Sacrifice and salvation in Echtgus Ua Ctanain’s
poetic treatise on the Eucharist

ELIZABETH BOYLL

The Eucharistic fease is fundamental to Christianity, as @ commemoration and
enactment of Christ’s sacrifice on the cross, and as a licurgical celebration of the
salvation promised by his resurrection. However, the exace nature, properties and
function of the bread and wine ac the Eucharistic feast have long been che subject
of debate and dispute.” In 1080 or 1081, as the Berengarian controversies
continued to rage on the European stage, clerics in the southwest of Ireland wrote
to one of the greatest living authorities on Eucharistic docrrine, Lanfranc,
archbishop of Canterbury, to ask him questions of theological and practical
importance, regarding whether or not the Eucharist need be administered to newly
baptized infants in order to ensure their salvation. In his response (which was in
the negative), Lanfranc highlighted the conjuncrion between the narrative of
Christ’s execution and resurrection, and the salvation of the individual, as chey arc
cnacted through the Bucharistic feast. Commenting on Christ’s declaration that
‘Lxcept you eat the Aesh of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, you shall not

have tife in you' {Jn 6:54}, Lanfranc wrote:

Therefore the Lord’s saying must be u nderstood in this way. Let every believer
who can understand that it is a divine myscery, cat and drink the flesh and

blood of Christ not only with his physical mouth bur also with a tender and

1 For a theological and historical overview of the development of Fucharistic doctrine in Furope, sce
Edward J. Kilmastin 8], The Enchavise in the Wese: Bisiory and theology, «d. Robere ] Daly §)
(Collegeville, MN, 1998). For detailed seadies of the period under consideration here, sce Gary
Macy, The theologies of the Enehaviss in the early Schofastic period: a sindy of the salvific finciton of e
sacrament according to the theofogians, c.ro8o-c.r220 (Oxford, 198415 | de Moneclos, Lanfroe et

Birenger: La controverse Fuchanstigne du Xle siecle {Louvain, 197 1), For a discussion of the Fucharist
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loving heart: that is to say, with love and in the purigy ofa good conscience
rejoicing thar Chirist took on fiesh tor our salvarion, hung on the cross, rose
and ascended; and ilﬁ)l]O\\-’ing Christy example, and sharing in his suﬂbring 50
far as human weakness can bear it and divine grace deigns to allow him. This
is what it means to ¢at the flesh of Christ and drink his blood truty and unro
salvarion.?

Thus, the letter’s Irish audience is reminded thac the Fucharist involves both a real
cranstformation of che bread and wine inro the body and blood of Chrise, and also
a symbolic re-enactment of Christ’s Passion. Lanfrane makes explicit che link
berween the crucifixion and the Eucharist, but also offers his audience cthe
opportunity, ‘so far as human weakness can bear ic', co share in Christ’s suffering,
and invires them to ear with the hearcas well as with the mouth. The Eucharise, as
it is presented in Lanfranc’s lerrer, is bovh an institutional ricual and an intmarce
moment of affecrive piety. In the same leteer, Lanfranc goes on to refer again to

Christs suffering on the cross, here quoting Auguseine:

Blessed Augustine expounds chis texe in his book De docriing Christiana,
where he says, "He seems to be ordering us to commit an ourrage or an
obscene act. tis cherefore a figure of speech: we are direcred o share in the
Lord’s suftering and to meditate tenderly and profitably on the facr that it was
for us that his Hesh was wounded and crucified’. I is figurative speech chat
Augustine calls ‘a figure’. He does not (as many schismatics have chought and
have not yet ceased to think) deny that the flesh and blood of Christ are really
present. The Lord himself says in the Gospel, ‘He who eats my flesh and
drinks my blood dwells in me and Lin him’. Blessed Augustine expounds chis
texe as follows: “To car and drink the fAesh and blood of Christ undil salvacion
is to dwell in Christ and have Christ dwelling in you'. Even Judas who
betrayed the Lord, reccived in his mouth as the ather apostles did; bue
because he did not car in his heart he received the judgment of eternal
damnarion.!

amd bread and wine vsed in Carolingian Francia, see Chazelle, this volume, 2 The lerrers af
Lavifranc, swrchbishop of Caterbury, ed. and vrans, Flelen Clover and Margarer Gibson (Oxford,
1079 ) na, 40, Necewe et ergo prediciam Denini senieniaon sic intelliar, quitinus fidelis qussepine dii
HELSLOTTE per mrc*z’/rlqcurmm CAPN carnen Cliristr et Sanguinent non sl are COTpOTS seed etian aviore ot
sitiitate coredis comedas er bifrar: widelicet amanedy w1 i conseientia puvi edielee hibendo guod pro saluse
nostrad Clvistns carnem ASSHIIPSEL, pfpmr/if FesHrrestL dseentdit, ef ity HCSLIgER el of connunieando
passiouiliny fpsivs i quaitin hnnnm fnfivnritas patitnr et divin i grarit lgiri dignatur, Hoe est
crzine tere of saluhriter cariens Christs comedere et sirguinen eius bibere. 3 Lettors, no. 590 Quum
sententians i o De doetrina Christiana beasies Augustinus expostens ske it Facinus el flagicium
f'.'tf)f’i‘r.’ widetrr, /TJ'_QHI‘J Erge ese /N‘(’c‘i/)iﬁ'm‘ p.-m‘."r)nf rfnmmf(.}u’ t‘()n,’mu,’N('fmrfif}li eEse, el shaiirer ,rrquf

ariliter i viemerin recondendun: quod pro nobis cave eius unlnerata et crucifixa sit. Fieninom ot
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Again, a balance is maintained beoween the Eucharist as an institutional, coltecdve
act, and the Eucharist as a moment of interioriey: Lanfranc condemns the
‘schismatics” who continue to deny the reality of Christ’s presence in the bread and
wine, while simultancously repeating Augustine’s direction to ‘share in the Lord’s
suffering” and to ‘meditate tenderly” on his wounds and his crucihixion.

