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	In Chaucer’s “Prologue” of The Canterbury Tales, he describes a monk, heaping praise upon him, as he does in all the portraits. The monk is said to be many things, however the details that stand out are: he has a passion for hunting, he has modern ideas about how men of his order should spend their time, and he seems to be quite wealthy. Taking Chaucer’s words at face value, this monk seems to be both a good man and a good member of the clergy. However, looking deeper, it seems as if this man is quite selfish and lazy, revealing a portrait of a man that is not so fair.
	The most obvious of his ambiguous traits is his apparent wealth. He is described as having “sleeves purfiled at the hand / With gris, and that the fineste of a land” (193) and “of gold wrought a ful curious pin” (196). Also, “men mighte his bridel heere / Ginglen in a whistling wind” (169), because his tack is so decorated with trinkets. This wealth of his could be caused by any number of circumstances. It could be that the land around is so fruitful that everyone in the area is prospering. Or perhaps, the cloister that this particular monk lives in takes so much from the people that although the general public is poor, the cloister itself is rich. Or even, that neither the cloister nor the people are well off because this monk, who happens to be the abbot, is so greedy that he takes everything. There are no clues as to how the people or the other monks live, so it is difficult to tell which case it may be. 
	Another aspect of the monk that seems somewhat suspect is his love of hunting, mentioned in line 189: “Therefore he was a prikasour aright. / Grehoundes he hadde as swift as fowl in flight. / Of priking and of hunting for the hare / Was al his lust, for no cost wolde he spare.” It may be that the monk is just trying to provide for his monastery, getting meat for the table, but because of the line “no cost wolde he spare” (192), it seems to be more of a form of recreation than a way to feed his people. Theoretically, a member of the church should be devoting his life to either carrying out God’s work, or helping the public to do so. Does recreation fit into such a way of life? Not so much that he should be spending what seems to be the majority of his time in his less-than-noble activities. Besides that issue, his passion for hunting also raises the question, why does a member of the church like killing so much? It could be argued that killing animals is acceptable, even necessary, but it seems a bit odd that a monk would love murdering anything, even animals. He also appears to be spending a lot of gold on this particular activity, possibly depriving other people of basic necessities. Once again though, the portrait gives no indication of how his actions affect the lives of others.
	The last of the monk’s dubious character traits is his so-called modern ideas. He shuns the traditions that dictate how a monk should spend his time, which is either in study or labour. The narrator (Chaucer) excuses this, saying the monk “heeld after the newe world the space.” (176), implying that breaking with tradition is a good thing. In some cases it is, but not when it is used as an excuse to shirk duties. Chaucer doesn’t put it forward as being a bad thing, but it is obvious that the monk is merely justifying his actions. He has no desire to do either manual labour or study, and explains it away by saying that if St. Augustine wanted labour done, he could do it himself. 
“What sholde he studye and make himselven wood 
 Upon a book in cloistre alway to poure, 
 Or swinke with his handes and laboure, 
 As Austin bit? How shal the world be served? 
Lat Austin have his swink to him reserved!” (184)
 Although portrayed as being modern, it is evident that this monk is merely lazy. 
	These examples show that this particular monk is not as pious and good as the narrator seems to think. It could be that the narrator is naïve, or perhaps he is trying to put a good face on everybody’s faults. In any case, the monk is very flawed. He seems to be trying to be a lord or a nobleman, but not having been born to it, he needs to find another way to indulge himself in a life of leisure. Instead of taking up his duties as not only a monk, but an abbot, he spends his time hunting, which no monk should do. Beyond that, he spends large sums of money on himself, possibly depriving the monastery or the outlying areas of food and other necessities. His behaviour, taken all in all, is more that of the gentry than of the clergy. He seems far too selfish to be likeable, although this could be a satire of the church. In my opinion, this monk represents the higher members of the church, who take more than they should, and spend more on themselves than on God’s works.
