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The Way of All Text: The Materialist Shakespeare

Paul Eggert

I

This essay is a commentary on a recent proposal for understanding afresh Shakespeare's works and how they functioned in their time, by focusing resolutely on their material dimension. The meanings to which those physical features testify have in the past been ignored, it is argued, by the traditional methods and assumptions of Shakespeare editing.  I have some significant caveats to offer to such an account: they are drawn from my editing experience of some works of the nineteenth- and twentieth-centuries.  But I am quite prepared to believe that there is a sense in which the materialist case holds, and not just for Shakespeare.  Hugh Amory commented recently that editing effaces much bibliographical evidence simply by deeming it irrelevant. Because Fredson Bowers saw the aim of editing as being to ‘strip away... the veil of print’ from authors whose MSS were not extant,
 he effectively “shrank. . . bibliography” (Amory 469) in the minds of its practitioners by excluding from the editor’s purview those features which literary holographs lack but which printed texts contain: typeface and variations in typeface, page-design, publisher’s information, ornaments, binding, illustrations, running heads and so on.  So editors have traditionally concerned themselves with establishing the text of the work, and with documenting its rejected forms, in the belief that the text, taken as a sequence of letterforms and punctuation, could be isolated from its physical presentations.
I first felt the effects of this shrinking in my first foray into critical editing in the mid​1980s.  I was editing D. H. Lawrence and Mollie Skinner’s The Boy in the Bush, using his autograph manuscript as my copy-text.  (This manuscript is his very extensive reworking of her lost, original version.)  I realized that the Cambridge Lawrence Works series had found only a limited and rough-and-ready way of dealing with the variations in presentation of text between manuscript and print versions. This seemed odd to me in an edition that routinely reported in a single, comprehensive apparatus all variations in the collated states, whether of wording or punctuation.  What was the difference, I wondered, between, say, routinely recording whenever one print presented a chapter-title in capitals as against the MS’s mixture of upper and lower case (variant in accidentals), but not recording that another print used a drop-capital instead of an ordinary capital to commence the first paragraph?  A very fine line was being drawn: it depended on an unspoken acceptance of Bowers’s remarkably convenient position.

I aired my concern and came up with a workable, if not an ideal, solution: like most complete works editions, the Cambridge Lawrence was having to evolve as it went along. Because I was bound, on copy-text principles, to preserve Lawrence’s styling in manuscript as far as possible, I had first of all to recognize when a typist or typesetter had done something which in any way changed the communicative capacity of its features.  This led me to isolate those elements which no reader could expect would go unchanged as a manuscript text of a novel entered print (line- and page-endings, the provision of headers, page-design, choice of typeface etc.) and then to describe as silent categories not reported individually in the apparatus those things about which a reader might be unsure (such things as the various house-stylings of chapter titles and numbers, of the opening of the first paragraph of chapters. and differing indentations and typesizes in the presentation of songs, correspondence and biblical quotations). As I drew up these descriptions for the Note on the Text, I was aware of what I was excluding; but then I reflected that it was Lawrence’s text I was supposed to be editing.  Nevertheless, any critical edition allows itself to be read against the grain via its recording of textual variations.
   Thus the textual apparatus should preferably be as generously inclusive as the reading text is rigorously exclusive.  Some years of working on this particular project meant I had been, as it were, semiotically cohabiting with the novel’s various typists, typesetters and in-house editors: their work had communicated added meanings to me probably because of the microscopy of attention I brought to it.

As a result of that experience and others, I do not think, for instance, that an indented quotation means the same thing (in the sense of having the same meaningful effect) when, upon entering the realm of print, its size is reduced from that of the surrounding text.  The staggered layout across the page of the three lines of a complimentary close to a personal letter written in the manuscript does have a meaning (one sees it when, reflecting the different mood of the character, Lawrence presents — whether consciously or unconsciously — the next one in the manuscript differently); that meaning can and will be changed upon its graphic translation into typescript and print.  So I insisted that the typesetter break the Press’s standard layout rules in order to reflect, as best as print could do it, the layouts in the manuscript; and I did manage to report photographically in the apparatus the variant forms of the character Mad Jack Grant’s drawing of a skull and crossbones.

