 1 73] 2 75| 5 76| 13 73] 15 671 16 70| 15 71| 17 69|
AN DOIRIN | o 70l o 70/ o 671 1 701 1 63l o 711 o 72} 5 e8] 8 69| 4 z1| 1 so0l
GOB AN CHOIRE | 3 e8| 3 711 3 711 2 7f 1 721 0 811 1 a4l 1 94| 3160 2 103 15 97|
SAILE | 6 351 4 36f 2 38l 5 371 5 36| 3 33 9 36l 9 41| 7 &8l 7 51| 5 47|
BUN AN CHURRAIGH | 9 e8|l 13 831 7 78l 2 771 7 90l 5 92| 13 99| 19 99| 29 102 24 105] 18 108!
TOIN AN tSEANBHAILEl o ..] o ..l o ..l o ..l o ..] o .. o .. o ..l o .. o ..l & 52
BEAL ANBHALLAIN | o ..l o ..l o ..l o .. o .. o ..I 3 44 5 41l o ..| 5 371 4 35|
INIS BIGIL lo.lo .to.]o.}o..to .| 0o .}bo.]o.[o0 _.1lco..l
LOCH MEASC AREA
AN tSRAITH | 9 40l 4 40l 17 421 9 38| 11 50l 16 46| 14 51| 9 47| & 48| 12 47| 12 44|
GLEANN SAIL | 9 191 5 20ICLOSED: cee next entry
AN TRIAN LAIR | o 63| o0 63/ 5 85] 5 8ol 5 85| 3 83| S g0l 1 78] 14 79| 16 80| 13 77|
COILL AN tSIAIN | 21 40| 15 42| 19 41| 23 34| 30 38| 27 41| 33 41] 31 42| 22 46| 34 44| 34 43|
PAIRC AN DOIRE 44 51| 47 53| 28 49| 27 44] 17 35| 17 28| 14 27| 4 27| 17 25| 17 24| 14 27|
OTHERS
*CAISLEAN NA hAILLE| 3 125 2 124 1 1191 3 119|
*BAILE AN ROBA | 1 2241 1 2331 1 238}
*CAISLEAN A'BHARRAIGH 1 70| 1 1 4]

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Roll No.

Kerry Primary Schools arranged by Location

School

Corca Dhuibhne

14987
14767
10755
16456
06227
16281
16779
15592
11248
00538
16703
15660
10182
16217

Uibh Rathach
10819

08147

16014

18409 -
19304

19436

Amalgamated with a Galliacht school: ........

08530
0u878
10239

Roll No.

