#F = i
(R )

Heoleslole] SA4EES Lid BAS S5 AAE wtel Bt £2 uleld S4
a7} A AR el A oeisbA] Refor EAE SINAY SAE A
Ao)zsfold) 2R Eo Y F B ¥ E4ER STt GHES v
E Aol Aoasols LELHHNE Aol =t _

BEo]l 357 Aol Hdoas]ole] Fdlel At Hrirt Erbed AL A F
7 AAR £ F& BEn 9 AddAE Avluly (aesthetic &8 evaluative criticism)

#} 8] 4 v] ¥ (exegetical &-2 interpretative criticism)2 EAF 4 ¢l =l Fojr}. FrloE
bFe DAL Q= AFES AokFd £2 448 FUshd EEEA s F4g o
oz dx, Aok Aulg AFEAS FEA A4HE EHsle AHANHEME fide e
2R 24 st =R ES) O B b A FA L] AEE Foldtd (Bl A ),
2 Ao g AAAY AR )& Hagnl zEm golrt Rkl %
A &L Fr4dE %-ﬁl—f&ﬁ}"d 2L &5 olgd obFAE ofd Aeld,
35 o] 5 (printed words 5-¢ words on the page)?t& w4z A4, Az, olo]g

94 B¢ Tt A4 o] J2wel New Criticism® E¥o] &% 2ol
Auk 249 AL AR 23T 5 e Aelvh oz, 2 F3 L oA "y

BEES Fdelsle gdql 8 2wy (textual criticism)ol etz deh, 7kwbd] a4 EF-v)
He A7zl AAE 4 $E(actual words)& Zopie], o] Ae] ErtEE dAE AUt £
Aol 747 Zt7be FEE HAG Yol SalA S5 Hel, FES ELE FUHE A4
oleh, B} Zhehs] wapy BEulg e MR 4ol Yu 2 EEE HT3e technique
olcb. A.E. Housmane] =g wwl R¥us& ‘the science of discovering error in texts

and the art of removing it.’to]c}, artzlx 3 A2 2 Fu| 7o) recensions} emendation-g

i AE ﬁdﬁéman, ‘An Application of Thought to Textual Criticism’, Ar¢ and Error: Modern
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A% $eE d35 2ok zw o 24449 AR
£ Az g el AR LER9) G G Ea 5 A7E LEE A4
L Aolt}. Paul MaasEe 2-Fulsje] do] ‘to produce a text as close as possible to the
original'e} e}z dphi A 543 A9 dLste L5559 AL As) A5 IAE T3 F

L2A QES oz 2H0] FhsE o FHor BEs ATddn Ao

So our first task is to establish what must or may be regarded as transmitted—to make the
recension (recensio); our next is to examine this tradition and discover whether it may be con-
sidered as giving the original (examinatio); if it proves not to give the original, we must try to

reconstruct the original by conjecture (divinatio) or at least to isolate the corruption.?
Maase] o] %5 24402 $U% A€ Philip Gaskell® v1&3} o] Tashgloh

Traditionally the function of textual criticism has been to follow the threads of transmission
back from an existing document and to try to restore its text as closely as possible to the form
it originally took in the author’s manuscript. In textual criticism of the Bible and of the works
of classical and medieval authors, two stages are recognized: recension, the establishment of the
relationship of the surviving manuscripts to each other (in the form of a stemma or family tree),
so that their evidence can be used to reconstruct the features of the lost original; and emendation,
whereby a knowledge of the processes of transmission—book hands, scribal habits, etc.—is brought
to bear on the remaining textual problems, so that the true readings that underlie the corruptions
may be deduced.®

R R FAE R

=
<k

£41 (mistrust) & &3k Gl Fololrh, sl o] of
W EFolx error & corruptione] SR 5-E AA L g7 wgelnh. zdH
A& old errorz A9 &4 (origin)-& Lofopyt 2% vtEAE 5§
AL oWl WE Welg Lolol HEHed ABE S § Yvie oA Y R o¥A E
9 error?] LYg o @A Fopl kit Fodk FASL 2

textual error(&-2- corruption)”} A7) EQEo)E FAAI Uk e Adddzm
(printer’s copy) & wt=+ A A A7lE errorfolw, v A Gzrt sl A
ZAstE = A0 A7) AEoleh. 24wd] WA A= scribal errorgolz, FAe

compositorial errorg-o| t},

Textual Editing ed Ronald Gottesman and Scott Bennett (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd,
1970), p. 2. Originally printed in Proceedings of the Classical Association, XVIII (1921),
67-84.