It was with some personal interest, then, that I read an article published in 1993, "The Materiality of the Shakespearean Text."  In it, Margreta de Grazia and Peter Stallybrass pursue a broader kind of bibliographic approach which does not see text as essential and physical features as dispensable.
   They are interested in the paper and typography.  They also point out that plays in Shakespeare’s quartos and Folio show diversity of titles and names of the same character; and that the quartos and most of the Folio fail to provide lists of dramatis personae (with the differentiation between characters and the unity of character that such lists would come to imply when finally provided at the beginning of each play in Rowe’s edition of 1709).  And they remind us of the variability of orthography, with the lexical fields that variant spellings can invoke, but which are silenced by regularization and emendation.

Stimulated by a growing awareness of the editorial constructedness of his playtexts, the postulation in the 1970s and 1980s of a revising Shakespeare was the first stage of the new response to textual and paratextual variability.
  So we have seen, for instance, multi-texted Lears and Hamlets.
   But this shift, as de Grazia and Stallybrass point out, only broadened the sustaining category of authorship while leaving it essentially in place.  This has been a catastrophe, they argue, for the study of Shakespearean texts.  They trace its source to the eighteenth century when, in deference to a new-felt concern for modernization and regularization, the tradition of eighteenth-century Shakespearean editing gradually removed the potentially rich variability in presentation of the early printings.  This reflected the new view of Shakespeare as the Bard who had access to the eternal truths of human nature: his plays came to be regarded as expressive of his genius, and their textual authority was located in its hidden presence.  As textual confusion was not compatible with it, there would be very many attempts to draw eclectically on the Folio, quartos and the existing editorial tradition in order to fix an ideal text, called Shakespeare’s, for each play.  An illusion of transparency was thus produced between the text and its source of textual authority by eighteenth-century and later reading and editorial practices.

In other words, according to de Grazia and Stallybrass, we have been living with a Shakespeare of our own creation.  As they are aware, this argument begs some fundamental questions about the nature of the literary work, and also assumes and extends some existing ones about authorship.  But, as I will show, that is not to say that the questions are answered: indeed, the rest of this essay is a critique of the materialist position that they espouse.

II

Although editing is less heroic than art conservation in that it does not irreparably change or destroy the physical object, it shares with conservation the need for its working methods to be justified in relation to an argued conception of the work in question.  Diminishing the importance of the link of authorship to the literary or artistic work usually involves linking it instead either to its historical audiences or to the material practices of its period of first production.  These arguments, if they are to prevail, demand fundamental shifts in our normal conceptions of the work.  Broadening the purview of bibliography, however, puts considerable strain on traditional bibliographic terms.  G. Thomas Tanselle’s proposals to redefine some of them are a relevant response,
  but seem to me to misconceive the new intellectual pressures.  In an attempt, apparently, to retain some continuity of present-day editorial thought with that of the hey-day of copy-text editing, Tanselle has proposed that whatever source of textual authority an editor may decide upon (whether authorial or not) as the basis of the editing practice, a distinction needs to be made between the achieved text of an extant document and the intended but unachieved text of the work.

He eschews the term "ideal text"; but whether one uses the term "intended text" or "ideal text",  the effect is the same if one assumes that the work, from the point of view of one’s editorial orientation, has a single text.  A Neoplatonic idealism sustains the assumption: this transhistorical ideal holds separately for each of the possible grounds of a work’s textual authority.  Thus Tanselle lowers the philosophical heat by acknowledging non-authorial grounds for textual authority; but the gas of idealism that is burning is the same as before, only now there are a number of pots upon the stove.  The idealism of course is the very thing that the Shakespearean materialists, the sociological editors and theorists who have been influenced by Jerome McCann and D. F. McKenzie, and those working in the German documentary tradition, have been rejecting.

Encouragingly, de Grazia and Stallybrass recognize that acceptance of the material Shakespeare approach involves "a need to reconceptualize the fundamental category of a work by Shakespeare"(255); but unfortunately they do not provide it.  As part of their demonstration of the significant textual multiplicity they find in the Folio and quartos, they have to resort to the terms 'single texts' as opposed to different 'versions' of the 'same play' (268).  But they enclose the latter terms self​consciously within inverted commas as if they are not going to indulge in the kind of stemmatic relationship and text-critical terminology which allow a work’s identity to be plotted.  In a very 1990s way, they wish to celebrate and liberate textual difference, not confine it within editorial categories.  I am not sure that a work by Shakespeare is a fundamental category: it might better be thought of historically, as de Grazia and Stallybrass themselves show; but the concept of the work is fundamental, at least in the pragmatic sense.

