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(scientists, orators, men of letters) and those of the Ro-
mantic ages and Germanic races (poets, prophets, in-
ventors). It is precisely this division between the classical
and the Romantic that we find within Taine himself and
that accounts for much of his inconsistency.

Taine applies his ideas about society to literature in
the same introduction to History of English Literature. For
him a work of literature is a transcript of contemporary
manners, a representation of a certain kind of mind.
Behind each document there was a “man.” One studies
the document in order to know the man. But Taine is not
a biographer; when he writes “man,” he means not the
individual author but the author as a representative of
his race, surroundings, and epoch.

For twentieth-century critics, Taine’s view of liter-
ature is oversimplified, naive, and limited. They point to
Taine’s disregard for the written document as an entity
having its own life and significance. At the same time,
they fail to recognize his Romantic side, which is less
visible in the enunciation of the theory than is the influ-
ence of scientific positivism. Yet, Taine is very much a
product of his time, divided between Romantic idealism,
visible in his melancholy and in his sometimes violent
style, and positivistic determinism. He eventually repu-
diated many of the Romantic writers he had once ad-
mired, but he retained a Romantic sensibility as well as a
respect for the power of nature.

Taine’s essay on Balzac is generally considered his
most successful transposition of his theory to literary
criticism. Although it was written in 1858, five years be-
fore History of English Literature, this essay contains all
the elements found in the better-known introduction.
In the analysis of Balzac, we also see the same contradic-
tion between Romantic and realist that existed in Taine
himself. Despite such opposing forces, there is a unity in
Balzac’s works. He is representative of his time, but he
looks beyond contemporary mores to try to depict the
hidden meaning in contemporary history. It is this hid-
den meaning, this amalgam of symbols, types, and char-
acters, that constitutes the unity of Balzac’s work and
gives it its force. Taine links the man—his greed for
money, his sensuality, his ambition, and his capacity for
hard work—with his society, the imaginary world of his
characters, his style, and his philosophy. The unity in
contradiction, the interconnections, are developed ef-
fectively. Taine convincingly presents the sensation of
the totality of the writer, his work, and the civilization he
represents.

Despite the truth of much of his theory and his skill
in applying it to Balzac, Taine is most often criticized
for his lack of rigor in the development of a scientific

theory. He deals only in generalities, leaving us dissatis-
fied with the lack of system, order, and evidence in his
method. He either did not understand or rejected the
work of literature as a text that could be considered a
totality, isolated from its creator. Rather, he saw liter-
ature as indicative of an age, a nation, or individual
mind. Taine’s limitations thus render him less useful for
those twentieth-century critics whose major concern is
the text itself.

William VanderWolk

See also FRENCH THEORY AND CRITICISM: 3. NINE-
TEENTH CENTURY.
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TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Textual criticism provides the principles for the schol-
arly editing of the texts of the cultural heritage. In the
Western world, the tradition and practice of collecting,
tending, and preserving records was first instituted in
the Hellenistic period. The great library at Alexandria,
before it was destroyed by fire, was the foremost treasury
of manuscripts in classical antiquity. At the library, a
school of textual scholarship established itself, with a
strict fidelity to the letter in editing, but its systematic
principles in the works of the librarian Aristarchus of
Samothrace have for the most part not survived. The
subsequent Christian ages were long oblivious of the



Hellenistic textual discipline. Instead, the scriptoria of
the proliferating centers of medieval learning were ruled
by the pragmatics of the copyist. Scribes interpreted
texts as they copied them, and as they did so they often
compared variant source document exemplars and, in
the process, altered texts in transmission.

Such interpretive criticism of variant readings re-
mained the mode of procedure for the humanist phi-
lologists who laid the early foundations of modern tex-
tual scholarship. Their first care was the classical and
medieval texts in Latin and Greek, but by the eighteenth
century scholarly editing was equally practiced on ver-
nacular texts. In England during this period, it was typ-
ically men of letters and of the church—from Nicholas
Rowe via Alexander Pope, Lewis Theobald, Bishop War-
burton, and SAMUEL JOHNSON, among others, to Ed-
ward Capell—who turned to the editing of Shakespeare’s
plays and those of his fellow dramatists. Capell collected
Shakespeare first editions to evaluate them in historical
terms, thus paving the way for twentieth-century Shake-
spearean bibliography.

