The ideaf medieval scrib@smechaital,mindlessor slavish copyists has come under
increasing pressure over the ydamty



New College MS 314

TKH OHUFK 28 WeHVasny exekessively critical remarks concerning the chalch
priesthood.

While outliers such as MS Bodi&p and MS Harley 7333 give us evidence of later
PHGLHYDO VFULEDO DQG HGLWRULDO FHQVRUVKLS RI &KD
The Canterbury Tintlisate thasomescribes were perfectly willing to indélged even indulge
in3 ChaucdJ -V U LH® /Wihe Canterbury Tadeserved i©xford, New College MS
314(c.1450?70)is one such manuscrips Carissa Harris and other scholars have established, it
is one of a handful of manuscripts that not only preserve, but actsallfaigas to expand on
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of The Canterbury Talegt these interpolations belong to Chaucer is doubtful, which means that
somvehere DORQJ WKH zZD\ D VFULEH LQ WKH SURFHVVINRI FRS\L
terms of the date of its executiBninceton University MS 100 (formerly Helmingltapied

€.142(730) islikelythe earliesextantmanuscript to contain part thfese interpolated passages

(tenout of fourteenlines). In his study of the manuscript$tué Canterbury T&esrles Owen

suggested that the HelminghahfGLWR U -RBREUTEA& L WRW + D U Uight GaMeV FULE H*
authored the ten spurious linesniin that copy off KH 0 H U F KD fQIS\7 6¥7 6V)Dvihigh

KH GHVFULEHG DV YVRIW SRUQRJUDSK\ RI D KLJK HQRXJK
the { H G bfWdrdbn, British Library, MS Harley 1768450%60) who copied the linesto

the margin of that manuscript (fol. 88in other words, althougthe authorship of these

spurious lines is by no means certain, and tktoaighribes responsible for copying each of these

four manuscriptsnay simply have been dutifully following their exemplar(s) when copying out
these linesthe fact remains thahey nonethelesmade the decisionclude them. Irboth

Princeton MS 100 amtew College MS 314nd in the copy of
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