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When the great bibliographer A. W. Pollard wrote “Shakespeare’s Text”
in 1934, he remarked that Alexander Pope “might be ranked high among
Shakespeare’s editors had he not relegated passages he disliked to the /
margin, and even omitted some offending lines altogether” (282). Pol-
lard thought it unnecessary to explain why such actions were unsuitable,
taking for granted his readers’ concurrence; no doubt many of those
readers have in fact agreed. But the point of view implied by his state-
ment is not now, and probably never has been, universally held; it is
one of a range of possibilities. The primary assumptions underlying the
statement are that editing is an activity of historical scholarship and that
an editor’s own preferences are subordinate to historical accuracy. There
is also the implication that the historical text to be focused on is one
that reflects its author’s intentions. Pollard is evidently objecting not to
the fact that Pope removed passages from surviving texts of Shakespeare
but to the perceived rationale for their removal; further, he is objecting
not to the fact that Pope’s literary judgment played a role in the editorial
process but to the specific role it appears to have played. Editorial activity
of some kind is necessary for the very reason that the texts of the quartos
and Folio may not accurately reflect Shakespeare’s intentions; but the
alteration of the texts that are thus preserved, Pollard implies, must
involve a channeling of the editor’s literary sensitivity into the attempted
reconstruction of what Shakespeare wished the texts of his works to
contain.

Every statement about editing—like this one of Pollard’s—reflects,
directly or indirectly, an attitude toward certain fundamental questions,
and various families of editorial approaches have grown up over the
centuries because these questions have been answered in different ways.
The first question is whether to approach texts historically—whether,
that is, one’s aim in working with the texts of printed and handwritten
documents is to receive communications from the past. If it is, a related
question ultimately follows: Is one primarily interested in verbal
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for their repetition; the products of the second, which are
stationary, exist as physical objects and can be directly passed along
from one person to another (though in the process their appearance may
change through intentional actions Of natural forces). Works inall media
therefore pos¢€ textual problems, but any steps taken o deal with those
problems by altering texts have different effects depending on whether
the works use tangible or intangible media. The editing of 2 painting
(which occurs whenever 2 painting 18 «restored’’) alters the artifact that
the work, since the work and the artifact occupy the same
ce; the editing of a poem need not alter the document Of
at preserve particular texts of the poem, since the docu-
orks themselves but are only attempts at

do not constitute the w
a1 form the instructions for reconstructing intangi-

ble works. We can never know with certainty what the text of any
painting looked like at any given moment in the past, but we do have
the work itself in front of us, however altered by time and chance. Our
uncertainty about the texts of works in intangible media is of a different
order, for the works themselves can never

be handed down tO us; all
we can have are documents (such as paper bearing handwritten or me-

chanically printed notation, motion picture film bearing emulsified im-
ages, sound recor or computer

ding disks bearing contoured grooves,
tapes bearing electronic codes) that purport to tell us how to reconstruct
the works.
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certainty. However much evidence survives, the production of the texts
of works always involves critical judgment. It is in the nature of works
in intangible media that the very constitution of those works is a matter
of conjecture. The questioning of the texts of documents—the tradi-
tional provinc hus part of the activity of read-

e of textual criticism—is t
ing. Any attempt to extract meaning

from a verbal work 18 inseparable
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om the attempt to determine what words and punctuation the text of
¢ work should consist of.

Some classes of texts—essentially those of verbal, musical, and cho-
graphic works—can be trapsmuted without the use of tangible docu-
ments. Cultures without written notations for language, sound, and
movement have preserved their literature, music, and dance in this way,
and what are often called folktales, folk music, and folk dances have a
tradition of transmission that is independent of their being written down.
(Any recitation of a poem or performance of a tune or dance of course
produces a new text.) Renditions of such texts are analogous to docu-
mentary texts: each represents a particular moment in the history of the
transmission of the work, and each may depart in various ways, through
accident or design, from its predecessors. But because past renditions
are intangible, they cannot be recovered directly, and any written tran-
scription, sound recording, or film of them must be evaluated in the
same way as any other documentary text. An editor listening to the
earliest known recording of an American Indian tale and an editor read-
ing the earliest known manuscript of an ancient Greek poem are in
similar situations, though the long series of antecedent texts in the first
instance was oral and in the second primarily written. Most of the
thinking about textual matters has, understandably, been directed to-
ward works traditionally transmitted in documents, but it is important
to remember not only that oral tradition has been the major form of
transmission for some works but also that it may have played a role in
the transmission of any verbal, musical, or choreographic work.

All these considerations form the background for the decision whether
to approach a verbal text historically. Every text is a product of the past
(whether it is from centuries or minutes ago), but our interest in any
given text need not be historical. For example, an editor in a publishing
firm who is working with a contemporary author’s manuscript, type-
script, or computer printout is not concerned with preserving or recon-
structing the text as it stood (or as the author wished it to stand) at a
particular time; instead, the editor’s aim in altering it is to improve it,
according to one or another standard of literary excellence or marketabil-
ity. The document supplied by the author, which presents not the work
itself but one physical text of it, may contain some words or spellings
or punctuation not intended by the author; but the publishing house

editor’s aim in questioning the text is normally not to locate unintended
readings but to find readings that are inappropriate under the standards
being followed (which may, of course, include some unintended read-
ings, such as typographic errors). This kind of editing, in which the
editor attempts to collaborate with the author to improve the work,
may be thought of as “creative,” in an effort to distinguish it from the
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kind of editing, frequently undertaken by professional scholars, in which
the aim 1s tO preserve oOf reconstruct a text as it existed at some prior
moment. Such creative editing is not necessarily unscholarly, however
if by «gcholarly” we mean “‘learned and following 2 set of rigorous
procedures.” Publishing house editors can (whether of not they com-
monly do) bring to their task great learning and cogency of argument,
and their approach to their work could then be called scholarly even if

