
THE PATER NOSTER IN IRISH:THE PRE-REFORMATION PERIOD11. introductionSome years ago Professor Brian �O Cu��v published an article entitled`Some versions of the sixth petition in the Pater noster ' in Studia Celtica14{15 (1979{80) 212{22, in which he placed a number of quite widelydi�erent Irish translations of that petition in the context of translationsinto the other Celtic languages and into other European languages andof the Latin and Greek versions. He provided interesting comparisons(and indeed contrasts) between versions in the di�erent languages, whilealso referring to the in
uence that one version may have had on another.More than twenty years ago he had set me to study the Irish versionsof the familiar prayers (Pater, Ave and Creed). The approach I tookwas rather more linear than that in his article, concentrating on thein
uence that versions in other languages and earlier versions in Irish,and also other factors, might have had on new Irish versions as they madetheir appearance. Over the intervening years I have continued to collectevidence, particularly in relation to the Pater, but, in presenting thisstudy, I do not propose to alter my approach because the factors whichmay in
uence the coming into existence of a version of the Pater are somany and so complex that to attempt a minute comparative/contrastiveanalysis of the complete text of the prayer would have the e�ect ofin
ating this study to unacceptable proportions.Such factors would include considerations such as the following:1. The Pater is an extremely ancient prayer, indeed it is as old asChristianity itself.2. It is held in great reverence by Christians, its composition beingattributed to Jesus Christ himself by two of the synoptic evangelists,Matthew and Luke.3. The text of the Pater exists in various modes, viz., not onlyas part of the text of the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, but also aspart of extended liturgical texts such as that of the Mass, and furtherindependently for private or public recitation.4. The texts of the Pater in Matthew and Luke di�er considerablyfrom each other.5. Versions of the Pater occur in commentaries on those Gospels andin commentaries and sermons on the prayer itself.6. Versions of the Pater in all languages, including Latin, deriveultimately from the original Greek text of the New Testament.1This is the �rst of a sequence of essays, the second of which is to appear inCeltica 22. My thanks are due to my colleagues, Liam Breatnach, Damian McManusand Joseph Pheifer, who discussed aspects of this paper with me, and to Dr P. J.McGoldrick, St Patrick's College, Maynooth, who provided some valuable references.Celtica 21 c
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the Pater noster in irish 4717. However, even the Greek is not the original version, but a repre-sentation, more or less heavily in
uenced by the experience of the earlyChurch, of what Christ spoke in Aramaic.8. In most countries of Western Europe down to the time of the Ref-ormation, and in some countries, including Ireland, even more recently,the familiar prayers were commonly recited in Latin; consequently novernacular version would necessarily acquire the status of being stan-dard.9. When an attempt is made to impose or cultivate a standardform of a prayer as commonly recited as the Pater, elements of previousversions will survive because of unconscious or conscious resistance tochange.10. The language of prayer is often marked by conservatism and doesnot necessarily re
ect contemporary linguistic usage.11. A copyist, even one who is normally faithful to his original,may experience great di�culty, either unconsciously or consciously, intranscribing accurately a version of the Pater which does not correspondto the one with which he is familiar.12. Vernacular versions of the Pater, being translated, are likely toshow interference with the target language on the part of the sourcelanguage, particularly when the translation is less than sensitive.13. New translations of the Pater into Irish are unlikely to have beenfree of in
uence from earlier versions in Irish.Many of these factors are relevant to all translations of the Pater.Some others may or may not be; and it has not always proved possiblein what follows to establish which, if any, of them should be taken intoaccount in the discussion of the various Irish versions of the prayer.2. latin versus vernacularThe evidence which suggests that Irish lay people, ignorant of Latin,recited the familiar prayers, including the Pater, in Latin, is fairly abun-dant. In any case, apart from Germany, where the o�cial use of vernac-ular forms was encouraged in the �fteenth century by Cardinal Nicholasof Cues,2 the Pater was recited in Latin by the people of all of westernEurope down to the time of the Reformation, and the practice survivedin many countries even after the sixteenth century. In England, how-ever, Henry VIII after the break with Rome set out to extirpate thispractice. From 1536 onwards in injunctions issued in the name of theking the clergy were directed to teach the Pater to the people in English.In The manuell of prayers or the prymer in Englyshe, compiled in 1539by Bishop Hilsey under instructions from Thomas Cromwell, an o�cialEnglish version of the Pater, Credo and Ave Maria was published, andin the 1541 edition of this Primer all uno�cial English versions werebanned by the following ordinance:2See H. Thurston, Familiar prayers: their origin and history (London 1953) 31.



472 cathal �o h�ainle: : : His Grace [the King] perceiving now the great diversity of thetranslations, hath willed them all to be taken up and in stead ofthem hath caused an uniform translation of the said Pater Noster,Ave, Creed : : : to be set forth : : : willing all his loving subjectsto learn and use the same. And he straightly commandeth everyparson, vicar, and curate to read and teach the same to their parish-ioners, and that no man imprint or set forth any other translationupon pain of His Highness' displeasure.3Finally in 1545 the royal Primer was published to which was pre�xedthe following:Henry VIII by the grace of God: : : :To all and singular our subjectsas well Archbishops : : : priests and all others of the clergy, as alsoall estates and degrees of the lay fee and teachers of youth withinany our realms, dominions and countries, greeting.Among the manifold business and most weighty a�airs apper-taining to our regal authority and o�ce, We, much tendering theyouth of our realms, whose good education and virtuous bringing upredoundeth most highly to the honour and praise of Almighty God,for divers good considerations and specially for that the youth bydivers persons are taught the Pater Noster, the Ave Maria, Creedand Ten Commandments all in Latin and not in English, by meanswhereof the same are not brought up in the knowledge of theirfaith, duty and obedience, wherein no Christian person ought tobe ignorant; and for that our people and subjects which have nounderstanding in the Latin tongue and yet have the knowledge ofreading may pray in their vulgar tongue which is to them bestknown, that by the mean thereof they should be the more provokedto true devotion and the better set their hearts upon those thingsthat they pray for; and �nally for avoiding the diversity of primerbooks that are now abroad, whereof are almost innumerable sorts,which minister occasion of contentions and vain disputations ratherthan to edify; and to have one order of all such books throughoutall our dominions both to be taught unto children and also to beused for ordinary prayers of all our people not learned in the Latintongue, have set forth this Primer, or book of prayers, in Englishto be frequented and used in and throughout all places of our saidrealms and dominions as well of the elder people as also of the youthfor their common and ordinary prayers; willing, commanding andstraightly charging that for the better bringing up of youth in theknowledge of their duty towards God, their Prince and all other intheir degree, every schoolmaster and bringer up of young beginnersin learning, next after their A.B.C. now by us also set forth, do teachthis Primer or book of ordinary prayers unto them in English.43For this modernised version, see ibid., 33.4For this modernised version, see ibid., 31{2.