14303
12399
06824
15346
14993
10471
14816
14839
13193
19637

18422
04845

92

An Clochin

*Abha an Chaisle

Bailc an Fheirt¢araigh
An Fheothanach
Smeirbhie

Din Chaoin

Cill Mhic an Domhnaigh
Ccann Trd

Na Gleannta

Clochar na Toibhirte
Na Briithre

Cluain Churtha
Caislcdn na Minc Airde
*An Bhrecac-chluain

*Bailc an Tiama
An Gleann
*Fionin

Léthar

An Chillin Liath

Raile an Sceilg

*An Laithreach

*Achadh Tiobraid
*Cathair Dénall

Address

Caisledn Glriaire
An Com

An Daingean

An Daingean

An Daingean

An Daingcan
Ccann Tré

An Daingcan

An Daingean

An Daingcan

An Daingean
Lios Péil
Abhainn an Sciil
Abhainn an Sciil

Dairbhre

Batlc an Sccilg
An Coircdn

An Coircdn
Miistir Gaoithe

which alrcady inel.
Cill Aime
incorporating

which alrcady incl.
Cill Airne

Cill Airmne
Cill Aime

Closed/Amalgamated & Comments

+ Baile an Fheirtéaraigh
+ Baile na nGall

+ Fionan Naofa

+ Achadh Tiobraid
+ Gleann Mhér
+Maistir Gaoithe

& Maistir Gaoithe
Doire

Opened in 1979
Baile an Sceilg

& An tImlcach Mér
An timlcach Mér
Cill Relig

incorporating

Cork Primary Schools arranged by Location

School

Cléire

Barr Duinsc

Ciil Aodha

Bailc Bhuime

Ré na nDoird

7*Ciiil an Bhuacaigh
Bailc Ui Bhuaigh
Garrdn U{ Chcarnaigh
*Cill Eanna
Fionnbarr

#Scoil Na n(‘)g
*Doirc Chonaire

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Address

Diin na Séad
Cuil Aodha
Maigh Chromtha
Maigh Chromtha
Muaigh Chromtha
Maigh Chromtha
Maigh Chromtha
Cluain Droichcad

16290 # 30. 6.67
14480 # 30.6.67

16892 # 16.11.67

13796 # 5.9.68
13973 # 30. 6.77
04463 # 2.9.73
16018 # 13.7.73
12121 # 30. 6.68

08349 # 9.2.79
03784 #19.2.79
14083 # 30. 6.68
14965 # 30. 8.65

14183 # 10. 9.67

Closed/Amalgamated & Comments

Gaclt-RG1; Gallt-RG2
Not on RG1; Gaclt-RG2
Not on RG1; Gaelt-RG2

Baile Eoin, Maigh Chromtha
B¢éal Atha an Ghaorthaidh Opencd 1982

incorporating

Gleann Maghair
An Gleann Garbh

"

Céim an Fhia

& Béal Atha An Ghaorthaidh

16210 # .
14580 # .

& Béal Atha An Ghaorthaidh

106

13211 4 .

.82
82
.82
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KERRY

SCHOOL

CORCA DHUIBHNE

YEAR L1973/'411974/'Sl1975/'6!1976/'7[]977/'§J1978/‘9[1979/80|1980/‘1|1981/‘2|1982/'3112§§"jjl

