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M4 SRS vol.3

On the Occasion of Issue No. 3

Kiyoko Myojo

Established in April 2022, the Research Center for Textual Scholarship at Seijo
University is now in its fourth full year. With the publication of this third issue of T%e
Journal for International Textual Scholarship in March 2026, the Center has now
published a total of four volumes, including the special issue released in September
2025.

The two special sections in this volume present the outcomes of the following academic

events organized by the Center during the previous academic year (2024):

June 15, 2024 (Saturday)
Room 008, Building 8, Seijo University
The Practice of Editing Shakespeare’s Plays — The Taishukan Shakespeare II/Phase 2

Publication Commemorative Event

July 15, 2024 (Monday)
Global Lounge, Building 9, Seijo University
Philosophy from the Standpoint of Manuscripts and Archives

The article and interview published outside the special sections relate to the following

lecture held in 2023. The lectures themselves were previously published in Issue No. 2.

October 15, 2023 (Sunday)
Room 321, Building 3, Seijo University
Professor Hans Walter Gabler’s Lecture: “Resurrection of Love, Its Trajectory —

Discussing the Significance of Gabler’s Edition of ‘Ulysses” Today”

In connection with the contents of this issue, I would like to mention some recent
characteristics of the Center’s activities.

Our research in textual scholarship has begun to overlap with the field known as genetic
criticism. Genetic criticism has been actively developed since the 1970s, primarily by
scholars of French literature, with its base at the Institute of Modern Texts and
Manuscripts (ITEM) of the French National Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS).
Nathalie Ferrand, who contributes a research report to this issue, is the current director

of ITEM. Benedetto Zaccarello, whose lecture text is included in this issue, is also a
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On the Occasion of Issue No. 3 [Kiyoko Myojo]

researcher at the institute. Furthermore, Daniel Ferrer, author of the theoretical work
on genetic criticism reviewed in this issue, served as director of ITEM from 1994 to
1998 and again from 2004 to 2006.

In recent years, genetic criticism has shown a rapid tendency toward globalization. The
international GENESIS conference, which brings together researchers from around the
world, held its sixth meeting in October last year (2025) at Vilnius University in
Lithuania. The majority of participants in the GENESIS conference are also members of
the European Society for Textual Scholarship (ESTS). Since the third GENESIS
conference and the ESTS annual conference were jointly held at the University of
Oxford in 2022, I myself have participated in both associations every year. The contents
of the present issue strongly reflect this recent convergence between textual scholarship
and genetic criticism.

The following event that we organized in the current academic year directly addressed
this trend and sought to consider its future development. We invited one of the central
figures in this movement to be the keynote speaker: Sakari Katajamiki (Finnish

Literature Society), the current president of ESTS and the organizer of the first
GENESIS conference held in Helsinki.

December 21, 2025 (Sunday)
Global Lounge, Building 9, Seijo University
Symposium: Exploring the Horizons of Textual Scholarship — Genetic Criticism in

Dialogue with Scholarly Editing

Among this year’s achievements, we may also note the strengthening of collaboration
with overseas research centers. In October 2025, the Center concluded a memorandum
of understanding (MOU) on research cooperation with the High Performance
Computing Center of the University of Stuttgart in Germany, and in December with
the Centre for Creativity Research of Jagiellonian University in Poland.

The Research Center for Textual Scholarship will continue to cooperate with a wide
range of research institutions and scholars in Japan and abroad, and remains committed

to contributing to the further development of research in the humanities.
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BoTwdEF25L. BB (&8%) st dbilsfrhtuwd, 272,
KO FT 2 ERBRVT, BE LR —FHPTL ) L E3EY . WEH MM
o BET ARV E W LLAKTH 5,

ZO—FH T, FEBCIHMBOELELH D 5, Fik. B—HEizwswv Tl
EFEENFERICE o ST EEHEN L KET 2 56 L 72 Peter Alexander ® The
Complete Works of William Shakespeare (1951) D7 7 Z | 25, EARLLTIZEALZ
DiFFHVOLRTWE, 23 ) WHRADARLDEF 2 fEI L T Alexander 25
24727 OHEFRMIZAECE O RLPHEL THAET LY EH, H
W&~V EDORLII IR ECER L T b, MEFOBRIIARLT A
BFOTHATULITRETH L LRE 2L kol L, KRLOKRE L 3FEEMIZ 2
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LBWEEER ST T 272 PRI EbNEZDT, 4T HE->TWV5H0DH
Lo, —F. ERIIECEDRT 7wy b i EREEE L A0 LG L)
THY., BMERpEARPZES, BBz TL 2 21X, BERICET 2HF 2k,
BEAREROmRED L5, 20BNz LTy, FERHP EEL CHAEPBETE
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4727 DAEER D HE > Tw L wsgd, Bz L0 2 [4AWiE] 13, kEKIC
WIS R ZERIAR I L Twb, 230 77— 72 ) A—2 24272
¥ 7 OFEFZI6234FE I H DR S L THIRa v [ =4 7 2 ¢ 7 RO BRG]
(LFFLEBEE) —— i 677 2 2 F ThH 5, FIMEICWUITAR L EoET
[&WpEE] SHRS NG Z L3 koD T, FIREARL LT, HTOMBIE K
SNRTWVB1632EDHE = « AR (F2). 1663-44FEHIRDE = « AR (F3) # %
WML 6, RIREMEEPIT) 2L L LB,

1 2Oz L TI1E&FHER [Not for All Time, but of an Age —< = 4 7 2 ¥ 7 RLHF5E - 7 F8LER O
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Vo, PERIlIE, v =427 27 BRI RO TR EH v 7 - 2 v 4
VX o THEIRLERY [AWiE] oMU O RESEmw., 72 v A4 v
IR CERPEM LS 3 EH o s, v s Vs vy v OREE [ L
EEDORR] (Pleasure Reconciled to Virtue, 16184F L) OEL » 828 - HE 7 2~
ZFOEGELFEDBTERIICL NN THED, 2L Z2D7 VAL vy =
4727 OBEERRM. b LOIIMoEH L 2 EEREMPH VT, FLIZIUERS
nr: T4WeE] MO 7129 OFmeHH LIz L F 2 6h b,

Y2 A7 2T DEROBEEFRILLAABFEL TV L v, MOBERD
TERTZ vA v BBESGLETFRs{o»EasnTtwaey, iEHOELD
] iowT ibé%ﬁibﬁmﬂé:&ﬁf%é %tf?id\iv4y
DOFMIE. WH T I 2ER WFE, BFk, L EEFERPIESOD
m%ﬁ&&%omf%génfxbﬂﬁ% J%7v4/@%ytﬁr%%@
PUEBR L LTED TR, > 22 ERT 20 L0213 7 v4 v OFHIC
i(L&zﬁ#yz4yxt7®ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%étfmn&LfM\y;4y
27 BEHOWFHH, BFE, Bk FEEFRL ST DE BREED L
NTwLWwEw)Z L, 2320 [AWEE] o727 2 Fi3. iR E L TH
JRENTZEIZ T Tz, Z2vA vtk afmEs IOl st w) L
L5,

LIcdso TRIEfEY = 4 2 27 BED [AWEE] Tk, F1o7 7 2 + ZJER
Eloob, BIRWLHBOFZRPEA L, HAANIZ L > TEKROHBO LT3 %
BER L TOHEPHEL., 1 ESUFIOZAPHE LoD, EVPEERY A 2 -
LT WENCEET 22 L, ZLTFIOT 272 s G2icEilinTw b
A GEROM G 2 WEFTD 1220w Tk, RRPLFOBIELFER. I TOM
BHEL LB TS IRTHERSHE I Loo, WHELR Y F1o3s P L0
TARIALET 247 5 LRIz, WET OB R EINET 27 2 M3 2 ER 2R L.
MEDOER PR T ECIFEPERL ZEICL b, L Lo, [LWEE]
DERDME—FIL 2L w2z, [V F % — FZi] BEOLAD L ) 12 F1L]
CHS R TORUITRDO T 7 2 F #2325 ) L 2 LT, WiEOER
PHEONBIHE DL v, RI2Z ) LZALHRED 7 77 v 2B+ 2 B4k
FleAsnTwI I,

I

3. KRS oHM
AL DBWRPHEET 572D 0B BRI PHE G N 2R s TAWEE] 1213w <
OPFAET B, AE-HI T 3200 TH 2, ZOHEIT. HBokDizoFY

2 T. H. Howard-Hill, Ralph Crane and Some Shakespeare First Folio Comedies (Charlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 1972).
3 Howard-Hill, pp. 128-33.
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TEVAVT 4 = ZPFHEROER=F 4 Ficd LT, THDRBEELLZV] tES
TARDBLEIATHE, TEsFEN—<A XTIV Fo2HELPN2 CFELSBT
I, N AA =R L 2H»HIHEREP LI LT, 2oL v )IERIZHN
M TR ZALRDECZ LR 2] LIFEELIILDEEA). LvAv T —X
WBEIDXED, WoleZ EICFITIRZOEIIOERMSE o772 Cilo T v, Fl
DARIZIIRDBEY ,

Leo. Thou speak’st truth:
No more such Wiues, therefore no Wife: one worse,
And better vs'd, would make her Sainted Spirit
Againe possesse her Corps, and on this Stage
(Where we Offendors now appeare) Soule-vext,

And begin, why to me? 4

B3 “appear” 1387 DAT D “would make her [...] possess” & 5 L T, “make her [...]
possesse [and] appear” & % 2BE] DX F 7205, FIRF2TIIAFEIMOH Iz L 2 b
T3 9. “on this stage” NBED 7 7 2 b LT v b L D1l 2 5, 72720 R s
BWRT 2 & 2HHB G 0T [ BATLHFET 2 [ZOHR L V)]
BRI, Whed Lo tHROBRHNI LI LIt LA ] L)L
). TITMEEVARLOBERPEET L2012, 727 A% 0L 508
T b, INZTOMEDMIFTEIID % C L HIUE Y FET 5,

(1) “where we Offendors now” D1z be B ([FAEL TV 3]) #Hio THE 2 5.
2 3 h “(Where we Offendors [are] now)” & fi#HR L . “appeare” % AFEIND A1 HY L
T#¥ 2 5%,

(2) b U < 13 “appeare” 5 “her Sainted Spirit” 724 T % { “we” DOEFIZ L o T W
5 E#E 25, 23 Y “make her Sainted Spirit [...] appeare (where we offenders now
[appear])” ¢ HEi b,

) #EHE Y L I35 T 25 “Where” % “were” & FtAME 2 72 L F 2 T “were we
Offendors now” EMBIE L. [d UL (B O] 254 [HIET 52 L T B2
AT HICL DR 6] LRGERIIZ & 5,

(4) EH Y L BHF T 554K “move” E 2N T W2 b D% “now” & FeAME
2L 5, 23 ) “(where we Offendors move)” & L T# v =12 W L,

4 Charlton Hinman and Peter W. M. Blayney, intro. The Norton Facsimile, The First Folio of Shakespeare (New
York: W. W. Norton, 1996), p. 316. F1 2> 6 D511 2 DRIz 5,
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appear # 7 v 2 DIz H T,

DEDL ) ZIzBIE» g THRAGNT S 72U . ENSTREN LHA
LidZoTx 67, HWRBHRELOHM cEA ORI Ltk b, KBy =4
7 2e7 BE TAWEE] T3, —AHRO4 v 77 v FohPrefiohTtornE
FUfk. T bbb F%&‘%ﬁgj 2 LI LIER 6 1B now & move DIE DFEMLE: » IR
L., D) OBIIZ 2 o TRLPHMAN.TT WS, 127, ZOMEFTOEEI1L. F1
Ru»LIEMrHT LBy CTH#HLVZD, TR YMBOBIRZHEMN LoD,
HWIIFHFIZENDL L) FEPROI2 2B 0w, MELLTIR E2LLID
B TH B,

4. TTRBR) 3 1rESH?

SR T~ A A= pAMEEIE I sHA ., BLOABRFEDICH
LB S 247 ) B, ~n—~A A =DFR2B~<2EAD». BHANYROBE I
o TiEYHT, FLIZH U 2 ZOREIIILLTFO®BY TH 5,

Officer. It is his Highnesse pleasure, that the Queene

Appeare in person, here in Court. Stlence.

IZTHEALLZCDIWE, [TRER] Gilence) 254 XV v 7 2 THF/R 3, M2 L7z b+
BEDIILBII Lo TV BHTHL, TRREAD [HHic] v HEFALD».
zhbtd [TRBR] Lw) +ES L2 ? b RAIZFR2TZ ORI, BIFD X ) ic
mEs RT3,

Officer. It is his Highnesse pleasure, that the Queene

Appeare in person, here in Court. Silence. Enter

Z DA D “Enter” 3. T % b b “Enter [Hermione]” D Z £ TH Y, F2OMHEH T &
)R G Silence  FPESTELEFEZTORIZYTL (. 361z “Enter [Hermione]” ¢
WO FEEEAFUMATLEC) 2Ltk b, LIZHT o TIS2EDREH V= v 3
=+ 2 ) 7 D The Works of William Shakespeare (1842) k. F2izHl o> TZ h# b &
SLLTHOME»Z (v,

L L%ast S & LT Silence” MM LI2HNL. =4 27 27 OIERIC
bARRABEROMERIZIE(AROAL Y, b AAFRGERIH» S DRI
ELTEMmIZ [—v] PFLAATLZIL I, =4 2727 2% L W Silence”
o) T ESPAEAMULIEEL L L bR, I TREH v T -2V
AYDFBAsT0E I ERROET SIS,

Howard-Hilll3 27 v 4 v 55 # . B THEA L7z 0EZ Iz, 4 20 » 7 2 %M
A3 2H»sHbZLPRELTVE, 23 “Silence” 3BTRS L FE T ARG
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FlL LTI~ L DRGSR, KM “Silence” % +FH S T L (EAD
HEl & LT L 72 D1317094F 2 Nicholas Rowe 258 % L 72 & 7205, 2Dk b
John Dover Wilson 13 U® L35 % ( OfEH». ZOMRPHA LTS, K
By =4 7 27 BE [AWEE] bFIRERL LTV 22U, ZOHST
W77 2 PIcREZE L, “Silence” # FHS TR L RIAL T 2MRPHEA LT
Wb,

CIETHMEHLT 72 LOBBETH 205, T oMEATOHE. b
LS iRE & RBERE L OBEE» I 5, ZOMBELITI L ohd, 222l
727 A k& LT, B 213 New Cambridge Shakespeare THIL 3N T W5 X 5 X
JEToE» LI ~SIIH ),

Silence!] Rowe (subst[antively].); in italics and set as SD F

REZODLLZTZAPERPFLTH., 20X ) RREFEHFELO L CHAN
MADKFLIZE, DEIERODZENEEFT 22w, Lob KB4 272
7 MEOLE, F—Ed Alexander RO T 7 22 203 3L DY,
oL TzAVERRHUTI koo, EZETHEMOL W [V F 5 —F
] L) BERAREBRCCIE. 2 LBOTZ 2 FEEFY TRV ER W, T2
REHRROZ L6, AL LTI, 2O IcT 72 iclT 21ERPO0 2
DB DH LY T, REHLEWE LTIIRO LD ZERPHY L Z Lz LT,

FITWAHAIZA £ Y v 27 ZTSilence L FIRIS T v a7, FPESOWEESD S
bOD, F#EEE LU Tsilence AL 72N =4 7 28 7 DIERIZ b HRFOMDOME
FIZb RO D, Officer DBEFAD—HE LTRIR LI L wizrd,

FLt L Tl Nicholas Rowe 2B #IZF1D FES 2 HFE L THBRLIZLE VO HE#H
LD b, silenceds FES THLAIZIZD LI L W EVIEROF H ICIZER
LEZS, v RO BEE TH L L v ) BHEIIFLE Lo o 12h5, 2 DOFER,
CORLEFIZE T 57E (textual apparatus) WHEEOEM E K3z E LT
Liwv, FILLIHET &I 72 F = v 27 Lo L) BN LFEE I, MER
LB DI oTLEolz, 230, EDL) RHEAPHET 2012 L 5 T,

EICIEMPE T, NS L0LEELCES 2, Ev ) 2Ly, KIBRE
VA 727 REDL ) LHRANGEN T QPR TIIMADOHIZ L 2 D7E,

5. It
COMBER BT 2700 OEME L FEZMD> L v 2 1E, New Penguin
Shakespeare %> New Folger Shakespeare Library % & @ & 7 1z, R DI “Textual

5 FFHFE [RIEME > = 4 7 2 ¢ 7 WEE 8 LWiE] CRIEEEFEIE 2023 4£) p. 149.
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Notes” £ LT, 29 L7Fl LDORFT<TP2EDL ) ZETHEHTLIE—FR
WEBbLNRE, LItdso T, MYy — L TDy =4 27287 HEPHET
g, 5%, =YL T, EEESE SR ELTH, 20480 %
KD “Textual Notes” # 'V —XDEbLIE K] L LTERUIBI~STEAI, ZOD
TLEEEHAETIE FRTITINEDTHIITDFEII2) RIFFR L TH L wizw,

12ReO—FHT. G0, BEIIARGEECEb> TATH» o722 £, ZOR
FY)—XPHCTV2013%26, FITTFZ2 M) ERINTW 0%
FER LT CEME TR LV L, =4 272 7 HREIHCHETH
W3 D3 Arden RS2 Oxford fETH - T, KB =4 7 28 7 HME T L WIEA ),
ULARFOFLFES GRB L OB 2Z0) B4, H2 VIGRRFHRE. £EFE.
INFx— xS E— HEESIIEIANLE, KBENEPLEL L TWVEE
HTHH I EBBHYELLTHY, ) LITHRAFEE. 2LTIoMECY
—ZBEBIbOU T 2BGPRET VL. BRI LTREESFLIZED LD
b o720 LW IHIEBRP T <TES » Iz 3 F MY L “Textual Notes” 23 %)
CAETH B LB T2 Z LA TE Lo Te, MEPIZEME»L [
MIIIEEORGEE] LELbNLVIZDDOT Y NAEY L LTRLETIEIHE DD,

WFHHED» L ENSARYIZPELENTOI2D0 L) b, ZIIRFEOHE P M 3

CHIEFICH LB 2L, KRBy =4 7 27 BE T4AWEE] 077 =
FOFEW., ) LERMEORCSMEIRENRT LI RRAERLEC) Z Ltk s
LR

L7cadso THERZHY T EETERINTZDIL. ESLER, B TF.
BRBVCOHRMTH > 72, BWOILIETRIcBE T 25U, FH >3 6 1 BfR
PHEOONDL L), —RERZZD2 5T I LT 0Ho, HRAGHL
B2 RE LTS E, T LTARDME 2N A 272D IT <TPEXRT LI LT
%&L%Q WEWXT 7 AL ORKRPEFNIZERET LI L05TE2L). b3

VIR DFF IOV OB L) 7 b SR B Lo L. 2D
mﬁﬁfﬁ%m%?-imuﬁﬁ%ﬁmk\%5%%?%9@%5%@K&of
LiolEBE->TRW,

IO LTHREGMPELRT 2005, REVLOULOIES(FZERY Z2. B
(B2 5222122501259, BRoNRESR R— IO T, fif
PERLTEALRBREICEY 20, & @SS 2 b0 T, 2 s KB
YA 72T RE [AWEE] ofERZ st Bbhd, B EETHD 5K
BEED Y 24 727 MELCHIBRBERICEHCHE LA, DL ) kFtHE %
MET 0LV LIAIIT T TWwb, £ LIHEDRKAIEN
BREGETRT 7 2 F 2 Bige 3, 0T L HARFEIZL 2 L L HEOKETROH Y
Fidhd o T 20T LV LEZ2D72,
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The Praxis of Editing Shakespeare Plays:
On the Editing Process of The Winter’s lale in the

Taishukan Shakespeare Series
Arata Ide

The Taishukan Shakespeare Series is guided by the principle of making Shakespeare’s original
texts accessible to as many Japanese readers as possible. However, this does not involve simpli-
fying the texts for beginners or creating abridged versions. Rather, it involves enabling readers
to fully comprehend the original texts through annotations and commentary based on the lat-
est research. This report addresses the issues that arose during the editing of The Winter’s Tale

for Japanese readers, examining how these were resolved or not.
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TRIZIIR 2] 43150/ HZ S ¢ 5 T
% % KA H

AT, EESREPHY L CRBHEY =24 2 2 7 8E TRIZBR %] (Measure
for Measure) 45135 BEHO/INMEZH) LW, EDQ X2 LTI ORI E®R 20 720» (b
BV, DUBILEDTELLo2DD) #PRBRRDLIET, Y2427 AETDT XA}
PWRET 5 EOWEME (H2VIEAFTRME) o THEELTALZLY,

AT RIZBR?] 3. BHrv 24272 7ERHOFTHL 3B EELRIERTIIR
W, 2O, EFSARBENEDIZDIZECTUTORELH» 6 Lo 12AI,

<~y FOFOLMD . BHNOE b AnEbs, BAOEKS 2 b, [HYEEZD [H
IDIZH P, EIC3ER] 6. HNEED [APHE &, Ky X - T,
MbHrhAl LFHABEZONRS, W THY, AL DIc%E 2 5 [REE] ot
R~NEH2 2,

2% ), SRITWA LTV E2Y 242727 HE (WbQWERRYT 497 - 2AT 4)
DARA=T LS. EYRLIKDODCOERLZOIE, BE AL F—v ) b2
ZEimaT, BHoRmT [FEEML] & D L v )RR T — <M 21z, 20HATHT
FRET D2 A7 2AETHRE TV ) v 27 - BT X, ZOERIzoWT [T
LIZBE L. MT3h, 2L THERT 2, T~ LE»DH I VICALEDL Y LD T,
BB L ERCIIER L BRI L AR LT E L) (Boas 345) Lak-<, HIMELEL
DL, AFERY LM 2 [Fu g 72t 2 vyX] (Troilus and Cresida). [#bH Y &
U AET =T X U (All's Well That Ends Well) & % £ T, TRIEE] L4 L7zD b
ELLLEWEAD,

O TRIZBR%Z] L) ZrhprRiB0ZREodR Tt LYbUEEI»EFOMNY
FHlHzM 7025, DTFTO4H1GHEEO/NETH - 72,

Enter Mariana, and Boy singing ~ ) 77 & DI HEL,
BOY [Sings] g ()

Take, O take those lips away, HelEro(EL

That so sweetly were forsworn, HdH, EIr~I7- T,

1ARRE, 2024 4F 6 A 15 H (L) BIRFE RS CMET L2 v 2 — 2O [v =4 7 2 e 7Bl
WHEDT 727 v 2—KIEfEY = 4 7 2¢ 7 Bl 82876 2 1 HIGE &4 ~v +] TO#E » KB
ERLIZ b DTH 5, % 72 JSPSEHIE 20H01242 25 X UF24K00048 D IR %2 52 12RO —ETH B 5,
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And those eyes, the break of day, LR T ITHOREL X
Lights that do mislead the morn; HH, EIr~Ez2 T,
But my kisses bring again, bring again, U ERLOO S IIRE > T & T,

Seals of love, but sealed in vain, sealed in vain. BLIBYLOSURE-> Ts T,

Enter DUKE [disguised as a friar] IEE 1N T 72 B,
MARIANA =) 7
Break off thy song, and haste thee quick away. b orvweb, MIIH)~fToT,

(4.1.1-7) 2

ZONEDHbN L DIZ, FEPINHT2ELEL2 [y F-FY 7] Lw)wnas
PHILVAETOIDIZ, YA 72T BHLIIAELZ=Y) T FEV ) X x T
7 X =G T A ERELGE, BRERIABRMOT vz itETon T, —AT
BRIFEATVEILECIRELD T, HEKIBEOEPEC/PNHPENTV2 2 L HKE
WBARBRTR L WA D, BB IOZERTHMESTHTAIR TV 2D, FIXIIRYT
Ho, Lb, L2 TTZE] oL zE»EYED NI~y T 4 v 27 LEE
LBy, [EfESCoCORLIZEVMr oM E 2 1Ehe ) k] (5.1.316-17) ¥ 4 —
VEERIL, BELRAR Y ve vy s —EEOBEH L LTGS2 B % 2
Bl TRZER %] ofT, COBELECliua~<rT 427 2/ E S b D psHE,
ZIT. ZOMNEIZED L) RIEROY B OWMALRKIZERE PSR LIz, Bk T
X2 MREOFREIL oz, 18D =4 7 2 T REORELZLOER o 72,

FRTHILEIA, ZONHIZOOCTRIIZZ A FLTZDIE. VA4 R - A E— v
FC. OMmE Lt (1733) T3 FOES20 RT3,

LS o ERVIZTHfTo T 2O/, DIFOY 99—t L b, X—=v
&7vyFx—0 [MFARDLE] I2bFHFASKRTY B,

Hide, oh, hide those Hills of Snow, e, HHELTNEHODLOLY
Which thy frozen Bosom bears; FRTOWTOVIWIZDH 5,

On whose Tops the Pinks, that grow, ZOHIzhsEeryz (DHAH) X

Are of those that April wears. 4HBHIZ2EIBODTE,

But my poor Heart first set free, i TbrEnR.LPHBIZLTS L.
Bound in those icy Chains by thee. ZRIICE o TKOE I E s,

27X 2+ 26 DFHIIKRIEEEM DL « K EFEII S, F72AREIHIZ. b URBOMFEM
TFRPHFaeTOLTET,
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cZO2EBAM I I TRIZER?P] 1 T8EBEIN T 2HBHATH L, <)
THWE. TrIVam~0EL FOEY Y IHELWINEEH T 5o T050
7225, ZOBEMOEL. [BHDIBABRDOENIZHTIHGEIZDA, Horb
Lwb D% D7, (Theobald I:365)

F7. TV UE— BT LY 4 VT L v r—N— s L aeE (1747) T,
ZONHIZIZETO L) axv rffantas,

IRV AZAETHEOFEIZLEZY A FO—ETHY. 28> L LB D7,
ZLT, FIHELVOLDT, bIH0Lo0#P TE I k- Th, APE(sh
ZHANICLCIEAL I, [BUF. 2HHE D5 »%E ¢ ] (Pope and Warburton 1:367)

LAAEMEHEDOEIE. FIazv-YVaryyofh (1765 THLIESTHRMINT
BYH, B ZIONE» Y 24 7287 LDOBEWOZ LI TwRRE )T
(Johnson 1:337), L7:25- T, 18MALY = 4 7 2 T HFDOREEFENL 2 F= F - =n
—vb &% (1790) OET. BRI h T v MEFIZ =4 27 27 712 L#
SLTw3,

ZO/NIENL. BEDSI40ETFIDO [V a v s vy Y itk By a4 2 2 T EEI
R a5, ZAIZOL L AMEHEY 2 0AKRZ, Lidwvi, ZhoDHEds, Ko s
tH[vzA4 2727zt TErLNILE, FIEREL TV, (Malone I1:85)

1I8HACDOMHE I b1k, OB 7 vy Fx —DERIZfEbLNTVAE Z L3 sIEY
Tz, Rt R %] WAL, =242 27 ORDOEETH 28H 7 7 —
ZF 7404 (1623) IZPD N DY THY, 2 izfFeohTwsLE
D/PBHDIMEFE DS 24 7 2T THEZ LILHDRIW» L o720 LEALI, b
o b b IMFICAB LY a =T AT 4 = TR, FOERELLEIF~BEEE 5 R
(1803) T. ZOMHDMEH Iz THB 2RE L TV aHT 2. UTOE»LH 2 5,

[K—FREEOFEORE V2 -V o=V vl [aVREBIIHEPRHEL
RZF =X IENF L, Y24 7 AT OFEDOHIZ, TONHPEHFIL T2,
L LG, ENUBARLEDEESY O 2L o 12D % C DFHER L. [v=
A72¢T7EELTC]IHUCBIZHRIL TV 2D T, HMODIEE WL Tz 6w,
COMNHE Y =4 7 27 OEFNIZHR S 0l Y x F— FIR[1609F ] D+ = 4 2
2T YAy FEIZIZRWIZ4 7w, (Steevens VI:338)

7. ZDAT 4 =TV RDE@, TDH%, SHILBRINZ LB Lro2L8 )72,
LA, »OFLLEHSE [—F v F vy Y —] (The Golden Treasury, 1861) 12,
HB1HEDLD Y =2 A 7 2 T7/EL LCREganzey, 198K, 2o/ Iz = 4
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727 OREMLIFHEHLE LT, AT Ltk 5,

L7225 T, MEEDRMBES ZO/NEP D ¢ 21EDHLIL T —= L LT, AEIYIZIL
D EYTOon2 L ichozold, AR BRI Lo T2 6D LA )., HRDIM
AKOHP T, ZOMBEIZoVTH o EBFELCILETWL DI, A v 27272 — FiR (199D
L7 —=FVRREE3> ) — % (2020) TH 2, LTI 20wz Ls ).

