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Textual Matters
Scholarly and Variorum Editions
Aims of the Seminar
· To revise and develop that which was learned in the previous seminar on creating or establishing a (copy–) text

· To build understanding of scholarly editing

· To refine understanding of the kinds of scholarly edition of literary works, including variorum editions, thereby to render more effective and directed the selection and consultation of such scholarly editions for the purposes of research 
1.

Scholarly Editing
In this section of the seminar we shall consider a range of issues that may need to be considered by an editor of a scholarly edition of a literary work. Some pertain particularly to the creation of the text, i.e. the selection or establishment of the (copy–) text, which was the focus of the previous seminar. So, for example, there may be variants in the different editions of a literary work, and there are variations in the extent to which an author exercised control over the first edition of her/his work, or over subsequent editions published during her/his lifetime. As W.W. Greg indicates in his paper entitled ‘What is bibliography?’,
 many small points, such as corrections and cancels, may bear witness to an editorial supervision of the printing process by an author. These matters have an immediate bearing on the choice or creation of the text by an editor. In ‘Editorial Problems – a preliminary survey’, R.C. Bald is said to have ‘demonstrated that the major editorial problem was that of the establishment of the text but that, occasionally, this was a duty of the editor which was not accepted in any measure.’

As was also discussed in the seminar on creating and editing a text, the main props upon which an editor relies have been areas of linguistic, historical, bibliographical, and literary evidence. According to Roy Stokes, all kinds of evidence must point in the same direction if it is good, reliable evidence, because the editor’s task is to present the text which the author intended to write: ‘It should be possible to see in all the areas of evidence an attempt to reconcile their inconsistencies and to establish a firm basis of textual material for critical study.’

The concept of ‘the text which the author intended to write’, and the editorial aim to produce it, are not without contention. But firstly one can make a distinction between different kinds of intention. The editor seeks to establish the text that the author intended to write, not the intended meaning of that text, for the latter is a matter for critical interpretation. There is however a cluster of closely related but distinguishable concepts that are more or less relevant here, so perhaps it will be worthwhile to examine them a little more closely.
Much discussion of some literary works has been concerned with questions of the relationship between the expressiveness of the text and the authorial intention and how these may affect our interpretation. We should not confuse personal expression with intention. These are distinct for an author can adopt a poetic persona for specific aesthetic or moral or political reasons, and therein the poem’s expressiveness is intended by the author but does not correlate with the personal. But let us deal directly with intention. Frequently it can be difficult to recover authorial intention, because evidence of an author’s intention may not be available to us. We can only speculate as to what most of our authors intended. But if we did have evidence of a declared intention, how would it affect your interpretation? There is an argument that as pure concept intention remains inaccessible even where putative intention is declared. But let us suppose that a letter from an author to an intimate friend declared which of two alternative meanings is being referred to in a literary work. Would this foreclose interpretation? Would it mean that only an interpretation that accords with this successfully executed artistic intention is true? Could an interpretation that involves the other meaning be true, even if it is rejected by the author? Is truth necessary or sufficient for an interpretation to be acceptable?
These are not easy questions but they have to be asked. Whether or not a literary work is anchored in an author’s lived and/or imaginative experience, its denotation, connotation, implication, or merely suggestion, may have allowed for interpretation in terms much wider. Whether or not these accord with authorial intention, may they be acceptable interpretations of the work? Perhaps culturally significant properties do not need to be intentional by the author, because what can defensibly be attributed to the work depends in part on the culturally determined myths or schemes of imagination that interpretations bring to bear on the work. This might mean that a legitimate twenty- or twenty-first-century interpretation of a seventeenth-century work of literature differs considerably from a seventeenth-century one. Because imaginative schemes are plural, it is logically possible that plural, non-converging, even incompatible interpretations can be generated. It may even be that the appeal to authorial intention as a way to privilege certain interpretations should be rejected on the grounds that the author has no privileged voice over whether intentions have been fulfilled or indeed, whether personal meanings have been successfully expressed. Personal meanings might also be expressed despite the author’s intentions: psychoanalytic interpretation is based on the premise of this being possible.
The foregoing will be of interest to an editor of a scholarly edition of a literary text, but as was indicated previously, the editor seeks above all to establish the text that the author intended to write, not the intended meaning, and although this may be in some cases no less difficult, it is a more narrowly defined objective. Out of the textual work of the past it is, however, all too easy to find examples of work in which critical notions of authorial intention, or consistency with the author’s scheme for their work, have been advanced to the detriment, and indeed the exclusion, of any considerations of a bibliographical nature, as we shall see in the case study below.