AN CLOCHAN | 14 81] 22 80l 35 80l 56 79| 53 73| 46 70| 38 71| 33 64| 26 62| 18 53| 16 64l
*ABHA AN CHAISLE | | [ 1 92| 1106l 2108l 21220 2 1131 2 118l 11281 1 124 - |
B. AN FHEIRTEARAIGH| 96 117/100 123| 92 115| 94 115| 93 114| 75 104| 84 101) 74 101] 80 92| 73 99| 74 90|
AN FHEOTHANACH I 93 114] 87 101| 85 100] 75 8el 73 88| 69 84| 66 78| 59 74| 56 69] 59 77l S8 79|
SMEIRBHIC 39 49] 36 45| 33 44| 33 40! 31 43f 33 45| 35 49| 40 s6| 42 s2| 39 57| 42 64!
OUN CHAOIN [ 5 sl o sl & 6 s 13| 6 16l 12 16l 10 17/ 13 19| 14 28] 15 24| 19 24|
CILLMHICA'DOMHNAIGH] 16 23| 17 21| 16 19| *5 23| 7 171 8 21! 9 18] 12 18] 10 2ol 11 24| 12 21]
CEANN TRA | 39 4] 53 65| 47 63| 47 63| 43 61| 35 55| 30 S3| 39 s6| 37 63| 42 68| 46 65
NA GLEANNTA 23 391 21 271 19 241 19 23] 19 25| 19 27] 16 28] 19 29| 22 34| 24 28| 22 34|
AN DAINGEAN: CLOCHAR 12 1561 17 145| 17 1406] 18 156] 16 158| 18 1821 19 198| 32 195| 30 190} 35 184| 23 176!
AN DAINGEAN: BRAITHRE 4 811 9 77| 13 88| 16 78] 17 81l 16 76| 14 75| 15 74! 14 79| 12 78} 13 e4|
CLUAIN CHURTHA | 15 s4| 42 s1| 44 57| a4 sei 41 s7| 35 63| 21 61| 35 &4 33 70| 29 71| 27 81l
CAISL.NA MINE AIRDE| 43 66| 47 71| 51 76| 51 65| 39 61l 44 61] 36 55| 35 S1| 30 44| 29 37| 14 22|
*AN BHREAC-CHLUAIN | 1 1231 s 1271 s 125] 6 1291 6 126 3 132] 3 143| 6 136] 8 1371 2 1371 2 150]
UIBH RATHACH
*BAILE AN TIARNA | 1 50| 1 s0f
Aiv GLEANN [ 13 #1111 40l 11 4asf 6 391 5 34| s 34| 4 31| 4 31] 3 31| 4 23] & 34|
*FIONAN, AN COIREAN| { | s 64/ 3 90| 4 96| 3 971 2 03] 1 118l
GLEANN MHOR I 15 151 10 11l 9 9l 7 10|CLOSED: see next entry
LOTHAR [ 25 3sf 24 33| 16 30l 12 28] 11 32| 8 34| & 32| 14 29| 10 321 11 26] 7 21
AN CHILLIN LIATH | 71 98] 69 97| 70 102] 48 94| 32 95| 31 105| 25 104] 36 113] 34 1111 31 114! 24 104
AN tIMLEACH MOR I 12 331 7 45| 7 430 b 36l 2 35| 7 39/CLOSED: see next entry
BAILE AN SCEILG | 4 291 5 34| 8 33] 7 411 6 42| 5 41|CLOSED: see next entry
BAILE AN SCEILG NUA| | [ | | | | s 831 10 79| 15 86l 11 89| 8 86|
*AN LAITHREACH | 1 34} )
*ACHADH TIOBRAID | 1 81| 1 73] 1 76|
*CATHAIR DONALL | | | | | | | N | { [ 1 82}
CORK
CLEIRE F17 211 18 22| 14 19l 18 26l 18 23] 16 21] 18 211 18 23] 16 20| 11 20| 1z 20|
BARR BUINSE | 13 28| 14 26| 20 311 18 26| 14 261 15 27/ 15 30| 12 28] 11 28] 10 33| s 23|
CUOIL AODHA [ 16 311 27 311 25 36l 28 35| 23 37| 25 43| 27 41| 29 40| 30 36| 26 34| 32 48|
BAILE BHUIRNE [ 31 112] 33 130] 32 147] 35 159] 25 162| 25 180| 19 186| 17 193| 29 197| 22 203] 14 201|
RE NA nDOIRf [ 13 3¢l 19 29l 14 331 13 34|l 12 42| 9 41| & 45/ 10 50| 17 55| 16 51| 9 50|
? COIL AN BHUACAIGH| 20 26| 18 24| 18 21| 18 24| 18 22| 14 20l 12 16| 7 16 & 9| s 10 o0 ..|
BAILE Uf BHUAIGH | 30 112] 49 1011 54 106] 36 102] 36 174| 22 106] 22 99| 27 89l 26 81| 20 82| 19 91|
GARRAN U CHEARNAIGH 8 1241 4 124 3 128] 4 1391 31270 34200 2 1121 1 109! 0113 0 111 o0 108!
*CILL EANNA 3 46l 2 411 1 471 1 as|
CEIM AN FHIA | 2 251 4 28/ 6 30| 6 22| 6 %71 6 19| S 18] 3 15| 3 14ICLOSED:) see
BEAL A'N GHAOR. (C)| 30 53| 31 49| 27 47| 33 s4| 26 57| 31 59| 29 62] 19 s8| 22 63[CLOSED:) next
BEAL A'N GHAOR. (B)| 27 63| 28 68l 25 5] 25 62| 18 62| 19 58| 16 57| 15 s8] 35 64|CLOSED:) entry
BEAL A'N GHAOR. NUA| f | [ | [ [ [ | | 39 145] 32 138
*SC. N'n0G, GLN.MR.| 1 97| | I 21210 1 119] 1 18] [ [ [ | [
*DOIRE CHONAIRE [ 2 18] 2 211 1 20/ | | 1 | | 1 | |
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Roll No.

