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which Kate has died and Petruchio marries 2 second wife, Maria, who
tarnes him as effectively as he had eatlier tamed Kate, except that Maria’s
methods are dracomian to the point of paramilitarism. When Shake-
speare’s The Shrew and Fletchers The Woman’s Prize were performed
within a few days of each other at the court of Charles lin 1633, Shake—
speare’s The Shraw was “liked” but Fletcher’s play was “very well
liked.”® It is probably fair to say that patriarchy as a systemn has regularly
been more consistent and orderly in the minds of historically inclined
editors and readers than it has been in society at large. If we are to inter-
rogate the canonical Shakespeare, then we need to interrogate the edito-
rial assumptions underlying the texts by which we have come to

“know" hin.

29, Oliver, p. 64,

Ecliting without ELCOP'}‘I—TBXtT

5. Thomas Tanselle

IN THE HISTORY of textual criticism, as of most human affairs, a few

basic viewpoints have moved through the centuries in cyclical fashion,

“each losing favor temporarily in one area or another and then returning

to prominence in an altered form. The fields concerned with recon-
structing the past, like textual criticism, constantly reverberate with alter-
nating claims about the place of judgment in the process. At one

moment, objectivity seemns possible, and artifacts tell their own stories

with little or no assistance; at the next moment, subjectivity is welcomed,

and artifacts are a springboard for the historical imagination. In the
nineteenth century, for exarnple, the généalogical approach to biblical
and classical textual criticisn, now associated with the name of Karl
Lachmann, emerged from a desire to minimize the role of judgment in
combining readings from variant texts and was thus a reaction to the less
disciplined eclecticism of many eighteenth-century editors, who often
altered tci;s according to thelr personal tastes. By the eazly twentieth
century, in turn, there were efforis—as in the work of A. E. Housman—
to reinstate an open acceptance of judgment. But even Housman's bril-
Liant advocacy of the subjective element in textual criticism did not

+ This paper was presented as 2 Book Arts Press lecture during Rare Book School at the
University of Virginia, 12 July 1993, “Editing without a Copy-Text,” from Studies in
Bitliography 47 (1994): 1-22. Reproduced by permission of Studies.in Bibliography and the
Reector and Visitors of the University of Virginia.
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prevent several determined attempts in the twentieth century to develop
mathemati¢al procedures for weighing variants in ancient texts.

A distrust of subjeciivity, in a different form from Lachmann’s, came in
the twentieth century to dominate the study of medieval writings: the
procedure, which was anti-eclectic, involved selecting a “best text” and
altering it only at the places that seemed obviously erroneous. Although,
for post-medieval literature, the term “best text” has not been widely
used, the term “copy-text” as employed by R B. McKerrow in his 1904
edition of Thomas Nashe meant essentially the same thing. Thus the
editing of Renaissance literature that proceeded alongside the “INew Bib-
liography” emerged from this restrictive base—not unexpectedly, since
what was new in the “New Bibliography” (developed by McKerrow,
A, W, Pollard, W. W. Greg, and their followers) was the ana_lys‘is of the
physical details of books for evidence that could solve textual cruxes
without the use of fiterary judgment (or at least limit the role of such
judgment in making textual decisions). No approach to editing can
totally eliminate judgment, of course; and I am less concerned here
with the amount of judgment that actually entered into various editors’
work than with the general aveoidance or acceprance of judgment
embodied in their editorial theories. McKerrow, by the end of his life
in, 1940, had moved toward a greater willingness to allow variants from
one text to be incorporated into 2 chosen copy-text, as he outlined his
plans for an edition of Shakespeare. But it rermained for W. W, Greg in
1949 to enunciate, in his famous lecture “The Rationale of Copy-

Text,” a position for the editing of Renaissance drama that approached ‘
Housinan’s of a half-century-earlier for the editing of classical Literature, -

Greg, like Housman, elevated the role of informed judgiment in choosing
among variant readings.’
One of the most revealing facts about his rationale, however, is—as

the title of his paper suggests—its retention of a concept of “copy-text,” a

1. The developiments summarized here are skerched more fully (with references to other
accounts) in niy “Classical, Biblical, and Medieval Textual Criticism and Modern Edit-
ing,” Studies in Bibliography, 36 (1983}, 21-68; reprinted in Téxtual Criticism and Scholarly
Editing (1990}, pp. 274-321.
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basic text ino which alterations (or “emendations”)? can be incerporated.
It now seeins time, after another half-century, to move beyond this often
useful but nevertheless inherently restrictive concept. That Greg’s inten-
tion was to liberate editorial judgment is’ indicated by his warning
against “what may be called the tyranny of the copy-text”; but his
recognition that a copy-text could indeed tyrannize did not cause him to
abandon the concept. He was not quite ready to carry to its logical con-
clusion the dominant twentieth-century English line of thinking about
the textual criticism of post-medieval literature, a line that had become
gradually more liberal during the first half of the century—though the
posiion he did take certainly constituted an important extension of it.
Greg’s rationale has been. much debated in the succeeding half-century,

but the discussions have generally focused on his recommendations for

" selecting and emending a copy-text rather than on the necessity for des-

ignating a particular text as copy-text in the first place. To consider the
latter issue is not to imply any repudiation of Greg at ail; rather, living
with his ideas for a considerable period has enabled us to see more
clearly their essential direction and has put us in a postion to understand
how, paradoxically, 2 reduction of emphasis on “copy-text” actually
builds on and completes his argument. -

The first step in thinking through a new approach to the question of
copy-text is to examine whether there is a future for critical editions—
editions, that is, in which the editors, using their informed critical judg-
ment, take alterations in the documentary forms of texts that have come
down to us (or at least allow themselves the freedom to make such alter-
ations, whether or not they ultimately find any changes to be necessary).

2. The term “emendation” has come to be used by editors of post-medieval literature to
mean any alternation made in a copy-text by a critical editor—that is, alterations that
derive from variants in other documentary texts and also alterations that originate with
the editor. In the textual criticism of ancient writings, however, the term has tradition-
ally been used to refer only to the editor's own innovations, intreduced into a “recen-
sion™ thas resulted from an analysis of the variants in the documentary texts. This older
tradition misleadingly encourages a belief that the process of recension is more objective
than that of emendation (especially since the usnal phrase is “conjectural emendation™),
whereas the newer usage, which carries no such implication, is more realistic. This point
is discussed more fully on pp. 25-27 [142-44] of the essay cited in the preceding note.
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Adl the various “best-text” or “copy-text” theories are concerned with
the process of altering documentary texts; but if a convincing argument
can be made that no such process is justified, then there is no point con-
sidering critical editing further. In the continual give-and-take of argu-
ments over subjectivity and objectivity, some scholars naturally take the
position that editions presenting critical texts are less valuable §if granted
any value at all) than editions containing facsimile or diplomatic (or
computer “hypertext”) reproductions of texts as they appear in extant
documents.” The late twentieth century has seen an energetic resurgence
of this view, springing from two seemingly contradictory premises.
One—that authors do not centrol either the language they use or the
forces that allow their work to reach the public—denigrates the signifi-
cance of authorial intention and thus brings renewed attention to texts
as they were published. The other premise—that the process of revision
and change through which verbal works move is of more valid concern
than any single final text that may be postulated—causes increased inter-
est to be directed toward the texts of every prepublication draft and
revised edition. Although the former premise tends to reject the author
and the Jatter to concentrate exclusively on the author, both reflect dis-
affection with critical editing as a supposedly authoritarian impesition
of stasis on inherently unstable material.#

