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1.

Introductory Notes on the Function of Textual Bibliography
Literary criticism and textual editing are two fields affected by textual bibliography. But what do we mean by ‘textual bibliography’? As Stokes points out: ‘The adjective suggests that there is, in some way, a different kind of bibliographical work involved and this is not so. It is not the bibliographical method which is different, but the end to which it is applied.’
 This is the application of bibliography – the study of the material means by which literature is transmitted – to the history of the text, textual criticism, and the production of scholarly editions.
The main props of textual studies for generations have been areas of literary, historical and linguistic evidence. All that is now being suggested is that bibliographical evidence can provide a fourth area of help in certain cases.

W.W. Greg embarked upon this theme in a paper entitled, ‘What is bibliography?’, read to the Bibliographical Society on 19 February 1912:
Strictly bibliographical investigation forms three-fourths of textual criticism, and therefore of the work of the scientific editor. For editing should be none the less scientific because it must at the same time be literary. No editor, whatever his taste, ever did valuable work without a scientific power of handling textual evidence; just as no editor, however scientific, is worth his salt without taste. And apart from taste he requires much knowledge that has nothing to do with bibliography. He requires a thorough knowledge of linguistics and a thorough knowledge of antiquities. But these are presupposed in the subject and differ with the accidents of the subject. What is constant as a requirement, what every editor, what every textual investigator needs, what may therefore be truly called the grammar of literature, is critical bibliography. Critical bibliography is the science of the material transmission of texts, the investigation of the textual tradition as it is called, in so far as that investigation is possible without extraneous aids. It aims at the construction of a calculus for the determination of textual problems.

In the first of W.W. Greg’s Sandars Lectures at Cambridge in 1913, themed ‘Bibliographical and textual problems of the English miracle plays’, Greg drew attention to the problem, as he saw it:
The importance of bibliography for the study of literature is sometimes forgotten alike by the bibliographer and the critic. The former immerses himself in subjects which, however interesting in themselves, lead to few developments beyond their own horizon; the latter is habitually shy of investigations in a region in which he feels he is not at home. It is well, therefore, occasionally, to insist on the connexion between the two provinces, and to show how intimate it is by attending to some of the problems that lie along the border.

My reason for choosing the passage from ‘What is Bibliography?’ to outline the relevance of bibliography to textual editing is partly due to its use of terms like ‘taste’ which since the time at which Greg was writing until relatively recently, came to seem redundant to the critical interpretation of literary texts, but which in the history of literary criticism, and more importantly editing, have played a considerable role, as the case study below shows.
It may be objected, and indeed has been, that bibliographical evidence or inference does not always mesh, as it were, with linguistic, stylistic, or other literary-critical ‘evidence’. Historical bibliographical ‘certainties’ do not always marry with the linguistic problem, ‘Which word is the author most likely to have used?’ Or to its aesthetic extension ‘Which was the right word for the author to have used?’ But judgements about what is better English or better poetry can be highly personal ones and are not susceptible of proof. If non-bibliographical textual criticism, working with meanings and literary values, were to be divorced from all connection with the evidence of the mechanical process that imprinted meaningful symbols on a sheet of paper, no check-rein of fact or probability can restrain speculation.
It is equally true, however, that bibliographical evidence may not constitute sufficient proof of the rightness of one view of the text. The occurrence of one reading in two early editions of a text and a different reading in a slightly later edition should not lead the textual scholar necessarily to prefer the earlier reading, for it is not a bibliographical fact that two compositors would not make the same error which was corrected later. In other words, bibliography also involves inference. Even so, the reverse of the proposition at the beginning of the previous paragraph can be said to be of equal validity. Literary evidence cannot be accepted uncritically if it does not mesh with the supporting bibliographical evidence.

2.
Case Study: The Textual History of King Lear
There exist two principal texts of King Lear published during Shakespeare’s lifetime – the Quarto of 1608 (Q1), which was entitled the Historie of King Lear,
 and the Folio of 1623 (F1), which was entitled the Tragedie of King Lear.
 The two versions have differences. In total, about one hundred lines, including a large number of scattered words, phrases and part-lines, appear in F1 which are absent from Q1. Q1 contains about three hundred lines that are missing from F1. These differences are considerable and have a bearing on the critical interpretation of the play.
Sir Philip Sidney, in The Defence of Poesie, discussing the kinds of literature, writes the following on the genre of tragedy:

So that the right use of Comedy will, I think, by nobody be blamed, and much less of the high and excellent Tragedy, that openeth the greatest wounds, and showeth forth the ulcers that are covered with tissue; that maketh kings fear to be tyrants, and tyrants manifest their tyrannical humours; that, with stirring the affects [feelings] of admiration and commiseration, teacheth the uncertainty of this world, and upon how weak foundations gilden roofs are builded; that maketh us know,


Qui sceptra saevus duro imperio regit,


Timet timentes, metus in auctorem redit.

