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1IntroductionLardinoisetal.

Introduction

André Lardinois, Sophie Levie, Hans Hoeken and Christoph Lüthy 

In2009thecentraladministrationofRadboudUniversityNijmegenawarded
the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Philosophy, Theology, and Religious
Studiesa largegrantto fundtwoprojects thatwouldstimulatetheresearch
andcollaborationofthetwofaculties.Itwasdecidedthatoneoftheseprojects
wouldbedevotedtoexploringcommonwaystostudythefunctionandmean-
ingoftexts,sincetextsareatthecoreofthesubjectsstudiedinbothHumani-
tiesfaculties.Theword“text”hereisusedinthebroadestsenseoftheterm:it
doesnotonlydenoteliteraryorscholarlysources,butalsooraltales,speeches,
newspaperarticlesandcomics.Oneofthepurposesbehindtheprojectwasto
discover what these different texts have in common, where they differ and
whethertheycanbestudiedinsimilarways.Thesamequestionsunderliethis
volume.

InFebruary2009GlennMost(ScuolaNormaleSuperiorediPisa/University
ofChicago),theauthorofinnumerablestudiesinthefieldofClassics,Philoso-
phy,andtheHumanitiesatlarge,wasappointedvisitingprofessoratbothfac-
ulties. Together with André Lardinois, he organised an interdisciplinary
researchgroupentitled“Text,TransmissionandReception,”whichconsisted
ofresearchersfromthetwoHumanitiesfacultiesofRadboudUniversity.With-
inthisresearchgroup,differentprojectswerepursued,basedontheinterests
oftheindividualresearchers.Thisresultedinfoursubgroups,whicharealso
representedassectionsinthisvolume:NewPhilology,Narrativity,Imageand
Text,andReceptionandLiteraryInfrastructure.

AfterresearchersofthetwofacultiesofRadboudUniversityhadworkedfor
overayearinthesefoursubgroups,itwasdecidedtoorganisealargeconfer-
enceinthefallof2010,entitled“Texts,Transmissions,Receptions,”wherethey
couldshareresultswithoneanotherandalsowithotherscholarsfromoutside
theuniversity.Aselectionofthepaperspresentedatthisconferenceliesbe-
foreyou.Theconferencewassetupinsuchawaythatallparticipantscould
attend all the papers.This was done deliberately, so that participants could
learnfromeachother’s,oftenverydifferent,approaches.Morethan70schol-
arstookpartintheconference,whichbroughttogetherresearchersfromsuch
diversedisciplinesasClassicalStudies,MedievalDutchLiterature,EnglishLit-
erature, Philosophy, Religious Studies, Cultural Studies, Art History, Linguis-
tics, and Communication and Information Studies, all united in a common
interestin“texts.”

© AndréLardinoisetal.,2015 | doi10.1163/9789004270848_002
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
Noncommercial3.0Unported(CC-BY-NC3.0)License.
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We hope that something of this unity of purpose is also apparent in this
volume.Humanitiesstudiesaregoingthroughhardtimes,whiletheircontri-
butiontosocietyisbeingquestioned.Humanitiesresearchersarethemselves,
however,ofteneachother’sworstcritics.Insteadofrecognisingtheircommon
purpose,theydenounceapproachesthatdifferfromtheirownasiftheycon-
stitutesomekindofheresy.Inthisvolumedifferentapproachesarejuxtaposed
whichtheindividualcontributorshadpreviouslynotconsideredtogether.The
hopeisthatthereader,liketheparticipantsattheoriginalconference,learns
fromthesedifferentapproachesandlearnstoappreciateeachoftheminits
ownright.Togethertheyprovideabroadpictureofthefunctionandmeaning
oftexts,whichstilllieatthecoreofhumancommunicationinreligion,law,
politics,advertisement,journalism,philosophyandliterature.Ifsuchtextsare
notworthstudying,onewonderswhatis.

New Philology

Thefirstsectionofthisbooktakesasitsstartingpointanapproachtotextual
criticismthatcallsitselfNewPhilology.Itdemandsattentionforthedynamic
changes in the physical appearances and contexts of literary, philosophical
andreligioustextsovertime.Thissectionseekstoevaluatethemeritsofthis
approach in four papers that combine theoretical reflections with either a
modernorhistoricalliteraryorreligioustext.Inthefirstpaper,MarkdeKreij
examinestherecordofthetextualtransmissionofSappho’spoetryinantiq-
uity.Sappho,wholivedandworkedontheislandofLesbosaround600BC,was
recognizedasoneofthecanonicallyricpoetsofancientGreece.Becauseof
this exalted status, we find quotations of her poems in many later classical
authors.Togetherwithpapyrusfinds,thesequotationsmakeupforourlackof
a surviving manuscript tradition of her work. Usually they are studied only
withaneyetothereconstructionofthelostoriginalofSappho’ssongs.Asa
result,theyhavereceivedlittleattentionintheirownright.Inthetraditionof
NewPhilology,deKreijcloselyexaminestwofragmentsofSapphothathave
beentransmittedinmorethanonesource, fragments2and154,contrasting
thedifferentformstheytakeinthedifferentsources.Hearguesthateachof
theseformsistheproductofitstimeandauthor,andassuchconstitutesarich
sourceofinformationaboutthereceptionandtransmissionofSappho’spo-
etryinantiquity.HethereforepleadsforaneweditionofSappho’sfragments
thatshowsthevariationsinthetransmissionofhersongsinantiquity.