These trends have therefore publicized specific programmatic reasons
for the production of facsimile and diplomatic editions, besides the obvi-
ous general motivation to make widely available ‘the texts of unique
manuscripts and scarce printed editions (recognizing, of course, that no
photograph or transcription can preserve all the physical evidence of the
original—and that all of it may be relevant to textual study).® Although

3. A “diplomatic” text is one that aims to reproduce without alteration the textual fea-
tures of a document (primarily the words and punctuation), but not those features that
catt, in the particular instance, be regarded as nontextual {such as the letterforms or thc
page layout). See also note 7 below. '

4. 1 have attempted to survey recent thinking along these lines in “Tc:xtua} Criticism and
Literary Seciology,” 8B, 44 (1991}, 83-143,

'

5. See my “Reproductions and Scholarship,” SB, 42 (1989), 25-54, Cf. note 7 below.-
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facsimile and diplomatic editions-are noncritical in that their editors’ azm
Is to reproduce without alteration the words and punctuation of docu-
mentary texts, critical judgment is inevitably involved in deciphering
handwritten (or poodly printed) texts and in. deciding which documentary
versions of a work to present {if all are not to be included). Becanse this
decision-making is not intended to alter texts, however, the editions that
result are usually thought of as more “objective,” despite the naumber of
subjective decisions that may have been involved; and although argu-
ments about the relative amounts of subjectivity and objectivity in edit-
ing are normally concerned with critical editions, there is no doubt that
those persons who wish to minimize subjectivity in critical editing
should logically be drawn to noncritical editions. Facsimile and diple-

matic editions, whatever subjectivity may underlie them, are fundamen-

" tally different in conception from editions in which the goal is to alter

documentary texts according to some predetermined guideline. By not
requiring such guidelines, they have seemed to need less discussion over
the years than have critical editions; and their increased presence in.

recent methodological debates is to be welcomed as a partial redressing

of the balance. There is no question that they serve an important func-

tion in the study of the past.” ,

But any attempt to argue that they are necessarily superior to critical
editions, or indeed that they constitute the only legitimate kind of edi-
tion, cannot possibly succeed. The two kinds must always coexist, for
they represent two indispensable elements in approaching the past: the
ordered presentation of artifactual evidence, and the creation, fron; that
evidence, of versions of past moments that are intended to be more
comprehensively faithful than the artifacts themselves—random. (and
perhaps damaged) survivors as they are. It is not possible, in any case, to
prevent human beings from interpreting evidence; to ban critical edi-
tions would be as futile as to try to suppress any other product that
reflects the natural worldng of the mind. Critical editions, however, are
not merely inevitable; they are desirable. A text reconstructed by a per-
son who is immersed in, and has thought deeply about, the body of sur-

viving evidence relevant to a work, its author, and its time may well teach
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the rest of us something we could not have discovered for ourselves,
even if the reconstruction can never be definitive—and even if, indeed,
it places s in a position to criticize its own constitution. Authorially
intended texts, which have been the goal of almost all critical editions in
the past, cannot be expected to reside, in perfect accuracy, in surviving
decuments—or perhaps, for that matter, in any docwments that ever
existed. But the fact that they are not—and possibly never were—fully
available in physical form does not deprive them of the status of histor-
ical events. (The same could of course be said of texts as intended by
publishers or any of the other individuals that had a hand in the produc-
tion process.)® Some people may not be interested in reconstructing such
events, but their lack of interest cannot render the effort invalid,

There is another reason that critical editions are essential: they are
demanded by the very nature of verbal works. Like musical and choreo-
graphic works—and unlike works of visual and plastic art—verbal works

employ an intangible medium. Any tangible representation of such a

work—as in letterforms en paper—cannot be the work itself, just as

choreographic notation or traditional musical scores are not works of
dance or music. The mediz involved—Ilanguage, movement, and sound
~—being intangible, these works can be stored only through conversion
to another form, which in effect becomes a set of instructions for recon-
stituting the works.” Any instructions—indeed, any kind of reproduction
or ieport—inay be inaccurate, and thus every attempt to reconstruct

such worlks (or versions of works) must include a readiness to recognize

6. The difficulty of segregating the intentions of specific individuals will vary from one
instance to another; but even when the difficulty seems extreme, there is 110 reason not to
apply informed judgment to the attempt, if one is sufficiently interested.

7. Some works, of course, entail the combining (or “mixing™) of media; thus there are
instances in which works are partially verbal and partially visual, such as shaped or con-
crete poetry. The dividing line between what is textual and what is nontextual in the
physical features of a document must be determnined separately in each instance. Features
judged to be nontextual (net part of the work) are not necessarily irrelevant as evidence
for reconstructing the work; indeed, all physical characteristics of a document must be
scrutinized carefully by the editor, since none can be automatically ruled out as unrelated
to textual considerations. C£. note 28 below.
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textual errors in their stored forms. Understanding _the' difference
between works and documents also enzbles one to see that a concern
with the integrity of discrete versions is-not incompatible with the
adoption of variants from different documents.® Reconstituting works
{or versions) in intangible media is a critical activity, and universal agree-
ment about their makeup cannot be expected. Byt if we wish to experi-
ence the texts of works (or versions}, and not simply the texts of
documents, we must leave the certainty (or relative certainty} of the doc-
umentary texts for the uncertainty of our reconstructions.? Every act of
reading is in fact an act of critical editing: we often call critical essays
“readings,” and critical editions are also the records of readings. The edi-
tors who produce them earn the respect of other readers to the extent
that their work reflects historical learning and fiterary sensitivity; but no
reader is likely to agree with every decision made by any other reader,
even the most respected critical editor, The process of critical editing is
the ineluctable, if unending, effort to surmount the hmitations of arti-
facts in the pursuit of works from. the past.

Having established the necessity of critical editions, one can then
consider what procedure should be followed in nmlciué the critical judg-
ments they entail. Some kind of guideline is required if the operation is
to be disciplined and historically oriented. Otherwise, textual decisions
would simply reflect the editors’ own preferences, and the results, which
would not necessarily be without interest, would not be an attempt at

historical reconstruction. Editorial taste is indeed essential, but an edited

8. The fear of “eclecticism”—expressed often in the history of scholarly editing—is
gen&.l'.aﬂy based on z failare to understand that versions (like works) cannot be found in
the texts of spé_ciﬁc documents. The most extended discussion of eclecticism in editing
is Fredson Bowers's “Remarks on Bclectic Texts,” Progf, 4 {1975), 31-76; reprinted in his
Essays in Bibljography, Text, and Editing (1975), pp. 488-528.

9. For a fuller statement of the ideas outlined here, see my A Rationale of Textual Crificisnt
{1989). It is surprising that some textual critics label this view of literary works “Pla-
tonic.” Recognition of the intangible nature of certain media is independent of a gen-
eral belief in the secondary status of the physical world. A Platonist would of course take
a-Platonic view of both intangible and tangible media; but the concept of intangibiiity is
net in itself Platonic,

i
i
i
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text should reflect, not the personal preferences of the editor, but the
editor’s judgments regarding the preferences of the author, or the author
in conjunction with others, at a giver: moment. Simple as this distinction
is, it has probably been the root of more textual disputes than any other
single peint. But since critical editing must rest on editorial judgment, a
sufficient guideline would seem to be one that states the goal towerd
which that judgment is to be directed, perhaps indicating what apcillary
information should be taken into account but without placing limits on
the judgment itself: to say, for example, that an editor’s literary sensitivity,
informed by biographical, bibliographical, and more broadly historical
research, should be employed to attemnpt to determine the constitution
of texs at particular past moments.