the Pater noster in irish 473Penalties, including heavy �nes and even imprisonment, were to beimposed on those who used, or even kept, the older service books orPrimers.5This stern decree must have had a profound in
uence on the clergyand people of England, particularly when we remember that Henry setup a Church which was `Catholic without the Pope', and that for therest of his reign ordinary worshippers continued to receive as beforethe old sacraments and attend the Latin Mass,6 and that these newPrimers were in no sense anti-Catholic. Thus the habit of saying thefamiliar prayers in English became established and was so entrenchedby the time that Queen Mary came to power that, though the Latinliturgy was restored, no serious attempt seems to have been made toreintroduce among lay people the practice of saying the Pater etc. inLatin.Henry VIII's attempt to extend the religious reform to Ireland waslargely ine�ectual. The Act of Supremacy was indeed passed in 1537 bythe `Reformation Parliament', but, while many bishops took the oathof Supremacy, `it seems certain that the whole policy of a Reformationenforced from England was opposed by the vast majority of Irishmen'.7The change could in any case have had little e�ect in Ireland, for alongwith it went the policy of anglicisation, and since bishops and priestswere expected to use, and preach in, English, their teaching and ser-mons could have had little impact on a predominantly Irish-speakingpopulace. No serious e�ort to impose the reform on Ireland was madeunder Edward VI: the �rst prayer-book of his reign, that of 1549, wasa Catholic one, and was sent over to be printed in Dublin; but the sec-ond (1552), which was Protestant, was not. The Acts of Supremacyand Uniformity of the beginning of Elizabeth I's reign (1559) made theChurch of England and of Ireland both schismatic and heretical in theeyes of Rome. Irish Catholics' opposition to the reform could not nowbe placated, so that when Elizabeth gave permission to use Irish as ameans of furthering Protestantism, it was too late for such a move tohave any great impact. Thus for Irish Catholics, Latin as the languageof worship and prayer, both public and private, was not replaced byIrish; indeed as the counter-Reformation gained momentum the use ofLatin would be seen as a badge of Catholicity, and the possibility of itsbeing abandoned would have become unthinkable.Teab�oid G�allduf (Theobald Stapleton) saw the disadvantage of theuse of Latin in private prayer. When he published his Catechismus seuDoctrina Christiana at Brussels in 1639 he had already spent twelve5The text is quoted (from Statutes at Large, 1549, V, 342{3) in H. Littlehales,Pages in facsimile from a layman's prayer-book in English about 1400 A.D. (London1890) viii.6See E. Curtis, A history of Ireland (London 1961) 165.7ibid.



474 cathal �o h�ainleyears ministering as a priest in Ireland,8 and this pastoral experienceclearly informs his oft-quoted criticism of the practice: `: : : as m�or antruaidh �a liacht Erenach, na foil aca acht gaoilaig amhain, �a cur chum naPaidri, na cr�ee, & �urnuithe ele na Heagluise do radh �a laidin r�o bhristi,& f�os gan �a fhios aca cred �a deirid, acht �a gogalluig amhail Pioraide, nocaoge do chuirfeadh chum cainte; oir ma fhiathriann t�u cred adura, n��fhoil do fhregara aca dhuit, acht aradh nach tuigid an n�� derid'.9G�allduf's Catechismus is printed in parallel columns of Latin andIrish text, and thus gives the Latin version of the common prayers,including the Pater, as well as the Irish. But even Se�an �O Dubhlaoich(Dowley), whose stated aim in publishing his Suim bhunudhasach anteaguisg chriosdaidhe a bpros agus a nd�an (Louvain 1663) was, as thetitle implies, to provide merely `eilemeinte n�o cnamhshuim an teaguisgchriosdaidhe',10 thought it useful, even necessary perhaps, to add anappendix to his work in which he gives in Latin `Elementa Catechismi',viz. the Sign of the Cross, the Creed, Pater, Ave, the Ten Command-ments, the Commandments of the Church, the Sacraments, and variousother lists of items, responses of the Mass-server and Litany of Mary, allof which were presumably to be learned by heart.Over a hundred years after G�allduf's Catechismus, when AndrewDonlevy published his bilingual (Irish and English) Teagasg Cr��osduidhe(Paris 1742) he appended a verse synopsis which, as was the case withthe greater part of �O Dubhlaoich's verse text, had been composed byBonabhentura �O hEodhasa and published in his Teagasg Cr��osdaidhe(Antwerp 1611). In the body of his text, however, Donlevy had giventhe text of the Pater and Ave in Latin before giving them in Irish (and inEnglish). It could be argued that the evidence of a large catechism suchas Donlevy's is of no value in this matter, since it was designed to beused by the priest as a catechist's manual and not to be read or learnedby heart by the ordinary laity.11 This point is certainly valid in relationto other larger catechetical works of the seventeenth century, where thefact that the Latin text of the familiar prayers is not set down in themcannot be taken as evidence that those prayers were not recited in Latin.It is, however, highly unlikely that Donlevy would have written `Abair�� [an Phaidir] a Laidion', `Abair, \F�ailte an Aingil" a Laidion' (pp. 368,8Dedicatory letter `Serenissimo Principi Ferdinando Hispaniarum Infanti': `in eaenim Regione annis duodecim animarum munus obiui'.9ibid., `Oraid don Leaghthoir', x 28.10Preface.11This is clearly implied by the whole drift of the `Forfh�ogra' pre�xed to Donlevy'sbook and by many statements in the text, e.g. `Cred is �eigion do dheunamh, chumTairbhe do bhuain as an dTeagasg Cr��osduidhe? : : : Air dT�us, is c�oir theachddh�a fhodhluim maille l�e R�un gn�odhughadh air; an dara N��, Dia d'adhradh agus doghuidhe, an tan thiugfas chum na h�Aite, ionn a mbiaidh an Teagasg Cr��osduidhe dh�amh�unadh: : : : Creud eile is c�oir f�os do dheunamh? Is c�oir Urnaidh do dheunamhan aoinfheachd ris an tSagart, no r�e fear mh�uinte an Teagaisg Chriosduidhe' (1742ed., 4{6). See also J. Brady, `The Catechism in Ireland: a survey', Ir. EcclesiasticalRecord 83 (1955) 167{76, p. 174.