Although Lanfranc undoubredly embraced a Paschasian belief in the sub-
stantive transformartion of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Jesus
Christ,* his letter to the Irish clerics — with ies mildly exasperated tone induced by
the literalism of the Irishmen’s question — emphasizes a slightly more figurarive
understanding of the Eucharise than does his De corpore er sanguine Domini
adversis Bcrmgm'imu Tironensemn (composcd in 1062-3, edired b)' Lanfranc in
1079)," which is a polemic written to refute Berengar’s rejection of the Real
Presence. Lanfranc never presented a systematic theology of the Eucharise, and ir
must be borne in mind thau his writings on this wopic are responses: De corpore a
response to Berengar, his former teacher, and the leteer to Domnall Ua hEnna and
his colleagues a response to an Irish misunderstanding of the English and
Continental position on the necessity of receiving the Eucharist in order to ensure
the salvation of the soul. Nevertheless, Lanfranc’s letrer to the Irish clerics
articulates many of the problems that faced early medieval dheologians when they
considered Eucharistic doctrine: to whart extent are Jesus” words ro be understood
literally or figuratively? How does one overcome instinctive revulsion at che
cannibalistic overtones of Jesus’ commandment? How does the intencion of the
person giving or receiving the Eucharise affect its sabvific efficacy?

These same questions are explored in a medieval Irish poctic reatise on the
Real Presence in the Eucharist, written probably at some point berween e.1050
and e.1150, by Echrgus Ua Chandin of Roscrea, in modern-day Co. Tipperary.,
Indeed, perhaps it was Lanfranc’s letter, so emphartic in pointing out his Irish
correspondents’ misunderstanding of a partcular point of doctrine, that impressed
upon Munster clerics the need for wider clarification of the theology of the
Eucharist and the importance of having uniformity of belief among clergy and

fairy alike.” T:chegus' treatise outlines in dear bue sophisticated terms the

Jigurarant locurionein; negue eaing negal weritateni caris of sangreons Clvits, qum//xh'rmr]w SIS
uisint est ot e non cessat widers. Fr Dowinus i enangelio: 'Qui snanducar carmem means et bibit
sanguinent et it e nniet et ego in e’ Quod exponens beatus Augustins ait: Hoe vst nangiee
carnent Chyisti ef sanguinem salubriter comeeere e biberes in Chitsio muanere ef Chiiseon in se smanenten
babere'. Nany et luelias qui Doniism tzdidie cun ceteris apostolis ore accepin; sed suia corde non comendis
fucicinm sili acternae diamationss aecepir. 4 Paschasius Radbervas, De corpore er sangiine Donving,
ed. Bede Paul {Turnhour, 1969} 5 Lanfranc of Cantethury, O corpore o sanguine Domind acdverius
Berengarsmm Tironensens, PL, 150, 40742 Lanfrane of Canterhuiy onifie body aidd Plovd of the Lord:
Guitmnnd of Aversa on the noudh of the body and blood of Chasse i the Fucharise, weans, Mark G,
Vatllancours (Washington, 1, 20001, 6 For an overview of the sources for, and @ aseful synthesis