2 Paul Maas, Textual Criticism, tr from the German by Barbara Flower (Oxford: at the
Clarendon Press, 1958), p. 1.

3 Philip Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography (Oxford: at the Clarendon Press, 1972),
p. 336.



A damele] £Fe &7 5
28l o] $4AE e} o 45 FoprA A ojd WAL FL A (copied
texts or MSS; transcripts) ¥. 3 9% &} human agency - scribe(#7} AAlo] scribeqd

ASE 98)e £ wEoIA Y] | §o] UL (original) o 4] W o] Al "}, Eugene Vinaver
= scribed] EES el Bo g 49 scribal errorE9 E94& Wiz Y e

scribal errorE-2 scribed] o] whg 3t L uFHA Y HAYUE FHEAE AF A W4T
oha gt

...{a) the reading of the text; () the passage of the eye from the text to the copy; (¢) the
writing of the copy; and (d) the passage of the eye from the copy back to the text.*

(@) o] A] A7 errori= scribed] mokzl = Aol AFste] ArJE dz AL Q¥R
Qa4 scriber} FAZ Y gL omy XY b o] A$ scribel QE-E A FEA
W A ks A zbets] Wl Sof o] wie] errorE-& 2] 4 A ¢l (unconscious) errorgo] EHrh e
o) 23 scribert H9 E& HEYT 4 glolA A UFeon A4St wlg ez errorrt
WA geh, £ o 2E scribert 9] AFE] Fabg e vl £3E HHeEA 9
4] A o] (conscious) error—o] -2 3 ete] errorojr}-—7} A7t

bYst @& AAR W7e dFeleh o F A4 doid F v errorg L A7}
A7k QAT dept @& errord Wik scribee] 7] o ao] 2 glrk scribed] 7]¢H o
FA Feprivt Fobm d 5 g wel WP B 48 $3¢ rviele] Yz w7 9 omission,
dittography, misspelling?] #E-2 W& 413, FAF 2% thex H7A (o] 9% 745)A7A
v Foolz fEE At errord ¥ gt

(Aol A A7 & errore S7kA ek W7lE A& ok bl H AAE oA gEeR S
Azke W, 59 vlwdg AL Fik el FAG TAH, gel, A Fo] HEolE 9 Po,
I, B EAe whx A (error of omission) wl-3-&] A (error of repetition) ] F Al =},

Vinavers} o] op7] 8t errorge] URl&& 4 Apdo] A s FA3lee AFdAx
% ol deld ¢ Y& UFHsAE huleh. A7b] 23 d scribert ThA] WA A A4

2% BES ASE A4 230 207 JAURE 4D 4 B} oj2Fer ¥
] A w9 errory} }o.A =},

A, dNdzst Aol FAgtsE AR AA4F, 242 §2 human agency
of el o2fsA errorsh WAl el A <53k vkl zEe] compositor® scribes} ¥}
£ 59 errord WAt dodasfele] AdlelE SAEFS A4 AA A4el AAH 2y
B de] A gdedtist ddad 234 4 E 284 g 23§ e 9

4 Eugéne Vinaver, ‘Principles of Textual Emendation’, Studies Presented to M.K. Pope (Man-
chester, 1939), p. 354. .
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B Eo]o] 4 compositorial errorE& A AdA wlE AR P S
F7Hetsl Ao

ol A= e F A 3| A] A el as]ole] 2R EE T8 errors} corruption
o] Eo] =t o] E% uwbE Fof BE & Hilshe Aol Aolzdlddl FEIE Zutz 4