The epitome of this age of amateur learning was a
type of edition designed to collocate the commentary on
every variant reading from the accumulated editorial
tradition—the edition cum notibus variorum, or “vari-
orum edition” for short. As a mode of the scholarly edi-
tion, the variorum edition was revived in the era of pos-
itivism, the era of fact-finding in all sciences, and has,
albeit with significant extensions and shifts of emphasis
from the textual to the interpretive, survived to this day.
Its revival in the late nineteenth century in the United
States was the consequence of the professionalization of
textual criticism that, beginning in Germany, set in under
the auspices of historicity in the earlier nineteenth cen-
tury. The seminal innovations in method were an eval-
uation of the documents as sources and their arrange-
ment in a family tree, or stemma, of textual descent.

The heredity model of the stemma generated pro-
cedures of combinatory logic to ascertain and evaluate
textual authority and from authority to establish critical
texts. Stemmatology marked the beginnings of textual
criticism as an articulation of principles and rules for
editing. It was at first manuscript-oriented and again,
initially, the domain of textual criticism in the classics.
Deemed valid equally for medieval vernacular texts by
Karl Lachmann and his followers, it was adopted, simi-
larly, in biblical studies once rationalism had questioned
the belief in Scripture as literally God-given and had
opened ways to understanding the historicity of the
words of the Bible through textual scholarship. For me-
dieval textual studies, Paul Bédier in France early in the
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twentieth century challenged the validity of textual
decisions arrived at by way of logically schematized doc-
ument relationships. He proposed instead a hermeneu-
tics of editing pivoting on the critical evaluation of a
“best text” to serve as the basis for a scholarly edition.

Neither stemmatology nor “best-text” editing ap-
peared fully applicable, however, to texts of the eras
since the invention of the printing press. The earliest
orientation here was toward the text of the author’s final
redaction. The text as last overseen by the author was
to provide the edition base text of a scholarly edition.
Hence, over and above the text and its transmission, the
author and authorial intention became important deter-
minants for editorial rationale. A textual scholarship
specific to the modern philologies began to emerge. Dis-
tinct in theory and methodology, it was, however, as
gradual in forming as modern literary criticism was in
gaining independence from the inherited modes of
studying the ancients. The principle of the author’s final
redaction did not as such and by itself carry sufficient
strength to oust eclectic editing by subjective choices
grounded in taste and sensibility.

In the twentieth century, it was in England that mod-
ern textual criticism was first put on methodological
foundations to counteract such subjectivity in editing.
The material study of the book—bibliography—was
reshaped into a virtual science of editing. As tradition-
ally understood, bibliography was an auxiliary branch
of historical study for book collectors, archivists, and
librarians. Listing books by authentic date and place
required systematic conventions of description. These
in turn demanded precise analytical investigations of
the physical characteristics of books. Springing from the
recognition that the findings of such analytical bibli-
ography not only spoke of books as material objects but
held information also about the texts the books con-
tained, the New Bibliography inaugurated by A. W. Pol-
lard, R. B. McKerrow, and W. W. Greg in England was
textual bibliography. It became the supreme method-
ology of textual criticism in England and America for the
first two-thirds of the twentieth century. The claims for
its status as a science grew from a conviction that bibli-
ographical analysis was capable of revealing the patterns
of textual transmission entirely through the black marks
on paper, in total disregard of the sense and meanings
that these marks carried. The goal of determining the
history of a text according to the formal patterns of its
transmission was to assess textual authority without the
intervention of critically interpretive judgment, let
alone of subjective taste, and to establish in editing the
text of highest authority. Establishing this text meant
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retrieving it in a pristine state from extant documents in
which it had become corrupted in transmission.