ol recent scholarship on, Pucharistic docuiine in medieval Treland, see Neil Xavier O'Donoghue, e
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theological significance of the Eucharistic feast, with the srared aim of educaring
the clergy and the ity in correct Eucharistic docerine.” The text of Echegus” poem
on the Eucharist survives in ren carly modern or modern manuscrips, dating
tfrom the seventeenth ro the nineteenth century.” Some of the eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century copies ascribe o the rext a sixteenth-century date of
composition (1544, 1554 or 1564), which in icself is interesting, given the conrext
of Protestant objections to the doctrine of cransubstantiation, but the evidence of
the text would suggest that this is withour foundation. Linguistically, the text is
Middle Irish, and T se¢ no reason that ic should nor be dared, following the
opinions of Aubrey Gwynn and Gerard Murphy, ro the eleventh or twelfch
century.” There are two main families of mantuscripts, one of which transmirs a
version of the text that comprises cighry-six quacrains, the other of which
comprises only the frst chirty-five quarrains. The manuscripe-witnesses of the
longer version are older, and there is internal evidence to suggest thar this
represents the earlier form of the rext. For that reason, this study will focus on the
entire cighty-six-quatrain text, rather than the shorter, later version, Although
matters of style are outside the scope of the present discussion, it is also worth
noting briefly that, in terms of rhyme and merre, the texr is an accomplished
fiterary work that adheres (0 the norms of medieval Irish poeric composition.
More pertinent to our present purposes, however, is the simple but imporant fact
rhat this is poetry as theology, and theology as poctry. This dynamic interplay
Eucharist ion pre-Novimar Freluned (Notre Dame, IN, 201 1), However, as Donoghue notes, many of
the selevane sources are in dire need of re-editing, and there is much basic groundwork to be done
betore more concrete conclusions can be drawn, | hope that my current work on Fehegus' rexe will
make some small coneriburion in this tegard. 7 The texe was edived from Brussels, Bibliothéque
Royale, MS 51004, pp 1618, by A.G. van Hamel during the First World War: ‘Poems from
Brussels MS 51004, Revue Celtigie, 17 (19171 9)y 14552 a1 345--9. Without wishing o diminish
van IHamel’s achievement in completing this work in what must have been very difficult polivical
circomstances, his edition is sadly inadequate, conraining numerous errars of transcription,
Theretore, all quotations from the text in whar follows are from my own semi-diplomartic
transcriprion from that manuscript, which | have complered as part of 2 forthcoming edicion of the
text, ta be published in the Medinnm v Monographs Series; all translations are my owin. [he
transfation published by Gerard Murphy {‘Fleventh- or vwelfth-century Trish doctrine concerning
the Real Presence’ in JLA. Wa, LB Norrall and XL Martin (eds), Medieral senddies preseited ro
Aubrey Guynne 87 (Dublin, 1961}, pp 19--28) is rather loose in places, which is particularly
problemaric in a text expounding a theological doctrine that relies so heavily on grammarical and
semantic incerpretation (for example, a great deal of doctrinal debate regarding the Tucharist centres
on how ane understands the esein hoe esr enim corpus ineanr). 8 Brussels, Bibliothéque Rovale, MS
51004 [B]; Dublin, University College, MS Franciscan A3 [IF]; Cambridge, University Library,
My Add. =e8 [C]; Dublin, National Library of [reland, MS Gyis [G]; Maynooth, Natonal
University of Ireland, MS 3F19 |M:|; Maynooth, National University of [reland, MS 3F20 [M2];
Maynooth, Nadienal University of Ireland, MS$ 4B2 M3k Dublin, RIA, MS Fvir (D1 ]: Dublin,
RIA, MS 235Gy [Daf; Dublin, RIA, MS 23G25 {231, 9 Drand D2 give the date of composition
as 1544 Gand D3 as 15545 M1 and My as 1564, 10 Aubrey Gwynn and Dermor F Gleeson, A
listory of the diocese of Kiflaloe (Dublin, 1962), p. 745 Murphy, “Eleventh- or nwelfth-cencury
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berween form and function raises similar questions to the scudies of che interphiy
between theology and visual art that are found elsewhere in this volume. We might
ask ourselves whether the form in which Echtgus wrote his rext had any theological
implications for his treatise, and even how its form affects our own appreciation of
both its aesthetic and its doctrinal value. In che case of Lichtgus’ composition, |
would argue that the act of writing theology in a mode thac requires adherence to
strict metrical rules acted as a form of insurance, so 1o speal, fixing the text wichin
the constraints of rhyme and merre, and perhaps thus ensuring a more reliable
uansmission for this elucidation of a central point of Christian doctrine.

While Echrgus wrote the text, as he tells us, to educate priests and the laity in
correct Lucharistic docrrine, he is also concerned with his own salvacion. He
writes: ‘Oh Christ, who suffered for my sake, there is nothing better than prayer
to you; forgive my sins, oh God, oh son of the Virgin Mary”."" Echrgus continues:
‘For the Lord's sake, pray with me, thart | may areain union with cthe king of the
stars, 1 have pracrised my calling withour aversion, Echigus my name, [ am a
descendant of Chandn’.* This personal declaration illustrates several chemes that
give the rext its literary and theological coherence: first, the significance of the
salvation of the individual — in this case, the auchor himself - second, the
importance of the priest in his role as enactor of the narrative of sacrifice and
salvation as it is played our in the Mass (here illustrated by the use of the term
gairm, “calling’ or ‘vocation’, to indicate Echtgus” own clerical status),* and third,
the idea of completencess and unity. This laceer theme is expressed on a number of
levels throughout the text, and pertains to the complereness of the bady of Christ
as it is present in each Eucharistic host and simultaneousty in heaven; the
complereness or virginity of Mary throughout Christ’s conceprion and birth; and
also the completeness or unity of the church, both among its constituent
members, and in the relationship berween Christ and the church, as in this
cxample where Echrgus hopes for ultimare union with God. The purpose of the
present study is to highlight instances of these various thematic strands, insofar as
they reflect the text’s concern with the narrative, the performance, and the
theology of sacrifice and salvation.™

doctrine’, p. 20, 11 §83: A CLhfrise rochés tar mo chon, j1)fatach nocen (Tl ni as fers, wmaith mo
chaire damp, @ Dhe a meic Maire ingine. Y2 $84: Ar in coimedhidh gitadled len, co vis aéntaidh gl
ma renn, ro chlechrus o garrne gan grdnn, Eeligus niaimn im nq Criamiin, 13 We have no
biographical information abour Echzgus, bur can infer from this reference that he was 1 monk and/or
a priest, It has heen assumed by some scholars thac Echigus is the same person as an [sic Ua
Clandin, bishop of Roscrea, whose death is recorded in the Ammas af the Four Masters in 11671 (sec,
for example, the Dictionary of frish biography, hrep://dib.cambridge.org/, in which there is one enrry
under ‘Ua Ciandin, Echrgus (Isaac)’). However, given the narure of the medieval Irish ecclesiastical
system, in which families were often linked with particular ecclesiastical foundations for many
generations, this identity cannet he asserred unreservedly, Fehigus and fsac may be the same person,

or they may simply have been members of the same family. 14 Tor the importance of the unity of
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Echtgus begins his wext by emphasizing the Real Presence of the body and
blood of Christ within the bread and wine of the Fucharistic feast. He then locares
that feast within the context of the narrative of Chriscs Passion, thus establishing
the connection berween Christs sacrifice and the salvation promised by the
ucharist. He writes: *Have vou heard of the bread and the wine, truly the body
of Christ, and his blood, which he gave to his disciples — beaurifully he
relinquished them - the Thursday before his suftering?”" Echrgus’ wording here
deliberacely echoes aspects of the account of the Last Supper as it is described in
the liturgy:

Who the day before he suffered, took the bread into his holy and venerable
hands: having raised his eyes to heaven, unto chee, O God, his Father
almighty, giving thanks to chee, blessed, broke it, and gave ic to his disciples,

saying: Take, all of you, and eav of this: For chis is my body."

