An Examination of the Inclusion of Intentional Contradictions Within 
Guibert of Nogent’s Monodiae

Introduction

[bookmark: _Hlk73612418]Guibert of Nogent lived, approximately, between the years 1053-1125 and was probably born near Clermont-en-Beauvais. He was from a lesser noble family and was raised by his mother and tutor, as his father had died when he was still a baby. Unlike the other male members of his family, Guibert did not become a knight. Guibert’s birth had been fraught with difficulties, his father promised the unborn Guibert to the virgin Mary in exchange for the mother and child’s survival. As a teenager, Guibert entered the monastery of Saint-Germer de Fly and became a Benedictine monk. He remained in Saint-Germer, close to his mother, until he was elected abbot of the monastery of Nogent. He lived at Nogent from around the age of fifty until he died in his seventies. Guibert wrote many works including the Gesta Francorum, Gesta Dei per Francos, and de Pignoribus Sanctorum. It is his work the Monodiae, which is the focus of this essay, a text that is considered autobiographical, but which includes many other elements including an account of the uprising at Laon and an array of moralistic stories.    
In his paper on Guibert’s use of Latin in the Monodiae and the many translations that have followed, Joseph Mcalhany concludes with the statement, ‘Guibert was careless neither as a writer nor a thinker; his style demands a careful scrutiny, of the sort he applied in his own scriptural exegesis’.[footnoteRef:1] I agree with this statement which causes the question to be asked; why did Guibert include so many contradictions in his Monodiae? As he was not a careless thinker or writer they must have been included intentionally. This essay scrutinises two main subjects of the Monodiae in which Guibert chose to include multiple contradictions, his relationship with his mother and subsequent writing about her, and his references to his family.  [1:  Joseph McAlhany, 'Elucidations and Emendations to Guibert of Nogent’s Monodiae', The Journal of Medieval Latin, 25 (2015), 173-196, p. 195.] 

Chapter one discusses why there is no prologue, it includes brief descriptions of Guibert’s other works, contextualises the Monodiae in both historical and historiographical terms, and discusses Guibert’s motives for writing his memoirs including how honest an account it is. Chapter two discusses the strange way Guibert refers to his family and his own inclusion in his family. Chapter three focusses on his relationship with his mother. Some have claimed that Guibert had an Oedipus complex this, however, is an unfair and clumsy understanding of Guibert’s maternal bond and is a claim which has been countered by Coupe, who argues against many of the psychoanalytical approaches to understanding Guibert and his work.[footnoteRef:2] Rubenstein supports this argument also with his claim that modern psychoanalysts tend to underestimate Guibert’s sophistication and intelligence.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  Coupe M. D., 'The Personality of Guibert De Nogent Reconsidered', Journal of Medieval History (North-Holland: Elsevier Science Publishers, 1983), 317-329, p.p. 321, 322. ]  [3:  Rubenstein Jay, Guibert of Nogent Portrait of a Medieval Mind (London: Routledge, 2002), p. 14.] 

The Monodiae itself is divided into three books, the first contains the majority of Guibert’s autobiographical material, the second describes the history of the monastery of Nogent, and book three describes the rebellion of Laon. Guibert’s description of Laon is not discussed in detail in this essay, however, it is interesting for two main reasons. Firstly, Guibert’s writing becomes particularly impassioned when describing the events at Laon, I feel his emotion and anger at the carnage betrays much more about his personality than he meant to share. Secondly, Guibert made no attempt to understand the events at Laon from anyone’s perspective but his own, again, this speaks volumes regarding his sensibilities and attitudes toward the opinions and lives of others. Although this essay relies on the translations and interpretations of Benton and Archambault, all direct quotes are from Benton’s work to avoid any confusion.    

Chapter One. Why Did Guibert Write the Monodiae?