FFA 27 27 4 — FIROMENW. AV # v M3, ThTOEmPERLCT. 2
D/PNEDIEF I IZOWT, UTO20DREPIR L TV 5,

Wil =4 27273 TRICWER 2] THEI 2912, ZWOAZ v FrHEW
e, A REs Twvkv, ZveFx—dehr [MiiahD®, vual
(The Bloody Brother, Rollo) D721z B2 2 Lo T, b ) —@E Uz 7225,
ZORDIZZDFIZE ERL LS. BHEIOKEIB T DIt LoTLE -T2,
Bz, HrEBETRHOM S, 326 vVav - vavy izl THES R
THEH., ZOELIVL2»HFEL TV,

W2 7veFx =IOk rEC, A)Ir Vo TRIZIER%Z] i3,
COBEBEINTOL o125, V=4 L XWHBIIHEI N, IhrifAT
L2OMIIDLVEFEZONIIDE, 1272, MWD AX v FIZG»bhlzDid,
WOBEST Z itk T, KL CEMEIIWULIDLEARLZDPLTH B,
(Bawcutt 70-71)

LAYy PR, Y= AZRETE TV F e —DEDL L5 ZOMHDEE R
FEET 3G H 2 D icb i LT, Mawme#yTwa,

RIRH D7 —F R (2020) 7245, MEDAR. 77V v Iia7—tux—} -y
FY R Ay 7 A7 — FIROEEH 2 (EHE 7 vy Fx—) 23FT 6305006,
UFo &) Zi#EmeEBL TV 5,

RV 7 FOBELGOMLT L 27 ERALG[EMBE]~OBITIZL3DbLVIEA ),

FINRLH»LEREIMEZ 2L, 2O EBRKORDOBLIZHI S Z LD
MY R 272A), 361t ZOMAKE [V v=v T4 ABun] (1617-
200w ZRpOfERHARIE I ICEZE, 250601, [uu] 5. 20
Hey 2 A 728706 TERLBMET LI L. firs@#s, Lw)i)ny [R
IR P T 2013, Tew] ©0258» 6L 2IHO—EIcB EL L - - - L
225 TOMI[HNEMIZ] TRIERP] L0 b Tav] o) »t-720 720672,
TRIZER%] 054, BHAND[=) 7 FIREIROEMOARELREBANLD -
TRV T, TOMHItRLA3IbL v 2B 2 2,) (Braunmuller and
Watson 121-22)
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L7 =T VROMmMEIZHIZ. MET 27X 2 ERMEETCOFHEIKEDO S O TH LFF
L LT, BEOEANISEC TV IHPDH Y. s [HELLOFEMOEHRPEEL 2
%] (Act to Restrain Abuses of Players, 1606) D7z, 72t 213 God 25 Heaven 123 &
iz ONMIHER, ALV ORA) LU L Cwb, EF 21, 77—+ 74V %
(1623) FilD [RIZIIR %] ©F % 2 Fid. MEEOEFZICHE (16217) 3 nZED
bOT, ZOBIz7 vy Fx—fE [mnu] OBPERISAVRAALZLERLTVLDN
(Braunmuller and Watson 117&121).,

oL, A7 2T OIERSINE - WESHTw S L v ) WHEkIE, 77— 2
Fe7a ) ARBEIEL T IBHALDHRE DIzt o TId, 26 CBVY L6,
HVRRAPOCTL L THRBHRI22B LD o7H ), L2 APIETIR.
LR DOMEREOFER, BHBICMELZOE L Z26 F<2 - I Fr ¥ (Thomas
Middleton) 725 72D T L v, EWIHDLERT GFLLTw20E, Hl21 X [V
AV T h 242727 L TXAMLE] LB0T, MEDAXV) — - V=X L
FAY = FTAT7=13ZONHL I Frv v OBEBRPUTOL I IEH TV 2,

DI FNVFvOBMEL W) IMIEZZIANGHWHIL. I Frv v D1208E
PEYDZE S, 410/0MHE 200k 2 ) 7 bBIB L. ABOMAPITT+ OME
AN Z -+ 222 RBEA), ThOGREETRIE. v =427 27 p
WZHFCLLHENINE2 T XA P PETTLI L. 20X LTx2 M
WBETEDS, Lo LHATI T ZE N2t 3 2 O MNE7EA 5, (Wells and Taylor
469)

LIADTA T3, 2RI A T X I BESHE L LHBILIcDd». H L 25HRE
B LI Fv kv OH LSS (2010) TE. 3 GItBARALZ AT, [RIZIZIR %)
PIFMFOBMEL LTIBELT V3 (Taylor and Lavagnino 1542-85),

Pk, 22 TOZO/NE iz 20EH) 29 Criaicon T, BRI 2R
AT, ENEYTHCACALLEMPRBRTHE I L2b221EA ),

F9EM (1) COMDMEZERFBRIENLD,, Y247 AT RDH», 7V TF
¥ =R Db, W, WELD», 2 UTEM (2) ) ZOHEPTHHOBEIZFHEA S L
rYorRETE (Z2LT, ZOWEEKEIHWIIILB L), 242727 DR
Bz - REIRTLEBEILET X2 SR, QIO IHMOI RS LDIEH ) 2,
ALIEM (3): 232802427 AETDOAXYVIFAMLTXAL LR, ETES
bOLDr, Ehl b, WHAROEE T X 2 Mz T3, MEFRERPERT 2 Y
—Z2Q—2zBE L v E VI V> T Zhud. EH - RE - BIFT - FORIT. 2
FiokoT, RURUERE R, H3Hsns, BBHNLLOLLL2<xSLDH»°, 2

3EH, v AZACTHBOFRIBEEL L W E. 207 X 2 F OMiERBERT 2 L 013,
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OLT. 5M (4) BH» D72 L LT, 4RI BHEICZOHEPHAT LI LItk -
PN L O ? BT 28 (EWNEG O BME) ~OHIGh. BB O ». Bl
KOWADEAD, Tl bYHEE (I FvEv?) OHB LD, End —HHETIX
W WEERNIE A D TH B,

ZLT. 18 BRI TOR 23 k=T 4 va v RIE~T, FA3Z O/HIZ
DU TR, MR, UTOL ) ZfETPFRALIDIZL>TLE -7,

1-6. Take, O take:** sealed in vain] Z DHKIIEFDOFEA L T v v a 2 — The Golden
Treasury of English Songs and Lyrics(1861) 1= ‘Madrigal’ EVH TSR IR LY D
5T, Y2 A2 27 DA RIFHEFHOV L2t > T 5,

YA AT DT XA MREPZOUESHLWEELEL, Z2hPNEICIILLDE2ILD
RHREE DM T LA T LTI o2 wI D, FELZLIATH B,

LR AICARRE T LT, 2Ly =427 AT DT X A FREDHE
T ARTEEO -l E L, 2Ry, =427 27 OARIZIE. B
B LHOFE LB L 2HKROAE L WEFTP, 24 72T OFEIILLZLDLDH
TGS, BESCHFELT VS, 77—+« 7 Y XOFATEER, 4004E12 b 72
> TENLRETLZ L SMYMATEZDIR, 2427287 DT XA MITHEELTVS
ZoOLRubid THECOR] 12, 332 X388y F2HTTRECEDL, BROWEE
TLEARTREEZPBIGbY., T7X2LD [Hor~sR] 233 S IEMETMHEET S
PRZLESoTHBETRLEVEAI, Z2LC. ZOKBRE =4 2727 RES 372, @
FOMEILLBEAR LT [=2 42728707 x2 ] 25l s E. 22t AfE |
7aeZOH T, ZOBROWEENE L ARTREOMIt T Y Gk o0 k26, b H—>
D24 727D [F7X21+] PEHAEAELIILLLERKATHE, Tzl T, &
= A4 2727 PROMRU: THER] LLTTRES. vl TEbD] LLT. 0%
D EDEGDPEI ST TRET LTSRS L0HEL VD, b3,
ZOMEBZODLES(EAMGEINE L, 3612 2 DEKRIIE M E L, #He
ERFOLLLZT 42 vDTF XA MIEHFIN TS I ERPHMFELT. Z0HED
FELELT2W,

LA, 8283 R EHEPWMAAATY 2 BERZM (Hybridicy) #2® T, 2z b&E® T [v =47
2Z¥7DT7XAM] LLTHRI e TRV EFLZ TS, 2Oz T, fl 2 d. KiGHE—»
TNV ANTF Vo TS L DI, Y2 42728707 XA M2, WM THERLIZLD L
LTTIE LS. #MzMaw EEPYIE, & L TRETRMHIIC L - TEFH I NHY 5. WHIERZEDH
nrza— "2t LTH#Z2ZESWEED» D Ltk v (K4 282-9),
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Boas, Frederick S. Shakespeare and his Predecessors. Charles Scribne’s Sons, 1900.
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G HE—. [WoOv 24 7 ATV 2427 AT THEILERDIZD» ! T X7

T—vavBiit=rzur BRI T 4], [EEEWN] 6 (20044E). 255-94H,
YA z728T7 . va )7 A, TRIZBR 2] BEATR]. b < 2EE. 20164,
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On the Song of Act 4, Scene 1 in Measure for Measure

Kazuki Sasaki

The report examines the song from Act 4, Scene 1 in Measure for Measure, edited by the author
and published in the Taishikan Shakespeare Series. By comparing the commentaries of
18th-century editors of Shakespeare’s Works with those of modern editions, it is clear that this
song still holds many mysteries to be uncovered, especially regarding authorship. Furthermore,
it suggests that the task of the distinguished editors was to patch the so-called ‘wormholes’
scattered throughout Shakespeare’s texts while balancing the possibilities and impossibilities of
interpretation and exploring the ‘ideal form’ of the text in various ways. Finally, this report
concludes with the hope that the Taishikan Shakespeare Series will continue to be read for

many years to come, and that it will be updated with newly edited texts in due course.
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The Taming of the Shrew
—— W ORBUL [HE] 2 [FEA] 22

I R#G T

1. HRAGH L 2427 2AET7DF 2 2 b

KBRS = 4 7 27 REE TEOTT LI F o 12DIX19874:72, 204K, 0
y AEROFOIZEOBEM LI EZ s ERLET I, [RTRESH->TbBL
2IUZ R 22 ZERH-TLDRE LV, BAZEOEKZ ( DKFRFAIZKLE»
DY, DL Tv=A4 27 2T fERPH#ERT ORES L INTOIRRIE o2, &
2 G304ELL 2R T, E2HEOTIT R szl ¥, ELRHOL 1 [7a -]
2 [EHEE] 2ol FH - FFRIEf I, HRORFHF L 0 TELFR Y = A4
AT D AMEMNTIIRECELL T,

LR DFRZPBEZ ) L) O TIIL . The Taming of the Shrew D 7 7 A 1 %12 L
DAEL I LLTc L &, ZOEARWLTHOWBIIIBEINZFHEH» KRS (HELTVS
TEREBRLII» LI, o T20LOHA I, #FEravay s ir»s [Ho
KOE] 2 [V==2DBAN] #PHRATORFESER IV, 20FETL A S
FHA—YOFERP I, HEOVFFBELESI St 6T LY, Ex—TVIthbdy =47
2T OBMPE L TR U I L TE b, TNPEILIZOSKEHEAGES 14725 72,

% 1 & d5Peter AlexanderfiD 2 ) v ZHD v 2 4 7 AT RERPEARL L TWIZDIC
AL, B2HRERBERMEST 27 AL PRETL LI o2, EDIILT 7 AT R
DLV ERTGEOMWEE, ED I FRERPHET 2 LEBICHFRT 2, BEPOS
LY A7 27 ORLPHRCELHOFEI L BPHHL T2, v=4272¢¥
7 OMERFT Y. &Y bRl A5 VARG L I13E 2 L KRB The Taming of the Shrew % 5.
LTHUHRDOFEIWED L I LALTH A D,

B LTw 2@ #»ET 20 THE, HORY 2B L TH B LW,
EHE ) LIHEMUHE ChHIIFORTHIR S e X DBl 2R 23, —F . B
THHER PR OBROB LA CEEPHET VL. BsPHYOER TV 2LHE
MRS 2o 0 I B, HARE. EErHRAHA T A THIVI v
RTHRINTU WP EHOB & P RIFHAIS LHFTTE 2725 ) »5. WEHIZLE -
TR V=X =B SH2 L BREST R L b, BHEOBRT CHEFEOHT»E
b2YGER. BRr oHFERIIL2GA L. BlMISOMBEY Ho, 26 2 bFcH 3%
BTOLREPHGL L 0B 2FOHE D Hiud, FITO4 2V % ) —REHPEH
L O bERTORAWL LTHUGE Y D b, The Taming of the Shrew D¥5E:131623

1 ARFEIX. 2024 4F 6 A 15 H. BIBRZFEEBHRELRPZ N2 v 2 —FHD [ =4 27 2 ¢ 7 BillifEse
DT 772 _KIBEE =4 7 27 WE F 2855 28 WKL a4 ~v ] THRE LR ICmE
L72bDTH 3,
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FEDT77—RAF 75V FFD)BEAKRL 225, %D modernized version X D>, ¥ o
LRI A RIBZH ) D2, SENSTIHLIHART VL Iz LFRET <
2. 3LICEREL L TOBRMOMBRY B3¢z T7 7 A McT 505, I 60w
~NDEZ T DI IIFEEE ORE pETE,

BTy =422 7 0% %ZHd > LT 2HARAN] Lwv), HEE» LY ED
Y=y FLREHEE OB E L TREMEEYBD 2L 0D, ZOHAEBRIILTED &
dJIENE (., REOLFIIZ S O»BEIELBD Y = 4 7 2 ¥ T RO ZHHE .
FINFx—e v Z—IlEIRANIZL, B RFOL»E L 2RSS, LY R—T%
BEFE L LOEBOTH A 2 — D13, EFERFEFE 2D MR 3 horeditd oAl
ETNVER, BERVACESL IR Tws, BIROHAT, HRABED 2912,
HA NG 25, HARD WML > & 3 The Taming of the Shrew TH 5 Z L1z, 13 ) AR
Iz 632% 200,

FIOF7 7 Z MIZRFELTOD T HESEESMALY), I X—vitEELIY,
YA FRREBEFIcEE AT AL, v 4727 OBl E U THR Y RALET
ZDh, HRAGA PRI WU LT 202, 2ORBNEo Iz ¢ v, HRAR
DF 7 A+ ORBEERo729 . Y #EEZI2 . speech prefix (BHFE) ORF P EERLL 72
DEw)H), =L T 7 2+ HRELOREL, [HRAFHEO 2D DOMmE] & v Hik
MIBCHE 2R 5 2 2 L OB L 25, SMESCEMRIZIINES 2, 727 2 FmBIEEER
HEEEPIFINIZMTHY L6, FWLCOHROEEL ) e - BHFH LM
H#Fo T3

BV OMED. DL D) LhE - BFEMLGHLTRMHINIERTHL Z LT
HRFE I b ~57, D. E McKenzie 3#HEES % [7 72 Fothay] 21213 [EW0
BERE] LEZLABLTVE, FTTEHFETLIT 7 A #ZHMAR LT 2L S, B
DBEHETLELZDTOCIIROFTED L I IT A4 BN LR Y 20F7 7 2 FERS R
. WERLZEYBHL LD LT 20rsHEEEsRI T~ HHAO—27, 2o
PR BRFHLERE. 433 0WMANELooH a7 72 Mz b G IELR
v, RSER—YOHEREIUCAADI L. ER—TJDTIZ7ALDE ) 4 F, v
<. K=, BER. B T, 2ho0 o0 Lo EINIHHE LK LD
MOMEDa I 2a=r —va VORI, MEMEEL. 7272 0BRETLHB, K
B =4 727 WNEOREL VI F7 2721 bY. 20 L PEETSIES
R E W,

2. BT &M
AL s B FE G L. BARN 2RO HAROFHEBIZ. ELYAECLDL

bR—TI3 v, HOBEWRCTHES S »HEL o [R5 & [ - @R o372,
The Taming of the Shrew DME— DEUARFLIZIZ G oo Bl d 2, iz v—FF

2 D. . McKenzie, Bibliography and the Sociology of Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), p.5.
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DEANTHEA—T oA 2D o TRABARLEFT W 220HY). 3206 CWEC
S2EBDOV =T a2vBREVE>TLI-RERTHA ) LRI LTS, [&
=TV ARE] LbMIEhs, BIRE2H TLeLeBx v 2 ) —FDHEL LT
KM NV=F A PHFWHFRALLETEL T2, theH#EL T2 GiAPEI DI, #
Wi LItKADAR =T v A TR, v—e v FItEE LTS F7—=A72,
% OWREZZZDOHETD P 7 —=AFDEFIL. ARIIK—FT v oA »55EL < EHW
PRoliDds, BIEIZ L o ThA—T v A ORI EBE LU eV T, #RELTEHT
—=ADEHII L7125 DTHA ) LIHEL T 2,

FIZAMRELZIINCOEFAPF 7 —=2AD DL LTEHS Lk, 127080 EH
EBEL T, 20RFAPA—T VA ILELE2DIWRELEH TR v, HITO%
HTAR—T v A EREBE) F AL TESLTORDT. BEOX 4 I v
TRDPLERED, PRIV —F A DOREBOBFWIZ A —T v ADBL L T3 DI3H
Rumntl, 120529 LZTREDS FTHH EDOLDTH > T, WETIEZ O L7z
AR L Z 3w,

PEHHET L - RO A BRI 258D b, F4 5T 2O “Enter a
Pedant” ¢ ) FES PO CHriim L WM Z2D—HI72, ©7 v I ~DRIER D ¢ 5HI
T, BELHEADOBIEsbe I V— vy A BREAMI B LT v om0 8
LS %3, 2OMIZBHECD L 7 —=Apv—2r Az L. ©7 v ~OERHG
DEFHEWY 3 o TREANT T 4 220 LHEBOFT2E2, R V-2 F
DXPT 4+ Ve v A DRI LE LT LN, F 7 —=FR3BWOXBH P LIz THT &
) LHERT 5,

Ao er vyFurb s ) ERCAW P ROU 7 LY O 2551 255 4 %58
2505 T, EBIZ 2O AN BT 5O 71THO#7E, F1O F# %13 “Enter
aPedant” TH Y. I 2 TPedant 25 EL T 5, Ky LEHRINIEFEEOEH -
DIRATIZCTRY . 2D FE S % “Enter a Merchant” & 88 L T w3, 20104E1z R
& 72 Barbara Hodgdon#i D& 3 7 — 7 it & . 20174F12 1iFR 3 4172 Ann Thompson i
Doa—rv7) y IRDEIMCTH 27,

Hodgdon ¢ Thompson 25F1® Pedant % & 2 T Merchant & L 72AR#IL W 222D 5,
—oBUEREA» GBI N ZOBEDOANWEE., RAonBPrrv—r vy o4 DOLH T 4
Ve vy AT R L) LR T AL T = A RHEMOo L) TSR PI N5,
BuIOr%25,

Sir, at the farthest for a week or two,

But then up farther, and as far as Rome,

And so to Tripoli, if God lend me life. (4. 2. 74—76)4

3 Barbara Hodgdon, ed., The Taming of the Shrew, The Arden Shakespeare, 3rd series (London: Methuen,
2010), 258. Ann Thompson, ed. The Taming of the Shrew, The New Cambridge Shakespeare, 3rd edition
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2017), 141.

4 RIGIZ 36\ T The Taming of the Shrew > b D3I BII KRB & = 4 27 2 ¢ 7 WEH 2 L OH I T
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NF27FTRC, 1. ZHMWEELLZDL, a—=~, 361 YR A2 ) LW
) OB ORI, EiEWLEOHRB T sbsBErARI s, FYRY LT 7
YV HXDOBIEDY v LHHHIHBD v N VIZA—DOHA DD B H. Wb T,
The Merchant of Venice DF§ N7 » + — =4 OWEOFHEME L THER 3 a4 72,

IR —= AR OB EHRT DI, BEEANLOSCHSHEETART 2 7 TEIHD
REEDB L WELET, thrHetlilovicBik. FRHLOABPRU ZUYMILG
ZODR3EI LG I2A ) LLORLT 5.

Alas, sir, it is worse for me than so,
I have bills for money by exchange
From Florence, and must here deliver them. (4. 2. 68-90)

COBREMET 7 4 vy 2 OB BEBIS1DICAT 27 TREDIEL V),
INDINIOBOWELEALHM T 2R LML L 5,

2O LI ORIz 2. AR LRI S H 2. ZORIOMIEILT ) A 2 F OFEAE
¥Ta— Xx 224 UHPEFFE TR LI Supposes 1205, ZDX x 224 v OBIOH
THYMAT 2B AWIITANTL, S 6IZ The Taming of the Shrew L OHiRMFE S £ 3
LRI N T W ATEEREEDE] The Taming of A Shrew (BLF A Shrew & MH-)TH, 20D
Bz IS T 52 A3 Merchane 72, BL k. w3 b B35 AW # Pedant »> 6 Merchant -~ ¢
HETT 51200, &b Tl LR,

LR L VORI b 200 6F RIS = 4 7 2 T BFEHD The Taming of
the Shrew TI13 2 DEZ AN % Pedant D 3 3 & L7z, OHEBIER It TS 2047
v DEMAIE, MFONW e Rout#ET s eA vy Tuiciro T, F7—=F13w
S RWMHENEEFENL, TRIIHLTEAYTrIEIRD L I IZEL 5,

Master, a marcantant, or a pedant,
I know not what, but formal in apparel,

In gait and countenance surely like a father. (4. 2. 63-65)

A v Fuid (AL, rbrokv] LEoTwd, ZORMTEA YT ri
“marcantant” £ 4 X ) TEEBMOBFELPFE L T2, EMLRA 2 ) 7ETHNIT
“mercatante” 72, (Pope & Capell 134T H 1 IEFE % 4 % U 7 & “mercantante” ~iT IE L
Twa’, BB B30 T4 2 ) 7#6 LOBERHEI A v TuoRE oY
SDFHEAD L~ L I AHTIELVD,) Thompson i v 4 v 7 v Offf 5 “marcantant” &
COBHESRENRL LD o7 LB L. fFEBS DR OIEHF 2 1F 2 B
k2 Pedant DH #BEATL 2 o ZWEEH PRI L T2, —FH. A v 27274 —F

The Taming of the Shrew (2024) i 5,
5 Alexander Pope, ed., Works, 6 vols (1723-5). Edward Capell, ed., Comedies, Histories, and Tragedies, 10 vols

(1768).
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IROM# Oliver1d, €A ¥ TudFRELBY) MIE»bd b kAW 271291,
LY B2 Pedant £ VI BRADEZLATVRIZBE LW EHE 2 55, Pedant 13BH A
PRTLTFDIILLDTH o> T, BEHRIEE TR LWL VI DU
FRZONIDBART 4T - FTINFTDRAL 7 X% 727 2—DU0EDFy F—Vv
(Dottore) DRI )BT A2 D E L TPedant £ WIHIRLBHCO NI REEY H B, F
v b= VAR TG QMR Y WIS 582 H T2, The Taming of the Shrew D € 7~ 7
POHCBEYT - Fay ME, aRATAT T INTOEHRPABCKBLTVE, Hu
BNAL2HES 27O EAAS 20 -2 37 v A, BROAREY v = DFEK
PRHODWB L 7=, 279 FRT 4 » 7% F2A2EB 0TI, FHEP DA
IOREADBELG LT, BOLBIALTEY O, RBRIISVTTITT T ERTHT,
BRanedT WHIKY 2 &% Pedant £ 42 L1213, EREN 74 u=—b&IhTw5,
ZHOLIZHE» OREH Y 24 7 27 NETIIFID Pedant L 72, F1D T 7 %
F D Pedant & W ITRLIL. [F»bhr L LAY PHRURTERSELTHEELTVS,
ZNn % Merchant L ®» 2 2 L1, 2O » 6 EEBORPZT2EAl LvI AW
BeEORT I ick s, UAALEIEBL T, ZOANPOBELPEALBRL, 2
DL R P T2 LTI REEEAL), HROA—T v AMEPHEE EOoT R
TP L7cH D, LEEOTNS AL =X 2D LI, TOAIPEAL L vk
RTBLICAHEBIZIYAR» Y Ltk v, Bz, HTo0b T, BIPTItHR
DR, WAL FOFEEL LTHEBT 2L b WHEL D, FIOPedant # H 2 T
Merchant IZHET T2 L wH 2 L, Ot o [HM] #BIRT 22 LizkoTLE I,
K 24 727 RETIE. I Z ) LITBR EOHMIZ TS 2R UBAAL v
TLERBELED T, TOANWARFLIO L 35 Pedant & L 72,

3. FE&LTZ7 A b

KRS = 4 7 2 T WEFE2HE T, EMESMBILT 7 2 L RRATIED. Zhid
—“ A= AP ENZENOBMETEHPRED 52 LiciZ» L 6 v, RRTHIms 3k
ABet#ED Tr OMBIZMY MU~ bDOTH b5, LOGEIFETHBAPREL >
MEMEPED 2 BB T, BAOLEHRH»MMIz L o720 ) DDEBED L Z A2,

ZOL ) IMEEBBRCRE WL > TS RERMLFEHOO L2 [(FEE2L T
ZAFRARREEL T IICTAE] Ew) LR, BWRBRD X DI The Taming of the Shrew DV
—ODfEHE T & 2 WHMARILF17 25, 2 DEIRIFTEAR O EE W 6 2> Tl 2 v, Bk o
A—TF v UARMEDE»IZ. A VX7 va v TR LIATAIbS, B15E 15D
HLEPRFEIZICODFIIZPBERLTLE ) EwOMEY D 5. FI1D The Taming of the
Shrew DM 13 3 NOFEF T 58 b o T 25, TROBRFCHW»H - 722 L p5if
FEENTW2, A Shrew t DFiIHEER. 15904 FFE OB OBEAHEE. <2 F OHAT.