Michel Foucault once promised that he would deconstruct it just as he did authorship in his famous essay, "What Is an Author". As far as I know he failed to do so; but his concept of discourse subsequently did it for him, by dissolving the work into a site of unstable discursive inscriptions.  De Grazia and Stallybrass take poststructuralist thinking, including Foucauldian, for granted: but they bring bibliography to bear on it and find as a result that a rich lode of historical practices — to do with papermaking, typography, conceptions of character etc. — may be revealed by close scrutiny of the Folio and quartos.  They attempt to graft bibliographic evidence onto ideas of discursive practice. This is to the good, but the poststructural context also traps them into a binary for, on the one hand, they seek to discredit the "solitary genius immanent

in the text" as an "impoverished, ghostly thing" in order, on the other, to privilege "the complex social practices that shaped, and still shape, the absorbent surface of the Shakespearean text" (283). The binary was perhaps necessary for the authors to draw attention to their argument; but it has more than a touch of iconoclasm about it and, though appearing to offer a brave new clarity, begs questions of its own.

They comment, for instance, on the variable spellings in the early printings:

Whether Holinshed or Shakespeare or a given scribe or compositor of either author’s work determined a given form is less significant than the capacity of a word in the language’s preregulative or generative phase to take multiple forms.  This is precisely what baffles the project of retrieving the correct word, for it is a semantic field and not a single word that needs to be retrieved. (266)

But retrieved for what end? we are entitled to ask.  The answer is an abstraction: for multiplicity’s sake, for the sake of exemplifying the complex discursive and material practices --the "diversity of labors" which de Grazia and Stallybrass designate as the new materialist "object of analysis" now to replace the figure of the immanent Author formerly believed to be legible beneath the Shakespearean text (280).  Unfortunately, this new emphasis on the material "surface" leaves the reader out of the equation almost as much as did the Authorial paradigm which it explicitly sets out to replace.

Given de Grazia and Stallybrass’s warning that the editorially constructed Shakespearean work can no longer be considered self-identical, the newly attuned reader is likely to be looking for a cause of the rich ambiguity of the original texts orthography at this or that point.  Such a reader might wish to imagine the text as a form of communication.  In that case it would matter whether the editor could judge whether the spelling were Shakespeare’s: the reader might want to appreciate his way of tracking across the then-available linguistic field.  If, on the other hand, the reader wishes to imagine the text as something bearing passive witness to social, linguistic, stage or printshop conditions contemporary with Shakespeare--to look at rather than through the pages of the early printings, as de Grazia and Stallybrass advise us to do (257)--then the editor has much the same problem as before, given that the same ink traces on paper remain the primary evidence.  Only now the reader needs to be sure that the ambiguity is not Shakespeare’s, not author-intentional.  To do that, the editor has to judge who was responsible.  To abrogate this responsibility would be to ignore human agency as a form of explanation in favor of a social-discursive paradigm.  It would be to trade one abstraction (authorship, which, whatever its illusions, has at least spawned finely differentiating analytical methods) for another abstraction ("materiality" as de Grazia and Stallybrass call it, which so far has not).

In their response to de Grazia and Stallybrass’s article, Graham Holderness, Bryan Loughrey and Andrew Murphy contest the definition of materialism.  While accepting the major contention that “the text [be] stripped of its mystery and spurious autonomy", they object to de Grazia and Stallybrass’s re-defining of it as only "an element in a material process of production and circulation’ when it should be read also "as eloquent.. . of its own self-dispersal within the continuum of that process" (104). They see de Grazia and Stallybrass’s position as a misreading of Marx: "The object forming the commodity does not in Marx simply disappear into an undifferentiated process of production" (104).  They argue that a printed "text’s specific identity" comes from its "exchange-value" being "more manifestly marked than its use-value"; in this, it differentiates itself from the manuscript or prompt book or script of a particular performance whose use-value is in each case identical with its exchange-value, used up either in the physical performance or, in the case of a manuscript, turned into scrap paper (104-5).  We are told that "we have (erroneously) been accustomed, by the theory and practice of modern editing, to identify [these ] as analogous elements within a larger whole” (105) -- by which I presume they mean "the work" (and which de Grazia and Stallybrass have already told us needs to be redefined), except that the respondents do not use the word.  