Despite the objectifying innovations of its analytical
procedures, thinking in bibliography-based textual criti-
cism remained structured as in the inherited approaches.
Transmission was a priori defined as corruptive. Texts
commonly survived in documents of transmission alone.
To assess their relative authority, a distinction was made
between authorized and nonauthorized documents. The
texts that were substantive for editing resided in the
authorized documents, referred to as witnesses, that is,
those documents over which the author had exerted
direct or indirect control. Where no authorized docu-
ment survived, the extant derivative witness nearest the
lost source was declared to be a substantive document
carrying the relevant substantive text. (Substantive texts
of this description are all that survive, for example, for
the plays of Shakespeare, and it is from the textual prob-
lems of Shakespeare’s plays that Anglo-American textual
criticism in the twentieth century has derived its para-
digms.) Authorization conferred presumptive authority,
a quality assumed by analogy for substantive texts in
nonauthorized documents. Yet, since at the same time
transmissional corruption was always assumed, it was
the obligation of textual criticism and editing to isolate
and undo it. The pure text of unalloyed authority to be
retrieved had its imagined existence before and behind
the textual reality in the extant transmission. [t was an
ideal text.

The inherited perspective of textual criticism on the
ideal text was thus rearward-directed, upstream against
the lines of descent in textual transmission. The logical
crunch came when revision carried texts forward and
authoritative changes of text in derivative documents of
transmission had to be dealt with. At this juncture, his-
torically and systematically, the question of copy-text
became a main focus of editorial theory in Anglo-Ameri-
can textual criticism. A copy-text is a material base and
heuristic foundation for certain types of scholarly criti-
cal editions. It may be understood as a base text provided
in an extant document that editorial labor by controlled
alterations transforms into an edited text. A copy-text is
not an absolute requirement for scholarly editing. In
editorial modes that strictly equate document and text,
such as the editing of draft manuscripts or the editing,
severally, of different versions of a work, the base text is
not treated, and especially not altered, in the manner of
a copy-text. It is specifically when the editing aims to
produce an ideal text that a copy-text is chosen, as the
text from which to depart, from among the extant docu-
ment texts.

The choice of copy-text is basically a practical matter.
It did not loom large as a problem where no revision in
transmission complicated the picture. The copy-text was
simply the primary authorized text, or else the substan-
tive text nearest the lost source. But with authorization
being thought of as conferred upon the document, doc-
ument and text were tied up together. R. B. McKerrow,
in the course of his preparations in the 1930s for an
old-spelling critical Shakespeare edition, encountered
revisions in printings after the first editions. Because
they were reprints, these were by definition nonsubstan-
tive witnesses. Yet McKerrow saw no choice but, on the
strength of the revisions, to nominate such derivative
document texts as the copy-texts for his proposed edi-
tion. This entailed accepting all readings not manifestly
corrupt from the copy-text, and it meant taking certain
unidentifiable accretions of corruption into the bargain.
It was only W. W. Greg, after McKerrow’s death, who saw
away out of such a “tyranny of the copy-text” (Greg 382).

Greg’s 1949 lecture “The Rationale of Copy-Text”
became the focal text for Anglo-American textual criti-
cism at mid-century. Empirically, based on his bibli-
ographical and editorial experience with medieval and
Renaissance texts, Greg pleaded for the earliest substan-
tive text as copy-text even when revisions were found in
an otherwise nonsubstantive witness. With respect to
what he termed the accidentals of the text, that is, its
orthography and punctuation, an edition would thereby
remain as close to the primary authority as the transmis-
sional situation allowed. Only in the extant witness clos-
est to the lost original—deemed to be least overlaid by
the preferential spellings and punctuation of scribes and
compositors—would there be an appreciable chance that
the accidentals were the author’s own.

The same held true for the substantives, the words of
the text themselves. Greg suggested that the copy-text
closest to original authority should rule, too, in all in-
stances of indifferent variation in substantives, that is,
wherever it was critically undecidable whether a later
variant was due to corruption or revision. Revision was
conceded only where it was critically recognizable. Ad-
mitting that critical recognition was required implied
abandoning the erstwhile claim that bibliography-
grounded textual criticism could operate on the basis of
the black marks on paper alone. Owing to the pragmatic
situation with books of the period of hand printing,
moreover, when authors could not or did not read proof
or otherwise influence the compositors’ choice of or-
thography and punctuation, only verbal variants were
considered authorial revisions. A derivative witness thus
was considered authoritative only where it contained



substantive changes likely to be revisions and therefore
superseding their respective antecedents in the copy-
text. These revisions were emended into the copy-text as
replacements for the corresponding original readings.
The procedure amounted to a mode of critical eclec-
ticism governed no longer by taste but by bibliogra-
phically controlled method. The text of composite au-
thority that resulted was again an ideal text.