6 H. J. Oliver, ed., The Taming of the Shrew, The Oxford Shakespeare (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1982), 191.
7 Charleton Hinman, Printing and Proof-Reading of the First Folio of Shakespeare (London: Oxford UP, 1963),
vol.2, 446-62.
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15944 DBIGHEH, Z2h6 ity =A4 27287 0Mb Y L Eomid+ s, FlOoT 2
Z PRI ORERTORM L B 2R3 b DTz <. ME» DU 252
KWL 72 RGO FED 7125 12 Rk D 5,

The Taming of the Shrew 32 = 4 7 2 € 7 DM OIETI, v = 4 7 2 €7 253 124
DFEBEE > REIIZHBE L TWREIFITLRA G »DIED Shrewll, Wb W % Ur-Shrew H31H
U b, 3622+ OFATH I REAST F @ BIH Pembroke’s Men 25 A Shrew % v 28 — F
Y=L L TwRHREIRE 2w, 29 L EEES Ao TH SE S noiilios,
o OHEHGEL L LI LTELZYDV., R TENG &Y LI The Taming of the
Shrew HIESL L 72, F1 DT 27 2 M3, 29 LIZREZRUOH TOEBUZ DT 52
ERAMI KA T w28y FY—27 TR LV,

W1 6 > % speech prefix DIRFELZ 2FFOMHF S 52 L ) 1cB2 2. I OFENZUD 5.
BEOFFEEPHITOREFEESMZ 5, 2hs3vTnd AELKIT LoEET
Ho, EHFLILES [(FRES] »MET2ILL. MEORHATH L L) D5,
Aot ) o JF 72, BB TAE Eo [RIE] E3H ) »5. [(FEe3] 3ET. 20M
[ GIIEREE TE AOECI] i g AR (N

— NDBE NP D4 % Pedant & § 5 »>Merchant 3 % 7>, Merchant & 3 513 ) 25,
FEAERLELTRIVEEL DI L 57259, 1205Pedant i3 F1257R T [RE4 3 ]
DUL o7, 16REF Ou v Fy T, BWMIIEEL22ob - LHEABEEOMUR T, &
HORENTTVERIRAXT 4T - TINT OBE R ERIRILL %256, FAFER
PEAICEICESE L ooAMEDERPELR S, 20BCOH T, MIFHOBEAMIIH 3
DG S5 2 L% E2NTDd5Pedant & 0 I HA T, IBITVURRE, R O,
BARPHFXED TME-TZT 27 AT, 2DV 3 3 DAREE L Pedant & W ) T4 DT -
TWw2DTHIUL., TOREEIE, RIEH L EDB{RETL

The Taming of the Shrew D7 7 2 F #iH#id. LV &L LHEEREZD ST LD T L W,
Flzan (Feeh772r] 2. 7272 OHBITE EORBIIMC L2356, #
B LR o3 [(Pges] Bl BROBARDOFEHIZL o THART LD LT 5,
ChoHoiwEFLLTCHIBLIIYDTH 5,
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Editing The Taming of the Shrew:
The False Father—Pedant or Merchant?

Hiroko Maezawa

This report outlines the editorial principles applied to The Taming of the Shrew in preparing the
text for the second series of the Taishukan Shakespeare Collection. A central concern is the
identification of the character who impersonates Vincentio—whether to retain the First Folio’s
original designation Pedant or to adopt the emended form Merchant. Although substantial
textual and source-based evidence supports the latter, the editor decided to preserve Pedant in
order to avoid interpretive intervention that would cross into the realm of staging or direction.
The editorial policy follows the principle of maintaining the “imperfect text” of the First Folio,
correcting only clear compositorial errors while preserving its historical inconsistencies. The
resulting edition aims to balance readability for contemporary Japanese readers with fidelity to

the textual and interpretive uncertainties inherent in Shakespeare’s early modern print culture.
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[ 7o b=—LZVvA R T] I8 233 LECC
R = D

P2 R

Lxteic

AR, BIHATEBRE LRI e v 2 —FHEDOA <V [=2 472
7 BBRED S 77 v A—KRBREY = 4 7 26 7 BEE 24821 G A
4 =¥ ] (QQO244E6H 15 H R AT:) 1o T, EEsHEELIIARIESO
TWwad, 2023410 [RIBREY =4 7 2 7 WEE 24 »sHfTah, £ [7
vh==LtZzvA R 7] OmMEPIHL L, [HE24] OWMEG», 5 14£]
(19804EMRFIAT) DS E RS CEL 2D, FIHITH W TIL. WEHE PRI
MEET AEEPIT o2 0IHIzh o, BIEDOYEA, €—2— T v2Iv
AX=bREE LIy =4 72728 (1951) DAL » eD 3 MM L. KREHK
DF 7 A EFTHREE o TzDiR L, SNl [52 4] Tk, TR AR
AN A7 28T OB EVIR (HDEWIZZRICHET AR PERL LL
6. DOID TREHDPALPHET 2L COHOMEESLETH -T2, LUF, [7
V==t vA Rt 7] ORLRHEET HBICACERES LOMERD—2
PRELTV S0,

U[7v ==tz vt 7] (KB 20234E) OIEAR L =2 DME R
SRIEESFELIZ Y 242727 [Tvr=—t2zvA s+ 7] (KB,
20234FE) DAL 2 MEE T 5 L THRIL L 7oA. 16234F 12 AR S 4172 The First
Folio t Mg > =4 7 2 7RIS TH . Z D The First Folio (BIFF1) &
W) EIRIAR IS 6 72 “The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra” DBIERTH - 72,

A :F1 (“The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra”)
I (EHIZ X 5D
KB (7 r==t 2z vA ) 7]

LFEERAD &L )iz, F1D “The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra” 2 FIRI S
REFERRL56, KLPHEEL T o2b P05, 20K, KE{ 30T, X
D& O BEoDRMEACET L7,

LEFLzEIRI S hiciv 7 Faxz—va v &) IS 5D,

22FITREANL P HEENXYTEATSHTHY., et i) D,

BLFRIZ R0 Tk, ML BLORA»HAL L wEFsHY, 2hel)
WA 5 Db,
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1Oy 7 Faxz—va /itLTIE, av vy 22l LIFIOAL Y, 203
3RO R, BROFEE IS ERE PR C 21580 L v, o T,
Floaun v, SHIZE o THART (T D03, RSB LT Iiany
RPEVAFILEZ TV LESH-72, 20 FEEOEA. FlicswTid, +E
SVEPRTOLRODILEELTHSEI > Tw 2000006 LWL ) L EHT
ol orERant, TRV IZFaz—va v RIDOMBEIL 2h
ML LR E T Lo ~S KRS LMEPIIOATVEDT, 22 TEMED
MEE, 30 [FELLHCCORB] 22w THY L TAaZWw,

IIT 3L & B D XA
(1) AZHwREDOT N

F10 “The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra” 25FIk & 172 B, HF DA 1
DBBRULILDIE, ¥=2 47 A7 OHEFRMI LB ZOE LI LfEEIN TV S
(Bevington 271), o THHIZE 213, RO & ) ZEREEP&ET. KEMWK [7 ~
F=—t7vA L T] ORLHIRES NI Ltk B,

MB :
Y= A7 27 ORERME 2132 DFL
| Stage 1 (HiFT.B. 5 1.E)
The First Folio (“The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra”)
| Stage 2 (FEF 12 X 2 KED)
KEFER [7 v r==LtzvAsr 7]

PIB O Stage 1 Tl3. HKFOMTFLH, v =427 27 OHERMZ 2L DF
LERZLH»6IET %A, F10O “The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra” DA
PERLTwo Tt EHEES NS, TH NV — F=t vOIEIZ X hid, Stage 1
T, *7 7 vOHFTB L RECOMFLED A HETHET 2illh, 7H
DI EIL, 252556017 —2%:635 7417, 2% 7555517 —3%:6353317 (4T 13 KIE IR
DITE) THH. TUAOHEL IS T.B TH o 72 (Howard-Hill 7).

(2) B2 L BOLD Kl 235 2 8
(2)—a prose interjections H AT T.OFL Y 2> ?

9®@B®&gd0kﬁéﬁéﬁ® 13, HFTB, E#5, 1620k T (
TVAIA, HHWIE, BTPBT 2L TAR—ZAZPK ), AR L
TRELIAR, MLILLTCLE TR ETDBDHEECIETHE, Lol L
56, 2ITH ) —oHELDIE, I OIEMIZSHE BN 5 prose interjections &
WO BERA, COMFTOMEEHIMEPS Gzl Twa i) LT
»H 5 (Wilders 80),

prose interjections & 13, HL DRFHEIC, BARBL»HAS B LD L T,
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RKDOFIH (A) O TGS (a) &L BIH B) O TS (a) »320—BITH 2, 51 (A)
51 (B) 1. &< WU T, & 2. F10 “The Tragedie of Anthonie, and
Cleopatra” > 5 | 1%E D, EHEIPRE LI KIERER>» LDFIHTH 5,

51H (A) :F1TLN 745-765
Cws. (b)You praise your selfe, by laying defects of iudge-

ment to me: but you patcht vp your excuses.

Anth. Not so, not so:
I know you could not lacke, I am certaine on’t,
Very necessity of this thought, that I
Your Partner in the cause ’gainst which he fought,
Could not with gracefull eyes attend those Warres
Which fronted mine owne peace. As for my wife,
I would you had her spirit, in such another,
The third oth’world is yours, which with a Snaffle,
You may pace easie, but not such a wife.

Enobar. (a)Would we had all such wiues, that the men

might go to Warres with the women.
Anth. So much vncurbable, her Garboiles (Czsar)

Made out of her impatience: which not wanted

Shrodenesse of policie to: I greeuing grant,
Did you too much disquiet, for that you must,
But say I could not helpe it.
Casar. I wrote to you, when rioting in Alexandria you
Did pocket vp my Letters: and with taunts

Did gibe my Misiue out of audience.

51 (B) : KIEAHE2. 2. 60-80

Caesar (b)You praise yourself 60
By laying defects of judgement to me, but

You patched up your excuses.

Antony Not so, not so.
I know you could not lack — I am certain on’t —
Very necessity of this thought, that I,
Your partner in the cause ’gainst which he fought, 65
Could not with graceful eyes attend those wars
Which fronted mine own peace. As for my wife,
I would you had her spirit in such another;

The third o’th’world is yours, which with a snaffle
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You may pace easy, but not such a wife. 70

Enobarbus (a) Would we had all such wives, that the men might

go to wars with the women!

Antony So much uncurbable, her garboils, Caesar,
Made out of her impatience — which not wanted
Shrewdness of policy too — I grieving grant 75
Did you too much disquiet. For that you must
But say I could not help it.

Caesar I wrote to you
When rioting in Alexandria; you
Did pocket up my letters, and with taunts

Did gibe my missive out of audience. 80

COBIHETE. = F =Lt 7 v r=—0&RoYHE, 51l (A) THEE (a)
DEoiz. TAOHBZOBRITIIZ, 7= —OFREA N2 QEBIN L HL
DA o T3 TWw3 (Would we had all such wives, that the men might go to Warres
with the women), I 4125, prose interjections ¢ FFIZN A HRTH 5, I DYHEA
BiZ, 72—ty —F-ORFHSPLLEL), MEORFIICTR LT
mOoNTWwa 2, ) LI oMz, 224 7 N—=~N208IL s8N s,
fud, fEE s, BIARR L LT BRSO IR REA STV 50
ThHoT. W21, EEDA 7 N—= N 2355 5 TR OEAE. X PEAT S Z
Litd o T, X THEOR TRy —F— L7 v b =—DWRA L BURIIEE Y 5] &
PR T 2 EBIRR R s FEHE SN, ) LR L0 T, 2DAL 78—
DEFNL, FUCHBI M Tw ), DO F 212 LTE(DBRETHA ) (K
BEER T Y. ZOEIIECECIZ L72) (Wilders 80), 2D A4/ N—=N2DHEFD X
din. [Frr=—tzvA 7] T3, HILOMIc, FEICHBISAIRLE
% prose interjections & FFIEN A2 BRDIHERIZL VD TH 5,

—%. 518 (A) OFHE. E»612iTHO Y —F—DRiAP A TAL D CFHES
(b): You praise your self, by laying defects of iude-gment to me), FITII. ZDv—F—0D
BN T L. M ELTHR SR Twa, Lo LLssh, ZOWEIE. Bt
Y, 72—ty —F -SRI LTH- TV AHHTHo T, BREDHSINLZH
FHOBEY5I S & v ) k2> 6F o T, prose interjections TIA 7% ¢ . FHIIZ T~ & HF
ThHAI, DLz, BT <EEI»HLIZ Lo Tw 2D, 826 CHEFRA
ATTHEFTOFRY 20 Hd VI, BLPHLIK2Z6 LT, 2OR—TJDAR—ZP
BAIL THFZFEDRLI o 12D, L EOHEAIEZ LMD, TNLDI L PHE
2. KREBFERCTI., IOy —F -0 fFOHEFIIOVTIE., B GEZBIEL Tw
% (51 (B) THHE (b)), Bz Z ) Lz, 23 VARMIZ T ~& L AT
DI LTLE o T 2EINIL. ~T 7 vOMFLB &b~ T, REALMFTLIE >3
BLRRHIZZ W, LI2do T, EXWEFERA T 2 % 256017 256357447, 2075
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5547 -376353347 (TLN 744-1266, 1395-1785) =20 T, MItiEE 2 ) LE»3H -
72, WFTOHFEOR D, 7272 FORETIZ b EET2—-HITH A,

COI [7vb==tzvAaxt 7] LuifEmid. BOMEITIZ LAY R
CoTWwa I iM%, Larb 2D AL, prose interjections & W 9 FHAYEI T
DRDLDH», HFLTOH LY (HEWIICERHE) 2D, 23 ) FLUZAIR 2
NI DE I TRCDY», ZOBLPHIZEZ YT Y RO — 2 ) LI
P32 LMD THELODTH S,

(2)-b prose interjections 2> half lines 2>
MOTHIA (C) »RTAELI, 2BH6GOFHO Y —F— L Ky <[ OLFH DO KRB
R» 6DFIHTH 5,

51/ (C) : KB 2.6.5-8

Which if thou hast considered, let us know 5
If ’twill tie up thy discontented sword

And carry back to Sicily much tall youth

That else must perish here.

POMPEY (ZH)  Toyou all three,
(FHERE (ZBH) L) LFREHIZLB)

THRE D That else must perish here & To you all three 1. % f1 % fLhalfline &£ 5 5 T, #H
LT H %, BBOEH AW T TR TH s, ZOHE. ~— ¥ — DThat else
must perish here & W 9 {3l & R <4 DTo you all three & V5 HFiEl %&b T 117 &
Bz b7:9, POMPEY & v ) B A4 & To you all three DIz, b &b SZEH 53
JonTwd, ZTDOZEHIL, That else must perish here & To you all three #5 Z 41 € tLhalf
lineTH s Lo, BEMbLYILT ORTLDOTRTH Y. 2 O half lines DBHE
B 2 BRI, 19RO IRz 36 » THHE I v 6 ule (Wilders 80-81), € 0 —7,
F1TIWX. halflines ¥ R DOZEAMHRYI b TwLZ v, Bz if, FITIR., 2oy —F
— LR YA OLFOFEIMML. KO L) Rl shTtws GIH (D)),

51/ (D) : F1 TLN 1180-87

Which if thou hast considered, let vs know,
If ’twill tye vp thy discontented Sword,
And carry backe to Cicelie much tall youth,

That else must perish heere.

Pom. To you all three,

DX 5z, FITIL. To you all three DHiiz. halfline TH 5 2 L ZRTIR WV AR —
2DEI LN TwLw, 207D, Toyouall three & ) A5, halfline TH LD, H
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B WIFHRSCH I A 3 72 prose interjections % D 2>, ERI 250 E iz WA HE L T
% (Bevington 275-80, Wilders 80-84),

RO5IH (B) 13, 2H5507 vA 5 7 LEEOLFEOYE T, F12 6 D5[H T
Hb, TOWPHUIMI, FTXTHIXTEON TV 22D, KEBMTIx. 518 (B) &=
HaB Lo, FHIP 4 Thalflines & L TRBEL 7225, B I2Hf A 3 4L 5 prose
interjections £ L TH RWHMTH Y, —RELLIZLTRVOD2, KBV > TIEMEL
HHl»TE Lo, 510 (F) OF#HEBHe's bound vnto Octauia 2> 6 What say you? %
T#. & THCL (prose interjections) &% 2. HREM I, 51 (B) oL )r)icLl Tk
(ZLHWRTHS I,

51H (BE) : F1TLN 1095-1106
Mes. Free Madam, no: I made no such report,

He’s bound vnto Octauia.

Cleo. For what good turne?
Mes. For the best turne 1’th’bed.

Cleo. 1 am pale Charmian.

Mes. Madam, he’s married to Octauia.

Cleo. The most infectious Pestilence vpon thee.

Strikes him downe.

Mes. Good Madam patience.

Cleo. What say you? Strikes him.
Hence horrible Villaine, or Ile spurne thine eyes

Like balls before me: Ile vnhaire thy head,

518 (F) : KI&HE 2.5.58-65
Messenger Free, madam? No! I made no such report.

He’s bound unto Octavia.

Cleopatra For what good turn?

Messenger For the best turn i’th’ bed.

Cleopatra I am pale, Charmian. 60

Messenger Madam, he’s married to Octavia.

Cleopatra The most infectious pestilence upon thee!

Strikes him down
Messenger Good madam, patience.

Cleopatra What say you?
Strikes him

Hence,

Horrible villain, or T'll spurn thine eyes

Like balls before me! I'll unhair thy head! 65
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[Py b==t27vA S+ 7] TRIIVIZr—2pWDTE. Zhid. %
B EDHFTOI 2H 5 CIZRBE LHB T3 % (. I F1 T3 half lines D
ERpBINTwLR RS, 20 6HEI 2% L (half lines) % © 22 8 L (prose
interjections) ZO>REHHOIIZS WD TDH 5,

IV &

Dk, FLCEHIRI S Tw a8, 204 $WLELTRVOS, HIiH S
M2 b5, COHBI»OSIZCCFPET TS0, AMEIZHT DI,
BESDHLITOEMzTEL, £b &b, AERTIZ. B L L OBA B
BRI A% (. L LTHE»NERAL, HEERPF -T2 L05b 5,
il 21X, “Approach, there!—Ah, you kite!—Now, gods and devils,” (K& £ 3. 13.
I LI T v =—0RIFE. IO—ATTHILLoTwd, L, £y
212 & o T3 . @43 (Approach, there). ] (Ah, you kite!). M5
i) (Now, gods and devils) & W) Z0DEHR» LM 2 2 OEFIL. BOCHIERZ
LEoTH IV R PMEIHRL TS, [Ty ==t vA i+ T] %
BRI T 2B s U, HL»#ML»] Lv)FEFZEOMWIZ, 2oLty =
4727 OBBIOERIZR NS [HLOB] LvI)MELE bHESY L
NEZMWTHEH, DL I RLEEDORS ZIEIZo0TIE, 4%OFEL L
Tw a7z,

51 sCHk
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Verse and Prose in Antony and Cleopatra:

Issues Involved in Textual Establishment

Tatsuro Sato

This paper discusses editorial challenges encountered in establishing the text of Anzony
and Cleopatra for the Taishikan Shakespeare Series (2023), which requires editors to recon-
struct the text from the earliest printed editions rather than rely on later modernized ones. For
this edition, the First Folio (1623) served as the copy-text.

The Folio was typeset by Compositor B and Compositor E, the latter an apprentice whose
portions of Acts 2 and 3 contain many instances where lines that should metrically and dra-
matically be verse appear as prose. The Taishitkan edition therefore restores verse where appro-
priate.

However, Antony and Clespatra frequently employs prose interjections—comic prose in-
serted into verse dialogue for dramatic effect. Distinguishing these intentional prose insertions
from compositor errors requires careful attention to context, metre, and dramatic function.

A further complication is the presence of half lines—verse lines split between two speak-
ers. Modern editions mark half lines visually, but the Folio does not, making it difficult in some
passages to decide whether a short intrusion is a half line or a prose interjection. In some cases,
the available evidence does not allow a definitive determination.

Overall, the play presents unusually complex transitions between verse and prose, de-
manding sustained editorial judgment to separate Shakespeare’s dramatic design from inaccu-

racies introduced during early modern typesetting.
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Learning from Philosophical Manuscripts and Archives

Benedetta Zaccarello

Manuscripts became more accessible items only in very recent times, after having
been handled as for-specialists-only relics over the past decades if not centuries.
Nonetheless, it is still usually the case that only researchers working on the critical
edition of a writer’s work, or archivists in charge of related collections, develop specific
knowledge on the author’s manuscripts and archival materials. Work on deciphering the
quirks of handwriting requires time, and it does not easily match the pace imposed on
contemporary research and intellectual production in general. Archivists, editors,
scholars working on manuscripts know the complexity of the information transmitted
by such materials, as well as the irreducible idiosyncrasy of each writer’s archive.

Philosophical manuscripts are an even less known kind of objects. Some of the
“initiations” which one must undergo, if she is patient enough to deal with such
enigmatic documents, are similar to those experienced by colleagues handling literary
manuscripts: the first step, naturally, is getting acquainted with someone else’s
handwriting. But that’s just the beginning. Subsequent steps include just as challenging
tasks, such as becoming familiar with strategies in composition, techniques for storage
ad usum sui of notes and quotations, recurrent abbreviations, codes used in drafts or
while scribbling marginalia, ways of synthetizing when drafting a speech or a lesson...
Not only are these materials richer in layers of qualitative information when compared
to the printed page (the characteristics of the handwriting, the type and quality of the
paper, the symbols and drawings used to implement the text, all convey contents that
can be methodically analyzed, but are often grasped more intuitively): they require
different skills and a different methodology in analysis and interpretation.

Since manuscripts of an author are the only surviving traces of a living process of
elaborating, verbalizing and sharing thought, it doesn’t seem absurd to compare the
complexity of such corpora to an organism whose specialized parts work together as
organs, which relate in turn to other parts and to the whole. Such interrelated topologies
within the collections or streams in the evolutionary transformation of a project;
symmetries and kinships within sets of manuscripts; the shift in meaning generated by
repositioning parts of a corpus after reconsidering their classification; the peculiar logics
in reading and composing emerging through the study of the material in support of the
writing; the strategies in criticism and self-censorship in editing displayed by underlined
and erased words... after long exposure to one author’s manuscripts, all these phenomena

appear to the reader almost like specters: they are effects of stratification in time, they
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require a certain degree of familiarity in order to be properly perceived.

The reader often becomes aware of such “aesthetic” cognition of philosophical
manuscripts, distilled in the form of a long-term trained knowledge of archives, only
when she dares moving to the study of a different author. Such relocation to a new
continent feels similar to the experience of a journey abroad: possibly a different
language, surely new maps to discover and draw, as-yet-unknown customs and a
tangible shift in the surrounding atmosphere. At the same time, investigation into a new
corpus often reveals ex post the methodology that had been previously and more or less
consciously devised to travel across our first writer’s papers. As writing methods display
the idiosyncrasy of an author, the researcher approaching a different field of inquiry in
the form of a new set of collections becomes aware of the specificity of the methods she
had empirically crafted before, as she has to adjust them and have them fit the
requirements of the new object of study.

When we come to tracking the genesis of some conceptual constellation across
philosophical manuscripts, the matter is even more delicate. First, on a very empirical
level, as mentioned above, it is mainly for the sake of scholarly editing or highly
specialized exegesis that researchers who are not trained philologists refer to manuscripts.
This means that it is even rarer for a specialist in philosophy to acquire skills and
experience on more than a single archive. Besides such subjective obstacle, developing a
specific approach as well as a shared methodology for the study and the edition of
philosophical manuscripts stand as obstacles.

All writing is an attempt to translate an inner experience (usually self-represented as
pre-verbal) into words, an attempt to make thoughts fit the mold of a language.
Nevertheless, conceptual writing is not only a battle with oneself as the author often
struggles in building bridges between different speculative traditions and established
theories. In the elaboration of their texts, philosophers constantly produce and recreate
the image of the cultural and theoretical heritage they address, either to embrace or
refute it. In this regard, what we call philosophy is not only a creative act of thinking
rooted in a lived experience and grounded in an existential perspective, but also a textual
production involving an often explicit dialogue with one’s own culture. A dialogue that
appears, moreover, structured around epistemic paradigms and specific intellectual
goals, dealing with predetermined criteria of validity as with procedures, forms and
styles supposed to better fit such epistemological ambitions. Despite claiming to
universality, philosophical statements are the result of negotiations between individual
expression and shared vocabularies. Precisely the thick medium of expression — the
whole set of literary dynamics implicitly involved in the writing of philosophy, for
instance — is easily forgotten, the discipline itself being traditionally focused on the
theoretical contents assessed, rather than on her own ways of expressing them, as is the

case for literature.
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Indeed, the study and edition of philosophical manuscripts delivers a vast array of
information in this regard, well exceeding the limits of the texts themselves. The archive
allows the scholar to study the emergence of concepts and to trace the production of
abstract vocabulary beyond the static representations offered by the printed book. It
reveals how abstract thought originates through the process of working with the multi-
layered fabric of language.

In this manner, manuscripts and archives uncover, for instance, the heterogeneous
range of sources that inspired the formulation of ideas. Archival work also helps us
observe how each thinker creates for herself an eclectic landscape of references, a galaxy
of conceptual networks which hardly ever belong to a single language or national
tradition. Although we like to think that theory is universal, the perspective offered by
archives, personal libraries and manuscripts shows us that abstraction is also a matter of
languages and codes, and reveals the work of the thinker/writer as a cultural mediator
between all such codes. This suggests a different paradigm for the analysis of conceptual
productions, one that focuses less on values of neutrality and universality and more on
those of integration and synthesis.

Through the study of archives, one can consider the evolution of theoretical thought
as an embodied adventure, experienced firsthand, and the history of the discipline as a
dynamic and collective process. In a relatively recent book, French philosopher Pierre
Macherey criticized the notion of “national philosophies” and contested its heuristic
value in understanding the history of philosophyl. He showed that theory should be
seen as the history of successive “hybridizations,” such as illustrated by Victor Cousin
“importing” Hegel to France, or by the reception of Kant relayed by Jules Barni. The
concept of “nationality” itself; rooted in the Romantic idea of one land, one people, one
language, seems more and more out of date when confronted with categories such as
postmodernity, creolization and globalization. In this regard the work of thinkers, when
seen through the lens of their manuscripts and archives, offers us models for cultural
mediation: archival research reveals that the language of theory is the result of a
conceptual syncretism between various codes and traditions and contributes to the
disclosure and reconfiguration of heterogeneous world-conceptions, sedimented in the
verbal matter of the papers.

Having been scarcely used in the study of philosophy so far (neither in the writing of
its history, nor in the exegesis of its published texts), philosophical manuscripts can
indeed help unfold a different understanding of the discipline, helping to reveal the
underlying practices related to the writing of texts: the multiple layers and various
versions of texts; the continuity of the struggle with some theoretical problems; the

interactions with peers and students; the hesitations, doubts, uncertainty lying behind so

L Etudes de philosophie francaise. De Sieyés & Barni, Paris, Publications de la Sorbonne, 2013.
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many universal statements; the role played by circumstances, travels, meetings and so
much more that we do not necessarily tend to associate with abstract discourse. While
genetic criticism has developed an important set of tools and a philological methodology
specific to the study of authors’ manuscripts since the 1970s, little has been done to
elaborate guidelines when dealing with philosophical or theoretical archives.

Theoretical manuscripts are odd objects that have only recently started to receive
proper attention. In France, for instance, an important set of manuscripts by Michel
Foucault have been declared to be of national interest (“trésor national”) in 2012 and
bought by the Bibliothéque Nationale de France for such a high price that even the
national daily press ended up covering the news. Less than a decade before, in 2004,
much less attention had been paid to Derrida leaving his archives to IMEC. It is also
worth noting that in Europe the creation of archive centers holding philosophical
manuscripts has allowed the gathering and preservation of important data. These centers
have enabled the survival of the memory of abstract writing and conceptual thought and
allowed those materials to survive. Furthermore, thanks to the contemporary
development of digital humanities, such documents are becoming more and more
accessible and are receiving well-deserved attention.