17295
05548
16818
13473

Roll No.

17088
17203
17513
18174

Waterford Primary Schools arranged by Location

School ‘ Address Closed/Amalgamated & Comments
An Rinn Diin Garbhin

Baile Mhac Ain An Rinn

Scoil Na Lcanbh An Rinn Speisialta/Chénaithe/Gacilge.

*Na nAingcal Naofa Din Garbhin

Meath Primary Schools arranged by Location

School Address Closeé/Amalgamated & Comments

() Gramhna Rith Cairn

Domhnach Phadraig Raile Ghib

2*Cill Bhride Bailc Atha Troim Not on RG1; Gaclt-RG2

7*Baile Orai Ccannanas Not on RG1; Gaclt-RG2 (No g unts)
i
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WATERFORD

AN RINN | 54 106| 39 109] 59 108] 62 112| 65 1071 66 102] 46 105] 66 981 60 103 67 103| 64 105]
BAILE MHAC AIRT | 27 45| 25 52| 23 48] 26 471 20 57| 26 53| 26 53| 21 58! 31 61| 33 60l 22 60l
SCOIL NA LEANBH | 1180l 1184 2182 1182l 1 182] o0 180l o0 1811 5 1811 3 181 3 1821 1 181l
*NA nAINGEAL NAOFA | | L 1 | J | | |2 314 | |
MEATH

RATH CAIRN | 29 46| 26 40l 22 50| 20 61| 23 61] 18 62| 26 64| 45 67| 57 75| 62 77| 61 83|
BAILE GHIB | 22 86l 20 831 27 82l 27 81| 12 e1] 9 78| 23 76| 25 73| 18 65| 23 60l 25 67I
? CILL BHRIDE | 2 799 2 771 2 84l 3 e9i 0 ..! 2 o8 2 8ol ¢ 86l 0 81 0 82l 0 82|
7 BAILE ORAf o .40 .1lo .1lo0o .10 .10 .190.}o .1lo .}J o .1 o ..l
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DONEGAL POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL

11973/'411974/'5]1975/'611976/'7]1977/'8(1978/'9]1979/8011980/'111981/°2|1962/'3{1983/ 4]

SLEITIR CEANAINN:

*COLAISTE LORETO | 1 409] 1 466] 1 481] 2 484l 2 542| 7580 2 600l 56201 7662 5 675 7 696|
*COLAISTE ADHAMHAINI | | [ 1 418] | | | | | | |
*AN CEARDSCOIL |3 318] [ 1 365] | ] | 2375] 13721 23871 2 378 2 402l
*SRATH AN URLAIR:

*COLAISTE coLuMBA | 17 310| 16 368| 11 410| 14 457 21 5171 11 s63| 12 602| 12 633] 12 688l 13 722| 15 782|
*AN CEARDSCOIL | 32151 6229 5 226] 10 213] 6 214] 6 207] 7 243{ 6 258] 2 295] 2 291| 1 262|
*BAILE NA nGALLOGLACH:

*COLAISTE (ORETO | 59 421| 61 433| 76 485! 80 566l 81 602| 80 655| 86 675 79 688 99 696| 85 756|104 751|
*AN CEARDSCOIL | 28 209] 30 233| 38 235] 41 246] 37 239] 15 224] 31 224| 34 248] 26 225| 21 269] 13 271|
PS CLOICH CHIONNAOLA178 451|165 464(200 524 (223 5931217 624|203 6221253 639|252 6461256 692|305 762|303 805/
PS GAOTH DOBHAIR  |191 226|209 2511225 2431223 2551246 293|247 3091285 321|294 3201303 355|314 366|298 3481
PS NA ROSSAN | 52 242] 51 226| 57 245| 59 253| 53 268] 51 328! 62 376| 61 422] 62 462| 55 471| 52 432|
GS BEAL AN ATHA MOIR OPENED: | 19 77| 21 32|
*SC NA GLEANNTAT | 73 406] 60 408| 71 412 67 403| 72 407) 57 431| 53 410| 57 408| 64 415] 33 439] 37 420l
CS AN CHARRAIG | 96 205 99 225[100 223|103 210] 94 197] 69 201] 68 211| 67 215| 74 230| 65 251] 63 256/