Greg’s proposals advanced the practice of editing
Renaissance texts. They proved seminal, moreover, be-
yond their original scope and purpose. In giving new
respectability to eclecticism, they acknowledged the
pragmatic nature of editing. (Embracing eclecticism, it
is true, entails conceiving of a text as a heterogeneity of
readings. That this is a theoretically doubtful proposi-
tion is a fact slow to be recognized even after 40 years of
consideration.) Furthermore, Greg’s “Rationale” made
an implicit logical distinction between text and docu-
ment, from which conceptions of virtual copy-texts have
been derived for later non-Renaissance editions, such as
editions of Henry Fielding, Nathaniel Hawthorne, Ste-
phen Crane, or James Joyce. What is most important, the
“Rationale” provided a theoretical place for taking au-
thorial intention systematically into account in schol-
arly editing. As advanced argumentatively by Fredson T.
Bowers, G. Thomas Tanselle, and others to provide, first,
the foundations for the editorial projects of the Center
for Editions of American Authors (CEAA) and, subse-
quently, the advisory principles of the Center for Schol-
arly Editions (CSE) of the Modern Language Association
of America, Greg's pragmatics were developed into a
full-scale theory of copy-text editing to yield critically
edited texts of the author’s final intention. Anglo-Ameri-
can scholarly editing became, as Peter Schillingsburg
has maintained, essentially author-oriented.

The reformulation of Greg’s pragmatics for Renais-
sance texts as general principles for editing modern liter-
ature was a triumph of the movement for grounding
Anglo-American textual criticism in bibliography. At the
same time, the application of the principles to nine-
teenth-century texts, as in the CEAA editions of Haw-
thorne (1963-) or Crane (1969-75), sparked controversies
that have led to an intense theoretical debate over mod-
els, methods, concepts, and aims of textual criticism and
editing that has not abated. Copy-text editing as codified
following Greg's “Rationale,” conceived as it was for
texts surviving mainly in print, sought to integrate the
aspect of revision—of authentic, and generally authorial,
textual changes—within a methodology designed to
undo errors that normally occur in copying or reprint-
ing texts. The omnipresence of evidence for authorial
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composition and revision in manuscripts and prints of
recent times necessitates broadening the focus. To or-
ganize textual criticism and editing, however, around
compositional and revisional processes would require
significant reconsiderations of what texts are or may be
considered to be. Late-twentieth-century literary theory,
to be sure, entertains notions of text variously emphasiz-
ing textual stability, instability, or indeterminacy, yet
none of these notions has had a marked impact on An-
glo-American textual criticism and its editorial models.
The editorial model of the ideal text, in particular—be it
that of the text of archetypal purity or, as its mirror
image, that of the text of authorial final intentions—has,
it is true, a notional stability. Yet it is conceived of as
stable in pre-theoretical terms, realized as it is under the
pragmatics of copy-text eclecticism.

For theoretical foundations of an editorial mode! of
textual stability, by contrast, the orientation for textual
criticism may be suggested to lie in the tenets of STRUC-
TURALISM. (This is exemplified, for instance, in present-
day German text-critical thought.) Also, correlative to
the notion in modern literary theory of textual insta-
bility, one may envisage text-critical and editorial mod-
els answering to the processes of text composition and
revision. Privileging textual fluidity over final stability,
such models may be expected, in particular, to recon-
sider whether it is valid to grant overriding status to
intention among the determinants by which texts (in
writing as in editing) take shape. From one position,
questionings of these determinants, as in the writings of
Jerome McGann, focus on the social factors accompany-
ing the publication and dissemination of the written
word. From another angle, considerations of the impli-
cations for textual criticism of a psychology of the cre-
ative act have entered the debate, as in the writings of
Hershel Parker. Such an approach may lead, thirdly, to a
correlation of theories of textual indeterminacy with,
specifically, the textuality of unresolved alternatives in
draft manuscript texts.