Guibert was born into a world where oral tradition was the norm and literacy was the preserve of a minority.[footnoteRef:4] Guibert was among that minority, he was extremely well-read in both the classics and Christian works and his Monodiae is, in part, modelled on Augustine’s Confessions. Interestingly, other than an admiration for the works of Augustine which could have manifested into a desire to emulate him, Guibert appeared to have no distinct reason for writing his memoirs. Other contemporary autobiographical works all have a definite reason for having been created. Gerald of Wales used his autobiography to promote himself as a candidate for the see of St. David’s, Abelard’s work was an attack on his many enemies, and Herman wanted to describe his conversion from Judaism.[footnoteRef:5] Guibert’s motives are less clear, in his Deeds of God Through the Franks, he claims to only ever write for himself, ‘I have driven everyone from my mind, instead thinking only of what is good for myself, with no concern for pleasing anyone else.’[footnoteRef:6] In his Monodiae Guibert states, ‘it is a worthy act and singularly for my soul’s good that through these confessions the darkness of my understanding should be dispersed.’[footnoteRef:7] These claims are supported by the assertion that Guibert was a very introspective man, his ideas of religion and the self were interior which implies that he was writing exclusively for himself. The obvious lack of a patron or dedicatee would also support his claims. The truthfulness of Guibert’s work is also difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain but provides a further clue as to why he created his Monodiae. Guibert claimed that he had been requested to write the Lives of several saints, he had refused due to the fact that, as they had lived so long ago, no real information could be found about them, and he did not want to fabricate biographical material.[footnoteRef:8] Not only does this suggest that Guibert’s work was honest, at least from his own perspective, it also suggests that Guibert created his Monodiae to avoid his life being misunderstood. This implies a high level of arrogance, did Guibert think he would posthumously be made a saint and wanted to record his own life? I do not think so, there is little in his Monodiae that would suggest such an ambition. Guibert’s sense of honesty is not without bias, as can be seen in his Deeds of God Through the Franks. In Robert Levine’s translation, he demonstrates how Guibert was prepared to distort any facts in the defence of his fellow nobles and, subtly, uses anecdotal material to confirm his own rank within society.[footnoteRef:9] I think that Guibert felt that if he was to be remembered, he wanted to be remembered for who he truly was or at least who he believed he was. [4:  Julia M. H. Smith, 'Oral and Written: Saints, Miracles, and Relics in Brittany, c. 850-1250, Speculum, 65 (1990), 309-343, p. 311.]  [5:  Coupe M. D., 'The Personality of Guibert De Nogent Reconsidered', p.p. 318, 325.]  [6:  Guibert of Nogent trans. Robert Levine, The Deeds of God through the Franks (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 1997), p. 4.]  [7:  John F. Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France (Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1984), p. 37.]  [8:  Colin Morris, 'A Critique of Popular Religion: Guibert of Nogent on the Relics of the Saints.', in Popular Belief and Practice, ed. by G.J. Cuming and Derek Baker (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), p.p. 57, 59.]  [9:  Guibert, trans. Robert Levine, The Deeds of God through the Franks, p.p. 9, 10.] 

By the 11th century, a style of prologue had become the norm and was essentially an introduction, first of the author, followed by the patron or dedicatee, a brief sentence or paragraph dedicated to self-deprecation, and a note of the reason behind the creation of the text.[footnoteRef:10] In the Monodiae no such prologue exists and Guibert starts his text with an intense address directly to God. It is possible that a prologue had been included and subsequently lost, as Guibert is not mentioned by any of his contemporaries and his work was not widely circulated in his own time, if a prologue was lost there would be no way to know if one had ever existed.[footnoteRef:11] In his Deeds of God through the Franks Guibert included a cloying letter to the Bishop Lysiard as his prologue, in which he gives reason for dedicating the work to Lysiard while omitting his own name. ‘I have refused [to sign this work with my own name] out of fear of sullying a pious history with the name of a hateful person. However, thinking that the story, splendid in itself, might become more splendid if attached to the name of a famous man, I have finally decided to attach it to you.’[footnoteRef:12] This offers a more likely explanation of why the Monodiae does not contain a prologue as Guibert was putting on a full display of self-deprecation. Bratu states that the tradition of self-criticism or humilitas was always false, as medieval writers all longed to be known and respected for their literary achievements.[footnoteRef:13]   [10:  Cristian Bratu, 'Prologues as "Locus Auctoris" in Historical Narratives: An Overview from Antiquity to the Middle Ages', Mediaevistik, 28 (2015), 47-65, p. 56.]  [11:  Guibert, trans. Robert Levine, The Deeds of God through the Franks, p. 1.]  [12:  Guibert, trans. Robert Levine, The Deeds of God through the Franks, p. 23.]  [13:  Bratu, 'Prologues as "Locus Auctoris", p. 57.] 