Zheta g ¢ de Al

fol oly gl A 2 errord

r_{m

11

2 Aeaglels BI-& #iels AAE A WA o F EBalA dobmal. 4
o) ojr E) MES Belsty] YolAlE Azl HEeH @7 o o
25 FellA 27 AAAES T 2 e Qe G Ak BEE AW g Adgst
ol copy-texti Atopop vk wiAfe] ¢ first editione] el He i spAl el Awt
Romeo8l Hamlet2} 712~ 7 ol = Zdke] 25 A ALLE A 97 siel 713 ASde £
Fo A 23 49 A 2 ApAste| oy, Henry V& The Merry Wives] 7922 ApH B Eo
BEF AR BES 2w glE AEEI 16239 oA ApdRoR Z3kH He| glv AFE

1623138 First Folio A <re] 714 AHUE B8 A vk At copy-textr} -

Aol g oh&of & variantse} errorsit S} At o] wrevh variant$ e Aol il

o] A3

_&

i P YE BE readings L 3z sle] § Agk}. Hamlet, Lear, Richard III, Othello
574 L& 52 authorial authorityE 7}l Bfo] Zfxm fES 9ol vl e ol
& gl Fe] sh5shrh copytextd] errorfE t}E HEIE 7] BEES readings F=2Y

ezd BF Ede 5 9ok B BAF 245 RARAAY EAGA 22 Aol
emendatione] 2] 4 inferential authorial reading®] ZA}X & Azs W o&ZH errors<
AAgeE 2he) ma A Moz el s] LEg S§dhEdl s oA ol vk (D) dF

3= 49 documentary evidenced <Al A The] o] 2 readmg &L variantr} Z}4 99
9l & (authoritative) 52 7}4 #}r}$-(authentic) B3¢l 7bi: abg sl Aolvl, (2) FA44

A 9AY AAE drekaz ' W el 5A 3tE w) 5439 emendationd s}3he
Zolct.

emendation® o] t] 7} 1} FZe| o] 51y w] Fof o] W onE ) AHAe Lo o3
A FxAE A7H] ‘actual’ wordEE& H-7AA 9 vk wEbg o AL Assl & A
7t At Ag FEFEANE PHeln, 237 dEe AF L\:E]‘”VL’E =i ol
At A Fggdo g AgE oo} gt

g 7te] o] F3}E skl arto]r] w F-o zkebd(brilliant) emendationg q]

Moz BAA7 = o Aol wyo] & + vk, W.W. Gregs} emendation®] o
el 932 oA ) 2L 93] e Aoz TP L W 7t gFEshs emen-

emendation-&-



A zziels gF9 #Y 7
dationo] oiw A olv W& AUz A& F ¢ FEH Aotk 2E oo HAF
2Fugrle sl 2Hete emendationg Hedl EEE FAE RHE T HHsHE
1§ emendationg tHEe] Wie AL dWAA F FAES AT F &AL ZEY
WA olgA =z FAL AU F old emendationz EFo W33} L4 (‘history and
origin’)9] olw HA| 9 kAl g wrw glelokde] wbf 2] S ARHA AH F
Holz FAFH Foja] o4 FAY styutog o] FojArdwl (FE 71HHd $do] 9
2}t et 8} emendation®] 7 & A& 5l3) ¥ 2 emendationo] EE9 A3y o s
A gHA AAEF AuAG 44 Wi gebsd plausibilityE 4ASA He EFR
emendationo] ¥ 4 glttE Aolth, 7493 Wal A emendationd FEof o E3A| gk o] F

T A
28 A0l AME T 33 B TAYE F50lo)oF Bk Aol

d

The central point at which I am aiming is this: that no emendation can, or ought to be,
considered iz vacuo, but that criticism must always proceed in relation to what we know, or
what we surmise, respecting the history of the text. True, we surmise more often than we know,
and a sufficient number of acceptable emendations would form a good enough ground for the
revision of any textual theory. But we ought to realize clearly whither an emendation is leading
us. It is no use proposing emendations in the hope that upon some theory they may prove possible.
There are texts whose data are so simple, or whose history is so unknown, that a minimum of
restraint is placed upon the invention of the critic. But where the available evidence is.at all
full, no one has a right to ask us to accept any emendation without attempting to show that its
implications are not inconsistent with known facts or contrary to common sense. And if a critic
is so bold as to propose several emendations in the same text, he may fairly be challenged to

prave that they do not involve mutually contradictory theories of its origin.’®

A Greg: o] 7]o] A emendation®] o §-¢-& walx glxqt Gregy v} ¢4 Housman
oJAY ojHEE Azhvte W2 A9F vt Iich Housman? emendationg Z:L% o] 4
o] okAl g} Al = ¥ sto v emendationd) Y& wWEE 4 ¢+ textual criticy] Yo oy ELL
HES Fodn &g Foprhe AL oy g ul P Aok FdAd @] A
A WSS AhFEoh dE o AL $e G F2AE WEL @ s 4 F 9
e Aotk A9 i@ el skl $4E $99¢ ZARE Newtond] o} H g =4
A7 ¢Rhe Aolth #dse) emendation® W EE FuA EE HEE AAY 4
Feb7 devhe wold