the Pater noster in irish 475382) if he did not believe that it could reasonably be expected that thelaity could respond in Latin, as in each case they are here directed to do.In this connection it is noteworthy that it would appear that it is not tobe expected that the Creed would be known in Latin by ordinary folk,since no similar directive is given in its case (p. 14) nor is the text of theprayer given in Latin; and that in the case of the Con�teor a distinctionis made between those who know Latin and those who do not:C. Creud iad na briathra is gn�athach leat a r�adh, an tan iarras t�u abheannacht-son [an tAthair Faoisidine]?F. A deirim: Benedic mihi Pater, quia peccaui, iodhon, `beannaidh m�ea Athair, �oir do pheacaigheas'.C. Creud do n�� t�u na dhiaidh sin?F. A deirim an Con�teor a Laidion, go nuige Mea Culpa, m�as Duine m�edo thuigeas Laidion; mun ab eadh, a deirim �e a nGaoidhlig, gus anbhFocal-so, `Tr�e mo Choir f�ein' (1742 ed., p. 288).It seems then that Donlevy expected that all the faithful, even thoseignorant of Latin, would be able to recite the Pater and Ave in Latin. Onthe other hand, only twenty-two years later, in 1764, Dr John O'Brien,bishop of Cloyne, insisted that the majority of Irish Catholics recitedtheir prayers in Irish,12 thereby implying that the era of private prayersin Latin had come to an end. However, Dr O'Brien may well have beenoverstating his case in support of the appeal that he was making to theCongregation of Propaganda in Rome for �nancial assistance in the pub-lication of his Focal�oir Gaoidhilge{Sax-Bh�earla. Indeed the Rev. JamesHall, in recording the impression he gained of Ireland during his visitto this country in 1807, mentions several occasions on which he heardIrish Catholics pray (privately but ostentatiously) in Latin.13 Duringthe centuries following the Reformation so many di�erent Irish versionsof the Pater, containing so many minor variations, made their appear-ance, that it is clear that no standard form emerged,14 as happened, forexample, in the case of English. This lends support to the view that12See F. M. Jones, `The Congregation of Propaganda and the publication of Dr.O'Brien's Irish dictionary, 1768', Ir. Ecclesiastical Record 77 (1952) 29{37, p. 32,where Dr O'Brien's French is translated as follows: ` : : : the majority of the Catholicsof Ireland live in the country, in villages and small towns and in general speak onlythe Irish language: : : : As a necessary consequence they learn their Catechism andrecite their prayers in Irish: : : ' .13Tour through Ireland I (London 1813) 75{6, 123, 269, 322, quoted in P. �O S�uil-leabh�ain, `Leabhair urnaithe an ocht�u haois d�eag', Ir. Ecclesiastical Record 103(1965) 299{302, pp. 301{2. It must be admitted that while Hall mentions the Pater,it is not absolutely clear that he heard it, or any other prayer of similar length, recitedin Latin, his clearest references being to ejaculations such as `O Jesu, Domine, nosaudi! O Maria Virgo, audi nos!' and to a prayer which he calls `the evening spell'.14The version which appears to have come nearest to being established as standardwas that of �O hEodhasa's Teagasg Cr��osdaidhe, which was reproduced in very manyprinted and manuscript sources of the 17th, 18th and even 19th centuries.



476 cathal �o h�ainleit was commonly recited in Latin, not in Irish. Nevertheless Irish ver-sions had been in existence long before the Reformation, just as versionsexisted in other European vernaculars.In England, Anglo-Saxon versions of the Pater not only existed, buthad the approval of no less a personage than the Venerable Bede. Theconcern expressed by Teab�oid G�allduf, and before him by Henry VIII, forthe laity who prayed uncomprehendingly in Latin had prompted Bedeto write in 734 to Ecgbert, bishop of York, as follows:In : : : praedicatione populis exhibenda, hoc prae ceteris omniinstantia procurandum arbitror, ut �dem catholicam, quae apos-tolorum symbolo continetur, et dominicam orationem, quam sanctieuangelii nos scriptura edocet, omnium, qui ad tuum regimen per-tinent, memoriae radicitus in�gere cures. Et quidem omnes, quiLatinam linguam lectionis usu didicerunt, etiam haec optime didi-cisse certissimum est; sed idiotas, hoc est, eos qui propriae tantumlinguae notitiam habent, haec ipsa sua lingua discere, ac sedulodecantare facito. Quod non solum de laicis, id est, in populariadhuc uita constitutis, uerum etiam de clericis siue monachis, quiLatinae sunt linguae expertes, �eri oportet. Sic enim �t, ut caetusomnis �delium, quomodo �delis esse, qua se �rmitate credendi con-tra immundorum spirituum certamina munire atque armare debeat,discat; �t, ut chorus omnis Deo supplicantium, quid maxime adiuina clementia quaeri oporteat, agnoscat. Propter quod et ipsemultis saepe sacerdotibus idiotis haec utraque, et symbolumuidelic-et, et dominicamorationem in linguamAnglorum translatamoptuli.15Bede was anxious to insist that all the faithful have the Apostles'Creed and the Pater rooted deeply in their memory. This presented nogreat problem in the case of those who were competent in Latin (quiLatinam linguam lectionis usu didicerunt); but his great care was thatthose monoglot Anglo-Saxons (idiotae, hoc est, ei qui propriae tantumlinguae notitiam habent), including, not only layfolk, but also clerics andmonks who do not know Latin (qui Latinae sunt linguae expertes) andconsequently cannot read, be caused to learn those prayers in their owntongue and to repeat them diligently over and over again (sua linguadiscere, ac sedulo decantare). Indeed he has himself often (saepe) pro-vided an Anglo-Saxon version of the two prayers for monoglot priests(sacerdotibus idiotis). This �nal point, as was the case with much elsein Bede's letter, was to be echoed in an ordinance of the Council ofClovesho in 747.1615C. Plummer (ed.), Venerabilis Baedae opera historica I (Oxford 1896) 408{9.English translationby J. E. King inBaedae opera historica II (Loeb Classical Library,London 1903) 454{5.16See C. Plummer (ed.), Venerabilis Baedae opera historica II (Oxford 1896) 380:`presbyteri : : : symbolum �dei ac Dominicam orationem : : : interpretari atqueexponere posse propria lingua, qui nesciant, discant'.