Dispensing with the notion of the work is easier said than done, although it is certainly a brave idea and not altogether consistent with the fact that the respondents cite various works in their footnotes, including works written by themselves.  (I have elsewhere discussed the way in which the library catalogue as a positivist mechanism cannot do without authorship ["Social Discourse"]; the librarian’s concept of the work is equally fundamental.)   But some revolutions happen more slowly than others, so it is probably fairer simply to observe that it is not clear how the Marxist notions of value secure the "text’s specific identity."  The respondents insist on the text’s functioning as a commodity and therefore of its use to people or for a purpose.  They thereby incorporate into their terminology the purchaser of the book or theatre ticket, but that is not quite the same thing as incorporating a readership (which, if only by virtue of the new reading practice they are advocating, de Grazia and Stallybrass have begun to do).  In other words, "value" seems to confer objecthood on the text at the expense of its living effects on its readers.  Furthermore, reliance on differentials in use-value and exchange-value might well separate prompt book from foul papers from printed book, but they do not obviously separate the prompt books or sets of foul papers or printings of two different works (as traditionally defined).  

In addition, a tendency on the part of Holderness, Loughrey and Murphy to run together what I refer to below as the textual and documentary dimensions of works (e.g. they refer to "The text that was printed, sold and preserved" (104-5) means that little allowance can be made for the categorical difference between unique objects (autographs) and printed texts as exact or variant copies of a state of a work (allographs).  The respondents see both categories as "various discrete and to some degree incommensurable textualizations produced by historical contingency" that have been "coloniz[ed] by the modern edition", and that "pass under such generic titles as ’King Lear' or 'Hamlet'"(117).  No theory of the literary work can get very far without taking account of the autographic-allographic distinction: in this circumstance, ‘textualization’ is little more than gestural.  

The need to keep "text" separate from the notion of printed book or, more generally, from document can be seen here: in reaction against the belief that the ideal text of the work is secured by the authorial presence, the Marxist materialists transfer all the phenomenological weight onto the idea of the text as physical commodity, in other words, onto the documentary dimension.  My argument elsewhere has been that, adapting Theodor Adorno’s phrase, the two dimensions are incapable of disconnection: that they negatively constitute one another and that this constitution requires human agency at every step, from composition to reception.
  Stressing one dimension at the expense of the other is, I believe, inevitably to produce a flawed and partial account.

Ill

Having in many ways discredited the illusion (as they see it) of the work’s "uncontaminated origin" in Shakespeare-as-Author, de Grazia and Stallybrass do not in fact start again from scratch.  Rather, their substitution of performance or materiality seems to keep them in a state of sharp reaction to authorship.  Perhaps this goes with the patch.  Shakespeare studies sometimes strike the outsider (such as I am) as a privileged but enclosed workshop with a disproportionately high number of very intelligent but resource-challenged inmates.  Lacking the documentary, and to some extent the contextual and biographical riches that later periods have in abundance, some Shakespeareans seem to enjoy nothing so much as taking a blowtorch to their inherited organizing tropes and then rejecting with indignation the resulting scars.
 This impression is perhaps unfair, but it is true that the materialists mock at the 
“purely imaginary and idealized status" of foul papers (de Grazia and Stallybrass 276-7). Yet, if they nourished their editorial thinking in, say, the literature of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries where autograph manuscripts are plentiful and not at all imaginary, different conclusions might emerge.  

De Grazia and Stallybrass’s argument is being hindered, I believe, by a conflation of basic terms, just as it is for Holderness, Loughrey and Murphy.  I would have thought that proposals about a materialist Shakespeare ought consistently to distinguish the physical dimension from the mental: that is, the prints and the hypothesized foul papers and prompt books from the engagement of (hypothesized historical) producers and readers with them in raising textual meaning.  Edward Pechter’s objection to de Grazia and Stallybrass’s essay is that "They demonstrate merely that Shakespeare’s texts may be studied as an aspect of the history of printing"(54).  But his term ”texts" (which repeats theirs) confusingly incorporates mentalized meaning (whether of today’s readers or those of Shakespeare’s contemporaries), when what Pechter  actually means is "books” or "printings", for he immediately nominates printing history as the appropriate discipline for de Grazia and Stallybrass’s interest--an interest that he then seeks to reduce in importance by differentiating it from literary criticism.
 