A textual critic engaged upon his business is not at all like Newton investigating the motions

of the planets: he is much more like a dog hunting for fleas. If a dog hunted for fleas on

mathematical principles, basing his researches on statistics of area and population, he would

5 W.W. Greg, ‘Principles of Emendation in Shakespeare’, Proceedings of the British Academy
(1928), p. 152.
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never catch a flea except by accident. They require to be treated as individuals; and every pro-

blem which presents itself to the textual critic must be regarded as possibly unique.®
22w ot BEE 3l TR 9wy 5 SojuaAl
1. documentary evidencel| 2|5t =22 sig

(a) Hamlet7} Ophelia®) 7o) 4 Laertess} #49-3 ] 1}7bxt Laertese] Al ziute] Al 2kg
AZtsls Feoetzm st Claudiuse o Fof 742 W9 Hamler textel Q2(1604—5)%=
2tz 9t} ‘thirtie':s Zol 2 Eo] E3kx] &
b 23d dEekE 799 Q25 dwma el d¥E He reading® ‘thirtie’s} ol ek
‘thereby’o] . AAtucE FAzt Fol o A EFE ¢ 5 vk $¥E ‘thereby's}
‘thirtie' 2 243 A5492 448 & 4 9t zaA¥] A authorial authorityd 73 ¢
= 1623119 F reading ‘An houre of quiet shortly shall we see’o]t}, Szl o4 44}
2] ‘thereby’ Bl ‘shortly’s} ¢l Xo] 2t 8tz ¥ AAFL ¢ 5 b by 2awd &
g Frb 38 £A44 A6 a4 Qo 244 o thirtie $ 248 o 928
&38}7 3 ‘thereby'® 2H-&¢ & ¢ UA = cthereby’'= @slalwl  proof-reader)

‘An houre of quiet thirtie shall we see’®

corruptionq] Z o]}, It palaeography®] & o8 £l Q29 AlA3-2 qla] 429 shortlie

2 thirtie2 ¢ E8}e] 2 A4S 4A =vh. whela Shakespeares} e 2 who) = shortlie
o] x| thirtiex therebyx o} gl-&-0] Erl8l7) w) Fo] o] J& LEL F readingal ‘shortly’
2 #9905 o Ftextd 49 3507 ook $ele o5 thereby's g 92
Aol ek,

(b) Laertes= Ophelia®] F5le]A “ro] & w] XA ntEm Fgo) o] 2A7AG A9 v g
Sle] &£Zo] WolAetw JF§rct F readmgél ‘Oh terrible woer,/Fall ten times trebble,
on that cursed head’# 4] ‘Oh terrible woer'= %o| A& E3Fx &=t} 3FH Q2 reading
2. ‘O treble woe/Fall tenne times double on that cursed head’o]r}, ‘O treble woe': =
of W § A B ¥yt ohvizd Hamlets) Z§- Q2% Fro o FHYE ELol=2i =
FA7 Z7A o] oA ‘O treble woe'7} 4 2] 23] o] 9] original readingo] 2l BT o] 37
& 24 "ot

92} Charlton Hinman®] A2 F Hamlete] F-A412] o} B-& A =8 A x-Fo] William
Jaggard Q4] 49} =A) A A-F-o)m FO thAdsl 4 A-2¢ Compositor EQ -8 44 .7
AAF EXH w43k 22T ‘O treble woe'E ‘Oh terrible woer' 2 2% A At 7
m,—p. 2.