not historically oriented.
Another group of persons who take 2 nonhistorical approach to texts
consists of some of the literary critics who follow those schools of critical
thought that emphasize readers’ responses over authors’ intentions Of
that deny the past a3 2 useful concept. Such critics, notably those influ-
enced by a series of twentieth-century movements ranging from New
Criticism in the 1940s and 1950s to deconstruction in the 1970s and
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oaches to texts. One is free to use a text, like any other found object,
& basis for a display of intellect, to find meanings or incoherences in
that could not have been contemplated by the person or persons
Storically responsible for its productiqn. But the results can be satis-
ying only if the analysis is coherent in its own terms. Those who
Sroceed in this direction run into trouble when they have not thought
through the meaning of textual authority within their scheme. If a critic
%% not interested in a text as a statement from the past, there would seem
%o be no reason not to alter it at those points that analysis shows to be
ineffective; the text found in a document would carry no authority (even
if the document were a scholarly edition) against the critic’s claims, and
the critical analysis would result in a text more satisfying to the critic.
When such critics, not concerned with the past, fail to carry through
the insights of their analysis in this way, one must ask them to explain
what authority, for their purposes, attaches to historical texts. They,
like publishing house editors, are dealing with texts in a way that allows
them to make textual alterations on the basis of their own personal
literary preferences. In practice, however, they have commonly pro-
ceeded (except in some instances of what has come to be called “mispri-
sion,” or literary appropriation) as if they were constrained to preserve
preexisting texts, thereby implying a concern with the product, if not
the intentions, of human effort in the past—a respect for found texts as
historical evidence. Historical approaches to texts are not necessarily
incompatible with the belief that language thwarts all attempts at individ-
ual expression, but if one’s chosen goal is not historical, the constitution
of inherited texts carries no authority simply because it exists. The root
of the problem is a failure to understand that anyone who wishes to
read or comment on a text, or_on the work it purports to represent,
must make textiial decisions—must, that is, engage in a form of textual
criticism—whether or not the work is being thought of as a communica-
tion from the past.

II

Although nonbhistorical approaches to texts do entail criticism of the
makeup of texts, textual criticism as it has been practiced over the last
twenty-three centuries in the West has been historical in orientation.
Not only have editors regarded texts as clues to verbal statements from
the past; the particular past moment to which they wished a text to lead
them in each case, practically without exception until quite recently,
has been the time when the author considered the work finished. From

L/M’
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Alexandria in the third century BC to those
of the Center for Editions of American Authors (CEAA) in the 1960s,
the aim of textual investigation was tO move toward the texts that were
;ntended by their authors. Occasionally the fact that an author may have
had different intentions at different times would come up in discussion,
but for the most part the focus was on authors’ last intentions. Textual
CMe attempt 0 determine the relations amMoNg, surviving teXts
d the eviﬁiéffdn‘of'tﬁeir cliability as witnesses, has generally
/\_,_,,,,,Z—T/ e e e - e 7y
Benrundertaken with a VIEE == a5 accurately as possible,
Thinally Thtended by the uthor. Evenifa work had no identifiable
b s -93&%; sl B e . - . .
agthor (Of group oF authors), the Tocus was still on the intention of its
creator (OF creators) as implied by the language itself and the historical

context.
If this matter se€

the editions of Zenodotus of

med settled, what remained decidedly unsettled was
been

how best to pursuc the task. The two basic positions that have
taken were represented to some extent by the first two editors of the
first printed series of edited classics. Giovanni Andrea de’ Bussi, the
Grst editor for Sweynheym and Pannartz (the earliest printers in Italy),
kept his own intrusions to 2 minimum, choosing to present eXLs largely
cts: Niccolo Perottl, who succeeded him in 1472, emphasized

as artifacts:
1 of the corruptions that had accumulated in

the detection and TemOVE_Z g
the editor has the relatively passive role of

texts. In the first approach,
reserver and purveyor; in the second, the editor is the active repairer
of the damages wrought by time. The controversy between these tWO
men has, with variations, been reenacted many times since. And it wWas,
of course, not the invention of Renaissance humanists: 2 scholar in the
Alexandrian library or 2 monk in 2 medieval monastery could either
attempt to copy 2 text as it stood in the exemplar or strive to improve
it in the process of copying. The history Qﬁﬂgl criticism and editing
AR role of human jade-

is really the history. of shifting attitudes tOWare e Of
day readers 1 touch with the ﬂé@fThe essen-
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tial dilemma 1 whether to offer readers what is known to have come
from some point in the past, even though the editor can often be rela-
tively sure (and sometimes certain) that it 18 inaccurate, or to present 2
ditor’s evaluation of the

ke it, even though such 2 text 18

text as faithful to the author’s intention as the e
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is regularly used in this cqnnection to mean “V\(isely.cautious,’
Sesting that there has perennially been a predisposition 1n_favor of
was written down or printed in the past over what an editor with

brmed judgment thought of in the present. This position, though it
% been widely held, has a logical flaw at the heart of it. Editing is
eessary in the first place because we acknowledge—given the intangi-
ble medium of verbal works—that documentary texts may be (indeed,
likely to be) inaccurate guides to those works. Second, editors under-
Sake their task because they believe that their knowledge (of existing
texts: of the nature of transmissional errors; of an author’s life, works,
and times) and their insight may enable them to construct more accurate
texts than any of the producers (scribes, printers, even authors) of previ-
ous texts were able to do. Third, errors that seem obvious to most
people can be corrected by those people; the contribution of a learned
and perceptive editor is the correction of errors that are not obvious. It
follows from these three observations that there is no rational justifica-
tion for elevating a documentary reading that makes sense, simply be-
cause it is a documentary reading, over an editor’s conjecture. To do
so is the easier course, because everyone can usually agree on what the
documentary reading is (though sometimes even that is in dispute),
whereas there is not likely to be unanimity of opinion on the merits of
the editorial conjecture. But this uncertainty is the price that must be
paid for the possibility of a more accurate text. The texts of verbal
works, as opposed to the texts of documents, are always uncertain
anyway, and if the works are what we are interested in, we cannot avoid
contending with uncertainty.