NewPhilologicaltexteditions,whichtrytoreproducethedifferentversions
inwhichtextsappearovertime,arealmostimpossibletoproduceonpaper,
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whenmanyvariantsofatextsurvive.BernardCerquiglini,oneofthefounders
ofNewPhilologyinMedievalStudies,thereforepredictedtheuseofcomput-
ersinconstitutingtexteditionsfromtheperspectiveofNewPhilologyalready
in 1989. Karina van Dalen-Oskam in her article looks back at Cerquiglini’s
predictionconcerningtheroleofthecomputerinsuchtexteditionsandcom-
pares his expectations with the current state of the art in digital textual
scholarship.Sheshowswhere thecurrentsituationprovesCerquiglini right,
but also where technical developments have overtaken and improved upon
thepossibilitiesCerquigliniforesawmorethantwentyyearsago.Thenewop-
portunitiesthathavecomeaboutareillustratedthroughtheexampleofstatis-
ticalresearchonfifteencopiesofthesameepisodeinaMiddleDutchBiblein
rhyme, the so-called Rijmbijbel, written by Jacob van Maerlant in 1271 BC. It
demonstrates how multivariate approaches such as cluster observation and
principal components analysis can help to visualize the relative position of
eachofthecopieswhencomparedtoeachother.Italsoshowshowsuchmeth-
odscanbeusedasexploratorytools,pointingtheresearchertothoseepisodes
ormanuscriptsthatdeservecloserattention.

RobvandeSchoor inhiscontributiontothevolumeexploresthesignifi-
canceoftheinsightsgeneratedbyNewPhilologyforthetextualtransmission
andreceptionhistoryofaprintedtext,De officio pii viri (“OntheDutyofthe
PiousMan”),writtenbyGeorgiusCassanderandfirstpublishedin1561.Vande
Schoorlists15editionsorreprintsbetween1561and1687,oftenwithsignificant
additionsorchangestothetext.Thesechangesareoftenbasedonthereligious
convictionsofsubsequenteditors.HecomplimentsNewPhilologyfordrawing
attentiontosuchvariationsofatext,butheiscriticalofthenewmovementas
well.Firstofall,ashepointsout,traditionalphilologyregisteredthesediffer-
encesaswell,butitevaluatedthemdifferently.Secondly,itishardtomaintain
thatthesedifferentversionsareofequalsignificance,especiallyinthecaseof
printededitions.Van deSchoorvaluesNewPhilologymore for theparadig-
maticshiftitrepresentsthanforthepracticaleffectitwillhaveontextualstud-
ies.

New Philology has close affinity with genetic editing, except that genetic
editingrecordsandevaluatesvariationsofatextbefore itsfirstpublication(au-
thor’snotes,typescripts,etc.),whereasNewPhilologyfocusesonvariationsof
atextafteritsfirstappearance.WehavethereforeincludedanarticlebyBenja-
minAlexanderwhichlooksatthepossibilitiesoftheSalmanRushdieArchive,
keptatEmoryUniversityinAtlanta,forthereconstructionofthecreativepro-
cessthatledtohisnovels.ThisarchiveincludesfourApplecomputers,whose
harddrivesallowforanalmostminutebyminutereconstructionofRushdie’s
writingprocess.Alexanderdrawsparallelswithotherdigitalarchivesofmod-
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ern authors or the way we know other modern novels have been written.
Alexander uses the findings of New Philology, as well as the concept of the
palimpsest(amanuscriptthathasbeenwrittenoverwithanewtext),toargue
forthesignificanceoftheseearlier,creativeversionsofatext.Togetherthese
four contributions in the New Philology section celebrate the diversity in
whichatextcanappearratherthantryingtopinitdowntoone,authorial(and
authoritative)version.

Narrativity

ThefourcontributionstotheNarrativitysectionbroadenthescopeofresearch
onthereceptionoftextstothewaystoriesarereadandunderstood.Twoofthe
papersfocusonthecharacteristicsandimpactofliterarytexts,whereasnews-
paperstoriesarethetopicofinterestintheothertwo.Intwopapers,theanal-
ysisofthesenarratives(oneliterary,theotherjournalistic)isembeddedwithin
alinguisticframework,whereastheothertwostudiesadoptacommunication
sciencemodel.Finally,apart fromamoretheoreticalpaper,corpusanalyses
arereportedonintwopapers,andanexperimentonparticipants’responsesto
a literary text, in the other. Despite this variety in chosen texts, theoretical
frameworksandapproaches,thestudiesinthissectionformasurprisinglyco-
herentset.