7 Charlton Hinman, ‘The Prentice Hand in the Tragedies of the Shakespeare First Folio: Com-
positor E', Studies in Bibliography, 1X (1957), pp. 3-20.
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(c) Richard 1T A4 & ¢F 2 uto)] o) ARt zolA G451 & 4=
EY g8 Eo] vt 28 #ardch, %o 4] 7 o] b Richard o] sl =k Fo Q1(1597)
+ ‘Richard loves Richard, that is, I and "% zr3 ¢lc}, I and I'e o] E3Fx &3
Yk @H oo] A&kt F reading ‘I am T'eln], o[Z-2 %o] wl§ EF43td H3te
Zojret, o Agel Qleid £AH TALE dolxvlele] ‘actual’ word: ‘am’oldig-g T

AFEE fEle ‘am’e s BEE 9 ¢ A ®oh

2. emendation0]| 2|5t 228§l

(a) Henry Vel Al Falstaff= 5 FlolA Fi=vh vhA ubapgl o] &89 oloprls &
272 Yo]cl, Eastcheape) Boar's Head < 7] 2] Hostess(former mistress Quickly, now wed
to Pistol) 7} Falstaffe] ¢ &9 %<& Falstaffe] 427507 7|48t o] o & & ‘for
his Nose was as sharpe as a Pen, and a Table of greene fields'7} v} &}, o} & Henry
Vel $-dd 99 texte] F readinge]vh, ‘a Table of greene fields’ &= o] &3 %£3}%
Ech QU600+ AAY BFg 2w & dHrts 9A Kol H3A i ‘talk of
floures’ & 2t2 glolM §AH AR YAR 2SS FA XIh

184 7] ¢] Ful x| Shakespeare editorg]wl Alexander Popel= ‘a Table of greene fields’&
SEEE "11‘4]%)9—1 margine] 4 F$twl 4k (property)] ©§l prompters] x=EZ}
o] Fatslsl Ao By o] B]Eg 29 Shakespeare editionof 4= A A3

M
{o
AL

Poped] s3-2 2583 oldld 4 Qi Ao)xm 9] HAlel: EHo] A wl Al wA 184
7]2] Shakespeare editor¢] Lewis Theobald¥ Pope$} o4 ¢ ZEHon gt Theo-
bald¥ o] 7lo] prompter®] notes} ofvjzl 259 AX T2 ‘a Table’® A& ‘a’ babbl'd’

(=he babbled) ] 2}zq) Wolvtz oz Hlvle] M4 7H3 2248 emendation
& 71 &g}t 8 9 Edow 9 emendationo] A< Auislw 9L WY Ax gl

o] emendation->- %3 o @ Theobalde] E3lo] 2]8t AL ojUet, 2 27 =Yz gl
& FI copyell o] & =] Absto] ‘@’ talked'eha 4% & 7o /‘1 FEE EU™ el
| 4tglo] Q1 reading(‘talk of floures’)oll 4 dlEW G L 71548 Suk:

WA 5 lopz Bob o #E o] Theobald?] emendatlon—f’; 2 & palaeographys] 3|4l
A= s gl A $419 Ao Hof Foh 378 69 sholrh. $2) Sir Edward
Maunde Thompson %- palacographer ] o # s} % Shakespeares} secretary handz ¢

% o] o] ©l e

8 Lewis Th;:obald, Shakespeare Restored, etc. (London, 1726).
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ZE 4= AL gA =glon,? secretary hande] 9lo] A=t} b9} EEH ] 49w £
final e9} final d7} z#sfhe A& FA9 Adelvh. 4719 Elizabethan handwritinggl
secretary hande} %49 YAAYPL AEF 2 v dodavols} A4z £ AL ‘a babld
(22 ‘a babbl'd) 9la A AFo] AxnE 5Fozy ‘a Table'olzt 2418 W& Ao
Relel, @A alx A4 el x hed =it wx Hgch A wEld s Caz drn
At Hamlet Q2o A o & shvt Eeb. T AFolA E3e] veria Bernador zw7tA]
£ £ 2dd dal 39l Bl =E 33 Horatioo] A] £3o] Hamlet}s} 52 g
vz Eou hed ad veld]x ¢lcl. ‘Lookes a not like the King: marke it Horatfo.’