Academic interest in Guibert’s writing started towards the end of the nineteenth century with historians taking a particular interest in Guibert’s work on relics. Abel Lefranc described Guibert as being ‘truly enamoured with rationalism’, Bernard Landry, and Charles Hoskins both celebrated Guibert’s ‘uniqueness; and ‘scepticism’. Bernard Monod went as far as claiming that Guibert was almost modern in his critical approach to relics. In the 1960s, Jacques Chaurand somewhat extinguished the excitement of Guibert’s attitude towards relics by pointing out that he only criticised the relics of opponent monasteries and although he did have the requisite skills and intelligence to logically argue against the credibility of such artefacts, he did not apply this argument universally.[footnoteRef:14] This interest then shifted to Guibert’s Monodiae with John F. Benton’s 1970 translation and psychoanalytical assessment of Guibert’s work, in which he argues against the earlier claims of Guibert’s modern thinking. This was followed by Edmond Rene-Labande’s 1981 translation which was used by Paul J. Archambault in his 1995 translation to criticise many of Benton’s conclusions.[footnoteRef:15]  Rubenstein’s 2013 Portrait of a Medieval Mind attempts, I think very effectively, to draw all the disparate speculations regarding Guibert and his works into one comprehensive study.[footnoteRef:16]  [14:  Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France, p.p. 8, 9.]  [15:  John Coakley, 'Reviewed Work: A Monk's Confession: The Memoirs of Guibert of Nogent by Guibert of Nogent, Paul J. Archambault', Church History, 66 (1997), p.p. 329, 330.]  [16:  Rubenstein Jay, Guibert of Nogent Portrait of a Medieval Mind (London: Routledge, 2002).] 

The context in which Guibert was writing can be, in some way, derived from his addresses to the Virgin Mary. ‘O Lady who rules Earth and Heaven after thy only Son, how good was the thought of those who placed me under bondage to thee!’[footnoteRef:17] The feudal nature of Guibert’s era can be seen here, Guibert directly addresses Mary as ruler of Heaven and Earth, but only in the name of her only Son rather than in her own right. Guibert remarks that he was placed in bondage to her, as people were held in bondage by the contemporary feudal system, Guibert is here using that model to describe his bond with Mary as he sees himself as her vassal. This direct address to Mary provides an insight into how Guibert viewed himself and his status within the wider medieval French society and highlights the cult of worship for the Virgin Mary that was growing quickly during Guibert’s lifetime.[footnoteRef:18]  [17:  Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France, p. 43.]  [18:  Morris, The Discovery of the Individual 1050-1200, p. 58.] 


Chapter Two. Why does Guibert not name any of his family directly?

‘And indeed, since it is clearer than daylight that my life has strayed from the paths of the good and that my pursuits have always been an affront to any sensible person, of what avail will the reputation of my mother or father or ancestors be to me when all their grandeur will be squeezed out of their wretched offspring? I, who through lack of will and deed fail to make their behaviour live again, am riding posthaste to infamy if I claim their praise for myself’.[footnoteRef:19] This dramatic self-deprecating statement is typical of Guibert’s work. He wrote this passage in relation to his mother as he pre-empted any criticism he may have faced for lavishing so much praise on her in his Monodiae. With this statement, he is claiming that he does not want to be associated with his mother and, by extension, the rest of his family as he is unworthy of any recognition that they deserve. This sense of unworthiness would explain why he does not directly name any of his family members. This chapter, however, argues that Guibert is displaying false modesty and that he has left enough clues to the identity of his family that any of his contemporary peers would have easily recognised his familial connections. [19:  Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France, p. 69.] 

It is not until chapter eighteen in book one that Guibert finally divulges the name of his father, Evrard. He only includes this name in the re-telling of a story told to him by his mother about a vision she experienced. In this vision she saw the spirit of her dead husband and asked him his name, he denied his name was Evrard and Guibert philosophises that the notion of spirits recognising their own names would be ridiculous. Here, Guibert has slipped his father’s name into the narrative, having already spoken of him numerous times without naming him and implying that it was necessary to the re-telling of his mother’s vision, Guibert has kept his sense of modesty intact. 
Guibert employs this same tactic later in book three where he describes the uprising at Laon. In chapter seven he mentions a nobleman who was married to a young cousin of his, in the next chapter he names the nobleman very casually, ‘Immediately afterward Renier of whom I spoke before as married to my cousin’. He also refers to his cousin later again as having been recently married at Laon.[footnoteRef:20] His description of his cousin as modest indicates that Guibert thought highly of her and did not name her as, in trying to promote his own modesty, he does not want to claim her good name for himself. His multiple, references to her, however, regarding the fact that she had been married recently in Laon to a nobleman named Renier would have been enough information for one of his contemporaries to form a connection between them despite her remaining nameless. [20:  Benton, Self and Society, p.p. 173, 174, 188.] 