Textual criticism and editing in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries owed much of the impetus for
its development in thought and method to German schol-
arship. The exhaustive historisch-kritische Edition of an
author’s complete works is essentially a German con-
cept. As such, it was realized, for example, for JOHANN
WOLFGANG VON GOETHE and FRIEDRICH SCHILLER in
the late nineteenth century, that is, within decades of
their deaths. This type of edition has continued to com-
mand allegiance as a scholarly ideal. German textual
scholarship did not experience the urge for scientific
objectivity by which bibliography became the focus of
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the discipline’s orientation in England. In editing, the
inherited modes of text constitution persisted almost to
mid-century in Germany. Yet subjective eclecticism, or
Intuitionsphilologie, as it came derogatorily to be called,
was always tempered, in full-scale scholarly editions at
least, by the element historisch in the double-barreled
adjective. The specific sense of historicity fostered in
German textual criticism has provided distinct orienta-
tions for the German direction of the discipline.

Innovation of stance and method came with Friedrich
Beissner’s edition of the works of FRIEDRICH HOLDERLIN,
which began publication in 1943. Endeavoring to pre-
sent Holderlin's poems through all their stages of devel-
opment, from notes to drafts to publication (or aban-
donment), Beissner devised an apparatus to display what
he saw as the organic growth of the poetic texts toward
unity and superior aesthetic integrity. His teleological
and intention-oriented assumptions were traditional,
yet the edition’s focus on composition and revision was
unprecedented. In its wake, the German-speaking coun-
tries have seen an indigenous debate regarding princi-
ples of textual criticism and critical editing. In theo-
retical terms, its movement has been from Beissner’s
focus on the author, recognizably akin to the author-
orientation of Anglo-American textual criticism, toward
a focus on the text. Its points of perspective have been
the historic integrity of the text version, on the one
hand, and the dynamic progression in time of composi-
tion and revision, on the other. Under the structuralist
tenet of the contextual referentiality of all elements of a
text, and hence of the essential context relationship of
textual variants, this double perspective has emphasized
the distinct nature of the variance resulting from writing
and rewriting, as opposed to that accumulating as errors
in the transmission.

Following Beissner’s lead, the demand for editorial
representation of the textual developments of composi-
tion and revision has inspired in-depth reflections on
the status and functions of the textual apparatus in criti-
cal editions and elicited new forms of design of the appa-
ratus. The traditional editorial obligation to eliminate
textual corruption, by contrast, has become a distinct
side issue. Yet in the traditional field, concepts such as
that of the textual error (Textfehler) have been seen to
require special attention. “Textual error” has been re-
strictively defined in terms of both quality (as confined,
e.g., to the “obvious misprint”) and duration, the latter
aspect admitting of the possibility that a textual error
became incorporated in acts of revision (i.e., a reading
may originate in the transmission as a corruption but
end up as authenticated in the authorized text). Such

definitional reasoning with regard to the textual error
may be seen as a special instance of an overall assess-
ment of the extent to which the textual critic’s and edi-
tor’s interaction with the text requires, and depends on,
critical interpretation. Critical interpretation, moreover,
is recognized to interact with the text rather than with
the author. Present-day German textual criticism, there-
fore, unlike author-oriented Anglo-American textual
criticism, focuses on the integrity of the textual history,
on the structural contextuality of texts and their vari-
ants, and on the role of critical interpretation to balance
and neutralize, if not to eliminate outright, authorial
intention as a principle guiding editorial procedures.
German text-critical thought today is characterized
throughout by complementaries of opposites. Thus, the
version is both extrinsically and intrinsically defined. Its
extrinsic determinants guide editorial pragmatics, while
its intrinsic determinants govern text-critical theory.
The extrinsic determinants are mainly historical. Ver-
sions of a work are historical states of the text, such as
the finished draft or any given published text, with all
the social ramifications of its collaborative production
or contemporary reception. In the extrinsic realm an
editor decides which version to edit. The choice is as
pragmatic in its way as is that of a copy-text. Yet with a
version as base text, editing is strictly confined to emend-
ing manifest textual error. The edited text establishes
not an ideality but the essential historicity of the version
text. The editorial labor invested in the establishment of
the edited text under the premises of copy-text editing is
in the German mode of version editing expended on
correlating text and apparatus. The correlation arises
from the intrinsic definition of the version in terms of
textual variance. As authorial variants of composition
and revision, superseded and superseding readings stand
in a relational context, and every antecedent text, like
every succeeding text of a work, must be regarded as a
structural system of language for that work: a version.
These versions are successive synchronic structures, and
the work as a whole appears structured as a diachronic
succession of synchronic versions. The invariance of the
versions provides the structural base, while their vari-
ance indicates the relational complexity in time of the
work’s texts. From a structuralist understanding of text,
Hans Zeller has declared a single variant to be sufficient
to differentiate versions, since by a single variant a text
attains a new interrelationship of its elements. For all its
editorial impracticability, this is a sound enough the-
oretical proposition. Anglo-American respondents have
voiced empirical objections. In German editorial theory,
one may say that it has been balanced from within the