Although editorial debates have characteristically been between those
who favor strictly limited editorial intervention in documentary texts
and those who are open to more extensive alteration, the difference
between these positions is one of degree, not kind. The fundamental
dichotomy is actually between making no alterations at all and making
some (whether many or few) alterations. An editor whose goal is to
reproduce a handwritten or printed documentary-text-is-focusing on the
text of a document, not on a work; an editor who incorporates alter-

ations, however few, can no longer claim to be presenting the text of
a document but is going beyond the document to focus on something
else, normally a work as intended at some past moment. The first
approach results in photographic or other facsimiles or in literal (““diplo-
matic”) transcriptions, the second in what are generally called “critical”
editions (because their texts are the products of the critical judgment of
editors). Both kinds of editions can be scholarly, and both can be useful.
The function of facsimiles and diplomatic editions is in part to make

-
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cessible some of the textual evidence present in unique

more widely ac
manuscripts and scarce printed editions. There can be no substitutes for
the originals, of course, because every physical detail of the original

documents is potentially relevant for interpreting the texts they contain.
Those details that cannot be reproduced (such as the paper and ink of,
for transcriptions from handwriting, the characteristics of the hand)
must, in 2 scholarly edition, at least be described; and the places where
a photographic reproduction is misleading (as when ink shows through
from the other side of the original leaf) must be annotated. The primary
scholarly value of facsimiles and diplomatic editions, however, lies in
the contribution made by the editor:in a transcription, the decipherment
of the script; in 2 facsimile of a printed text, the choice of which copy—
of the whole or of each page—to reproduce (along with the recording
of variants in other copies of the same edition). These activities require
critical judgment, even if the resulting editions are not usually called
“critical,” and the worth of the editions depends on the editors’ learning
and judgment.

The dividing line between such editions, in which the goal is to

present specific texts without alteration (except for the compromises
entailed in presenting them in a new physical form), and critical editions,

in which the aim is to offer newly const ucmd_te_xj;s,hased_on_the__‘cri,g_iﬁ_cal
eigamination lier texts, ought to be distinct butis frequently blurred
by confused thinking on the part of editors of both kinds of editions.
Surprisingly often, those whose goal is transcription have introduced
alterations in punctuation (and sometimes in spelling), claiming that the
changes are for readers’ convenience. They seem not to have recognized
that their actions undercut their avowed aim—and, indeed, make their
projects nonhistorical (since the purpose of the alterations is not historical
reconstruction but modernization). They are the counterpart of those
editors whose goal is the correction of texts but who have nevertheless

Jected as generally the best should not be altered

argued that a text s¢
except for the correction of obvious €rrors. In both situations such

editors have not carried through logically the implications of their an-
nounced programs. Yet they have generally believed that they were
being rigorously methodical in their editorial procedures, having stated
in their prefaces how limited their own intrusions into the text had been.

The search for properly “scientific’ methods has been perhaps the
dominant thread running through the history of

textual criticism, and
historians have variously nominate

d Aristarchus of Alexandria, Politian,
Joseph Scaliger, or Karl Lachmann, among others, as the founder of

systematic textual scholarship. Too often, however, rigor of method
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been equated with the minimization of human judgment; instead,
wo must be carefully distinguished. When a medieval monk con-
od two manuscripts, choosing readings from each in an effort to
Eerove the text (in the direction of what the author of the work in-
nded), the procedure could not be called systematic if—as was appar-
itly the usual case—the monk did not evaluate the relative authority
f the two manuscripts or consider how his own preferences might
slate to those of the author. Richard Bentley and Richard Porson were
?7. the same thing on a more sophisticated level in the eighteenth
gentury, though perhaps more freely adopting emendations from their
‘own heads rather than from documents. Both were learned and brilliant
" men, and many of their emendations remain convincing; but their meth-
odology—which failed adequately to consider the comparative authority
of manuscripts—cannot now be regarded as satisfactory for historical
scholarship. The remedy, however, is not the elimination of editorial
conjecture, for the flaw in this approach was not the magnitude of the
role played by editorial judgment but the lack of definition of a frame-
work for its operation. A coherent rationale of approach is properly a

of judgment is not coherent, s&g%zﬂs@m.@mcmdmg exists to'
draw on the strengths of human judgment as a means of correcting the
defects of documentary texts.

The idea that textual conjectures should be grounded on a knowledge
of the relations among the extant texts of a work could not have pro-
duced practical results until the worldwide corpus of surviving manu-
scripts and printed books was brought under sufficient control to make
access to relevant materials feasible. For the first twenty-one centuries
of editorial activity, editors were generally able to see only a portion of
the surviving evidence; it is not surprising that the first concerted empha-
sis on the use of all relevant documents and the first systematic approach
to establishing their relations did not occur until the nineteenth century.
Although Lachmann had some eighteenth-century predecessors (nota-
bly, J. A. Bengel, J. S. Semler, and J. J. Griesbach), his name is tradition-
ally linked with the establishment of a “genealogical” approach to textual
criticism—in which internal evidence is used to work out family rela-
tions among extant texts of a work, resulting ideally in a stemma, or
family tree, showing all of them. Never again, after Lachmann, could
an editor be excused for not recognizing the importance of assessing all
surviving evidence and of proposing relations among the extant texts;
this much of what Lachmann advocated must now be considered a

j

e.

desideratum of textual scholarship, as of other fields, but any rationale . . ’2 ¢
of critical editing that seeks to limit (rather than to systematize) the role 277

cfted



20 /| The Varieties of Scholarly Editing

requisite first st€p in any historical textual ;nvestigation. His particular
method, however——though .t is often regarded, especially in its twentieth-
century codification by Paul Maas, as the classic method of textual
criticism—has properly been criticized for the artificiality of the situa-
tions it presupposes, e absence of conflation between lines
of descent.