Guibert further promotes his own claims to modesty, in book three chapter nineteen, as he does directly name one member of his family, Veranus. ‘I have also seen Veranus, a relative of mine and a nobleman, devoted to such great wrongs and evil ways of thinking that he was expelled from the rule of his abbey.’[footnoteRef:21] It can be seen here that the only relative Guibert is happy to name directly and create a direct link with himself is a man known for corruption and evil deeds. This fits with Guibert’s consistent claims to be evil himself and here he uses Veranus’ bad name as a way of further disparaging himself. This act is further highlighted in the very next chapter as Guibert refers to another cousin this time an honourable, therefore, nameless one. This cousin was healed from an illness with the aid of a holy relic of St. Arnoul, in honour of this relic he threw a banquet every year on the saint’s day, a tradition still practiced by Guibert’s family. By not naming this cousin, Guibert can still claim his sense of modesty but the family who threw a celebration every year on the day of St. Arnoul must have been well known along with Guibert’s connection to them. [21:  Benton, Self and Society, p. 225.] 

Guibert also criticises his family multiple times throughout the Monodiae, he criticised them for being murderers, rapists, and thieves which were not unusual practices for the noble classes to indulge in in the 11th century.[footnoteRef:22] Guibert rails against his father’s family and their cruel treatment of his mother when she was young and newly married. He even accuses his step-grandmother of using magic to curse their marriage. His biggest criticism though is his attack on his family’s engagement with the practice of simony. Guibert describes a man who he refers to as his father’s nephew rather than simply cousin, perhaps to illustrate that he was a paternal relative rather than imply that his mother was related to him by blood, attempted to buy a clerical office for him.[footnoteRef:23] Guibert’s attacks on his family may seem contradictory at times, he was proud of his noble status whilst simultaneously criticising the practices of the noble classes. This, however, fits with Guibert’s role as a social commentator and moralist. Also, as he wrote his Monodiae as a relatively old man it is likely that many of those who he criticised were already dead, which implies that this may have been a cathartic exercise for Guibert, especially in recalling the suffering his mother had endured at the hands of her husband’s family. [22:  Guibert of Nogent, trans. Paul J. Archambault, A Monk's Confession (Philadelphia: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1996), p. 22.]  [23:  Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France, p. 51, 52, 64.] 

Guibert’s initial claim to be unworthy of any praise due to his family is cleverly undermined by his subsequent writing. The little morsels of information he provides regarding his familial connection are enough to place him among their ranks and claim any recognition as his own. Guibert’s criticism of his family, however, also indicates that he was being remarkably honest. I do not think that Guibert was always being subversive in his writing, his criticisms of certain relatives are honest, however, they do betray a sense of longing for the life that he sacrificed for his monastic calling. Guibert never got to indulge in the fighting, sex, and debauchery enjoyed by so many of his relatives, his only option was to observe and condemn the life he could have had.    

Chapter Three. The Maternal Bond.

Guibert’s extensive descriptions of his mother have been widely discussed with many contradicting views and arguments. This chapter is written in accordance with my own opinion that Guibert did not have an Oedipal obsession with his mother. His writing of her stems partly from the fact that she was an ever-present element for the first fifty years of his life and would, therefore, have warranted a large part of Guibert’s memoirs dedicated to her. Guibert had read Augustine’s Confessions and took inspiration from it when creating his Monodiae. Augustine, who did have an Oedipal complex, wrote extensively of his own mother, Monika, I believe Guibert’s work emulates Augustine’s with the inclusion of an exhaustive amount of information regarding his own mother.[footnoteRef:24] Lastly, Guibert never had any real contact with any other women, his mother was his only window into the realm of women which he found simultaneously exciting, erotic, and sinful. His writing of her, and to a lesser extent the Virgin Mary, was one of the few outlets Guibert had for his pent-up sexual frustrations despite her not being the object of these frustrations. In this chapter, some of Guibert’s references to his mother are scrutinised, as I believe he included several veiled insults to his mother.  [24:  Beers William R., 'The "Confessions" of Augustine: Narcissistic Elements', American Imago, 45 (1988), 107-125, p. 118.] 