It is not surprising when literary critics sometimes get bibliographic terminology wrong. Strangely however, the materialists are equally at fault.  Peter Stallybrass, in his reply to Pechter, says: “writers do not necessarily control the pointing of literary texts--or, to put it more strongly, do not control the literary object itself”’(74). This formulation seems either to swallow up the manuscript or printing as a physical object within the notion of text, or conversely to reify the literary text as an object, thus doing away with its documentary foundation altogether.  Again, de Grazia and Stallybrass in their joint article state: “The Shakespearean text is thus, like any Renaissance book, a provisional state in the circulation of matter"(280).  What is "provisional" here: physical document or mentalized text? or both?  Running the two together allows the term "text" to free-float and allows explanations involving personal agency (in the acts of writing, copying, revising, typesetting and printing which enabled and embodied the circulation) to be indefinitely deferred.

This is a poststructuralist reflex at work, and one wonders what has happened to the materialism at this point: notions of text as fluid, decentered, unoriginated, in discursive circulation have been around for so long that one scarcely notices any more the bibliographic black hole into which the thinking has slipped.  Holderness, Loughrey and Murphy refer tellingly to the “striking penetration of bibliographical preoccupations into theoretical and critical debate”(94).  But if materialism is to have a future then its practitioners will have to keep a closer eye on the implications of the documentary dimension for their understanding of the textual, particularly for the questions of personal agency that the documentary dimension so imperatively raises.

Materialist arguments usefully underline editing’s bibliographic selectivity and the danger of failing to see past the reading practices of one’s own period, especially the likelihood of falling under the spell of an authorial creature of our own culture’s (inherited) imagining.  Even when authorship is stripped of its aura (as de Grazia and Stallybrass, like Walter Benjamin before them,
  argue powerfully it should be), the need for explanations not so much of textual origination as textual activation--why the linguistic text as written or as printed took such and such a shape and no other--remain.  Personal agency as an explanatory mode will not go away; it is powerful and familiar even if it can and does create ideological illusions when it is puffed up into the unitary self believed to lie behind the text or the artwork: the real Shakespeare, say, or the true Leonardo.
 When removed from the cultural pressure-cooker, however, personal agency offers less abstract explanations than materialist invocations of "a productive and reproductive network” are ever likely to do (de Grazia and Stallybrass 276).

IV

If Authorship is a historical distortion gradually created by the marketplace in the era of the printing press, then the concept of the Work would also seem to be in trouble since its ontology is conventionally secured by authorship.  The free-floating term ‘text” as a metonym for a work or a book, was until fairly recent times a booksellers’  and students’ convenience (as in the term ”textbook"); it was given a new and looser currency by the poststructuralist movement.  Discourses came to be seen as inscribing both texts and people, who could then be imagined as the provisional sites of discursive traces rather than as unified or stable.  The poststructuralist carriage of de Grazia and Stallybrass’s argument will, I think, finally force them to abandon the term "work."   How they will then show (what they presently assume, by dint of tradition) that the Folio and the two quarto Hamlets have any relation to one another is not clear. Bibliography can restore the concept via its interest in the physical traces ot textual activity--the text-in-deposition, as it were--reflecting postulated intentions to mean (the text-in-communication) on the part of the people responsible for those physical traces.  The work as a (lower-case) concept can make sense as a regulative principle: a container within which to distinguish and interpret the activity of those personal agencies who can be identified as having taken part in the creation and production of meanings, and as having left their documentary traces.

Any two copies of a single printing are usually physically variant in minute and sometimes in larger ways, even in nineteenth- and twentieth-century printings; and optical collation of different impressions often reveals minor corrections or the making good of damage to plates.  A new edition can introduce thousands of variations in styling and wording, and usually involves a changed typeface, page-design and binding.  So well is bibliography able to describe and analyze variation both within and between editions that the concept of the work seems to arise naturally from these empirical methods.  That it does not arise harmlessly is the burden of the materialist case.  However, the editorial decision that a particular work can tolerate a certain amount of variation before its variant texts and presentations constitute a different one is an interpretative act: the "work" emerges as a principle allowing the editor and reader to regulate that variation.  The decision also has to do with the physical capacity of the edition to contain and document it, and the willingness of a publisher to risk the resulting financial outlay.  The editor normally feels a duty to make the interpretation with some regard to the aim that the author (or other textual authority) had in mind: whether, for example, it was the commercial pressure to get a novel ready for a certain Christmas market, the need to revise the playscript for tomorrow night’s performance at a new venue for a changed cast of actors, or the need to write an occasional poem.  The editor’s use of the regulative principle will usually respect the original commercial pressures under which the work took shape. There are, of course, notable exceptions: such editions are usually controversial.