system through a reconception of the complementarity
of text and apparatus reached by way of a critique of the
role of interpretation in textual criticism and editing.

Critical interpretation has, in the German debate,
been recognized as relevant again in two senses. First,
text-critical and editorial activity begins from the given—
documents, the black marks of ink on paper—but the
moment it engages with that given, it enters upon inter-
pretation. By accepting the implications of subjectivity,
critical editions may attain a controlled objectivity. The
interpretive demands of the very data that a textual critic
and editor encounters make editorial judgment integral
to a critical edition. Signaling through the apparatus the
conditions of its controlled objectivity, a critical edition
in turn calls upon the critical judgment of the reader. In
the second sense, then, the reader’s and user’s inter-
pretation engages with the critical edition to unlock the
text. Critical editions in their specific formatting—es-
tablished texts correlated to a multilevel system of appa-
ratus—are seen to have a key function for interpretive
discourse. Especially the transformation into apparatus of
textual genesis and textual history has established the in-
tegral apparatus, displaying variance in context, as cate-
gorically opposed to the conventional apparatus, which
isolates the edition’s individual reading (or lemma) from
its variants in footnotes or appendixes keyed to the ed-
ited text by page and line reference.

An integral apparatus lays out works to be read in the
diachronic depth of their texts. In a sense, the acts of
reading made possible for the user of a critical edition
reenact the author’s acts of reading in the writing pro-
cess that shaped the text under his or her pen. While the
author in writing is seen to be the originator of the text,
it is the text itself that, for the author as reader, becomes
the originator of its own continued revision. By such
dynamic interplay of forces, authorial intention is effec-
tively neutralized. The text is not so much what the
author intends to achieve as it is what he or she does, or
fails to, achieve. To the dynamism of the text, the inte-
gral apparatus is the logical answer. Consequently, the
dynamic text in the shape of an integral apparatus, in-
corporating every act and stage of composition and revi-
sion in one continuous presentation, has in German
textual criticism been theoretically proposed as the ulti-
mate object of editing.

The proposition entails the notion that an edited
clear, or reading, text might be dispensed with as being
but a concession to the general reader. For unachieved
texts, such as unfinished and unpublished drafts, the
presentation of the integral apparatus presentation in
itself would indeed seem to constitute the adequate edi-
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torial response. Clear texts abstracted from the given
textual materials may in this case be considered not
merely concessions but properly falsifications of their
textual state. For works that have attained achieved, and
mostly published, versions, on the other hand, the prag-
matic choice of a version as the text-to-be-edited prevents
the relentless realization of apparatus-only editions.
Nevertheless, it follows from the thorough reconception
of the functionalities of the apparatus that it is not the
clear text but the integral apparatus of critical editions
that provides the foundations for critical interpretive
reading.