GALWAY POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL 11973/'4]1974/'5]1975/'611976/' 711977/'811978/'9]1979/80] 1980/ ' 1{1981/'2]1982/'311983/' 4|

*GALWAY CITY SCHOOLS:
ACOL. DOMINIC | »

3761

12 394| 10 413 © 456 10 465 10 515 9 ss0l 11 5791 19 565 15 s62| 20 S70|
*COL. IOGNAID | 20 240l 24 2641 20 283| 28 320| 34 355! 21 350l 23 425| 19 432 17 441] 25 423| 20 458
*COL. SHEOSAIMH | 7589 9604 9610l 66280 2630 1635 4666l 36801 6 694l | 4 699!
*COL. EINDE 1 20 172] 15 193] 17 2001 15 214| 16 271 19 272] 23 271 19 250| 27 264| 27 283| 16 327|
*COL. MHUIRE | | | 52921 6 295| 5 283| 4 302] 4 304 2 328| 10 369 11 415] & 427|
*CL. TOIR., RATHON | 9 2371 7 2421 7 2571 3 2751 9 278! 4 283 4 292 2 3011 & 20| & 340l 8 368|
*MS MHUIRE | 21 48] 17 440! 20 460| 17 446| 12 446| 2 433] 2 a56| 4 453| 3 451| | 2 493|
*MS SALERNO | 24 212 15 236l 20 239| 21 258 25 284 30 321| 31 341 27 350| 27 368| 22 400| 18 402|
xGS ATHAIR O GRIOFA| 4z 429] 44 412] 35 462| 26 449| 22 483] 19 458] 18 4671 19 461| 23 499| 29 s22| 30 542|
*¢cs MOININ NA gCIS.] 14 496] 8 545] 9 602] 10 624] 7 644 4 €17] | |3 647] l |
*OTHER GALLTACHT SCHOOLS:
*PS AN CLOCHAN | | 32811 3 308]| | | | 13271 1 344] 2 3384| 2 338l |
*M5 POL,UACHTAR ARD| 22 189] 22 203| 24 217| 17 215| 18 204] 13 225| 10 228 6 236l 2 261 S 267|
*CL, TOIR., ORAN MOR] 1 200] 1.179] 3 188| | [ i | | 1 | }
GAEL TACHT SCHOOLS:
COL. AN SPIDEAL 1120 2271140 2271153 2241130 216]120 212109 198| 92 196| 98 1891116 199|136 224|145 244/
S INDREABHAN I 83 92| 78 &4f 97 101] 95 105| 81 95| 85 93| 98 109/109 115105 122|109 128(101 130|
SC AN CHEATHRU RUA 1319 3381315 3401311 354(314 3501292 3291301 346|279 300|302 314332 3721342 3761352 383|
GS ROS MUC | a8 48| 42 49] 38 40] 34 36| 47 49| 53 57| 42 44| 41 42] 36 38| 35 41| 37 40|
€S CILL RONAIN | s1 51| 42 47| 63 64| 64 67| 54 58| 45 s9] 50 57| 56 63| 46 62| 68 74| 69 79|
PS CARNA 1157 2051133 1901121 1831138 188(135 1871123 178/109 170126 161/136 165/111 167(133 1711

