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Editors of early modern texts find themselves today in a world that exhibits little certainty and
multiple challenges.  The “new bibliography” has come under increasing attack from proponents of social
theories of editing as well as from postmodern doubters of the primacy of authorial intention and of the
very existence of a “work” behind the “text.”  At the same time, the field of documents to be edited has
expanded; electronic publication confronts the editor with the demand for a range of new skills; and the
editor is increasingly pulled between the conflicting demands of, on the one hand, fidelity to the early
modern document, and, on the other, making the edition of that document accessible to a modern reader.
With the help of an expert visiting faculty, including Jerome J. McGann, W. Speed Hill, Elizabeth
Hageman, Paul Werstine, and Randall McLeod, this seminar examined the theory and the practice of
editing early modern manuscript and printed materials, drawing on the Library's wealth of documentary
resources.

Bibliography

Bowers, Fredson. “Established Texts and Definitive Editions.” Philological Quarterly 41 (1962):
     1-17.

Bowers, Fredson.  Textual and Literary Criticism.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959.

O.M. Brack Jr., and Warner Barnes, eds.,  Bibliography and Textual Criticism.  Chicago: University of
     Chicago Press, 1969.
     (Includes: Fredson Bowers, “Current Theories of Copy-Text, with an Illustration from Dryden” and
     Vinton A. Dearing, “Methods of Textual Editing.”)

Cloud, Random. “Fiat flux.” In Crisis in Editing: Texts of the English Renaissance, edited by
     Randall McLeod, 61-72. New York: AMS Press, 1988.

Cox, John, and David Scott Kastan.  A New History of Early English Drama.  New York:
     Columbia University Press, 1997.
     (Includes essays on major aspects of interest to editors: collaboration, revision, dramatic
     manuscripts,etc.)

Culler, Jonathan.  Deconstruction. In On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after
     Structuralism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982.

D'Amico, John F. Theory and Practice in Renaissance Textual Criticism: Beatus Rhenanus
      Between Conjecture and History. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988.

Goldberg, Jonathan. “‘What? in a names that which we call a Rose’: The Desired Texts of Romeo
and Juliet.” In Crisis in Editing: Texts of the English Renaissance, edited by Randall McLeod, 173-
202. New York: AMS Press, 1988.

Greetham, D.C., ed. The Margins of the Text. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1997.



(Includes: [1] on “the margins of textual discourse”—i.e., gender, race, class, etc.—essays
by Gerald MacLean on class, William L. Andrews on race, Brenda R. Silver on gender,
Ann Thompson, Jonathan Goldberg, Jonathan Bate and Sonia Massai on adaptation, and
Greetham on philology as a marginalized activity. [2] on “the textual margins in the
bibliographical sense” [“with the understanding that the current interest in marginalia,
commentary, and apparatus was itself a manifestation of a poststructuralist concern with
the ‘supplement’ as against the formalist preoccupation with the ‘text itself’”]: James
McLaverty and Tom Berger on titles; Bill Slights on marginal notation in John Dee,
Evelyn Tribble on the move from marginal notation to footnotes, Michael Camille on
medieval glossing and graffiti, Mary Keeler and Christian Kloesel on the semiotics of the
margins in Peirce, and W. Speed Hill on commentary.)

Greetham, D. C. “[Textual] Criticism and Deconstruction.” Studies in Bibliography 44 (1991): 1-30.

Greetham, David C.  Textual Scholarship: An Introduction.  New York: Garland, 1994.

Greg, W. W.  The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1942.

Greg, W. W.  Collected Papers. Edited by J. C. Maxwell. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966.

Hageman, Elizabeth H. and Andrea Sununu. “New Manuscript Texts of  Katherine Philips, the
     ‘Matchless Orinda’.” English  Manuscript Studies 1100-1700 4 (1993): 174-219.

Hill, W. Speed, ed.  New Ways of Looking at Old Texts.  Binghamton: Renaissance English Text Society,
     1992.

Hill, W. Speed.  “The Calculus of Error, or Confessions of a General Editor.”  Modern Philology 75
     (1978): 247-60.

Hirsch Jr., E. D.  Validity in Interpretation. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967.