[The cruel ruler who governs his dominions harshly fears those who fear him; terror rebounds on its author (Seneca, Oedipus).]
Sidney’s Defence provides evidence that one of the ways in which contemporaries of Shakespeare understood tragedy was as a kind of surgery. But how can King Lear be interpreted as surgery? One possibility is that it opens wounds of madness and suffering to investigate their causes in false consciousness and the conflicted ideology of Nature. Ideology works unconsciously, hidden from sight like an ulcer that is covered with tissue, concealing the contradictions of self, family, and social order which are superficially healed over but continue to fester within the flesh. Surgical operations not only investigate, causing considerable pain in an era lacking effecting anaesthetic, but aim to cure by mending, removing, or healing the hidden injuries or sources of disease. But serious questions can be asked of King Lear as a tragedy that seeks to heal for the suffering is relentless and extreme. Edgar tries more insistently than any other character to gain some distance on suffering, and relief from it, by making it conform to a comprehensible pattern. But upon seeing his father when his eyes have been torn from their sockets, Edgar exclaims, ‘O gods! Who is’t can say “I am at the worst”? / I am worse than e’er I was.’
 And in extremity of suffering and self-scrutiny, Lear implores ‘Let me have a surgeon; / I am cut to the brains’ (as though he had read his Sidney and knows that healing in tragedy should follow more swiftly upon surgical incision).
 The dominant image of King Lear, according to Caroline Spurgeon, is of a body tortured.

Indeed after the Restoration, critics and editors found the play unbearably painful, and a violation of poetic justice because it did not seem to them to offer healing and recovery, and was perhaps more akin to torture, in which humanity is reduced to a ‘poor, bare, forked animal’. So, late in the seventeenth century, Nahum Tate altered the text to save Cordelia and restore Lear to the throne. Nahum Tate’s adaptation altered Shakespeare’s text to amend his ‘faults’, such as the insufficient motive for Cordelia’s conduct in the first scene, and the introduction of the fool, faults which purportedly made the play ‘a Heap of Jewels, unstrung and unpolished’. The adaptation, in which Cordelia is in love with Edgar, and Lear is restored to the throne was defended by Samuel Johnson in his edition because he found the death of Cordelia unbearably painful and a violation of poetic justice.
In Tate’s edition (1689),
 the Captain and officers, about to hang Lear and Cordelia, are interrupted by Edgar and Albany. Cordelia and Edgar greet each other affectionately, as they shall be married, and Edgar claims that ‘the Gods have weigh’d our Suff’rings’, meaning that justice has been served. Albany adds that ‘The Wheel of Fortune now has made her Circle’, and resigns the throne to Lear, except for that part conferred on him and Goneril in marriage. Cordelia affirms the existence of heavenly forces whose concern is to restore virtue on earth, and she is now raised a queen. The play’s final words belong to Edgar who reiterates the providential view, that whatever storms of fortune are decreed, truth and virtue shall succeed.

Tate’s version held the stage throughout the eighteenth century. Regardless of what we might think of such revision of Shakespearean texts, the question of the extent of the play’s tragic fatalism or nihilism and of the possibility of recovery already arises in the early history of Shakespeare’s text. Among the passages in Q1 that are absent from F1 is the dialogue between the second and third servants at the end of Scene 14 (in most modern editions Act 3, Scene 7), the scene in which Gloucester is blinded:

SECOND SERVANT


I’ll never care what wickedness I do


If this man come to good.

THIRD SERVANT






If she live long


And in the end meet the old course of death,


Women will all turn monsters.

SECOND SERVANT


Let’s follow the old Earl and get the bedlam


To lead him where he would. His roguish madness


Allows itself to anything.

THIRD SERVANT


Go thou, I’ll fetch some flax and whites of eggs


To apply to his bleeding face. Now heaven help him!


Exeunt

Eighteenth-century editors of the play tended to follow the Folio readings, though an edition of 1765 includes this dialogue from the ‘Old Quarto’ with a footnote attributed to Lewis Theobald, a textual editor, justifying its inclusion as expressing naturally the feelings of the servants who have witnessed Gloucester’s blinding.
 The same contemporaries of Shakespeare who understood tragedy as a kind of surgery saw its importance as eliciting the audience’s pity and commiseration. In other words, the inclusion of the lines highlights the possibility that compassion, fellow-feeling, as a response to extremity of suffering, as opposed to hard-heartedness, represents the play’s healing or redemption. The effect of omitting this scene is to provide from within the play no compassionate perspective on Gloucester’s blinding.