CS CORR NA MONA

| 42 58| 44 62] 56 74] 34 70i 36 75| 33 62| 38 60] 35 69| 39 70{ 38 70| 36 75|
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MAYO POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL 119737'4]1974/'5[1975/'6]1976/°7{1977/'811978/' 911979/80[1360/'1]1381/ ‘2119827 311983/ ' 4]

NORTH MAYO

BEAL AN MHUIRTHEAD:
CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE| 38 352| 34 350| 30 3551 21 341( 24 344| 26 3361 32 335( 36 321] 40 334 43 331] 49 354]
GS BEAL A'MHUIRTHEAO 27 210] 13 195| 14 231] 13 245| 13 225| 15 229] 25 256 30 306| 24 292| 27 306| 22 281|

GS ROS DUMHACH | 47 73] 36 76l 30 63| 32 67| 37 73| 42 77| 29 74| 40 76| 48 80| 43 78| SO 94|

GS GAOTH SAILE | 2 971 1 82l 2 89] 3 52| ¢ 42| 1 40} 0 28|CLOSEOD |

MID MAYO

ACAILL:

MS DAMHNAIT, ACAILL| 6 128 13 133] 15 135] 9 119] 13 109] 14 115] 10 121] 13 131] 22 139| 23 144} 28 168!
GS CAISEAL, ACAILL| 10 161] 12 159} 9 183| 5 201] 10 184] 11 173} 12 178] 16 189] 33 221] 24 232 24 242|

SOUTH_MAYD
COL. TUAR MHIC £A0.| 15 198] 11 190 18 192] 21 189] 23 197] 24 198[ 25 194| 36 200/ 32 180| 42 180| 44 187|

*BAILE AN ROBA:

*M5 NA mBRAITHRE | 8 1521 8 1571 10 180l & 1571 5 136! 5 158 2 1631 7 161] 5 168] 10 1881 9 189l
*CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE | | | | 1 233l | | | | 1 3 266l

*GS BAILE AN ROBA | 14 227| 12 213| 9 243] 8 248] 9 230| 17 219] 13 204| 8 219} 7 198] 4 195] 3 175|

KERRY POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL 11973/'411974/°5[1975/'611976/°711977/'811978/'9]1979/80(1980/:1]1981/'2]| 1982/ '3]1983/ ' 4}
CORCA OHUIBHNE

AN DAINGEAN

MS NA mBRAITHRE | 90 166(111 1651112 145] 95 142[101 142|109 147|107 156i143 1831127 1711137 1891130 193]

CL. NA TOIRBHIRTE 1113 1651109 157129 1731131 1691132 1751143 1761135 184[165 2021166 2081157 2081156 209|

AN CEAROSCOIL {61 76l 51 85| 59 82| 69 98| 50 79| 49 s6| 34 52| 24 33| 37 47| 37 53| 40 53|

MS LEITH TRIUIGH | 6 103] 8 107] 13 101] 27 83| 33 78] 25 73| 26 79l 28 82| 25 78] 31 88l 29 93

) uiBH RATHACH
®CATHAIR SAIDHBHIN

*MS NA mBRAITHRE | 25 153| z0 144] 22 137] 20 140] 11 138| 15 145 9 142| 13 1261 11 130] 7 1201 8 125|
*MS EQIN BOSCO 1 29 1921 23 201] 20 2121 26 2221 22 216| 23 217| 18 223 21 226! 18 2251 17 235! 21 229|
*AN CEARDSCOIL | 18 182] 18 181] 20 202] 19 197] 19 175] 3 154| 9 140] 8 1411 8 143 8 148] 7 151

2CS AN COIREAN | 47 91| 38 90| 35 85| 30 69{ 25 77| 25 92| 24 118| 30 139] 38 156] 38 162] 31 183!