ThechapterbyHelendeHoopandSanderLestradeisanexcellentexample
ofhowlinguistictheoryandanalysiscanbeappliedfruitfullytoliterarytexts.
TheyfocusintheirstudyontheuseofasinglewordinNabokov’sLolita:the
epistemicmodalityauxiliary might.Innaturallanguage,speakersemployepis-
temic modality markers such as may and might to express their hypotheses
aboutthestateofaffairsintheactualworld.Bystatingthat“Petermightpass
theexam,”thespeakercommunicatesthatheorshebelievesthatitispossible
–butnotcertain–thatPeterwillpass.Whereaspeopleintherealworldcanbe
uncertainaboutsuchfacts,omniscientnarratorsinfictionarenotexpectedto
sufferfromsuchuncertainties,astheymakeupthisworldthemselves.

Nabokov’sLolitaisaninterestingworkoffictioninthisrespect,giventhatit
isaframestory.HumbertHumbert,themaincharacterinthestory,isalsoa
characteratahigher levelwhereheservesas thenarratorwhenwritinghis
confessioninprisonaftertheeventshaveunfolded.Asaresult,whenmightis
used,itmayrefertouncertaintyfeltbyHumbertasthecharacterinthestory
orbyHumbertthenarratoroftheevents.DeHoopandLestradeanalyzeall136
occurrencesofmightinNabokov’sLolitatoassesswhetherthepersonindoubt
is “Humbertthecharacter”or“Humbertthenarrator.”Theresultsshowthat
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when might is used to express the doubt of a character, it is almost always
clearly and explicitly marked by syntactic embedding. In contrast, subtle
contextualcuesrevealwhentheuseofmighthastobeinterpretedfromthe
narrator’s perspective.The approach taken by De Hoop and Lestrade yields
interestingresultsforbothliterarystudiesandlinguistics.Forliterarystudies,
itshowshowacarefullinguisticanalysiscanhelptoaddressthequestionof
whoisthinking,perceiving,andwonderinginastory.Forlinguistics,thestudy
showshowlanguageinthehandsofageniuscanbeusedtoachievegoalsand
effectsordinarylanguageuserswouldnotthinkof,butstillcanunderstand.As
such,itbroadensourviewofwhatlanguagecanachieve.

WhereasDeHoopandLestradestudythewayinwhichanunreliablenarra-
torrepresentshisownaswellasotherpeople’sthoughtsandwords,Kirsten
Vis,JoséSandersandWilbertSpoorenfocusonthewayinwhichjournalists
representthewordingoftheirsourcesintheirnewsreports.Theyshowthat
quotationsinnewsstorieshavespecialcharacteristicsandserveotherfunc-
tionsthantheydoinworksoffiction.Forinstance,directquotesdonotonly
serve toenliven thenewsreport, theyalsosuggest that the journalistswere
presentwhenthesewordswereuttered,thusattestingtotheveracityofthese
words.Visetal.claimthatjournalistsquoteanewssourcedirectlytopresent
themselvesasreliablewitnessestothesituation.

Visetal.donotonlystudytheuseof(complete)directquotes,butalsoof
partial direct quotes, and of indirect representations of people’s spoken or
writtenwordsinnewsstories.Theseindirectrepresentationsinwhichpeople’s
words are paraphrased by the journalist, appear to be used to summarize a
source’s position on an issue. Such paraphrases are often alternated with
(semi-)directquotationsofthesource.Partialdirectquotes,suchas:The min-
ister found the accusation “really disgusting” appeartoserveseveralfunctions:
notonlydotheyenliventhearticle,theyalsoputdistancebetweenthequoted
speaker’sopinionandthatofthejournalist.

Whereasquotationscancreatedistancebetweentheopinionofthenews
sourceandthatofthejournalist, freeindirectpresentationsof, forinstance,
thoughtsinnewssourcesachieveexactlytheopposite:theyleadtotheinter-
twiningof thesource’sandthe journalist’svoices.Free indirect thought isa
quitecommontechniqueemployedinliterarytexts.Visetal.showthatfree
indirectthought,however,isabsentinbothrecentandolderDutchnewsnar-
ratives.Giventhatjournalistsdonothavedirectaccesstowhattheirsources
werethinking,thismayexplainwhytheyrefrainfromusingthistechnique.