(b) Macbethi= F textut g ztw ol F-A1F A =4% 94 4 e 49l
Holo mHE b 877 EEabrhis R oS ukzl Macbetht= I dare do all that
may become a man;/Who dares no more is none.’o] g}z | 5Hdtck. ‘no’E 2 EE o]

E3h=] oi=th, & wsl 184]7] Shakespeare editorg]ul Nicholas Rower ©¢]ZA & ‘do’=Z

it

emend g} o] emendation® & (1709) 9. Edo] o] 2r7tx] RE Aejzwel HAA

o] w2 3 9= emendationo] t}.
111

o] ol Al S BFo] 7 2 textual criticisme] o] E3 A AAEF ¥y yrh
Z#d 25 BetE Aqels Yo EAT 7 s Yok o] A2 textual criticism
o] grammarglz7tA] 229 A= E4 %] 3 (analytical bibliography & -& critical biblio-
graphy 22 New Bibliography)olr}, H¥-&zle] AF<) 9zt & § Y& F=E T
23 $AAADE D] ForuA, |

bibliography*= Greek®] bibliographia(—=the writing of books)2] anglicised formo 4]
enumerative (or systematic) bibliography$] analytical bibliography® -pojAc), HA&
AELS od systemoﬂ o7 BReEasy EE8S AASE derd ExE o4
primary documentsghg ] <% (physical description)d}: & =tz wojuo] descriptive
bibliography® ¥z 3 9icl. A W.W. Grege] A Bibliography of the English Printed
Drama to the Restoration(4 vols.)o] descriptive bibliographye] ¥ ql d|o]x primary
documents ¥1} o} 2} modern editions$} secondary documentsE o}-&# 4l enumerative
bibliography2] o] 2.4 The Cambridge Bibliography of English Literature%: & 4 3\t

B AAA (7] o] A textual bibliography 2 wlz E3 A7 & AHE b s A

9 Sir Edward M. Thompson, ‘Handwriting’, Shakespeare's England (Oxford: at the Clarendon
Press, 1916), Vol. i, pp. 284-310; Shakespeare’s Handwriting: A Study (Oxford, 1916), 63 pp.



Aol zsels] LEs 944 B
&3} MSSe) thSical evidenced Ql¥@th 2 HAL g Az Azshe HE A
¥% Golol 435¢ A2 29 & Azege] AsE 4713 physical characteristic
£ Foto] ERE AES EAES FEu L85 Aolth. welA printing, printing-
house practices, typography, book-binding, paper-manufacture Gof o)k x| 4je] BF &4
A ge] 1wz (ancillary) A 24Fo]eh ¥444 L 9 Fol The Bibliographical Society
b el 1802W e AT A s uzd A 2g §%o]s] wHo New Bibliographyah
FE QgA U PH 2700 B4 AeAis Ane) TEg g 239 &
# & Elizabethan plays®] ¥-4-5% a7t Aol glrh. Robert K. Turner, Jr.i= #4437
8o} dh= oL r}Lal o] yl4gch

il
2,
N

Analytical bibliography seeks, through the study of books as objects, to discover demonstrable
truths about the transmission of texts. Because its practice involves the collection and interpre-
tation of physical evidence according to logical rules, it is sometimes called scientific, but if it is
in some ways like science it nevertheless exists today chiefly to serve humanistic learning, for
its facts are contributions to the greater precision of textual criticism, and textual criticism in its
turn exists to establish the true form of the documents upon which literary and historical know-
ledge is based.'

B A A e 452 tangible objects 5O material objects®, ¢lo]=x o x = Zo] o}y
2 oojw Ao slEER FEAgl FolgEel fr1H R 1uEe A AR Ae
Ealg Bop, géesls 2§ (literary and other documents)-2  -f-3 & (material) ¢l —oralo]
} memorialo] ofxl—xtAE AHEdl EAAARLE vt o] FHAHA A F2 FYHA
AFaA-e draeh o #¥A AFe] U A7 Be] 4, WY, ddAdng 4
A, 164719 17417 @ FS] Qejasl A FFEd AATES) TRE dolhE A& B
B ks vy, tha] wal Al A A AL -0 48 4 ¢l 4wk (the material transmission
of literary texts)& 1-737] w{-e] & —f?:% sk AL E AEF o] AE TAE
il o 15 At FEAA agentdl ARFAAT, 23A, A4
¥ Fod $AN4LE 4 ol FAAATE A Aol
A el 4 A3, BAE F dm, Bel¥ & AE, A A A AFRE 29
Al % (physical evidence) 9 743 2 Aol S48 WA BE AL FopHAz
g},
AL A 5ol Az gl physical evidenced ¥ AAAGH oz Fol FozA
BT F3o] B FoP AAE Sk 2 9AAE EW e Rk
(a) Gervase Markhame] “+2-%£q] The Dumbe Knight(1608)% #A7}8 wal title-paged