A problem Jess remarked on

following Lachmant, the stan

parucularly th

is the logical status of what has becom¢,
dard distinction between recension an

conjectural emendation. Recension is the effort to construct the text of
the common ancestor o ' by choosing among the

£ the surviving texts
yariants in those texts in the light of the postulated stemma; conjectura
emendation is the effort to improve the rec t]

ension by the introduction
Sfeditorial conjectures, readings not present in any documentary text
but proposed by the editor as what the author intended. Operationaﬂy
this distinction 1 natural enough, but conceptually it has sometimes
been misunderstood by editors, who have taken it to reflect degrees

lication of the word conjectural to

of certainty, as the traditional app
emendation——but not to recension——implies. Recension is, of course, a8
emendation, being based at every step o

thoroughly conjectural 2s
human judgment; and to believe that judgment applied to readings from

documents produces SUrer results than judgment applied to readings
from editor’s minds is to believe that editorial insight is always less
reliable than even the most unreliable documents. There have been in-
stances in which readings supplied by an editor have been found to exist

in anewly discovered document, and those readings are then said to have
been «confirmed.” The mere presence O

£ the readings in a document,
however, proves only that someone clse once thought of them and adds
no weight to the editorial conjectures unless the document is judged
to be authoritative. The tradition we now call Lachmannian has been
conducive to a Way of thinking that—in the urge to place editing on 2
foundation of scholarly rigor—exaggerates both the need for and the
attainment of objectivity in the reconstruction of texts.

This tradition has manifested itself in tWO principal forms. In one,
thematical or statistical methods are employed 0 analyze
variants, in an effort to provide a mechanical underpinning for the estab-
lishment of stemmata and recensions. The best-known early—twentieth—
century attempts of this kind are those of W. W. Greg (1927), who
called his approach 2 “calculus,” and Henri Quentin (1922); they were

followed from mid-century on by such scholars as Archibald Hill, An-
tonin Hruby, A. Dearing, and Michael Weitz-

man. All were motivated b yariation must b€
amenable to scientific analysis; they he details of

quasi-ma

Jacques Froger, Vinton
y the belief that textual

differed not only in t
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ir systems but also in their readiness to recognize the points at which
bjective judgments had to be resprted to. In every case Judgment was
pessary to bring a closed deductive system into contact with an actual
Snation. The problem was epitomized in one of the principles stated
W Dearing: “The fewest possible readings are treated as something
Sfferent from what they really are” (88). If the limited range of applica-
bi ity of these approaches is recognized, they may offer editors some
help in analyzing complex sets of variants, but editors who believe that,
hby using such systems, they have arrived at truth without the exercise
" of individual judgment are either failing to recognize judgments actually v
made or blinding themselves to the concessions their systems require.
The other approach that has resulted from the desire for objectivity
is less idealistic and is in some ways a counsel of despair. Often called
the {best-text” approachy it holds that an editor should—by whatever
means—settle oz single documentary text as the “best” one (or at
least a good one) for the purpose at hand and then follow it except in
those places that are obviously faulty. Judgment is, of course, required
to select the text and to identify obvious errors in it, but the role of
judgment is restricted by regarding all of a text (or at least all of its
words) except the obviously erroneous readings as fixed, not subject
to emendation. To those persuaded of the validity of this approach,
eclecticism is an undesirable principle: the emending of a text by incorpo-
rating variant readings from other texts produces, they would say, an
unhistorical mixture based on subjective judgments. A classic and much
discussed instance of this view is Joseph Bédier’s 1913 edition of Le
lai de ombre. Although Bédier was motivated by dissatisfaction with
Lachmannian genealogy, the procedure he recommended was like that
of Lachmann in springing from the urge to reduce subjectivity in editing.
Other medievalists followed, a notable example being Eugéne Vinaver,
who in 1939 made the overconfident pronouncement that Bédier’s line
of argument had helped “to raise textual criticism to the position of a
science” (351). The best-text approach was by no means limited to
medieval studies or to manuscript texts; even before Bédier, R. B.
McKerrow’s influential edition of Thomas Nashe (1904-10) had en-
shrined the same approach for Renaissance English literature. It became
in fact the dominant editorial procedure in the first half of the twentieth
century. Yet in its common form it is one of those inherently illogical
attempts to minimize the role of editorial judgment. The aim of correct-
ing errors in a documentary text is sabotaged by the refusal to consider
alterations at points that are not obviously erroneous, for it is inconceiv-
able that a text could never be erroneous except at places that are obvi-
ously wrong. There can be no justification for automatically preserving
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s one’s goal is to do so through-

im is to produce 2 critical edition, all parts of the text are
d there is no virtue in striving to avoid mixing
s. The best-text approach, incorporating
fused combination of two incompat-
that embodies a distrust of critical

the readings of 2 documentary text, unles

open to question, an
readings from different document
a disapproval of eclecticism, is a con
ible procedures: it is a critical approach
judgment.

The fallacious reasoning underlying this approach was most wittily

exposed by A.E. Housman in the celebrated preface to his 1903 edition
of Manilius; and half a century later Greg, in “Ihej{_atig_rl_s;g_()_f_ Copy-
Text,” brought to the Geld of English Renaissance drama 2 similar
‘emphasis on judgment Over 1 @w and provided a fuller theo-
retical basis for such a position than Housman had done. Although these
two men produced the most influential twentieth-century statements of

diting, the developments in their

the value of critical judgment in e
rwo fields—in the dassics and the modern literatures—Were largely
derived not so much from

independent of each other. Greg’s position

Housman’s as from the attitudes that were evolving among the leading

textual scholars of Elizabethan and Jacobean drama (who were simulta-

neously creating the methods of analytical bibliography for examining

the physical evidence 1n printed books). McKerrow, by the time of his
odified his earlier aversion to eclecticism;

death in 1940, had cautiously m
as his Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare (1939) shows, he was by

then willing to emend an early text with the variants in 2 later authorita-
dive edition, if all those variants were accepted as a unit. Greg’s ‘“‘Ratio-
nale” (foreshadowed by his The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare [1942])

took the natural next step by removing that conditional requirement

and allowing editorial judgment to operate on each variant individually.
f The basis for his “Rationale” was his observation that compositors 1
| Renaissance printing shops took greater liberties with the spelling and
| bunctuation (the «sccidentals”) of their copy than W