Visetal.didnotfindanyoccurrencesoffreeindirectthoughtintheircor-
pus.However,therehaverecentlybeenanumberofarticlesinwhichjournal-
istsemploy(literary)storytellingtechniques,suchastheuseoffreeindirect
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thought,toreconstructtheeventsandbackgroundsofshockingnewsevents.
José Sanders and Hans Hoeken focus in their contribution on the function
such reconstructions may serve and on the kind of impact that these story
telling techniques may have. It has been claimed that the most important
functionoflanguageistheexchangeofsocialinformation.Nowadays,journal-
istsplayanimportantroleintheexchangeofsuchinformation.Theyfunction
as gatekeepers who identify events that are newsworthy for the community
theycaterto.

Onewayinwhichaneventcanmeetthecriterionofnewsworthinessisby
(strongly)deviatingfromtheexpectationsandnormsofthecommunity,such
asamotherkillingherownbabiesoramankillinginnocentbystandersina
mall.Hardnewsreportsonsucheventsaretypicallyfollowedbylongerback-
groundarticles.Thesearticlesareoftencast inanarrativeformatwhichde-
scribeseithertheeventsastheyhavebeenexperiencedbypeopleinvolved,or
thepsychologicalmakeupoftheperpetrator.SandersandHoekenpointout
thatthisdistinctioninfocusrunsparalleltothedistinctionmadebetweenthe
two landscapes a story is said to construct: the landscape of action and the
landscapeofconsciousness.Thelandscapeofactionenablesreaderstoassess
theconsequencesofactions,whereasthelandscapeofconsciousnessprovides
readerswithapotentialexplanationforwhytheperpetratoractedthewayhe
orshedid.

Inthefinalcontributioninthissection,thefocusshiftsfromnewsnarra-
tivesbacktoliterarystories.Animportantaspectthatsetsstoriesapartfrom
genressuchas textbooksor letters to theeditor is theirability to luretheir
readersawayfromthehereandnowandleadthemintotheworldevokedby
thestory.Thisexperienceofbeinglostinabookhasbeendubbed“transporta-
tion”andhasattractedalotofresearchattention.AnnekedeGraafandLettica
Hustinxintheircontributionfocusontheroleofthecharacterintransporting
readerstothenarrativeworld.

DeGraafandHustinxfollowuponthesuggestionthat it iseasiertoem-
pathisewitha likeablecharacter thanwithanunlikeablecharacter. In their
study,theyuseashort, literarystoryaboutamanwhotravelsintheBasque
countryinSpainandendsupbeingmurderedbyaterroristgroupthatisactive
inthatarea.Inanexperiment,DeGraafandHustinxcreatedthreeversionsof
thisstorythatonlydifferminimallyfromoneanother.Inoneversioninforma-
tion is provided that makes the character more likeable; in another version
information is given that makes him rather unsympathetic. A third version,
whichservedasacontrol,isrelativelyneutralaboutthecharacter’slikeability.
Subsequently, the three versions were randomly distributed among partici-



7Introduction

pantswhoindicatedtheextenttowhichtheyempathisedwiththecharacter
andfelttransportedtotheworlddescribedinthestory.

DeGraafandHustinxfoundthatreadersof theversionwiththe likeable
characterdisplayedamorepositivedispositiontowardstheprotagonistand
empathizedmorewithhimthanreadersoftheneutralversion,whointurn
displayedamorepositivedispositionandfeltmoreempathyfortheprotago-
nistthanreadersoftheversionwiththeunlikeablecharacter.Also,thestory
featuringthelikeableprotagonistresultedinmoretransportationoftheread-
erthanthestorieswitheithertheneutralortheunlikeableprotagonists.These
resultsshowthattheportrayalofaprotagonistasamoresympatheticperson
throughdescriptionsof“good”actionsandthoughtsisindeedanantecedent
oftransportation.

Together,thecontributionsinthissectionrevealtherelevanceofseemingly
unrelatedtheoreticalframeworksandmethodstothestudyofnarrativityand
narrativereception.Theyshowhowlinguistictheorycaninformtheanalysis
of perspective in both literary texts and journalists’ narratives. Finally, they
showhowtheconceptualisationoftheimpactofstories,originallydeveloped
toexplainhowliterarytextsaffecttheirreaders,canbeextendedtoexplainthe
designandfunctionofnewspapernarratives.

Image and Text

Atleastetymologically,imagesandwrittenwordsappeartohavecommonori-
gins.Thesearefoundintheactofscratchingmeaningfullinesonasurfacein
order to leave signs that last longer than spoken words. After all, the Greek
wordgraphein meansanygesturethatliterallyen-gravessomethingonatab-
let,irrespectiveofwhethertheresultisaword(thespellingofwhichoughtto
followtherulesofortho-graphy),adia-gramoranothertypeofgraphicdesign.
Inotherwords,whenthegraphis(aslatepencil)hascarveditslines,theresult
maybeadrawingoraletter,butineachcaseitwillbeagraphēorgramma–
forthesetwoall-embracingwordsmeanallofthesetypesofengravings.Inthe
particularcaseofhieroglyphics, the“drawing”andthe“letter”mayevenfall
together,andonlythecontextwilltellwhetherthedrawingsshouldbereadas
textorasimage.