MIO R()E;;t_i; Turner, Jr., ‘Analytical Bibliography and Shakespeare’s Text’, Modern Philology,
62 (1964-65), pp. 51-2.
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Za gdv AES WEA A gL titlepaged 2w ole WEol AUk o= Fo] ®1A
e editiono] v}E ZhelE e Fasheh ety dl A gte] oy A
editiong] =& #Z7}¢] MSSe o] Arnteozda o ZL g9 2FL Az 9] o
ol rh

o] literary critic->- o] physical evidence® A% Holsle] ZAsl7F valA Q= @& =
A% A editione] Flo] vgkvtzm @t #r} Markham 2.9 F2Eo] A71e Zo] of
DA A=A AFg e A BRel pEA e A7 oF
gt a7ion, 2 979 A F0ee A A Arbe) o §& Al 7 8 edition

& Foll et ol ¢l literary critic® Ho]& Aolcy, e} FA AL o] editions]

Y] additionE & x4z 9L

o

physical evidence? 7}x|x2 Z7b7} whelAl EAE 713 editiono] Fof v} ol o
W& 9 eh. F Aok o] Eo] veha] @ AEY ZAE 7 o2k 9] facing leaf
$} conjugate leaf# o] F3 Qg A7) o] &o] SelglE WVEY TAE 279 facing

leaf$} conjugate leafE o] F3 9= o4& q 2 43l =l cancel leafg] v}, whabA #7te) o] &
o] &} 9A ¢ko title-pager| original first leaf] &o] 21419 o= glo} E=E 7o)

(b) 16,1747 editionfel Selgle 51 Aal ZRAE A3k of F§ FE o435
= physical evidence¥ watermarks, @45, Fo] Folrl =<k Ao tehud Habd o]
Fol e BAZol Folrl AgHget o AL EAR Fdd ol Fol e Aol B
Agor 2 Eahdde A H90dd st = Aol

HYZatd g2 ¥r3l 7} F94 5 o= Gregrl watermarkr} & physical evidence®
7FA 7 v}l Pavierd 16194 Quarto’ o] Z3hddfo|r}. Thomas Pavier: 1619\d e The
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| A=A BT B3 13
MWW(1602), Hamlet(1603) 55 %& AARLLEL Fe] A4FAE v
Aoz AFe FALE AAQLE 232 34e Fobisish W $4d 2T
AARESH Fo] Ag SA5Y BEEE A Aelzslele] 4847 (autograph MSS) <
A 949 A9e A H9

(&) @7l ARYnst ddrz 2EcdE FolLes Agd do] si=t g3

-5 0

2
[
)

Gd9E

—

run

o X

niv

k
o

ol

=
Rt

g shelop gl Fulgoez 2l AL SR A diste ARdA AR A e
2 B ud ‘book-keeper (prompter) ] s}lo) @A He zubit Arlel ¥ Holx]
71 s Folch. wabA] of FrbA Fire AW F o= AAAL obE Ao £ A
sl Fadtet

BE B or 42 physical evidenceo] wjat F-AlAA e H Holx S A4
29 FOEEA QRS Ao gAdA & F Advh Fag A WA e AA, FRE
E dlopg Wl $E3 3 AEEA E axcfEel HE FoL #rAlE oA A (stage
direction) (‘ready to open the trap doore for Mr, Taylor; chessboard and men set ready’
TE FAEEAdE FARH.