The influence of the liturgy on Echigus’ text can most notably be seen in the
“Thursday before his suftering’ (dia durdain riana chésadh), ‘which he gave to his
disciples’ (ruc dii muintir), and ‘truly the body of Christ’ (corp erist ... iar fiy).
Isuggest that the purpose of these Hrurgical echoes in the Trish text is to evolee the
idea of Christ as a priest, performing the Eucharistic rite, alongside his depiction
as the principal character in the narrative of the Last Supper. That Echrgus
consciously sought to interlink the Last Supper with the words of the ticurgy is
supported by his later explicic characeerization of Christ as a priest: “The best priest
under heaven, Christ himself as you know, gave his body and his blood to Judas;
since he was evil it did not help him’.'" We might note the use of the word sacarr,
‘priest’, to describe Christ; chis in contrast to the depiction of Judas as the

apotheosis of the wicked priest: ‘Judas, though the ordained man was evil, if ke

the church in a visual conrexr, see Harley McGowan, this volume. 15 $6: /7 cnatli in abhbiinn sin
Sin, corp Crisr is i il dar jiv, sue di mnintiv cain roscar, dig dardaisy riana chésadh 16 (Juf pricie
U PATCTECL, Qechit panient in snetis, ae wenerabiles nuanius suas: elewatis oenfis i caelum ad 1 Dewon

trens swean amniporertem, ribi grarias agens, benedlixit, fregin, declit discipultis suis, dicens: Accepite, er
manducace ex hoc onves. Hoe est ening corpus nrerm. This section of the ‘words of institution'
combines elements from Mr 26:26-7, and 1 Cor 11:23-4. In the ahsence of any consensus abour
the form of the Mass being used in eleventh- and awelfth-century Ireland, 1 have opred (admitcedly
arbicrarily) to cite the form as found in Le canon de bt messe romaine, Edition eritique, ed. BB, Borte
OSB, Tevtes ef Sruedes lirurgigues, 2 (Louvain, r1935), po 380 1 have added punceuasion and
capiralization; the translaton is my own. Sec also The misial of St Augrstine’s Abbey, Casiterbury, with
exverps from the antiphony and lectiondary of the same moitastery, ed. Martin Rule (€ “ambridge, 1896),
PP 23 17 S24s Do sacart is ferr fo nimby, Crist focding is deimivin Jibh, tuce dtridas « g sa fludl,
nair vob ofe ni rofhogain. Sce Lanfranc’s leter o Domnall Ua hEnna: N er Tuddias qui Daminum
frateliclit coum ceteris apostolis ove aceepit; sed guii corde non comedit ndicinm sibi qeternae Aamnaronis
aceepit; "Even Judas who betrayed the Lord, received in his mouth as the other apostles did; huat
becanse he did not cat in his heart he received ¢he judgment ol erernal damnation’, Lerters, no. 49.
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had given the body of Christ to a holy man, after believing and after repenting his
sins, it would have been a complete, pure sacrifice’.' Although the translation,
‘ordained man’ (literally ‘man of ecclesiastical rank’), is slightly awkward, it
indicates the contrast expressed in the text berween the priest, Christ and Judas,
who is not accorded that cide. Of pardcular significance is the last line of this
quatrain, which emphasizes thar, norwithstanding the sinfulness of the cleric who
dispenses the Encharistic host, the sincerity and virtue of the recipient ensures its
salvific function. Here we see a balance established berween the significance of the
priest, as enacror of the Lucharistic feast, and that of the individual, whose pure
intention can overcome the sinfulness of the priest dispensing the Fucharise. This
may have had particular resonance during the period of ecclesiastical reform in
Ireland, when the morality of priests was brought into question, and the issue of
clerical chastity was foregrounded in religious rhetoric. Echtgus’ statement that the
salvific efficacy of the Eucharistic host is undiminished by the priest’s unworthiness
may have been made with particular individuals in mind. Certinly Echigus’ non-
priestly audience (whether thar consisted of monks who were not ordained priescs,
or a wider lay audience, or bath} is reassured that, whether the priest is worthy or
not, the Eucharise can be a complere and pure sacrifice. As noted above, the theme
of completion and wholeness is key to understanding the text.