Writingandimagingcaninmanycasesthereforebeviewedasalternative,
butequivalentoptions.Inthecollectionofessaysthatarecontainedinthis
section,however,wordsandimagesarenotpresentedasalternativestrategies
forsimilarends,butaspartsofintegratedwholes.Thisisduetothefactthat
weroutinelyusewordsandimagesjointlysoastoreinforcethemeaningof
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whatwewish tocommunicate. Ineveryday life, theway inwhichtextsand
imagescollaborateposesfewproblems.Wehavelearned,andthereforeintui-
tivelyunderstand,howwordsandtextsinteractinsuchcasesastrafficsigns,
user’s manuals, encyclopedia entries or advertisements. However, when we
turntohistoricalexamples,weseethatourintuitionabandonsusquickly.Ba-
roqueemblembooks,forexample,inwhichatitle,anoftendeliberatelycryp-
tic image and an explanation in allegorizing verses are combined to form a
message,arenolongerunderstandabletous,inthesensethatwedon’tgrasp
withoutengaginginmuchhistoricalresearchwhatweoughttodowithem-
blemsandinwhichcognitive,spiritualormoralwaysweareexpectedtoreact
tothem.

Butevenincaseswhereweintuitthemeaninginword-imageconstellations
pastandpresent,weusuallycannotquiteexplainhowexactlytheywork.What
isthecontributionofthetext,whatoftheimages?Inwhichprecisewaydo
imagesreinforcethetextualmessage?Orconversely, inwhichwaydoes the
text either add to, or instead merely explicate, the meaning of the images?
What is the argumentative force that we attribute to a photograph with or
withoutacaption,toadiagramwithorwithoutanexplanation,toapainting
withorwithoutatitle,toamapwithorwithoutinscriptions?

Thisprecisesetofquestionsanimatedtheabove-mentionedstudygroup
“ImageandText,”inwhichhistoriansofart,philosophy,literatureandscience
collaboratedwithexpertsinmediaandcommunicationscienceforanextend-
edperiod.Thefourarticlesreproducedhereareasmallandyetrepresentative
expressionofthiswork.Examiningtheinteractionoftextsandimagesinpast
andcontemporarycases,theymanagetoprovideanexquisitelycomplexintro-
ductiontotherichnessandcomplexityoftheissuesatstake.Thefirstofthem
studies the triangular relation between canonical and legendary texts, the
genreofsacreddrama,andpainting intheconstructionofaspecific icono-
graphicaltheme.Theseconddiscussesthereligiousandideologicalconsider-
ationsbehindtheinclusionorexclusionofillustrationsinBiblesproducedin
theDutchRepublicbetween1560and1680.Thethirdcontainsananalysisof
theuseofvariousgraphicmeansofrepresentationemployedinananthropo-
logicalstudyofNorthAmericanIndians.Thefinalessaydealswiththeinevi-
tablebutuneasycombinationoftextandimageinthegenreofcomics.Each
exampleconfrontsuswithaverydistinctrelationbetweenlookingandread-
ing;ineachcase,whatwordsareexpectedtoaddtoimagesorimagestowords
followsaverydifferentlogic;finally,thefourcasesalsodifferwithrespectto
theesthetical,pedagogicaloredificatoryobjectivesthatareinvolved.

Inthefirstcontributiontothissection,BramdeKlerckexaminesMaryMag-
dalene’s conversion in Renaissance painting and mediaeval sacred drama.
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In this particular case study, we encounter texts and images at one remove
fromeachother,although–sodeKlerckargues–wewillnotunderstandthe
emergenceofthisnewsubjectofRenaissanceiconography,namelythecon-
versionofMaryMagdalene,withoutunderstandingthegenreofsacreddrama
inwhich thisconversionwas first represented. Inother words,between the
biblicalandnon-canonicaltextsthatspokeofMaryMagdalene’slife,andthe
Renaissancepaintingsofherconversion,thereexisted,asitwereasabridge,
thegenreofdramathatmixed(spoken)textwithvisualaction.Thethemeof
MaryMagdalene’sconversionisthus,asdeKlerckargues,“anexampleparex-
cellenceofthesometimescomplexrelationshipbetweentextsandimages”in
Renaissanceart,where“depictions”ofathememustbeseenas“translations
intovisualform”ofaplethoraoftextualanddramaticsources.