the Pater noster in irish 477Thus by the middle of the eighth century, Anglo-Saxon versions ofthe Pater had o�cial sanction at least for the purpose of interpreting andexplaining the Latin.17 One would feel that the same kind of approval ofIrish versions would have existed in Ireland at the same time. Certainlythe �rm links between the British and Irish Churches might have beenexpected to lead to such a development, particularly in view of the factthat in the Irish Church the movement away from Latin to Irish becameprogressively stronger from the eighth century onwards. Though no Irishtranslation of the Pater has survived from that period, I believe that itcan be shown that such a translation (or translations) had been madein the Old Irish period.3. the leabhar breac { egerton 91 versionThe earliest extant Irish translation of the Pater is found in twomanuscripts which were written in the �fteenth century, An LeabharBreac (LB) and British Library Egerton 91 (EG), where it forms partof a translation into Irish of a Latin homily on the prayer itself. In LBthe homily is one of a group of homilies which are part of what has beendescribed by Frederic Mac Donncha as an Irish homilarium.18 The Irishtext of the homily follows the Latin text phrase by phrase.19 In EG,however, the homily occurs (pp. 37{40) separated from the rest of thegroup, and the Latin text of only the prayer itself is given there, thecommentary being given in Irish alone. While the copy of the Irish textgiven in EG has been described as being in `a more modern form' thanthat in LB,20 it is certainly not derived from LB and seems occasionallyto be more faithful to the original than the copy in LB in that it containsphrases lacking in LB. At all events the text of the Pater in EG arguablyrepresents an earlier version than that in LB (see below). In both casesthe text of the Pater is given at the head of the homily (LB{A, EG{A)and phrase by phrase through the homily (LB{B, EG{B), some of thephrases being quoted more than once in the course of the commentary(LB{C, EG{C) which constitutes the homily; and in both cases the Paterin Irish is given phrase by phrase after the common Latin version bothat the beginning of the homily and in the commentary on each phrase.17None of those versions survives. Anglo-Saxon versions of the Pater occur, ofcourse, in translationsof the Gospels, but I do not regard these as necessarily relevantto the present discussion, since (a) these translations are extremely literal, one, thatof the Lindisfarne Gospels, being a word for word gloss, and (b) they are not part ofthe prayer tradition, which has to be seen as something derived from the Gospel texttradition, but separate from it. When reference is made to the Anglo-Saxon text ofMatthew 6:9b{13 the source is W. W. Skeat, The Gospel according to St. Matthewin Anglo-Saxon, Northumbrian and Old Mercian versions : : : (Cambridge 1887).18`Medieval Irish homilies', in M. McNamara (ed.), Biblical studies: the medievalIrish contribution (Dublin 1976) 59{71, pp. 67{8.19Both have been edited (and the Irish translated into English) in R. Atkinson, Thepassions and the homilies from Leabhar Breac [PH ] (Dublin 1887) 259{66, 503{6;English translation, 495{503.20See R. Flower, Catalogue of Irish manuscripts in the British Museum II (London1926) 440.



478 cathal �o h�ainleThis close juxtaposition of the Latin and Irish texts of the Pater israther obscured by Atkinson's presentation of the text of the homily inPassions and homilies. leabhar breac textA[1] A athair �l hi nimib, noemtharthainm.[2] Toet do 
aithius.[3] Bid do toil i talmain amal ata innim.[4] Tabhair d�un ind��u ar s�asad cechlaithi.[5] Ocus log dun ar �achu amal log-maitne diar fh�echemnaib.[6] Ocus nirlecea sind in amus ndo-fulachtai.[7] Acht rons�oer �o cech ulc.Ropf��r.
B[1] (A athair) : : : (Isna nimibat�ai): : : : noemthar thainm.[2] Toet do fhlaithius.[3] B��d do thol hi talmain amal atain nim.[4] Tabair d�un ind��u ar s�assad cech-lathide.[5] Ocus log d�un ar fhiachu amal log-maitne dar fechemnaib.[6] Ocus nachar l�eic in amus.[7] Acht d�ena ar soeraad �o cech ulc.Ropf��rEGERTON 91 TEXTA[1] A athair �l in nim noemtar hainm.[2] Taet do fhlaitheas.[3] Bid do thoil i talmain amal ata innim.[4] Tabhair duinn indiu ar sasadhcachlaiti[5] Ocus dilgidh duinn ar fhiachaamal dilgidmitne diar feichemnaibh.[6] Occus niroleice in ammus.[7] Acht ronsaer o ulc.Rob�r.
B[1] (A athair : : : at�ai) : : : (Isnanimib atai): : : : Naemthar hainm[2] Taet do fhlaitus.[3] Bid do thoil i talmain amal ata innim.[4] Tabair duinn indi�u ar sassadhcechlaithide.[5] Ocus dlighid duinn ar �acha amaldilgimit diar feichemnaibh.[6] Ocus nachar leic in amus[7] Ach den ar saeradh o ulc.Robf��r.



the Pater noster in irish 479The translation of the homily in the form in which it occurs in LBdates from at least as early as 1050, it would appear.21 I would sug-gest, however, that the translator22 of the homily did not attempt toprovide a new translation of the Pater, but used an earlier version orversions. There are a number of features of the language of this ver-sion of the prayer which are Middle Irish. The 1st pl. present absoluteending -m(a)it (logmaitne LB{5A, B, C; dilgidmit EG{5A; dilgimit EG{5B; dlegmait EG{5C) displaced Old Irish -mi and became the normalending in the tenth century.23 The use of the ar n- form of the 1stpl. in�xed pronoun in nacharl�eic etc. (LB{6B; EG{6B) is also a MiddleIrish feature, as is the use of the 1st pl. independent object pronounsind (LB{6A) and ��nd (LB{6C), and the use of ro- to in�x the objectpronoun in imperative rons�oer etc. (LB{7A, C; EG{7A, C). Noemtharof the �rst petition would have been no��bthar in Old Irish.On the other hand many other features of the language are per-fectly good Old Irish: �l (LB{1A, EG{1A) as direct relative which wasreplaced by at�a in Middle Irish (see Is t�u ata, LB{1C = PH 7891{2);the imperatives t�aet, b��d, tabair of the second, third and fourth peti-tions, as well as rop of the �nal Amen; the 2nd sing. jussive subjunctiveniroleice (EG{6A, C) and 2nd sing. imperative nach-l�eic etc. (LB{6B,C;EG{6B,C); the use of amal with the independent verb (see Thurneysen,Grammar x 505); and nominal forms, such as nim (EG{1A; LB{3A,B; EG{3A, B), tol (LB{3B), talmain, laithi, �achu, f�echemnaib, ammus(EG{6A), ulc. Many of these features, of course, survived in MiddleIrish, some even in Modern Irish. There is no inherent impossibility inthe supposition that a Middle Irish translator of the Pater could chooseto use all of these forms. On balance, however, it seems to me moreprobable that this collection of Old Irish features represents elements ofan Old Irish translation (or translations) of the Pater which survived inthe version (or versions) used by the translator of this homily.A further piece of evidence which may point to the existence of anOld Irish version of the Pater may be the use of cechlaithide etc. (LB{4B, C; EG{4B, C). The adjective laithide (daily) does not require theaddition of cech- (see Thesaurus I, 455, where la[i ]thidi glosses (Ml.133b 15) diurno): no doubt the cech- was added to form a calque on21Assuming that it is to be included among those which Kenneth Jackson wouldregard as `perhaps a century older than c.1150': see `The date of the Tripartite Lifeof St. Patrick', Zeitschrift f�ur celitsche Philologie 41 (1986) 5{45, p. 10; see also hisremark that some of the early homilies in LB `are very early, and must be categorisedas \early Middle Irish"', in `The historical grammar of Irish: some actualities andsome desiderata', in G. Mac Eoin et al. (ed.), Proceedings of the Sixth InternationalCongress of Celtic Studies (Dublin 1983) 1{18, p. 7.22Mac Donncha, in Biblical studies, 67{8, put forward the view that the translatorof this homily (and others in LB) was also the author, and that he was Mael �Isu�O Brolch�ain. This identi�cation, which is referred to by Brian �O Cu��v (�O Cu��v,212 n. 3) is rejected as unproven by Kenneth Jackson, `The date of the TripartiteLife of St. Patrick', ZCP 41 (1986) 9{12.23See Jackson, ZCP 41 (1986) 39.