The word dgh, meaning ‘complete’, ‘entire’, ‘perfect’ and ‘virgin', occurs no
fewer than fourteen times in the text.”” Elsewhere, other vocabulary and imagery
are employed to emphasize the completeness of Chriscs body, both wichin the
Eucharistic host, and simultaneously as it exists in heaven. For example, Echegus
tells us “There is no blade or fire, there is cerrainly no element, which boascs
ronight, oh Son of God, that disperses the resurrected body’.> That the body of
Christ is present in each Eucharistic hose, and yet is simuttaneously complete in
heaven, is an issue that is addressed extensively in Echegus’ poem, bug we should
note that it was also a central concern for Lanfranc in his ebjections o Berengar's
interpretation of the Eucharist. Berengar suggested chat if the body of Christ were
present in the Eucharistic host, Christ as he exists in heaven would be divided, and
thus lessened, when the host was broken into pieces and caten. Lanfranc countered
that the body of Christ was present in each host, and that when the hostis broken
and eaten, Christ’s body continues t exist simultaneously in heaven, complere and
entire.”’ Indeed, Echrgus” vocabulary of unity and completeness is reminiscent of
Lanfranc’s deseripdon of Christ’s body in heaven as ‘immoral, inviolate, whole,

uncontaminated and unharmed’.** Echigus emphasizes this point by staring thac

Y8 Q252 Lrichus, gerlh ofc i fer grdsdh, ol tucadly corp Crist do fhir cluisdly, far creidimby jar coi cinad,
ropad cdfuiive oph idhin. 19§83, 4, 22, 25, 27, 34, 38 {4 times), 39, 57, 61, 85. o this regard, it may
be significant that che deach-notice for [sie Ua Chandin in the Awaals of the Four Masters describes
Limy as il (virgin') {see . 13, above). 20 S69: Ni il farann na teinidh, ur fhuil nach dhiil co
deivihin, maidhes anochi a vivie 8, scaites corp i héiseirge. 20 De corpore, et 22 (e oL,
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‘though the wafer can be divided in its own form, the body of the king cannot
truly be divided in any way',* and that ‘though there be many hosts on the paten,
all believe — question it not - that every single host is complete, without flaw or
weakness, that icis a perfece body’

But another kind of completeness wich which [chrgus is greatly concerned is
the completeness, or wholeness, of the church, Fe describes the desirabilicy of
having a “complete/perfect church’,*s and invokes the topos of Christ as the head
of the church and che believers as its body. He explicares the mixing of the warer
and the wine in the chalice thus:

By the water - gende judgment -
the believing people are understood;
Christ, head of all, without sin, is understood,

by the smooth wine, withour doubr,

As they have been joined as one,

the water and the true lovely wine,

Christ is joined, noble completeness of knowledge,
together with the church.®

Importandy, we are reminded thar the unity of the church is nor merely an
abstract concepr, bur racher it has real, practical implications. Echtgus offers this
pastoral advice to priests: *‘My counsel to ordained people: if the ignorant approach
them, do nor give them the manifest body, unil they might discover correct
belicf. ™ Indeed, in the final quatrain of the texr, we see the pracrical application
of Echegus’ composition. He writes: ‘A blessing upon all pure, ordained people, for
the sale of the king of heaven and earth, Let them commirt this co memory for
God's sake; let them deliver it w the people’.” The text was ostensibly written to

be learnt by priests and preached to the peaple.® Here we see the text functioning

e A8 (1L vso, 4300 L dnnnorads, nviolito, feeara, tncontaminate, illeso ... Lanfrane of
Canterhury, p. 66, 23 $69: Achr via gailly i afbfitu eiuh, rantingadly b deilbh féin, nf gheibb co frr
d nacly nanely, corp b vigh o onnghadh. 24 $70: Cidh b Jaars farsin tese, cieitit ciich i bid e
cofst, Is foman con locht con fase, b vorp comhlan cech aenplars. 25 8270 A af chena is edl is chéir,
ot ecolais Al Sig . 26 $32-31 Trfasin wisece bithe in Dreth, miicter popal ma creinmect,
tiicther Crise cemr cdicl cent col, trinsin i mbliinh cen baeghol./ Mar ro Taccomifait nuavraen, in -uisces
isin frii firchocmily, accomblistar sider shin Jis Crist maraén ris an eclais. 27 $82: Comairle uaim don aés
gredieth, mrethat buirh téat na ndisl i rabhiar diiby in corp uglé, co fighat coir wa creiche. 28 §86:
Beannacht ar i aes ngriidh nglean, ar diiigh righ ninthe is tabman, mebraighet sin ar Diia ndil,
derliarceet dona davinilih. 29 There remains the interesting question of the exact context within
which the text would have heen ‘delivered to the people’. We might, for instance, consider the text
s some sort of poetic homily, which would have heen preached during Mass, There are other
vernacular Irish poetic rexts wich strong catechedcal elements thar raise similar questions of function
and performance, such as the vwelfth-century poem on che origins of liturgical chant, which was
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within a wider context of ecclesiastical reform, not only in the poem’s obvious
themes, in its stated desire for uniformicy of belief at all levels of society, bur also
in the more subtle themes — pardicularly the emphasis on the role of the clergy, but
also perhaps in the text’s concern with virginity (another form of completeness,
which recurs in the wexo).

Echrgus and Lanfranc use the same passages from the writings of Ambrose to
emphasize. Mary’s virginal state chroughour Christ's conception and birch.
Although Echegus may have had access ta complere copics of Ambrase’s De
mysteriis and De saciamentis, i is equally possible that Lanfranc’s De corpore was
Echigus” immediate source, given thar all of the passages in Echtgus’ text chat |
have been able to identify as deriving from Ambrose, are also quoted in De

corpore.’” For example, Lanfranc quotes Ambrose directly, saying

If we seck the usual course, a woman after mingling with a man usually
conceives. It is clear then that the Virgin conceived contrary o nacure. And
this body which we make is from the Virgin. Why do vou seek here the
course of nature in the body of Christ, when the Lord Jesus himself was horn

of the Virgin CORLrary to pature?™
Echtgus makes the same point thus:

It is thus were ever born,
The children of Adam for all time,
Of the lust of 2 marnt in union with woman,

From their joining besides.