The fear that encouraging editorial judgment would amount to
licensing personal preference, however, has repeatedly caused textual the-
orists to impose restrictions on the field within which editorial judg-
ment is allowed to aperate. The “best-text” theories are one result, and
they have been curiously Qersistent, despite the ease with which their
essential illogic can be exposed. In ruling that texts can be altered only
where they are obviously incorrect, this approach seems to imply, incred-
ibly, that texts are Likely to be correct wherever they are not manifestly
incorrect—a patent absurdity. A. E. Houstnan in 1903 pointed out this
flaw most memerably, in the preface to the first volume of his edition of
Manilins, and he wittily added, “assuredly there is no trade on earth,
excepting textual criticism, in which the name of prudence would be
given to that habit of mind which in ordinary human life is called
credulity”’*? Perhaps the most basic way of stating the incoherence of the
“best—text” approach is to observe that it begins with a belief that docu-
mentary texts can be improved through editorial intervention (otherwise
there would be no reason to allow the correction of clearcut errors) but

proceeds to cast doubt on the usefulness of such intervention (atherwise

10. This preface is conveniently excerpted in Housman's Selected Frose, ed. John Carter
(1961}, pp. 23—44 {(quotation from p. 43} and in Collected Poers c.md Selected Prose, ed.
" Christopher Ricks (1988), pp. 372-386 {quotation not inchuded.)

§. Thowas Tauselle - Editi11g without a Gopy-Text | 261

it would be allowed to operate more widely). If there were a chance that
cditorial judgment could correct a text at places not obviously incorrect,
there would scem to be no reason not to sanction the effort; and one
must therefore conclude, with Housman, dizt these places are assumed to
be correct, Actually, however, there is no point looking for an explana-
tion of this unreasoned approach other than a reflex reaction: the belief
that a restriction of judgment was required to improve on the unschol-
arly eclecticism of the past.

McKerrow was undoubtedly caught up in this reaction when in 1904
he chose the second edition of Nashe’s The Unfortunate Traveller as his
copy-text, to be altered only at obviously erronecus points, on the
grounds that it contained some revisions by the author (2: 197). He was
not happy with all the readings that this policy forced him to retain, but
he felt that he had “ro choice” in the matter; when he stated that an edi-
tor could net “pick and choose among the variant readings of his
author’s works those which he himself would prefer in writings of his
own,” McKerrow did not admit the possibility that choice among vari-
ants could ke performed on any other basis.!! Thirty-five years later, in
his Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare (1939}, he took the significant
step of recommending a Imited eclecti;iism: he asserted that an editor
could best approach the goal of reconstructing “an author’s fair copy”
by using as copy-text the earliest authoritative edition (which would
supply spelling and punctuation closer to the author’s than 2 later edition
would be likely to contain) and inserting into it the substantive alter-
ations from =z later edition {p. 18). But once editorial judgment had
determined the presence of an author’s hand in a later edition, McKer-
row would allow judgment to operate no further, claiming that “we

must accept afl the zlterations of that edidon, saving any whick seem

11, McKerrow's sentence ends with an unexceptionable statexment of one editorial goal:
“to present those [the author’s] works a5 he believes the author to have intended them to
appear.” But McKerrow's point is only to distinguish between the editor’s own prefer-
ences and the editor's conclusions as to what the author's preferences were; he does not
acknowledge the role that editorial judgment, especially as applied to every variant indi-
vidually, might play in moving toward his chosen goal. ’

«
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obvious blunders or misprints.” He was clearly still under the spell of the
“best-text” fallacy; and it was at this point that Greg stepped in to
observe that alterations in a later edition may come from various sources
and that it is essential to make discriminations among them.*?

Greg’s priraary purpose in “The Rationale of Copy-Text” was to
provide a sound argument for greater editorial freedom of choice,!® “T
am only concerned,” he unambiguously proclaimed, “to uphold his [the
editor’s] iberty of judgment” (p. 147); at another point he called it “dis-
astrous” to “curb the liberty of competent editors” (p. 150). He asked
why, if judgment was to be admitted in distinguishing possible from
impossible readings (as it was in the “best-text” approaches), “should the
choice between possible readings be withdrawn from its competence?” (p.
143). The judgment of an editor, he answered, “is likely to bring us closer
to what the anthor wrote than the enforcement of an arbitrary rule”
Curiously, however, Greg's strong endorsement of editorial freedom in
regard to substantive variants was not extended to what he called “acci-
dentals” (spelling and punctuation), for it was the function of the copy-
text, in his view, to provide the accidentals. He made a clear distinction

' between the nearly automatic acceptance of copy-text accidentals and
the wse of judgment in dealing with. substantives: “the copy-text should
govern (generally) in the mattér of accidentals, but. .. the choice
between substantive readings belongs to the general theory of textual
criticism” {p. 143). He was well aware of the fact that, if one consid-
ered it possible to evalnate the authority of accidentals, there would be

no need to designate any text as a “copy-text” possessing presumptive

12. For Fredson Bowers’s fuiler analysis of McKerrow’s illogical cantion, see “McKer-
row’s Editorial Principles for Shakespeare Reconsidered,” Shakespeare Quarterly, 6
(1955), 309-324. Bowers also exploted some of Greg’s differences from McKerrow in
“McKerrow, Greg, and “‘Substantive Edition,” ™ Library, Sth ser., 33 (1978), 83-107.

13, Greg's essay was first published in 8B, 3 (1950-51), 1936, and was reprinted in
Greg's Collected Papers, ed. J. C. Mazxwell (1966); pp. 374—391. [References in the text are
to pp. 135-53 of the current volume —Editor] The evolution. of Greg’s thought pre-
ceding this essay can be observed in his “McKerrow's Prolegomena Reconsidered,”
Review of Bnglish Siudies, 17 (1941), 139-149, and in the prefaces to the first two print-
ings of his The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare (1942, 1951),
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aathority. As he said in his sketch of the history of textual criticism at
the beginning of the essay, “So long as purely eclectic methods pre-
vailed, any preference for one manuscript over another, if’ it showed
itself, was of course arbitrary™ (p. 135). The ';‘purely eclectic methods”
he referred to were those founded on personal taste; but the point
would be equally valid for any approach in which all choices among
variants could be settled through the exercise of some kind of judg-
ment, Greg’s acceptance of McKerrow’s idea of a copy-text, therefore,
was founded on a belief that there was usually insufficient evidence for
reasoning about accidentals.

It seems evident, nevertheless, that Greg was not entirely comfortable
with the idea of restricting the role of judgment in any aspect of the edi-
torial procedure. He inserted the word “generally™ in his directive that

" “the copy-text should govern (generally) in the matter of accidentals™;
and he insisted that the copy-text should not be “sacrosanct, even apart
from the question of substantive variation,” enumerating instances in
which it is “within the discretion of an editor” to alter copy-text acci-
dentals. He even went so far as to say that, in regard to “graphic pecuh—
arities” (by which he meant some ];;racticcs of spelling and punctuation),
“the copy-text is only one among others” (p. 147). If, therefore, copy—A
text accidentals may be altered whenever one believes there is good rea-
son to do 5o, just as copy-text substantives may certainly be, the role of
the copy-text turns out to be that of supplying readings (of both sub-
stantives and accidentals) whenever there seems no other basis for decid-
ing. Greg would never have insisted that any réading should be retained
simply because it was present in the copy-text, if an editor’s informed
judgment pointed to a different choice; such “tyranny of the copy-text”
(p. 143)** was what he was striving to eliminate from textual criticism.