ith the words (the
‘“substantives”) and that authors themselves were inclined to pay less
attention to accidentals than to substantives in marking cOPY

for revised

editions. He concluded that an editor would best approximate 2n au-
thor’s finally intended text by adopting as “copy-text” the text closest
to the author’s manuscript (which would be likely to preserve more O
the accidentals of the manuscript than a text farther removed from it)
h any later variants (particularly

judged to be authorial, as well as with the editor’s own
text to be followed at any

basis for choice among the variant read-
different in concept

and by emending that copy-text wit

substantives)
corrections. Although Greg’s copy-text 1s 2

point where an editor finds no
as no other reading to substitute, it 1s Very

ings and h




G. Tuomas TANSELLE / 23

Bhe “best text” of Greg’s predecessors. A copy-text is a text to
. on when all else fails, in a system that encourages the use of
Sment; a best text is a text to accept for the most part unquestioningly,
ystem that restricts the use of judgment. Greg placed critical judg-
in as central a position as it had held in the days of Bentley, but
defined more rigorously its operation in historical scholarship.

I

The period since Greg—the second half of the twentieth century—

marks a departure in the evolution of editorial thinking. In previous

“periods, debates over editorial principles and procedures—and there has
never been a shortage of such debates—were concerned with how best

" {0 accomplish an agreed-on goal, the establishment of texts as finally
intended by their authors. If other goals—focusing on works as social,
not individual, products—were sometimes considered, it was assumed
that diplomatic transcriptions or facsimile reproductions, presenting the
texts that were received by readers, would serve the purpose. For post-
Gregian textual theorists, however, the goal of critical editing is not a
foregone conclusion. To analyze the causes of this shift would be to
assess the reasons for the emergence, during the same years, of such
critical movements as structuralism and poststructuralism, of literary
sociology and the new historicism. Although literary critics and textual
critics have for the most part worked independently, their approaches
have inevitably reflected the shifting concerns of the larger intellectual
community; it is not surprising, therefore, in a time of challenge to the
idea of language as individual communication and to the emphasis on
canonical figures, that the concept of the authorially intended text would
also come under attack.

The conceivable historical goals of textual reconstruction can be
thought of as forming two clusters, with the focus in one on the versions
of works (or parts of works) that have been envisaged by their authors
and in the other on the Wen presented to the public (or
intended for such presentation by persons other than the authors). The
range of goals, in other words, runs from those that assume works to
be the products of single individuals to those that assume works to be
the collaborative products of a number of people. This spectrum is not
a simple chronological sequence of the successive stages in the life history
of a work, for an author’s revised version might be relatively late in
that sequence and a first published edition relatively early. An editor’s
choice among these goals does, it is true, amount to deciding which
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historical moment in the life of a work is to be reconstructed, but that
decision reflects an underlying view of the nature of the production of
verbal works. Indeed, all works in all media, all human artifacts, may
be viewed either as the products of individual creators or as the results
of the collaborative effort of all the persons required to bring them to
the attention of the public. The choice between these points of view is
2 basic decision that all editors must make, and the reconstructed texts
that result are likely to be considerably different depending on which
view is taken. Both approaches are obviously valid, for the study of the
past legitimately encompasses both the activity of individual minds and
the results of group action. Over much of the past, editors chose to
focus on the individual creator almost without realizing that 2 choice
was being made, but as a result of the theoretical discussions of the late
rwentieth century, these choices will henceforth have to be made in 2
more deliberate and reasoned way.
What was being questioned in these discussions, at least initially, was :
not so much whether authorial intention was the proper goal of critical
editing as how intention relates to expectation and how to choose among
successive intentions. The impulse for dealing with these issues at this
particular time was furnished by the extension of Greg’s rationale to
post-Renaissance literature. Under Fredson Bowers’s leadership, Greg’s
approach was applied to Restoration drama, eighteenth-century English
fiction, and nineteenth-century American fiction, and it became the
official policy of the CEAA—later the Center for, and now the Commit-
tee on, Scholarly Editions (CSE)—of the Modern Language Association
of America. Clearly Greg’s general guidelines (the reliance on judgment,
along with the use of a copy-text as a presumptive authority for other-
wise insoluble cruxes, particularly in accidentals) are applicable to any
period; but controversy arose over the precise details of how to apply
his rationale to situations where authors’ manuscripts as well as printed

hey do with increasing frequency in successive
e drama, for which

editions survive—as t
centuries. Greg’s own concern was with Renaissanc
there is very little manuscript material—hence his general rule to select

as copy-text the printed edition closest in line of descent to the missing
final manuscript. Bowers reasoned that, if a fair-copy manuscript does

/ survive, Greg would have urged its use as copy-text in preference to
the first edition set from it, except in cases where there is cause €O believe
that the author treated the printer’s proofs as another manuscript stage
and revised them heavily. Others objected to the institutionalization by
the CEAA of this interpretation of Greg, arguing that a first edition 1s