CORK POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY VLOCATION

SCHOOL 11973/'4]11974/'511975/'6{1976/° 7|1977/'8[1978/ ' 9]1979/80] 1760/ 1] 19681/ ‘2] 1982/ '3] 1983/ 4|

*MAIGH CHROMTHA

%CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE 8 281 5 286l 11 293| 16 3211 9 316] 7 3201 6 3181 7 3351 8 3781 7 394 7 384
AMS OE LA SALLE | | | 2218l 3 228] 4 2371 3 240| 3 249| | 2 2e61] | |
=AN CEARDSCOIL | 3 174] | | & 221l | 1 239] | 1239l 22531 2 246l 1 257|

BAILE BHUIRNE
COLAISTE [0SAGAIN | 19 2171 27 223] 36 237| 51 241] 57 2561 65 2521 69 268| 69 252| 66 240] 67 258! 65 250|
AN CEAROSCOIL | 61 116766 112] 71 112] 68 1041 57 115] 64 126 62 118] 57 129] 42 123] 47 1251 42 124]

BEAL A'N GHAORTHAIGH 36 67| 37 66] 47 77| S8 85| 56 91| 55 83] 48 771 41 74| 48 27| 45 84| 47 90|
Béal A'n Ghaorthaigh changed from MS to CS status from 1976/'7. .
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WATERFORD POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL 119737411974/ '5]1975/'6]1976/' 711977/ '8]1978/' 911979780 1980/ ' 1]1981/'2] 1982/ '3{1983/ " 4|
MS NIOCLAS, AN RINN| 22 391 13 411 31 41| 40 5ol 42 S3| 42 sol 39 47| 42 431 39 44| 41 47| 45 so|
*DUN GARBHAN

*CLOCHAR NA YROCAIRE | | | | | | 3 402) o 4071 4 4100 5 4241 2 439|
*CL. NA TOIRBHIRTE | i | s 278l 4 290l 3 2921 3 300/ 2306l 6 318/ 2 306] 1 3051 1 311]
*AN CEARDSCOIL ] i ] | | | | 1189 1 211} 1 208 1 209]

MEATH POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL GRANTS BY LOCATION

SCHOOL

119737'4]1974/'5]1975/' 611976/ ' 711977/ '8]1978/ 9] 1979/80] 1980/ ' 1]1981, 211982/ '3]1963/ 4|

*CEANANNAS (KELLS)

%145 NA mBRAITHRE | [ 11811 1193 1 2091 1 247/ | I 1 340 1 348|
*CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE 1 3211 1 356| 2 4031 2 4171 2 4211 5 451 4 448| 3 414] 4 446
*AN CEARDSCOIL | 2280l 3 2951 2 261]| I | | | 1173] 1 213]
*AN UAIMH

*MS PADRAIG I i | | [ [ I | 2 s41] 2 s48]
*CLOCHAR LORETO | | 4 342! s 3821 5 4041 13971 1 419] 1 462l | |
*CLOCHAR NA TROGCAIRE 4 390 4 438] S 4771 8 497 7 490| 5516l 2 5221 6 520 3 s528i
*AN CEARDSCOIL | I I | | 4 461] 9 477] 10 544| 8 575 8 5861

*BAILE ATHA TROIM (TRIM)

*MS NA mBRAITHRE | 7 1881 6 189] 10 2201 8 258! 7 242| 5 2351 3 2221 1 228| i
*CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE 3 299 290! | 53631 6 4091 2 435] 2 443] 3 44g| 2 469|
*AN CEARDSCOIL | 5208l 6211 119l | | | I 2 201l i

~n

*BAILE ATHA BUI (ATHBOY)
*CLOCHAR NA TROCAIRE S 235] 5 2s0| 4 262
*AN CEARDSCOIL |

s 2721 ¢ 2691 3 2731 2 284 3 307 1 300|
31621 5 163] 7 155] 4 151] 3 134] 2 138] 2 139] 1 164} 1

1
2

- N

-

3421 1 3401
438| 2 448l

| |
59| [

| |
568 | |
s71| 10 S20]
290! 2 313§
454| 2 446|
203} |
309| 2 341|
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