Jackson, MacD. P. “Editing Hamlet in the 1980s: Textual Theories and Textual Practices.” In Hamlet
     Studies 11 (1989): 1-11.

Johnston, A.F., ed.  Editing Early English Drama: Special Problems and New Directions.  New
     York: AMS Press, 1983.

Lancashire, Anne, ed. Editing Renaissance Dramatic Texts, English, Italian, and Spanish. New
     York and London: Garland, 1976.

Long, William B. “‘A bed for woodstock’: A Warning for the Unwary.”  Medieval and Renaissance
     Drama in England 2 (1985): 91-118.

McGann, Jerome.  A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983.

McGann, Jerome, ed.  Textual Criticism and Literary Interpretation.  Chicago and London:
     University of Chicago Press, 1985.

(Includes: E.A.J. Honigmann, “Shakespeare as a Reviser” and “The Date and Revision of
Troilus and Cressida”; Michael Warren, “Textual Problems, Editorial Assertions in
Editions of Shakespeare”; Lee Patterson, “The Kane-Donaldson Piers Plowman in



Historical Perspective”; Derek Pearsall, “Editing Medieval Texts: Some Developments and
Some Problems”; Peter J. Manning, “The None-ing of Byron's Corsair”; Ian Jack, “The
Arrangement of ‘The Poetical Works’”; Donald Pizer, “Self-Censorship and Textual
Editing”; Philip Gaskell, “Development of a Play Text”; Jerome J. McGann, “The Monks
and the Giants: Textual and Bibliographical Studies and the Interpretation of Literary
Works.”)

McKenzie, D.F. “Printers of the Mind: Some Notes on Bibliographical Theories and Printing-
     House Practices.” Studies in Bibliography 22 (1969): 1-75.

McKerrow, Ronald B.  Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare: A Study in Editorial Method.
     Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939.

McLaverty, James. “The Concept of Authorial Intention in Textual Criticism.” The Library. 6th ser.
     (1984): 121-38.

Maclean, Marie. “Pretexts and Paratexts: The Art of the Peripheral.” New Literary History 22
     (1991): 273-79.

Mowat, Barbara A. “The Form of Hamlet’s Fortunes.” Renaissance Drama 19 (1988): 97-126.

Orgel, Stephen. “What is a Text?” Research Opportunities in Renaissance Drama 24 (1981): 3-6.
     (reprinted in Staging the Renaissance, ed. Peter Stallybrass and David Scott Kastan, 1995.)

Peckham, Morse. “Reflections on the Foundations of Modern Textual Editing.” Proof: The Yearbook of
     American Bibliographical and Textual Studies 1 (1971): 122-55.

Rummel, Erika, ed.  Editing Texts from the Age of Erasmus.  Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996.

Schoeck, R. J. ed.  Editing Sixteenth Century Texts.  Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1966.

Scholes, Robert. “Deconstruction and Communication.” Critical Inquiry 14 (1988): 278-95.

Shand, G. B. and Raymond Shady.  Play-texts in Old Spelling.  New York: AMS Press, 1984.
     (Includes essays by R.K.Turner, Paul Werstine, Barry Gaines, Randall McLeod, and others.)

Shillingsburg, Peter L. “Text as Matter, Concept, and Action.” Studies in Bibliography 44 (1991): 31-82.

Smith, D.I.B., ed.  Editing Seventeenth Century Prose.  Toronto: Hakkert, 1972.

Smith, D.I.B., ed.  Editing Eighteenth-Century Texts.  Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968.

Tanselle, G. Thomas. “Bibliography and Science.” Studies in Bibliography 27 (1974): 55-90.

Tanselle, G. Thomas.  A Rationale of Textual Criticism.  Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
     Press, 1989.

Tanselle, G. Thomas.  Selected Studies in Bibliography.  Charlottesville: University Press of
     Virginia, 1979.



Tanselle, G. Thomas. “Editing without a Copy-Text.” Studies in Bibliography 47 (1994): 1-22.

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

Werstine, Paul. “Narratives about Printed Shakespeare Texts: ‘Foul Papers’ and ‘Bad’ Quartos.”
     Shakespeare Quarterly 41 (1990): 65-86.