Mary bore a good 500,
Christ, our abbot and our noble lord,
Without lust in her body,

Withour joining of her virginicy.
I B 5 )

edited and translated by Brian O Cuiv: St Gregory and St Dunstan inoa Middle-1rish pocm on the
origing ol lirurgical chand in N, Ramsey, M. Sparks and T, Tacton-Brown (eds), St Dansean: bis fife,
times aned el Woodbridge, 1992}, pp 273-07. 30 On the movemenss for ceclesiastical relorm in
Ereland ac this dime, see Denis Bethell, 'English manks and Lrish reform in the eleventh and nvelfih
cenruries’, Fissorival Stuefies, 8 Qo) 111--35. See also Martin Holland, ‘Dreblin and the reform of
the Trish chuech in the eleventh and twelfh centuries’, Peritia, 14 (2000), 111-60; Martin Bre,
‘Canterbury’s perspective on chureh reform and Ireland, 10761115 in Damien Bracken and
Dhagnsar O Riain-Raedel (eds), Hetand and Furope in the neelfily ceritoy: veform and renewal {Dublin,
2006}, pp 13-35. 31 On Lanfrand's extensive familiarity with Ambrose's writings, see Margaret
Gibson, Lanfranc of Bee (Oxford, 1978), PP 40, 830 32 Ambrose, Demsrerits, 852, 53 quoted in
Lanfranc, D¢ cospore, .18 (P, 150, 4310000 8¢ aredinems GUACTTNIN, BIT0 NG Jeimina generare
CORSICTNT, 1’_1}]1::-‘1 grnir :]mzr//nm—‘h’r satierae ovdiieim l'}';g'n FENCTIDL, Do r]uur/ zfm.g/fwmm corprs oy
Vivgme est. Quid biv quiaerss sasnae ordinen i Chyisig CORPOTE, CrIN praeter nansa sit ipse Do
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Complete before the birth of her son, great deed,
Complete at his birch, wichour doubr,
Complewe atrer his birth, enduring the practice,

Complete throughout time perperually.

I vou believe in che birch of Christ, wichour conceahment,
From the virgin in the face of nature,
Believe that he is concealed (it is not sinister),

In che form of wine and wafer,

The emphasis placed on Marv's virginicy nor only echoes Lanfranc’s De corpore,
bue may also have resonated with a clerical audience in light of contemporancous
debates abour clerical chastiny and the issue of hereditary entidement o
ecclesiastical ofhice.

The wider incellectual context of ecclesiastical debates in cleventh- and
twelfth-century Munster remains to be fully explored and is outside the scope of
the presenc scudy. However, in an analysis of the twelfth-cencury high cross ar
Roscrea, which depices Christ on the cross on one side, and a bishop on che odher,
Raghnall O Floinmn has suggested that the depiction of the bishop wearing a mige
more reminiscene of papal than episcopal headgear, on this and other conten-
porary crosses, may have been ‘a deliberate attempe o stress the apostolic role of
the bishop in the rwelfch-century Irish church’. " O Floinn notes that Bernard of
Clairvaux, in his Life of Malachy (Mdel Micddoe Ua Morgair) of Armagh,
describes how, atter instructing Malachy to return o Ireland with the palls and 1o
convene a general council, Innocent 11 ook his mitre from his own head, and
placed it on Malachy's head’, thus representing direct papal authority for Malachy’s
reforming agenda.” Bernard’s Life of Malachy, written shordly after Malachy’s

dearh in 1148, may also provide a contexe for our understanding of Echrgus™ rext.

fests parius ex Virgine? trans. in Laufrane of Ciaisterfuey, p. 68. Other examples from Ambrose that
appear in both Echigus’ texy aned Lanfrands £ corpere, ch, 18, are Moses” statf cuming into a serpene
and then returning to i orginal form (see Ambrase, ¢ stpstereds, 8i49--5 1) and the provision of
manna o the sraclices as described in Exodus (see Ambrose, Fplaols ad Frenaenm), For e
cheological and philosophical discussion of aaure, and specifically Christs matare, in the works of
Eriugena, see Haweree, this volume, 33 §8356-9: 7 amnddaidl ro chivser il clainia Adain co
bomctamd daccobur fhiv o dentaidh nndal dic n-mecomud arehenn ¢ Ruccastar Muire naae niithi Crisr ar
sy 5 ar sr-andflidaith,/ con aceobur o cri con aveonthal hasgr? Ouly vic mbreith o mieic imaith modh/
gl wed breith uf bacghol / dgh jarma breith b in his, dghr tria hathine de bithghrés./ Ma creri geis Crésr
cen cleiehd on Grgh 1 oiemaighid weaienidh,f creie o /a'if/r_ﬂ; cleitly i ola s i osdeithiy Shiua is abhiginne.
34 Fora sceprical view of dhe significance of this issue, see Martin Holland, “Were carly Trish chusch
establishiments under lay conrrol? in Bracken and O Rigine Racdel (eds), frobaned mid Furape i the
welfelr century, pp 128-42. 35 Raghnall O Flainn, Bishops, licurgy and reform: some archaco-
logical and art historical evidence in Bracken and O Riatn-Racdel (edsy, frefand and Lnrope e the
avelfih coniry, pp 21838 acp. 234, 36 Cited in O Floinn, Bishaps, livurgy and reform’, p. 234
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Thar the Eucharistic controversies of eleventh-century Europe were well known to
the Irish is nor only suggcsmd by Lanfranc’s side-swipe at Berengar in his letter to
the Irish clerics written in 1080/1,%" but is also suggested by the fact thar those
debates are evoked in the Irish Eucharistic controversy depicted in Malachy’s Viea.
te is clear that Bernard would wish his audience to believe thart there was some sort
of Berengarian coneroversy in freland during Malachy’s lifetime (1094/5-1148),
and that Malachy himselt acted in the role of Lanfranc. Although it may
uldimately derive from a genuine trish controversy, Bernard's narrative coneains so
many Berengarian elements that ic possesses Hietle value as an historical account. Ag
he describes ir, a learned cleric from Lismore preaches that the presence of Christ

in the Eucharisc is ﬁgumtive rather chan real:

In his own eyes a knowledgable man, he had the presumption o say that in
che Fucharist there is only a sacrament and not the res suenomenti, that is only

the sancrification and not the wue presence of the body.

He is twice called before an assembly of clerics {the first behind closed doors, the
second in public) at which he is denounced as a heretic alter refusing to accepe the
orthodox position on the Real Presence. As with Echegus, Bernard emphasizes
Malachy’s concern for uniformiry of helief, and for the unity of the church. The
parallets that Bernard draws with the Berengarian controversy are obvious, and
need not detain us unduly, bucic is worth noting thar the vocabulary with which
the lrish heretic is said to have described the Eucharist - that it is only che
sacrament and not the res sacramenti — explicidy evokes Berengar’s arguments as
characterized by Lanfranc in chaprer 10 of his De corpore. Furthermore, the two
assemblies of clerics are undoubredly meant o echo the councils of 1059 and 1079
at which Berengar was made o recant his views on the Real Presence. In the
absence of any other evidence, the idea that the Life preserves an account of a
genuine Eucharistic controversy in Ireland cannor be substandared. However, what
are noteworthy for our purposes are the broader themaric parallels berween
Lchrgus’ wreatise and Bernard’s Life of Malachy. For example, through miraculous
intervention, this hngiogmphical narradive brings an Irish heretic from his rejection
of the Real Presence in the Eucharist to a deathbed acceprance of Catholic
docirine and receipt of the Eucharise, thus ensuring the hereric’s ultimare salvation.
While flecing in dishonour from the second assembly, the heretic is seized by a
37 Learers, mo. 91 Nequee ening negar wevitaten carnis et sangiinis Chiisei, quod plevisque scismaticism
sisuns ose ot welhuee non cessas widers, He does not Gs many schisiasics have thoughe and have nor yer
ceased o think} deny thar the flesh and blood of Chrise are really present’. 38 Bernard of
Clairvaux, Lafe of Makachy, S570 PL 182, 10731118 (11osCet1a6AY 5 seiolus i aenlis suis,
praesumpsic dicere, in Fuclaristin esse tantanmmoda saceanenstn, of ion rens sacsimenti, id ese sofain

saactificationent, of non corperts veritatens. Bermard of Clairvaw: the life and desedy of Suine Malachy
the Irishiman, 1ans. Robent T. Mever (Ralamazoo, ML 19785 pp 71-2. 39 P 150, 4214,
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malady thar leaves him unable to move. A passing madman tells him thar thisisa
forewarning of death, but we are informed thart it was God speaking through the
madman, because the heretic had gained nothing from the counsel of sane men.

The heretic is thus reconcited to correct doctrine on the Real Presence:

Within the hour the bishop was called, cruth was acknowledged and error
rooted out. Fle confessed thac he had been in the wrong and was absolved.
Then he asked for the viaticum and a reconciliation was effected. Ac pracric-
ally the same moment that his lips renounced all his faithless wrongdoing he
was dissolved by death.

The use of a divine miracte to confirm the rruth of a Paschasian belief in the Real
Presence, and therefore ensure the salvation of an individual, is evocative of
[ anfranc’s starement thae God can use miracles as a way of convincing those who
entertain doubts about the transformation of the bread and wine into the body
and blood of Christ: “worthy miracles ... by which the veil of visible and
corruptible realities is removed, and Christ is scen as he truly is — his flesh and
blood appearing to bodily eyes. Cerrainly, Echtgus also makes use of such a
miracle to support his position on the Eucharist when, drawing on Paschasius
Radberwus De corpore et sanguine Domini, he recounts the narrative of the
Eucharistic host being transformed, on the altar of St Ninian, into the Chriss
chitd.*s Tn Echtgus® version of the miracle, che doubtful cleric Flagetlus (in
Paschasius’ De corpore, the priest is called Plecgils) besceches God to reveal the orue
form of the Eucharistic host, whereupon it is transformed into the infant Jesus.®
As with the episode in the Life of Malachy, itisa cleric who takes the central role
in this episode, and his individual salvarion is assured after divine intervention
allows him to recognize the ‘true’ form of the Eucharistic host. However, if we
ceturn to the lerrer from Lanfranc with which this scudy began, we mighr note a
contrast here: where Lanfranc invites us, following Augustine, to ‘share in Christ’s
suffering’, and to ‘meditace tenderly and profitably on the fact thac it was for us
that his fesh was wounded and crucified’, Echrgus turns not o the crucified
Chyrist, but racher to the Christ-child, as the object of affective piety. This affords

his audience a different, though equally intimate, example of Euchasistic devotion.