14. In the original publication of the “Rationale,” Greg did not indicate that in saying
“what may be called the tyranny of the copy-text” he was not inventing the phrase him-
self; but in an added footnote, included in the 1966 republication of the essay, he atirib-

- uted it to Paul Maas, who had used it in a review (Review of English Studies, 20 [1944],76)
of Greg's The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare when he was commenting on Greg’s inter-
est in preserving copy-text spelling,
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Thus if one is to fafl back on the copy-text (for accidentals as well as
stbstantives) only when there is no other way to choose, the key element
in his copy-text procedure is determining when two readings are in fact
“exactly balanced” (p. 148)—or, te use the more famous term that he
alse employs, “completely indifferent” (p. 149). If, in an editor’s view;
there are no completely indifferent alternatives, then there is no need for
a copy-text.

Greg himself was, however, somewhat tyrannized by the idea of copy-
text, for his essay includes this statement: “whenever there is more than
one substantive text of comparable authority, then although it will still
be necessary to choose one of them as copy-text, and to follow it in acci-
dentals, this copy-text can be allowed no over-riding or even. prepon-
derant authority as far as substantive readings are concerned” (p. 146).
Thus at the very moment when he emphasizes the necessity for freedom
of editorial jﬁdgmcnt in regard to substantive variants from. documents
of equal “extrinsic” (that is, genealogical) authority, he places a mechan-
ical, unrcasoned restriction on judgment applied to the accidentals.
When the surviving texts of a work form an ancestral series and a copy-
textt is chosen for its position in the.serdes, there is a justification for
falling back on the copy-text when the variants seem indifferent. But
when the documents do not form such a series, and when two of them

seem evenly balanced in authority, there is no reason to give more

15. In the course of one of the more incisive analyses of Greg’s position, T. H. Howard-
Hill distinguishes two senses of “indifferent,” one referring to the inability of an editor
to judge between two readings and the other referring to the equal authority of the
sources from which two readings come, In the practice of editing, however, these mean-
ings must mergs, since one’s judgment of a reading takes the source of the reading into
account, and one’s evaluation of a source involves an analysis of its readings. See his
“Modern Textual Theories and the Editing of Plays,” Library, 6th ser., 11 (1989), 89-115;
and my discussion of it in “Textual Criticism and Literary Sociclogy™ (note 4 above), pp.
122-128 ({esp. p. 123 and footnote 60). Tom Davis, in an earlier cogent discussion of
Greg’s rationale, alse examines the crucial matter of what it means to label a variant
“indifferent,” suggesting that this action reinforces “the tyranny of the copy-text”; ses
“The CEAA and Modern Textual Editng,” Library, S5th ser,, 32 {(1977), 61-74 (esp. pp-
69-71), and my corrunents on it in “Recent Editorial Discu-s.sion and the Central Ques-
tions of Editing,” S5, 34 (1981), 23-65 (esp. pp. 40—42), reprinted in Testual Criticist
sinee Greg (1987), pp. 65107 {esp. pp. 82-84).
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weight to the accidentals in one; the fact that there is often little basis for
making decisions about accidentals does not in such an instance justify
assigning authority to the accidentals that happen to be in a single docu-

ment, Greg criticized editors for “abdicating” the “editorial function™ if

in the case of substantives “of equal extrinsic authority” they relied “on -

some arbitrary caron, such as the authority of the copy-text” (pp. 144—45).
But he was giving them contrary advice for the accidentals.

1t was after this passage, however, that he sanctioned the alteration of
copy-text accidentals—presumably in both kinds of situadons, both where
texts can be ranked on genealogical grounds and where two or more
authoritative texts appear unrankable. Thus the overriding point is the
necessity for editorial judgment, which must operate regardless of the rela-
tionships among the documents; and the ides of 2 copy-text (feasible for
ancestral series but meaningless for texts of equel authority, which offer no
basts for generalizing about their readings as 2 whole) is not really central to
the argument. Although Greg wished to warn editors about “the mesteric
influence of the coi:;y—tcxt” (. 145), he did not entirely escape it himself;
for his injection of the concept into his discussion ironically interfered with
the fill expression of a theory of editorial freedom for scholatly editing,

The voluminous commentary engendered by Greg's essay has largely
been concerned with the applicability of his approack beyond the field
of Renaissance drama and with the appropriatencss of concentrating on
final authorial intentior.!® Most commentators have spent less time
scrutinizing the general principles underlying Greg’s recommendations
than evaluating how useful those specific recommendations seem in dif-
ferent contexts, and thus there has been almost no questioning of the
necessity for 2 concept of copy-text. The basic meaning of the term
“copy-text” has remained stable from McKerrow’s time onward-—that
is, the documentary text used as the basis for a scholarly edition, But the
way in which a copy-text is selected and emended has undergone a
remarkable 'shift during the twentieth century; and when the phrase

16. For an evaluative survey of the commentary, see my Textual Criticism since Greg
{1987), supplemented by the esszy cited in note 4 above.
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“copy-text editing” is now used it signifies not what McKerrow would

have undersicod by it but generally something close to what Greg

meant by it. Being a critic of “copy-text editing”—and there have
been many such critics in recent years—-is likely to mean disapproving
of the elevation of texts as completed by authors over texts as they
emerged from publication or theatrical production, or objecting to the
preference for the author’s final intention rather than an earlier inten-
ticn, or indeed decrying the practice of eclectic editing itself. But cric-
icizing “copy-text editing” has not meant attacking the idea of
copy-text. Whether or not editors of post-medieval writings have
been successful in avoiding the “tyranny of the copy-text” as envis-
aged by Greg, they have not escaped the tyranny of the concept of
copy-text,

Perhaps the most instructive example is Fredson Bowers, since he was
the most prolific and influential editor of this century in the English-
speaking scholarly woild. He was also the person primarily responsible
for the extension of Greg’s'ideas to the editing of post-Renaissance lit-
erature, and therefore one might think it unreasonable to expect that he
would have been critical of “copy-text.” Yet he was an ardent believer
in the importance of critical judgment in editing, and-he did not hesi-
tate to point out what he saw as Hmitations in Greg’s rationale; thus his
failure to questicn the need for a copy-text does show what Greg had
called the mesmerizing power of the concept. As cases in point, one
may turi to two of his essays from the 1970s, “Multiple Authority: New
Problems and Concepts of Copy~Text” {1572) and “Greg’s ‘Rationale
of Copy-Text” Revisited” (1978),1 which are among the mast trench-
ant analyses that Greg's ideas have received and constitute Bowerss
principal reconsideration of his earlier, less measured, response to the

“Rationale.”