 In chapter two of book one Guibert’s first of many references to his mother appears. He makes a point of highlighting how beautiful she was, ‘Thou didst bestow on me a mother who was beautiful, yet chaste, modest, and steeped in fear of the Lord.’ Guibert then follows this statement with a reference to fasting, ‘Still, just as the obligatory fasting of the utterly poor is less praiseworthy, since they cannot choose their food, while the abstinence of rich men takes its value from their abundance, in the same way beauty has the higher title to praise of every sort the more desirable it is, so long as it hardens itself against the temptations of lust.’[footnoteRef:25] Here Guibert is stating his belief that his mother’s chasteness is all the more impressive as she is beautiful and essentially has to overcome the obstacle of being beautiful in her attainment of chastity. This would appear to be a compliment, however, in chapter eighteen Guibert casually remarks, ‘she had always loathed a wife’s bedtime duties.’[footnoteRef:26] This statement is situated amongst a barrage of praise Guibert bestowed onto his mother as he related what a devoted wife she remained after her husband’s death. It is a short, easily overlooked sentence but one which undermines Guibert’s apparent accolades to his mother. If she hated sex then, by his own example of fasting not being admired in the impoverished, her chasteness is not something to be commended as it is her own hatred of sex that prohibits her from engaging in it rather than a desire to be pure. Her hatred of sex also undermines Guibert’s praise of her conduct in her widowhood as, why would a woman who detested wifely duties want to remarry? In situating this claim within his praise of his mother’s devotion to her dead husband, Guibert is insinuating that her actions are merely for show. Guibert’s veiled insults attacking his mother’s chasteness go to the very heart of what he believed was the most commendable attribute a woman could possess.  [25:  Benton, Self and Society, p. 38.]  [26:  Benton, Self and Society, p. 92. ] 

Within the descriptions of his mother, Guibert refers to his parents’ early years of marriage. It is from within these descriptions that come his strangest and most obvious contradiction. Guibert devotes chapter twelve to the tumultuous beginnings of his mother’s marriage, he claims she was very young to have been married and his father’s wicked stepmother cursed her which kept the marriage from being consummated for seven years.[footnoteRef:27] After the curse had broken, by the skills of an old woman, the marriage was finally consummated which resulted in Guibert’s traumatic birth. Guibert’s father then died just eight months later, and his mother remained widowed and chaste. This raises the question of how his mother had other children. In chapter three Guibert claims to be the only survivor of his mother’s multiple children and claims to be her last born. In chapter seven, however, he refers to his adolescent brother who was a knight in the castle of Clermont. In chapter fourteen he refers to his mother as a widow who had managed a house and raised her children.[footnoteRef:28] There is also the implication that Guibert must have had older brothers as when his mother retired to Saint-Germer he was able to remain in his family castle. He claimed to have been left completely alone but who would have been running the estate? There is no indication that he was left any responsibilities to do with maintaining his familial properties. It was customary for a person when taking holy orders to transfer much, if not all, of their wealth to the religious house, however, there is no mention of such a transfer of wealth taking place except for Guibert’s mother having a house built for herself within the grounds of Saint-Germer.[footnoteRef:29] All this points to the fact that Guibert and his home must have been under the care of an older, most likely male, relative who could easily have been a sibling. Guibert does refer to two children raised by his mother, one was an orphan who was tormented by the devil, and the second, an abbot named Jean who she had raised as a boy.[footnoteRef:30] Guibert does not refer to either of these adoptees as his brothers or as his mother’s children, so it is unlikely that they are who he means when he references his siblings.  [27:  Guibert’s reference to a stepmother rather than a blood relative is a well-known literary device. Guibert could not have implied that a blood relative of his was engaged in black magic as this would imply that he had inherited the blood of a person engaged in the black arts. ]  [28:  Benton, Self and Society, p. 73. ]  [29:  Anneke B. Mulder-Bakker, Lives of the Anchoresses (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2005), p.p. 6, 26.]  [30:  Benton, Self and Society, p.p. 96, 134. It is unclear whether these two people Guibert mentioned as being raised by his mother are two separate people or if Jean is the orphaned baby.] 