Nonetheless, the creativity expressed by researchers and archivists through their
development of ad hoc tools in order to edit, publish or interpret entire sets of
manuscripts has not reached a common methodological standard yet. As poetry drafts
differ, for instance, from sketches for a novel in their intrinsic logic and the strategy for
their interpretation, the writing of philosophy and its documental traces entail a specific
understanding. Moreover, as regards literary papers, research in genetic criticism has
already come up with a shift in its ontology underlining the charm and bias hidden in
any “teleological approach” to manuscripts: drafts are to be approached as interpretable
documents per se rather than as sheer traces of the preparation of a work to come. In this
perspective, it is the process and not the final product that is to be considered the
“ergon” of literature. Such methodological advancement naturally enabled materials
unrelated to a published (or even to an unpublished) project to be given proper
attention and promoted the edition of new kinds of posthumously published texts. And
what about philosophical papers? Together with the contemporary development of
digital editions, such perspective seems to have had an impact also on the edition of
unpublished philosophical manuscripts. An example might be the publication of notes
for lectures and classes, which became almost a “literary genre” in the last two decades.
But what can such renovated sensibility to such materials teach us about what the work
of philosophy, or its ergon, is?

Seen from the perspective of a thinker’s manuscripts, philosophy seems to be more a
matter of production of an abstract vocabulary along a continuous process of

reformulation, than a series of published works. From such a standpoint, the study of
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the writing of philosophy through its archives appears to be a field of research that
differs both from the analysis of literary manuscripts and from the study of theories
based on printed books or history of ideas.

As we sit in front of a handwritten page, language, which is the medium of philosophy
and of abstract thinking, becomes tangible in the form of erased words and blank spaces.
As these signs tell better than anything else, there is no conceptual creation without a
painstaking work on language’s limits and structures. Moreover, hesitations, rewriting,
erased passages and corrections show that the work of philosophy is not only a
negotiation with the ineffable borders of the verbal expression, but also a constant
dialogue with the vocabulary shared with peers, students and sources. From such
perspective on its medium, philosophy appears as a continuous one-to-her-cultural-
horizon dialogue. The dynamics of self-censorship or censorship zout court induce quite
intuitively the interaction between the author and her cultural surroundings. The
archive is a theater of forgotten books and become-too-implicit guerelles. At the core of
what seems to be the most intimate and abstract — the cabinet of the thinker alone with
her game of flashes of insights and ideas — lie the most evident traces of the interaction
with consciousness i time and history.

Manuscripts are multidimensional objects in a multidimensional space. Their corpus
takes the form of a documental network that could virtually be browsed in infinite ways,
according to various classifications, criteria, frameworks, and representations. From the
standpoint of manuscripts and archives, the verbal medium of theory is part of a device
of higher complexity compared to the linearity of the reading of a book, where
information unfolds across multidirectional paths, being at once text — carriers and
documents “in flesh and bones.” From the reader’s standpoint, besides a conceptual
understanding of the texts, an ability to grasp the complexity of such multilayered
displays of the Wording of thought is thus required.

A third element I would like to mention when raising the question about the ergon of
philosophy in the light of its archives, is the peculiar dynamic ontology — different from
that of the printed books — manuscripts make us confront. The researcher who chooses
to work on the philosophical archive is more likely to be sensitive to the continuity in
the life and story of an author’s work. A sort of line of evolution seems to appear across
different attempts to express what is witnessed by manuscripts. Such act might follow
non-linear paths and get lost in unfinished essays, revolve around unsolved dilemmas
and resurface in orally-transmitted texts. Drafts, reading notes, diagrams and sketches
are the continuum through which we come to know or by which we are invited to
represent the specificity of an approach to philosophical problems. They intimate the
daily struggles of a thinker and writer with her own questions as with the answers
provided by tradition. From such perspective, the production of theory appears rather

“stream”-based than object-based, and the observation of what lies behind the curtains
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of the philosophical scene reveals the performative features of such discipline. In other
words, philosophy appears as an exercise and a constant interpellation, a dialogical
practice related to specific and concrete contexts. The study of correspondences of
unpublished discourses and teaching materials discloses a history of philosophy much
more rooted in sharing modes. Marginalia can give us a portrait of the writer as a reader.
The notes taken for courses and seminars give life to the professional philosopher, most
of the time earning her life teaching, and most of the time nourishing her own discourse
with the interactions with peers and students.

Genetic criticism has certainly explored the different logics corresponding to different
scales of observation on manuscripts: from the complex genesis of major works to the
dissection of a single folio. In this regard, the work on philosophical archives can be
understood as the exploration of different hermeneutic amplitudes. The choice of a
single word can be already revelatory of a perspective on philosophy itself, as witnessed
for instance by the late Maurice Merleau-Ponty borrowing all his key concepts from
literature instead of using a theoretically-encoded language: a criticism of western
philosophy in a nutshell. On the other hand, we could imagine a study dealing not with
a single corpus but with a whole network of philosophers.

However, this latter pursuit is the aim of a collective work.

As mentioned above, research on philosophical manuscripts is being done mostly by
highly specialized researchers, teams and institutions, in scattered places and settings all
around the world. The work on manuscripts is akin to hunting, in terms of finding and
using techniques to be adjusted according to the specificity of the prey. The down-side
is that such scattered competences make it even harder to establish a shared
methodology in the analysis and edition of such materials.

With such aim, I have conceived and launched a five-year research program
federating nine institutions dedicated to the study and/or conservation of theoretical
manuscripts in four European countries and India. Financed by the Institute for Human
and Social Sciences at CNRS (Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, France),
the network has been launched in 2020 and has been in operation until the end of 2024.

The program has been coordinated by myself at the Institur des Textes et Manuscrits

Modernes (ITEM, CNRS/Ecole Normale Supérieure, Paris), and has involved the
following institutions in its research actions on philosophical manuscripts: the
Wittgenstein Archives at the Bergen University (Norway), the Husser]l Archives Lewen
(Belgium), the Jan Patocka Archives Prague (Czech Republic) and Iustitur Mémoire
Edition Contemporaine (France).
It also included three Indian institutions: the Sri Aurobindo Ashram Archives
Pondicherry, the French Institute Pondicherry and the School for Cultural Texts and
Records at the Jadavpur University Kolkata.

The International Research Network AITIA (“Archives of International Theory, an
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Intercultural Approach”) aimed to emphasize the intersubjective and intercultural
dynamics across several traditions and disciplinary fields through the observation of
manuscripts and archives and to imagine digital tools for a dynamic representation of
these intellectual processes, enabling the reader not only to access the documents but
also to visualize the stories, links, and relations existing amongst them.

Along with the increasing interdependency of national economies in the last decades,
scholars have reflected on the role played by institutional archives in shaping national
cultures. More recently, increasing progress in digitization has brought thousands of
archival collections from national archives into the global infosphere. More and more
archival images are now potentially accessible from anywhere in the world, outside the
limits of archival institutions, and beyond the national framework that used to
determine archival praxis and knowledge.

Such decompartmentalization has many benefits: the shift from local dusty shelves to
the World Wide Web provides millions of potential users with the means to better
understand their own historical and cultural grounding. It is also a testimony to the
essentially transnational and intercultural character of archival documents, before their
compartmentalization into separate national institutions that were often hyper-
centralized and difficult to access. Ideally, digital visualization should allow us to observe
how multiple local cultures and national histories have been shaped through their
interconnectivity and through mediation of intellectual networks of exchanges,
translations, and cultural transfers.

However, these new developments also require adapted tools for the interpretation
and navigation of archival documents. Indeed, digitization in itself does not necessarily
prevent these documents from becoming forgotten, illegible or unnavigable, or from
becoming targets of ideological appropriations, intellectual manipulation or abuse. This
can be avoided only by building adapted frameworks of knowledge and interpretation
specific to the new digital archival praxis.

We live in an age when major national research institutions and universities transform
their own documentary collections into proper and publicly accessible archives; when
researchers themselves are becoming more and more aware of the value of the traces left
by their own practices and work, and even encouraged to build their own (digital)
archive via collective platforms.

In such circumstances, the AITIA project has proposed a reflection upon the
interaction existing in between archives, digitization and the production of “theory,”
intended broadly as the intellectual work aiming to produce concepts and abstractions
on the basis of structured and targeted experiences.

Based on such standpoint, we have defined four general objectives:

1. To organize international workshops and federate an international network of

specialists — scholars, archivists, and digital humanities experts coming from different
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fields of theory (philosophy, humanities, political thought, natural sciences), so as to
reveal the similarities that these various intellectual practices display at the level of the
archive.

2. To use such knowledge to elaborate new methodological tools specifically adapted
to the study, the interpretation, and to the digital edition of theoretical manuscripts.
Although archival materials have been studied for a long time by scholars within certain
disciplines (historians and biographers, specialists of literary studies and genetic
criticism), currently available methodological tools and interpretative protocols may not
be adapted to the specific challenges raised by theoretical manuscripts pertaining to
philosophy or conceptual thought.

3. To develop digital strategies so as to allow the stories embedded in such corpuses to
emerge as a means to enhance our understanding of the cultural history and its heritages.
Such a dynamic and interoperative representation of the documents allows one to
display intuitively segments and samples of the history of culture, shaping a virtual,
three-dimensional (space, time, relations) interface, making available not only the
archival traces, but the exchange dynamics and their link to space/time frames.

4. To emphasize the intrinsically transnational and transcultural dimensions of
theoretical archives and their importance as a tangible and intangible cultural heritage.
Archival research on manuscripts, correspondences, or personal notes by theorists,
philosophers and scientists clearly demonstrates that the elaboration of conceptual
thought and scientific concepts is by nature plurilingual and hybrid.

Innovations in theory always take the form of a crosspollination between diverse
traditions, cultural horizons, schools of thought, linguistic spheres, etc. As such, the
study of the archive highlights alternative political lines to national, disciplinary or
communitarian horizons and archives of philosophy and theory present the theorist as a
traveler, as a translator and cultural mediator.

I hope this has been the role I have played myself here today, and that we will keep

this dialogue alive across countries and fields of philosophy in the forthcoming years.
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Le manuscrit original et les copies des Pensées de Pascal

Hirotsugu Yamajo

Dans sa conférence intitulée « What can we learn from philosophical manuscripts and
archives? », Benedetta Zaccarello a souligné I'importance des manuscrits et des archives
philosophiques en tant que ressources essentielles mais souvent négligées dans I'étude de
la philosophie, et a montré combien ces matériaux offrent des perspectives uniques sur le
processus de création philosophiquel.

Dans cette perspective, je présenterai ci-dessous, de maniére succincte, I'état actuel et
les enjeux de la recherche sur les brouillons des Pensées de Pascal, selon 'ordre suivant :

1. les manuscrits existants des Pensées ;

2. lhistoire de leur édition ;

3. les principales informations que nous pouvons tirer de ces manuscrits ;

4. le projet de I'édition électronique des Pensées, qui constitue 'aboutissement de ces

recherches.

1. Les manuscrits existants des Pensées

Les Pensées sont un ensemble de notes de Pascal découvertes a sa mort, qui
contiennent les brouillons d’une Apologie de la religion chrétienne.

Les principaux manuscrits relatifs aux Pensées sont :

le « Recueil original des Pensées » (ci-apres RO),

la « Premiére copie des Pensées » (ci-apres C1),

la « Seconde copie des Pensées » (ci-apres C2),
ces documents étant aujourd’hui consultables sur Gallica, I'archive numérique de la
Bibliothéque nationale de France (https://gallica.bnf.fr).

Selon Etienne Périer, neveu de Pascal, les manuscrits laissés par celui-ci consistaient
en plusieurs liasses de fragments assemblés ensemble. Ces liasses et les fragments qu’elles
contenaient étaient dépourvus de tout ordre ou continuité, et leur lecture était rendue
difficile par une écriture assez irréguliere. Les proches de Pascal décidérent alors de

. . , . . Ny 2 N .
copier les manuscrits dans I'état ot ils avaient été découverts”. On connait aujourd’hui

1 Benedetta Zaccarello, « What can we learn from philosophical manuscripts and archives? », conférence présentée
lors du colloque Philosophy from the Standpoint of Manuscripts and Archives, organisé par Kiyoko Myojo (Research
Center for Textual Scholarship), Université Seijo, 15 juillet 2024.

2 Voir « Préface » pour I'édition Port-Royal des Pensées (1670), dans Pensées sur la religion et sur quelques autres
sujets, étude et édition comparative de I’édition originale avec les copies et les versions modernes par Jean-Robert

Armogathe et Daniel Blot, Paris, H. Champion, 2011, p. 47-48.
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deux copies manuscrites, C1 et C2, rédigées de la méme main, sans doute peu aprés la
mort de Pascal en 1662 (Fig. 1 et Fig. 2).

C1 et C2 se composent respectivement de 61 et de 62 unités (unités = ensembles de
fragments regroupés et copiés comme des chapitres ou sections). C2 contient une petite
unité absente de C1. A cette différence prés, leur contenu est identique, bien que I'ordre
des unités differe sensiblement entre les deux copies. Le contenu des fragments inclus
dans chaque unité, ainsi que leur ordre, est en revanche identique.

En 1711, Louis Périer, frére cadet d’Etienne, afin d’éviter la dispersion des
fragments manuscrits de Pascal, les colla sans ordre particulier sur de grandes feuilles de

papier, formant un volume d’environ 500 pages. Ce document est le RO (Fig. 3).

2. L’histoire de I’édition des Pensées

La premiere édition des Pensées (dite « édition de Port-Royal ») fut publiée en 1670
(une pré-édition, en tirage limité, avait circulé 'année précédente aupres de
personnalités influentes pour obtenir leur approbation). Cette édition fut préparée aprés
de vives discussions entre les proches de Pascal et des amis affiliés & I'abbaye de Port-
Royal. De nombreux changements furent donc apportés au texte original pour ne pas
heurter les lecteurs.

En 1678, une édition augmentée, contenant environ quarante fragments
supplémentaires, fut publiée. Elle fut suivie par plusieurs autres éditions. Jusqu'a
I’édition Renouard de 1812, tous les textes publiés reposaient essentiellement sur cette
édition de 1678.

En 1842, Victor Cousin dénonca, dans un discours a2 ’Académie francaise, le fait
que les éditions des Pensées publiées jusqu’alors n’étaient pas fondées sur les manuscrits
existants (RO, C1 et C2). Dés lors, les éditeurs ne purent plus ignorer cette critique.

Léon Brunschvicg pensait que les copies manuscrites mentionnées par Etienne
Périer dans la préface de I'édition de Port-Royal avaient disparu, et que C1 avait été
réalisée par les éditeurs de Port-Royal eux-mémes. En 1897, il publia une nouvelle
édition des Pensées, dans laquelle il classa les fragments selon un ordre thématique de son
cru. Cette disposition, remarquable par sa clarté, reste encore aujourd’hui largement
utilisée. En 1904, cette édition fut intégrée a la collection de « La Bibliothéque des
grands écrivains francais », consacrant Pascal comme un auteur majeur de la littérature
francaise.

En 1938, Zacharie Tourneur conclut au contraire que C1 était la copie commandée
par Etienne Périer. Toutefois, il ne traita pas systématiquement les manuscrits et modifia
parfois leur ordre sans justification solide. Son édition de 1942, dite « paléographique »,
proposa néanmoins une transcription trés précise et précieuse du RO.

En 1948, Paul-Louis Couchoud élucida le sens du terme « liasses » employé dans la

préface de I'édition de Port-Royal : il s’agissait de groupes de feuillets percés de trous et
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reliés par un fil, chacun de ces ensembles correspondant a un chapitre de C1 (des traces
de perforations subsistent dans le RO).

En 1947, Louis Lafuma démontra que les deux copies reflétaient I'ordre originel des
fragments laissés par Pascal. Ces copies comportent en effet une sorte de « table des
matiéres » (Fig. 4), c’est-a-dire une liste des titres de chapitres dans I'ordre prévu.
Lafuma supposa que cette table représentait un scénario de I'Apologie de la religion
chrétienne, congu a un moment donné par Pascal lui-méme, et que chaque chapitre des
deux copies rassemblait des fragments correspondant aux sujets  traiter.

En 1951, Lafuma publia la premiére édition critique des Pensées fondée sur C1, en
divisant les 27 premiers chapitres en « papiers classés » et les 34 restants en « papiers non
classés ».

L’hypothése de Lafuma est encore aujourd’hui largement acceptée : peu de
chercheurs contestent que les 27 chapitres dotés de titres correspondent 2 un plan (au
moins provisoire) de I’ Apologie. La plupart des éditeurs postérieurs ont établi leur texte
en s’appuyant sur 'une ou l'autre des copies (Michel Le Guern sur la base de C1,
Philippe Sellier sur celle de C2).

Récemment, en 2023, Pierre Lyraud et Laurence Plazenet ont publié une nouvelle
édition des (Euwres de Pascal, incluant une version des Pensées fidele a ’édition Sellier’.
La méme année, Alain Cantillon a publié une édition qui a délibérément ignoré I'ordre

. 4
manuscrit .

3. Les principales informations tirées des manuscrits
Parmi les nombreuses informations fournies par les manuscrits, deux points méritent

une attention particuliére :

1° La genése du texte.

En 1964, Yoichi Maeda montra, par une observation minutieuse, la méthode de
travail adoptée par Pascal pour certains fragments importants. Pascal rédigeait un
premier jet sur une grande feuille aux interlignes et marges trés larges, afin de permettre
des ajouts et corrections ultérieurs. Si 'on ignore les notes marginales, on lit le premier
état du texte ; si on les intégre, on obtient la version finale. Maeda a nommé cette
méthode de lecture génétique la « double lecture » (Fig. 5). Cette méthode ne

s’applique toutefois pas aux fragments plus brefs.

2° La datation de la rédaction.

On peut également déterminer — ou du moins présumer — la période de rédaction

3 Pascal, L’ Euvre, édition établie et présentée par Pierre Lyraud et Laurence Plazenet, Paris, Bouquins /
Bordeaux, Mollat, 2023.
4 Pascal, Pensées, éd. Alain Cantillon, Vincennes, Editions Thierry Marchaisse, 2023.

58



Le manuscrit original et les copies des Pensées de Pascal [Hirotsugu Yamajol

de certains fragments. Comme indiqué plus haut, Pascal écrivait plusieurs passages sur
de grandes feuilles de papier, qu’il découpait ensuite pour en faire des fragments. Ceux-
ci étaient regroupés par chapitres ou par thémes, en vue de I'Apologie de la religion
chrétienne. Les copies manuscrites reflétent cet état de classement. Cinquante ans aprés
la mort de Pascal, son neveu Louis Périer, afin d’éviter la perte de ces fragments, les colla
dans un album de 500 pages, dans un ordre aléatoire : c’est le RO.

Pol Ernst préta une attention particuliére a la forme matérielle de certains fragments
collés dans le RO. Il reconstitua I'état original des grandes feuilles avant leur découpage,
en les assemblant comme un puzzle, en tenant aussi compte des filigranes du papier. 11
démontra ainsi que plusieurs fragments de contenu tres différent avaient été rédigés a la

méme période5 (Fig. 6 et Fig. 7).

4. Le projet de I’édition électronique des Pensées
Pour conclure, un mot sur le projet de I'édition électronique des Pensées : le site
« Edition électronique des Pensées de Pascal » (EEP), lancé en 2011 par Dominique
Descotes et Gilles Proust, constitue une entreprise novatrice visant a rassembler les
résultats des recherches menées jusqu’a présent (bien qu’il demeure encore incomplet).
Pour chaque fragment, le site propose :
- des photographies des manuscrits originaux de Pascal et des deux copies ;
- une transcription du texte en caractéres informatiques (y compris les passages
biffés), avec un code de couleurs indiquant la période de rédaction ;
- le texte de I'édition de Port-Royal ;
- des explications détaillées fondées sur les principales études antérieures.
Des liens hypertextes permettent en outre une navigation fluide entre les fragments
connexes. Ce site est destiné a continuer de s’enrichir dans I'avenir : https://www.

penseesdepascal.fr/index.php.

5 Pol Ernst, Les Pensées de Pascal, géologie et stratigraphie, Paris-Oxford, Universitas — Voltaire Foundation, 1996.
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Fig. 1

C1

Annotation par
un des éditeurs
des Pensées de
16707

Une page de C1 (a gauche) et la page correspondante de C2 (a droite). C1 aurait
servi a I’édition originale des Pensées publiée en 1670. 1

Fig. 2
C1
Une page de C1 en haut
et une page de C2 en bas.
c2 On remarque de

nombreuses annotations
dans C1, alors qu’il n’y en
a presque pas dans C2.
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B i s Lot \-,.,.

Divertissement
Philosophes

Le souverain bien

61

Pages extraites de RO.
Les fragments y sont
disposés sans ordre.

A PR

Commencement.

Soumission et usage de la raison.
Excellence.

Transition.

La nature est corrompue*?,
Fausseté des autres religions.
Religion aimable.
Fondement.

Feuille considérée comme la table des
matieres de I’Apologie de Pascal, avec sa
transcription a droite.
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et sa transcription.
Les ajouts
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site Fdition
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Pensées.
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Etat original
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Filigranes des papiers utilisés par Pascal.
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The Original Manuscript and the Copies of Pascal’s Pensées

Hirotsugu Yamajo

This article surveys the manuscripts of Pascal’s Pensées and their editorial history. After
Pascal’s death in 1662, his drafts for an Apology for the Christian Religion were preserved
in two copies (C1 and C2) and later compiled in the Recueil original (RO). The study
outlines the evolution of editions, from Port-Royal (1670) to Lafuma’s critical work,
and examines contributions such as Maeda’s “double reading” and Ernst’s material
reconstruction using watermarks. It concludes with the Edition électronique des Pensées
de Pascal (EEP), launched in 2011, which provides manuscript images, transcriptions,

and annotations, offering a comprehensive resource for Pascal scholarship.
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PHE— LT BN o TI19224F R 2P S 2 % » F L. FA v OB b
Lo, HRREE 24 TR -REMNEPRA L EHEER T 2 2 +] (continuous
manuscript text) & L THABBEYER T o577 07 Fu—FOME D > 72, b
d—oltld, Vr—F ) XAk AL CHGE, A L 2FEeER. BBETO#ER.
M5 L v o RZIEARDOEHR (Rossman, 1989, 155). Z L TIH AR e REHh & JEIE Ry 2 kF 7
ORMAL DB S AE V. [ETOb L (AL ] (Wollaeger, 95) HER»5/M7E L
R shTw s, LiROT7 7 vicE - T, 20@W% 0L s WG] c# s
T [ Xy FLIT7-0#FOM. X v FERIMEFT 0. MET 20 L0 ) P,
Fps ] shTtw a2 RLOMEPBECELTLE 2] ) 2 EPMEBLT
Wb,

ERZOOEMIZINAZ TEEL D, ZOMFIFHRRLVEY) v 7 Lo REEDME
Rizd o TR LTORKTH 5, 215, 2024412 % 7 7 —RAOFI4E %Rt L TH
17 & v 72 Ulysses Forty Years: A Critical Retrospective of Hans Walter Gabler’s Critical and
Synaptic Edition of Ulysses T3, FiEH 7ot —v 2 v L LTH W 67z [HRER] (definitive
edition) DIFFEH % DRAPIB TV LN TV 27, & LIRS CHMH

1 Xy FOEFERAMIRTU L v, FEAGE TSN T & LHE» 6 1953 FHiHEOLEI R TDH 2
LIESE S b, 2025 AFHUE, Favh b ) b B D TEIIIARE,

2 777 —-HAHIZHL DM % “a non-corrupted counterpart to the first edition of 1922” L LT, [H
ER] Ew I RBHACTYLZY, 207 v—2x131930 SERO L EIcHkT 2 b DT, Iz
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DM » G %R HY /b w8 —F - 27— (Robert Spoo) 13, (HFHE A ¥ X HEE 2
BEAH» OO EL D) [wbWwd [Yad 2l&] ts0THFB LI LO—2Iz,
19854 BB, Lo [ o — ] FA~OMF 5 KIFH L@ % < THE) 1o &
STHEDONREL G LoD, BEAEHIMOCES Lozl t3h b, fIP
WBEEORGE] P bHE S N THPH[TFROBE]I~NEMEILEZ ORI EIXELA

Ehdolz] tibxizhl, [HODZ WV Y v 2] V5% v FOEMK PR L
Twa (2024, 175), FEBE, @4 P O1990FIz 20 [#%] v i) vy 27 OM» b
B LI R =Y — v - 7 37 v (Eyal Amian) OWF %255 ). UCSE DHEHE 2 47T
g2 o [ 7 BE# (open concealment) DV F VY v 27 L Xy FO [HIRS
HF ] (restricted revelation) D v F V) v 7 ML EL L CERPEATZ I LDBHLELN
Twd, 230, F77 —UIHBOMRIL L % 28 ZHRR L T 22D X HIZRAe L
LY HHID 2O S P RESEFR s v FIREORR P IEL T 2L AR
BHRLTH), —FDXy FRERPRZIKRZIT 2EKT. WAL AKHA P2
50 ) TRRBERE) ERLLECENZ L 5722 LT WMFONESFEMIL 7 7
vy FZ7x—ndp b, BHOFEETCEILSECOV Y vy 7 KB L Tw 3] (142)
WHZHEATLE T2 EW I DT,

AT, 2OV EY vy 2 i T B0 0. [P 4 28%] LeIFRIZED L
NIHEHE A 27 7 —12FH L. 2ORELILBOBREYRE T 2. 2 OMFFHRIX1985
LM, Va4 2FENTHBT 2HEME L THC O, & SIcEET 2 EFN 2 £ 7
7 = (eg. [10 4F ¥ 4+ [Spoo, “U/)/sm and the Ten Years War”]. [T ¥ » 22 J 5]
[Brannon, 121]. [ 2 t1:# v 72 [Wollaeger, 91D t Ly cHEF I T 7
LT BMEFRIC L %) TH] OBRGEREMAICE TR TH Y. FEENLFINE
MRt Y RIIL TV, ZOMERE#» L. H1HTRFY 77— L Xy
FORS., HoERHFOLLE LITHRFER LD LH L, WMFOREPIRYIE S CREER
IIERE U CBEER P L7z, HHMLZBER Y b oS TH L. FMIAHE
FIBTRTME e SRanIIG), B2H T [V 24 2845 ] OFHROMES % 3%
W19 DV v b v s RAMRORF [[2) =] 29 ¢ 284 ] (“The War
over Ulysses”) %#F#E L., iHET 4 V4 v F - va=vy2Z (David Remnick, 1958-) 255
G TS| 1t T ET v Y v 27 20055, 2L T, ZOEFANR X7 7 — 3
va=y 7 QR OFH “The Critic’s Battlegrounds” T v 6 L 3132° ) 2o, LFET
—F ) X LOBEHEBOMAKTLH2 I LEIHIHLILET, 20K subidxy FL
VAZ 9y Z7DGMEIZE o TEIN, Y24 ATRE L > THBIN TS LRI TH S
ZLEERYIG 21T B,

HANBDIZNIBEDET 2 v 24 + TVRAILLBHRER [2) =] OEEFTH» 6L TH 5,
1934 ED 7 v X anv 2 b 720 [7 2 ) BEREIZSY BME—HIELH] Lvd) T4 20FMO
LEXFHLOoO, EBIZIZ1927FED Y =4 7 2 THOBEIZ S L DOwlzF T 2z v-u 2 (Samuel
Roth) 12 & 20 il b 7 P IEA L LT wie, BRIz, 1936 4EDE F Y — -~y FIY [
»OPEM] L#IT o T (Nugent and Slote, 2-3),
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1. 1985-904ERiz» T [¥ 2 4 A M4 Dk