17, The first, 2 paper read before the Bibliographical Society in London, was published in
the Library, 5th ser., 27 (1972}, 81-115, and was reprinted in his Essays in Bibliography,
Text, and Editing (1975), pp. 447487 (the text cited here). The second paper was pub-
lished in SB, 31 (1978), 90-161. )
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The first of these essays, after sketching Greg’s contribution®® and
some of Bowers's own applications of Greg’s rationale to later literature,
takes up instances of thoroughgoing authortal revision, a subject not
dealt with by Greg in much detail. In sych-cdses, Bowers says, when “the
two texts are parzllel enough for a comparison of the accidentals to be
pertinient,” an editor “can make some essay at treating the accidentals of
the revised edition on the same critical basis as its substantives” (p. 462).
What the editor must not do, Bowers insists, is “to succumb to the
tyranny of the copy-text” If all varlamts—occidentals as well as
substantives—are treated critically, Bowers recognizes that “in an ideal
state” the editor “would arrive at compatible results without regard for
the choice of copy-text” (pp. 462—463):

The ediwed text would not differ in the least, but only in apparatus.
Thus 1 return to niy original suggestion that the choice of copy-text
for revised editions should actually be motivated by practical conve-
nience, not by ideclogical considerations. (p. 463)

A major element in this “practical convenience” turns out to be concise-

ness of the apparatus. Actuially the choice of copy-text would not neces—

sarily affect the length of the apparatus, though it could frequently do so
if one were using the style of apparatus Bowers generally employed. But
the main point is that if a shortening of apparatus is accomplished by
presenting less information (as itis in Bowers's system), one is in the odd
position of claiming that the purpose of selecting a copy-text is to with-

hold textual evidence from the reader.'” In fact Bowers proceeds to point

18. At one point (p. 459) Bowers says that before Greg the conservative position regarding
the accidentals of a revised edition (essentially McKerrow's belief that they must be
accepted) was Vpardy based on despair” Yet Greg's different recommendation—to follow
the accidentals of the unrevised edition—was equally uncritical and equally a counsel of
despair, founded in part—as Greg said—cn “philological ignerance™ (p. 147}, Both posi-
tions illustrate the tendency to tur: away from evaluative judgment in cases of “ignorance.”
19. The kind of apparatus Bowers had in mind, as he made clear in his footnote 20, was

one in'which a list of emendations records all editorial alterations to the copy-text (acci-
dentals as well as substantives) and 2 “historical collation” records only the substantive
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out, both in a footnote on this passage and in the following: paragraph,
that only in an ideal world would the choice of copy-text not affect the
resulting edited text—Dbut in that case the choice is not simply “motivated
by practical convenience™ after all, since the text is affected by it. Yet at
the end of the paragraph, Bowers comes back to the matter of conve-
nience, saying that a revised edition should be chosen as copy-text “only
in cases of the sternest necessity when to select an eatlier document
would pile up lists of emendations of staggering proportions” (p. 464).
Exactly what function a copy-text plays is finally unclear in this discus-
sion, but the idea that there must be a copy-text of some sort seems never
in doubt.

In the second essay, six years later, Bowers gives Greg’s “Rationale” a
more critical reading, examines its applicability to authorially revised
editions of later periods (in the light of his own further experience},
and finds that he has a “serious quarrel” with Greg’s belief in “the lesser
authority of a revised edition in cases of doubt” (p. 123). Although he
is convinced that Greg’s idea of choosing a copy-text for its accidentals
is “still (and no doubt invariably) sound . . . for any period” (p. 147),he
conchudes that the greater accuracy of compositors in periods after the
Renaissance means that indiffereln!: substantive variants in revised edi-
tions of the last three centuries may generally be regarded as more likely
to be authorial than compositorial (p. 155). There is an i:;ony here in
Bowers’s partial return to McKerrow’s belief in the whole body of
substantive variants of a revised edition. Bowers’s position is more {lex-
ible, but there is considerable similarity between McKerrow’s idea of

adopting all the variants when some are certainly authorial and Bow-

variants in the collated docurmnents. Tn chis systemn, the choice of copy-text does not affect
the length of the tabulation of substantive variants {since all are recorded in one list or
another), but it does change the length of the listing of accidentals unless the number of
required emendations of copy-text accidentals happens to be the same in any case. Bow-
ers recognizes, at least in the instance of a revised-edition copy-text, that the unlisted
first-edition variants in accidentals are of legitimate interest to the reader; and the only
explanation he offers for not noting them is that it is “usually impracticable to record in
the Historical Collation all rejected accidentals as well as substantives.”
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ers’s newly formed conviction of the likelihood “that an indifferent
variant in the revised text is authorial” (p. 155). Bowers even admits the
possibility that this view may apply to accidentals as well as substantives
{(depending on one’s judgment of compositorial fidelity) and thus that
the revised text could become the copy-text (p. 160). But given his
recognition that copy-text accidentals as well as substantives can be
altered by the editor (e.g., pp. 128-129, 148-149), along with his will-
ingness to make distinctions even among what he labels “indifferent”

variants (rendering them in fact no longer indifferent),® one begins to

wonder what is left of the concept of a copy-text as a fall-back posi-
tion. That this concept is the ostensible focus of the essay reveals its tyr-
annizing powers, for the real subject is—as it must be in an approach
that stresses judgment—the process of active decision-making. Bowers
was willing—as he put it at the end of the essay—to “reverse Greg’s
principle for any period after the Renaissance™; but he was apparently
not ready to demote the idea of denominating one text as the copy-text
in every instance. 7 ) :

This reluctance is most dramatically revealed in his treatment of so-
called “radiating texts"—texts that do not form an ancestral linear series
but instead represent inz:lependent lines of descent from a common
source. This kind of textual history is frequently encountered in the
study of the manuscripe traditions of ancient texts, but Bowers’s atten-
tion was drawn to it by his editing of Stephen Crane, whose syndicated
newspaper pieces provide a classically pure example of the problem: the
various original newspaper texts of a piece are independently derived
from (and equidistant from) the master copy supplied by the syndicate
office to the subseribing newspapers. In the absence of such master copy,
the syndicated appearances—“radiating” from the lost original—
constitute the only evidence for reconstructing what the syndicate office

sent out (which is, in turn, at least one step removed from Crane’s lost

‘

20. He reports that in his edition of Tom Jones “proportionately far more indifferent vari-
ants are inserted fiom the revised edition into the first-edition copy-text than in the con-
servatively treated Joseph Andrews™ (p. 159).
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manuscripts). In the fifth and sixth volumes of his Crane edition (Tales
of Adventure and Tules of War, both 1970}, Bowers first dealt with this sit-
vation extensively.?!

His procedure, at points of variation in punctuation among the radiadng
texts, was generally to adopt the reading present in the largest mumber of
them (though he recognized that not every instance could be handled on a
guantitative basis); and then he selected as a copy-text the single newspaper
text that contained the largest number of the readings that he had decided
to adopt. As he says in discussing “The Pace of Youth,” the first of the
pleces in Tales of Adventure, the Diayton Dhaily Journal text “has been selected
as copy-text for its general concurrence with majority opinion” (p. cxlii).
This use of “copy-texi” of course shifts the meaning of the term from
what Greg (and Bowers in earlier discussions) had meant by it—for here it
does not designate a text that can be accorded presumptive authozity by
virtue of its genealogical position, since all the radiadng texts ave equidistant
from the copy furnished by the author. Instead of a copy-text that helps
one to resolve cruxes, it is how one that is selected after the cruxes have
been tesolved. The problem emerges even more cleatly in Bowers's
account of the next piece, “One Dash—Horses,” where he designates the
syndicate master proof as the copy-text (even though it does not survive),
because it is “the eatliest recoverable archetype,” and he is then driven to
use the term “physical copy-text itself” for the one newspaper text that is
“pethaps the closest in its accidentals to the lost master proof ” (p. cxlvii).
Tales of War also includes instances in which Bowers, after pointing out that
several newspaper texts are “technically” of equal authority, chooses one as
copy-text for its “convenience”™—the convenience stemming from the fact
that the text chosen (to quote his statement in one case) “is generally less in

need of accidentals emendation” (p. <d). %

21. The year before, however, in Thles of Whilomuille (1969}, he postﬁlated that the
McChure’s and Corrhill texts of “His New Mittens” radiated from Crane’s manuscript.
But the evidence here is not conclusive, as it is with the syndicated newspaper pieces.