Lanfiunc of Canterbury, post. 40 DL 182, 106: Fadem hov accitar Episcopus, agnoscitnr veritds,
dhjicitur error. Confessus reatin absolvitur, petic Visticion, ity veconcillario; oo wig peite MasenLo
perfidia ore abdicatir, et morte dituitry Bernard of Clabrvgus, p. 720 41 L, 150, 427B: digna
niiracida, guibus rerion visibiliuny atgie corruptibiliun ablaws teguareniis, sicds yererd est apparer
corporalibms pculis cae Chiristi ¢t sanguisy Lanfrane of Canterbury, p. 61, 42 De corpore et sanguine
Domini, ¢.14. 43 Paschasius” source for this miracle was the Mivacnda Nynie Episcopi, which was
known to him through Aleuin {ed. Karl Srrecker, Poctae Larhif aevi Carofing, VG- (Berling 1923),

pp 943-61) fam currendy preparing a detailed srucy of this passage of Echegus’ texc for publicacion.
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As with other texts composed within the context of the ccclesiastical reform
movement in Ireland, Echrgus tooks ro Carolingian sources for clucidarion of
correct doctrine and exegetical interpretation. ™ In the case of the miracle of the
Christ-child on the altar of St Ninian, it is Paschasius’ De corpore thar is Echrgus
probable source. However, that is not to say that Irish authors looked to earlier
Carolingian sources to the exclusion of more contemporary sources. Indeed,
Lanfranc may have been one such contemporary source, as | have suggested here.
It is difficult ro prove beyond doubrt that Echegus knew Lanfranc’s De corpore,
although the leteer from the Munster clergy to Lanfranc suggests at least that he
was known in lretand o be an authority on Eucharistic docrrine. Borh Lanfranc
and Echtgus (and indeed other contemporary authors on Eucharistic doctrine,
such as Lanfranc’s pupil Guitmund of Aversa) looked to the same biblical passages
and the same authorities — Ambrose, Augustine, Paschasius — for support of their
docerinal stance. Echrgus’ transposition of his material into the Irish language
makes it particularly difficult to identify instances where he might be drawing on
Lanfranc’s work, racher than directly from carlier sources. But what is important
is that this irish author was, at che same vime as other better-known chinkers
elsewhere in Furope, ardculating an orthodox theological position on the
Eucharist for the purpose of promoting uniformity of belief throughour the
church. Furthermore, while doing so he drew on the same authorities and the
same textual heritage as Lanfranc. This shows the extent to which the Irish church
was participaring in, and responding to, the intellectual debares that arose in
Western Furope during the early scholastic period. Thar trish churchmen fele able
to write to Lanfranc to clarify issues regarding Eucharistic doctrine is furrher
evidence of their integration in this intellectual silier. In this regard, the emphasis
in Echrgus text on ideas of completion and perfection not only reflects the literary
and theological sophistication of the text, but also alludes to the wider culwural
context within which the text was composed: itis illustrative of a wider pereeprion
of the need for unicy within the church, a need thae was highlighted by move-
ments for ecclesiastical reform throughout Europe.®

Although Christs sacrifice on the cross implicidy underlies the Eucharisoc
celebration, Echrgus is more concerned with other elements of the Passion
narrasive, particutarly Christ as enacror of the first Fucharistic feast at the Last
Supper, and the resurrected Christ as he is presenc in the bread and the wine of the
Eucharist and simultaneously in heaven, according to Catholic belief. Perhaps in

this we can also see the influence of Lanfranc, who, in favouring the resurrection

44 Compare, for example, Gille of Limerick’s use of Carolingian sources in his De stati evclesiae: see
Michael Richier, ‘Gilbert of Limerick revisited” in Alfred U Smyth {ed ), Seanelis: studees it eardy and
mnedjeval rish archacology, bistory and liieratiae in Honour of Francis [ Byre {Dublin, zooo), pp 341-7.
45 For an overview, sce Gerd Tellenback, The churcly in Western Ewrope from the tenth 1o the carly
rwelfth cermry, trans. Timothy Reuter (Cambridge, 1993).
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theology of Ambrose, also downplayed the role of Chrises crucifixion in his
Fucharistic treatise in compaiison to, say. Paschasius Radbereus.* Echtgus’ use of
a miracle narrarive in which the host is turned into the Christ-child on the atear
moves the focus of devotion away from the erucified Christ, bue sdll offers his
audience an equally affective and intimate form of Eucharistic piety. The major
doctrinal controversies that raged across Latin Christendom have long com-
manded scholarly atrention, but locatized, indirect, vernacular responscs to these
controversies (the reaction ‘on the ground’, so to speak) have generally been
overtooked. However, by highlighring a few of the themes reflected in Echegus’
poem on the Eucharise, it is hoped that the presenc study has shown how the
wider theological implications of the Passion’s narrative of sacrifice and salvacion
might have been understood and expounded in eleventh- and twel{th-cencury
treland. "

46 Gibson, Lanfrane of Bec, p. 74 Gibson also emphasizes Lanfranc’s concern for the unity of the
church, which s

he argues was grearer than his need “to clarify the technical problems of Bucharistic
definition” {p. 97}, which suggeses another poing ol comparison with Echrgus. 47 In addidon to
research presented ar the ‘Envisioning Christ on the Cross’ conference at University Collepe Corl,
chis essay incorporates work presented at research seminars in the Deparement of Celtic and Gaelic
Seudies, University of Glasgow, and che Deparement of Celtic and Scotrish Studies, University of
Edinburgh, and | would like o rhan I those whe atended for their useful comments and
suggestions. | gratefully acknowledge che suppost of the Leverhulme Truse and the Isaae Newtorn
Trust in funding my research.