198442127 77 —# UCSEsH — 7 v FAkp G &3 B THAT S hte, ZAR— D03
ez 4 7H. WIER., T2 EORERPRAEL. Va4t 20H ML OBELRL
7RI =R ET ARSI (synoptic text) 2R SN, HR—J T EN® ) =X T VDK
T L1eARZ (reading text) 253 NTw 5729, [HEBI (Synoptic Edition) & & M1
nTw s GEHIIEN 2SR, BOCRHE A 7 1 7 13AKF 1200 T [5,00007# ) #IE
L72] McDowelD) % [v a4 2p5F 0L 9D [=2Y v — x| (“Ulpsses as Joyce
wrote it”) 7 & EWEMITEE L, 3612V F v — F - =< (Richard Ellmann) &
t 2 — + % JF— (Hugh Kenner) 6 a4 202 #SF5KK2HL b UCSEOREFE Y
K s CRFii L7z, 19864R1213 2 O UCSEDH X — I DAL D A% L. Lk [+ 7 7
—JR) DBIRTHIIN S 2 L1z 5 —FH Y DRI < —o8 =3y 7 [FTIEMR] (“The
Corrected Text”) 2SRE TV 4 v T =Y - 4 v X —F v aFAVpL, EETEEFY
— o~y Pt v X vty o R INnG, HRECHE AT 4 757 ne—v =2 v |k
FEP [EM] LMFATRZ LV FE T, T THRIPAELOOVERET 72+ L
LTHEHIRTORERFY — -~y FIR (1960) 7 v X2y 2 (1961) 1=fib h .
77 —MRaH L ] 2 Y B aEMSBETIR D TwI,

L LZph, Zo#H Ly [HER] cBeHtH 2Ry 05, HK32KTY 7 -
=7 REEZW 42 2 ~ % — (The Center for Advanced Studies at the University of Virginia)
B LTOIRHIER Y ay - Xy FThoTz, $TIZI9854E4 2 HOWE T, ¥
by AN [[2)v—x] 29 ¢CoM4] Lw)RLFET. PrTEMIR
5ILIL Xy FOMBETFELTVIY, 4 A20HIc= 2 —3 —7 THEI LR
HHRF 12 (The Society for Textual Scholarship) T. % v Fid “Errors of Execution in
the 1984 Ulysses” % %632 L. BRSO B W OFHIE 8 RS RLOFR G B OHHES . 7
72 FOBRELETOHIEOMK S 2ED T, UCSEQHRREY %% (i r LT,
X v FORIIFERICREY T THBEBO L ] £FicHEsnTtwizIibd
D ¥ 77— 3T A DGR & it Aa LT TIBE LTz (Wollaeger, 87), 4 H29H 1213,
vy v B2 MRORBIIIE IO DO, 77 A ORELFHR LY ¢ 5
IndTibfTbhten It 2, [2hidF it o%s Lo Tt¥] (“Its
always a war of generation”) & W) HMROF =2 —a -2 « 24 AXMTHEAM SN
Tw 3 (Wilkerson), DA, KEFFEMR L& FOFoE ORI 4 b KL 2256,
% DY a4 2W%HERESAUCIET. UCSEORKETIRD 5 Wid TPER] OMSET %
W< bR Y IR LT <

<427 w2z u—75v (Michael Groden) 1z & tuid. [THiS] 2SAKEIZIE E 5 720
13198846 HD Z L 725721 (235, 6 H12H~18HIZY = 4 4 7 TIIEEEY = 4 L X -
FaAA vy AIYVAPHBINTE Y. 7Y v ¥ - 2y (Fritz Senn) #5777 —
R CrAFvERBL, 778Xy FRBRELTOVRZDS, Xy FII&%Hb

3 1954 4FET7 V7 vy FeAZ 7 v 77108 o TN AN R=NR=Ny 7 PHML T2V 4 vF—T-
Ty 7 203, 19604 4 Az kEO 7 v 2oy 2 ko THIR AR, BAE IRV FEY « T 2000
v 2O v — FD—F L Lo T b,
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Nhrolz, £DORb Yz, B H New York Review of Books (LN, NYRB & W&FL$ %)
e ns ik a7 7 MM T s LEps RGN EAT [FROY VT
VDX O] BTIHHEATRKEIZRA SN, Xy FEREIZLTZO A VP HELT
&) (Groden, 236), 6 H30H. Z O#t¥IZL TH % “The Scandal of Ulysses” 55523t
X v FI33BIR e [ hreitskl. (Ao E8oE] Lo, i TETE
M) OBZER ) D #REL TS, 8 HIBHEZ D NYRBIELTIX, 77 7 —OEHKIz
3t h., vav-7 v 7X427 (John Updike). mo8— F - M+ 7 £ 1 X (Robert
M. Adams). 8= F + 77 7} (Robert Craft). ¥ v F L2052 ZhOER P FE,
X v FIX1004E% D RK D208BIETREDEFHE TH 2 [V 2 4 2 W5 HE] (Selected
Papers of the Joyce Wars) D% % #H® 5 [RKk#BIZ] (Professor Futura) # B3¢,
KARASLIMIRZZEZ T 77— e DMOiwE LA L7z, 128 HIZIE, ma<vds
“The New Ulysses: The Hidden Controversy” # NYRB#E 1 T ¥ # L. i #F M & &
(Academic Advisory Committee) TH o Xz V= v OHEMPREHZE L. ¥ 7 7 —ROZY
TEPRALT 2 72 DICE I NI HDORERE WO P W 6 H iz L 12,

F19894FE 2 Hiz 1k, =4 7 3 T “Ulpsses: The Text” &8 L THEPI L3 #3417 b .
X v Fid, 170HB O L L TAB S 15 “An Inquiry into Ulysses: The Corrected Text”
b LIcEE WOEBEHICL s LEbOh, 77— GEBEN LIGEILH#Y
Xy FOFESEPHEERZRICEET 2 L0 IRFEIZLE ED 72 (OToole, 417), SNEED
19904 H % Tl “Editing Ulysses” LB L 2R 25H1 2 L, w2 = 213 2 DF T19854E D
REIZLoT [Xxy FH5EMICbIZo THMULCBRYEY 6N S Z Lok 255D KEH
%40 5 7] (Rossman, “Introduction,” 114) ¢t L. ZH 3 TOm#EHM S 27012 b ¥
7 7 — WRTIAT LA D SeEE I 12 350 5 1008 E O %%Ltm%ﬁ%MLi&wﬁgﬁﬁ

SHEHEPBML T2, Wik xy FOWMK L, ZOEEPHOCOR TLEEETET S
LD T 7—@5%%@%? N2, 7713 ZDINEIBILPH LT [5EPRET
WHE > TATH., AROKERIIRCTT L ORTF 2T T, Z2OOFNII LK, Bk
PARPz s, RS HOBHETHI, BN L T 7 2 P EEOF2IIRVAT R
727 =F a7 OWEFD. TOWALE» L) OREFI SR LTl LI3ES IcHEE
T& 5725 (Gabler, 1990, 255) tiR~7: 1T, [[19854FHF = B L 2B 0] [k 2

— Xy FO@mE» L. [2) v—X] OFTEMPEET 2 DM AELC TV L]
ECOHORORUTDOEEL ... PR .. A Lo Tz 2 LIt X 25 wilt §TJ (256)
EDH Y. 19864FD UCSESR 2 IR CRBUROSET 24T o712 2 L 2O TV 5,

2O LTM@EHodGms Kb s Lo, [HLOEE] whkarichinyrs

CEYDBRZBLD B, REOMIED 7 v X2y 213, #FOEBEIH D ~(
19884F It THAERBE S P M A TW 25, FRMHIZE G 3. 19904FE1213. 19614F
RO E F 77 —ROHIE L © ) FZBHRISEE L. 19935F IR =R =Ny 7 DR F
Y=~y PR (77—t L RPN LTIRET 2L )itk o7, 2 DRI
BAXVATH, RYX VT v 7 20D F T 7 —ROR—08—= Ny 7 DFIFT2HLY R
D, BFY =~y FOHRDH M~ LY B 2 72 (Rossman, 1989, 155; Groden,
237) BETZ v XNV 2L BN—FIARN—ROV 4 v T =T T 97 212 L 5%
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—RN=RNy 7R [2) =] PHERTLLAFTELCHERIIZ ) Loz ¢
TEEFE LGN —H Xy FIZH S OMEMO MG 2. 1991481213 W - W -
J = P A EBRERENERHALL. L2 LI9RFEOX 7)) vEBY v RYY L TITbh
RIERBEHT X » FIid, BRI TORIRITRO T $ O R PH#EL, v 24 20F
fE2> 6L D100D5IH &L 4OND Y a4 2WRHH» CDEIH 2 EAbelzas—Ya®
WHETL2DAT, KA L& 0L RNTBERORIC G THoT2E D
(Wollaeger, 93), X v FIDTHATI N AQBII—TIc 2 . SRR v KRE TR L
T [V=2A4 06X Y4292 % —] (James Joyce Research Center) DIEH)
DRgREL TS T itk 3,

AT =519974E DL T (104884 L L CRg 2 WS 5 L THBR<TWw 2 X )iz,
X v F O “Inquiry” D L2519904E1= [ 7 2 ) & FFEFLFE] (Papers of the Bibliographical
Society of America; LT . PBSA & WEEL 3) s ot itk a4 AERHE
LOMODWETTIREZIEI LD T Y, F 019936 5D PBSATE I 77 — 12 L 5K
FEHIIGE “What Ulysses Requires” 25$5H 3 L2 B3, [ 2 D43 TIo BRI 2 Hisk
FHoBmPHErILD Twizl (Spoo, “Preparatory,” 110), FEER. 19904 LI 1z RT3
b L. RO 2> 6 L~ 36 [7 =24 Vol ~EBAT
L Tw7: (Lernout, 229-30), % 72, 19964FEtH 2> 613 2 4 ZMEFHD AL =X T 4 7
T XA ME~OB S 5HIXC® T3 Y (Groden, 240-41). 77 7 —[fi% ® ¢ 5 i
REICHFFEE TR L/ED T o 2, 1997410 % » Fid, £ =2+ 1 — X (Danis
Rose) #fi % D Ulysses: A Reader’s Edition D35 7F “Making the Wrong Joyce” % NYRB&EE LT
RRL. X777 -ROL S LA, ZCOM) PHEMLTEFLTV2, Ll 2
7 —HAFEF AL WO [V 4 28&] 1t sTav %9 FOVEY
vy 7 DFEFFHI., BEWLERPRFESI, B335 72 (“Preparatory,”
432) LT3 L )ic. ZORREL ) OFHALEEDORIOIEEMEY b O FAMHY
LIS O L CHRP S 2TV

X v FOGRE O 2 # s fH 5/ Y 6T S B 19994F 2> 6 20004F 12 v U
T VaAd 2 Rery - IO, Xy FEFLFHMA» LLXPIHL TV, Lk
FETI, WITNAWEET 2L v Y vz bz, [RHA] ELTOXxy BB
PR CRFSBIENCBN G, Gl 231997404 TF -7 7 —MTIX. BEO X 4 +
NEBEF 2T V240X Tat 2 REDY LHIZ] (“James Joyce and the Nutty
Professor”) & VI FFEMIFIrNT WL, WHFEDOY+ VY - ¥+ Va2 v (Warren St
John) 1344 DX v FIZHM 2T 0L bamFrORE P BT ICIRIRL—F T, X~
YAATERZ LTV EAXI, A b, 363 IIXPHfTCIETMONTY
b, HAK, Xy FRIFAOT e vpERTA 7 4 28] Lvs #HfF2HY
R BEFERAMNL, Gow B PRI, $AREITE? REBYBISN

4 2= I3 A IREFECTVS 198849 HBUE. 77 — il = U o — X3P L Wik % 38 o
Twa, BEAXY 227 2 ) A THRER TV AME—DITH 2] Likxich LT, Z2OHMEIX v
FOBEIZL VIS SMHDT0a 2 L 2L Twa (1989, 155), B Z OBHITHMIZ3ELL
TxY, 77 -MMEIAFHEL Y, WREZEHED Y 7Y v FHICHER L Twv 5,
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U222 L0IORSFIAL, BEHEIERODIII 24207272 2HFELI) LTX
PEATV S, 20024F 101382 P v 7w — 725 [5965 6 O] (“A Plummet
from Grace”) EREL T, WAL GML L, NPt P52 2FHL L ITEFARR
EEZ %I 2 549D X v FOIIK (“Now, Kidd is broke, jobless, and in such poor
health”) ## U Tw 5 (Abel), 20184 icii =2 —22—2 + X4 L X - = I VKT
¥ v 7+t vl (Jack Hitt) 25, [REEL7Y 2 4 2FHOFW L F1E] (“The Strange
Case of the Missing Joyce Scholar”) DFLHF T, & — L VAETERIELRDMEIS S SN
TORROBEREZEA, VA - 7« Ix AA 0T EBEL TV B65HD X » FIZIUH 217
S5TWVb, AvZEe2a—NTW., XA LY - Zu—-7THIZI2WHEOERL VL= y 2
DRFF»FRELAL > T0 R EBEL TV I L1Inia 2 ). 4T b PHF IR
L. 7 7 Y W O fE S Bernardo Guimaries (1825-1884) 1= & 5 [l 4 v 7] (4
Escrava Laura, 1875) DU E Z OREFEO HIREM #HED 2T T w5, DR
X v FIBT MBI Z 3T L v, OFRIIT OB L AR 6 D5LERICA
b T, Z0 [ BRECBEOLIDLEL ) 4TI a4 2B RBRO—HRL L
THEsNs ey —FEhoTwa,

2. Voaz=9ZDVEY v 27— [Taf A5 12AHHEHY R 27 > —
HTT7—EXy FORMITIIL 2 283, [V 28G] LudaxrvxI2
RAH G260l LT [2) v —x] OBFREETIIRIERLIIH sz Y
—FO—o2tLoTwa, WHITOHMLIZL )iz, 20 EL L7013, V=AY
4 7 TOEBEY 24 2« vy RIV s fyo TR IR, 19854£4 A 2 A0 o
vy BAMRORLE [[2) v—x] #® ¢ 284 (“The War over Ulysses”)
Tholr, HEPHELLZT 4V 49 Fova=y 23, 19824 MM Iz AR L.
19884F1C 13T 227 VAFIRE L % D, 19944F1C 13X R TORER P b LIcHE L EE v
—=vORE—yHFEIRYM O H 2] (enin’s Tomb: The Last Days of the Soviet Empire,
1993) T¥2—Y vy v >y —HPZHLTWVS, 19984, 613 =2 —a—2—] &0
WEREPBED 2, 1985EDH L. TR VEHEOER., 22 — 7 %) HFiE
HELTHEBLTORRHO O TH L, AEH T, va=yZpHeTwb V)
7 ELHEFM AL 7 7 — "o LI ET. [H4] Lo RROBEREPX » FOEEDL L
ERLUCAREM I 2, BHOLETY » —F ) R DFEEWPHHA LTI aEE2
DR el

VA= v 233 TRFOFHET, HER2EDO [KIEFRMLEFOFXHE] vav - Xy
Fizdk s THEEBY =4 62X Va4 20DE AL (dtans) 1283 28w (battle) |
PRFT L, uz=v b RS AL 0. (X v FRPMENLEEL L TIR L, X%
Wzax 7)) yvarvybizblpy) [EARLY Yy 2] LLTI #HsELTWS
(1989, 165), Z IIHME L XV 4 T LTV 7T O ORI TY H B H. vi=y
Z I3 FRME SR L e 255 5 KRBT RE 2L L O P2 2L bER
F.oX o P [BERESOEELR 7Y V=0 - TA— ] ILEL L, RITR T a4 2
HWEADI:DIZ 1 FrvofE@ idr. [2—n v S IRITOES 215 2 72 9128001
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DEELREZPRAL. BEFELOHIZIR - TV 2] HRAOEHLPRELLPHIT 5,
ZLT Rt 3nTwdDiEvad 20REGE] Lw)REPFIALIZET. &4
RHMZE I A [EARL] LORFREPHE IR ST L) L35 (Remnick, “The
War,” B1),

LR T, [ROF D Z LY a4 A RORFICRA 2T 22 L2k 57
A 91 (“... blow the whole Joyce establishment wide open”) & 5 kf%é%%’é* RIT B,
ZLTH 7 7 —MFATORE I ihoo, [2) v —x] 3HWHESIHRE L, V=
AZBHVRBBIEL Lo 2D, [av=, ¥V A F, 20 I 20T THE
RELTIFDOELELNEL] LL. YaA 2MEEITUFEL ZOMDER L FFH L
DB O ¢ o Tk P bR 5T % “wars” £ L THi & 3 (“Joyceans see nothing
arcane or funny about wars waged over punctuation and other linguistic nits”; 583 13 g45),
BEIZHTFEINTVEIFT 77— ROR—08 =Ny 7FT 2RI, 2 ) L7 “war” 137
DY #MZ 221l 27255 (“L .. the wars finally seemed at an end”). VA= v 273X »
FolEKBEa NG Yad 2 YuRIY L CEEFEORMIIS T 2 M7 2 BRI X
> T, [AH OS] 0FF»FEH 3 5 (“This [Kidd’s paper] could all lead up to #
veritable war at a Joyce symposium to be held in April 1986 at U-Va.” ; Hif 135EH), v 2
=y 7 PBAHFOMOEHT T COEHH A 27 7 — 1KMW L LRBZT>Tx), W
B+ 4 =4 v (William Butler Yeats) DFFHEDKETIZ » ¢ 2Hi41z 5 LT 2 Bz bl
H L Tw?3 (“recently, a war was waged in the quarterlies over editions of W. B. Yeats’
poems”) BRI v A=y 203, T2 ) v —x] 2R R EEMEI s 2 — D% ¢
BHTTHBED T LV Xy FOREREMALILD L, X v FORFEHRL T
T a4 ABRMIC TR S 2BEE)] (uproar) #BSBEIFT1EAH) ELTRHFLHATY
5 (Remnick, “The War,” B1, B4).

Blosva=y7 QRtBoBE1 s, Xy FESGSHEIEN X7 7 — 2 L T1990
FEOSNFEORET BT LKL [¥ 2 4 2Bz 0 2B OTKDER] (“The
Context of the First Salvo in the Joyce Wars”) 1213, T D4 v X ¥ 2 — QG L 19854 I
DI FeFsFe (“Errors of Execution™) DM 35412 9630 ZSEMET I HIF o 728 2580
Hantwsd, ROSIHLEL L. vazy 7 DitHski M@ #L Xy FEHHOFE
WARIEMEIE 2 272912, TRt €O ERERILT,

5 AR LHSNEIZ O TR TE TR vD, 19844 19 HFDZ7 Y 2F v v F 4 2v .
€ =% —fki213. Richard J. Finneran #& The Poems of W. B. Yeats: A New Edition (1984, Macmillan) D#EE
PEIPNT VD, 4 =4 YA BRLIZFORT ZRE LK S 26l sh, EkFEihTw
72 The Collected Poems of W. B. Yeats \=fRdb> 5. —f&HE I OH L v MEHER 1225 2 EsfifFanT
W% (Rubin), Z 4 v® “New Edition Gives Us Yeats’s Poems as the Poet Himself Intended” (GR35 13
“Ulysses as Joyce wrote it” & W o 72, HE UCSE Iz L TH W 6 M EMR 7 v— X LRRHECIRFE MO %
—H3eTuva,

6 Blzidxy Fid =) v—x] B5HEET T v— 20U AOFETHE % HUIE S 2 X “Thirtytwo feet
per second, per second. Law of falling bodies: per second, per second” (U5.44-45) 5. 2L EI BB
HFORFHIRTV L LcERM—B PR T2,
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19854E4 H2 HEOv v by« B2 M ew [2) v —X%® ¢ 24 (&
1= & 5 TId “Jolting the Joyceans”) & W5 K4 9% HE %, “Errors of Execution” 23
FEINZIHEMOFBR L2022 PF LR »DHE, JVat T v 2LOBT
3. BASH DO PRI 2 T 4 712 VAATZL W) Z itk oTwa, L
ULEBIZEIHE., vov by s B2 MR =237 - 24 L XM= 2 — 32
— 7 TORSIZEN > CilFPH ) LT aEscm i EIL T, vy
HEZ OO 2 H o 2D, 77— LREOMBTHY o5t FHLw [=2
V=X BRI DH D LHEEL TV H2EE,LIZo7, ZOHEER. v
VhY e ERAL Ty 2 7= E, BEETLIZFEN o LHELRFEHEOE
BUrOVCTHEAEADPDH L EFE LTI, Ly LBSLDL. 2% VFEMEFE)I D
79 7= FIYOERD. #E e LWER, H20VIEARCERICET 238F
PEMZL TV BHEMD (224 0] HOEFHLETA V49 F-vAa=vyZ70DF
CHES>TLE D TH2, BItAZ =T o Twizva=y 7 13HICEIHL
TERD, [Xy FHPHBLTORMERE D12V 7 =TV =T RFODH B |~
¥ =By VT4 NIIEITAVEE2—I12RBZLEBED LA CEE LT, 3%
CEKEH L D2 LZ3 R TS, 2 THMT- RE— [FLDOF D Z L3y = 4 2
OB AR ZHG 22 L 1222255 ] —PRIADODBEDX x 7 a Vit
>5TLEoRDTH2 (ZNBEMIETO—BRLLTORETH)., ZARA7v=
REEZTWID), A THE D I V12 TV 7 — F3 53] (“The issues were
too volatile”) ¢fEZ. =2 —a—2ZDRE~OSBMPEHDI, 5 L3
HATE-oN— [(m2a—3—27 + 24 LZXD) "N—T - I v b TV IRz F =
7 XZy 2NV ZOFERERY) s bizidvr ety (AP LR~
oz vy bCBEND - 1205, BRBEOEM b#Bi- 72, £ DREE. 34EHKD1988
FE6AISHORF : T, MIHOFFIEIzoWTRFLES Z LW Lo, —H
., VA= Z 13— Z20M Vi3It o TObIZy YV Y s BRAMHOERAZ Y
KRB ENE Z LR 2D P—FT T TH RO a4 o7 vicH 2 LT
WBDT, AEBREMZIcHIVE., $ARP R IBLICRAZZILIIRBEA)D
EETTEl, dvaea=y ZitBLZ, DbItRY Z -2 Y4 v EI L
72 91z, (Kidd, “The Context,” 238)

[(Fadva=y 7B L7 OFHMIZBEBRIZ, X v Fvaxy FRBMITEC LY
I, RHBMBOY 2 4 2FRE 7LD THE S . BRNIE»ED Lh s
WHEILL2D%BNT, LwHZERAI, 22 Txy Fid. HO 2 [HEBIZ AT 4
TWRRYAANE] Ew)IBPEEL LG, HFOFETHEL 2DIC b, kst

7 198446 H7 Hic=a—2—2 « 24 L X T “New Edition Fixes 5,000 Errors in Ulysses” pEGIE
HrFv 4 v -=2%2vxn (Edwin McDowell, 1935-2007) ##§3, 1978 4E»> 6 2004 4 % TR
RHP T LI,

8 R XV INBTN—L X TOHHAD6 A 15 Hicza—a—7 - 24 L XHUIBE L 72 W&
4t 2 #8¥ 5 “Corrected Ulysses Sparks Scholarly Attack” #4875,
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ZACEBMIZIS LR EFHLTWE L) TH B,

EHEIZEL», vazy Z7DitE L Xy FOFWSPOHELIIVE, THE] Lv
DEENSE IR LE»ICHOPRAY TARY, FIZ, VA= Z7ItE2EXy F
DEHFE 1. “ .. blow the whole Joyce establishment wide open” (513 % #) % “The
issues were too volatile CGEFIIEH) L LT, T TIEBPETE, REDAI X —IDA
DVIAATOLED, VA=y 273Xy FOZ) LIEED L [HF] OEPIEIFIFD
AARTZDIED D 2 TOWREDTEL SN, UTFTHEET LI DI, £2DL )
BHEFHRAX 7 7 —3BROLEY v —F ) X2 5REICHRF 28 s 370910k
PWUTHBIZ V) v 27 O—ETH D o722 ELRBBMT L E DB,

Hzidve=y7i3xy FORFAM» L4 » HEO 8 HI9HMORLFE T, HUHF
Bz 7r—rRwviz [#EEFEL O] (“The Critic’s Battlegrounds”) PHEL T
Wb, HEREIR. £ OSRFER LEBOBPEAB LIz e v F - 7 v— 2 (Harold
Bloom) #. [7 2 ) % T b BAROCLERTFR] LREL. tOBRNLHHEDS
AR P HE OB OIIEE BN L 56 FRAMND 6 OBEW R 2/ ) Ko
OMEMLTVE, AvZva—PEFHBEPT o7 V-2 2HET 2L 31013, 2O%
ERSIBLLH»E [Fv—2izl o TEn[FFDNL [PHEF#HS O—17%] (as an act of
defensive warfare) TH o T, IRL TREHILEATII L W] L#H S BEFR 5 D G
DNFEHRMLL TS, RFOHEFLTE. [N2avy b BEFES0BE4AL 7 v
— XL [Tv— 2 3HCEMEORH DO REIZZIZENTWE LEL TS
(Once more, Bloom feels the slings and arrows in the pages of the academic journals) tvE
WTWwa X, vasy 7 L) RERBEHNLERNA 27 7 —2FATHEIT 2
DTH 5 (Remnick, “The Critic’s Battleground,” C1-2),

FRHFETILIEIT NS, TV— 2B T 24 = — Vv KRF% [bo L bWiE»
BR8] LR LIcD L. BRFRRFAICESR L TSR PER L COMEFFR b —
Y27 ) — =1 < (Geoffrey Hartman), <=2 v + & 7 % — (John Hollander). J *
vy z - 37— (J.HillisMiller). ¥% v 2 + 7Y % (Jacques Derrida). & L THR— v -
F =3 (Paulde Man) —1z& LT, [4 ==+ =74 7] (the Yale Mafia) * & v 9 I
AL TwBETHA (Remnick, “The Critic’s Battleground,” C2., [fz—n-=
747 LR RMATHIFORF 2B 0TS I CHEIL L 2DIE. va=
7 QLB bl s 2 L 2EFDI983FE 3 HS5 H, vov by - F2 MR TS
FHEMYA 27 7 —%R LT 24 X+ 7—FF— (James Lardner) OFtH [FHOH
4] (“War of the Words”) »#5# a3 Tx . €2 TH Mk~ 7 1 7] (deconstructionist
mafia) ORBSEHIN TV LD TDH B,

77— FFr—OiRFE. WMBEOFHRPHTIRMPA = —VRFIEBRPHLS [
A4) 7 vOFHEM] R ELEAEL. TOBELZEESEERE P A 7 —MEML.TT
JRR B < b D TH B, 19604 612 U % o 72 [AL 4] (Cultural

9 ZOFERBs O L 72HIES T L W5 M 5 “Hermeneutical Mafia” % “gang of four” & W o
AL ALY T, T—a RUELERON 4 A4 i inth [ L] (Deconstruction and
Criticism, 1979) 1B LT3 2 LI3ME» A,
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War) "%l L THEM L ALF P BRIF L oA —N— FRFOV VL= T 7 ) -
~ A4 } (Walter Jackson Bate) DOBiAEEIRIZH T 2E— NEERI T, K3 Ch, 43
DR #Eg, R FtaIPEHICesw] —25H L. LLOMIHRT b 3 RF
JkA> & “deconstructionist mafia” % “gang of four” L M-I T w5 2 L 23 5 EEEII,
AXx VEITARWUTI VY RA MDA ZANT DY 7 — KL TV 3,
RIS NI AN T = F DV ROTRII N & ARELEIRO A 2 Bk L. GE
HHx2 4 P vD “The War of the Words” DI 6 2> L EMPFECH 2) H. G ¥V = v XD [FH
W] (The War of the Worlds, 1898) 1= %85 5 % a MO KB A% & 7 iz L1z 4 Ko
BB OFHE B AL PHEIRT siirhTwd, 208 ) REBEDA4 2 —TJOFM 3,
VA y ZDRFDENI VY v s BRA KT OR TV TH B, FEEIZ, “War
of the Words” £ W ) EHH 2 AMD 7 —# 4 VTHMELCTALSL L, Z2OFL4 + vid21
WMACICE 2 F CARKCHRIBELEH IR TE Y., D2HEO ) —XFHFL s Twb 2
EHIHS 2, b b AAERUBHIE LT W72 “War of the Words” 12389 2 HEH Y 2 £
77 —0FNEC CTh ROo22 A2, DLl int TOHMOLEHTS 2
DIk, [84] LwIMRRIEX v Fiok 2RIk > THEB IRz T %
EVy—F YV ZATHBINTORREEHY LIRS HAI N TE Y. a4 2TF%RIZE
B OXNR & 00 & R, FRISATRTERLOTHECLLS 2 LTh A,

. YVad 28] LeIRBAAKIVvL=y 212 X3 HW T LI LY EE
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PO THRIIC B S0 Xy F12o72) (116), 1584519884F 12 NYRBEETH 7
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In the year 2088, the general editor of Selected Papers of the Joyce Wars has her hands full.
She finds the documents (paper, electronic, and plasmic) surviving from 1988 incomplete,
contradictory, error-prone, stylistically archaic and a touch comic. Letters in one issue of

The New York Review keep Professor Futura and her textological lexica busy for
weeks.lZ(Kidd, “The Scandal of Ulysses”)

10 1999 FI2H — T 4 7 RRITHBEL 3 N2 EMRFEFIZ. “These [Bate’s inner struggles] were exacerbated by
the ‘culture wars,” beginning in the 1960s, in which differently educated armies clashed by night’ (BRI ER)
ELTHFEMLEHBHO L »Ic <4 v 2PREL, 7 vy F et ) —S&M - Bl - LW Lo
[RIEDM # ] (alien gods) & L TOFMHIZH L TEMUALFZRBFLLFELLTHRMALTVS
(Krupnick)e 7= FF—=»HFEO L2 T [=4 ) 7 v OFiER] OKREPHCTw20b. 2 OXLE
FHOFERISEE PRI TS LRDLNE,

11 4§ Loz W] R T2 v Y v 73S » 0 FEET S, FlZE17MAL7 7 v 2020
C3o7 [HHGS] #PB Ly 279~ - 2¥ 4 7+ (Jonathan Swift) @ [#FHW#4] (The Barde
of the Books, 1704) Tk, ZAE LI 2 2 7 7 — L & o, BIHMATE OB AL & sl ARk &R RIk
OEFEFA OGS 2N TV 2,

12 0TI a4 AT % v 27« 77 V=2x Y (Jacques Benoist-Méchin) (1238 <72 F3E—Tve put
in so many enigmas and puzzles that it will keep the professors busy for centuries arguing over what I meant, . . .”