22. Sec, for cxample, the discussion of “A Mystery of Heroism": the six newspaper texts
“are techmically of equal authority,” but “For convenience the Philadelpisia Press printing
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The conceptual imprecision in this shifting use of “copy-text” proba-
bly had little effect on Bowers’s final text, since his copy-texts in these
mstances were chosen not for their authority but for the extent of their
agreement with what he had already decided the text should contain.
Nevertheless, the fuzziness surrounding “copy-text” here does have prac-
tical consequences for the reader, through its effect on the apparatus.
Because the list of emendations provides a record of editorial alterations

made in the designated copy-texts, and because the “historical collation”

‘records only substantive variants, the variants in accidentals among the

radiating texts are not fully reported. Bowers does say, in his headnote to
the emendations list in both of these Crane volumes, “when as in syndi-
cated newspaper versions a number of texts have equal claim to authority,
all are noted in the Emendations lising” (5:211; 6:335). What this state-

- ment means is that a full record of variants in accidentals is normally®

provided for each place where the designated copy-text is emended; but
any variants in accidentals at i:]accs where the copy-text is not emended
remain unreported, Yet the docurrentary authority of those variants is
the same as that of the reported ones, given the genealogical equality of
all the radiating texts. Thus the reader is deprived of some of the evi-

dence from the texts that collectively form the primary authority in these

cases. That Bowers himself sometimes thought of a group of radiating

texts as a kind of collective copy-text is suggested by an instanice 10 “One

has been selected as copy-test, since it is representative. It is reprinted here, emended as nec-
essary by reference to the other authorities when it appears to wander whether in acciden-
tals or in substantives from the majority view” {p. Ixiz). In the case of “The Clan of
MNo-Name,” the conjectural texctual history “places each of the preserved documents as
technically equal in authority with the others in respect to the accidentals™ {(p. cxdx); but
the “usual moderate position™ of the New York Herald “in respect to what may be recon-
structed as the accidentals of the lost typescript makes it the most satisfactory and conve-
hient copy-text” (p. cxxiti).

23, But not always: sometimes, he assexts, “only general concurrence of the following
editions is in quesdon and exactness of demil would serve no useful purpose.”’ In those
cases he introduces a plus/minus sign to signify that the majority of the newspaper texts
{but'not all of them) have the cited punctuation. He adds, “If it seémed important to
indicate that certain of these variant texts had such and such punctuation, then the listing
would do so as most convenient.” (See 6: 335-336.)
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Dash—Horses” whete he retains the designated copy-text’s capitalization
of “MNorth” but says that it “may most properly be regarded as.an emen-
dation” (p. 199)—and then includes it (with “ste”) in his list of emenda-
tions (p. 213). In short, the importation of a concept of copy-text into
these situations is more productive of confusion than of clarity.

Bowers’s primary theoretical discnssion of radiating texts occurs not
in the Crane edition but in the latter half of his essay on “Multiple
Authority,” where it constitutes his principal supplement to Greg—since
it, unlike most of his other treatments of copy-text, focuses on a situation
that Greg did not attemupt to cover. But his discussion, pioneering as it is
in many ways, is weakened by his retention of the idea of 2 copy-text,
especially after having in effect shown why it is irrelevant. He ernpha-
stzes, quite properly, the role of critical judgment, pointing out that for
radiating texts it must be appled as fully to accidentals as to substan-
tives.? A statistical approach, he rightly asserts, is not sofficient, for an
unconventional authorial reading might be normalized by many com-
positors and “preserved oily by the dogged or indifferent few”; “the
minority reading may sometimes need to be adopted on critical
grounds” (p. 468). This cogent reasoning implies the importance of
recording all the variant readings in radiating texts; and it is therefore
revealing of his divided mind that he proceeds to advocate cheosing a

copy-text “requiring the least amount of apparatus” (p. 471).%

24. In making this point (p. 466), he overstates the mechanical natuzre of the establish-
ment of accidentals under Greg's rationale; as Bowers elsewhere recognizes (and as Greg
himself does in the “Rationale™), copy-text accidentals, like the substantives, can be
emended whenever one has a basis (necessarily involving critical judgment) for doing sa.

25. In a footnote Bowers acknowledges, “Paradoxically, the copy-text most faithful to
the reconstructed printer's—copy conceals more information in its list of emendations by
recording fewer of the multiple variants than would be the case for & copy-text less faith~
ful.”* His response to this problem is not satisfactory, however, because it concentrates on
2 “limited” recording of additional variants and does not admit the logical necessity of a
full report: “How far this concealment of the evidence on which the work was edited
can be rectified by including among the substantive variants of the Historical Collation
the accidentals varianis rejected froin the other witnesses is a procedure sometimes prac-
ticable on a Hmited basis.” An editor who pursues this idea can, Bowers believes, “start
by omitting at least the unique variants—since these will have little or no claim to
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He recognizes the reasons for dispensing with the concept of copy-
text zltogether in such situations: if there are eight radiating texts, he
says, the copy-text is “only one of eight equal witnesses, of no greater
presumptive authority than the other seven” (p. 470}; the choice of
copy-text, then, is “theoretically indifferent” and “largely a question of
convenience”; it is made only after the critical text has already been con-
structed (p. 471), and it is “not integral to the editing” {p. 485). He is
therefore receptive to the possibility of having no copy-text; yet he
maintains that a copy—te}it be chosen “to serve as the physical basis™ (p.
471) for a critically reconstructed text, without making clear why the

“physical basis” must be equated with a single document, when in fact it

is a group of documents. The idea that there must be a copy-text was so

firmly rooted in his mind that the only alternative he saw to selecting a
single radiating text was to have a “non-extant copy-text” (p. 471), in
Crane’s case the lost syndicate master pi'oofs as reconstructed fromm the
radiating texts. To cling to a concept of “copy-text” even if it comes to
mean the same thiﬁg as the scholar’s reconstructed text is surely the wlti-
mate in being tyrannized by the idea of having something called “copy-
text.” At the end of the essay Bowers says that to try applying Greg’s
rationale to radiating-text situations “would establish a real tyranny of
the copy-text”; but Bowers (like Greg before him) was not able, even
while warning others about this tyranny, to shake himself entirely free
from its bonds. :

Two years after Bowers's essay, | called attention to the inapprapri-
ateness of trying to employ in radiating-text situations the kind of
apparatus that had beco:ﬁe standard, ander Bowers’s influence, for use
with linear genealogies. Although he recognized that Greg’s “Ratio-
nale” did not apply to radiating texts, he apparently could not bring

authority—and then progress up the scale so far ag seems praceicable” But this thinking
is at odds with the important peint made earlier that a critical approach to variants must
take precedence over a merely statistical one. (In a later volume of the edition [volume 3
-but published in 1976}, The Thitd Wiolet and Acive Service, Bowers specifically notes that “a
minority, or even a single newspaper, may on some very few occasions reflect moze faith-

fully the proof than the styled majority™ [p. 332].)
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himself to accept fully the fact that an apparatus reflecting this rationale
would not do so, either. It is noteworthy that when, in “Multiple