In The Function of Bibliography, Roy Stokes outlines two cases from Fredson Bowers’ Sandars lectures in 1958, in which literary critics of some eminence are found discussing the importance of a reading which, on bibliographical grounds, could be shown to be corrupt. The second of these is Empson’s discussion of the effect of the syntax in the tenth, eleventh and twelfth lines of T.S. Eliot’s Whispers of Immortality.
 This is a case of a printer’s common transpositional error in the third edition (not corrected until the sixth), making the end of the sentence come at line 10 instead of line 9. This latter case is particularly relevant to a consideration of W.W. Greg’s distinction, which he makes in ‘The Rationale of Copy-Text’, between the significant, or as he calls them ‘substantive’, readings of the text, ‘those namely that affect the author’s meaning or the essence of his expression, and others, such in general as spelling, punctuation, word-division, and the like, affecting mainly its formal presentation, which may be regarded as the accidents, or as I shall call them “accidentals”, of the text’.

The distinction between bibliography and textual criticism is sometimes said to be blurred by the term, ‘critical bibliography’. But there is inevitably an overlap, for ‘unless the recension provides an editor with a foolproof text, it is the business of the textual critic to discriminate between true and false readings’.
 Nonetheless, ‘[i]n the study of a particular work or text it is imperative to isolate that part of the problem which may be capable of bibliographical analysis’.
 It is then the editor’s task to decide upon the nature of the notes that s/he will provide for in a scholarly edition these are unlikely to address only bibliographical issues and in addition will discuss matters of critical interpretation and the editorial history of the text in question. For this reason, following our consideration of the case study, below, we shall examine various kinds of scholarly edition, in order to build understanding of the expectations that each kind generates with regard to the presentation of text, scholarly apparatus, annotation, and commentary.
2.
Case Study: Two Eighteenth-Century Editions of Paradise Lost
As was remarked above, out of the editorial work of the past it is not difficult to find examples of work in which no attempt was made to give due weight respectively to literary and bibliographical evidence. According to Stokes, this conflict is nowhere more clearly illustrated than in the ‘monstrous perversions’ which Richard Bentley proposed for the text of John Milton’s Paradise Lost.
 
Two substantially different editions of Paradise Lost were published in Milton’s lifetime. The original 1667 edition consisted of ten books, but in the year of his death, a revised version appeared, a change apparently instigated by Milton’s publisher. It is the twelve-book 1674 version of the text which has become the standard one for modern editions. According to William Riley Parker’s An Exhibit of Seventeenth-Century Editions of Writings by John Milton, not including the various different issues of the editions, there were six different editions of Milton’s Paradise Lost up until 1700.
 The first notable edition of the eighteenth century was that of Richard Bentley.
Literary critics can sometimes be accused of having ignored the marks made on the pieces of paper when they ran counter to their own particular theories. On purely literary grounds Bentley amended,

They hand in hand with wand’ring Steps and slow

Through Eden took their solitary way.

to read


then hand in hand with Social steps their way


Through Eden took, with Heav’nly Comfort cheer’d.

Bentley does not altogether substitute his ‘amended reading’ for the ‘original’, but rather ‘offers’ it beneath the original as a substitute for reasons he provides in a footnote. These are as follows:

[…] this Diſtich […] falls very much below the Pa∫∫age foregoing. It contradicts the Poet’s own Scheme; nor is the Diction unexceptionable. He tells us before, That Adam, upon hearing Michael’s Predictions, was even ∫urcharg’d with Joy, v. 372; was replete with Joy and Wonder, 468; was in doubt, whether he ſhould repent of, or rejoice in his Fall, 475; was in great Peace of Thought, 558: and Eve herſelf not ∫ad, but full of Con∫olation, 620. Why then does this Diſtich di∫mi∫s our fir∫t Parents in Angui∫h, and the Reader in Melancholy? And how can the Expre∫∫ion be ju∫tified, with wand’ring Steps and ∫low ? Why wand’ring? Erratic Steps? Very improper: when in the Line before, they were guided by Providence. And why slow ? when even Eve profes’d her Readine∫s and Alacrity for the Journey, 614;
But now lead on :







In Me is no delay.
And why their ∫olitary Way ? All Words to repreſent a ſorrowful Parting? When even their former Walks in Paradiſe were as ſolitary, as their Way now: there being no Body beſides Them Two, both here and there. Shall I therefore, after ſo many prior Preſumptions, preſume at laſt to offer a Diſtich, as cloſse as may be to the Author’s Words, and entirely agreeable to his Scheme?

Unhappily, according to Stokes, Bentley was applying the test, ‘Which was the right word for Milton to have used?’ ‘Bentley could surely […] defend his reading as “better English, better Milton, better poetry”. Emendations made without recourse to the written word are dangerous in the extreme.’