(Ellmann, 521)—%# % 2 Tw %,

79



M4 SRS vol.3

2%0), VA= vy Z7DRFEOX A4 PMIMBE IR X v F25 WS R REY L TREE
TE2VEY o2 PACEL»T, [Paf 285 B#ELTV2 LIk 3, 2574
— V'« a4 A (Stephen Joyce) DSMFATIL DIz, ZDFMGIIH L 2 [FH AL D5~
L WIEEE] (Amian, 142; Brannon, 121) 128 ko2 b LAl v, LT A VT v
< S RS 5 2B L 721986451231 H 2 5 =2 + F 7 & 2 — (Denis Donoghue) 1=
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LA TV (Donoghue), L2 L & Dk, Y » —F Y X L ORKAIE U 2 it
LRVA=yZ 0%y FORE» b 4] 1ofxxt. 20 4] 2% Fas
[V a4 284 LEAAFLL. S61220 [V 4 285 2N+ 20%H >
BT 2HEFN AL 77— L L HI2 2 OMRPHERKIE CIEB LT 722 LT, i3
MR O] ORBESIHSHBINTESLOTHE, B kid. ZOMHIT v
LA=oZ Xy FOARMEL, 2L TV a2 RESHBLCER VI v 2 Tho 2
D7z,

(4] LwIFEHPRZ 7> 33T TIBELaRTLEsoTLBDIZ, 826
(A% S —0 2 1320884E DN CTH — Y a 4 2D Lk THA S hooW 5 2 L2
. REaDU» oFHELETE2ILdbsEFThud, $TIAOEERLTw22
DEHFW L A X7 7 — ORI U THEF LIMH 2@ & 220 5 2 Lichnz T, 2088
EOHRT (4] L) FROBEIZ CTREST 2 [Fk802] ZboltL3ruw
(LA THRBBT 2 EIHBEH),
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Joyce Wrote It: Working on a Critical Edition” (German Research) ¥4,

8 H. Hugh Kenner, “The Computerized Ulysses” (Hdrper’s Magﬂziné’) ;10 A,
Michael Groden, “Editing Joyce’s Ulysses: An International Effort” (Scholarly
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Tracing the “Joyce Wars”: On the Origins of Its Military Metaphors

Yoshimi Minamitani

This paper examines the origins and rhetorical dimensions of the so-called “Joyce Wars,” the
heated controversy between Hans Walter Gabler and John Kidd over Ulysses: A Critical and
Synoptic Edition (1984). While previous scholarship has focused on the textual and editorial
principles dividing the two scholars, this study instead explores the linguistic and journalistic
operations that shaped the dispute’s public image. Tracing the origins of war metaphors to
David Remnick’s 1985 Washington Post article “The War over Ulysses,” 1 argue that the military
metaphor was not a unique product of Joyce studies but an adaptation of rhetorical
conventions already circulating in literary journalism, as seen in headlines such as “War of the
Words” (1983) and “The Critic’s Battlegrounds” (1985). Drawing further on Kidd’s
reflections in “The Context of the First Salvo in the Joyce Wars” (1990), the analysis
demonstrates that Remnick’s “war” imagery was developed through the interplay between
journalistic sensationalism and Kidd’s own explosive metaphors and sarcastic rhetoric. By
situating these metaphors within a broader media discourse that framed scholarly debate in the
rhetoric of warfare, this paper shows how textual criticism itself was transformed into a form of
cultural spectacle. Reconsidering this rhetorical genealogy reveals that the “Joyce Wars” arose
not only from methodological tensions but also from the transposition of academic conflict

into the language of warfare.
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James Joyce’s Ulysses at 120 — 102 — 40
4 June 2024

Hans Walter Gabler

[Reprinted from James Joyce Quarterly, Volume 62,
Number 1 (Fall 2024), pp.107-114]

The following interview with Hans Walter Gabler was conducted by Larissa Beham.
The interview questions are direct translations from her original German. The interview
answers in German were Hans Walter Gabler’s impromptu responses. They were
transposed into English by automatic translation followed by Gabler’s own careful re-
authentication.

It was 120 years ago on 16 June in 1904 that James Joyce and Nora Barnacle for the
first time went out together. Composing his novel Ulysses around Leopold Bloom and
Molly Bloom as James Joyce’s and Nora Barnacle’s fictional counterparts, Joyce
eternalized the day and date. Ulysses was first published on 16 June 1922, Joyce’s fortieth
birthday. The novel’s readers through the generations since dub the day Bloomsday. On
Bloomsday 1984 a critical and synoptic edition saw publication in Munich. This year
2024, hence, we celebrate its fortieth anniversary. Its concept of combining the genesis
and the published text of a literary work in one edition was new. Sensationally both

celebrated and denigrated at first, the edition is secure today in its accomplishment.

James Joyce himself once called his masterpiece Ulysses a gossipy, all-

encompassing chronicle. Do you find Joyce garrulous?

No. I perceive Joyce as an author who creates his entire world through text. He is not
garrulous in the sense of the word; on the contrary, he becomes increasingly complex in
his thinking and does everything he can to represent this complexity in language. For

him, this results in eloquent precision, not loquaciousness.

Didn’t Joyce once say that he made Ulysses so ambiguous and sprawling in

order to keep professors busy for centuries to come?

That is something else. That means a concentration and complexity in the possibilities
of understanding. I mean, it’s only been a hundred years since Ulysses was published. So
we still have a lot of time to realize everything that went into the complex of his world
of thought and feeling. What is significant about his greatest experiment, Finnegans

Wake, is that he developed this kind of linguistic multiplicity even further, to the point
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where he bends word forms and grammatical conventions to associate in several

directions of reference.

This is why Joyce’s writing is now regarded as a forerunner of digital text
structures. It is said of Ulysses that there are no loose ends in the web or

mycelium of meanings.

That's roughly true, yes. My approach to reading Ulysses and understanding Joyce is, of
course, strongly influenced by editorial scholarship and textual genetics. Text-genetic
means that a work consists of several layers and versions of text that can be analysed in
conjunction. The path of Joyce’s writings has been preserved in an astonishingly
differentiated way over many phases. You can see from his manuscripts, from the
different versions of the typescripts, or from his working materials and notes, where he
changed something. That, of course, is something that enriches the text as a whole.
Even something deleted and overwritten by the author doesn’t erase the acts of writing
as such. For the reader and critic it remains an element of the text spectrum. Reading a

text in its genetic sequence means perceiving it in its deep layers.

You put the added value of the text-genetic view of literature straight under the
magnifying glass.

At least since the invention of printing, we have equated text with the end product, the
book. What is recorded there, however, marks the end of a process. Moreover, since
around the time of the Enlightenment, authorship has been attributed exclusively to the
authorial figure, the original genius. This is basically a substitute figure for the Holy
Spirit or whoever else is felt to have sent the biblical texts into the world. This went so
far that printers still in the 16th and 17th centuries could be severely punished for errors
made in their setting of texts coming ultimately—that is, originally—from God himself.
Later, the author became the central originator. In truth, however, the author has a
decidedly dialogical relationship to what he or she writes. From the moment when what
is creatively conceived is materialized into writing, it becomes (also) the author’s object,
perceived and (re-)conceived in reading. The author’s double relationship as both
writer-author and reader of the text-in-progress is significant. It is in its own way also to
be accounted for in appreciating the text’s relationship eventually to its (say, post-
publication?) recipient readers—and their relationship to the text in its stages of origin
and change through the author/to text/to reader progression. This transition in the
understanding of text in relation to the author and subsequently also to the recipient is

very important.
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So the readers, for their part, have been too “passive” so far?

A text only really comes to life when it is rethought and linked with associations of
which the author could never have had the slightest idea. Listening and rethinking,
empathizing and linking back to one’s own experiences is a very important part of a

text.

There are authors for whom there is little secondary literature and others for
whom there are whole walls of shelves. Like Joyce. Does that mean he and his

readers talk to each other more?

You can focus the imbalance directly on the so-called secondary literature. Behind it lies
the idea of interpretation and the idea that something comes first, that an author has
written it, and whatever shelves-filling plethora from others is simply secondary
material. On the one hand, yes, but this categorization perhaps doesn’t adequately
acknowledge the way we think, feel and empathize with literature. In his latest book,
Knife, Salman Rushdie speaks of literary texts as “stories within which people want to

live.”
How did your new approach to editing come about?

The editor before you comes from a school of editing that didn’t take much of what I've
just outlined into consideration. I have made a point of saying that the edition of Ulysses
that I realized with my colleagues is an attempt to represent what Joyce wrote. Joyce’s
text was contemporary literature for thirty years, forty years. After his death, the process
of canonization began. It’s a turning point in perception when an author is considered
so important. In the historical tradition safeguarding what has been handed down that
goes back thousands of years, it is at this point of canonization that the edition begins.
In our instance, the material it compares are manuscripts written by Joyce himself or by
others, printed and reprinted texts. A lot of Joyce’s own writings have been preserved.
To the largest part, we can claim that we are now producing or restoring what he wrote.
In contrast to what we couldn’t read properly before or what has disappeared. In this
respect, our edition was able to achieve a great deal. In some places it was necessary for
the editor to use his critical mind and interpret, so to speak, what should be there
against what the pre-editing transmission offers. Anglo-American editorial scholarship
has focussed on realizing the author’s intention. This is a strange idea, because positing
the author’s intention when you think that it is not fulfilled in the text means, roughly
speaking, inventing something. Whereas Germanist editing is more of a historical

discipline. While it does not—not yet used to—think of editions in terms of process, it
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did and does differentiate between versions. Within the respective material transmission,
the Germanist edition distinguishes and editorially offers distinct versions. Within these,
it adopts for and in the edition what transmission materially hands down. Within

versions, it only corrects clear errors.

And you have brought together the Anglo-American and Germanist

approaches?

Basically, yes. I realized early on that I could only do justice to Joyce and the Joyce
tradition by combining the Anglo-American and the Germanist editorial approaches.
On such a combination of editorial terms and concepts, I wanted to present what Joyce
wrote as well as the process through which he realized his achievement. At the very basis
— to begin with — this meant establishing in the novel as printed at around 5000
instances that what was published as Joyce’s text from 1922 to 1984 was not what he
wrote, what he had written. In this way, editing begins, both factually and critically.
Factually, whenever the transmission attests what Joyce wrote. Critically, whenever the
editor needs to establish a reading due to a gap in the transmission. The changes made
by the editor to the surviving printed text are in such instances critically established by
the editor. Shortly after the publication of our edition, it was sometimes claimed that
this was now the definitive text. But critical editing and a definitive edition do not go

together. They are mutually exclusive.

How did you actually come to Joyce? And how did the idea for the Gabler

Edition come about?

After completing my doctorate in Munich, I spent some time in Oxford and did some
preliminary text-genetic research on verse and prose from Shakespeare’s time. By
chance, I came across an annotated copy of a Joyce text, A Portrair 0f the Artist as a
Young Man. The annotations were used by Joyce’s publisher Harriet Shaw Weaver to
prepare a second trade edition. Scholarly editions of Stephen Hero and A Portrait of the
Artist as a Young Man were produced fairly early on. But Ulysses — ah yes, that was
somehow the north face of the Eiger. Nobody dared to tackle it. There was one attempt,
but that edition foundered. I took up the challenge to edit Ulysses. The study of verse
and prose in the transmission of texts from the time of Shakespeare’s contemporaries

never saw the light of day.
Who helped you with this?

I got a scholarship and was able to work with a team from 1978. Although that Gabler
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was just an assistant at the time, not yet a fully-fledged academic. I assembled a team.
Wolfhard Steppe, a colleague from English and German studies, incredibly well-read
and classically educated, joined it. Claus Melchior joined, at the time still a student.
The two eventually became the co-editors of the edition. Walter Hettche, a student
during the Ulysses years, later edited A Portrait and Dubliners together with me. Dr
Charity Scott Stokes was an English language lector in our English department and a
native speaker. The team, thus largely students, somewhat shifted over the six years the

project lasted. Friendships formed for life.
What are you able to read from Joyce’s handwriting that others cannot?

When I work from Joyce’s original against something transcribed, I sometimes read
what I see differently from what the person before me transcribed. By no means do I
claim to be a singular reader of Joyce’s handwriting. Danis Rose in Ireland, for example,
is an outstanding partner. But I can often get more out of his handwriting. It is also
about recognizing the dynamics of the movement of writing. After years of singing with
the Munich Bach Choir, I once had the facsimile manuscript of Bach’s “St Matthew
Passion” on my lap during a rehearsal. I listened and read and suddenly realized how the
emotional development of the composition was reflected in the manuscript itself,
depending on how dense or how flowing the handwriting was, or how large the spaces
between the characters. From Franz Kafka, incidentally, we know that when he came to
the end of a page, that apparently put him under such pressure to avoid a fresh blank
page that everything crowded together and became illegible. Deciphering through
listening to what is written furthers the ability to transcribe written text in preparation

for editing.
What does a Joyce manuscript look like?

On the right-hand pages of his notebooks, the basic inscription largely progresses as
text. The left-hand pages are initially left blank. And then Joyce kept filling them with
distinct islands after islands of writing, all revisions as additions to be integrated into

subsequent copying—that is: re-writing—of the composition in progress.
Ulysses was once said to be “a novel to end all novels.” Is that the case?

The assessment presupposes that you know what a “novel” is. In terms of the genre’s
conventions, Ulysses is not a novel, in the first place, but rather a collection of 18
episodes, each of which demands a resetting of the reading approach. Which is why
many people stop reading after the third episode at the latest. They don’t get the hang
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of the shifts of style and setting anymore. In this respect, the classic novel ends before

Ulysses. Or you accept it as a novel, which means that the like is no longer writeable.
So why has the Gabler edition attracted so much attention. . .

...like hardly any other scholarly edition? Of course, this has to do with the fact that

there was someone who was so opposed to it.

You mean the so-called “Joyce Wars,” sparked by the so-called “vagabond
scholar” John Kidd?

John Kidd coined the term “Joyce Wars.” It is not mine. Basically, this was a shitstorm
(somewhat before the currency of the term). From the profile neurosis of a competitor.
It was actually a great pity that John Kidd went up in arms against the critical and
synoptic edition of Ulysses. He had done his doctorate but didn’t gain an appointment.
Vagabonding, he also passed through Munich for two or three weeks. We cordially (that
is, harmlessly) invited him to rummage through our papers. From his point of view, he
found enough ammunition to attack us. What made the whole thing so paradoxical was
with how much intelligence and passionate Joyce enthusiasm he pursued his debunking,
regardless of his complete ignorance of academic editing. He tried to read up what
editors do, what they should do, how editions were traditionally made. So there was so

much in this Gabler edition that had to be wrong, wasn’t there?
Wasn’t he cautioned?

No. Kidd worked through much material, gathered reams and reams of details. So much
of what he spotted didn’t match up with what he thought others were saying about how
an edition should be. In America, this was compounded by the fact that during the first
ten years in which the Ulysses edition existed, there was a great lack of understanding,
especially among scholars, as to what was actually the critical and scholarly achievement.
Until then, no editions presented a synopsis of the development of the text. As a result,
John Kidd received an astonishing range of support from people who didn’t like this
new Ulysses at all. I noticed this myself from colleagues whom (regardless) I held in high
esteem. They knew their Ulysses so well, and now it was different — this made them
seriously uncomfortable at first. And then there was a magazine in New York which
copy-edited and the published the reams of material Kidd delivered to them
unpublished. They turned it into a sensational coup. Nor in the “Joyce Wars” was

lacking, alas, a subliminal: “Gabler is a German, what command has he of a text in

English?”
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And did you let the accusations get to you?

No. The problem that arose in America, though unrecognized at first, was that Kidd’s
attacks on Gabler rooted in the circumstance that American-English editing and the
Germanist approach were so fundamentally distinct. Almost exactly ten years later, in
1995, there was a conference in New York at which Englishmen, Americans, and editors
of the James Joyce Quarterly talked and put forward excellent arguments. In the
meantime, George Bornstein and I had also published a volume on the theoretical
foundations of editing from a Germanist perspective. And that, taken together, then
took hold. Since then, there has been something like a real understanding of what our
edition has achieved. I began to discern at the time that our edition held out for a full
response from the next generation of readers and users. Which has meanwhile come
about. The Gabler edition (not so dubbed by me) is now standard at universities

worldwide.

The most important thing our edition can teach us is that texts are to be understood
both as a process and as a result. Whereby the one-volume edition basically represents
the result, the full scholarly three-volume edition the way there. In the full three-volume
edition, the left-hand pages show the layers of text and the right-hand pages the
resulting text. It is true, though, that the ten years of attacks on the edition have
seriously held back the perception of what was innovative in the process. It remains to
be seen how long it will yet take for an understanding generally to prevail recognizing

the processual nature of texts.

The Gabler edition makes multidirectionality transparent on both levels in
Joyce’s texts, on the level of meaning and on that of text genesis. Could the

latter actually be visualized in three dimensions?

Digital three—dimensionality may be generated from our digital recording of all the
material. The computerized base is secure. The essential initial stages towards a Digital
Critical and Synoptic Edition of James Joyce’s Ulysses on these foundations have been

taken by Ronan Crowley and Joshua Schiuble. <https://ulysses.online/index.html>.

It was the first time that computer-aided editing was used, which is why you are

considered a father of “digital humanities.” Did it all take place in Munich?

I was just here. But the first and only computer with a data processing program for
literary scholars that could be used to compare — to collate — text versions was in

Tiibingen. The computer center in Munich did only later acquire intelligent terminals.
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These we were allowed to use in the evenings. If someone had to go to the loo and then
put their wet fingers on the keys, this would often enough cause short circuits. What
had been saved over two or three hours collapsed. It had to and could be repeated. But
back then, in the early days of data processing in the humanities, we probably lost about

a year’s work on such mishaps.
Would you have been a good editor for Joyce during his lifetime?

Richard Ellmann opens his biography of Joyce with the sentence: “We are still learning
to be Joyce’s contemporaries.” If I had actually been in Zurich or Trieste or Paris in
Joyce’s days, I don’t think I would have been able to understand myself as Joyce’s
contemporary in Ellmann’s sense. I believe that I would have had to develop an

improbable ability to arrive where he had long been.

Would you have gone for a drink with him? Or to a Bach concert?

Off the top of my head, I'd say we wouldn’t have really got talking without a good
drink. We might have got on well in the world of music. Joyce always translates, so to
speak, his language into music. I imagine that without his lifelong eye condition, which
made it impossible for him to sight-read music, James Joyce might have become a singer
by profession.

Would you have been able to teach Joyce anything?

Hardly. With luck, I could have learnt from him. He knew all the tricks already.
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In the Workshop of Jean-Jacques Rousseau.

. . . 1
Genesis and Interpretation, a book presentation

Nathalie Ferrand

Dans [atelier de Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Genése et interprétation is the second book to
appear in a new collection that I launched in 2022 under the imprint of the publishing
house Editions Hermann. The very first was devoted to a portrait by Serge Linkes of
Joseph Kessel, one of the great French novelists and reporters of the 20 century. The
following books in the series have been devoted to Carlo Emilio Gadda, Emile Zola,
Charles Baudelaire, Virginia Woolf, and others are forthcoming.

Why this collection ? It arose from a simple observation. At the Institut des textes et
manuscrits modernes, ITEM, the CNRS laboratory at which more than fifty years ago
now was invented “genetic criticism”, that approach to literature that studies creative
processes within the manuscripts of writers, researchers have, over the years, published
theoretical texts — for example Eléments de critique génétique by Almuth Grésillon (Paris,
PUF, 1994) or Logiques du brouillon by Daniel Ferrer (Paris, Seuils, 2011), editions of
manuscripts, and themed issues of specialist reviews such as Genesis. Revue internationale
de critique génétique in which they present their most recent discoveries. They also have
published many collective works which have gone to mark out the various stations and
stages in the history of this discipline : for example, La Naissance du texte edited by Louis
Hay in 1989 or, in 2017, L’GEuvre comme processus, edited by Pierre-Marc de Biasi and
Anne Herschberg Pierrot to draw together the results of the Cerisy conference organized
by these two scholars.

But even within the broad frame of all this editorial activity there was lacking a
type of book-publication that would allow those scholars who had made themselves
specialists in the work of the great authors of French and other national literatures to
draw together all the threads of knowledge arising out of their long experience of these
authors’ manuscripts and share with a wider readership all they had learned through this
steady contact. This new collection, then, has been born from a wish to present a
number of monographs which will, each of them, be an account of what has been
learned from a single author and at the same time an independent introduction into the
practice of “textual genetics”.

From the perspective of the interpretation of literature this collection also

represents a sort of wager: namely, that it is possible to arrive at a fresh understanding of

L Dans latelier de Jean-Jacques Roussean. Genése et interprétation, Paris, Editions Hermann, 2022, 222 p. This
book presentation was organized thanks to the kind invitation of the Voltaire Foundation in Oxford, and took

place at the Maison francaise (7.3. 2023).
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writers if one enters their work not through the imposing portico of their published
works but rather through the near-unnoticed side-door of their workshop, jammed and
cluttered as it is with papers, notes, unfinished drafts and books by other authors with
their margins filled with scribbled signs and remarks. It is also our intention to show
that the study of manuscripts allows us to acquire analytical insights into texts, and
types of comprehension of their meaning, which, had we not examined the manuscripts,
would have eluded us forever.

I would like to 1inger for a few moments over this term azelier which appears in the
title of the book-series. It is because whoever adopts this word has already begun to lean
toward the methodology that the series is intended to showcase. It is not an easy word
to translate and it is very interesting to note that the fine and subtle translation of the
back cover of my book which was made especially for the present talk’ makes use here
of two different words: namely “studio” and “workshop”. The former word might
indeed be employed where the emphasis lies on a space conceived of as that of a
“creator” and the latter where it is envisaged rather as a space in which the author
performs the slow and laborious tasks of his trade, much like any other artisan. In
French the word azelier has a certain ambiguity because it comprises both of these two
semantic valeurs. The art historian Pascal Griener has written a fine study of the notion
of atelier in European culture and of the range of vocabulary through which, in different
historical periods and different countries, the various nuances of this notion have been
deployed. He examines the ergasterion of the ancient Greeks, the opificina of the
Romans, the bortega of the Italians, the Spanish estudio, the German Werkstart, and the
English workhouse, later developing into works/zo]ﬁ. He mentions also that the word
studio, which emerged in Italy during humanism, conferred a greater nobility on the
work of the artist, setting him off from the mere artisan. Griener’s study analyses all of
this.

Let us rather ask simply: just what is an azelier, in the sense in which this word was
originally used in French ? In Old French astelier initially signified a heap of wood, a
quantity of potentially artisanal materials left in a certain place. By process of metonymy

the word came later to signify the place where the artisan actually set to work on these

2 Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s studio is made up of a succession of symbolic places where, in the course of a life
in motion, he sometimes set down his work table: among them his dungeon in Montmorency, his laboratory
in Motiers, this room “which in no way resembled that of a man of letters” on rue Platri¢re in Paris... not to
mention the woods and groves of the walks he frequented with notebook and pencil in his pocket. But this
workshop is above all the immense paper space made up of his working manuscripts, thousands of autograph
pages now scattered throughout the world. It allows us to discover the paths of invention of a writer who was
a critical thinker of the Enlightenment, to follow the birth of the Social Contract, the Emile or The New Heloise,
and to watch Rousseau annotate Plato, Montaigne or Voltaire in the margins of the books in his library.

3 Pascal Griener « La notion d’atelier de I’Antiquité au XIXe siécle : chronique d’un appauvrissement

sémantique », Perspective. La revue de I'INHA, n° 1, 2014, p. 13-26.
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materials. The first idea to grasp, then, is that an arelier always involves relations to
material things. The azelier is never an abstraction. There are always gestures, practices,
and objects that need to be taken account of: in the eighteenth century it was part of
the daily practice of a writer to physically handle sheets of cotton paper (so-called “rag
paper”), goose-quills, lead pencils, ink and powder used to dry the ink, glue, sealing wax
and a scraping device (graztoir) to rub out the errors in a fair copy *** Even if the
ultimate aim of genetic criticism is, of course, to lead to textual analyses and
interpretations, comprised in its approach is a taking into account, before performing
any such analyses, of this whole documentary aspect of literary production. Another
idea that is comprised within the notion azelier is that this latter is often a space not of
individual but rather of collective labour. This is an idea that ought to be borne in mind
because, even when it comes to literature, the writer only rarely writes alone (Rousseau,
for his part, practiced collaborative writing in his early years as an author, for example
with Diderot or, to a lesser degree, with Mme de Graffigny; later, we see this
“collaboration” take other forms, such as working together with his publishers, engaging
in disputations with his proof-readers; one might even so classify the interventions of the
typographers in the manuscripts he submitted to be printed). We must realize that it is
mostly only from the Romantic era onward that the predominant image of the azelier
becomes that of a space in which the creator is left alone, face to face only with his own
genius. It is only after this shift in conception that the “studio” can become the space of
genius’s intimate struggle with madness, or of the haunting of the artiste maudit by some
personal obsession, as in such creations as Balzac’s Chef d’eeuvre inconnu or Zola’s
L’ Euvre.