Why does Guibert create such an obvious contradiction in his work? As discussed in chapter one, Guibert was very biased towards his own class, however, as the younger son of a younger son of a lesser noble family he had a very tentative stake among the ranks of the nobility. Guibert’s strange allusions to his own brothers, I think, betray his snobbery, and his claims to be a good monk. As a younger son, he would have stood to gain little or no inheritance and it would have been completely normal for him to have been promised to a religious life as a young child or even before birth,[footnoteRef:31] this somewhat detracts from the dramatic tale Guibert tells of his traumatic birth and the promise his father made to the virgin Mary on his behalf. Guibert also provides two instances where he could have renounced his monastic fate and chosen a different path for himself, the first occurred when his mother became distressed at the beatings the young Guibert was receiving from his tutor. Upon seeing his wounds his mother told him he could give up his education and become a knight instead, to which Guibert replied ‘If I had to die on the spot, I would not give up studying my lessons’. The second instance, again, came from his mother, after Guibert had tasted freedom as a result of his mother and tutor’s retirement to Germer-de-Fly. Guibert, having spent time in the company of his wilder cousins, requested permission from his mother and tutor to join the monastery and become a monk himself. Strangely, they both refused even though this was what Guibert’s entire life had been leading up to; Guibert offers no explanation for their refusal. Despite this setback, Guibert asks the Abbot’s permission, and he gladly receives him into the monastery.[footnoteRef:32] In these two instances, Guibert has demonstrated that he endured brutal physical abuse and gave up a life of freedom to devote his life to God, these are sacrifices that would have been undermined had Guibert been completely forthcoming regarding details of his older brothers and, therefore, the likelihood that he would have had little option in life than to become a monk. These two anecdotes, also, appear to undermine his ongoing praise of his mother. Guibert’s belief regarding women was that they should be modest and good, obedient wives, however, here he has demonstrated that his mother twice attempted to break the promise that his father had made. Not only does this imply that she was not a good wife but also not a good Christian, as she was willing to break a sacred vow. Guibert’s description of his mother in these two instances show her to be somewhat treacherous, even evil, as she tries to tempt him away from the path of religious devotion, but Guibert twice does not succumb to her temptations, and he fulfils the promise his father had made. [31:  Eastburn Boswell John, 'Expositio and Oblation: The Abandonment of Children and the Ancient and Medieval Family', The American Historical Review, 89 (1984), 10-33, p. 23.]  [32:  Benton, Self and Society in Medieval France, p.p. 50, 78.] 

What has been shown here is that Guibert’s relationship with his mother was far more complex than many people consider. It is easy when reading of someone seemingly so obsessed with their mother to simply label the obsession as ‘Oedipal’. Guibert spent the first fifty or so years of his life attached to his mother, he was so jealous of her that he could not bring himself to give an accurate description of the other children with whom he had to share her. Guibert’s lack of early relationships with his peers meant that his mother became the most important person in his life and, like with all relationships, he had mixed feelings towards her. As shown here, he felt love, admiration, jealousy, and resentment and he mostly demonstrated his negative emotions towards her with the inclusion of subtle contradictions in his writing.  

Conclusion.

Benton described his opinion of Guibert’s usefulness as a witness of his time, ‘when we try to use him as a window onto medieval life, we look through the eyes of a disturbed man’. This statement is not unfounded, Guibert certainly had a strange and difficult upbringing but calling him disturbed is unfair. As this essay has demonstrated, Guibert’s Monodiae shows a complex, contradictory, and passive aggressive character. Guibert’s relationship with his family, his mother, and his peers was strained, his attitude towards the world he observed was a mixture of resentment, envy, curiosity, disgust, and longing. These emotions coalesced within him and resulted in the somewhat chaotic text that is the Monodiae. In this sense it is a valuable window, not only into the mind of its creator but also into the world of 11th century France through the eyes of someone who forever felt slightly removed from fit. Guibert’s work also provides a rare glimpse into the lives of medieval women and children, his many references to his mother and other noble women, although passive aggressive and partially false, offer a fascinating insight into medieval gender roles. Guibert’s description of his lost childhood spent in study rather than the freedom experienced by his peers provides a rather idyllic and happy description of the childhood experienced by many medieval children, or at least noble male children. Despite this essay somewhat disparaging the psychoanalytical approach to Guibert’s Monodiae, I think that it would be an interesting approach to studying Guibert’s description of the uprising at Laon. Guibert betrays much more of himself in his third book than I believe he intended to and an attempt to extrapolate more information of his personality from this section would provide even more valuable insights.     
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