4, dFo]l £4¢ A 27t 25 Fol A& H £wTF Addhe o # A (Enter
Leucippus with a bloody handkerchief’” %)= Fufj o] £ 2]ojc},

/iFH W} 259 o] 24 Fa¥Aos o FetE Fo R A (Ent: Demetrius—Wm. Pattrick’
e FAEY SAeluh, ey & 4A F4Y AL Romeo(Q2), Much Ado(Q1)e] Al A
3 i S5 o] Fol FAAEY ol F disle] Vet AfelE FEeR o] §HA §3kE
T wAFE Aoleh ? Aolavod] Ao o Af Folrh

YA, 5AUEE9 o]&o] speech-headingd] X AHE o] Aol ulzl = designationo]
2elA] & 7 (Lady Capuletz} “Wife”, “Old La.”, “Capu. Wi, “La.”, “Mo.” & “M.”,
“Lady of the house” 5-08 23 g)2 FriRon ol &l Hol &e 5@

(e) R29) Q37} QleA] Qa5 gtk ofvynl Q2ell A elsf 5] ks 7Fieh. Q37F Q2
A A" AL stelss v v shvhe] physical evidencez F¥3rh Q27 Qlel A <l
5 A wd Aw glEd Q1Y & ‘for's} Qi A& or'® FHel gle zleldh  ofd &
$3hE Q29 readinge Y ‘for'® Hel 97 dAqk Pyt FA EelspA s 9l
drt o] FAE Q39 AAFol o aulEA ebnt Q2] f'E zkypshe] mulb ffor’i ‘or’
2 AP L Foh weba] R2 Q3 Q2 Ay st &gl ) (reprint) 9
R et
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14 Charlton Hmmdn ‘Proof-Sheet in the First Folio of Shakespeare’, The Library, 4th Ser.,
XXTII (1943), pp. 101-7; ‘Mark HI: New Light on the Proof-Reading for the First Folio of
Shakespeare’, Studies in Bibliograpky, II (1950), pp. 145-53; ‘Variant Readings in the First
Folio of Shakespeare’, Shakespeare Quarterly, IV (1953), pp. 279-88; ‘Cast-off Copy for the
First Folio of Shakespeare', Shakespeare Quarterly, VI (1955), pp.259-73; The Printing and
Proof-Reading of the First Folio of Shakespeare (2 vols) (Oxford: at the Clarendon Press,
1963).
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Compositor E’, Studies in Bibliography, I1X (1957), pp. 3-20,
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{Abstract)

Establishing Shakespeare’s Text in Theory and Practice

Kyung-Shik Lee

There are two main origins of textual errors in early quartos and the First Folio of
Shakespeare: scribes and printing houses. To discover these two kinds of errors and to
remove them is to establish Shakespeare’s text. What I propose to do in this writing is to
discuss (1) origins of textual errors and corruptions, (2) some principles and means for
correcting these errors and corruptions, (3) analytical bibliography and its contributions
to the establishment of Shakespeare’s text, and (4) some important practices of 16th-and
17th-century English printing houses which have important bearings on the transmission
of Shakespeare’s text such as stop-press correction and casting-off copy.

Two things are suggested as means to correct textual errors and corruptions. One is
documentary evidence which is given by the equally authoritative corresponding text, and
the other emendation. Documentary evidence enables us to substitute authorial readings
whereas emendation aims at substituting readings as close to inferential authorial readings
as possible. It is extremely difficult to produce good emendations. Greg’s warning can
serve to prevent bad emendations from being produced: ‘no emendation can be, or ought

to be, considered in vacuo, but that criticism must always proceed in relation to what we

know, or what we surmise, respecting the history of the text.’

Analytical bibliography is an indispensable tool of textual criticism; i.e. the task of
establishing Shakespeare’s text. By analysing books as material objects, it seeks to dis-
cover all the demonstrable truths about the transmission of texts and about every process
of bookmaking from papermaking to human agents involved like compositors, press-
correctors, press-men, and bookbinders. The finest triumph that analytical bibliography
has so far achieved is the demonstration that six compositors worked for the First Folio of
Shakespeare and which part each of them undertook, thus revealing spelling-preferences
or habits and reliability of each of them. Compositor B, for instance, introduced a new
error in every 15 or 16 lines he composed. This means we can emend him more freely
than Compositor A who made an error in every 80 lines. In conclusion, there is no
denying that analytical bibliography is indispensable for the task of establishing literary

texts in general and Shakespeare’s text in particular.