480 cathal �o h�ainlecotidianum (a formation based on quot and dies). The form occurs asc�ach lathidi (Thesaurus I, 207, note a) glossing (Ml. 62 a 8) diurno in acontext which, with its reference to bread which is in daily use (: : : panisqui cum sit in us(s)u diurno : : :) would certainly set up a resonance ofthe panem cotidianum of the Pater in the mind of the glossator. If thissuggestion is correct, the implication of his use of c�ach lathidi would bethat this form was known to him from an Irish version of the Pater ofwhich he was aware.It is not possible to determine whether the translator of the homilyin LB and EG was responsible for the introduction of any or all of theMiddle Irish features of this version of the Pater, for the conservatismof the language of prayer can ensure the survival in prayer for a verylong time of obsolete features of language. Revisions of the Old Irishversion(s) may have been made in the Middle Irish period before the timeof our translator, and it seems to me to be quite certain that his versionwas later further revised. It seems reasonable to assume, however, thatin phrases of the Pater where the version in LB agrees with that in EG,the text is that set down by the translator of the homily. The hypothesisthat he drew on an earlier version or versions o�ers an explanation forsome strange aspects of the version in LB and EG.Seeing that the translator was placing the Latin and Irish phrases ofthe Pater in juxtapositon, it is hardly likely that he would have usedl�eic- without comment if he were providing his own translation of thesixth petition, ne nos inducas in tentationem: it seems clear that hesimply used an existing translation of another Latin rendering of thisphrase, ne patiaris nos induci in tentationem (see �O Cu��v, 221; andfurther below).Furthermore, variant forms of a number of words and phrases occur:cech lathi etc. (LB{4A; EG{4A), but cechlaithide etc. (LB{4B, C; EG{4B, C); nirlecea (LB{6A), nirolecea (LB{6C), niroleice (EG{6A, C), butnacharl�eic etc. (LB{6B, C; EG{6B, C); rons�oer (LB{7A, C), ronsaer(EG{7A, C), ronsaera (EG{7C), but d�ena ar soera(a)d (LB{7B), denar saeradh (EG{7B). These would again suggest that the translatorof the homily was not providing his own translation of the Pater, norindeed, in this case, using a single existing one, but rather that he wasdrawing on a number of already available versions of which he was aware,none of which was su�ciently well established in his mind by constantrepetition, due perhaps to the fact that he would normally recite thePater in Latin, to exclude the variants found in the others.Some variants which do not occur in both manuscripts deserve noticealso. LB{6A has the object of the verb nirlecea expressed by the inde-pendent pronoun sind (��nd in LB{6C). The 1st pl. independent pronounoccurs frequently in Passions and homilies, and indeed Kenneth Jacksonsuggests that independent object pronouns may have existed in the lastquarter of the tenth century (ZCP 41 (1986) 39): thus this feature mayhave occurred in this phrase as written by the translator of the homily,



the Pater noster in irish 481which would provide a further contrastive variant when set over againstthe in�xed pronoun of nacharl�eic etc. (LB{6B, C; EG{6B, C). However,expression of the object of a verb is not always required in a contextwhere it can be clearly understood though left unexpressed. It may beunusual to leave the 1st pl. object unexpressed, but it is not expressedin EG{6A, C in the corresponding places, which I take to indicate thatthe independent pronoun was added later to the original text. So too,the adjective ndofulachtai in LB{6A is not required by the Latin, andBrian �O Cu��v's suggestion ( �O Cu��v, 213 n. 4), that it was transferredfrom the sentence ni ro�l�ecea ��nd i nd�erchoined no i nd-amus ndofulachtana coemsam d'fulang (PH 7961{2) in the commentary on this petition,is undoubtedly correct. However, the addition does not occur in EG{6A(pace �O Cu��v, ibid.), though the same sentence is found in the commen-tary in EG{6C, and again I take this to mean that the adjective wasnot added by the translator of the homily, but by a later copyist. InLB{7A, B cech is also super
uous, since it is not required by the Latin,and again I regard it as a later addition, since it does not occur in EG{7A, B. Equivalent additions occur in many versions of the Pater in Irishand in other vernaculars, including an eighth-century Teutonic versionfrom Friesing (fona allem sunton)24 and an English version of 1506 (froall evyll),25 and all are no doubt derived from the prayer following thePater in the Mass, which begins Libera nos, quaesumus, Domine, abomnibus malis: : : :The evidence of these three additions seems to me to suggest that, atleast in some respects, EG{A preserves more faithfully than LB{A thetext of the Pater as written by the translator of the homily. If this isso, it may well be that it is more faithful in other respects also. LB{1Ahas plural nimib where EG{1A has singular nim.26 That both singularand plural were used in this phrase is seen from its use in the Litanyof the Trinity,27 where A Athair nemdai fail i nimib occurs in Oxfordms Rawlinson B 512, while the Yellow Book of Lecan and LB copies ofthat Litany have the singular nim. The plural, whenever it is used (seeDictionary of the Irish language s.v. 1 nem), re
ects the in
uence of theLatin plural caeli, as it does in the Pater, and indeed one copy of `Irishgrammatical tracts' II (ed. O. Bergin, �Eriu 9{10 (1921{8) suppl.), x 206,proscribes plural forms of the word as incorrect. The singular is clearlymore natural in Irish and is the form found in almost all subsequent Irish24See Thurston, Familiar prayers, 30{31, where, however, the word sunton (sins)is misspelled. I am grateful to Andrea Nic Thaidhg of the German department atMaynooth for the correct reading. Compare also a Paris catechism of 1574: `de toutmal', see J.{C. Dhôtel, `Note sur les anciennes traducions frain�caises du Pater', LaMaison Dieu 83 (1965) 148-57, p. 151.25The edition of the Kalender of Shepherdes printed by R. Pynson of London. SeeThurston, Familiar prayers, 25.26The opening address is not quoted at the head of the relevant section of thecommentary in either LB or EG.27In C. Plummer, Irish litanies (London 1925) 78{9.