Essentially, the theories and practices reflected and
developed in German textual scholarship over the past
decades have persisted in conceiving of textual criticism
as a hermeneutic discipline. At this point, German tex-
tual criticism encounters French critique génétique, as
does Anglo-American textual criticism in pursuit of its
incipient concern for the creative acts of writing. Cri-
tique génétique is, properly speaking, not a mode of textual
criticism setting out principles for scholarly editing. It
defines itself as a tributary to literary criticism, develop-
ing the critical discourse directly from the materials of
authorial writing. It engages with notes, sketches, drafts,
proofs—the avant-texte—not as raw materials for edit-
ing. Its perspective is trained on the critical implications
of the writing processes to which the immediacy of the
avant-texte alone holds the key. Concerned with the dif-
férence of all writing as it materializes in variants and in
the advancing and receding of textual states, critiquc
génétique lays claim to opening up a “third dimension of
literature.” As a scholarly approach to texts in their states
of writing, it acknowledges its origins in the fundamen-
tal propositions of structural linguistics and modern lit-
erary theory and recognizes its existence and operation
in reciprocity with historical, social, aesthetic, nar-
ratological, or psychoanalytic literary criticism. De-
fining its domain as one of exploring manuscripts sys-
tematically in their capacity to document the genesis of
writing, it offers in the interchange an unlocking of the
heuristic potential of the avant-texte for linguistics, liter-
ary theory, and literary criticism. Where it does so quite
specifically by technically making the avant-texte read-
able, it overlaps with the domains of traditional textual
scholarship. The end of even its technical methodology,
however, is not the formal presentation but the critical
reading of text in the entirety of its writing. (See also de
Biasi.)

From an overview, then, of the directions of thought
and the tendencies of practice in textual scholarship in
England, the United States, Germany, and France, it may
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be said in conclusion that textual criticism at the end of
the twentieth century is bringing its conservational tra-
ditions to bear on innovative redefinitions of its role
among the modes of scholarship and criticism by which
the written heritage of the culture lives and is contin-
ually reappropriated from its foundations.

Hans Walter Gabler

See also PHILOLOGY.
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TRILLING, LIONEL

Lionel Trilling (1905-75) was born in New York City and
educated at Columbia University, where he spent almost
his entire teaching career. (When he received a tenured
appointment in 1939, he was the first Jew in the history
of the Department of English to gain such security of
employment.) He dedicated his career as a teacher, writer
of fiction, essayist, and social critic to an attempt at
integrating the worlds of Marxism, Freudianism, tradi-
tional moralism, and literary realism (see MARXIST THE-
ORY AND CRITICISM). In so doing, he developed a manner
prompted by his self-conscious awareness of the intricate
complexities of his project. His prose, a dense and sin-
uous tissue of introspective deliberation and reflection,
is testimony to the capaciousness of mind he thought
literary criticism demanded. His prose style is also im-
plicitly a product of his belief that significant literature
possesses the same complexity, irony, and, to use a term
he favored, “variousness.”

Although he is the author of two very good short
stories, “Of This Time, of That Place” (1943) and “The
Other Margaret” (1945), and one admirable novel, The
Middle of the Journey (1947), and although he apparently
aspired to a greater career as a fiction writer, Trilling
found his métier in the reflective essay. Beginning in the
explication of a text (usually fiction rather than poetry),
the essay would characteristically become a meditation
on the condition of the contemporary American readers
of that text, a class of intellectuals whom Trilling, for
some 4o years, sought to represent in such journals as
Partisan Review. A contemporary of his, the poet and
short-story writer Delmore Schwartz, rightly said of him:
“Mr. Trilling is interested in the ideas and attitudes and
interests of the educated class, such as it is and such as it
may become: it is of this class that he is, at heart, the
guardian and the critic” (212). Trilling did not interpret
literature so much as he sought to interpret the culture
that, surrounding him, read literature in ways that re-
vealed its own moral condition.

In this respect, he tried to sustain in the United States
the tradition of literary criticism brought to a synthe-
sis in England in the nineteenth century by MATTHEW
ARNOLD. His detailed and able study of Arnold (1939), as
well as his shorter study of E. M. Forster (1943), was
written, as he said, under the aegis of a concern with
“the tradition of humanistic thought and in the intel-
lectual middle class which believes it continues this
tradition” (“Situation” 111). However, these two books
were also stalking-horses against another tradition,
that of Marxism, a tradition gaining vitality among