The differences between Q1 and F1 include significantly different endings. The editions of 1765 and editions in 1771 and 1778 all follow the Folio with regard to the death of Lear at the end of Act V, though they do not agree in terms of scene division, so in the editions of 1765 and 1771 Lear’s death is Scene 10 and in the edition of 1778 it is Scene 3, as in F1 and most modern editions.
 Here are the texts of the Quarto and the Folio, in parallel:

Q1





F1
LEAR





LEAR

And my poore foole is hangd, no, no life,

And my poore Foole is hang’d: no, no, no life?

why should a dog, a horse, a rat have life

Why should a Dog, a Horse, a Rat  have life,

and thou no breath at all, O thou wilt come no more,
And thou no breath at all? Thou’lt come no more,

never, never, never, pray you undo


Never, never, never, never, never.

this button, thanke you sir, O, o, o, o.


Pray you undo this Button. Thanke you Sir,







Do you see this? Looke on her? Looke her lips,







Looke there, looke there.


He dis.
EDGAR





EDGAR
He faints my Lord, my Lord.


He faints, my Lord, my Lord.

LEAR





KENT

Breake hart, I prethe breake.



Breake heart, I prythee breake.

If ideology is a set of representations of self, family, and social order that mislead or deceive Lear as regards the realities, then the Folio might be said to offer no resolution or recovery for Lear, for he persists in a cruel delusion if he supposes Cordelia to be alive. Though in the Quarto reading Lear may be despairing at the finality of Cordelia’s death at the end, he at least sees clearly that she is dead. And the ability to see another person, clearly, not ideologically, not as you need or want them to be, especially to see with compassion that person’s suffering, might just be the remedy the play offers to suffering itself. We could of course respond differently to Lear imagining that Cordelia lives – we might see it as a compassionate, if imagined, source of comfort and release from despair and suffering just before he dies.

But what do we know of the reasons why Q1 and F1 differ? From the nineteenth century, editors tended to conflate these two versions of the play on the assumption that neither was the definitive version but that there was a ‘lost archetype’ which, if discovered, would integrate the variant readings. The beginnings of this editorial approach to King Lear is evident in an edition of 1803, which follows F1 for Lear’s death but retains the dialogue between the second and third servants without feeling an explanation is necessary.
 As a result of the dominance of this editorial approach for 200 years, we have become accustomed to believe that the Quarto and Folio texts can be reconciled to produce a composite version that we can read as Shakespeare’s King Lear. But in reality we do not know the relationship between the Quarto and Folio texts, and we certainly do not know that there existed a lost archetype.

Since about 1980, a more broadly held hypothesis is that the differences between Q1 and F1 represent a work that was in progress, that Shakespeare revised. Q1 might even be based on ‘foul papers’ (i.e. the author’s working drafts) and F1 might represent cuts made in performance. We cannot know whether Shakespeare intended them to be permanent. The abandonment of the notion of a lost archetype has given rise to the publication in The Oxford Shakespeare of the texts of the Quarto and the Folio, the Historie of King Lear and the Tragedie of King Lear, as separate versions of the play.
3.

Exercise on Different Versions of the Same Text 
Consider the three different versions of Derek Mahon’s poem ‘Day Trip to Donegal’ (on pages 11 – 13 below). Write a brief commentary on the variations. Present arguments for giving preference to one version over the others. For example: Is the author’s first version the most valid, because it represents his initial ideas when the poem was first written? Is the author’s final version the most valid, because it represents his mature thoughts on the subject? (In this context consider the extract of Edna Longley’s Review of Selected Poems (1991), from Poetry Review, reproduced below.) Imagine that you have been asked to prepare an edition of Mahon’s ‘Day Trip to Donegal’. How would choose to present the poem as an edition? When you have made your decision and explained it, create your own text. To do this, make a copy of the poem; number the lines; and create your ‘textual apparatus’. This should include a list of the textual variants. At its most basic this should take the following form:

E.g. (if using A-text)

Without skill or reassurance (nobody
32
Overtures to the mindless wind and rain.
36
Rather than using the ‘footnote’ function in Microsoft Word, you can create a ‘footer’ and type your notes directly into that section of the page. This is probably the easiest way of doing it. If you wish to make a note on the text, explanatory or otherwise, you could do this by inserting an asterisk * in the body of your poem. The notes (in the footer) for the two lines of text above, listing variants, would look like this:
32  (nobody] B : (nobody; C: - nobody

36  mindless] B: mindless; C: vindictive
For this exercise it would be useful to uncover what you can about the author, Derek Mahon, and about this text. What is its background and textual history? Why do the different versions exist? Make sure that you include references to the sources for your research. When you have completed the exercise, post it to the discussion forum on the module Moodle page by attaching it as a Word document.
There is no right answer to this assignment. It is intended to introduce you to questions of variation within literature; the problem of making judgements about the significance of individual variants; and the presentation of a text that survives in more than one authoritative witness. By ‘authoritative witness’ is meant a version of the text that is the work of the author. ‘Day Trip to Donegal’ survives in three authoritative witnesses.