Authority” he shrank from the notion of a “non-extant copy-text” his

stated reason was not conceptual but the belief that “the problem of |

what form an apparatus would take for such a non-extant copy-text is
acuce” (p. 471). Actually, as I tried to show, there is nothing complicated
in simply listing all the variants (in both substantives and accidentals) in
all the radiating texts and keying this single list to the newly constructed
critical text.?® Such a list emphasizes that the critical text has been built
up from the evidence of all the radiating texts and was not produced by
making alterations in one of them. The only sense in which the latter
operation could be said to have cccurred is that some form of repro-
duction {xerographic, say, or photographic) of one of the texts may have
been marked to produce a document that could be handed to the
printer of the new scholarly text. Bowers was of course well aware, in

other discussions, of the sigaificant difference between a copy-text in

26. See “Editorial Apparatus for Radiating Texts,” Library, 5th ser., 29 (1974), 330-337;
reprinted in Textual Criticlsm and Scholarly Editing (1990), pp. 167-176 (and see my com-
ment on p. xiil of the preface to this volume, suggesting that “the idea of editing with-
out a copy-text, set forth briefly here in relation to one particular kind of situation, has
further applications that cught to be explored”). Bowers commented on my 1974 article
the following year in his “Remarks on Eclectic Texs” (see note 8 above); after saying
that & copy-text selected from a group of radiating texts is “only a peg on which to hang
the appazatus of variation,” he refers o my “interesting proposal,” which——theugh it
seems “logically planned”™ —he has not “had the opportunity to test” (p. 507, footnote
26). In his 1978 essay on Greg, he repeats the idea that for radiating texis the “choice of
copy-text rests on the convenience of the reader according to the ease with which he can
refer to the apparatns”; then he adds, “On the other hand, if an editor chooses to adopt
G. T. Tanselle’s ingenious suggestions for a new kind of apparatus for radiating texts, the
need for an arbitrary copy-text vanishes” (p. 149, footmote 48). (In the same footnote,
Bowers suggests, without realizing it, a way in which the editorial thinking involved in a
radiating-text situation could be extended to any instance of variant texis: when a statis-
tical survey of variants determines the choice of a radiating copy-text, he says, “there
should be litde if any need for an editor to rely on any accidental in the copy-text sim-
ply because it occurs in the copy-text, although he may of course take that fact inte
account when the copy-text document seems on the whole to be relatively faithfl and
all other evidence is indifferent.”) For a similar discussion of apparatus for radiating texts
nine years later, see p. 76 of Bowers's “Mixed Tewts and Multiple Authority,” Text, 3
(1987), 63-90.
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Greg’s sense and a printer’s copy for a scholardy edition.?” Yet his rec-
ommendation to choose a single documentary text.from”a group of
radiating texts, and call it a “copy-text,”’ amounts to equating “copy-
text” with “printer’s copy”—while at the same time elevating it unde-
servedly to unique historical status by reporting its variants fully (and not
those of any other text). - ’

There is no escaping the fact that radiating texts equidistant from
their common ancestor provide no text to serve as copy-text; and it is
further true that this lack does not prevent an editor from constructing
a critical text—as Bowers did before he chose a copy-text—or from
preparing an apparatus recording all the rejected variants. Once one
accepts these points, one may begin to see that the thinking involved in
radiating-text situations is applicable to all critical editing. Every choice
made among variants in radiating texts is an active critical choice; no
reading is settled on by defauli, for there is no text that offers a fall-back
posidton. When the variants in radiating texts seem “indifferent,” an
editor may of course choose a reading from the text that supplies the
largest number of other readings; but the decision is still an active one,
in which one of the factors taken into account is the apparent general
reliability of a particular text. The process remains one of building up a
new text rather than making changes in an old ome. If this idea—
that critical editing is constructive rather than emendatory—were also
applied to texts in linear genealogies, the role of judgment might more
clearly ke seen as dominant, and any practical guideline (such as Greg’s
rationale) might be better recognized a3 an aid to judgment, not a brake on
it.;An éditor, for example, who is following Greg in according presumptive
authority to the text closest to z lost manuscript, would—following this

27. In “Mixed Texts and Muldple Authority” (see the preceding note), he includes in a
foornote the explicit statement, “It is quite Imiproper to use it [copp-fext] as 2 synonym for
printer’s copy in general” (p. 87). For a more detailed account of this distinetion, see my

“The Meaning of Copy-Text: A Further Note,” SB, 23 (1970), 191—196. When I sub~
" miteed this piece—which is 2 rejoinder to Paul Baender’s “The Meaning of Copy-Text”

in the previous volume of SB (22 [1969], 311-318)—Bowers sald that he had planned
(before my piece came in) to write such 2 response himself.
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plan—speak not of “retaining” readings from that text but of “select-
ing” them. The notion that wisdom supports the idea of sticking to a
copy-text when two readings are indifferent places the emphasis on the
preservation of a documentary text; but the idea that a critical text
emerges from active choices made among the variant readings (along
with, of course, the editor’s own inventions, when necessary) empha-
sizes editorial judgment. '

The difference between the two may at first seem slight, a matter of
labeling: in the former, one lets a copy-text reading stand if the variant is
indifferent and there is thus no compelling argument for altering it; in
the latter, two readings that might otherwise be indifferent are not actu-
ally so, for the fact that one of them comes from a text of superior
genealogical standing provides a reason for choosing it. But the differ-
ence between these two justifications for the same decision is not super-
ficial: it goes to the heart of what critical editing is. The key point is not
whether an editor would make the same decision by following Greg’s
rationale or by designating no copy-text but still following Greg’s argu-
ment for the presumptive authority of the text closest to an authorial
manuseript. No two cditors can be expected to make the same choices
by following either of these systems in any case. The important point is
that the former approach places a rule above reason (as any recourse to a
fall-back position must do), whereas the latter restructures the problem
so that the editor’s decision (even if it is the same decision) results from
the positive step of taking a reasoned action.

The controlling images of the two approaches are those of initially
fall and initially empty sheets of paper. If one chooses a copy-text, then
in effect one begins with filled sheets and proceeds to alter the text pres-
ent on them; but if cne has no copy-text, one begins with blank sheets,
so to speak, and fills them by placing one word after another on them,
drawing those readings from the relevant documents (and, on occasion,
from one’s own mind). T am not suggesting, of course, that an editor
should actually write out a text in this way; but I do believe that an
appropriate analogy for the critical editor to have in mind is the

medieval scribe taking readings from various manuscripts as he prepared
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a new manuscript.®® It is irenic that in classic Lachrannian textual crit-
icism this scribal practice is called “contamination,” for some such pro-
cess (supplemented by the editor’s own inventions) provides our only
hope for rising sbove the limitations of individual decuments, Although
the followers of Lachmann may often have deluded themselves about the
objectivity of their own methods, their process of “recension,” with its
aggregating impulse, in many cases avoided the pitfalls of the “best-text”
family of zpproaches and therefore holds a lesson for editors of works in
the modern languages.

