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took stock of more than a quarter of a century of new research. In 
it, she argued persuasively that the interpretation of customaries as 
normative documents is only relevant from the late eleventh century 
onwards, when they became key tools to train adult converts and to 
impose on dependent houses the customs of a mother institution12. 
And in a follow­up publication from 2016 she noted that the intended 
purpose of earlier customaries was “first and foremost to inspire the 
recipient community: one aspiring to a life of perfection would read 
about great customs as one would read the vita of a great saint”13. 
To this Cochelin added that to make the genre’s inspirational nature 
clear to contemporary readers, these texts “were usually and volun­
tarily written, and even more often kept and transmitted, without an 
authoritative voice”14. Suppressing that voice (and in some cases even 
outright anonymizing the text) arguably meant that its potential nor­
mative power was neutralized and that readers would easily recognize 
the texts’ true intended purpose as a means to reflect on, and improve, 
their own practices and customs15. 

Cochelin’s argument is definitely paradigm shifting. But at the 
same time, it is important to realize that she formulated it in opposi­
tion to the earlier interpretation of Cluniac customaries as normative 
instruments for creating a homogeneous network of affiliated mo­
nastic houses, by imposing on these houses the obligation to strictly 
follow the Cluniacs’ observance. And that in postulating the absence 
in these and other customaries of institutional or normative claims to 
authority as well as that of an authoritative/authorial voice, she left 
out of consideration two notable things. One is that in the Middle 
Ages, authority and authorship were very closely linked concepts and 
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