482 cathal �o h�ainleversions of the Pater. It may be, then, that EG{1A nim preserves theoriginal which was replaced by the more literal nimib in other versions.The possibility has to be adverted to, however, that LB{1A nimib isthe original which was later displaced by the more natural nim, for theplural form is used in both LB{1C and EG{IC.In the �fth petition the two manuscripts are at odds in relation to theverb used to translate the Latin dimitto. LB has logaid for all full ver-bal forms, but in the commentary whenever the verbal noun is required(eleven times in all), with one exception (logud, PH 7946), the one usedis dilgud from do�luigi. On the other hand, EG has full verbal formsderived from do�luigi (including the correct 2nd sg. imperative dilig inthe commentary [= PH 7946]) in all cases but one, logfa [= PH 7958],and the verbal noun dilgud (once d��lgud) in all cases but one, logadh[= PH 7939]. Clearly the text of the prayer and the commentary havebeen revised in the tradition represented by one of the manuscripts, butit is not easy to decide which one. I would hazard the suggestion thatdo�luigi was the verb originally used and that EG therefore representsthe non-revised version, though the forms of the verb presented by itare somewhat mangled. The use of logaid in the sense `forgives' seems alater development, the verb do�luigi carrying this meaning in the earlierperiod. If, as already suggested, this version of the Pater contains ele-ments derived from an Old Irish version (or versions), it is most likelythat such an earlier version (or versions) would have here used do�luigi,which, I would suggest, was retained by the translator of our homily, butwas replaced with logaid by a later scribe whose revision is representedby LB{5. This revision in the case of the commentary was only partial,since the verbal noun of do�luigi was allowed to stand in all cases butone.28I would suggest then that the A version of the Pater set down bythe translator of the homily may have been as follows:A Athair �l i nnim, noemthar th'ainm.T�aet do fhlaithius.B��d do thol i talmain amal at�a i nnim.Tabair d�un indiu ar s�asad cech laithi.Ocus d��lig d�un ar f��achu amal d��lgimit diar f�echemnaib.Ocus n��rol�eice in ammus.Acht rons�oer �o ulc. Rop f��r.When compared with other vernacular versions of the Pater and withsome later Irish ones, this represents a very �ne piece of translation,showing strikingly little interference by the source language with the28do�luigi continued to be used, of course, at least in prayer. For 2nd sing. imper-ative dilaig and 2nd pl. imperative dilguid, see Plummer, Irish litanies, 2{16.



the Pater noster in irish 483target language in the form of literalism or of distortion of syntax orword-order. With the possible exception of the use of the preposition ito translate in of in caelis (�rst petition) and in caelo, in terra (thirdpetition), the Irish of this version seems perfectly natural. That thisshould be so in the case of the opening address A Athair is indeedremarkable.All subsequent Irish versions translate the Latin possessive noster ofthis phrase, using ar in one construction or another. Though vocativephrases introduced by a mo occur in Old Irish and are therefore, in Thur-neysen's phrase, `possible at least in the early period' (ZCP 19 (1933)365), and though in a few early examples the vocative particle is appar-ently omitted before mo (ibid.), the use of a possessive with the vocativeis branded incorrect by the bardic grammarians,29 and instances such asa mo anoim, a mo anuim are contrasted with the `more Irish' a anamso agam-sa, a chro��dhe seo agam-sa by T. F. O'Rahilly,30 while O. J.Bergin considered �Ar nAthair `a solecism con�ned to the translationliterature'.31 The pressure to use the possessive with the vocative con-struction in this phrase of the Pater came, not only from the felt needto provide an equivalent for Latin noster, but also from awareness of themany commentaries on the Pater which emphasised the precise forceof noster in a way that meant that it could not easily be ignored intranslation. A good summary of this kind of commentary is found inBonabhentura �O hEodhasa's Teagasg Cr��osdaidhe:Tabhair dot aire mar dho ordaigh ar Sl�anaighthe�oir dh�uinn `A arnAthair' do r�adh tar a r�adh `A Athair', ionnas go ttuigm��s gurabbr�aithre d�a ch�eile sinn uile, go bhfoil d'fhiachaibh orainn gr�adhbr�athardha do bheith againn f�ein ar a ch�eile mar at�a gr�adh athardhaag Dia orainn, ö n�ach c�oir d'�enchuid againn tarcaisne do dh�enamh aran ccuid oile ar an n-adhbhar gurab ionann uaisle dh�uinn a bh�agh-naisi D�e, �or as clann �enathar inn; ö f�os ionnas go ttuigeadh gachneach nach air f�ein amh�ain as c�oir dh�o guidhe, achd ar ch�ach oilego coitcheann, an mh�eid d��obh bhias 'na mballaibh f��rinneacha agan Eaglais.32Nevertheless A Athair is undoubtedly preferable, not only as beingmore natural Irish, but also as being an accurate rendering of the phraseas originally spoken in Aramaic by Jesus, whose own distinctive andintimate way of speaking with his Father was to address him simply asabba, as in Luke's version of the Pater (Lk 11:2b). Matthew's version29`N�� c[�oir] tulshunnradh : : : a mbe�ol gharma agallmha' in RIA MS 24 P 8, p. 220:see L. McKenna, Bardic syntactical tracts (Dublin 1944) 27 (= O. Bergin, `Nomina-tive and vocative', �Eriu 9 (1921) 92{4, p. 93).30`The vocative in Modern Irish', �Eriu 9 (1921) 85{91, p. 88.31 �Eriu 9 (1921) 94 n. 2.32An Teagasg Cr��osdaidhe (ed. F. Mac Raghnaill, Baile �Atha Cliath 1976) 39.