ElsStronksinhercontributioncomparestheeditionsofBibletextsinthe
DutchRepublicwiththoseinneighbouringcountriesandexploreswhyprac-
ticesofillustrationintheDutchRepublicdifferedfromthoseinothercoun-
tries.Recentresearchhasshownthatbetween1560and1680,religiousliterature
producedintheDutchRepubliccontainedfarfewerillustrationsthansimilar
literatureinthesurroundingcountries.Stronksarguesthatthesedifferences
weremotivatedbytheologicalandideologicalviewsratherthanbycommerce.
Inpre-Reformationreligioustextsimageryservedtoillustratethedoctrineand
tohelpmemorizethetext.Theologicaldebatesonthehierarchybetweenword
andimage,whichinthesixteenthcenturyledtoiconoclasticoutburstsinlarge
partsofWesternEurope,putanendtoapeacefulcoexistenceofwordandim-
age.IntheDutchRepublic,knownforitsreligioustolerance,peoplefromdif-
ferent denominations participated in a common culture, which could even
leadtoamixtureofProtestantandCatholicfeaturesinimagery:thepaintings
ofRembrandtareanexampleofthis.However,intranslationsoftheBibleor
inspiritualsongbooksproducedintheRepublic,thisinterminglingofword
andimageprovedproblematic.Thisisdemonstratedinparticularbythecon-
troversysurroundingthepublicationoftheStatesBiblein1637,inwhichthe
printerPaulusAertsz.vanRavesteynembellishedinitialswithillustrations.It
met with severe criticism and illustrated Bibles remained forbidden in the
NorthernNetherlands.ThisarticlesharesaffinitywithvandeSchoor’sessayin
theNewPhilologysection,whichregisterstheinfluenceofthereligiousand
theologicalviewpointsofsubsequenteditorsontheconstitutionofthetextof
Cassander’sDe officio pii viriinthesametimeperiod.

CamilleJoseph’sessay,entitled“IllustratingtheAnthropologicalText,”ana-
lyzes theusemadeby theAmericananthropologistFranzBoasofdrawings
and photographs in his Social Organization and the Secret Societies of the 
Kwakiutl Indiansof1897.JosephshowsthatforBoasphotographsanddrawings
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constituted“data,”justlikehismusicalrecordings,thecollectedspecimensor
theevidencegatheredinsituanddescribedinwords,butthathe“neverfully
explainedhisuseofthedifferentkindsofethnographicdata.”Therespective
status of photographs and drawings changed in the course of Boas’ activity,
with photographs taking prominence only towards the close of the century.
Josephcarefullyexplainsthe“overwhelminglyabundant”presenceofmeans
ofcommunicationandrepresentationinBoas’workanddocumentstheway
theyreinforceoneanother.WelearnwhythisAmericananthropologistfound
photographs without explanatory captions useless; why he sometimes had
drawingsmadethatcorrectedthephotographsuponwhichtheywerebased;
andwhyphotographicportraitsofKwakiutlIndianswereattimesartificially
arrangedsoastodisplaytheelementsthatBoaswantedtoemphasizeinhis
text.

Inthefinalcontributiontothissection,TomLambeensandKrisPintdraw
attention to the uneasy, but necessary cohabitation of words and images in
comics–agenre thathasevolvedsince thenineteenthcenturyasawayof
story-tellingbymeansofsequential,text-supportedimages.Theauthorsspeak
ofa“duality”ofimageandtextthatcontainsatensionthatcanbefeltbythe
reader,whoseglancehastojumptoandfrobetweentwomedia,aswellasby
theartists,whohavetocopewiththefactthatthe“anti-sensualrealmofthe
text”insomesensedisturbstheaestheticlogicoftheirimages.Theco-authors,
oneofwhomisacomicsartisthimself,speakofthevariousstrategiesbywhich
whattheyvariouslydescribeasa“chasm,”“tension”or“conflict”betweenthe
twomeansofexpressioncanbeovercome,oratleastmitigated.

“ImageandText”:byrespondingwithsuchdifferentcasestudiestoaclearly
formulatedsetofquestions,thefouressayspresentedheremakeavalidcon-
tributiontoadebatethatsometimessuffersfromtotalitarianclaims.Aristot-
le’sstatementthatwecannotthinkwithoutmentalimageshasledtoclaims
thateverythingisanimage,evenwhatiswrittenoutinwords.Thisviewhas
beencontestedbytheopposite,butequallyabsolutistclaimthat“allistext.”
Whetherwe,asmembersofthehumanspecies,ultimatelymakesenseofthe
worldinprimarilyvisualorprimarilyconceptualtermsisnodoubtafascinat-
ingquestion.But irrespectiveofwhattheanswertothisquestionmightbe,
andirrespectiveofthecommonrootsofdrawingandwritinginthescratching
actionoftheprimordialslatepencil,itmustbeevidentthattoday,weengage
verydifferentmediaindeedwhendescribing,interpretingorre-inventingthe
world, whereby textual and graphic means constitute two large types. The
waysinwhichthesetwotypesinteractisrich,complexandmysteriousenough
todeserveourintellectualattention.
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Reception and Literary Infrastructure