How is the reader to engage profitably with the thousands of newly recovered details which editions reveal?  Take away the personal agencies and intention, and "the work" is in danger of becoming too bloated to have any meaning, or, apparatus-free, will retain only its popular meaning in the marketplace of "book" or "title" or ”text" "where the documentary and textual dimensions blur harmlessly but unenlighteningly in whatever experience the reader has.  But if the reader wishes to examine that experience and starts asking the harder questions about textual identity and authority, then the problem of definition arises.  

Will the situation differ in the electronic medium?  To the extent that we move to a hypertextual environment where the reader is empowered to move about at will, textual authority will probably be said to transfer to the reader and the concept of the work may conceivably be seen as a superseded historical blip, yoked to the period of the printed book.  Kathryn Sutherland has already referred to the work as a "manifestly relegated term"(16).  However, the transferral of authority to the reader is partly illusory, given the facilitating hand of the programmer who chooses what links and paths can be followed and also given the (continuing) linear nature of text, whatever bite-size chunks it is cut up into.  In addition, readerly authority has always been a familiar experience, as when (empowered by printing technology) we turn from reading text to textual apparatus to explanatory notes.  Jerome McGann once dubbed it "radial reading" ( "Theory of Texts" 21).  

It is not clear to me that the editor-archivist’s interpretative duty in relation to agency and intention will necessarily be lessened in the electronic medium.  Indeed, if taken advantage of, that medium’s capaciousness will only increase the load upon the reader.  The need for archives that do not so much contain as argue will surely emerge.  I have speculated elsewhere ("Where Are We”) about a possible application to D. H. Lawrence’s writings--an agent-centered archive intended to trace the interweaving filaments of Lawrence’s writing in its multiple forms in any one period, rather than respecting (as do the Cambridge Lawrence volumes) the commercial, Work-oriented pressures which in nearly every case brought the dynamics of his thinking and writing to a temporary fullstop in the act of publication.  In such an environment, the boundaries between works would become more relaxed and some of the pressure be taken off the decision of what, in any particular case, constitutes the work.  If such an approach proved feasible, it would amount to an alternative principle of organization.

But this is crystal-ball gazing; for now, I see no way around the concept of the work.  The act of reading remains an act of (always provisional) completion of the work via the available reading practices: as I see it, the reader participates in the textual dimension and, in doing so, asks questions prompted by those practices about the meaning of the letterforms and the other physical features that he or she encounters.
  De Grazia and Stallybrass are advocating a new reading practice, which is a healthy sign; but they show little interest in how reading or the reader needs to be incorporated into the definition of the work.  They obviously have more to do here of a philosophical nature.

Unless the letterforms and features are imagined as having come into physical being in a miraculous way, questions arise as to the agencies and intentions involved in their genesis and transmission.  Bibliography shows us how complex the answering of those questions can be. Only to recognize the bibliographic multiplicity--to gaze at the pages as the materialists enjoin us to do--seems to have no editorial outcome of a kind that might assist readers in answering their questions.  The materialist pursuit offers a newly sensitized way of looking at the early printings, and for this it is valuable; but it explicitly denies readers an agented focus by which they might raise this attentiveness into evidence so as better to understand why they react as they do to what they read. 

Comprehensiveness needs to be attended by explanation and interpretation, if it is not, like Tennyson’s undersea monster the Kraken, to come to the surface only to die.  The sharpening tool, I believe, remains what it has been: personal agency, even if, in the form of the capital A Author, it has proved lately to be the Exxon Valdez of the editorial coastline.  If any editorial policy emerges from the materialist case it will--even if it takes a capacious electronic form--have to compromise on the aim of comprehensiveness if only because it will be unable to represent fully its own reception.  And, to the extent that it ignores personal agency as an explanatory paradigm for dealing with variation, it will, I predict, have dumped upon us another big clean-up job.  Semiotic flow is one thing, but we continue to need boundaries to make sense of it.  For editors, this is the way of all text.
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NOTES

� Bowers. Textual and Literary Criticism 81; (see also 18) and repeated with slight variation in his ‘Textual


Criticism” 865.