484 cathal �o h�ainleof this phrase (Mth 6:9b) shows the Pater having already become thepublic prayer of the Christian community.33So too the translation of ne nos inducas in tentationem re
ects anawareness that the meaning of the original Aramaic was not accuratelyrepresented by the Latin (nor indeed by the Greek which it translates).Various interpretations of the phrase have been o�ered,34 but the onewhich seems to lie behind the alternative Latin version, ne patiaris nosinduci in tentationem, hinges on the di�culty that Hebrew and Aramaichad in expressing the notion of an agent (and particularly God who is all-powerful) allowing something to happen when he could have preventedit. Thus an agent would be said positively to do something or to causeit to happen when in fact he had simply failed to prevent it happening.Hence God is asked not to bring us into temptation and this notion isliterally but incongruously translated ����'������
��& in Greek, whencene inducas, ne inferas, in Latin. The incongruity was soon recognisedand remarked on in sermons and commentaries on the Pater and theinterpretation ne patiaris nos induci o�ered.35 From the commentariesthe phrase made its way into some early copies of the Gospel of StMatthew, including those in the Book of Armagh, the Book of Dimma,the Book of Mulling and the Rushworth Gospels, of the eighth and ninthcenturies. Brian �O Cu��v mentioned the possibility that `some specialsigni�cance is to be attached to the fact that the reading ne patiarisnos induci in temptationem is found in a non-Biblical context in theseventh-century \Antiphonary of Bangor" (f. 19 v)' ( �O Cu��v, 221). Iwould like to suggest that the signi�cance is that it provides a hint thatit was precisely via the route of the prayer tradition, rather than directly,that this reading made its way from the commentaries into the Gospeltexts. For Augustine in the �rst part of his work De Sermone Domini inMonte, while commenting on the ne nos inferas formula, makes it clearthat ne patiaris nos induci was widely used in prayer:Sexta petitio est, Et ne nos inferas in tentationem. Nonulli codiceshabent, inducas, quod tantumdem valere arbitror; nam ex unograeco quod dictum est, �'������
��&, utrumque translatum est.33See J. A. Grassi, `Our Father, The' in New Catholic encyclopedia X (New Yorketc. 1967) 829{31.34ibid.: ` \and lead us not into trial". Before the �nal judgment, the early Churchexpecteda great time of trial, a �nal terrible onslaught of the devil: : : : The Christianasks to be delivered from this test, for he knows that no human could withstand sucha trial'.35I �rst became aware of this alternative version and recognised its relevance toIrish versions several years ago. Subsequently, I attended Peter Doyle's lecture `TheLatin Bible in Ireland: its origins and growth' (published in McNamara, BiblicalStudies, 30{45), in which he brie
y discussed the matter (see p. 35). I am gratefulto Dr Doyle for writing to me soon after his lecture giving a fuller account of thesources in which the feature occurs and including mention of a slight variant of thephrase, viz. ne passus fueris induci nos. Brian �O Cu��v refers to use of the phraseby Tertullian (c.220) and mentions that the interpretation has been traced back toMarcion (c.150): see �O Cu��v, 221 and note 2.



the Pater noster in irish 485Multi autem precando ita dicunt, Ne nos patiaris induci in ten-tationem; exponentes videlicet quomododictum sit, inducas. Nonenim per seipsum inducit Deus, sed induci patitur eum quem suoauxilio deseruerit, ordine ocultissimo ac meritis.36Such re
ex in
uence by the prayer tradition on the Gospel text wouldexplain why this reading is found only in Matthew and not in Luke,though the Greek of this petition is identical in both: the Latin prayertext of the Pater is taken from Matthew, not from Luke, which lacks anumber of phrases, including petitions four and seven, and has some dif-ferent wording.37 It seems more sensible too to take it that it is directlyfrom the prayer tradition alluded to by Augustine and represented bythe Antiphonary of Bangor, rather than from the Gospel text traditionrepresented by the Book of Armagh etc., that the Irish translation ofthe sixth petition in LB and EG derives.The `gap of several centuries' between Latin texts such as the Anti-phonary of Bangor (seventh century) and the Book of Armagh (ad 807),which have the ne patiaris nos induci reading, and the Irish text ofLB and EG, showing the l�eic-forms, seems to have posed a di�cultyfor Brian �O Cu��v ( �O Cu��v, 222). Given that the tradition of sayingthe familiar prayers in Latin was strong, there is, it seems to me, noreason to imagine that the ne patiaris nos induci form would not havesurvived for a long time in the prayer tradition: indeed the Liber FlavusFergusiorum version of the Pater (see below) would seem to provideevidence of its survival at least into the Early Modern Irish period. Onthe other hand, I have been suggesting that the LB and EG text of thePater is not a product of the Middle Irish period, but contains elementsof Old Irish usage which may re
ect translations made in the earlierperiod. It may well be that the use of l�eic- is another element of suchan early translation. Brian �O Cu��v has commented on the remarkableconsistency of usage in Irish in respect of this formula, in that use of theverb l�eic- has survived down to the present day ( �O Cu��v, 222). Comparedwith the literalism of later Irish n�a fulaing d�uinn (dul) agus n�a fuluing(ar [d ]tuitim) (translating Spanish no nos dejes caer), and also of themany other `let' type formulae listed by �O Cu��v, from Anglo-Saxon negelaet us gelaede (`do not let us be led') to seventeenth-century French nesou�rez point que nous soyons vaincus, the formula n��rol�eice in ammushas the quality of classical economy which deserved to survive.36Patrologia Latina (ed. J. P. Migne, 221 voll., Paris 1844{64) 34, col. 1282.37Similarly in
uence of the prayer tradition must be responsible for the readingPater noster in the opening address of the prayer in Luke in Old Latin versions(and compare Pater sancte noster in Luke in the Book of Mulling): see P. Doyle, inBiblical Studies, 35.