The constructive approach I am outlining subsumes ali the various
points of view that can: be taken toward the goal of editing. There is no
reason, for cxamp_le, why an editor interested in uninfluenced authorial
final intention could not still follow Greg’s radonale-—which has proved
itself effective for this purpose. But instead of treating one text as a
copy-text, an editor would use the genealogical position—and thus the
presumed authority—of that text as a factor in weighing each variant
reading. Sometimes this factor would be decisive; sometimes other fac-
tors would be. The difference between this procedure and the conven-
tional cne Is subtle but crucially significant. Genealogy s taken into
account, but with judgment clearly in the dominant position. If, instead
of uninfluenced authorial intention, one preferred to emphasize, say, the
text that was the joint product of the author and the publisher’s staff, one
would then have a different atticude toward some of the first-edition
readings that vary from manuscript readings (those, for instance, that
seem to reflect house-styling). Or if one wished to focus on a stage that
prc.;_:edf:d a fina] version, the bulk of the text might be drawn from the

document that provides the best evidence of the existence of such a

28, Leonard E. Boyle calls modern editors “scribe-schelars” in “ ‘Epistulze Venerunt
Parum. Dulees: The Place of Codicology in the Editing of Medicval Latin Texts,” in
Editing and Editors: A Refrospect, ed. Richard Landon (1988), pp. 29-46 (sec p. 30}, (This
essay also provides a useful statement of the value of examining the physical “setting” in

* which a text has been transniitted; the examples are drawn from the study of eatdy man-

useripts, but the points made are equally applicable to the study of printed books—and
have of course been made many times by analytical bibliographers.)



274 | Theoretical and Critical Statements

stage, but not without a serious weighing of the claims of variants in other
documents (since versions of works cannot be equated with the texts of
particular documents). What I am suggesting is not a supplement or an
alternative to Greg’s rationale but an overarching framework that encom-
passes its goal and that of other racicnales as well. Obviously one could
rewrite Greg so as to focus on goals other than authorial intention; but the
resulting series of copy-text rationales, each aiming at a different end-
prodict, would still not avoid the restriction on editorial judgment inher-
ent in Greg’s rationale. What is needed instead is a framework that liberates
editorial judgment from the concept of copy-text while being neutral in
iself as to the goal toward which that judgment should be directed.®
Despite the salutary emphasis of Greg and Bowers on editorial free-
dom, mary editors are still—as Greg and Bowers were—in thrall to the
notion, now about two centuries old, that responsibility in scholarly
editing is, at least to some degree, incompatible with freedom of judg-
ment. A passage in Bowers's “Muliple Authority” Elustrates how
inhibiting this attitade can sometimes be. Bowers claims that the evi-
dence of the radiating newspaper texts of a Crane story enables one to
attemnpt reconstructing the syadicate master proofs but offers no justifi-
cation for pushing on back to Crane’s manuscript. It is not the editor’s
concern, he says, “whether in their recovered form these proofs agree or
disagree with Crane’s habits of punctuation, spelling, and so on”; and he
continues, more emphatically, to say that it is not an editor’s business to
print what he may be morally certain the manuscript reading would have
been when the evidence indicates strongly that the recovered proof read
otherwise” {p. 473).% There may be good reason, of course, to be satisfied
with having the text of the syndicate proofs; but if one is really interested

29. The inhibiting influence of a copy-text resembles the pressure that can also be
exerted by a previous scholarly edition: Leonard Boyle has said, “the greatest threat to an
editor’s independence and to an unprejudiced presentation of a textual tradition is the
preseice of an existing edition.” See * “Bpistulae Venerunt Parunn Dulces’ (cited in the
preceding note), p. 31.

30. Bowers makes the same point, though somewhat more moderately, in “Remarks on
Eclectic Texts” (soe note 8 above), pp. 522-524.
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in what Crane wrote in his manuscript, and if one’s knowlédge and
judgment make cne “morally certain” of being able to reconstruct it,
why should one be prevented from doing so by the fact that one is going
back two or more steps behind the preserved documents rather than just
a single step? The “law” of “documentary evidence,” to which Bowers
appeals, is surely misapplied if it oudaws the responsible use of, the his-
torical imagination. The very existence of critical editing depends on
recognizing that documentary texts may legitimately be overruled by
informed judgment. Whether an editor is justified in attempting to
reconstruct any given stage in a text’s history depends on how the task is

approached, on how the editor proposes to overcome the limitations of

the documents; nio 4 priori ruling can decree one stage to be a valid goal -

for the exercise of historical judgment and another to be inappropriate.
On many other occasions, however, Bowers not only granted, but
openly welcomed, the dominance of judgment—as when, in bis edition
of Tom Jones (1975), after saying that the textual situation was one in
which “Greg’s classic theory of copy-text must hold” (p. b, he
declared that the operation of emendation “is a critical process almost
exclusively” and that in such a process “the editor shoulders his proper
responsibility” (p. Lexi). In a 1985 address he described Greg's rationale
as “a discretionary principle, to be applied flexibly,” and as 2 “liberation”
from “mechanical conservatism,” complaining that in America it was
often used to justify “avoiding the unknown terrors of eclecticism.”!
Both Greg and Bowers unquesticnably believed in the liberty of edito-
rial judgment, but in their procedural statements they yoked this belief to

* a strategy that sprang ultimately from a contrary view, for they obviously

carried with them just enough of an inherited distrust of judgment to

make them not guite prepared for completing the long historical move~

.meént toward the full reinstatement of critical judgment in editing.

What I'am proposing here is a way to take that step without abandon-
iﬁg the respensibilities of scholarship. It might be called “constructive

317 “Unfinished Business,” Bowers's presidential address to, the Sociecy for Textual
Scholarship, printed in Téxt, 4 (1988), 1~11 (quotations from p. 5).
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critical editing” to distinguish it from an approach that emphasizes emen-
dation. To see critical editing as an activity of rebuilding rather than
repairing forces the judgment to play its central role in recovering the
past, All historical reconstuction requires judgment to enable one to
decide what can be accepted as facts and what can reasonably be inferred
from them by an informed imagination. Experiencing verbal works as
communications from the past entails this kind of reconstruction not
only because they are past events but also because they employ an intan-
gible medimm, language. Reading necessarily involves the use of judg-
ment in the extracting of a work from a document. If editors’ readings,
enshrined in editions, are to be exemplary, they must arise from an active
embracing of judgment—which is, after all, the only thing we have to

rely on.

{rom The First Fo]iq of S}takespear{r

Beter W. M. Blayney

MuUCH OF WHAT is now known about the printing of the First Folio is
owed to the monumental study undertaken by Charlton K. Hinman.
Using a special viewer that he designed and built himself, Hinman made
a minutely detailed page-by-page comparison of 55 of the Folger
copies. He also spent several years investigating and analyzing the pat-

terns in which various recognizable objects reappeared throughout the

book: each individual brass rule used in the box—frames around the text
{identifiable by tell-tale bends and breaks); each separate setting of the
running-titles vsed in each play; and hundreds of distinctively damaged
types in the text itself. As a result, he was able to reconstruct the order in
which the pages were set and printed, to identify which of several work-

men set each page, and to relate many of the irregularities in the work to

" specific parts of other books that were being printed at the same time.

* Kk
THE STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

"The Shakespeare First Folio is what is known as 2 ‘folio in sixes’. What that

" means is a book made up of six-leaf sections (or ‘quires’), each consisting

of three sheets of paper folded together (and eventually scwn). Each sheet

+ From The First Folio of Shakespeare. (Washington, D.C.: Foiger Library Publications,
1991). By permission of the Folger Shakespeare Library.
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