Thethreecontributionsinthefinalsectionofthisbooklookatdifferentas-
pectsofthereceptionoftextsthatinfluencetheirunderstanding.SabrinaCor-
bellini and Margriet Hoogvliet discuss the dynamics of the process of
translation,transmissionandreceptionoftheLatinBibleintothevernaculars
duringthelateMiddleAges.NexttotheclergywhichtraditionallyusedLatin
as its language, a respublica laicorum for which the vernacular was the lan-
guageofcommunication,developedinthisperiod.Thisculturaltransforma-
tion, which started in France and Italy, has been much discussed in recent
research,especiallywithregardtodidacticandmoralizingliterature.Corbel-
lini and Hoogvliet instead concentrate on the emancipation of the laity
throughactivereadershipofreligiousliteratureinthevernacular.Theauthors
applytheconceptof“culturaltransfer”todiscusstheprocessesoftranslation
anddisseminationoftheBibleintothevernaculars.Theystressthereciprocity
oftheexchange:laymenaswellastheclergyplayedanimportantroleinthe
transmissionofthetexts.Veryoftenmanuscriptswouldcontainaselectionof
Biblebooksinsteadofacompletetranslation.CorbelliniandHoogvlietargue
thatthesefragmentedBiblesshouldnotbeinterpretedaspartofastrategyof
theChurchtokeepthe“real”Bibleawayfromthelay,butinsteadasastrategy
oftheclergytopropagatethetextoftheBible.Asfortheparticipationofthe
newreadingcommunities:thecompilationsandcopiesmadeforpersonaluse
werepassedonfromonegenerationtoanotherandthushelpedindividuals,
families and (semi-)professional networks of laymen to construct their reli-
giousidentities.Inthisprocesstheyweresupportedbytheactivitiesofmem-
bersoftheclergywhoactivelysupportedthereligiousambitionoflaybelievers,
bothmenandwomen.Therearecloseparallelsbetweenthispaperandthe
papers in the New Philology section: translationscanbeseenasanextreme
exampleofthevariationofatext,whichopensituptoawholenewreadership
andtonewwaysoftransmissionandreception.ItalsosharesaffinitywithEls
Stronks’paperintheImageandTextsectionontheappearanceofBibletexts
intheDutchRepublic.

InhisessayontheinterpretationbyPetrusRamusandJohannesKeplerof
Proclus’Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements,GuyClaessensap-
proachesthenotionofreceptionfromaphilosophicalperspective.Claessens’
goalistoshowthatbothRamus’andKepler’sreadingarebasedontheirown
ideasandpreconceptionsaboutmathematics,whiletheyatthesametimefeel
theneedtogroundtheseideasintextofafifth-century,classicalNeoplatonist.
Ramus’ evaluation of Proclus’ commentary of Euclid is mostly positive.
AccordingtoProclus,thehistoryofmathematicsisanevolutionaryprocess,
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andRamusagrees.ButthereadingoftheFrenchlogiciandiffersfromthatof
Proclusontwoimportantpoints.Ramustransfersthenotionofmathematics
asaprocessofreminiscencefromtheleveloftheindividualtothatofacollec-
tiveevolutionaryprocess.Secondly,mathematical learning,accordingtoRa-
mus,doesnotinvolvetherememberingofinnateconceptsbutofmathematical
practicesinstead.(LaterRamuschangedhisideasaboutthehistoryofmathe-
maticsandacceptedProclus’ideaofrecordatioasanindividualrecollectionof
innate concepts.) Ramus blames Plato for the corruption of the history of
mathematics.Accordingtohimthereturnofanaturalgeometryisonlypossi-
blewhenthewordsusus[“practice”]andfinis[“purpose”]becomesynonyms
again,andgeometryreturnstobeingthears bene metiendi[“theartofcorrect
measuring”] insteadofaphilosophicaldoctrine.Ramus’appreciationof the
workofEuclidthuscloselyfollowsthedevelopmentofhisownideas.

ThereadingoftheGermanastronomerKeplerofProclus’Commentary on 
the First Book of Euclid’s Elements differs greatly from Ramus’ utilitarian ap-
proach.Accordingtohimthephilosophicalrelevanceofgeometryisreflected
inthearchetypicalconstructionofthecosmos,Claessensexplains.ForKepler,
Proclus’textisfundamentalforacorrectunderstandingofgeometry’sphilo-
sophicalfoundation.HethereforecriticizesRamusinhisHarmonices mundi
(Linz1619),usingProclus’treatise.InhismeticulousanalysisClaessensdem-
onstrateshowbothRamusandKeplergobacktothetextofProclustorestore
thefundamentsofgeometricalthinking,butindiametricallyopposedways.