486 cathal �o h�ainle4. the liber flavus versionLike the LB{EG version the second oldest surviving Irish version ofthe Pater is found in a commentary on it which is preserved in another�fteenth-century manuscript, Liber Flavus Fergusiorum (I, �. 35 r b {36 r b). The editor of the commentary, Gear�oid Mac Niocaill, was unableto be sure whether it was an original composition or a translation, butinclined to the view that it was the latter, though he failed to �nd anoriginal on which it might be based.38 The dittographs and other slipsin the Liber Flavus copy show that the scribe was not the translator.The text of the Pater, which is Modern Irish, is given, like the earlierversion, both at the head of commentary (A), phrase by phrase followingthe Latin, and again in the body of commentary (B). Apart from the factthat a few words are lacking in B, and from the addition of c[h]uguinne in4B (see further below) and of ar ne��mh after ainm in 1A (which, as MacNiocaill pointed out, is merely a dittograph), A and B represent a singleversion, which I give here in `normalised' Early Modern Irish spelling. Iappend a selection of manuscript readings; for further readings see MacNiocaill's edition.1 Ar nAthairnea bat�a arb nimh,c naomhtard th'ainm.e2 Tigeadha do r��ghe.b3 D�eantar do thoilsea i dtalmhain mar do-n��thear ar nimh thuas ��.a 4 Arn-ar�an gach n-aon-l�aa tabhairb d�uinn aniugh �e.5 Maith d�uinn ar bh�acha mar mhaithmidnea dar bhf�eicheamhnaibh.b6 N�a fulaing d�uinn dul i n-aimsiughadh.7 Achta caomhainb sinn ar olc.Amen. cB��odhd sin mar sin.c1 a: nAtharne A b{b: (A D[h]ia) neoch ata huas ar B c: ne��mh A d: naemtarA, naemhtar B e: ar ne��mh add. A2 a: teigeadh A, teigead B b: righi AB, cuguinne add. B3 a{a: lacking B4 a: gach aen la A, gach nae[n] la B b: tobuir AB5 a: maithmaidne B b: feitheamnuibh A, feitheamhnuibh B7 a: lacking B b: cuma��n A, caema��n B c{c: lacking B d bith AThis version was obviously intended to provide a literal renderingof the Latin text which accompanies it, but here again, in the sixthpetition it is the ne patiaris nos induci formulawhich is translated ratherthan the accompanying ne nos inducas. The imperatives of the LB{EGversion have not yet been replaced by the optative with go in the �rstthree petitions, as would later happen, but otherwise this version marksa clear break with the earlier one in very many details.The strong tendency towards literalism is alone responsible for someof the changes. At all events in the case of the opening address, thecommentary lays no stress on noster which would demand the changefrom A Athair to Ar nAthairne. Similarly, the addition of c[h]uguinne38`Gluais na Paidre', �Eigse 9 (1958{61) 153{8, p. 153.



the Pater noster in irish 487in 4B seems to have been made purely in response to the need to re
ectthe element ad- of the verb in Adveniat regnum tuum.39 In the fourthpetition the object ar�an has been brought forward to the beginning ofthe sentence to re
ect the word-order of the Latin, but the addition ofthe post-referential �e at the end of the sentence leaves the term of thepronoun, ar�an, standing free, and thus saves the word-order from beingunIrish in the way later versions are when the pronoun is omitted. N�afulaing d�uinn of the sixth petition is clearly a literal translation of nepatiaris nos, but the force of induci is lost in dul i, just as it was in theearlier n��rol�eice i (`do not allow us to enter into').Other changes cannot be explained in this way, and must be seensimply as dictated by a desire on the part of the translator to improveand perhaps to modernise. So r��ghe replaces 
aithius in petition 2,ar�an replaces s�asad in petition 4, maith replaces d��lig/log in petition 5,aimsiughadh replaces ammus in petition 6, and caomhain ar replacess�oer �o in petition 7. Fiat can equally well be translated by b��d andd�eantar, depending on the context. Here, given that the commentarieso�er nothing speci�c in favour of either, one would feel that d�eantar: : : mar do�n��thear is preferable with tol/toil to b��dh : : : amal at�ain the third petition. Finally, in the fourth petition cech laithi / cech-laithide is replaced by the equally awkward and literal gach n-aon-l�a.Mac Niocaill has corrected the manuscript reading la to la[e], so thatthe phrase corresponds to the genitive cech la[i ]thi etc. of LB{4A andEG{4A.40 However, both instances in Liber Flavus (A and B) have la,so that I prefer to take it as the adverbial gach n-aon l�a41 being usedhere adjectivally in petri�ed form.The fact that these Irish versions of the Pater in LB{EG and LiberFlavus occur in the context of commentarymeans that they are providedas a method of explaining the prayer to the faithful. It is possible thatthey, and such earlier versions as may have existed, were no more than39Flaithr�� �O Maolchonaire has this addition also in one of his versions of the Pater(1593) (see B. �O Cu��v, `Flaithr�� �O Maolchonaire's Catechism of Christian Doctrine',Celtica 1/2 (1950) 161{206, p. 172 line 325), as also some sixteenth-century Englishversions have `to us' (e.g. Pynson's edition of The kalender of shepherdes (1506),`thy royalme must come to us'; de Worde's The myrrour of the Chyrche (1521),`thy Kyngdome come to us'; and Gau's The richt vay to the kingdom of Heuine(1533), a Scots translation of a Danish work, `thy kingdome mot cum (to usz)');while earlier English versions have the awkward `come to' (e.g. the St John's College,Cambridge, manuscript copy of The Prymer, G 24 (c.1400), edited by H. Littlehales(London and New York 1891) has both `thi Kyngdom come to' and `come to thiKyngdom'), re
ecting the literalism of the Anglo-Saxon glosses on the Gospels, `to-becume' (Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, MS 140), `cume to' (Rushworth MS).40Both correspond precisely to early �fteenth-century English `oure eche daiesbred' (see H. Littlehales, The prymer (1891) 20, and another copy of the same fromBritish Library MS 27592, in his Pages in facsimile : : : (London 1890) 1). Anglo-Saxon Gospel glosses, however, have adjectival dayghwamlice / gedaeghwamlican /daeghwaemlicu.41See, for example, C. O'Rahilly (ed.), Cath Finntr�agha (Dublin 1962) 6 line 158;O. Bergin (ed.), Tr�� bior-ghaoithe an bh�ais (Dublin 1931) 248 lines 7894, 7901.



488 the Pater noster in irishthat, and that they were never widely used in practice. It is, however,interesting to note that between them these two versions provide allthe elements, apart from some details, from which an important post-Reformation Roman Catholic version was formed. This version, which�rst appeared in Bonabhentura �O hEodhasa's Teagasg Cr��osdaidhe andwas repeated in catechisms in
uenced by his, and which became thebasis for a widely used modern version, corresponds closely with theLiber Flavus version in the �rst �ve petitions, but with the LB{EGversion in the last two, where the earlier l�eig and saor prevailed overthe later fulaing and caomhain. Cathal �O H�ainleTrinity College, Dublin