i‘ often a better choice than a manuscript because authors frequently ex-
| pected publishers to take care of certain details of their writing and did
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bish to see all the details of their manuscripts appear in print. The |
though ostensibly about the merits of Greg’s rationale, was ;
& concerned with the extent to which an author’s intention can be
fully thought to incorporate what the author expected others to do—
d thus ultimately with whether a work is to be conceived of as a
Iboration between the author and others.
his issue would in due course have become a pressing question for
Sitors whether or not Greg had formulated his rationale of copy-text,
more textual attention came to be paid to works of recent centuries.
Bor most of the history of textual criticism, the works dealt with came
from the ancient world, and the surviving texts of those works, even
3 numerous, were generally found in documents that postdated the
times of the authors by considerable periods. Under these circumstances,
there was no practical necessity for refining the definition of authorial
intention: it was enough to say that one’s recension and emendations in
each case moved in the direction of reconstructing the text intended by
the author. Not that the questions taken up more recently were irrele-
vant: obviously the goal of eliminating scribal “corruptions’ implies a
focus on works as products of single individuals, and some of the variant
readings may reflect different authorial versions rather than scribal alter-
ations or errors. But it is understandable, given the distance of the
manuscripts from the authors, that these matters were not much consid-
ered. For medieval and Renaissance works the situation is not markedly
different, even though the surviving manuscripts and printed editions
are more likely to be contemporaneous with the authors, because little
holograph manuscript material has survived. For works of the last three
centuries, however, authors’ manuscripts are much more common, and
for some nineteenth- and twentieth-century writers there is a wealth of
material documenting nearly every step of the composition process. The
late twentieth century has been unprecedented in the amount of editorial
endeavor directed to authors of the immediate past, and this activity
has naturally given urgency to the double question of whether to choose
a private or a public document as copy-text and whether to select an
early, intermediate, or late version as the form of a work to reconstruct.
Greg’s emphasis was on the “final intention” of authors, but he recog-
nized that there are instances where versions are so distinct that they
have to be edited separately. To him these situations seemed rare excep-
tions, but some critics since then (European theorists such as Hans Zeller
and a group of Shakespearean scholars represented in Gary Taylor and
Michael Warren’s anthology The Division of the Kingdoms, for example)
have been more ready to see variants as evidence of authorial revision
and have cautioned against mixing versions by combining readings from
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s. They have produced 2 new wave of criticism of
eclecticism, but arguments like this do not always avoid the fallacy of
confusing versions of works with texts of documents. There is reason
to be interested in the text of any individual document, but editors of
critical editions aim to go beyond documents, to works or versions O

works. The works, or yersions, are what they try to reconstruct, not
what they find in documents. An eclectic process, drawing readings

from different documents, can serve the goal of reconstructing an early
or intermediate yersion just as well as a “final” version. There is 1o
hat intentions shift as 2 work develops and that

tentions other than

question, however, t
insufficient attention had previously been paid to in
ow make the point
d that all of them

final intention. Some editors of the genetic school n

that a work encompasses all its authorial versions an

should be read order to experience 2 work fully. But when these
fen do, that this approach places 2

editors proceed to say, 3 they o
special emphasis on the apparatus, they can be referring only to the

form of the apparatus, holarly edition is in

not to its content, for a sc
any case obligated to present 2 record of variant readings, which are—
under any historical approach

—_indispensable to a serious reading of the
text. Furthermore, On¢ must re

member that the presence of a thorough
record of variants (evenin editions that seem to str

ess such records, as in
some of those called “variorum” in the past or in electronic “hypertext”’
editions) does not climinate the need to

. decide whether 2 critical text
~ (or more than one) should be prepared. The usefulness of critical recon-
tended versions 1s not lessened by

the accessibility of
Since versions cannot be equated

different document

[ structions of in
with the texts
e o T

| documentary variants.

I . e et e G

| of documents, the critical task of judging which groups of variants create
discrete versions of works and which documentary readings require

editorial correction is central to the study of textual genesis.
These various challenges to the dominance of final intention still
assume that authorial intention of some sort is the goal of critical editing.
In a second phase of the post-Greg discussions, however, the supremacy
of that goal was questioned, and a link between the two clusters 0
opinion 18 provided by the issue of authorial acquiescence or expectation.
If, for instance, there is evidence that an author expurgated 2 work at
the request (Of expected request) of the publisher, or else expected the
publisher to make such changes and then professed satisfaction with
the published result, the question whether the expurgations should be
accepted would be answered differently by editors of these two orienta-
tions. Those who Jimit authorial intention to uninfluenced intention
would reject the expurgations as the product of duress, not of the au-
thor’s artistic judgment; those who consider intention to include expecta-
tion and the results of outside influence would accept the expurgations

- e -
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L ee the author did. It is a short step from the second concept of the

or's wishes to the view that they form only one of several factors
be taken into account by editors. Donald Pizer, for instance, makes
se for preferring to read some works in the texts that were originally
blished and that have since “accrued a rich public responsiveness and
le” (160), even if those texts incorporate authorial “self-censorship.”
B¢ most vocal proponent of this general viewpoint in the 1980s was
srome J. McGann, who considers that works do not exist apart from
be conditions shaping their public texts and that attempts to reconstruct
texts reflecting uninfluenced authorial intention are therefore misguided.
“In the previous decade Morse Peckham had similarly criticized what he
fegarded as the “hagiolatry” of the author and had maintained that the
author is only one of a succession of people (including scholarly editors)
who are responsible for the constitution of utterances. D. F. McKenzie
has also been an influential spokesman for the social view of literature;
his “sociology of the text” emphasizes typography, format, and other
physical characteristics of the presentation of texts, which he sees not
only as part of the social context of a work but also often as part of
what the author intended.

The discussion generated in the 1970s and 1980s by the advocates of
such approaches to textual study has served a valuable function in draw-
ing attention to a wider range of goals than has traditionally been consid-
ered for critical editing. What it has not accomplished, however, is to
analyze whether critical editions have advantages over facsimile editions
in making readily available the text (and many of the other physical
details) present in the manuscripts and pri oks that have conveyed
particular texts to the public in the past. Facsimile editions have long
been tecognized to serve this purpose, and one reason that critical edi-
tions have been associated with authorially intended texts is the assump-
tion that those wishing to read the texts produced by the publication
process would be better served by facsimile editions. Itis true, of course,
that what was published is not necessarily in every respect what the
publisher (or printer or scribe) intended, and one could construct critical
texts that more nearly fulfill those intentions. This option should be
kept in mind, but it may not generally seem to produce texts of as much
practical usefulness as those that show what was actually available to
the reading public. In any case, clear thinking about editorial goals
requires that all these alternatives be weighed. Each focuses on the past
in a different way, and the editing of a work according to one goal does
not preclude the production of other editions of the work according to
other goals.