The two English words “workshop” and “studio”, then, bring perfectly to
expression the tension that inheres within the single French word azelier. Rousseau was
very familiar with the realities of the “workshop”, since he himself came from a milieu
of artisans. His father was a Genevan watchmaker and he himself served an
apprenticeship as an engraver. Later, he was to transfer into his profession as a man of
letters those values typical of the artisan milieu to which he remained attached: firstly, a
taste for work that was slow and laborious but that yielded, in the end, a “well-made
thing”; and secondly, an appreciation of the worth of the signature (just as silversmiths
and goldsmiths sealed their work with a hallmark, Rousseau, quite exceptionally for this
era of frequent authorial anonymity, signed all his texts with his name on the title-page
of the book). It is no wonder, then, that in Emile Rousseau makes time spent in the
workshop of a carpenter a fundamentally important stage not just of the child’s manual,
but indeed of his cognitive education.

By another aspect of his character, however, Rousseau aspired to the ideality of the
“studio” — that is to say, to the atelier conceived as a space fit for a “creator”, or one

gifted with the power to bring to birth the new. This is why, when Rousseau portrays
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himself in his role as writer, he leans toward comparisons with “artists” in the strongest
sense, such as the sculptor Pygmalion. He yields, indeed, so far to this inclination as to
devote a whole work to this figure (his 1762 melodrama Pygmalion. Scéne lyrique). Here,
we are shown the sculptor standing alone amidst his partially completed creations, “held
back in his studio by an inconceivable charm” (“retenu dans cet attelier par un charme
inconcevable”4), to cite Rousseau’s Pygmalion’s own words, until the near-magical
moment when he finally succeeds in giving life to his marble statue.

It is time, then, to explore the “inconceivable charm” of the Rousseauan azelier,

which is composed of a series of places and of an impressive mass of papers.

Let us talk first about the different places where Rousseau, mostly briefly, set up his
writing desk, during the forty years or so of his literary career. In Rousseau’s case these
amount to quite a number, since we do have to do here with an author who moved
constantly from place to place.

Some writers have shown a need to be “anchored” in some particular place, proven
especially apt for their labours of invention, which thereby becomes the crucible of all
their work. They reside there permanently, or always return there after periods spent
away. (Montbard played this role for Buffon, Croisset for Flaubert). Sometimes, this
place itself becomes, so to speak, one of the writer’s “works”, inasmuch as he rearranges
or transforms it to concord with his own tastes. (Voltaire proceeded in this way with
Ferney; Victor Hugo did so not just, most famously, with Hauteville House on
Guernsey but already, before his exile, with his Paris apartment on the Place des Vosges
; and the same applies to Zola’s house at Médan). Radically opposed to this model of a
single, static, thoroughly self-created space for creation is the model of a multiple,
mobile, transitory creative space, or a sequence of creative spaces, that is presented to us
by Rousseau.

Never acquiring any house of his own and staying always in the property of other
people — though often of people, such as Mme de Warens, Mme d’Epinay, Mme Boy de
la Tour, with whom he had a close personal relationship — Rousseau never sought to
possess a personal living and writing space. It seems almost a corollary of this that there
was nothing to which he was so passionately personally attached as to the works that he
had created within these spaces that had sheltered him for very short stretches of time.
His books were really the “address” at which one could always be sure of finding him,
since Rousseau never failed to put his name to everything he wrote.

In order to grasp and portray the way in which Rousseau arranged and organized

these multiple, transitory writing-spaces I made use, in my book, both of Rousseau’s

4 Rousseau, Pygmalion, scéne lyrique, in (Euvres complétes, édition publiée sous la direction de Bernard Gagnebin

et Marcel Raymond, Paris, Gallimard, coll. « Bibliothéque de la Pléiade », t. II, 1964, p. 1224.
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own words and of the testimonies of his contemporaries. The result is a mix of every
conceivable type and manner of spatial configuration : anonymous hotel rooms; a
quarantine ward in Genoa; the little castle of the Dukes of Luxemburg at Montmorency,
the modest apartments in the Rue Platri¢re that he lived in toward the end of his life in
Paris--*We often find Rousseau giving to these sites of his inventive activities symbolic
names and metaphors which resonate with the very things that he invented there.
Consider, for example, the term “the keep” (/e donjon) that Rousseau fell into the habit
of using for the space given to him to work in at Montmorency. As can be seen from the
image, this space looked nothing like a “keep” in the sense of the martially-oriented
architecture of the Middle Ages; it’s more like a little lodge at the bottom of the garden.
The roots of this designation, then, clearly lie deeper: it was here in le donjon that
Rousseau completed Lz Nouvelle Héloise, a novel which, above all through the inspiration
signalled in its title, points back to the Middle Ages; moreover, as the “keep” functioned
in the medieval castle as the last redoubt to which the lord withdrew when under attack,
it was into what he called his donjon that Rousseau retreated when the hostility of his
former Parisian friends began to be felt. Moreover, this little lodge being for Rousseau a
protective and thus a “happy” place, we may also see a certain cruel irony in his naming
it with a name more accurately applied to that real “keep” of the Chateau de Vincennes
which had been a place of imprisonment, years before, for his former friend Diderot,
incarcerated after having written his Letter on the Blind. Apparently it was Rousseau
himself who invented this name for the little lodge, since it appears nowhere in the
castle’s archives before he came to Montmorency. We encounter another, similar case a
few years later when Rousseau uses the word “laboratory” (“laboratoire”) to designate
his work-space in the house provided for him in Matiers, near Neuchatel, by Madame
Boy de la Tour after his having been driven out of France. This word is interesting
because it stems from his training as a chemist. This was a time when Rousseau was
considering giving up writing altogether. But the moment turns out to be one not of
ending but of metamorphosis. Rousseau manages to bring about in himself what might
be called an intellectual “effervescence”, enabling him to invent new forms. (It is at this
time that he writes Pygmalion, for example, along with Emile et Sophie, etc.). If the
notions “writing” and “laboratory” are linked in Rousseau’s mind at this time, this is
because he has just then found in the “science of the transformation of bodies” that is
chemistry a vocabulary, and a set of expressive analogies, which he can apply to his own
trade as a writer. Chemical metaphors — such as fermentation or effervescence — allow
him to describe the conceptual genesis of his works and the imaginative force which
animates him to compose them. He is, indeed, the very first writer to employ, in French,
this chemical term “effervescence” in a sense that transcends the technical.

In the eighteenth century people were feeling a growing interest in the places

where authors wrote their works. The most representative example of this eighteenth-
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century phenomenon is the visit paid by Hérault de Séchelles to Buffon at Montbard’.
But Rousseau, for his part, also received many visitors, something he found increasingly
irksome. One of these, who came to see him at Métiers, drew a visual record of what he
saw. He produced from this drawing an engraving which was to become very famous.
But this famous engraving becomes even more interesting if one compares it with an
engraving made of Voltaire at the same period, and probably by the same draughtsman.
Their images set face to face, the two writers seem to embody the contrast between two
authorial postures radically opposed to one another.

Rousseau appears in profile, wearing clothes of Armenian style, leaning on his
elbow at his work-table. The window level with his head opens onto mountains. To the
bare wall behind him there has been carelessly nailed a crumpled and frameless print
representing Plato. Rousseau’s right hand is resting on an open copy of La Nouvelle
Heéloise while, a little way beyond it, a half-open musical score is balanced precariously
on a book whose pages have not even been bound. The writer is looking straight ahead
of him with a rather dreamy expression. Neither pen nor ink are visible on his desk — a
detail which appears to confirm Rousseau’s statements around this time that he had
decided to give up writing. Voltaire, by contrast, has on his desk both an inkpot and a
blank sheet of paper; he is clearly ready to begin writing. His eyes fixed on a spherical
model of the earth, he seems to be meditating on the fate of the entire world. The
engraving features an open pamphlet with the title Changemens arrivés dans le Globe,
confirming the universal bearing of Voltaire’s thoughts. The several small books, fully
bound and carefully arranged, on his writing desk serve to remind the viewer that
Voltaire owned a huge personal library which provided a firm foundation for his creative
work. The décor exudes opulence: the oval back-rest of a richly upholstered chair, a
tasselled curtain, a dressing screen; we also see a painting representing an allegory of
Fame. The window is closed, revealing no landscape, since it is the world as a whole, not
the particular locality where he happens to be, that occupies the mind of the great man.
It is clear, then, that, in the play of the representations which orchestrate the drawing of
parallels between these two great Enlightenment figures, the image of their respective
writer’s workshops becomes the symbolic space of a confrontation.

The path we are tracing leads us now to the last-but-one of Rousseau’s many
transitory domiciles (I shall not speak of Ermenonville, where Rousseau died just a few
weeks after having taken up residence, since his time was so short there that it never
became for him a true space of writing) : that in the Rue Platriére in Paris where writing
has become clandestine and the writer hides from the eyes of the public behind the

figure of the copyist. One of Rousseau’s visitors at this time, a certain Claude Eymar,

5 Olivier Nora, « La visite au grand écrivain », in Les Lieux de mémoire, sous la direction de Pierre Nora, vol. II,

Paris, Gallimard, coll. « Quarto », 1997 [1984-1992], pp. 2131-2155.
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notes with astonishment that “this room does not in the least resemble that of a man of
letters™®. But appearances are misleading, since this apartment sees the composition,
under the most difficult circumstances, of Rousseau juge de Jean-Jacques (which Rousseau
said he wrote in bursts of fifteen minutes a day) and then, at a somewhat serener
rthythm, the Reveries of a Solitary Walker. The detailed account of this visit which Eymar
was eventually to give includes an especially beautiful scene in which he tells of the very
close attention with which he examined every nook and cranny of that room in the
apartment in which Rousseau had received him. One can imagine all too well how
much Eymar longed to know just what was hidden in the enigmatic locked wardrobe
made of walnut wood, which clearly contained books and papers. One can also imagine
how high a price he would have been willing to pay for a glance at what was written in
the filled-up pages of a little notebook that he saw lying on the green cloth of the room’s
small table. No such glance was possible for him. But it is possible for us and it is to this

that we shall now proceed.

Let us, then, now turn to look at Rousseau’s papers. I will begin with the most
basic of all questions: what exactly is a manuscript of Jean-Jacques Rousseau? If this
question deserves to be posed, it’s because it allows us to establish just how far this
archive of manuscripts extends. Rousseau himself once formulated a principle for
defining what was a manuscript of his and what was not. He did so in the course of an
exchange of letters with one of his publishers, the Parisian bookseller Pierre Guy, to

whom we find him writing, with a certain irritation, in the summer of 1766:

You ask me if a manuscript that a M. Prault has brought to you from England, and that
he says is a manuscript of mine, is in fact such. You really could have spared us both the
trouble of your questioning me about this. You know that I employ no secretary and you
are familiar with my handwriting. All my manuscripts are written in my own hand and it

is simply a matter of looking to see whether this one is.

The context of this letter is that of a problem of attribution — one which greatly
bedevilled the writers of the eighteenth century, since unscrupulous publishers were
making a lot of money at the time by publishing under the names of celebrated authors
texts which were not these authors’ work. Now, this summer of 1766 was an especially

delicate moment for Rousseau: his public quarrel with Hume had just begun and it was

6 Claude Eymar, Mes visites 4 J.-J. Roussean, in (Euvres inédites de J.-J. Rousseau, vol. 2, Paris, Dupont, 1825, p.
15.

7 Correspondance compléte de Jean Jacques Rousseau, édition critique établie et annotée par R. A. Leigh, 52 vol.,
Genéve, Madison, Banbury, Oxford, Voltaire Foundation, 1965-1998, Letter to Pierre Guy, 2 august 1766,
CC5332.
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imperative to stop fake texts from coming into circulation and causing still more
“crossed wires” in this dispute. Rousseau, moreover, is all the more angry with Guy
because Guy has sitting on his desk one of real Rousseau’s manuscripts waiting to be
published (Dictionnaire de musique).

First and foremost, then, “a manuscript of Rousseau” is a manuscript written in
Rousseau’s own hand. The same, it must be noted, does not go for every “authentic
manuscript” in a period like this one, in which authors putting their own work to paper
was by no means the rule. To speak just of authors Working in the eighteenth century,
neither Montesquieu, nor Voltaire, nor Diderot, nor Buffon would have been able to
make a pronouncement like Rousseau’s here. They, for their part, did indeed employ
secretaries and copyists and had themselves constantly assisted by others in their acts of
writing.

In the case of Rousseau, then, somewhat exceptionally for the epoch, the function
of authorship was strictly connected with the practice of oneself performing the deed of
writing. This resolves, indeed, one problem — that of authenticating Rousseau’s texts —
but thereby creates another one. It is because Rousseau was by no means sparing in the
use of his writing hand. There have come down to us a large number of manuscripts
that are 7z Rousseau’s hand without thereby being writings of Rousseau’s. Had he really
wished to be precise and preclude any misunderstanding, he ought really to have written
to Guy that “all my manuscripts are written by my own hand; but not everything
written by my hand is my manuscript”.

Rousseau had himself been, at various times, a copyist and a secretary. The mass of
written papers produced by his hand amounts, then, to an enormous corpus the size of
which, in terms of numbers of pages, has never really been estimated. I have drawn up
this table (fig.1) in order to give an overview of Rousseau’s handwritten production in
its entirety and to enable us to focus on those pieces of writing which are of most
interest to us.

Let us first mention his production as a copyist of musical scores : this amounts to
many thousands of pages, to which an exact total figure has never been put. But just by
way of example, we know that during the period running from 1772 to 1777 he copied
some eleven thousand pages of music. A page of Pergolese’s Olimpiade copied by
Rousseau may be seen on the Bibliothéque nationale de France website Gallica®. It was
the last musical score that he copied. Rousseau gave up this particular profession, which
he’d begun to practice in 1731, in 1777 after having made five handwritten copies of
L’Olimpiade, because he loved this opera very much. But Rousseau was also a copyist of
texts: this is an activity of Rousseau’s much less well-known than his activity as a music-

copyist. But it probably played a significant role in his life and livelihood. In particular,

8 https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b84471602/122.item
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we know that he made a handwritten copy of a work commenting on Montesquieu’s
Esprit des lois authored by one of Louis the Fifteenth’s “tax-farmers general”, Claude
Dupin, in 1749. It appears that in his youth Rousseau had even been reduced, in order
to earn a living, to making handwritten copies of clandestine texts. We have no clear
idea of the number of pages this copying may have involved’.

Let us now turn to his production when employed as a secretary, for example in
Venice, or with the Dupin family, whom I have just mentioned, both in Paris and in
their stately home at Chenonceau. His work as a secretary also led Rousseau to produce
a vast quantity of handwritten texts. Nowadays, the greater part of what goes up for sale
as “Rousseau manuscripts” in auction rooms is drawn from the vast body of notes that
Rousseau produced in the service of Mme Dupin, often simply taking this lady’s
dictation. The so-called “Dupin papers” amount to around three thousand pages in
total. Since these notes served the literary projects of someone else — such as Mme
Dupin’s planned book on women — is it right to lend them the prestige of the author
Rousseau’s name? This might, indeed, be partly justified by arguing that even this
activity of compiling existing works and noting down the views of others contributed to
forming Rousseau’s own mind. But it appears questionable, in the end, to speak of these
manuscripts as “Rousseau manuscripts”, especially if the term “manuscript” is to retain
its normal association with “authorship”. Indeed, to call these notes “Rousseau’s” is also
a way of “invisibilizing” Mme Dupin’s own authorial activity as an eighteenth-century
femme de lettres. A small portion of these “Dupin papers” has recently been acquired by
the National Library of Taiwan — which has officially announced this, needless to say, as
the Library’s acquiring some “manuscripts of Rousseau’s”.

Another great bloc of handwritten material within the mountainous totality of
Rousseau’s archive is the correspondence: that “autre de I'ceuvre” (“the otherness of the
work”), to borrow an expression of Pierre-Marc de Biasi'. Just how great is this bloc of
writing ? Rousseau wrote about three thousand letters. As far as I know, no one has ever
tried to calculate the total number of pages these thousands of letters must represent. In
any case, Rousseau’s correspondence constitutes a fascinating “construction site” from
the viewpoint of genetic criticism. As Ralph Leigh wrote: “Not only did a letter written
by Rousseau tend to undergo several transformations before acquiring the form of the
text which was actually sent to his correspondent; even this text sent off to its addressee

. 11 . . . o e .
was not, in every case, a letter’s final form” . This last point of Leigh’s is illustrated in

9 Vivant ou mort, il les inquiétera toujours. Amis et ennemis de Rousseau (X VIIle- XXIe siécles), sous la direction de
Gauthier Ambrus et Alain Grosrichard, Paris, Noir sur Blanc, 2012, p. 42

10 Pierre-Marc de Biasi, « Correspondance et genése. Indice épistolaire et lettre de travail : le cas Flaubert »,
in Genése et correspondances, textes réunis et présentés par Francoise Leriche et Alain Pages, Paris, Editions des
archives contemporaines, 2012, p. 71-93.

11 R. Leigh, « Principes de cette édition », Correspondance compléte, tome I, 1965, p. xix.
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my book by the case of the reworked copy of Rousseau’s letter to Voltaire on the subject
of Providence dated the 18" of August 1756. This was a reworking carried out after the
date of the letter’s dispatch and repeated, indeed, several times. Its manuscript — which
Ralph Leigh describes as “extremely puzzling”12 — is a veritable palimpsest of version
after version, with additions and over-inscriptions in ink coming to cover initial
scribblings in pencil, probably made in the course of walks in the woods around
Montmorency. There can be detected, moreover, in this (so to speak) “fairer copy” that
Rousseau made of his own letter late in the summer of 1756 something like a sketch for
a work — and for no insignificant one. We find here some early elements of the great
epistolary novel that he was just then starting to write: in a few lines traced out in pencil
on the final page of this manuscript there begins to take form a love-letter which
celebrates the “enchanting voice” of Julie. The appeal of the novelistic imagination
sounds out where one would not expect it. A real correspondence becomes the workshop

for an imaginary one.

Let us now turn to the manuscripts of Rousseau’s works, in the strict sense of this
term. I have estimated the total quantity of pages represented by the manuscripts of the
“works proper” at some seventeen thousand pages (fig.2). This figure is an estimate that
I have arrived at on the basis of the information currently available both from the
holdings of libraries and from the various editions.

These manuscripts are currently scattered all over the world. But there are two
main concentrations of conservation: namely, in Switzerland and in France. The greater
part of this corpus of manuscripts (some three quarters of it, or around thirteen
thousand pages) relates to texts that Rousseau published during his lifetime. The
remaining quarter relates to works published only posthumously, such as the Confessions,
the Dialogues, and the Réveries.

This distribution demonstrates the author’s wish to preserve survive material
witnesses to the processes of writing of his published books. Italian scholars created the
notion of archival will to describe this phenomenon13. This corpus of manuscripts offers
itself to us as the vast site of construction of a major body of work through which, to
borrow the words of Jean Starobinski, “Rousseau asks us [***] to consider him through
the mirror of his own work'®”.

Rousseau, certainly, did not preserve every line he wrote. He was neither a

Flaubert, who kept everything, nor a Buffon, who kept almost nothing. We can only say

12 R. Leigh, « Rousseau’s letter to Voltaire on optimism (18 August 1756) », SVEC, n° 30, 1964, p. 247-310, p.
253.

13 Paola Italia and Monica Zanardo (ed.), Volonta d’archivio. L autore, le carte, l'opera, Roma, Viella, 2023.

14 Jean Starobinski, « Approches de la génétique des textes : Introduction pour un débat », La naissance du

texte, ensemble réuni par Louis Hay, Paris, José Corti, 1989, p. 210.
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that he kept a lot. For reasons that remain, in part, obscure to us he favoured, in this
regard, certain of his works over others. He destroyed several draft versions of the Soczal
Contract and abandoned a whole manuscript of this book on the fle Saint-Pierre. But he
was careful to preserve almost all the preparatory material in the case of La Nouvelle
Heéloise and a great deal of this material in the case of Emile. The circumstances of the
itinerant life he lived led also, of course, inevitably to the loss or destruction of
manuscripts. In the end, the “genetic dossiers” for certain of Rousseau’s works are more
complete than they are for others. Some of these dossiers, indeed, display significant
gaps. But all of them are to some degree stimulating and inspiring. For practically every
one of Rousseau’s published writings at least some manuscript record of preparatory
states of the text has survived.

These manuscripts are also remarkable by reason of the large number of different
types that they comprise. One finds for example, torn-off scraps of paper on which there
have been hastily scribbled, in ink or in lead pencil, the first bare verbal bones of an
idea. In the genetic dossier of La Nouvelle Héloise, we find a very unusual sort of sketch
or draft, set down on a writing-surface that it took us, in fact, some time to identify. It
was only after a codicological enquiry into the process of fabrication of this particular
type of paper, which we conducted using the holdings of the Neuchatel library, that we
came to understand what Rousseau had taken and re-used here. It was a little notebook
which had previously been employed in the trade in gold leaf. At the very end of this
little booklet we even find tiny particles of gold adhering to its page. We have to do
here, then, with the recycling of an artifact which had never been intended for literary
writing. No such use of this kind of artifact had ever been recorded prior to this
discovery.

In contrast to preparatory manuscripts of this sort and right at the other end of the
writing process we also find certain notebooks that Rousseau has filled with the most
careful and beautiful handwriting, sometimes even attaching and sewing their pages
closed with little blue ribbons. This is the case, for example, of the manuscript of
Pygmalion. It features on its title page a note that we call a note de régie (a note to
oneself’) and which runs: “NB I don’t see that there is anything more to be done with
this piece, apart from maybe removing some redundant words, such as insensé etc.”.
Only a very few revisions have been made to the text. Everything points to the writer’s
having arrived at this point at the very end, or close to the end, of his act of writing.

In some cases, however, a wave of “second thoughts” intervenes before the real end
is reached. Certain notebooks which seemed to have been given the final embellishing
touches become filled once again with deletions, regressing to the rough state of
sketches. The work returns then into the bosom of its creator. It is the case for Lz Reine
Fantasque, the “political fairy tale” composed by Rousseau in the course of the 1750s.

The page presents much the same appearance as the manuscripts that Rousseau had
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carefully prepared to be passed out to selected readers (with its red border and its careful
and visually appealing writing). Are we dealing here with a copy originally intended for
Mme Dupin but that Rousseau has now worked on further? But this manuscript ready
for circulation here suddenly becomes once again a mere rough sketch.

This remarkable author’s archive is made still more remarkable by its comprising,
for four of Rousseau’s major works, the “fair copies” that he made himself for submission
directly to his publishersli. This is indeed a remarkable feature, and this for two reasons:
firstly, because these “fair copies” were normally destroyed once the text was printed;
secondly, because they were not usually set to paper by the author’s own hand. These
“print-ready copies” belonging, exceptionally for the age, to the archive of the author’s
own manuscripts do not, then, just allow us to observe how Rousseau continued to
make improvements to his text right up to the point at which it went into the printing
press. They also bear witness to how the hands of the typographers become intertwined
here with the author’s own writing hand. They show us how, once the author’s
manuscript has passed out of his own writer’s workshop and into the workshop of the
printers, these latter take possession of the author’s prose in order to make of it a book
in the concrete, material sense. These “print-ready copies” belonging to the manuscript
archive bear the marks of the typographers’ fingers and the notes that these artisans
added (castings off) in the pages’ margins to help them calibrate and compose these
pages for the actual printing process.

We are dealing here, then, with a body of texts which is already of immense
richness. The situation, however, is still evolving. New discoveries continue to be made.
Large sets of manuscripts continue to be sold and bought at auctions. And I am sure
that we will see, in the future, certain important manuscripts re-emerge that are
presently feared to be lost forever.

Of these genetic manuscript dossiers two stand out as particularly substantial: that
for Emile and that for La Nouvelle Héloise. These are in fact twin dossiers. In both cases
we have a number of different drafts, a number of fair copies, and finally, in each case,
the manuscript delivered to the printer. Moreover, in the case of La Nouvelle Héloise
there have also come down to us two full manuscript copies of the novel that Rousseau
made for his friends, Mme de Luxembourg and Sophie d'Houdetot. Rousseau had also
planned to make a handwritten copy of Emile, in an especially fine and careful script, for

Sophie d’Houdetot. But this plan was never carried out — probably due to their falling out.

15 N. Ferrand, « ‘Alle Manuskripte stammen von meiner Hand’. Rousseau und das Druckerexemplar von Julze,
ou La Nouvelle Héloise », in Materialitit und Materialismus. Klassiker als Produkt von Buchgestaltung, Diskurs und
Okonomie, hgst. von S. Bohmer, D. Fulda und M. Lepper, Berlin, Wallstein Verlag, 2025, pp. 177-189 ; « La
copie Rey de La Nouvelle Héloise : quelle archive de la création ? », in Archives : laboratoire de méthodes, sous
la direction de N. Ferrand, Elsa Marguin-Hamon et Pierre Musitelli, Presses de I'Ecole nationale des chartes,

forthcoming,.
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Why should these working manuscripts interest us ? I would like to offer you an
especially striking illustration of why they should. It is one drawn from Emile. More
particularly, it is drawn from what is called the “Favre manuscript” of this book, which
consists of several notebooks full of drafts. This manuscript is conserved, physically, in
Geneva but it is possible to consult it virtually on the website of the Société Jean-Jacques
Rousseau.

The passage I want to talk about occurs just a few pages from the start of the
manuscript (folio 52v). The page that interests us comprises two columns. The one on
the right contains the main text. The one on the left is a sort of margin intended for
whatever additions Rousseau anticipated he might possibly have to make. And it is in
fact in an addition jotted into this margin that we see the birth of that formulation
which (after some alterations) was to become one of the most famous 7ncipirs in all
Enlightenment philosophy: “Everything is good as it leaves the hands of Nature the
Author of Things; everything degenerates in the hands of Man”. Rousseau has crossed
out the word “Nature” and replaced it with the expression, written into the space
between the crossed-through line and the line above it, “the Author of Things”. This is
hardly a minor revision! Whoever examines this draft manuscript becomes a direct
witness to a major philosophical decision taken by Rousseau. By replacing that action of
Nature which he had initially posited as the origin of all things by an action now stated
to be that of the Creator Rousseau gives an entirely new orientation to his proposition.
It is an act of faith which is eventually given pride of place as the very opening
declaration of his treatise on education. His decision to perform this act of faith bespeaks
a philosophical position which is on its way to becoming irreconcilable with the atheistic
credo of certain of his former philosophical friends and allies.

The chapter which forms the core of the book (chapter 3, pp. 81-149) consists in a
detailed case study of one work of Rousseau’s in particular: namely, his epistolary novel
Julie, or The New Heloise. 1 try to retrace the genesis of this work by setting out, so to
speak, on an imaginary table its substantial genetic dossier. This dossier comprises some
seven thousand pages. I succeeded in putting it together in digital form only at the end
of a long process of research with the collaboration of the National Assembly Library
and the BnF in Paris, the BGE in Geneva, the BPUN in Neuchitel, the Morgan Library
in New York, etc.. It brings to light hitherto unknown versions of certain passages.

As the work undergoes repeated transformations, becoming denser with each new
draft, we observe how a whole poetics of the novel-form is slowly brought to realization
out of the tangled skein of rewritings. In certain comments that he writes in the margin of
his own manuscript the novelist comes to stand as judge of his own work. You see some of
these comments here: “NB: needs to be done over again”; “Somewhat wanting; maybe
needs to be cut”; “NB all this needs to be reworked”; or “somewhat lacks bite here”.