THREE VERSIONS OF DEREK MAHON’S
‘DAY TRIP TO DONEGAL’

A

for Paul Smyth
We reached the sea in early afternoon,

Climbed stiffly out. There were urgent things to be done –

Clothes to be picked up, people to be seen.

As ever, the nearby hills were a deeper green

Than anywhere in the world, and the grave

Grey of the sea the grimmer in that enclave.

Down at the pier the boats gave up their catch –

Torn mouths and spewed-up lungs. They fetch

Ten times as much in the city as there,

And still the fish come in year after year –

Herring and whiting, flopping about the deck

In attitudes of agony and heartbreak.

How could we hope to make them understand?

Theirs is a sea-mind, mindless upon land

And dead. Their systematic genocide

(Nothing remarkable that millions died)

To us is a necessity

For ours are land-minds, mindless in the sea.

We left at eight, drove back the way we came,

The sea receding down each muddy lane.

Around midnight we changed-down into suburbs

Sunk in a sleep no gale-force wind disturbs.

The time of year had left its mark

On frosty pavements glistening in the dark.

Give me a ring, goodnight, and so to bed …

That night the slow sea washed against my head,

Performing its immeasurable erosions –

Spilling into the skull, marbling the stones

That spine the very harbour wall,

Uttering its threat to villages of landfall.

At dawn I was alone far out at sea

Without skill or reassurance (nobody

To show me how, no earnest of rescue),

Cursing my mindless failure to take due

Forethought for this, contriving vain

Overtures to the mindless wind and rain.



Night-Crossing (London: OUP, 1968), pp. 22-23.
B

We reached the sea in early afternoon,

Climbed stiffly out. There were things to be done,
Clothes to be picked up, people to be seen.

As ever, the nearby hills were a deeper green

Than anywhere in the world, and the grave

Grey of the sea the grimmer in that enclave.

Down at the pier the boats gave up their catch,
Torn mouths and spewed-up lungs. They fetch

Ten times as much in the city as there
And still the fish come in year after year –

Herring and whiting, flopping about the deck

In attitudes of agony and heartbreak.

We left at eight. drove back the way we came,

The sea receding down each muddy lane.

Around midnight we changed-down into suburbs

Sunk in a sleep no gale-force wind disturbs

The time of year had left its mark

On frosty pavements glistening in the dark.

Give me a ring, goodnight, and so to bed …

That night the slow sea washed against my head,

Performing its immeasurable erosions –

Spilling into the skull marbling the stones

That spine the very harbour wall.
Muttering its threat to villages of landfall.

At dawn I was alone far out at sea

Without skill or reassurance (nobody

To show me how, no promise of rescue),

Cursing my failure to take due

Forethought for this: contriving vain

Overtures to the mindless wind and rain.



Poems 1962-1978 (Oxford: OUP, 1979), p. 17.
C

We reached the sea in early afternoon,

Climbed stiffly out. There were things to be done,

Clothes to be picked up, people to be seen.

As ever, the nearby hills were a deeper green

Than anywhere in the world, and the grave

Grey of the sea the grimmer in that enclave.

Down at the pier the boats gave up their catch,

A writhing glimmer of fish. They fetch

Ten times as much in the city as here

And still the fish come year after year –

Herring and mackerel, flopping about the deck

In attitudes of agony and heartbreak.

We left at eight, drove back the way we came,

The sea receding down each muddy lane.

Around midnight we changed-down into suburbs

Sunk in a sleep no gale-force wind disturbs.
The time of year had left its mark

On frosty pavements glistening in the dark.

Give me a ring, goodnight, and so to bed …

That night the slow sea washed against my head,

Performing its immeasurable erosions –

Spilling into the skull marbling the stones

That spine the harbour wall,
Muttering its threat to villages of landfall.

At dawn I was alone far out to sea

Without skill or reassurance – nobody

To show me how, no promise of rescue –
Cursing my constant failure to take due

Forethought for this; contriving vain

Overtures to the vindictive wind and rain.



Selected Poems (London and Oldcastle: Viking/Gallery, 1991), p. 21.
Similarly, in the early poem ‘Day-Trip to Donegal’ good taste took over from good crack when the phrase ‘A writhing glimmer of fish’ replaced the franker ‘Torn mouths and spewed up lungs’. Another kind of flourish has gone from the climax, which originally involved rhetorical repetition: ‘Cursing my mindless failure to take due / Forethought for this, contriving vain / Overtures to the mindless wind and rain’. For the first ‘mindless’ Mahon has substituted ‘constant’, for the second ‘vindictive’. Mahon’s revisions read like literal translations. It proves his original inspiration – it proves the fact of inspiration – that they should fall so flat and cold.
Edna Longley, Review of Selected Poems (1991), Poetry Review, 81.2 (1991), 8-9.
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