A consideration of the various approaches that can be taken to editing
makes clear its place as a critical activity and its inseparability from
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m. Although the traditional term for the evaluation of
the makeup of texts, “textual criticism,” suggests the fundamental role
of judgment, readers and critics in modern times have predominandy
regarded textual criticism (and the editing that emerges from it) as a
relatively objective and mechanical activity anticipatory to literary criti-
cism. The inseparability of editing and literary criticism has been more
evident in recent debates, but there is not as yet any widespread recogni-
tion of textual criticism as 2 part of the process of reading. The many
critics who speak of works as “texts’’ are displaying their lack of under-
standing of the distinction that makes textual criticism and editing neces-
sary. Yet the necessity of questioning the constitution of the texts of
documents is sensed, at some level, by all thoughtful people. The antig-
uity of textual criticism and the prominent position it once held in

humanistic scholarship are testimony to the elemental fascination exerted
by the mystery of how verba

1 messages are passed across time. And the
ubiquity of editorial controversy, with the resulting proliferation of
editorial theories, indicates the complexity of the phenomenon of intan-
gible works being perpetua

ted by physical means. The questions this
henomenon raises will never be answered with finality and will forever
be debated. As we create still more variations on previous varie

ties of
editing, we take our places in an unending chain, extending back across
the centuries and into the foreseeable future, ma

de up of individuals
who struggle to solve the enigmas of textual transmission.

literary criticis

Further Reading

he history, rationale, and methods of

Two useful concise accounts of t
nney in the New Encyclopaedia

textual criticism are provided by E. J. Ke
Britannica and by D. C. Greetham in the 1991 edition of the MLA’s

Introduction to Scholarship; Greetham covers this ground at greater length
in his Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (295—346). Admirable fuller
treatments of the classical and biblical fields, which have been the main
concern of textual criticism for most of its long history, ar¢ Kenney's
The Classical Text, L. D. Reynolds and N. G. Wilson’s Scribes and
Scholars, and Bruce M. Metzger’s The Text of the New Testament; a good
manual of procedure is Martin L. West’s Textual Criticism and Editorial
Technique Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts. A succinct history of
editorial approaches to medieval works appears in Alfred Foulet and
Mary Blakely Speer’s On Editing Old French Texts, and more extensive
coverage 18 provided by Paul G. Ruggiers’s anthology Editing Chaucer-
In a 1983 essay in Studies in Bibliography 1 offer 2 critical survey of these
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bns and relate them to the editing of postmedieval writings, and
ial Criticism since Greg (supplemented by a 1991 essay in Studies
liography) 1 examine in more detail the various approaches to editing
ern literature that have been debated since 1950. The earlier treat-
% of modern literature has been looked into by Thomas R. Louns-
v and by R. B. McKerrow (“Treatment”), focusing on Shakespeare,
Donald H. Reiman, focusing on the nineteenth century; a land-
¢k in this area is Samuel Johnson’s 1765 preface to his edition of
akespeare. A basic sampling of the classic twentieth-century contribu-
ons to textual criticism would include writings by Housman (1903,
1922), Bédier (1913, 1928), Kantorowicz (1921), Quentin (1922), Maas
01927), McKerrow (1939), Greg (1942, 1950-51), Pasquali (1952), Bieler
1956), Timpanaro (1963), and Bowers (1964, 1972, 1978). Some of the
prominent participants in the recent discussions have been Dearing,
Foley (on oral transmission), Gaskell, Greetham, Kane, McGann, Mc-
Kenzie, McLaverty, Parker, Peckham, Reiman, Shillingsburg, Stil-
linger, Thorpe, and Zeller. The general approach of the accompanying
essay is derived from my A Rationale of Textual Criticism.

John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation

WORKS CITED

Bédier, Joseph, ed. Le lai de 'ombre par Jean Renart. 2nd ed. Paris: Didot, 1913.

. “La tradition manuscrite du Lai de I"ombre: Réflexions sur I'art d’éditer les
anciens textes.”’ Romania 54 (1928): 161-96, 321-56.

Bieler, Ludwig. “The Grammarian’s Craft.” 2nd ed. Folia 10.2 (1956): 3—42.

Bowers, Fredson. Bibliography and Textual Criticism. Oxford: Clarendon, 1964.

. “Greg’s ‘Rationale of Copy-Text’ Revisited.” Studies in Bibliography 31

(1978): 90-161.

. “Multiple Authority: New Problems and Concepts of Copy-Text.” Library

5th ser. 27 (1972): 81-115. Rpt. in Essays in Bibliography, Text, and Editing.

Charlottesville: UP of Virginia for the Bibliographical Soc. of the U of Virginia,

1975. 447-87.

Dearing, Vinton A. Principles and Practice of Textual Analysis. Berkeley: U of Califor-
nia P, 1974.

Foley, John Miles. “Editing Oral Epic Texts: Theory and Practice.” Text 1 (1984):
75-94.

Foulet, Alfred, and Mary Blakely Speer. “A Historical Orientation.” On Editing
Old French Texts. Lawrence: Regents P of Kansas, 1979. 1-39.

Froger, Jacques. La critique du textes et son automatisation. Paris: Dunod, 1968.

Gaskell, Philip. From Writer to Reader: Studies in Editorial Method. Oxford: Clarendon,
1978.



30 | The Varieties of Scholarly Editing

Greetham, D. C. «Textual and Literary Theory: Redrawing the Matrix.” Studies

in Bibliography 42 (1989): 1-24.
. “Textual Scholarship.” Introduction to Scholarship in Modern Languages and

Literatures. Ed. Joseph Gibaldi. New York: MLA, 1991. 103-37.

_ Textual Scholarship: An Introduction. New York: Garland, 1992.

Greg, W. W. The Calculus of Variants. Oxford: Clarendon, 1927.

" The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare. Oxford: Clarendon, 1942.

_ “The Rationale of Copy-Text.” Studies in Bibliography 3 (1950-51): 19-36.
Rpt. in Collected Papers. Ed. J. C. Maxwell. Oxford: Clarendon, 1966. 374-91.

Hill, Archibald A. “Some Postulates for Distributional Study of Texts.” Studies in
Bibliography 3 (1950-51): 63-95.

Housman, A. E. “The Application of Thou
of the Classical Association 18 (1922 [for Aug. 1
Ed. John Carter. Cambridge: Cambridge U
Poems and Selected Prose. Ed. Christopher Ricks.