� See further Eggert: ‘Reading’. Cf. McGann’s distinguishing between linguistic text and "bibliographic coding" in Textual condition. passim.





� See Lawrence, Boy in the Bush. 489 and cf. Mays’s account of the meaning- bearing importance of quotation styling and paragraphing in Coleridge’s manuscripts and prints (139).





� For de Grazia’s earlier work along similar lines, see her ‘Essential Author’ ‘and Shakespeare Verbatim. I commented on ‘Essential Author” in "Textual Product" 67-9.  





� See Wells and Taylor. Textual Companion. The ground had been broken in Division of the Kingdoms, ed. Taylor and Warren. For an overview, see Ioppolo.





� Complete Lear, ed. Warren: Three-Text Hamlet, ed. Bertram and Kilman. 


� See, e.g., Tanselle, "Varieties" 26 and "Textual Instability" 43—4, n. 76.





� See McGann, Textual Condition: McKenzie, Bibliography; and Eggert, "Shadow."  For a fuller response to Tanselle’s argument, see Eggert.”Work Unravelled."





� For a case about the definition of the work using some aspects of Adorno’s philosophy, see Eggert, "Work Unravelled".





� Thus I would rather entertain a Marxist aesthetic that, while rejecting the potential fetishism of the ‘work’ as a commodity and the authorial aura which sustained it. unraveled it into the textual labor of its producers and readers, the physical expression of which labor would be seen as the work’s documentary traces (manuscript, prompt book, prints etc.).





� So, for instance, Holderness et al. (“What’s the matter?”) want to link Bowers’s phrase "to strip the veil of print from a text" not with a Neoplatonic idealizing but with Salome’s dance. They conclude: “In the absence of the authentic body or manuscript, the manipulation of such discarded coverings as the printed texts...remains a source of sexual or editorial pleasures"(97).  However, I believe that Bowers was implicitly comparing (justly or not) editing to art conservation which typically removes a painting’s top layers of varnish that are far more liable to have discoloured and darkened than the paint underneath.  Holderness et al’s attempt to disunify the authorial presence behind the phrase by probing the vulnerable metaphor seems willful to me, even perverse — its own kind of violation.  There is a lot of this kind of maneuver in their essay (e.g. 98-9).





� With suitable qualification, the term " texts” might have done unambiguous service: but only by acknowledging the physical, documentary basis from which those texts were raised. See below.





� At this point in their argument de Grazia and Stallybrass are in fact about to discuss the life-cycle of paper in Elizabethan and Jacobean England. They mention the "diversity of labors" (280) which the “circulation of matter” must have involved. This seems promising as a way of reducing the abstraction "materiality" to knowable confines; but the underlying philosophical point which they will have to face (if they indeed mean to "reconceptualize the fundamental category of a work by Shakespeare" 255) is the relationship between literary document and physical object (paper and ink).  Normally we think there is no gap.  But if (as I argue in "Work Unravelled") document and text are negatively constitutive of one another, then there is an inherent gap between document and physical object: the object as paper and ink becomes a document (gets into the documentary dimension) only in the act of reading (in the textual).





� Cf. Benjamin’s remark: "The presence of the original is the prerequisite to the concept of authenticity" now superseded in an age of mechanical duplication  ("Work of Art" 214).





� For an account of the most recent conservation of Leonardo,s "The Last Supper" see Eggert, “Where Are We’. The method adopted has been to strip off the overpainting of all previous restorations in order to reveal the work as it left Leonardo’s hand--even though only fragments remain. (See also the discussion of the conservation of Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel in Eggert. ‘Editing Paintings’. 








� E.g. Dreiser. ed. West: and Lawrence. ed. Baron and Baron: both editions restored versions of the novels which had been altered substantially by persons other than the author to ensure commercial publication, but with the author’s general agreement. 





� For a proposal of a definition of bibliography as including the study of readership, see Eggert, ‘Document and Text’ 10.