The genetic dossier also enables us to identify and interpret the various phases of
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the work’s creation. For example, in the reworked “fair copy” (the so-called copze
personnelle) one can see very clearly that the whole “status” of the text has changed. At
this point, it has become a work conceived of very much in terms of its potential
readership. The notes de régie which Rousseau had made on his draft have all but
disappeared. But the authorial voice that had found expression through them in the
camera obscura of the work’s draft has not disappeared along with them. It has only
changed its form. Rousseau now puts in the place of the earlier dialogue with himself a
dialogue with his readers. It is a dialogue conducted via footnotes, the greater part of
which, in La Nouvelle Héloise, arises during this phase of the book’s composition. There
will, by the end, be no less than a hundred and sixty-five such footnotes — a veritable
“annotative system”m, to borrow a phrase of Yannick Séité’s. It is interesting to observe
the archaeology of this system. Footnotes more and more troubling for the reader now
begin to appear. These footnotes question the nature of the text (what is fiction and
what is non-fiction) or introduce considerations which are no longer just approbative,
but now sometimes critical, regarding the characters in the story. At this stage in the
process of the novel’s genesis Rousseau takes certain decisions of enormous consequence:
for example, that of giving to his male protagonist, whose real name and identity are
never revealed to the reader', a name that is clearly symbolic. It emerged in the course
of my research that the pseudonym “St. Preux” had, at the draft stage of the
composition, not yet appeared. At that point, the hero was referred to, throughout, as
just “the friend”, or by some other periphrastic appellation. That is to say, he existed at
that stage only through his relation to the other characters, not yet with an identity of
his own; he was an “empty” figure with which Rousseau was playing as a way of
projecting himself into the space of his own fiction. (Rousseau says as much, indeed,
quite explicitly in The Confessions). Rousseau’s decision, then, to actually name St. Preux
meant an emancipation of this character from the close bond of identification which
had, up to this point, united him with his creator. In other words, the copie personnelle,
in which this naming first occurs (fig.3), marks the moment of the novelist’s maturity —
that is to say, the moment of his first recognizing himself to e a novelist.

Rousseau is often looked on as a writer characterized above all by spontaneity, by
emotion, by effusiveness. He is widely believed to have been an author who practiced a
kind of “instinctive writing”. This view of him needs to be corrected. He was, on the
contrary, very much a writer of “second thoughts”, of revision and correction, of
constant self-surveillance and self-control. He was also a self-taught writer — and largely

an autodidact, indeed, in almost every sphere of his endeavours — who proved able,

16 Yannick Séité, Du livre au lire. ‘La Nouvelle Héloise', roman des Lumiéres, Paris, Honoré Champion, 2002, p.
279.
17" N. Ferrand, « Un voyage au long cours dans I’écriture de Rousseau. Analyse génétique d’une lettre de Julze,

ou La Nouvelle Héloise (IV,3) », in Genesis n® 41, 2015, pp. 165-186.
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nonetheless, to make brilliant play of a literary culture which had by no means been
“handed to him on a plate”. One of the most striking mechanisms of Rousseau’s literary
inventiveness consists in this play. I mean that it consists in the carefully referenced
cultural “moorings” which he constructs, step by step, as he proceeds with his writing,
by making use of a vast heritage of literature and philosophy. In the manuscripts of Lz
Nouvelle Héloise one can observe how he adds, in the course of composition, a whole
series of literary allusions, for example to Italian poetry (his quotations from which are
never merely ornamental but always the product of the deepest and most serious
thought). On the very eve of publication he decides to add, to the manuscript ready to
be sent off to the printer, the explicit mention in a footnote of two contemporary
novelists, Samuel Richardson and Mme Riccoboni. This is a decision which, so to speak,
inscribes the work within its literary epoch and also makes still clearer the fact that it
belongs specifically to the genre of the novel. It is also through the study of the
manuscripts that we can come to comprehend the invention of that system of names
and pseudonyms which forms, so to speak, the “nervous system” of the novel on which
both its symbolic structure and its internal circulation of drives and impulses depends.
“St. Preux” and “Héloise”, it should be noted, are both invented at the same point
within the genetic growth of the manuscripts.

I want to end by saying a little bit about Rousseau’s personal library, which forms
the topic of the final chapter of the book. You will be aware that this topic of personal
libraries has acquired central importance in the genetic approach to textual analysis and
criticism ever since the publication of that seminal work Bibliothéques d’écrivains under
the direction of Daniel Ferrer and Paolo D’lorio in 2001 (Paris, CNRS éditions). This
book prompts us to reflect on the particular relation that each writer tends to establish
with the mass of the “already-written” and studies the way in which reading nourishes
the creative process. Ferrer’s and D’Iorio’s book did not contain a chapter devoted to
Rousseau. Indeed, it did not mention him at all. And for good reason, because
Rousseau’s personal library has, today, almost entirely disappeared. In contrast, for
example, to Voltaire, there is no single place where the books owned by Rousseau are
conserved.

For a long time, I believed that it was impossible to address this topic, due to the
lack of sufficient information. There are, of course, several studies devoted to “Rousseau
as reader” (he had, in fact, an immense appetite for reading) but the authors of these
studies were mainly interested in the question of sources, or of possible intertextualities.
These, however, were not the topics that interested me. What I wanted was to arrive at
an understanding of those particular methods of working that were Rousseau’s in those
moments when his pen, or his pencil, was running not over a sheet of paper which had

not yet been written on but rather over the already-printed page of a book lying open
before him on his desk.
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It is, in part, thanks (once again) to Ralph Leigh and his fine edition of Rousseau’s
letters that I have been able to glean information sufficient to provide a basis for an
inquiry, from the genetic point of view, into Rousseau’s personal library, or rather into
the successive personal libraries that he acquired and sold again at various points in his
life. To talk about this topic, I will begin with one especially significant episode:
Rousseau’s sale of the most substantial of all the personal libraries that he successively
assembled, which took place in London at the beginning of 1767. Rousseau already
knew at this time that he was about to leave England and, as he always did when he left
a place (or always tried to do, at least, because sometimes he had no time to do so) he
unburdened himself of his books. The burden was seldom a hard one to get rid of; since
Rousseau did not accumulate great masses of books. He was not a bibliophile, he often
bought second-hand books from bouquinistes when he was in Paris. Books were also
sent to him by the publishers he worked with. As soon as he moved, he would break up
whatever mass of books he had gathered, above all due to financial considerations, since
sending books from place to place was a costly business. For example, when, on his
moving from Switzerland to England two years before, his friend Du Peyrou
misunderstands his wishes and has his Swiss books sent on after him, we find Rousseau
in despair over the customs duties this is going to incur for him.

The exchange of letters between Rousseau and his British friends at the beginning
of 1767 gives us some idea of what Rousseau’s books looked like after they had passed
through his hands. We find that they were covered in annotations. Like Voltaire, then,
Rousseau was a “marginalist”. He loved to write things into the books of others. This
episode also reveals that the fascination with these marginal comments by writers on the
work of other writers is not one that has emerged just in our own day. The eighteenth
century felt the same fascination — as did, most likely, even earlier epochs.

Very few of Rousseau’s books have come down to us. Happily, however, those that
have are all very interesting, because each one throws a different light on how Rousseau
used his books. Let us take the example of the marginal notes that Rousseau scribbled
into his copies of the works of Plato (today in the British Library). Initially, indeed,
these works were just part of his general education in matters of the mind. The reading
of these books was useful to him in the writing of his own first philosophical works but,
generally speaking, no signs are left here of any expansive or creative reading. His
marking of them, then, consists mainly just in underlining words or passages. Not least
for the simple reason that these are very small books: there is just no room in the
margins for expansive notes. To our surprise, however, we discover that this does not
apply to the books’ flyleaves where he scribbles in tentative translations and tries to
assimilate their content. One of them reveals a draft, hitherto unknown, of a passage of
La Nouvelle Héloise. Rousseau, in fact, took up his Plato once again in the course of

composing one of the letters of this novel. Specifically, he re-read the Phaedo when
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composing St. Preux’s letter on the topic of suicide. He has, indeed, St. Preux explicitly
address this dialogue of Plato’s in this letter. And while he was drawing on the Phaedo
for ideas to nourish his fiction, he jotted down a brief draft in his copy of Plato®,

A different sort of use of his personal library, however, is highlighted by Rousseau’s
annotation of Montaigne. Montaigne too was an author who accompanied Rousseau all
his life. Rousseau’s personal copy of the Esays was a large folio-size volume provided
with very broad margins. Rousseau did not write many comments in these margins but,
when he was moved to write them, they were often very long and expansive. What is
fascinating in this case is that Rousseau, in these long marginal notes, Improvises, so to
speak, on a melody provided by Montaigne. Encouraged by Montaigne’s avowedly
autobiographical discourse, he too writes, in these notes, about himself; he unburdens
himself; he confides. It is possible to date these marginal annotations specifically to his
time at Montmorency. They are very personal, enigmatic — difficult to read, indeed,
since they are written in lead pencill9. They comprise scraps and fragments of text in
which Rousseau speaks of what haunts and worries him. Jean Starobinski sees in them
perhaps the first lineaments of the Conféssions. In Rousseau’s case, then, we may say, the
marginal note tends to adapt itself to the text onto which it is grafted, so that its nature
varies greatly from one “host volume” to another — and this not only in terms of what is
said in it but also as regards its form and style. The marginal notes he makes to
Montaigne give us a particularly clear view of how Rousseau transforms his own self
through the depth of the dialogue that he establishes with the author he is reading. The
relation between Rousseau the “marginalist” and the books in which he writes these
marginal notes shows how deeply he could commit himself to the experience of reading.

When Rousseau annotates Helvétius in 1758 the exchange here too is of a different
nature: here, we are in the battle of ideas. Helvétius was a contemporary of Rousseau’s
and one of his philosophical peers. The notes this time constitute a calm discussion with
a philosopher whose views he opposeszo. His animating impulse is to refute him and
these notes, which are in this case very legible, do indeed go to form the matter for a
Refutation of Helvétius’s ‘On Mind’ - a work that he was considering but eventually
destroyed so as not to poison further his ongoing quarrel with the philosophes. 1t is a
serious exchange. Rousseau defines the terms of the debate (for example that of
“sensation”, posing first the question “what do you mean by sensation?” and then noting
“to sense is to perceive objects; and to perceive the relations between objects is to

judge”) and tries to clarify them. He is sometimes mocking; but never of Helvétius’s

18  Dans l'atelier de J.-J. Rousseau, p. 163.

19 Jean Starobinski proposed a first transcription and study of these notes in « Rousseau dans la marge de
Montaigne. Cinq notes inédites », Le Débat, n ° 90, 1996/3, pp. 3-26, article later expanded in « Rousseau :
notes en marge de Montaigne », AJJR, n° 41, 1997, pp. 11-56.

20 De I’Esprit by Helvétius, annotated in Rousseau’s hand, is available online on the BnF’s Gallica website.
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person, only of the flaws in his reasoning (“oh! a very nice example!”). This set of
marginal notes is also interesting because Diderot and Voltaire both made notes in their
own copies of On Mind and one can compare the three writers’ very distinct ways of
proceeding here. This annotated volume immediately became famous. It was among the
books sold in London and Rousseau specified his wish that it go to someone well
disposed toward him. (On Mind was, in any case, a banned book). Helvétius got wind
of the existence of this book and asked its new owner if he could look at it. The new
owner refused, however, because he had promised Rousseau that the annotated books
would never leave his hands.

When Rousseau annotated the Lettres éerites de la campagne by Tronchin in 1763
(book today preserved at the Bodleian Library), he was writing responses to a book that
concerned him personally. The notes in the margin are really a first draft of his Lezzres
écrites de la montagne. There really must be included, then, within the genetic dossier of
this text the volume that you see here before you — something that is not the case in the
presently available editions.

And what of his annotations to Voltaire? In the course of these researches I realized
that Rousseau annotated Voltaire on at least two occasions. Firstly, he annotated a copy
of the Dictionnaire philosophique portatif which had been lent to him by his friend A. Du
Peyrou. When the book was returned to Du Peyrou he was surprised to discover that
notes had been scribbled in the margins. Apparently, however, Du Peyrou (who was a
great admirer of Rousseau) was very glad of this. He thanked Rousseau for having
turned his copy of Voltaire’s book into something especially valuable. He also expresses
surprise, however, at Rousseau’s having scribbled the letter “B” several times into the
margins of this philosophical dictionary’s article on Matiére. This prompts a fine letter
by Rousseau, who urges him to be prudent in interpreting marginal notes of such
extreme succinctness, not to over-interpret mere letters of the alphabet, and not to
suspect him of being himself a materialist (although, in fact, Voltaire’s article was not a
profession of materialist beliefs). On another occasion Rousseau annotates Voltaire
without knowing he is doing it. This is the case with his notes in the margins of Feeling
of the Citizens, a violent tract directed specifically against Rousseau himself (book today
preserved at the Musée ].-]. Rousseau in Montmorency). Here the handwritten notes
encircle, almost strangle these propositions advanced by an aggressive enemy. There are
six altogether, all contradicting the pamphlet’s defaming lies. Part of the fascination of
this object consists in the fact that it represents at once a manually annotated book and
an author’s manuscript (with self-corrections, deletions and additions). Indeed, it falls at
the same time even into a third category: that of “print-ready manuscripts”, since these
annotations anchored by Rousseau in the text of Voltaire — because this anonymous
attack did in fact come from Voltaire’s pen — were intended by him for publication just

as they stood. Rousseau immediately sent it to the publisher Duchesne, who printed it.
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These examples enable us to pick out more clearly Rousseau’s profile as a “reading
writer” and to better understand what type of laboratory of writing the books he owned
represented for him. Understanding the ways in which he made use of his personal

library lends a new dimension to our knowledge of his practices as a creator.

fig.1

The manuscripts produced by Rousseau’s hand

The copyist’s manuscripts

The secretary’s manuscripts

His personal correspondence (containing drafts and minutes)

The manuscripts of Rousseau’s works
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fig.2

Manuscripts of Rousseau’s works

@ Manuscripts of works he published in his lifetime @ Manuscripts of unpublished works

fig.3
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‘ Book Review ‘
Daniel Ferrer (translated by Rachel Bowlby)

Genetic Criticism and Its Logics: The Draft and the Text
(Edinburgh University Press, March 2025, 168pp.)
Peng Yi

The original French version of Daniel Ferrer’s Genetic Criticism and Its Logics: The Draft
and The Text, one of the representative works in the heyday of genetic criticism, was
published in 2011. Related publications that systematically introduce the school to the
English-speaking world include the milestone “Drafts” special issue of Yale French
Studlies in 1996 and the anthology of representative works, Genetic Criticism: Texts and
Avant-textes in 2004. In the 2010s and the 2020s, we saw the subsequent waves of
notable results. Finn Fordham’s I Do I Undo I Redo: The Textual Genesis of Modernist
Selves in Hopkins, Yeats, Conrad, Forster, Joyce, and Woolf in 2010 and Dirk Van Hulle’s
Iextual Awareness: A Genetic Study of Late Manuscripts by Joyce, Proust, and Mann could
be considered the natural next steps. Fordham’s work is as much about the creative
process, the process of making, remaking, and unmaking, in the words of the author, as
it is about genetic criticism. With essential caveats, the same balance or dynamics
between relevant aspects characterizes Van Hulle’s work too. In his case, the scrutiny of
manuscripts and creative traces inspired by genetic criticism should also consider textual
criticism and the practical work of creating editions.

At the beginning of the 2020s, several works came out in quick succession. These
include Genetic Criticism in Motion: New Perspectives on Genetic Criticism (2023), Genetic
Narratology: Analysing Narrative across Versions (2024) and A Comparative History of
Literary Draft in Europe (2024). It suffices to say that they all represent diversification, if
not a re-imagining of genetic criticism in the most immediate decade. If we look at the
publication of Genetic Criticism and Its Logics in translation in 2025, more than a decade
after its initial appearance, as participating in and responding to an ongoing
conversation of which the work itself and the recent works mentioned above are also
part, its full significance can be better grasped.

Genetic Criticism and Irs Logics is an intensively theoretical, reflective, and self-
reflexive work on the basics of genetic criticism condensed into the short space of 170
pages and the nexus of crisscrossing issues is discussed in thirty-four chapters. The
compact and occasional vignette quality of the work, serving as a counterpoint to its
persistently dialogic or heterologic nature, to borrow from Bakhtin, a figure invoked by
the author, should provide enough clues for us to attend to the inherently dynamic and

constantly evolving nature of genetic criticism and its subject.
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Two issues that link the beginning and end of the book are those of the personal
experience of the author in the face of drafts and the strictly abstract modeling of
genetic criticism brought to bear on the same. Emblematically, we are given a glimpse
and a sense of the work by the example of Etienne-Jules Marey, whose nineteenth-
century invention, “chronophotography,” captures the multiple still images of an object
in free fall, which were then turned into a series that animates the images into a short
film by the curator of the exhibition on Marey. The uncanniness aside, the emotional
jolt is related to the role of genetic criticism and its practitioner: genetic criticism seeks
to “restore the unfolding of writing or the movement of literary creation in a way that is
somehow cinematic, starting from the fixed shots that constitute writers’ working
manuscripts” (2). This experiential aspect, together with examples from various fields--
cinema or installation in this case--and literary and other creative events throughout the
whole work, serves as an essential counterpart to the rigorous theoretical task of defining
and differentiating that are also at the heart of the project: “So I imagined—initially for
my own use —a series of models that would try to do justice to the issues involved in
genetic criticism” but the “models are the traces of what felt for me (sic) the experience
of being immersed in writers’ manuscripts”(2). In the concluding chapter,
“Worldmaking,” the theory of the possible world (in particular, the theory of Nelson
Goodman with regard to possible world as an endeavor to project a DIY world, i.e., by
“repurposing” the existing ones), representing the third and the final modeling effort, is
considered not only in its strictly logical sense but also understood as akin to one of the
main aspirations of genetic criticism: “Bolstered by their deep familiarity with the
mechanisms of the genetic process as studied in the narrow worlds of drafts, they do
have something to say about the construction of the vast worlds that Goodman is
talking about, in other words about the elaboration of our way of seeing the world”
(137). The reader has not strayed too far away from the beginning where the feeling of
the uncanny and the urge to model the initial shock of the spectacle of the working
drafts appear. By linking genetic criticism with how we approach and are approached by
the world, we are at the scene of animated still images of Marey, except here it is more
specifically called lexpérience génétique, and by the models discussed, it can be linked to
not just literary drafts but also artistic activities and more generally “the study of
invention in our daily lives, and even of the invention of our daily lives” (137).

In the concluding chapter, the reader is reminded that in the last few chapters that
dwell on different aspects of the theory of possible worlds, the referential aspect of the
study of drafts is brought up as an inescapable dimension in connection with the equally
undeniable virtuality of the drafts themselves. The theory of possible worlds is designed
to deal with counterfactual propositions that involve what-if scenarios, such as “what if
Shakespeare had a sister?” The virtuality of the drafts and parts of the related genetic

dossier can be likened to a counterfactual scenario in relation to the actuality of the
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complete work. As reminded by Ferrer, the theory of possible worlds can be useful in
looking into the virtuality of the drafts. Equally importantly, we see also that Ferrer for
different reasons returns the reflection of drafts to the question of the reference of the
text (e.g., “reference is primary and that is what will serve as a basis for the genetic
process” (115)). This is a very meaningful stance to take within the context of the
ongoing history of genetic criticism in the broader moving picture of the study of
working drafts and creative process in general. Looking back and forward, we can
mention the understanding of the avant-texte as separate from the text (i.e., a forgotten
self of Bellemin-Noél) and the view of the continuum from the draft to versions of the
text. Ferrer responds to this core issue by proposing a distinct position insisting on the
necessary role of the text and also the fundamental non-linearity of creative inventions.
It is within this context that questions of accessibility (relations between worlds,
between a preceding version and a later one) and necessity (in contrast to the virtuality
of the drafts, in short, the text) in earlier chapters are put forward to further explore the
inherently intransitive nature of the creative process and the role of the text as a site of
the necessary.

In the context of the whole work, the referential question is preceded by two other
overlapping modeling efforts. The first cluster of chapters elaborates models that focus
on the structural logic. In addition to agrammaticality, diasystem, and path dependency,
the discussion of the memory of context also belongs to this first series and occupies a
pivotal place. Based on careflly curated samples, Ferrer aims to demonstrate that, while
looking back from the final stage, due to drastic creative leaps, which we see in Joyce’s
Ulysses, it is dithcult or often impossible to retrace progress from one state to a later one,
especially if the stages are far apart and the transgression grave. In short, genetic process
is often characterized by discontinuity, transgression and intransitiveness (“if Y [i.e., a
later state] is accessible from X, then it is not possible, from X, to have access to the
worlds Za, Zb, Zc . . . which will be accessible from Y; and even less possible to have
access to the worlds that will be accessible from one of the Z worlds”)(132). It is crucial
to add that the idea of temporality and its “unevenness” provide a possible way to
retrace: “[T]he path from X to Y that seemed to be forbidden by the rules of
accessibility will cease to appear inconceivable if we succeed in defining a series of
intermediate stages, Xy, Xy, (. . .), Xx7(132). The existence of these intermediate stages,
best preserved in the draft, is understood by the author as temporality and traceability:
“Stating the problems like this in terms of regimes of accessibility, taking account of the
asymmetries and intransitivities, ought to make it possible to acknowledge the
virtualities of the process of creation without having to deny its temporal dimension . . .
By the intermediary of a spatial metaphor (accessibility of one world to another) we will
be able to analyse the non-linear, non-continuous and uneven temporality of the genetic

process”) (132). Spatial accessibility and intransitiveness graphically capture the
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unevenness of temporality: accessible or inaccessible memory traces are projected as
forking paths or dead ends.

A classic and handy example to illustrate how memory traces work in the creative
process is Paul Eluard’s poem “Liberty” (“Liberté”), as we are informed that the
resistance poem was originally addressed to a woman, that is, it is a love poem at its
inception. Together with other more extended discussions, the author points out that
though the name which is inscribed on the pages, the trees and the snow originally
belonged to a woman, its replacement by the abstract concept of Liberty does not
totally cancel out the amorous traces: “The beloved woman, who is superficially absent,
remains there, hollowed out; it is even possible to say that it is she who lends Liberty the
force of its embodiment”(78). The woman’s name may be hollowed out but its outlines,
so to speak, shape the embodiment; therefore, the replaced expression or detail is “in
some sense inscribed in the context, or to be more precise, it is the object of an
inscription that is shared between the context and the substituted element.” More
pertinently for genetic criticism, this “is a similar mechanism that enables us, in the first
instance, to explain that the text conserves the trace of its previous states” (78).
Although it is replaced, the impression of the substituted object in the context remains,
and this is the so-called memory of context. In addition, as shown in the second
quotation, the traceable memory preserved in the context also defines the relation
between the text and drafts (the previous states) and because of this gossamer memory
running through, Ferrer is a position to highlight the “disturbing idea: ultimately, for us
and, in a certain way, for the creator, it is not the genesis that determines the text, but
the text that determines its genesis”(57). Of course, how or to what degree memory is
traceable is a genuine question, as acknowledged by the author. Nonetheless, the
tenuous and not always well-preserved link raises questions about the view that
emphasizes the break between the text and its previous states, keeping open the question
of how we can define exactly or even be sure about the relation. The debate between
views that emphasize the fundamental difference between the draft and the text and
those that do not, or those that seck to find a middle ground or alternatives, continues
on the issues of the role of variants, versions, and the fluidity of the text.

How past traces can be reactivated in the present—another way of looking at the
relation between previous states and later ones, a question linked to accessibility and
uneven temporality we have discussed—serves as the jumping off point for the second
cluster of chapters, where the dynamic (and implicitly the temporal) quality of the
creative process is examined, in contrast to the more static logic of the first round of
explorations (81). Bakhtin’s dialogism, to return to an earlier reference, provides a
crucial theoretical basis for a war of words that embroils the past and the present. In
short, the traceability afforded by temporality can be applied to threads in the inner

conversations. We are only left with our own present utterance impregnated with the
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voice of the past, with which our present is inextricably linked, a relation reminiscent of
the tenuous relation between the adored woman and Liberty in Eluard’s poem.
According to Bakhtin, the connection is a “hidden polemic” in which “the other’s
words are treated antagonistically, and this antagonism . . . is what determines the
author’s discourse’ (qtd. “Bathmology and Dialogism” 84-5). Coupled with the idea of
memory of context, which treats the integral connection, however implicit and in need
of a combination of chance and dedicated pursuit, between the states of the creative
process, the intrinsic dialogism of language and discourse effectively puts the separatism
of the draft to rest; furthermore, as the text becomes the final depository of memory of
context, having the final say concerning the preceding genetic processes, the text
reclaims its arbitrating position. Because of this we can now better appreciate the full
force of the statement quoted earlier, namely, that we need to come to terms with the
“disturbing idea: ultimately, for us and, in a certain way, for the creator, it is not the
genesis that determines the text, but the text that determines its genesis.” Although the
separate status of rough drafts is one of the foundations of genetic criticism, it is essential
to examine that difference and delimit the anteriority of the drafts. Other related
definitions of drafts and avant-texte throughout the book support this point too. For
instance, in the chapter using music scores to capture the nature of the draft, we are
reminded that it “is not a work but an operational protocol with a view to the
completion of a work” (26). Just as scores are not musical performances, drafts are
directives for the author to materialize in the final text. By painstakingly restoring the
referential dimension and arbitrary status of the text, Ferrer brings to the forefront the
necessity of the text, while stressing the unpredictability (e.g., Chapter 10, on the role
of the fructifying accidental in the creative process), non-linearity, transgressiveness and
inventiveness of the draft. This is a difficult position to take. Or, does the difficulty
derive from the imperative to prioritize either the text or the draft, or do the memory of
context and dialogism involve more comprehensively discourse, literary or critical, and
reflection in general? Ferrer’s ideas surrounding temporality provide a thread out of a
maze of difficult choices.

To go back to the context that launched us into the review, that is, the 2020s, when
we witness the publication of various realignments of genetic criticism, the same recent
milieu in which Genetic Criticism and Its Logics appears, the relation, or the lack thereof,
between genetic criticism and philology or textual criticism is still an issue under
examination. If the concept of the avant-texte solidifies the division between the draft
and the text, the fundamental distance between genetic criticism and philology needs to
be affirmed too. In one of the chapters which deal with the fundamental difference
between the two, “Repetition and Invention: The Philological Counter-model”, Ferrer
points out succinctly that philology is primarily concerned with the restoration of the

origin state and this amounts to an order to replicate the same and to repeat and in
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order to achieve this, errors and corruptions accumulated need to be weeded out.
Keeping in mind what the author says regarding non-linearity and transgression that are
the hallmarks of the creative process, we are not surprised to see that, in contrast,
genetic criticism is interested in invention (15-16). Moreover, invention is described as
a space of invention and by relinquishing the imperative of repetition, invention can be
embraced for its affordance or capacity for diversity and unpredictability or
transgression: “This space [of invention] includes the emerging text, but also all the
dross, all the accidental bits that traditional philology tries to get rid of for the sake of a
textual abstraction” (23).

In sum, uneven temporality and the space of invention constitute a framework to
better portray the genetic experience of awe and uncanniness when faced with the
wonder of creative events and their legacy. The concept of the memory of context
engages the past and the present—of the draft and of the theory of the creative process
—and a concept such as the space of invention marks out the terrain of genetic criticism
and distinct kinds of activities that the former deems worthy of further reflection. For a
work rich in lateral explorations across art history, arts, philosophy, and sociology, Ferrer
shows considerable restraint in abstract theorizing. As a rule, issues of temporality and
space in the sense of a creative environment, are linked to select cases that encourage
economy. All this opens a line of thought for the future: whether and how to achieve a
balance between laser-focused theoretical introspection and detailed study, or whether
the priority of theoretical protocols over manuscript details is exactly the point, remains
to be further explored.

It is fair to say that the publication of Genetic Criticism and Its Logic is timely
because the issues discussed speak to their original context and the present and future
development of the field. In addition, within the scope of the work, Ferrer demonstrates
Why multidisciplinarity, diversity in materials, and theoretical experiments are essential

towards a more comprehensive understanding of the creative experience.
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