In his edition of 1749, Thomas Newton objects to Dr. Bentley’s ‘amendment’:

To this reading we may object, that the verb wants the word they before it; for it is too far to fetch it from ver. 645, when two verſes, of a quite different conſtruction, are inſerted between. Again, chear’d with comfort ſeems tautologous, for comfort is imply’d in chear’d, without its being mention’d. Laſtly, if they went hand in hand, there is no need to tell us that their steps were ∫ocial; they could not be otherwiſe. So much for the Doctor’s reading.

Newton goes on to counter the objections which Bentley had made to the ‘original’ reading.

Newton’s editorial design was to ‘publish the Paradise Lost, as the work of a classic author cum notis variorum’, and in order to achieve this he ‘print[ed] the text correctly according to Milton’s own editions [which are] the two editions printed in his own lifetime’, with only minor grammatical deviations.
 The edition, with its rigorous use of original documents and collation of all previous editions, is highly regarded by literary scholars and has been described as ‘scrupulously definitive’.

3.

Different Kinds of Scholarly Edition 
Critical Edition
A critical edition of a work of literature is based on some previous version or versions of the text. The copy-text or authoritative text is converted into a critical text by an editor, who emends the copy-text or authoritative text by substituting more accurate or substantive readings from another text or by supplying new ones from other evidence. The new text is intended to represent the author’s intention (and to a limited extent possibly their intended meaning) more accurately. When examining examples of a critical edition, consider the following issues: spelling (e.g. whether original spelling is retained or modernised); punctuation; variants; critical, literary, or interpretative aspects of editing as well as distinctly bibliographical issues.
Some critical editions print a facsimile of the original document in parallel with an edited, modernized text, often accompanied by commentary. An example is Shakespeare’s Sonnets, ed. with analytic commentary by Stephen Booth (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1977). For type facsimile and photographic facsimile editions, see below.

Non-Critical Edition
A non-critical edition reproduces a text which is already in existence, and (usually) supplements it with a critical commentary which may be anything from a short introduction to a line-by-line interpretation.

Variorum Critical Commentary
A variorum edition focusses on critical responses to the text in a clear and well organised fashion. It compiles, considers, and adjudicates between particularly the responses of editors of earlier critical and scholarly editions of the work. Among the best known are the New Variorum Editions of Shakespeare, edited by Horace Howard Furness, first published by J.B. Lippincott in the late nineteenth century and republished by Dover Publications in the twentieth. As with other critical editions, when examining examples of a variorum edition, consider the following issues: spelling (e.g. whether original spelling is retained or modernised); punctuation; variants; critical, literary, or interpretative aspects of editing as well as distinctly bibliographical issues.
Type Facsimile
A type (or typographical) facsimile attempts to reproduce the original ‘look’ of not only the printed text but the whole document by conforming to original lineation, type-face, font size, size of the type page, printer’s ornaments, etc. It will likely attempt to reproduce the imperfections of the original, even where these belong only to the particular copy being reproduced. Examples of type facsimiles include those produced by The Facsimile Text Society in New York in the early twentieth century. A type facsimile may also attempt to be as close an imitation as possible of the original in overall book size, in binding, and even in the colour and texture of the paper. An example of this is the facsimile reprint of The Temple: Sacred Poems and Private Ejaculations, by George Herbert, published by T. Fisher Unwin first in 1876 and in several subsequent editions in the late nineteenth century.
Other Facsimile Editions
Some facsimile editions do not attempt to imitate the type used in the original, or other aspects of the original, but follow the text of the original page for page, often retaining the errata recorded in the original edition. An example of this is the Lyrical Ballads, reprinted from the first edition (1798), edited by Edward Dowden, and published by David Nutt, in 1890, and subsequently reprinted in 1891 and 1898.
Photographic Facsimile
A photographic facsimile or photographic reprint is a reproduction of a single, specific text. This is usually used in manuscript or works in which the layout could not easily be reproduced in type-setting form. Such an edition may include a transcript of the document. Photographic facsimiles are also used to reprint particular copies of printed books, however, and some have argued that type facsimiles will not do for serious bibliographical work because they do not reproduce some features of the original printed work with sufficient accuracy. But this concentration on making photographic facsimiles creates its own difficulties: ‘Photography itself, like any other medium, communicates its own message, that what you see is real, accurate, genuine’ (Gary Taylor, A Textual Companion). There are notable series of photographic facsimiles of early printed books, namely those printed by Da Capo Press / Theatrvm orbis terrarvm in the series The English Experience, and those published by Georg Olms Verlag. More recently there has been a move towards producing digitized scanned copies of specific texts, which can have the advantage of making them more widely available. Early English Books Online, which we explored in Seminar 1.a.2., is an example of this approach.
Diplomatic Transcript
A diplomatic transcript concentrates on reproducing the original’s spelling, punctuation, and capitalisation (where possible).
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