WhileClaessensexplainsthedifferentinterpretationsofProclusfromthe
different, philosophical ideas of two of his later readers, Ramus and Kepler,
LaurensHaminhiscontributiontothisvolumeattributesthelackofconsen-
sus among modern critics about the meaning of Max Havelaar, the famous
novel of the nineteenth-century Dutch writer Multatuli (Eduard Douwes
Dekker), to the ambivalent and complicated relationship the author adopts
towardshisreaders.Multatuli’sworksprovokediscussionineverynewgene-
ration of readers. Did the author of Max Havelaar really suggest a societal
change?Washeamodernistwriterorananti-modernist?Orwashe,afterall,a
conservativewhowantedtokeeptheDutchcoloniesandonlytriedtochange
individualopinion?InhisessayHamshowshowthewayinwhichMultatuli
communicateswiththereader-in-the-textcontributestotheongoingcontro-
versialstatusofhiswork.Multatuliprovokeshisreaders,butalsotriestowin
themforthegoodcause,i.e.,abetterlifefortheJavanesepeople.

In his contribution Ham focuses on a pamphlet Multatuli wrote in 1861,
commissionedbytheRotterdampublisherNijgh.Thistext,Show me the place 
where I sowed!,waspublishedtoraisemoneyforthevictimsofafloodinthe
DutchEastIndies.Itbelongstotheso-calledbenevolencebooks,anow-forgot-
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tengenre,whichfunctionedasaninstrumentforcharity:allprofitswenttothe
poorortopeopleaffectedbyanaturaldisaster.Traditionallyauthorandread-
ers/buyersbelongedtothesamesocialclassandsharedthesamereligiousbe-
liefs;theyusuallyadoptedaconservativepoliticalagenda.Multatuli,however,
explicitlyviolates therulesof thegenre.Ontheonehand,heprovokesand
evenscoldshisreaders,whileontheotherhand,hetriestoattractthemby
givingthemwhattheyexpect:asentimentalstoryaboutaJavanesefamilyof
victims.Moreover,thetextstartswithalongmetafictionalcommentinwhich
Multatuli states thathe isnotaconventionalauthor, like theotherbenevo-
lencewriters.Hamshowshowthepeculiarwayinwhichthisauthorconnects
withhisreadersinthispamphlet,butalsoinMax Havelaar, contributestothe
ambivalentreceptionofhisworks.

Allthreepapersinthissectiontakentogetherdemonstratehowtherecep-
tionofatextdependsupontheformittakes,includingthelanguagesinwhich
itistranslated(CorbelliniandHoogvliet),theideasandpreconceptionsofits
readers(Claessens),aswellasthenarrativestrategiesadoptedbytheauthor
himself(Ham).Theydemonstrate,asdotheotherpapersinthisvolume,how
the interpretationofnarrativesconsistsofacomplex interplaybetweenau-
thor,textandreader.Theauthorcaninfluencethisinterpretationbythenarra-
tivestrategiesheadoptsor thestyleshechooses.Thesametextcanappear
overtimeinmanydifferentforms,withorwithoutillustrations,intranslation
or in revised editions, which inevitably influence its meaning. Finally, every
readercomestothetextwithhisorherownpreconceivedideasandexpecta-
tions.Noapproachbyitselfcancoverallthesedifferentaspectsoftheprocess
ofunderstandingatext.Thisvolumethereforecollectsawidevarietyofdiffer-
entapproacheswhichtogetherilluminatethecomplexmeaningsoftexts.

…
Wewouldliketoendthisintroductionbythankingseveralpeopleandinstitu-
tions.Inthefirstplacewewouldliketothankthecentraladministrationof
RadboudUniversityfortheirfinancialsupportbothoftheText,Transmission
andReceptionresearchprojectandoftheconference,aswellastheFaculties
ofArtsandofPhilosophy,TheologyandReligiousStudiesfortheirlogistical
support and for hosting the conference.We would further like to thank the
original panel organizers, Johan Oosterman (New Philology), José Sanders
(Narrativity,withHansHoeken),ChristophLüthy(ImageandText),JosJoosten
andMaartenSteenmeijer(ReceptionandLiteraryInfrastructure)andthere-
spondentstothefourpanels:GlennMost(ScuolaNormaleSuperiorediPisa/
UniversityofChicago)intheNewPhilologypanel;DolfZillmann(University
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ofAlabama)intheNarrativitypanel;SteffenSiegel(UniversityofJena)inthe
Image and Text panel; and Isabelle Kalinowski (École Normale Supérieure,
Paris) in the Reception and Literary Infrastructure panel. Their comments
greatlyhelpedthecontributorstoimprovetheirpapers,asdidthecomments
oftheanonymousreviewers.Theyremainunnamedbutnolessthanked.We
wouldalsoliketothankClaireStocks,assistantprofessorintheClassicsDe-
partmentofRadboudUniversity,whodidaverythoroughjobincopyediting
the various contributions, and the two student assistants, Judith Campman
whomadesuretheyall followedtheauthor’sguidelines,andMariekeGrau-
mans,whoproducedtheindex.Finally,wewouldliketothankBrillPublishers
forincludingthisvolumeintheirnewseriesRadboudStudiesinHumanities.