325-39.
. Preface. M. Manilii astronomicon liber primus. London: Richards, 1903.

vii-lxxv. Rpt. in Selected Prose. Ed. John Carter. Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1961. 23—44. Rpt. in Collected Poems and Selected Prose. Ed. Christopher Ricks.

London: Lane-Penguin, 1988. 372-87.
Hruby, Antonin. «Ggatistical Methods in Textual Criticis
(1961-62): 77-138.
Johnson, Samuel. “Preface to Shakespeare.” Johnson on Shakespeare. Ed. Arthur
Sherbo. New Haven: Yale UP, 1968. 59-113.
Kane, George. “Conjectural Emendation.” Medieva
ies in Memory of G. N. Garmonsway. Bd. D. A.

London: Athlone, 1969. 155—69.
Kantorowicz, Hermann. Einfiihrung in die Textkritik. Leipzig: Dieterich, 1921.

Kenney, E. J. The Classical Text: Aspects of Editing in the Age of the Printed Book.
Berkeley: U of California P, 1974.
_ «Textual Criticism.” New Encyclopaedia Britannica. 1974~ .

Lounsbury, Thomas R. The Text of Shakespeare. New York: Scribner, 1906. Rpt.
as The First Editors of Shakespeare (Pope and Theobald). London: Nutt, 1906.
Maas, Paul. Textual Criticism. Trans. Barbara Flower. Oxford: Clarendon, 1958.
Trans. of “Textkritik.” Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft 1.7 (1927): 1-18.
McGann, Jerome J. A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism. Chicago: U of Chicago

ght to Textual Criticism.” Proceedings
921]): 67-84. Rpt. in Selected Prose.
P, 1961. 131-50. Rpt. in Collected
London: Lane-Penguin, 1988.

m.” General Linguistics 5

[ Literature and Civilization: Stud-
Pearsall and R. A. Waldron.

P, 1983.
McKenzie, D. F. Bibliography and the Sociology of Texts. London: British Library,
1986.
d: Clarendon, 1939.

B. Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare. Oxfor
£ Shakespeare’s Text by His Earlier Editors, 1709-1768.”"
—122. Rpt. in Ronald Brunlees McKer-

ip Immroth. Metuchen: Scarecrow,

McKerrow, R.
. “The Treatment O
Proceedings of the British Academy 19 (1933): 89
row: A Selection of His Essays. Ed. John Phill

1974. 159-88.




G. THomAs TanserLe / 31

od. The Works of Thomas Nashe. 5 vols. London: Bullen and (for vol. 5)
Pwick, 1904-10.
ety James. “The Concept of Authorial Intention in Textual Criticism.”
ibrary 6th ser. 6 (1984): 121-38.

r, Bruce M. The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and

sestoration. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford UP, 1992.

ker, Hershel. Flawed Texts and Verbal Icons: Literary Authority in American Fiction.

] Svanston: Northwestern UP, 1984.

squali, Giorgio. Storia della tradizione e critica del testo. 2nd ed. Florence: Le Mon-

" pier, 1952.

Jeckham, Morse. “Reflections on the Foundations of Modern Textual Editing.”

" Proof 1 (1971): 122-55.

Pizer, Donald. ““Self-Censorship and Textual Editing.” Textual Criticism and Literary
Interpretation. Ed. Jerome J. McGann. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1985. 144-61.

Pollard, A. W. “Shakespeare’s Text.”” A Companion to Shakespeare Studies. Ed. Harley
Granville-Barker and G. B. Harrison. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1934. 263-86.

Quentin, Henri. Mémoire sur ’établissement du texte de la Vulgate. Rome: Desclée,
1922.

Reiman, Donald H. Romantic Texts and Contexts. Columbia: U of Missouri P, 1987.

Reynolds, L. D., and N. G. Wilson. Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to the Transmission
of Greek and Latin Literature. 2nd ed. London: Oxford UP, 1974.

Ruggiers, Paul G., ed. Editing Chaucer: The Great Tradition. Norman: Pilgrim, 1984.

Shillingsburg, Peter L. Scholarly Editing in the Computer Age: Theory and Practice.
Athens: U of Georgia P, 1986.

Stillinger, Jack. Multiple Authorship and the Myth of Solitary Genius. New York:
Oxford UP, 1991.

Tanselle, G. Thomas. “Classical, Biblical, and Medieval Textual Criticism and
Modern Editing.” Studies in Bibliography 36 (1983): 21-68. Rpt. in Textual Criti-
cism and Scholarly Editing. Charlottesville: UP of Virginia for the Bibliographical
Soc. of the U of Virginia, 1990. 274-321.

. A Rationale of Textual Criticism. Philadelphia: U of Pennsylvania P, 1989.

. “Textual Criticism and Literary Sociology.” Studies in Bibliography 44

(1991): 83-143.

. Textual Criticism since Greg: A Chronicle, 1950—1985. Charlottesville: UP
of Virginia for the Bibliographical Soc. of the U of Virginia, 1987.

Taylor, Gary, and Michael Warren, eds. The Division of the Kingdoms: Shakespeare’s
Two Versions of King Lear. Oxford: Clarendon, 1983.

Thorpe, James. Principles of Textual Criticism. San Marino: Huntington Library,
1972.

Timpanaro, Sebastiano. La genesi del metodo del Lachmann. Florence: Le Monnier,
1963.

Vinaver, Eugéne. “Principles of Textual Emendation.” Studies in French Language
and Mediaeval Literature Presented to Professor Mildred K. Pope. Manchester: Man-
chester UP, 1939. 351-69.




32 | The Varieties of Scholarly Editing

Weitzman, Michael. “The Analysis of Open Traditions.” Studies in Bibliography 38
(1985): 82-120.

West, Martin L. Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique Ap
Texts. Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973.

Zeller, Hans. “A New Approach to the Critical Constitution of Literary Texts.”

Studies in Bibliography 28 (1975): 231-64.

plicable to Greek and Latint




